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We present a first practical implementation of a recently proposed hadron structure oriented
(HSO) approach to TMD phenomenology applied to Drell-Yan like processes, including lepton pair
production at moderate Q2 and Z0 boson production. We compare and contrast general features
of our methodology with other common practices and emphasize the improvements derived from
our approach that we view as essential for applications where extracting details of nonperturba-
tive transverse hadron structure is a major goal. These include the HSO’s preservation of a basic
TMD parton-model-like framework even while accounting for full TMD factorization and evolu-
tion, explicit preservation of the integral relationship between TMD and collinear pdfs, and the
ability to meaningfully compare different theoretical models of nonperturbative TMD parton distri-
butions. In our examples, we show that there is significant sensitivity at moderate Q2 to both the
form of the nonperturbative transverse momentum dependence and the parametrization of collinear
parton densities. However, we also find that evolving to Q2 = M2

Z , without fitting, results in a
satisfactory postdiction of existing data for Z0 production, nearly independently of the modeling
of nonperturbative transverse momentum behavior. We argue that this demonstrates that moder-
ate Q measurements should be given greater weight than high Q measurements in extractions of
nonperturbative transverse momentum dependence. We also obtain new extractions of the nonper-
turbative Collins-Soper kernel within the HSO approach. We discuss its features and compare with
some earlier extractions.

I. INTRODUCTION

The techniques of transverse momentum dependent (TMD) factorization and evolution have found applications both
in very high energy phenomenology and in studies of nonperturbative hadron structure. However, phenomenological
treatments that merge the two types of applications in a coherent way that preserves the desired features of both a
hadron structure viewpoint and a high energy evolution viewpoint have remained elusive. To address this, recent work
by three of us reformulated the details of the steps for applying TMD factorization in a way that is simultaneously
optimized for phenomenological studies of hadron structure at moderate-to-low Q and for evolution to the very
large scales relevant to high energy phenomenology [1, 2]. Reference [1] referred to this as a “bottom up” approach
while in Ref. [2] it was called a “hadron structure oriented” (HSO) approach. The HSO strategy is to construct
phenomenological parametrizations for the TMD correlation functions, the TMD parton density functions (pdfs) and
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the TMD fragmentation functions (ffs), while strictly adhering to the logic of the TMD factorization and evolution
derivations at each stage in the process. The purpose of the present paper is to begin the processes of putting these
steps into practice.

The basic expression of TMD factorization for a process like Drell-Yan scattering valid in the small transverse
momentum limit is

dσ

d4qT dΩ
∼
∑∫

d2kaT d2kbT fj/ha
(xa,kaT;µQ, Q

2)fȷ̄/hb
(xb,kbT;µQ, Q

2)δ(2)(qT − kaT − kbT) , (1)

which exactly matches a TMD parton model description (e.g., Refs. [3, 4]), except with evolution scales Q and µQ

as explicit auxiliary arguments of the TMD pdfs. The partons of flavor j and ȷ̄ are carried inside hadrons ha and hb

with collinear momentum fractions xa(xb) and transverse momenta kaT(kbT). The coordinate space solution to the
evolution equations for each of the TMD correlation functions is rather simple and takes the form

f̃j/h(x, bT;µQ, Q
2) = f̃j/h(x, bT;µQ0

, Q2
0)E(bT, Q/Q0) , (2)

where Q0 is an input scale and E(bT, Q/Q0) is a collection of well-known exponential factors that implement evolution
and whose only bT-dependence resides in the Collins-Soper (CS) kernel. Therefore, once a parametrization of a TMD
pdf has been established at an input scale Q0 and for all bT, evolving it to a higher Q and using Eq. (1) becomes in
principle very simple. By comparison, the role of nonperturbative input parametrizations is somewhat obscured in the
more complicated ways that evolved Drell-Yan cross sections are typically expressed. Maintaining the factorization
formula in the straightforward form in Eqs. (1)–(2) allows one to deal directly with issues related to the input
parametrization that are often overlooked.

The HSO approach simultaneously addresses a number of long-standing issues including:

1) The need to preserve the integral normalizations that connect TMD and collinear correlation functions

fi/h(x) ≈
∫

d2kT fi/h(x,kT) , (3)

which map to an approximate probability interpretation, even at moderate Q. More traditional TMD
parametrizations either lack this constraint, or they express it in a naive parton model form that does not
include evolution.

2) The need to match to a fixed order perturbative tail when transverse momentum is comparable to the hard
scale. The parametrizations of TMD pdfs and ffs should match the large transverse momentum asymptotic
behavior that is dictated by their operator definitions.

3) The need to deal with a backwards evolution problem in TMD factorization. Specifically, data from high scale
processes tend to have weak sensitivity to the nonperturbative parts in TMD parametrizations in comparison to
what one finds at lower Q. As such, extractions of nonperturbative transverse momentum dependence obtained
from very large Qmeasurements have errors that are amplified, and eventually blow up, as one evolves downward
in Q. (We do emphasize, however, that understanding the nonperturbative contributions is relevant to reaching
desired levels of precision at quite large scales. See, for example, [5, 6].)

4) The need for direct control, in the parametrizations themselves, over the transition between perturbative and
nonperturbative descriptions of transverse momentum dependence as one moves from small to large transverse
momentum. This is important for efforts to map out the regions in transverse momentum where different
physical mechanisms dominate. The transition is smooth in the HSO approach, and it eliminates the arbitrary
“bmax” (and “bmin”) that appears in many standard high energy applications. Specifically, the scale at which
a bTQ0 → 0 renormalization group improvement approach is imposed has been separated from the physical
description of the transition between perturbative and truly nonperturbative regions. See Appendix B and
Sec. IVC below for a discussion of how these descriptions are connected.

5) The need for a recipe that maps any given model (say, from lattice QCD or other nonperturbative techniques)
of TMD functions to the nonperturbative input of TMD factorization and evolution, and allows the predictive
power of different models to be compared.

Items 1) and 2) are essentially matters of internal consistency in the treatment of QCD factorization, so they are
quite essential. Items 3) and 4) are important for applications to the study of hadron structure. Item 1) also plays
an important role in the existing framework for interpreting TMD and collinear pdfs in terms of a parton model
picture of hadronic structure. This can be seen, for example, in the “prism” diagrams that are frequently found in



3

hadron structure literature [7, figure 1], where different types of correlation functions are linked by various limits and
integrals. These integral connections between collinear and TMD functions have frequently been used in the past, and
continue to be used, in parton model level phenomenological implementations, such as in Ref. [8, equations (1) and
(2)]. Thus, part of our goal in imposing conditions like 1) is also to bridge these parton model motivated treatments
with full TMD factorization treatments that include evolution.

The need to preserve predictive power has also been addressed, following somewhat different strategies, in Ref. [9, 10].
For our present approach, assembling all the pieces of a parametrization requires a nontrivial number of steps. For
these details, we refer the reader to both Ref. [1] and Ref. [2]. For making the main points clearer, these earlier
articles used a rather extensive notation (see, for example, the notation glossary in appendix A of [1]). For instance,
it was necessary there to carefully distinguish between concept of a correlation as an abstract theoretical object and
the approximate parametrization that is modeled or extracted from a fit. To streamline the discussions in this paper,
we revert back to simpler language and notation. It will be assumed that the reader is familiar enough with the steps
in Refs. [1, 2] to resolve any ambiguities in notation, see also Ref. [11] for a review of the HSO approach.

It is important to reemphasize that the approach we are describing here does not relate to the underlying formalism,
which is just the usual TMD factorization, but rather is merely a strategy for constructing phenomenological TMD
parametrizations in a way that optimizes the handling and interpretation of explicitly nonperturbative parts of
transverse momentum dependence. In particular, it is designed to allow one to confront questions about how to
separately identify behavior that is irreducibly nonperturbative from contributions that can in principle be described
through the use of collinear pdfs and perturbation theory. The aim is to place on a more rigorous footing the type of
discussions about competing perturbative versus nonperturbative mechanisms in direct observations of data, such as
that appearing in the discussion of figure 17 of Ref. [12], where two apparently different mechanisms are invoked to
describe small and large transverse momentum shapes. Or, very schematically, in the construction of a parametrization
of an individual TMD pdf near the input scale, where one expects a separation into contributions like what is shown
in Fig. 1. The purple shaded area indicates sensitivity to parameters for the nonperturbative transverse momentum
dependence, while the yellow shaded area represents behavior that is describable as perturbative radiation. A more
precise statement of Eq. (3) is

fi/h(x;µ) = π

∫ µ2

0

dk2T fi/h(x,kT;µ, µ
2) + ∆(f(x), αs(µ)) + power suppressed . (4)

With µ ≈ Q, it states that the area under the curve in Fig. 1 is constrained in terms of known collinear pdfs. A
yellow shaded region around the kT ≈ Q cutoff must exist because variations with respect to this cutoff are associated
with DGLAP evolution. But the relative contributions of the purple and yellow shaded areas cannot be adjusted
independently from one another without violating Eq. (4).

kT ⇡ Q
<latexit sha1_base64="pB6m1FSQ5h89jiW3cv+LJWJRWKI=">AAAB9HicbVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU9mtgh6LXjy20C9ol5JNs21oNhuTbLEs/R1ePCji1R/jzX9j2u5BWx8MPN6bYWZeIDnTxnW/ndzG5tb2Tn63sLd/cHhUPD5p6ThRhDZJzGPVCbCmnAnaNMxw2pGK4ijgtB2M7+d+e0KVZrFomKmkfoSHgoWMYGMlf9xvoB6WUsVPqN4vltyyuwBaJ15GSpCh1i9+9QYxSSIqDOFY667nSuOnWBlGOJ0VeommEpMxHtKupQJHVPvp4ugZurDKAIWxsiUMWqi/J1IcaT2NAtsZYTPSq95c/M/rJia89VMmZGKoIMtFYcKRidE8ATRgihLDp5Zgopi9FZERVpgYm1PBhuCtvrxOWpWyd1Wu1K9L1bssjjycwTlcggc3UIUHqEETCDzCM7zCmzNxXpx352PZmnOymVP4A+fzBxNzkaU=</latexit>

NP transverse momentum parameters needed
<latexit sha1_base64="9aPajV+japaJDi5aRmdXL+XX2rc=">AAACGHicbVBNSwMxEM3Wr1q/qh69BIvgqe5WQY9FL56kgtVCW0o2O7WhSXZJZsWy9Gd48a948aCIV2/+G7O1B60OBB7vvZnJvDCRwqLvf3qFufmFxaXicmlldW19o7y5dW3j1HBo8ljGphUyC1JoaKJACa3EAFOhhJtweJbrN3dgrIj1FY4S6Cp2q0VfcIaO6pUPOgj3mF00KBqmbW4FqmIFGlNFE2aYAnQk1QARRONeueJX/UnRvyCYggqZVqNX/uhEMU/zgVwya9uBn2A3YwYFlzAudVILCeNDdgttB7XbZ7vZ5LAx3XNMRPuxcU8jnbA/OzKmrB2p0DkVw4Gd1XLyP62dYv+kmwmdpAiafy/qp5JiTPOUaCQMcJQjBxg3wv2V8oELg+dZlFwIwezJf8F1rRocVmuXR5X66TSOItkhu2SfBOSY1Mk5aZAm4eSBPJEX8uo9es/em/f+bS14055t8qu8jy8kD6EU</latexit>

Calculated with perturbation theory
<latexit sha1_base64="sPOyCVOy7vOjRFFFFoeMtvqfJhk=">AAACE3icbVC7SgNBFJ31GeNr1dJmMAhiEXajoGUwjWUE84AkhNnJTTJk9sHMXTUs+Qcbf8XGQhFbGzv/xslmC008MHA451zu3ONFUmh0nG9raXlldW09t5Hf3Nre2bX39us6jBWHGg9lqJoe0yBFADUUKKEZKWC+J6HhjSpTv3EHSoswuMVxBB2fDQLRF5yhkbr2aRvhAZMKkzyWDKFH7wUOaQQKY+WlIYpDCNV40rULTtFJQReJm5ECyVDt2l/tXshjHwLkkmndcp0IOwlTKLiESb4da4gYH7EBtAwNmA+6k6Q3TeixUXq0HyrzAqSp+nsiYb7WY98zSZ/hUM97U/E/rxVj/7KTiCCKEQI+W9SPJcWQTguiPaGAoxwbwrgS5q+UD5liHE2NeVOCO3/yIqmXiu5ZsXRzXihfZXXkyCE5IifEJRekTK5JldQIJ4/kmbySN+vJerHerY9ZdMnKZg7IH1ifP4ognzQ=</latexit>

FIG. 1: Schematic separation of an input TMD pdf into perturbative and nonperturbative contributions. The total area under
the curve is constrained by Eq. (4). The purple and yellow shaded areas are not independently adjustable.

The purpose of our approach is to build such interdependencies into the fitting parametrizations themselves, thus
making it obvious, for example, how adjustments to nonperturbative transverse momentum parameters propagate to
affect perturbative regions and vice-versa.

While we do present fits in this paper, the fits themselves are not the primary result that we wish to present, but
rather they are used to demonstrate proof of principle for the methodology. The fits include far too small of a sample
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of data to adequately constrain nonperturbative TMD pdfs. However, it is possible, for example, to demonstrate
the general predictive power of TMD factorization applications in the HSO approach in fits to Drell-Yan scattering
measurements. We will focus on Drell-Yan-like processes (high mass lepton pair production, etc) because they have
a number of attractive features for an initial phenomonenological application. First, they only involve TMD pdfs,
not the admixture of pdfs and ffs that appear in semi-inclusive deep inelastic scattering (SIDIS). Second, data are
available for a very wide range of Q2, making studies of the effect of evolution feasible.

We will explain the HSO fitting in a manner designed to highlight the points enumerated above:

• As a first step, we will fit the parameters of TMD pdfs to Drell-Yan data at moderate Q in an HSO framework.
(More specifically we will refer to the E288 [13] and E605 [14] experiments.) We will alternate between two
different but classic model parametrizations of the nonperturbative transverse momentum “core,” namely a
Gaussian parametrization and a spectator model, thus illustrating item 5) above. We will find that both models
give comparable and very satisfactory descriptions of the data.

• In an entirely separate step, we will next evolve the moderate Q TMD extractions upward to make postdictions
for Z0 boson production, and we compare with existing CDF and D0 data without fitting. The aim of this
exercise is to illustrate the predictive power of the framework by demonstrating that a reasonable description of
the Z0 boson cross section is obtained regardless of input model parametrizations. Furthermore, it highlights
the importance of moderate scale measurements in constraining nonperturbative input.

The points enumerated above pertain to methodology. But there is a separate, related empirical observation that
it is difficult to describe the large transverse momentum tails of transverse momentum distributions [15], and some
observables at large qT [16, 17], entirely within collinear factorization. We will not address this issue specifically in
this paper because it is primarily a matter of collinear pdf phenomenology. We remark, however, that our approach
establishes one pathway for resolving the tension, since it allows for combining collinear and pdf fitting in one step.
Indeed, between the TMD and collinear pdfs, it is the TMD pdfs that are the more fundamental objects. The collinear
pdfs are derived from the TMD pdfs through the application of transverse momentum integrals. Viewed from that
perspective, the collinear parametrizations should be tailored to be consistent with a TMD treatment, not vice-versa.
Ultimately, it is not sensible to address collinear and TMD phenomenology in entirely separate and discrete steps.
The setup in this paper is a first step toward a combined TMD-collinear phenomenological framework. We will discuss
this issue in more detail in the conclusion.

We end this introduction with some philosophical remarks contrasting our approach with broader phenomenological
trends in partonic structure. There has been important progress in accommodating large quantities of data in global
fits of transverse momentum dependence. We acknowledge the importance of this for establishing the outlines of
what is possible in future experiments. However, we hope to avoid an excessive amount of global fitting in our
work that could obscure the basic physics of the TMD factorization structures, which are of primary interest. Our
approach deliberately prioritizes the preservation of predictive power coming from the nonperturbative parts of TMD
correlation functions. Our ultimate goal is a phenomenological framework that makes falsifiable predictions which
can legitimately be said to test the underlying theory assumptions that are of greatest interest to hadron structure
theorists and quantum field theorists more broadly.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we review the set-up of Drell-Yan kinematics, and we establish the
notation and summarize the fundamental steps that lead to the factorization of Drell-Yan scattering and to TMD
evolution. In Sec. III we present the cutoff definition of collinear pdfs and discuss the large momentum asymptote of
their convolution, as it appears in the TMD factorization formula for Drell-Yan processes. In Sec. IV we demonstrate
how the TMD parton distribution functions are parametrized, at the input scale, within the HSO approach. Sec. V
and Sec. VI are devoted to the data analysis, to the fit of Drell-Yan measurements at moderate Q and to their
corresponding evolution to larger Q. In Sec. VII the CS kernel is specifically addressed and compared to other,
independent extractions. Sec. VIII is dedicated to a more general comparison of the results obtained by applying the
HSO approach with other analyses and TMD extractions. Finally in Sec. IX we draw our conclusions.
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II. UNPOLARIZED DRELL-YAN SCATTERING

The process involves a collision between two hadrons with the inclusive production of a lepton-antilepton pair in
the final state as shown in Fig. 2:

pa + pb → l + l′ +X . (5)

We will label the momenta of the incoming hadrons (which could be nucleons, pions, nuclei, etc) by pa and pb
respectively, l and l′ are the final state lepton and antilepton momenta respectively, andX is the unobserved integrated
part of the final state. The four-momentum of the final state virtual photon is

q ≡ l + l′ with q2 = Q2 = (l + l′)2 . (6)

l′

l
pa

pb

q

x

y

z

Hadron plane

Lepton plane

FIG. 2: Kinematic configuration of Drell-Yan process

In setting up Drell-Yan and W±/Z0 production cross sections, we follow standard steps [18]. The unpolarized Drell-
Yan cross section is, following [19], decomposable into four structure functions that describe the angular dependence
of the dilepton pair. It is first separated into leptonic and hadronic tensors,

l0l
′
0

dσ

d3l d3l′
=

α2
em

4
√

(pa · pb)2 −M2
aM

2
bQ

4
LµνW

µν (7)

where Ma and Mb are the masses of the colliding hadrons. The hadronic tensor is

Wµν(pa, pb) =
1

(2π)4

∫
d4z eiq·z⟨pa, pb|jµ(0)jν(z)|pa, pb⟩ , (8)

and the lowest order leptonic tensor is

Lµν = 4(lµl
′
ν + l′µlν − l · l′gµν) . (9)

For simplicity we only deal with the electromagnetic case here. See below for the extension to electroweak bosons.
We use the usual kinematical variables,

xa ≡
Q2

2pa · q
, xb ≡

Q2

2pb · q
, s = (pa + pb)

2 . (10)

Throughout the rest of this paper, we will use the approximation that the colliding hadron masses are negligible,
M2

a,b ≪ Q2.
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A. The reference frames

We will use the following two reference frames:

1. The hadron frame

The hadron frame is the specific center-of-mass frame in which the incoming hadrons both have exactly zero
transverse momentum. In light-cone variables,

pa,h =
(
p+a , 0,0T

)
=
(√

s/2, 0,0T

)
, (11)

pb,h =
(
0, p−b ,0T

)
=
(
0,
√
s/2,0T

)
, (12)

with p+a = p−b . As usual, we work in the massless hadron approximation. The virtual photon has momentum

qh =

(
eyh

√
Q2 + q2hT

2
, e−yh

√
Q2 + q2hT

2
, qhT

)
, (13)

where yh is the hadron frame rapidity. The hadron-frame transverse momentum in terms of Lorentz invariants is

q2hT =
2pa · q pb · q

pa · pb
−Q2 . (14)

Also,

s = 2pa · pb =
Q2

xaxb

(
1 +

q2hT

Q2

) , yh =
1

2
ln

(
xa

xb

)
, (15)

and in the hadron frame xa/xb = q+h /q
−
h . Other commonly used variables are Feynman xF and τ ,

xF ≡ xa − xb =
2qzh√

s
(
1 +

q2hT

Q2

) , τ ≡ Q2

s
= xaxb

(
1 +

q2hT
Q2

)
. (16)

In the literature, the expressions for s, xF and τ are frequently used only in their q2T/Q
2 → 0 limit. Since we ultimately

wish to describe all qT we have kept their qT-sensitive forms.

2. The photon frame

A general photon frame is one where the virtual photon is at rest. Using Minkowski coordinates and (as usual)
neglecting hadron masses, the hadron momenta in a photon frame are

qµγ = (Q,0) , (17a)

pµa,γ = |pa,γ | (1,na,γ) , (17b)

pµb,γ = |pb,γ | (1,nb,γ) . (17c)

It is convenient to define unit 3-vectors na,γ and nb,γ that point along the incoming hadron momenta. Following
steps similar to the e+e−-annihilation case [20], we define unit four-vectors

Zµ
γ =

(0,na,γ − nb,γ)

|na,γ − nb,γ |
, Xµ

γ =
(0,na,γ + nb,γ)

|na,γ + nb,γ |
. (18)

The Collins-Soper frame is a particular photon frame wherein the z-axis is fixed to align along the spatial components
of Zµ

γ and the x-axis along the spatial components of Xµ
γ . The z-axis then bisects the angle between pa,γ and −pb,γ .

The lepton and antilepton momenta in the Collins-Soper frame are

l =
Q

2
(1, sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ, cos θ) , (19)

l′ =
Q

2
(1,− sin θ cosϕ,− sin θ sinϕ,− cos θ) . (20)
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B. Structure function decomposition

In terms of Xµ and Zµ, the unpolarized parts of the hadronic tensor can be decomposed into the following conven-
tional unpolarized structure functions,

Wµν =

(
−gµν +

qµqν

Q2
− ZµZν

)
F 1
UU + ZµZνF 2

UU

− (XµZν + ZµXν)F cosϕ
UU +

(
−gµν +

qµqν

Q2
− 2XµXν − ZµZν

)
F cos 2ϕ
UU + pol. dep. , (21)

The cross section in Eq. (7) becomes

l0l
′
0

dσ

d3l d3l′
=

α2
em

sQ2

{
(1 + cos2 θ)F 1

UU + (1− cos2 θ)F 2
UU + sin 2θ cosϕF cosϕ

UU + sin2 θ cos 2ϕF cos 2ϕ
UU

}
, (22)

where θ and ϕ are the polar and azimuthal angles respectively of lepton l in the Collins-Soper frame. The structure
functions are conveniently obtained from the hadronic tensor with the projection tensors,

Pµν
1 = −1

2
(gµν + ZµZν) , (23)

Pµν
2 = ZµZν , (24)

Pµν
ϕ = −1

2
(XµZν + ZµXν) (25)

Pµν
2ϕ = −1

2
(gµν + ZµZν)−XµXν . (26)

Changing variables so that the cross section is differential in photon 4-momentum q,

dσ

d4q dΩ
=

α2
em

2sQ2

{
(1 + cos2 θ)F 1

UU + (1− cos2 θ)F 2
UU + sin 2θ cosϕF cosϕ

UU + sin2 θ cos 2ϕF cos 2ϕ
UU

}
, (27)

where Ω is the lepton solid angle. Integrating over all lepton angles gives the spin/polarization independent part of
the cross section differential in Q2, q2hT, and yh in the hadron frame,

dσ

d2qhT dQ2 dyh
=

2πα2
em

3sQ2

(
2F 1

UU + F 2
UU

)
. (28)

or,

dσ

dq2hT dQ2 dyh
=

2π2α2
em

3sQ2

(
2F 1

UU + F 2
UU

)
. (29)

C. TMD factorization for Drell-Yan scattering

The usual TMD-factorization expression for the hadronic tensor is

Wµν(xa, xb, Q, qhT)

=
∑
j

Hµν
jȷ̄

∫
d2kaT d2kbT fj/ha

(xa,kaT;µQ, Q
2)fȷ̄/hb

(xb,kbT;µQ, Q
2)δ(2)(qhT − kaT − kbT) + (a←→ b)

=
∑
j

Hµν
jȷ̄

∫
d2bT
(2π)2

eiqhT·bT f̃j/ha
(xa, bT;µQ, Q

2) f̃ȷ̄/hb
(xb, bT;µQ, Q

2) + (a←→ b)

=
∑
j

Hµν
jȷ̄

{[
fj/ha

, fȷ̄/hb

]
+
[
fj/hb

, fȷ̄/ha

]}
, (30)

where on the last line we have used the common bracket notation for abbreviating the transverse convolution integrals.
The hard part in (30) reads,

Hµν
jȷ̄ =

e2j
2Q2Nc

Tr
[
/̂kaγ

µ/̂kbγ
ν
]
|Hjȷ̄(αs(µ), µ/Q)|2 . (31)
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The basics of the TMD factorization theorem originate in the Collins-Soper-Sterman (CSS) formalism [21–23] and its

updated forms [20, 24]. See Ref. [25] for a review that includes a detailed list of references. The k̂a and k̂b partonic
momenta are the hard approximate momenta in the Collins-Soper frame,

k̂a,γ =
(
Q/
√
2, 0,0T

)
, (32)

k̂b,γ =
(
0, Q/

√
2,0T

)
. (33)

We have already fixed the auxiliary renormalization group (RG) and rapidity scales, µ and ζ, to µQ = C2Q and
ζ = Q2 respectively in Eq. (30) to optimize perturbation theory. We will use C2 = 1 throughout this paper. The hard
vertex factor for Drell-Yan scattering is [24, 26]

|Hjȷ̄(αs(µQ), µQ/Q)|2 = 1 +

∞∑
n=1

(
αs(µQ)

4π

)n

Ĥ
(n)
jȷ̄ (34)

with the lowest order,

H
(1)
jȷ̄ = δjȷ̄CF

(
−16 + 7π2

3

)
. (35)

Here and throughout the rest of this paper we will keep O (αs) in perturbative expressions. However, most α2
s

contributions are available and we list them in Appendix A for future use.
The projection tensors in Eqs. (23)–(26) give the TMD factorization formula in terms of the unpolarized structure

functions,

F 1
UU =

∑
j

e2j
|Hjȷ̄|2
4π2Nc

∫
d2bT eiqhT·bT f̃j/ha

(xa, bT;µQ, Q
2) f̃ȷ̄/hb

(xb, bT;µQ, Q
2) + (a←→ b) (36)

=
∑
j

e2j
|Hjȷ̄|2
Nc

∫
d2kaT d2kbT fj/ha

(xa,kaT;µQ, Q
2)fȷ̄/hb

(xb,kbT;µQ, Q
2)δ(2)(qhT − kaT − kbT) + (a←→ b) ,

F 2
UU = 0 . (37)

D. Z0 boson production

For the calculation of cross sections at scales around the Z0 boson mass, we will consider all contributions, namely,
the photon, Z0 and interference channels.

To obtain expressions for the structure functions F 1,Z
UU and F 2,Z

UU in the Z0 → e+e− channel, one may replace in
Eqs. (36)–(37)

e2j →
Q4

(Q2 −M2
Z)

2
+M2

Z Γ2
Z

(
1 +

[
1− 4 sin2 θw

]2
16 cos2 θw sin2 θw

)(
1 +

[
1− 4|ej | sin2 θw

]2
16 cos2 θw sin2 θw

)
, (38)

with MZ , ΓZ the mass and the width of the Z0 boson, respectively, and where θw is the Weinberg angle in the MS
renormalization scheme and at µ = Mz. The contributions from the interference of intermediate photon and Z0 boson
can be obtained similarly, by the replacement

e2j →−
Q2(Q2 −M2

Z)

(Q2 −M2
Z)

2 +M2
ZΓ

2
Z

|ej | (1− 4 sin2 θW )(1− 4 |ej | sin2 θW )

8 sin2 θW cos2 θW
. (39)

Note that, at these scales, the running of the QED coupling is relevant. We will use the value reported in Ref. [27],
αem(MZ) = 1/127.951.

E. Evolution

The treatment of evolution for the TMD pdfs is entirely within the now standard approach. For a review with a
list of references see, for instance, Ref. [25]. A useful summary of the general logic of the evolution equations is also
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to be found in [28]. The TMD pdfs exactly satisfy the following evolution equations in coordinate space,

∂ ln f̃j/p(x, bT;µ, ζ)

∂ ln
√
ζ

= K̃(bT;µ) , (40)

dK̃(bT;µ)

d lnµ
= − γK(αs(µ)) , (41)

d ln f̃j/p(x, bT;µ, ζ)

d lnµ
= γ(αs(µ); ζ/µ

2) = γ(αs(µ); 1)− γK(αs(µ))
1

2
ln

(
ζ

µ2

)
, (42)

where K̃ is the Collins-Soper kernel, γK is its anomalous dimension and γ the TMD anomalous dimension. After
TMD evolution from an initially low input scale Q0 to an arbitrary higher scale Q, Eq. (36) becomes

F 1
UU =

∑
j

e2j
|Hjȷ̄|2
4π2Nc

∫
d2bT eiqhT·bT f̃j/ha

(xa, bT;µQ0
, Q2

0) f̃ȷ̄/hb
(xb, bT;µQ0

, Q2
0)×

× exp

{
K̃(bT;µQ0) ln

(
Q2

Q2
0

)
+

∫ µQ

µQ0

dµ′

µ′

[
2γ(αs(µ

′); 1)− ln

(
Q2

µ′2

)
γK(αs(µ

′))

]}
+ (a←→ b) . (43)

We take Q0 to be the lowest scale for which TMD factorization is to be considered trustworthy. All perturbatively
calculable quantities will be kept through O (αs).

Within the HSO approach, the strategy is to construct parametrizations of fj/h(x,kT;µQ0 , Q
2
0) and K̃(bT;µQ0)

that simultaneously: 1.) are phenomenologically successful in the Q0 regime, 2.) recover the perturbative expression
for kT ≈ Q, and 3.) obey the appropriate evolution equations when evolving to Q≫ Q0.

The implementation of Eqs. (40)–(43) in this paper will make use of results for the anomalous dimensions and
evolution kernels that were originally calculated in a range of different formalisms, some of whose connection to the
basic TMD factorization in Eq. (43) is not immediately obvious. Some translation is required, and for that we refer

the reader to Ref. [24]. For example, expressions for K̃, γ, and γK are from [29], and extensions up to O
(
α3
s

)
can be

obtained in, for example, Ref. [26, 30].

III. CUTOFF COLLINEAR PDFS AND THE LARGE TRANSVERSE MOMENTUM ASYMPTOTE

As explained in Sec. I, the HSO approach preserves the integral normalizations that relate TMD and collinear
correlation functions, and ensures that TMD pdfs match the large transverse momentum asymptotic behavior dictated
by the operator definitions. It is useful, therefore, to define a collinear pdf obtained by integrating the TMD pdf over
kT,

f c
i/p(x;µQ;µc) ≡ 2π

∫ µc

0

dkT kTfi/p(x,kT;µQ, Q
2) , (44)

where µc = µc(µQ) is a cutoff on kT. It coincides with the literal probability density interpretation that one has in

the parton model, and it equals the MS definition up to calculable O (αs) corrections and corrections suppressed by
powers of 1/µ,

f c
i/p(x;µQ;µc) = fMS

i/p (x;µQ) + ∆i/p(αs(µQ), µc/µQ) +O

(
m2

µ2
Q

)
(45)

where ∆ is the correction, see Sec. III of [1] for the equivalent expression for fragmentation functions. 1 For our
applications, we will set µc = µQ and drop the O (m/µQ) errors in Eq. (45) and express the cutoff definition (Eq. (58)
in Ref. [1]) as

f c
i/p(x;µQ) = lim

m
µQ

→0
f c
i/p(x;µQ;µQ) , (46)

1 m represents any mass scale that may be considered small relative to the hard scale, such as ΛQCD, a light quark mass, or a small
hadronic mass. The subleading errors in expressions like Eq. (45) need not in general be exactly quadratic, but we will retain this
notation for simplicity since the exact power is irrelevant for our purposes.
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where we have dropped the underline on the right-hand side and the superscripts of Ref. [1].
When kT ≈ µ ≈ Q, the perturbative tail approximation to a single TMD pdf (through O (αs)) is

fpert
i/p (x, kT;µQ, Q) =

1

2π

1

k2T

[
Ai/p(x;µQ) +Bi/p(x;µQ) ln

(
Q2

k2T

)
+Ag

i/p(x;µQ)

]
. (47)

The convolution product that appears in the TMD factorization formula is

[fa, fb] =

∫
d2kT fa(x,−kT + qT/2;µQ;Q

2)fb(x,kT + qT/2;µQ;Q
2) . (48)

In the limit qT ∼ Q, Q → ∞, the bracket in Eq. (48) gives the so called “asymptotic term”. This can be calculated
entirely in collinear factorization, in terms of the perturbative tail of Eq. (47), up to power suppressed terms

[fa, fb] = fpert
a (x, qT;µQ;Q

2)f c
b (x;µQ) + fpert

b (x, qT;µQ;Q
2)f c

a(x;µQ)

+

∫
d2kT

{
fpert
a (x,−kT + qT/2;µQ;Q

2)fpert
b (x,kT + qT/2;µQ;Q

2)

−fpert
a (x, qT;µQ;Q

2)fpert
b (x,kT + qT/2;µQ;Q

2)Θ(µQ − |kT + qT/2|)

−fpert
a (x,−kT + qT/2;µQ;Q

2)fpert
b (x, qT;µQ;Q

2)Θ(µQ − | − kT + qT/2|)
}
+O

(
m2

q2T

)
= [fa, fb]ASY +O

(
m2

q2T

)
. (49)

The term in Eq. (49) is useful to implement large-qT corrections to the TMD approximation. We refer the reader
to sections V and VI of Ref. [2] for more details.

IV. TMD PARTON DISTRIBUTION FUNCTIONS: PARAMETRIZATIONS

In this section, we summarize the steps for setting up the parametrizations that we will use in later sections.

A. The input scale TMD pdfs

1. Two component setup

We will use the same additive two component setup from [2] as the basic TMD parametrization. At an input scale
Q0 it is

finpt,i/p(x, kT;µQ0
, Q2

0) =
1

2π

1

k2T +m2
i,p,A

Ai/p(x;µQ0
) +

1

2π

1

k2T +m2
i,p,B

Bi/p(x;µQ0
) ln

(
Q2

0

k2T +m2
i,p,L

)

+
1

2π

1

k2T +m2
g,p

Ag
i/p(x;µQ0

)

+ Ci/p fcore,i/p(x, kT;Q
2
0) . (50)
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The mass parameters in the different terms above can in principle all be different, though from here forward we will
take them to be equal for simplicity, i.e. mi,p ≡ mi,p,A = mi,p,B = mi,p,L. Then, the other factors in Eq. (50) are

Ai/p(x;µQ0) ≡
∑
i′

δi′i
αs(µQ0)

π

{[
(Pii′ ⊗ fi′/p)(x;µQ0)

]
− 3CF

2
fi′/p(x;µQ0)

}
, (51)

Bi/p(x;µQ0) ≡
∑
i′

δi′i
αs(µQ0)CF

π
fi′/p(x;µQ0) , (52)

Ag
i/p(x;µQ0) ≡

αs(µQ0)

π

[
(Pig ⊗ fg/p)(x;µQ0)

]
, (53)

Ci/p ≡
1

Ni/p

[
fi/p(x;µQ0

)−Ai/p(x;µQ0
) ln

(
µQ0

mi,p

)
−Bi/p(x;µQ0

) ln

(
µQ0

mi,p

)
ln

(
Q2

0

µQ0
mi,p

)

−Ag
i/p(x;µQ0) ln

(
µQ0

mg,p

)
+

αs(µQ0)

2π

{∑
i′

δi′i[Ci/i
′

∆ ⊗ fi′/p](x;µQ0) + [Ci/g∆ ⊗ fg/p](x;µQ0)

}]
, (54)

and

Pqq(x) = Pq̄q̄(z) = CF

[
1 + x2

(1− x)+
+

3

2
δ (1− x)

]
, (55)

Pig(x) = TF

[
x2 + (1− x)2

]
, (56)

Ci/i∆ (x) = CF (1− x)− CF
π2

12
δ(1− x) , (57)

Ci/g∆ (x) = 2TFx(1− x) , (58)

Ni/p ≡ 2π

∫ ∞

0

dkT kT fcore,i/p(x, kT;Q
2
0) . (59)

The fcore,i/p(x, kT;Q
2
0) functions parametrize a “core” or peak of the TMD pdf while the remaining terms interpolate

to the O (αs) perturbative tail at large kT. The value of Ci/p is fixed by requiring the TMD pdfs to match the
corresponding collinear pdfs after they are integrated up to a cutoff µc, up to correction terms to convert between
different schemes as in Eqs. (44)–(45). More explicitly, the correction term in Eq. (45) with the choice µc = µQ reads

∆i/p(αs(µQ), 1) =
αs(µQ)

2π

{∑
i′

δi′i[Ci/i
′

∆ ⊗ fi′/p](x;µQ) + [Ci/g∆ ⊗ fg/p](x;µQ)

}
+O

(
α2
s(µQ)

)
. (60)

The “⊗” convolution symbol has the usual definition,

(f ⊗ g)(x;µ) ≡
∫ 1

x

dξ

ξ
f(x/ξ)g(ξ;µ) . (61)

The guiding principles motivating Eq. (50) are devised to deliver a parametrization that i) smoothly and gradually
interpolates between a purely nonperturbative behavior at kT ≈ 0 and a fixed-scale, fixed order perturbative tail at
kT ≈ Q0 and, ii) that preserves the integral relation in Eq. (4). Note that its Fourier-Bessel transform reproduces the
operator product expansion at small bT. Thus, it is built following the recipe in Sec. VI of [1]. The additive structure
of the interpolation is not strictly necessary, but it makes performing integrals and Fourier-Bessel transforms simple.
Indeed, we strongly emphasize that the HSO approach is not specific to the parametrization we choose here, or to any
particular parametrization. It can accommodate any parametrization, which may be formulated either in transverse
momentum or coordinate space. Our specific choice for this paper of a simple additive structure is motivated primarily
by convenience, but it is likely to be updated or modified in future iterations.

2. Nonperturbative models of small transverse momentum

The details about the nonperturbative behavior are contained within the last line of Eq. (50) in the
fcore,i/p(x, kT;Q

2
0) function. We will compare two basic forms for fcore,i/p(x, kT;Q

2
0). One popular parametrization is
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a Gaussian shape,

fGauss
core,i/p(x,kT;Q

2
0) =

e−k2
T/M2

F

πM2
F

, (62)

where MF is a model parameter. The second core parametrization is the spectator model in Eq. (44) of Ref. [31],

fSpect
core,i/p(x,kT;Q

2
0) =

1

π

6L6

L2 + 2(mq + xMp)2
k2T + (mq + xMp)

2

(k2T + L2)
4 , L2 = (1− x)Λ2 + xM2

X − x(1− x)M2
p , (63)

where the quantitiesmq,MX ,Λ are model parameters andMp is the proton mass. The overall factors in Eqs. (62)–(63)
are chosen so that the core functions are normalized to unity, i.e. Ni/p = 1.

In the future, more sophisticated modeling may replace Eqs. (62)–(63). For example, the core models might be
guided by work in Refs. [31–34]. Developments in lattice QCD [35] may also soon provide guidance.

3. Coordinate space representation

Since TMD evolution is usually performed in coordinate space, it will be convenient to write the coordinate space
versions of the above parametrizations. They are,

f̃inpt,j/p(x, bT;µQ0
, Q2

0) =

∫
d2kT e−ikT·bTfinpt,j/p(x,kT;µQ0

, Q2
0)

= K0 (mi,pbT)Ai/p(x;µQ0) +K0 (mi,pbT) ln

(
Q2

0bT
2mi,pe−γE

)
Bi/p(x;µQ0)

+K0 (mg,pbT)A
g
i/p(x;µQ0) + Ci/p f̃core,i/p(x, bT;Q

2
0) , (64)

with

f̃Gauss
core,i/p(x, bT;Q

2
0) = e−b2TM2

F/4 ,

f̃Spectator
core,i/p (x, bT;Q

2
0) =

1

4

(
(mq + xMp)

2 − L2

2(mq + xMp)2 + L2

)
(LbT)

3
K3(LbT) +

3

2

(
L2

2(mq + xMp)2 + L2

)
(LbT)

2
K2(LbT) ,

(65)

where K0, K2 and K3 are modified Bessel functions of the second kind.
As anticipated, Eq. (64) matches the O (αs) operator product expansion (OPE) for small transverse sizes bT → 0,

up to errors suppressed by powers of bT. Since K0(mbT ) = − ln (mbT /2e
−γE ) +O(b2Tm2) and f̃core,i/p = 1 + O (baT )

for a > 0 (independently of which core parametrization is considered), the small-bT behavior of Eq. (64) is

f̃j/p(x, bT;µQ0 , Q
2
0)→ fi/p(x;µQ0)−

(
Ai/p(x;µQ0) +Ag

i/p(x;µQ0)
)
ln

(
bTµQ0

2e−γE

)
−Bi/p(x;µQ0

)

[
ln2
(
bTµQ0

2e−γE

)
+ ln

(
bTµQ0

2e−γE

)
ln

(
Q2

0

µ2
Q0

)]

+

{∑
i′

δi′i[Ci/i
′

∆ ⊗ fi′/p](x;µQ0
) + [Ci/g∆ ⊗ fg/p](x;µQ0

)

}
+O

(
b2Tm

2
)
, (66)

where, crucially, all the dependence on the masses mi,p has been cancelled by the logarithms appearing in the
expression for the coefficient Ci/p, defined in Eq. (54).

B. The CS kernel: input scale parametrization

Next, we discuss the parametrization that we will use for the CS kernel throughO (αs(µ)). The analogousO
(
αs(µ)

2
)

expressions are also straightforward to write down, but we will not use them for applications in this paper, so we
include them in Appendix A for use in future work. The perturbative CS kernel in coordinate space is

K̃(bT;µ) = −
2CFαs(µ)

π
ln

(
bTµ

2e−γE

)
+O(αs(µ)

2) , (67)
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with anomalous dimension

γK(αs(µ)) =
2CFαs

π
+O

(
αs(µ)

2
)
. (68)

The HSO approach requires the renormalization group equation to be exactly satisfied through the working order of
αs(µ) over the full range of 0 < bT <∞ (See Sec. IV, Eq.(41) of [1]). In our case, we work at O (αs(µ)) so we need

d

d lnµ
K̃(bT;µ) = −γK(αs(µ)) = −

2CFαs(µ)

π
+O

(
αs(µ)

2
)
. (69)

The input transverse momentum space CS kernel is

Kinpt(kT;µQ0
) = A

(1)
K (µQ0

)
1

k2T +m2
K

+Kcore(kT) +DK(µQ0
)δ(2) (kT) , (70)

where

A
(1)
K (µQ0

) =
αs(µQ0

)CF

π2
. (71)

The function Kcore(kT) is analogous to fcore,i/p(x, kT;Q
2
0). It is used to describe the very large bT behavior, and it is

required to vanished like a power at small bT. It will generally introduce at least one extra parameter beyond mK . In
coordinate space, we will demand that K̃(bT;µQ0

) approach a negative constant bK (up to perturbative corrections)
as bT →∞ (see the discussion in Sec. VII of Ref. [36]). We will use a Gaussian for the core,

Kcore(kT) =
bK

4πm2
K

e
− k2

T
4m2

K . (72)

The last term in Eq. (70) has a DK(µQ0
), which is

DK(µQ0
) = −bK +

2αs(µQ0)CF

π
ln

(
mK

µQ0

)
. (73)

Transforming Eq. (70) into coordinate space gives

K̃inpt(bT;µQ0) = 2πA
(1)
K (µQ0)K0 (mKbT) + bKe−m2

Kb2T +DK(µQ0) . (74)

It is straightforward to verify that Eq. (74) equals Eq. (67) when mkbT → 0. Using

dA
(1)
K (µQ0

)

d lnµQ0

= O
(
αs(µQ0

)2
)

(75)

also confirms that it is consistent with Eq. (69) for all bT.
The large-bT limit of the CS kernel in Eq. (74) is

lim
bT→∞

K̃inpt(bT;µQ0
) = DK(µQ0

) . (76)

The equations above that relate objects like K̃inpt(bT;µQ0
) and γK(αs(µ)) become exact if the O

(
αs(µQ0

)2
)
correc-

tions are systematically dropped everywhere. It is noteworthy that the general behavior of this parametrization is
consistent with trends in recent lattice QCD calculations – see, for example, Fig. 7 of [37].

C. The full TMD pdf parametrizations at the input scale

In calculations at an input Drell-Yan scale of Q = Q0, the appropriate auxiliary scales are µ =
√
ζ = Q0, and

the above parametrizations are perturbatively well-behaved at bT ≈ 1/Q0, but they give ultraviolet divergent log-
arithms when bT → 0. That is outside the region that is physically probed when Q ≈ Q0, but it means the
parametrizations are inadequate for evolving to Q ≫ Q0 where sensitivity to bT ≪ 1/Q0 grows. To fix this, we
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evolve finpt,i/p(x, kT;µQ0
, Q2

0) and K̃inpt(bT;µQ0
) again to a scale that smoothly transforms from Q0 to ∼ 1/bT. The

functional form we will use for the transformation is

Q0(bT, a) = Q0

[
1−

(
1− C1

Q0bT

)
e−b2Ta2

]
, C1 = 2e−γE ≈ 1.123, (77)

see Appendix C of [1], where a is a parameter that controls exactly where in bT the switch from Q0 to 2e−γE/bT takes
place. The result is simply a scheme transformation in a perturbatively controlled region, so any functional form is
equally valid, with only O

(
αs(µQ0

)2
)
sensitivity to the exact choice. In a general O (αs(µ)

n) treatment, sensitivity

to parameters like a only arise at O
(
αs(µQ0

)n+1
)
.

On the surface, it is tempting to view the use of a Q0(bT, a) as nearly identical to the b∗ prescription, and Q0 as
exactly a version of 1/bmax. However, this is not quite the case. To understand this, it is important to note that there

are two separate transition scales involved in f̃inpt,i/p(x, bT;µQ0
, Q2

0). First, there is a transition between perturbative
1/bT scales comparable to Q0 or larger, where one expects at least reasonable agreement with low order perturbation
theory calculations at a fixed renormalization scale of Q0. Second, there is a transition to the region of very small bT
where the additional renormalization group improved µ ∼ 1/bT treatment that is needed to account for the bTQ0 → 0
limit. In the usual way of implementing the b∗ procedure, one is forced to treat both of these as exactly the same
transition, and both are controlled by the numerical value of a bmax, or other parameters in b∗(bT). In other words,
if 1/bT is small enough that it ceases to be a useful renormalization group scale, then it is taken to be the case that
one has entered a purely nonperturbative regime. The procedure excludes the option of simply switching to a fixed
scale above some bT while continue to use perturbation theory. If bmax is taken to be large, then perturbation theory
with a running renormalization scale µ ∼ b0/bT must be assumed to be valid even down to very low values. If bmax

is taken to be small, then one is in danger of grouping perturbatively calculable behavior with the “nonperturbative”
functions.

The HSO approach allows one to separate the treatment of these two transitions. First, the transition between
purely perturbative and nonperturbative regions is controlled by the nonperturbative parameters in a model, like the
mq, MF , mK , etc above. Separately, the transition between a fixed µ = Q0 and the small-Q0bT RG-improved scale is

controlled by Q0(bT, a). The latter transition is just an RG scheme change, so its effect is a higher order contribution
that can then be minimized in the HSO approach by including higher order calculations. The former transition,
however, involves the actual physically meaningful description of the transition between a generally perturbative tail
region and a purely nonperturbative region, so it requires nonperturbative models or calculations. Thus, the HSO
approach allows one to model or parametrize the first transition while still exploiting RG scheme independence to
deal with the latter transition. In the standard b∗ approach, the roles of model parameters like mq, MF , mK , etc and
the roles of scheme change functions like Q0bT are all collapsed into the parameters of b∗(bT).
In our calculations, we will fix the value of a to the input scale Q0, but we have verified that the sensitivity to a is

negligible in that it has no impact either on the final fit results or the physical cross section in the TMD region, even
at higher energies. See section VII A of Ref. [1] for a related discussion.

With this step complete, the final TMD pdf parametrizations, which we will substitute into Eq. (43), are

f̃i/p(x, bT;µQ0 , Q
2
0)

= f̃inpt,i/p(x, bT;µQ0
, Q

2

0) exp

{∫ µQ0

µQ0

dµ′

µ′

[
γ(αs(µ

′); 1)− ln

(
Q0

µ′

)
γK(αs(µ

′))

]
+ ln

(
Q0

Q0

)
K̃(bT;µQ0

)

}
, (78)

with

f̃inpt,i/p(x, bT;µQ0
, Q2

0) =

∫
d2kT e

−ikT ·bT finpt,i/p(x, kT;µQ0
, Q2

0) , (79)

and

K̃(bT;µQ0
) = K̃inpt(bT;µQ0

)−
∫ µQ0

µQ0

dµ′

µ′ γK(αs(µ
′)) , (80)

and with the O (αs) evolution kernels. If the evolution kernels are expressed through order O (αs(µ)) and Q0 is held
fixed, then the µQ0

and Q0 evolution in Eq. (80) is exact – there is no O
(
αs(µQ0

)2
)
error term. A similar statement

applies to the evolution in Eq. (78).
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The full kT-space parametrization follows from Fourier-Bessel transforming Eq. (80) into kT space. Evolving requires
the kernel γ(αs(µ); 1) in MS renormalization which is

γ(αs(µ); 1) =
3CFαs(µ)

2π
+O

(
αs(µ)

2
)
. (81)

Notice that, having fixed the parametrizations Eq. (78) and Eq. (80) at the input scale, it becomes almost trivial
to evolve the structure functions like Eq. (43) to higher Q. This is the starting point for our implementation of
phenomenological applications. Although this presentation adheres very closely to a TMD parton model picture,
it has a somewhat different surface appearance relative to many typical CSS and related treatments as they are
applied in high energy applications. However, the translation between the two ways of organizing TMD factorization
is quite straightforward – see Appendix B for a review of the steps and for a set of formulas that translate the above
organization of expressions into the familiar “g-functions” of past implementations.

V. FITTING MODERATE Q DRELL-YAN MEASUREMENTS

In our first confrontation with data, we start by considering Drell-Yan scattering measurements at moderate hard
scales. We focus on the E288 [13] and E605 [14] experiments and perform independent fits. In each case, we use
Minuit2 [38] to minimize the quantity

χ2 =
(1−N)2

δ2N
+
∑
i

(di − ti/N)2

σ2
i

, (82)

where di, σi are the data points and their (uncorrelated) uncertainties, ti is the corresponding theory calculation, and
N is an overall normalization, a nuisance parameter, common to all the points in a given experiment. The first term is
the usual penalty related to N(see for instance [39–41]), which depends on the normalization uncertainty δN reported
in each experiment. For all of our fits, we will calculate cross sections in the TMD approximation, neglecting for now
contributions of the so-called Y term. Thus, we will consistently impose the kinematical cut

qT ≤ 0.2Q , (83)

which is typical of TMD analyses. We focus our attention to the region away from the Υ resonances, so we exclude
the data bins with 9GeV < Q < 11GeV for E288, and 9.5GeV < Q < 10.5GeV for E605.

Tables reporting the minimal values of our model parameters will be presented in the following sections, as well as
the reduced χ2

χ2
dof =χ2/(n− p− 1) , (84)

with n the number of fitted data points and p the number of free model parameters. The -1 in the denominator
of Eq. (84) accounts for the estimation of the nuisance parameter N . We will refrain from displaying correlation
matrices for the parameters, as they do not play a central role in our discussions. Instead, uncertainty bands in
the Hessian approximation will be shown in comparisons to data (see, for instance, [42]). For this, we determine
the p independent “directions” in parameter space that diagonalize the Hessian matrix to obtain p eigensets, and
compute asymmetric errors as in Eqs. (10-12) of Ref. [43]. In all fits, we will have p = 3, corresponding to 3 eigensets.
Furthermore, we choose ∆χ2 = 3.53 which corresponds to a 1σ confidence region for varying 3 parameters, under the
usual regularity conditions of Wilks’ theorem [44]. For the MS collinear pdfs, we use the NLO extraction MMHT2014
of Ref. [45], accessible through LHAPDF6 [43].

A. Fixed-target data sets

The E288 experiment [13] measures final-state muon pairs for the scattering of protons off a fixed heavy target.
The relevant observable is the qT-dependent cross section in Eq. (29), integrated over intervals of Q. Data were taken
for three different values of the beam energy, Ebeam = 200, 300, 400GeV. The experimental collaboration provides
the following information regarding kinematic variables:

qT : qmin
T , qmax

T , ⟨qT⟩ =
1

2

(
qmin
T + qmax

T

)
, ∆qT = 0.2GeV

yh : ⟨yh⟩ (for each Ebeam) (85)

Q : Qmin, Qmax .
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For this observable, we evaluate Eq. (29) at the experimental average values of the dimuon rapidity ⟨yh⟩ and ⟨qT⟩,
and compute only the integral over Q2

OE288 =
1

π

∫
dQ2 d3σ

dq2T dyh dQ2

∣∣∣∣∣yh=⟨yh⟩
qT=⟨qT⟩

, (86)

where the factor of 1/π comes from averaging over the azimuthal angle of the dimuon’s momentum. The E605 [14]
experiment performs the same measurement with only a few differences: i) Ebeam = 800GeV, ii) large-Q bins are
wider with improved statistics, iii) instead of ⟨yh⟩, there is one bin in xF

xF : xFmin = −0.1 , xFmax = 0.2 , ⟨xF⟩ = 0.1 ,

but otherwise, the same information as in Eq. (85) is provided. For the E605 experiment we compute

OE605 =
1

π

∫
dQ2 d3σ

dq2T dyh dQ2

∣∣∣∣∣ yh=yh

qT=⟨qT⟩

, with yh = arcsinh

(√
s
√
Q2 + ⟨qT⟩2
2Q2

⟨xF⟩
)

. (87)

For our purposes, it is sufficient to work within the approximations of Eq. (86) and Eq. (87). Future refinements will
include the explicit calculation of over-the-bin averages by integrating numerically over each bin of yh(xF) and qT.

Both experiments provide the cross section per nucleon, so we have to consider this in our calculations. We use a
simplified model of the relationship between nuclear and proton TMD pdfs for a target with atomic number Z and
total nucleon number A

fi/t =
Z

A
fi/p +

A− Z

A
fi/n , (88)

where the neutron TMD fi/n is related to fi/p by isospin symmetry, as it is usually done (see for instance [46, 47]).
The simple treatment of Eq. (88) is a useful point of departure for future refinements.

For both data sets we will start by using Z = 29, A = 63 for a copper target. Note, however, that the E288
experiment also uses a platinum target, but the proportion of different nuclei, or its effect on the observables, is not
clear2.

B. Gaussian fits

For the nonperturbative description of very small transverse momentum, we start with the Gaussian models of
Eq. (62) and set the nonperturbative masses to

MF →M0 +M1 log(1/x) , mi,p,A = mi,p,B = mi,p,L = mg,p = 0.3GeV , (89)

where M0,M1 are two free parameters of the fit. Our choice of logarithmic dependence on x is typical of some early
phenomenological analyses within the CSS formalism. (see, for instance, Ref. [48].) For the nonperturbative behavior
of the CS kernel we use Eq. (72). There, we set the mass parameter to mK = 0.3GeV and fit only bK . In total
we have 3 free parameters and one additional nuisance normalization for each fit. In keeping with the recipe from
Sect. VI of [1], we compute the Q0 = 4GeV input scale cross section using the functions from Eq. (50) and Eq. (70),
with perturbative parts at O(αs), and refrain from implementing the RG improvements of Sec. IVC until a later stage
when we evolve to larger Q. Best-fit values of the parameters and χ2 are reported in Table I. Comparisons to fitted
data are presented in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, where both central lines and uncertainty bands are shown. We have confirmed
that switching from input to RG improved TMD pdfs is phenomenologically insignificant close to the input scale, by
refitting the χ2 including RG improvements. Differences in the minimal χ2 is about 0.15% and parameter values are
unaffected. We also checked that refitting with RG improvements, but increasing a in the scale transformation of
Eq. (77) by a factor of 2, the effect on the minimal χ2 appears only in the fourth digit. See also Fig. 8 of [1].

2 One might consider different scenarios with either copper, platinum or both targets and perform tests as we propose here. However, for
this article we assume a copper target.
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Gaussian fits

E288 (130 pts.) E605 (52 pts.)

χ2
dof 1.04 1.68

M0 (GeV) 0.0576 0.404

M1 (GeV) 0.403 0.290

bK 2.12 0.744

N(nuisance) 1.29 1.28

TABLE I: Minimal parameters obtained by fitting E288 and E605 data independently, using the models of Eq. (62) and Eq. (72).
Parameters are correlated, but we do not show correlation matrices. Uncertainties are calculated by varying parameters along
the “plus” and “minus” directions of the 3 eigensets in each case.
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FIG. 3: Comparison of data from the E288 Drell-Yan experiment [13] to the best-fit central lines using the HSO approach
with the Gaussian core model of Eq. (62). Vertical ranges are different for each panel, so tick marks are not shown. The
vertical scale is adjusted in each plot for better visibility. The nonperturbative x-dependence is parametrized by setting
MF → M0 +M1 log(1/x) where both M0,M1 are free fit parameters. We have fixed the small masses in Eq. (50) to mi,p,A =
mi,p,B = mi,p,L = mg,p = 0.3GeV. The nonperturbative model for the large-bT CS-kernel is that of Eq. (72), for which we
fix mK = 0.3GeV and leave bK free. The perturbative coefficients of Eqs. (34), (50) and (70) are calculated through O(αs).
Uncertainty bands are calculated with 3 eigensets and with ∆χ2 = 3.53, as explained in the text. Both theory central lines and
bands are multiplied by the corresponding minimal value for the nuisance parameter. For the central line this is N = 1.29.

C. Spectator model fit

We now turn to the model of Eq. (63) for the TMD pdf core function. In contrast to the Gaussian case, this model
implies its own explicit x-dependence. In principle, Eq. (63) depends on 3 mass parameters, mq,Λ and MX . But
to make a more direct comparison to the Gaussian case, i.e. by keeping the same number of parameters, we set the
“quark” mass to mq = 0, and leave Λ and MX free in our fit. For the spectator model case, we present the fit for the
E288 set only, since we find that the E605 data alone are not sufficient to constrain both the CS kernel and the TMD
pdf. Apart from the use of the spectator model, all of our choices are the same as in the Gaussian case, namely, we
use Eq. (72) for the CS kernel with fixed mK = 0.3GeV and with all other nonperturbative masses in Eq. (50) also set
to m = 0.3GeV. Results are shown in Table II. We note that the minimal χ2

dof is the same as in the Gaussian case to
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FIG. 4: Comparison of data from the E605 experiment [14] to best-fit central lines and hessian bands using the HSO approach
with a Gaussian core model. Vertical ranges are different for each panel, so tick marks are not shown. The vertical scale is
adjusted in each plot for better visibility. The model assumptions and calculation of bands are the same as in Fig. 3. Both
theory central lines and bands are multiplied by the corresponding minimal value for the nuisance parameter. For the central
line this is N = 1.28.

three significant figures. Although we do not show comparison to the fitted data, results are essentially identical as in
the Gaussian case, Fig. 3. Finally, using the parameter values of Table II, we have checked that RG improvements are
phenomenologically irrelevant, as for the Gaussian case. This time, the variation of the minimal χ2 is about 0.26%.

Spectator model fit

E288 (130 pts.)

χ2
dof 1.04

Λ (GeV) 0.801

MX (GeV) 0.438

bK 1.90

N(nuisance) 1.23

TABLE II: Minimal parameters obtained by fitting E288 data with the models of Eq. (63) and Eq. (72). Parameters are
correlated, but we do not show correlation matrices. Uncertainties are calculated by varying parameters along the “plus” and
“minus” directions of the 3 eigensets.

D. Results for TMD pdfs

The behavior of the TMD pdfs determined by our fit to E288 experimental data are shown in Fig. 5. Here we only
show results from the Gaussian model Eq. (62) and postpone comparisons to the spectator model until Sec. VIII. The
use of the HSO approach has guaranteed that the TMD pdf of Eq. (50) (without RG improvements) asymptotes to
the perturbative tail in Eq. (47) at the input scale. This feature is preserved after implementing the RG improvements
of Eq. (78), as seen in the different panels of Fig. 5 (blue lines). Upon evolution to larger scales, such agreement is
improved for smaller values of x (top panels), as evidenced by the general trend of the TMD lines when compared
to the perturbative tail (dot-dashed lines) and, in particular, the relative position of their nodes. Recall that the
perturbative tails are determined entirely within collinear factorization for k2T ≈ Q2, while the full TMD pdfs involve
evolution from the input scale, and as such the effects of the CS kernel play a role in their profile. Therefore, the
observed agreement after evolution is not trivial. Note that for Q = 91GeV, in the top panels of Fig. 5, the solid lines
closely trace the behavior of the tail. At larger values of x (bottom panels), differences between the TMD pdfs and
the perturbative tail are more visible, although still in reasonable agreement. Improvements to the parametrization
are certainly possible, e.g. by carefully tuning the parameter a in the scale transformation of Eq. (77) or by including
higher orders in αs, but we leave this for upcoming work. We stress that keeping track of how closely the extracted
TMD merges with the large-kT region is an important step in phenomenology. For instance, it can assist in preventing
the parametrizations from becoming excessively flexible.



19

10-6

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2

  x = 0.1

Q = 4  GeV

Q = 14 GeV

Q = 91 GeV

| 
f u

/p
(x

,k
T
;Q

,Q
2
) 

|

kT/Q

fpert

f (best fit)
Hessian

10-6

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2

  x=0.2

| 
f u

/p
(x

,k
T
;Q

,Q
2
) 

|

kT/Q

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2

  x=0.3

| 
f u

/p
(x

,k
T
;Q

,Q
2
) 

|

kT/Q

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2

  x=0.4

| 
f u

/p
(x

,k
T
;Q

,Q
2
) 

|

kT/Q

10-6

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2

  x=0.5

| 
f u

/p
(x

,k
T
;Q

,Q
2
) 

|

kT/Q

10-6

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2

  x=0.6

| 
f u

/p
(x

,k
T
;Q

,Q
2
) 

|

kT/Q

FIG. 5: TMD pdfs obtained from fitting E288 data, with the Gaussian model of Eq. (62), including RG improvements of
Eq. (78). The panels show values of x in the region of the data sets. We show central values (solid lines) and Hessian
uncertainty bands, as described in Sec. V, for three different values of the hard scale, Q = Q0 = 4GeV (blue), Q = 14GeV
(red), and Q = 91GeV (green). The TMD pdfs are compared to the perturbative tail of Eq. (47) (dot-dash lines).

VI. TESTING PREDICTIONS AT LARGER Q

Finally, we test the predictive power of the fits in the previous section. The steps are i) to extract the nonperturbative
behavior of TMD pdfs and the CS kernel at the moderate energies above where sensitivity to nonperturbative effects
is large (this step was completed in the previous section) and then ii) to evolve these extracted TMDs to higher
energies and compare (postdict) higher energy data from the D0 and CDF experiments. This will test whether our
assumptions about the initial input parametrizations reasonably postdict experimental observations without any prior
consideration of the final predicted data. In addition, by considering two different sources of moderate Q data, one
may examine how accurately and precisely the input assumptions postdict higher energy data independently of the
initially fitted data. Our goal with this section is to illustrate how the predictive power of TMD factorization is
brought to the surface within the HSO approach to phenomenological implementations. It is a somewhat different
philosophy from many traditional global fitting frameworks, where there is generally no analogous postdiction stage.
Note that statistical techniques such as cross-validation usually treat all data in the same footing, while the above
emphasizes the special role of observables at low-to-moderate scales.

Specifically, we compute theory curves for Z0 → e+e− observables measured by the CDF I [49] and D0 I [50]
collaborations. In order to evolve to larger Q, close to the Z0 boson mass, we implement RG improvements as
discussed in Sec. IVC, following the recipe from Sect. VI of [1]. For the scale transformation of Eq. (77), we set a
value of a = Q0 = 4GeV. Both the CDF and D0 data sets are singly differential in qT, so one must integrate over
the kinematically allowed range of yh. This region maps values of x as small as 10−3. Since the fixed-target data
used in our fits only cover the region down to x ≈ 0.1, in computing high energy observables we must extrapolate our
TMD pdf model into unconstrained x-kinematics. In the case of the Gaussian fits, we note that for x ≈ 10−3, best
fit values for M0 and M1 imply values for the Gaussian mass MF ≈ 3GeV. This would result in a bad agreement
between the TMD pdf and its perturbative tail, close to the input scale Q0 = 4GeV. To prevent this, we require
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FIG. 6: Testing the fits to E288 (left panels) and E605 (right panels) data. The models of nonperturbative transverse
momentum dependence, at an input scale Q0 = 4GeV, are obtained by replacing the expressions in Eq. (62) and Eq. (72) into
Eq. (50) and Eq. (70), respectively. After RG improvements, the cross section is calculated at scales around the Z0-boson mass
and compared to CDF I (top panels) and D0 I(bottom panels). Data errors do not include overall normalization uncertainty. In
each panel, the bottom of the plot shows the data and theory bands scaled by the central theory line. The vertical dot-dashed
line indicates the value qT = 0.2MZ .

that MF remains smaller than a typical nonperturbative mass, which we take to be the mass of the proton. Thus we
require that MF < Mp in the x-extrapolation region. This theory-motivated choice is one of the assumptions to be
tested in our comparisons to CDF and D0 data. For the case of the spectator model, we keep the mass parameters
constant in x.

In Fig. 6, we compare the calculation obtained from the Gaussian E288 (left panels) and E605 (right panels) fits
to the CDF I (blue points) and D0 I (red points) sets. Despite the overlapping kinematics, Fig. 6 suggests that
calculations using extractions from E288 better predict the Z0-production data than extractions from E605, although
in both cases the descriptions are qualitatively reasonable in the region 3GeV < qT < 18GeV. Note that the overall
trend of the data-theory ratios is consistent over a wider range of qT for the E288 fit (left panels), within an overall
normalization error of ∼ 10% for CDF I data. We achieve a specially good postdiction of the D0 I data with the
E288 fit. In all cases, agreement between theory and data sharply deteriorates around qT ≈ 18GeV, consistently
with the qT cut in Eq. (83). It is perhaps more interesting to compare how different models perform at predicting
Z0-production data by comparing how the two different types of core parametrizations, Gaussian and spectator,
considered in Sec. IVA2 perform. We use the E288 data to constrain the model parameters and compare with the
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FIG. 7: Comparison between fits using different models for the core function in Eq. (50). In each case, we fit only the E288
set. Settings for the evolution of the TMD pdfs are the same as in Fig. 6. Theory calculations are compared now to the CDF II
data set. Systematic errors of the data are not shown. The vertical dot-dashed line indicates the value qT = 0.2MZ . Left:
Gaussian core function of Eq. (62). Right: Spectator model of Eq. (63).

CDF II measurements [51]. In Fig. 7, we compare how both models perform after evolution to scales Q ≈ MZ .
Despite significant qualitative differences in the functional forms of the core functions, both the Gaussian (left panel)
and spectator (right panel) models seem to be consistent with the CDF II data to a similar extent, as seen in the
top panels. After evolution to high Q, only the rough shape and order of magnitude, and not the details, of the
nonperturbative modeling remain distinguishable. Thus, any reasonable description of the low-to-moderate scale
data gives results similar those in Fig. 7, provided that fitted data constrains both the TMD pdf and the CS kernel
sufficiently well.

One may indeed attempt to discriminate between models by quantifying the agreement of their postdiction, but
this involves careful treatment of all uncertainties, which is beyond the scope of this work. It is, however, instructive
to consider a situation when this is done. Suppose we take as an indication the data/theory ratios in the bottom
panels of Fig. 7. They suggest that the Gaussian form performs better than the spectator model, so on the basis
of the postdiction we would have been able to decide which extraction is more acceptable. Recall the values of the
minimal χ2 for each fit were the same, and then it was not clear from the fit alone which version should be preferred.

Contrast this with a more typical way of proceeding. Consider a case in which both the E288 and CDF II data
are fitted simultaneously, using the spectator model. In order to improve the description of the CDF II data, model
parameters would be adjusted. But variations that are significant at large scales are in fact much more prominent at
lower scales. Then, a better fit to CDF II would result in a poorer description of E288.

In a typical global fitting strategy, one would increase the number of parameters in models of nonperturbative
behavior until the desired agreement is achieved. But this may result in overfitting in the moderate-scale data, E288
in our example. While such a strategy might engineer better agreement with the large-scale data, it discards the
constraints from moderate-scale fits where the main sensitivity to nonperturbative transverse momentum resides.
The cost is that the predictive power of nonpeturbative transverse momentum is largely lost. This type of problem
worsens as one considers more data sets, especially when the only focus is to reduce the minimal global χ2. Note that
in the two models that we tested the number of parameters is always p = 3, both with a minimal value of χ2

dof = 1.04,
and this implies that no additional flexibility is necessary for describing the E288 measurement.
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VII. THE gK FUNCTION AND THE NONPERTURBATIVE CS KERNEL

In this section we perform a further consistency check by translating our parametrization of the CS kernel into the
conventional one that uses a gK function and a bmax (see Appendix B). To order O (αs) the CS kernel parametrization
is

K̃ (bT;µQ0
) =

2αs(µQ0
)CF

π

[
K0 (bTmK) + ln

(
mK

µQ0

)]
−
∫ µQ0

µQ0

dµ′

µ′
2CFαs(µ

′)
π

− bk

(
1− e−m2

kb
2
T

)
. (90)

(Although it is straightforward to extend Eq. (90) to O
(
α2
s

)
using the expressions in Sec. IVB and Eq. (80), we leave

an implementation of this to future work.) The “nonperturbative” contribution3 to the CS kernel that is traditionally
expressed as a “gK” function is defined (see Appendix B) as

gK(bT; bmax) = K̃ (b∗(bT);µQ0
)− K̃ (bT;µQ0

) . (91)

While making a transformation to a gK function is unnecessary in the HSO approach, doing so helps for comparing
with earlier treatments that are organized around g-functions. For a given parametrization of K̃ (bT;µQ0) and choice
of bmax, substituting Eq. (90) into Eq. (91) uniquely determines the gK function, which may be compared with the
gK parametrizations obtained from other treatments.
In the context of this paper, the gK parametrizations extracted in [52, 53] are ideal because they use predominantly

the same data sets that we have used in our analysis (although Refs. [52, 53] are of course much more thorough global
analyses). Figure 8 shows a comparison between the gK parametrization obtained from our fits of Eq. (90) and those
obtained in [52, 53], which we refer to as the BLNY and KN fits respectively. They are

gBLNY
K =

g2
2
b2T, g2 = 0.68+0.01

−0.02 GeV2, (bmax = 0.5 GeV−1),

gKN
K =

a2
2
b2T, a2 = (0.184± 0.018) GeV2, (bmax = 1.5 GeV−1).

(92)

The graphs show reassuring qualitative agreement between the three extractions, at least for bT ≲ bmax. There are
significant differences only in the very large bT regions, mostly beyond the primary range of sensitivity for the regions
of Q that we consider here.
To make the comparison slightly more quantitative, we consider that the important region of bT for fitting at

moderate-to-large Q is around bT ≲ bmax. There, powers of bT are not so small as to be entirely negligible, but not so
large that the contributions from gK are completely suppressed by evolution. For that limited range of bT, we should
therefore expect a power law expansion in b2T/b

2
max to provide a reasonable approximation of the effect of the full gK

parametrization. Thus, we take

gK(bT; bmax) ≈
1

2
c(bmax) b

2
T , (93)

with c(bmax) to be a parameter that we may estimate from our full gK parametrization. For a very crude estimate of
c, we take few points around bT = bmax within a radius of ∆bT = 0.4 GeV−1 and fit with a parabola. We find

c(bmax = 0.5GeV−1) ≈ 0.68 GeV2 and c(bmax = 1.5GeV−1) ≈ 0.22 GeV2 , (94)

which compare well with the values in Eq. (92) and confirms the qualitative agreement visually observable from 8.
The recovery of general features of early applications of the CSS formalism serves as an overall sanity check for our
present approach.

Going beyond this cursory check will require a more thorough analysis than we are able to accommodate in this
paper, and will involve more recent and complex model parametrizations of gK . For now, we remark that preliminary
attempts to compare with the extraction by the MAP22 [54]collaboration shows only a rather weak agreement with
their parametrization at very small bT ≲ 0.15 GeV−1. Even worse agreement is found with that of the MSVZ23
collaboration [47]. We leave a full exploration of this to future work.

3 Note the scare quotes on “nonperturbative.” This is because gK(bT; bmax) has perturbatively calculable contributions, particularly at
small bT.
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FIG. 8: Comparison between the gK functions obtained by BLNY [52] (dashed blue) and KN [53] (dashed magenta) with the
HSO version at bmax = 0.5 GeV−1 (dotted green) and at bmax = 1.5 GeV−1 (dotted red), as defined in Eqs. (90)–(91). For
BLNY and KN, the shaded areas correspond to the envelope obtained from the parameter errors reported in [52, 53]. The bands
for the HSO functions are calculated as described in Sec. V. The two vertical dashed lines indicate the values of bmax chosen by
BLNY and KN. Both parametrizations eventually depart from gHSO

K since the HSO parametrization levels off to a constant at

very large bT. This is shown in the increasing percentage difference defined as 2 |gHSO
K − g

BLNY/KN
K |/(gHSO

K + g
BLNY/KN
K ) (solid

red/solid blue) curves in the lower subplot. All lines in the lower panels are obtained using central values.

VIII. COMPARISON WITH OTHER RECENT TREATMENTS

Next we compare the phenomenological approach above with other recent work that purports to isolate nonpertur-
bative transverse momentum dependence in TMD factorization.

For example, the main theoretical assertions put forward in work by the JAM collaboration in Ref. [55] rests
upon the claim that the extracted TMD pdfs are mostly governed by the nonperturbative or intrinsic transverse
momentum contributions and, conversely, that there is negligible sensitivity to the behavior of collinear pdfs and ffs.
The role this plays in their physical interpretation is made explicit on page 4 of the article: “Importantly, we have
checked that the differences between the proton and pion ⟨bT|x⟩ are completely due to the nonperturbative TMD
structure, independent of the collinear PDFs.” Equation (3) of Ref. [55] is meant to be the TMD pdf parametrization
after evolution is applied, after application of an OPE in the small-bT region is performed, and after the neglect
of O (bmaxΛQCD) errors. In other words, it is a version of Eq. (B15) from Appendix B. Now recall that at large
transverse momentum, kT ≈ Q, the TMD pdf involves one and only one hard scale, and collinear factorization gives
schematically (in JAM notation)

f̃q/N(A)(x, bT ≈ 1/Q;µQ, Q
2) ≈ fq/N(A)(x;Q) , (95)

with errors that are subleading in αs and powers of 1/Q. Or, in transverse momentum space

fq/N(A)(x, kT ≈ Q;µQ, Q
2) ≈ 1

k2T

∑
C(ln(Q/kT))⊗ fq/N(A)(x;Q) , (96)

where C(ln(Q/kT)) is a hard coefficient that can only depend logarithmically on Q/kT. Likewise, the nonperturbative
TMD parametrization must satisfy Eqs. (44)–(45)

π

∫ Q2

0

dk2T fq/N(A)(x, kT;µQ, Q
2) ≈ fq/N(A)(x;µ) . (97)
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Reference [55] does not enforce the consistency constraints of Eqs. (95)–(97), and as a result the fitting at moderate
scales is mostly controlled by the nonperturbative parts of [55, Eq.(3)], even in regions of transverse momentum where
that is no longer reasonable. Thus, the potential sensitivity to collinear factorization is discarded by construction in
that treatment, though that is obscured by the surface appearance of collinear pdfs in the fitting formula. The apparent
lack of sensitivity to collinear factorization in the fits does not necessarily imply that collinear pdfs do not contribute.
Rather, it likely means that the fitting of parameters for intrinsic nonperturbative transverse momentum dependence
has been extended into regions where it is no longer reasonable. In other words, with the methods of Ref. [55] it is not
possible to assess whether the collinear pdfs and collinear factorization are or are not relevant with a reasonable degree
of accuracy. Therefore, the claimed physical interpretation put forward in [55] is misleading. In [55], a lack of sensitivity
to collinear pdfs is interpreted to indicate dominance by nonperturbative transverse momentum structures. However,
sensitivity to collinear pdfs should be large when nonperturbative transverse momentum structures dominate. It is
simplest to see this in the case of a superrenormalizable theory rather than QCD. Then the equation

f(x) = π

∫ ∞

0

dk2T f(x, kT) (98)

would be completely exact. There would be no ultraviolet divergent contribution and all transverse momentum would
be intrinsic. Then it would be a paradox to change f(x) and find no change at all in f(x, kT) because one cannot
change the outcome of a definite integral without making some change to the integrand. To find such behavior
in a parametrization would indicate the presence of an inconsistency in the implementation, not confirmation that
everything is intrinsic. The same basic issue applies in QCD, but it is less obvious because of the presence of divergences
and the need for cutoffs.

Notice that, because of Eq. (97), the specific type of collinear pdf parametrizations used in fits affect even (or
especially) the kT ≈ 0 region, not simply the tail at large transverse momentum. That connection must be preserved
explicitly in the parametrization when the goal is to identify the separation between perturbative and nonperturbative
transverse momentum dependence. One way to demonstrate this is to fix nonperturbative TMD parameters and
observe the effect of changing only the collinear pdfs. As an example, we consider two cases in which the collinear
functions are different enough so that they visibly modify the large-kT behaviour of the TMDs and show how this
also affects their behavior in the small-kT region. To make the plots, we use the LHAPDF members m = 41 and
m = 42 of the MMHT2014 set as a proxy. In each case, we compute the TMD pdf of Eq. (50) for strange quarks
in a proton, using the results of our Gaussian fit to E288 data. In Fig. 9 we show the two resulting TMD pdfs at
the input scale Q0 = 4GeV and x = 0.1. Because of Eq. (97), modifying the strange quark collinear pdf affects the
strange quark TMD pdf by a significant amount, even at small kT. If one tunes the parameters of the nonperturbative
transverse momentum dependence to bring the pink and blue curves into agreement at kT ≈ 0, the effect unavoidably
propagates to the large transverse momentum tails. Therefore, when a particular fit achieves agreement at large
transverse momentum but without imposing Eq. (97), it is as likely that it is because of the fitting at small kT rather
than independent of the fitting at small kT.
We next compare with another recent extraction of TMD pdfs in global fitting, the MAP22 NNLL analysis in

Ref. [54]. Figure 10 shows the TMD pdfs obtained using the Gaussian and the spectator nonperturbative models
within the HSO approach of this paper (solid and dashed purple lines), the perturbative tail (dot-dashed purple line),
and the MAP22 result (dot-dot-dashed black line)4. Lines are for x = 0.1 and six different scales from 4 GeV to
91 GeV. Since one of our purposes is to compare differences in the large transverse momentum kT-tails, we have
multiplied the TMD pdfs by k2T to amplify the large-kT region.5 At an input scale of Q = Q0 = 4 GeV, the upper
left plot in Fig. 10 shows that both the HSO Gaussian and spectator core models merge relatively quickly with the
perturbative tail at moderate values of kT/Q. By contrast, the MAP22 line exhibits a significant enhancement in
this region, suggesting that the nonperturbative model in Ref. [54] has a large effect in regions where the expectation
is that transverse momentum should have a largely perturbative nature. This aspect of the MAP22 analysis also
affects the shape of the evolved lines. At Q = 14GeV, the MAP22 extraction retains its bimodal shape at small
transverse momentum, so that its treatment of nonperturbative behavior (choices of model, bmin, bmax, etc.) seems
to strongly determine the TMD pdf profile. By contrast, the central lines of the HSO (Gaussian and spectator core
models) calculations at this same scale merge and closely agree at all ranges of kT/Q. Although the precise value of Q
where this should happen is not obvious, the expectation is that perturbative effects slowly dominate as Q is evolved
upwards until sensitivity to nonperturbative input parameters becomes very weak. Thus, the MAP22 curve in the

4 MAP22 result are obtained with NangaParbat: https://github.com/MapCollaboration/NangaParbat
5 Using a logarithmic axis would more effectively magnify the tail, but we also wish to keep differences at moderate kT/Q visible.
Weighting by k2T is sufficient to do both.
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FIG. 9: The TMD pdf for the strange quark in a proton at the input scale Q0 = 4GeV and x = 0.1, computed according to
Eq. (50) using the results of our Gaussian fit to E288 data and the MMHT2014 set of collinear pdfs [45]. The pink and blue
lines correspond to LHAPDF members 41 and 42 respectively. This plot clearly shows that changing the collinear pdf significantly
affects the corresponding TMD even at very small kT.

bottom-central panel of Fig. 10 is another symptom that nonperturbative effects are leaking into the perturbative
region.

Although the overall size of our up quark TMDs is, on average, similar to that obtained by MAP22, it is evident
that the latter, which exploits a parametrization with a very large number of free parameters, has a very different
shape: it results in a multimodal distribution, with a very slow convergence to the perturbative tail at large kT, even
accounting for oscillations at large kT/Q, due to artifacts of the numerical integration routines6. As mentioned in
Sec. I, the analysis of [54] aims at fitting the largest possible amount of data, thus requiring the use of a very flexible
TMD parametrization. This excessive plasticity can cause a significant intrusion of the nonperturbative model in the
kinematical region where the behaviour of the TMD should be dominated by perturbative physics, and lead to an
inherent difficulty in the interpretation of the final results of the phenomenological analysis.

The examples extend to treatments of spin-dependent observables. For instance, the phenomenological analysis of
transverse single spin asymmetries from the JAM collaboration in Ref. [8] is accompanied by the strong interpretation
that it “indicates single transverse-spin asymmetries in high-energy collisions have a common origin.” In support of this
claim, Ref. [8] uses a hybrid of rather different theoretical formalisms, approximations, and simplifying assumptions
in the calculations they use for their phenomenological analysis, with TMD factorization appearing as only one
component. The range of Q is large, extending as low as Q ≈ 1.4 GeV, near the boundary where factorization starts
to be questionable, and as high as 80 GeV, so that at least some nontrivial effects from evolution might be expected.
The fits appear reasonable by the standards of χ2 minimization, but it is unclear how sensitive this outcome is to
the underlying theoretical hypotheses and assumptions that they purport to test. Therefore, the claims of predictive
power given there are difficult to assess. Notably, however, the fits in Ref. [8] fail significantly at predicting much of
both the isolated and full pion data in subsequent measurements from the STAR collaboration [56].

The approach we have discussed in this paper extends naturally to spin dependent observables like those considered
in Ref. [8] while providing a much more systematic way to frame and assess claims of predictive power.

6 As explained in private communication with members of the MAP collaboration.
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FIG. 10: The up-flavor TMD pdfs obtained within the HSO approach from this paper compared those of the MAP22 collabora-
tion, at x = 0.1 and six different values of Q, as indicated in the legend inside each panel. The solid and dashed purple lines are
the HSO parametrization of k2

Tfu/p(x, kT;Q,Q2), as obtained by using the Gaussian and the spectator nonperturbative models,
while the dashed-dotted purple lines represent the corresponding perturbative (large kT) behaviour. Black lines represent the
NNLL MAP22 [54] results and were produced with NangaParbat.

IX. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented a first practical implementation of the steps for TMD phenomenology that were formulated and
discussed more abstractly in Refs. [1, 2]. The primary focus of this “HSO” approach, as reviewed in the introduction,
is to isolate and identify the non-perturbative input parametrizations needed to fully characterize the fundamental
operator matrix elements in a TMD factorization framework, and in such a way as to allow for testable or falsifiable
predictions for future measurements. We exhibited predictive power by first constraining model parameters in a class
of Drell-Yan measurements at moderate Q, and then evolving upwards in Q to postdict reasonable agreement with
measurements of Z0 boson production. While doing this, we emphasized the modular nature of the nonperturbative
input in the HSO approach, by swapping Gaussian and spectator model descriptions of the very small transverse
momentum behavior. Our hope is that this feature of the HSO approach will open the way for a more direct
incorporation of specific theoretical treatments of nonperturbative transverse momentum dependent structures in the
future. Our examples illustrate how the sensitivity to some features of nonperturbative structure varies with Q and
x.

An extraction of the nonperturbative function that is normally called gK in earlier literature is shown in Eqs. (90)–
(91). The gK function is very strongly universal, and thus its measurement leads to important predictions. The same
function arises in a wide range of rather different types of observables, including SIDIS [54, 57, 58] and inclusive e+e−

annihilation into back-to-back hadrons [59] or into one single hadron [60–63], therefore finding agreement across all
such processes constitutes an exciting and highly nontrivial test of the TMD factorization’s potential for describing
properties of the QCD vacuum and relating it to concrete physical observables. Implementations over a wider range
of processes and with the full O

(
α2
s

)
expression are still needed, but we are reassured that the treatment in this paper

finds good qualitative agreement with earlier pioneering extractions of gK .
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We emphasize again that there is no difference between the theoretical underpinnings of the standard TMD factor-
ization based on the CSS formalism and its extensions and the HSO style of working that we advocate in this paper.
The differences lie only in the steps for implementing the formalism phenomenologically. As such, it is straightforward
to translate between our steps and those of more typical TMD/CSS implementations, and some of the details for
doing this are reviewed in Appendix B. However, there are major differences in philosophy between our approach and
others, and we have argued that these can have significant practical consequences. For further commentary on the
differences, we refer the reader to [1] and to a discussion of logarithmic power counting in Appendix C.

Observing more detailed features of nonperturbative structures will require more comprehensive fitting than what
we have done in this paper. Especially important are SIDIS measurements like those at Jefferson Lab, since they are
expected to have greater sensitivity to nonperturbative behavior (see for example Ref. [64], Sect. 5.1, and references
therein). However, we have also pointed out the subtle nuances involved in the interpretation of the results produced
by direct fitting, and we have emphasized the dangers of overfitting. We have argued that the most effective way to
test the theoretical understanding of nonperturbative structures lies with their predictive power, and for this a careful
and discriminating selection of measurements is sometimes more important than the total quantity of data included
in a global fit.

In our plans, the next step is the extension of our HSO analysis to data covering larger values of Q. Evolving
to even higher scales would entail considering kinematic regions involving much smaller values of x, for which no
experimental data at low-to-moderate values of Q are available, leaving a lack of information on the non-perturbative
behavior of the TMD at low kT. A phenomenological analysis of LHC data, for example, would possibly require some
non-trivial modifications of the parametric form of the core function to correctly reproduce the small-x region, for
which no Drell-Yan measurements are available at low or moderate Q.

Over a longer time scale, we will broaden the range of processes included at the fitting stage, and to employ a more
diverse and sophisticated set of nonperturbative calculations and model assumptions in the treatment of nonpertur-
bative structures. Beyond including unpolarized e+e−-annihilation processes and SIDIS, it will be straightforward to
apply the HSO methodology to spin dependent observables. A major aim is to produce a set of predictions for the
EIC whose success or failure can readily be assessed and interpreted in ways that concretely refine the understanding
of deeper theoretical underpinnings of QCD processes.

Another issue still to be addressed in future work is the continuing difficulty, at moderate values of Q, in describing
data for large qT tails without allowing nonperturbative transverse momentum effects to migrate into unsettlingly
large regions of qT. We end this paper with some speculations about how this might be confronted in future work
that takes the HSO approach. Traditionally, extractions of collinear pdfs have been the implicit anchor around which
phenomenological extractions of other nonperturbative objects (like nonperturbative TMD effects) were organized.
From that perspective, a consistent TMD extraction is one that reproduces known collinear extractions at large
qT. We suggest that inverting this view may eventually be necessary for making progress going forward. That
is, extractions and parametrizations of the TMD pdfs should be taken as the primary objects, with collinear pdf
extractions adjusted to conform to TMD expectations rather than vice-versa. Indeed, the latter perspective is more
faithful to the underlying theoretical setup, where TMD correlation functions are the more fundamental objects,
while collinear correlation functions emerge from them as a consequence of transverse momentum integrals. We
speculate that only rather minor modifications to existing collinear parametrizations may be necessary to bring the
large-qT calculations into greater agreement with both phenomenological data and with expectations from collinear
factorization. An improvement of this type would also lead to greater consistency in the transition to a fixed order
Y -term at qT ≈ Q. We leave an exploration of this and other extensions of HSO approach to future work.
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Appendix A: Expressions extended to O
(
α2
s

)
In this appendix we write out certain quantities from the main text to the next order in αs. Original results for

some higher orders can be found in Refs. [26, 29, 30]. The next order in the hard part (Eq. (34)) is [26]

H
(2)
jȷ̄ = δjȷ̄C

2
F

[
511

4
− 83π2

3
+

67π4

30
− 60ζ3

]
+ δjȷ̄CFCA

[
−51157

324
+

1061π2

54
− 8π4

45
+

626

9
ζ3

]
+ δjȷ̄nfCF

[
4085
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− 91π2

27
+

4

9
ζ3

]
. (A1)

The expression for K̃(bT;µ) (see Eq. (67)) to O
(
α2
s

)
is

K̃(bT;µ) = −
2CFαs(µ)

π
ln

(
bTµ

2e−γE

)
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αs(µ)
2

2π2

[(
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(
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+
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nf

]
+O(α3

s) , (A2)

and its anomalous dimension is

γK =
2CFαs

π
+

α2
s

16π2

[
CACF

(
536

9
− 8π2

3

)
− 80

9
CFnf

]
+O

(
α3
s

)
. (A3)

Next, we repeat exactly the steps of Sec. IVB, but now with the K̃(bT;µ) and γK kept through O
(
α2
s

)
. For the

complete range of 0 < bT < ∞, the HSO approach requires that the renormalization group equation be satisfied
through order αs(µ)

2,

d

d lnµ
K̃(bT;µ) = −γK(αs(µ))

= −2CFαs(µ)

π
− α(µ)2

16π2

[
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9
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s

)
. (A4)

We write the input transverse momentum space CS kernel as

Kinpt(kT;µQ0
) =[

A
(1)
K (µQ0

) +A
(2)
K (µQ0

)
] 1

k2T +m2
K

+B
(2)
K (µQ0

)
1

k2T +m2
K

ln

(
µ2
Q0

k2T +m2
K

)
+Kcore(kT) +DK(µQ0

)δ(2) (kT) , (A5)

where

A
(1)
K (µQ0

) =
αs(µQ0

)CF

π2
, (A6)

A
(2)
K (µQ0

) = −αs(µQ0
)2CF

4π3

(
−67

9
CA +

π2

3
CA +

10

9
nf

)
, (A7)

B
(2)
K (µQ0

) = −αs(µQ0)
2CF

4π3

(
2

3
nf −

11

3
CA

)
. (A8)

The function Kcore(kT) is analogous to fcore,i/p(x, kT;Q
2
0). It is used to tune the very large bT behavior and it vanishes

like a power at small bT. It will introduce at least one extra parameter beyond mK . In coordinate space, we will
demand that K̃(bT;µQ0) approach a negative constant bK as bT →∞ [36]. We will use a Gaussian,

Kcore(kT) =
bK

4πm2
K

e
− k2

T
4m2

K . (A9)
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The last term in Eq. (70) has a DK(µQ0
) which is

DK(µQ0
) = −bK

+
2αs(µQ0

)CF

π
ln

(
mK

µQ0

)
+

CFαs(µQ0
)2

2π2

[
CA

(
7

2
ζ3 −

101

27

)
+

14

27
nf

]
− αs(µQ0

)2CF

18π2
ln

(
mK

µQ0

)[
(33CA − 6nf ) ln

(
mK

µQ0

)
+
(
3π2 − 67

)
CA + 10nf

]
. (A10)

Transforming Eq. (A5) into coordinate space gives

K̃inpt(bT;µQ0
) =

2π
[
A

(1)
K (µQ0

) +A
(2)
K (µQ0

)
]
K0 (mKbT) + 2πB

(2)
K (µQ0

)K0 (mKbT) ln

(
µ2
Q0

bT

2mKe−γE

)
+ bKe−m2

Kb2T +DK(µQ0
) .

(A11)

It is straightforward to verify that Eq. (A11) equals Eq. (67) when mkbT → 0. Using

dA
(1)
K (µQ0)

d lnµQ0

= −2B(2)
K (µQ0

) +O
(
αs(µQ0

)3
)

(A12)

also shows that it satisfies Eq. (69) for all bT. The large-bT limit of the CS kernel in Eq. (74) is

lim
bT→∞

K̃inpt(bT;µQ0) = DK(µQ0) = −bK +O (αs(µQ0)) . (A13)

The remaining O
(
αs(µ)

2
)
expression needed for evolution is the next order version of Eq. (81),

γ(αs(µ); 1) =
3CFαs(µ)

2π

+
αs(µ)

2

16π2

[
C2

F

(
3− 4π2 + 48ζ3

)
+ CFCA

(
961

27
+

11π2

3
− 52ζ3

)
+ CFnf

(
−130

27
− 2π2

3

)]
+O

(
αs(µ)

3
)
. (A14)

For implementing evolution at O
(
αs(µ)

2
)
, the steps from the main body of the paper apply unmodified with the

above expressions. Note, however, that a full O
(
αs(µ)

2
)
treatment requires also the large kT tail expressions to order

αs(µ)
2, which we have not included above.

Appendix B: Translation to “g-functions”

In classic phenomenological treatments of TMD factorization based upon the CSS formalism, the expression for
the cross section takes a somewhat different form from Eq. (36). The more common organization has a small bT
OPE already applied explicitly, and all the presumably nonperturbative transverse momentum behavior is isolated in
exponentials of separate functions usually labeled by g. (For a typical example, see Eq.(22) of Ref. [36].) In fact, the
parametrization from this paper can be recast in exactly this form as well, and we show the steps here. The discussion
below will be kept relatively brief, while a more detailed explanation is to be found in [1, Sect. IX].

The sequestration of nonperturbative parts into g-functions begins [65] by defining an arbitrary function, b∗(bT),
with the properties

b∗ = b∗(bT) =

{
bT bT ≪ bmax

bmax bT ≫ bmax
, (B1)

where bmax is an equally arbitrary transverse size dividing what are considered large and small bT. A very common
choice [23] is

b∗ =
bT√

1 + b2T/b
2
max

, (B2)
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though any other smooth function that satisfies Eq. (B1) is equally valid. In addition, one defines a renormalization
scale

µb∗ ≡ C1/b∗ , (B3)

that optimizes perturbation theory in the OPE for the small-bT limit. Next, the evolution equation Eq. (40) gives

f̃j/p(x, bT;µ, ζ) = f̃j/p(x, bT;µ,Q
2
0) exp

{
K̃(bT;µ) ln

(√
ζ

Q0

)}
, (B4)

and since this is independent of bT one may also write

f̃j/p(x, b∗;µ, ζ) = f̃j/p(x, b∗;µ,Q
2
0) exp

{
K̃(b∗;µ) ln

(√
ζ

Q0

)}
. (B5)

Dividing Eq. (B4) by Eq. (B5) leads to some useful simplifications,

f̃j/p(x, bT;µ, ζ)

f̃j/p(x, b∗;µ, ζ)
=

f̃j/p(x, bT;µQ0
, Q2

0)

f̃j/p(x, b∗;µQ0
, Q2

0)
exp

{
−
[
K̃ (b∗;µQ0

)− K̃ (bT;µQ0
)
]
ln

(√
ζ

Q0

)}
. (B6)

From the evolution equations Eqs. (41)–(42), the µ dependence exactly cancels in the ratio of f̃j/p’s and in the

differences of K̃’s,

f̃j/p(x, bT;µ,Q
2
0)

f̃j/p(x, b∗;µ,Q2
0)

=
f̃j/p(x, bT;µQ0 , Q

2
0)

f̃j/p(x, b∗;µQ0
, Q2

0)
, K̃ (b∗;µ)− K̃ (bT;µ) = K̃ (b∗;µQ0

)− K̃ (bT;µQ0
) , (B7)

so for definiteness we have set µ = µQ0
on the right side of Eq. (B6). Equation (B6) may be re-expressed as

f̃j/p(x, bT;µ, ζ) = f̃j/p(x, b∗;µ, ζ) exp

{
−gi/p(x, bT)− gK(bT) ln

(√
ζ

Q0

)}
, (B8)

where we have defined

gi/p(x, bT) ≡ − ln

(
f̃j/p(x, bT;µQ0 , Q

2
0)

f̃j/p(x, b∗;µQ0
, Q2

0)

)
& gK(bT) ≡ K̃ (b∗;µQ0

)− K̃ (bT;µQ0
) . (B9)

Note that neither gi/p(x, bT) nor gK(bT) depends on a renormalization scale µ. (Although both will generally depend
on bmax and gi/p(x, bT) will depend on the input hard scale Q0.) By construction, these g functions vanish like a power

of bT as bT → 0, while at large bT they are sensitive to nonperturbative effects. The TMD pdf factor f̃j/p(x, b∗;µ, ζ)
out front on the right side of Eq. (B8) is restricted to be evaluated only at values of bT that are smaller than ≈ bmax.
We may evolve it to the scale µb∗ ,

f̃i/p(x, b∗;µ, ζ)

= f̃i/p(x, b∗;µb∗ , µ
2
b∗) exp

{∫ µ

µb∗

dµ′

µ′

[
γ(αs(µ

′); 1)− ln

(√
ζ

µ′

)
γK(αs(µ

′))

]
+ ln

(√
ζ

µb∗

)
K̃(bT;µb∗)

}
. (B10)

Evolving to µ =
√
ζ = Q = µQ then gives for Eq. (B8)

f̃j/p(x, bT;µQ, Q
2) =

f̃i/p(x, b∗;µb∗ , µ
2
b∗) exp

{∫ µQ

µb∗

dµ′

µ′

[
γ(αs(µ

′); 1)− ln

(
Q

µ′

)
γK(αs(µ

′))

]
+ ln

(
Q

µb∗

)
K̃(bT;µb∗)

}

× exp

{
−gi/p(x, bT)− gK(bT) ln

(
Q

Q0

)}
. (B11)

As final step, f̃i/p(x, b∗;µb∗ , µ
2
b∗
) is typically expanded in a small-bT OPE,

f̃i/p(x, b∗;µb∗ , µ
2
b∗) = f̃OPE

i/p (x, b∗;µb∗ , µ
2
b∗) +O

(
Λ2
QCDb

2
max

)
, (B12)
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Then Eq. (B11) becomes

f̃j/p(x, bT;µQ, Q
2) ≈

f̃OPE
i/p (x, b∗;µb∗ , µ

2
b∗) exp

{∫ µQ

µb∗

dµ′

µ′

[
γ(αs(µ

′); 1)− ln

(
Q

µ′

)
γK(αs(µ

′))

]
+ ln

(
Q

µb∗

)
K̃(bT;µb∗)

}

× exp

{
−gi/p(x, bT)− gK(bT) ln

(
Q

Q0

)}
, (B13)

with errors suppressed by powers of O (ΛQCDbmax). Substituting Eq. (B11) into the second line of Eq. (30) gives the
cross section in the form that is more familiar from earlier literature,

Wµν(xa, xb, Q, qhT)

=
∑
j

Hµν
jȷ̄

∫
d2bT
(2π)2

eiqhT·bTe−gi/ha (xa,bT)f̃i/ha
(xa, b∗;µb∗ , µ

2
b∗)e

−gi/hb
(xb,bT)f̃i/hb

(xb, b∗;µb∗ , µ
2
b∗)

× exp

{
2

∫ µQ

µb∗

dµ′

µ′

[
γ(αs(µ

′); 1)− ln

(
Q

µ′

)
γK(αs(µ

′))

]
+ ln

(
Q2

µ2
b∗

)
K̃(bT;µb∗)− gK(bT) ln

(
Q2

Q2
0

)}
+ (a←→ b) +O

(
Λ2
QCD/Q

2
)
. (B14)

Or, utilizing the typical OPE approximations for f̃i/ha
(xa, b∗;µb∗ , µ

2
b∗
) and f̃i/hb

(xb, b∗;µb∗ , µ
2
b∗
),

Wµν(xa, xb, Q, qhT)

=
∑
j

Hµν
jȷ̄

∫
d2bT
(2π)2

eiqhT·bTe−gi/ha (xa,bT)f̃OPE
i/ha

(xa, b∗;µb∗ , µ
2
b∗)e

−gi/hb
(xb,bT)f̃OPE

i/hb
(xb, b∗;µb∗ , µ

2
b∗)

× exp

{
2

∫ µQ

µb∗

dµ′

µ′

[
γ(αs(µ

′); 1)− ln

(
Q

µ′

)
γK(αs(µ

′))

]
+ ln

(
Q2

µ2
b∗

)
K̃(bT;µb∗)− gK(bT) ln

(
Q2

Q2
0

)}
+ (a←→ b) +O

(
Λ2
QCDb

2
max

)
, (B15)

which is how the Drell-Yan cross section has been typically expressed in the literature.
The steps leading to Eqs. (B14)–(B15) apply to the precise operator definitions of the correlation functions, but

they also remain exact for the expressions in the HSO approach at order n so long as all quantities, including kernels
and anomalous dimensions are exactly the order-n expressions. As such, all the expressions from the main body of
this paper can be used directly in Eq. (B14) or Eq. (B15), and the to the more familiar form is complete. For example,
substituting our Eq. (78) and Eq. (80) into Eq. (B9) gives the g-functions in Eq. (B14).
In the HSO approach, making the approximation leading from Eq. (B14) to Eq. (B15), while allowed, is not

necessary because the parametrizations of f̃i/h(x, b∗;µb∗ , µ
2
b∗
) automatically interpolate to the OPE expressions in the

small bT limit. We will never make such an approximation in our applications.
Notice that the TMD pdfs, and hence the cross section, are exactly independent of bmax,

d

dbmax
f̃j/p(x, bT;µQ, Q

2) = 0 . (B16)

Thus, despite how it is sometimes portrayed in the literature, bmax is not a model parameter. Large sensitivity to
bmax in an actual TMD parametrization is a symptom that the approximations leading from Eq. (B10) to Eq. (B13)
are not under control.

It is worthwhile to further discuss the various auxiliary parameters that enter both the more conventional approaches
and the HSO approach and comparing their roles. This includes parameters like bmax and bmin from the conventional
approaches and the parameter a in Eq. (77) from the HSO approach. All are auxiliary in the sense that the TMD
pdfs are in principle exactly independent of them. Any dependence in practical parametrizations reflects sensitivity
to approximations like truncating the order of perturbation theory. For example, there is exactly no bmax dependence
in Eq. (B14), either with exact expressions or with expressions in the HSO approach. However, some residual
bmax-dependence gets introduced when using Eq. (B15) because there is a perturbative OPE approximation applied

to f̃OPE
i/h (x, b∗;µb∗ , µ

2
b∗
) and O (ΛQCDbmax) terms are neglected. Potentially large errors are also introduced if an

overly simplistic model is used for the g-functions. Since varying bmax amounts to shifting contributions between the
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“perturbative” parts of Eq. (B14) and the “nonperturbative” g-functions, then the ansatz for the g-functions cannot
be guessed at independently of the perturbative contributions without introducing hard-to-control errors. This creates
an awkward trade-off for the conventional approaches: On one hand, one may try to choose a very small bmax so as
to ensure that dropping O (ΛQCDbmax) in Eq. (B15) is valid, but then the ostensibly nonperturbative g-functions will
need to describe a wide region of bT that is essentially perturbative, and simplistic g-ansatzes are bound to fail there.
On the other hand, one may choose a large bmax to ensure that the g-functions are “purely nonperturbative,” but
this then threatens to introduce large, uncontrolled errors in the transition from Eq. (B14) to Eq. (B15). The HSO
approach does not encounter this problem because it does not use the b∗ separation.

The Q0 that is used in the HSO approach is in some ways analogous to the µb∗ in the conventional b∗ approach in
that both impose a renormalization scale transition to ∼ 1/bT at small bT. However, there are important differences.
The b∗ prescription does not merely provide an RG scale transformation at low bT, but rather it also fixes the
transition between perturbative and nonperturbative descriptions. By contrast, the Q0 in the HSO approach is used
only to transform scales as sensitivity to UV transverse momentum grows. Notice that in the conventional approach
there is not only a scheme change from µ to µb∗ in Eq. (B15), but also the bT argument itself gets replaced by b∗
in f̃OPE

i/h (x, b∗;µb∗ , µ
2
b∗
). There is no such analogous replacement in the HSO approach. Rather, there is an explicit

description of the transition between the physics of the purely nonperturbative and safely perturbative regions.
In other words, the use of the b∗ prescription within the conventional approach couples the steps of 1.) transforming

scales and 2.) of demarcating the perturbative and nonperturbative regions while the HSO approach maintains these
as two completely different steps. One consequence is that sensitivity to Q0 is limited to renormalization scale
sensitivity, and is therefore much weaker than the typical sensitivity to bmax in conventional steps. In principle, Q0 is
eliminated completely by keeping higher orders and using sufficiently large Q0. See, for example, Figures 11 and 12
of [1].

Another parameter that sometimes gets introduced in the more conventional organizations is a cutoff bmin on small
transverse sizes [66]. At first sight, this appears to provide a convenient way to connect to collinear pdfs and to control
UV contributions from kT ≫ Q. In a mirror image of the bmax approach, one replaces bT by a function bc(T) that is
bT at large bT but approaches a bmin ∼ 1/Q as bT → 0. For example,

bc(bT) =
√

b2T + C2
1/Q

2 (B17)

so that bmin = C1/Q. In the Fourier transform that defines the momentum space TMD pdf, the replacement is
bT → bc(bT) so that

fj/h(x, kT;µQ, Q
2)→

∫
d2bT
(2π)2

eikT·bT f̃j/h(x, bc(bT);µQ, Q
2) , (B18)

and the resulting TMD pdf has the bT ≪ 1/Q contribution removed. Integrating this UV-regulated TMD pdf over
all kT gives a delta function that fixes bT = 0 and bc(bT) = bmin. From Eq. (B13) this gives,

f̃OPE
j/h (x, bmin;µQ, Q

2) exp

{
−gi/p(x, bmin)− gK(bmin) ln

(
Q

Q0

)}
= fj/h(x, µQ) +O (αs(µQ)) +O

(
b2min

b2max

)
+O

(
Λ2
QCDb

2
max

)
. (B19)

Thus, integrating Eq. (B18) appears to give an approximation to the standard integral expectation relating TMD and
collinear pdfs, ∫

d2kT fj/h(x, kT;µQ, Q
2) = fj/h(x, µQ) +O (αs(µQ)) +O

(
b2min

b2max

)
+O

(
Λ2
QCDb

2
max

)
(B20)

if it is possible to justify an approximation wherein bmin ≪ bmax. Recall, however, that bmax needs to be kept as
small as possible to justify dropping O (ΛQCDbmax) terms in Eq. (B13) while bmin must be O (1/Q) (above we have
used bmin = C1/Q). Near the moderate scales where sensitivity to nonperturbative transverse momentum is most
relevant, therefore, bmin ≈ bmax and the errors in Eq. (B20) are not negligible. A bmin prescription is, therefore, not
appropriate for treatments focused on extracting nonperturbative properties of TMD pdfs. It is only after having
evolved to rather high Q that one may justify a bmin ≪ bmax type of approximation.

A bmin regulator is not necessary, and we do not use one in the HSO approach.



33

Appendix C: Comment on counting logarithms

High energy transverse momentum dependent cross sections are often discussed in the language of resummed
logarithms of transverse momentum. These methodologies start from a purely collinear factorization framework,
assuming qT to be large enough to be perturbative, but still small enough that qT/Q≪ 1. This creates a situation in
collinear factorization where it is ambiguous which of the two scales is an appropriate hard scale. Either case leads
to logarithms of the form

αs(Q) ln2 (QbT) (C1)

in transverse coordinate space for the cross section with large contributions from the bT ∼ 1/qT region. A typical
resummation approach organizes large logarithms of this type into series that are then summed and exponentiated
to all orders. Thus, one hears of leading and next-to-leading logarithm resummations, depending on the order of
logarithms that are resummed. This is a reasonable approach provided the logarithms are never so large that the
small coupling perturbation series expansion stops being valid. Its range of applicability is then limited to some region
of ΛQCD ≪ qT ≪ Q, a window that grows and shrinks depending on Q. As qT → 0, collinear factorization breaks down
entirely, while for qT → Q the logarithms of qT/Q vanish and resummation becomes unnecessary. Therefore, “counting
logarithms” alone can become a rather misleading characterization the accuracy or precision of a calculation. It is
only when the TMDs are considered primarily as perturbative objects in collinear factorization that the increasing size
of the logarithms at large bT implies a genuine problem with factorization. In treatments that are organized around a
resummation methodology, one frequently starts with a descriptions of the ΛQCD ≪ qT ≪ Q region and incorporates
nonperturbative fitting only as a correction to interpolate into the very small qT ∼ 0 region. Such a strategy [1]
is reasonable at high energies, but it is arguably less suited for the treatment of more moderate energy data where
detailed information about the structure of hadrons can become relevant.

The full TMD factorization and evolution treatment is more general and powerful than a basic resummation. There,
the TMDs are taken from the outside as generally non-perturbative objects on the same footing as collinear pdfs, with
specific operator definitions, evolution equations, etc. precision can be measured by the order of αs in hard parts and
evolution kernels rather than by the sizes of specific logarithms. The resummation style of treatments discussed above
is recovered by TMD factorization, but as a special limiting case, emerging when the combination as(Q) log (qT/Q)
is large but fixed and Q→∞. There are no prior assumptions about the regions where resummation approximations
work or how accurate they are. For further discusions of these points, see for example Secs. 13.13.5 and 15.4 of Ref.[20]
and Appendix B of [1].

The work in the main body of the paper is an example of this strategy, referred to as a “bottom-up” approach in
Ref[1]. We show how a successful description of experimental data can be obtained by expanding the perturbative
part of the TMD in powers of the strong coupling, specifically up to O(αs). This does not prevent an improvement
of the description of the data by extending calculations to next-to-leading-log accuracy, but it is because doing so
introduces contributions of order O(α2

s).
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