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We use chiral perturbation theory to study the long distance regime of transverse momentum
dependent parton distribution functions (TMD PDFs). Chiral corrections to the TMD PDFs are
computed from proton to pion/baryon splittings. For consistent power counting, we find that the
fraction of the proton’s momentum that a pion may carry must be kept small. We make predictions
for a d̄− ū asymmetry in the proton’s TMD PDFs and find that the effective theory gives a natural
exponential suppression of the TMD PDF at long distances. We then explore the effects that
additional nonperturbative physics may have on the TMD d̄− ū asymmetry.

The d̄ − ū asymmetry [1–3] is an important probe of
nonperturbative effects, like chiral symmetry breaking,
in the proton’s structure. Many nonperturbative models
have been used to describe the asymmetry with reason-
able success [4–7], but a description rooted in QCD is
most straightforwardly made using chiral perturbation
theory (χPT) [8, 9].

In χPT, an effective field theory (EFT) of QCD, the
proton’s structure gains long-distance contributions from
fluctuations into intermediate meson and baryon states.
In this picture, the d̄− ū asymmetry can be understood
by the proton’s likeliness to fluctuate to a π+n state over
a state containing a π−. The relationship between the
proton’s parton distribution function (PDF) and chiral
operators describing the fluctuations (sometimes called
hadronic splitting functions [10–13] or hadronic distri-
bution functions [14]) was established using EFT in Ref.
[15]. In this framework, a quark PDF in the proton is de-
scribed by a convolution between the valence quark PDFs
in an intermediate hadron state and the chiral hadronic
distribution functions.

These ideas have been applied to study collinear parton
distribution functions [10–13, 15–19], generalized parton
distributions [20–24], and light-cone distribution func-
tions [25]. A number of χPT calculations of the d̄ − ū
asymmetry have been compared with the NuSea E866 ex-
periment [3], showing excellent agreement with the mea-
surements [11, 13, 26, 27]. The majority of these calcula-
tions use relativistic chiral EFT and a variety of regular-
ization prescriptions for the divergent pion loops that ap-
pear in the calculation. These prescriptions include hard
cutoffs [10, 11], Pauli-Villars [26], and dipole regulators
[13, 27]. While these calculations are phenomenologically
very successful, they are dependent on the regulator pa-
rameters which are left finite in the calculations in order
to describe the data. Regulating the χPT calculations
with dimensional regularization instead would produce
a cutoff independent result that also naturally preserves
the symmetries of the theory. However, to our knowl-
edge, a comparison with the d̄ − ū measurements using
dimensional regularization is absent from the literature.

Recently, some progress has been made for matching
transverse momentum dependent PDFs (TMD PDFs)

onto χPT as well [14, 28]. In Ref. [14] the authors argue
that, like in the collinear formalism, the TMD PDF can
be expressed as convolution between a TMD hadronic
distribution function and the valence quark TMD PDF
in the intermediate hadron. This is useful because, his-
torically, the large bT regime for the TMD PDF has been
theoretically unreachable and usually must be described
with some nonperturbative model [29–33]. However, the
hadronic corrections in χPT provide an avenue to sys-
tematically study corrections to the TMD PDF at long
distances, bT ∼ O(1/mπ).
In this letter, we initiate the first phenomenological

study of unpolarized TMD PDFs in χPT. In analogy with
collinear PDFs, we aim to predict the d̄ − ū asymmetry
for TMD PDFs in the proton. Our TMD hadronic dis-
tribution function results are cutoff independent mean-
ing we have limited flexibility tuning parameters to de-
scribe data. Therefore, we revisit the d̄−ū asymmetry for
collinear PDFs in χPT, using dimensional regularization
instead of other regulators, to understand how to describe
experiment without a cutoff parameter. In this analysis,
we find that it is essential to restrict the fraction of lon-
gitudinal momentum carried by the pion in the proton to
small values. We compare our collinear calculations for
the asymmetry to the NuSea E866 [3] and the SeaQuest
E906 data [34] and find excellent agreement. We then ap-
ply this prescription to the TMD hadronic distribution
functions [14] and make predictions for a d̄− ū asymme-
try in the proton’s TMD PDFs. We compare our results
against perturbative QCD (pQCD) calculations and find
that χPT provides a suppression at large bT that pQCD
cannot replicate. Finally, we explore the possibility that
there are additional nonperturbative effects not described
by the chiral theory and we illustrate how such effects
would be distinguished from our calculations.
We begin by revisiting the d̄−ū asymmetry for collinear

PDFs in the proton. To study this observable, we will
make use of the convolution formalism introduced in Ref.
[15]. Generally, the collinear PDFs can be matched onto
chiral operators using the following expression,

fq/p(x, µ) =
∑
H

∫ 1

x

dy

y
qvH

(
x

y
;
µ

Λχ

)
fHp

(
y;
mπ

Λχ

)
(1)
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where qvH(x) = qH(x)− q̄H(x) is the valence PDF in the
intermediate hadron [11, 13, 15]. fHp(x) is the hadronic
distribution function (HDF) in the proton. From an EFT
point of view, the valence PDFs, qvH , are high-energy
Wilson coefficients, meaning they contain physics at the
scale µ, which is at or above the large scale, Λχ ∼ 1 GeV
[25, 35]. In fact, for the convolution in Eq. (1), the qvH are
defined in the limit where pπ ∼ mπ = 0 since mπ ≪ Λχ.
On the other hand, the HDFs, fHp, are defined in terms
of effective theory operators and hence they contain all
of the low-energy physics at the scale mπ.
For the d̄−ū asymmetry, only the distribution of π+ −

π− states in the proton is relevant. This distribution is
defined by,

fπp(y) =

∫
db−

2π
e−iyP+b− ⟨p| Oπ(b

−, 0) |p⟩ (2)

where the operator dependent on some position, b, is,

Oπ(b, 0) =
f2π
8
Tr

[
Σ†(b)τa(in · ∂)Σ(0)

+ Σ(b)τa(in · ∂)Σ†(0)].

(3)

At leading order, the operator receives corrections from
p → π+n interactions. It is also well known that the ∆
resonance plays a substantial role for nucleon structure
in χPT [9, 11, 36, 37]. With the ∆ resonance included,
the p → π+∆0 and p → π−∆++ interactions also con-
tribute to fπp(y) at leading order. The diagrams we need
to calculate are shown in Fig. 1. We calculate the contri-
butions using dimensional regularization and a minimal
subtraction scheme. The results are given in Appendix
A.

FIG. 1. Feynman diagrams for the one loop contributions
to fπp(y). Contributions from the p → π+n splitting are
depicted by the first diagram, while contributions from p →
π+∆0 and p → π−∆++ are given by the second diagrams.

Naively, the convolution given in Eq. (1) encourages
an integration over the full range of the pion’s momen-
tum fraction in the proton, y, from 0 to 1. However, as
demonstrated in Fig. 2, a straightforward application of
this formalism fails catastrophically. In fact, the theoret-
ical prediction using dimensional regularization is 10−15
times greater than the observed experimental data.

This formalism fails because the convolution in Eq.
(1) unintentionally allows the soft pions to carry large
momentum scales, which should be forbidden by χPT. To
illustrate what is happening, consider the delta function
that constrains y,

δ(k+ − yP+), (4)

which naturally appears in the HDF caluclations [10, 11,
14, 15]. Here, k+ is the pion’s lightcone momentum and
P+ is the nucleon’s large lightcone momentum. For mo-
mentum fraction values y ≫ mπ/M , whereM is the mass
of the proton, yP+ is formally a large quantity with re-
spect to the soft pion momentum, k+. In this region the
delta function in Eq. (4) violates χPT power counting
and must be properly expanded. Treating k+ as small
with respect to yP+, we should instead have the delta
function

δ(k+ − yP+) → δ(yP+) +O(k+). (5)

Interestingly, this delta function vanishes because
yP+ ≫ mπ > 0.
We argue that for χPT power counting to be preserved,

one must match onto the original operators in Eq. (2)
only when y is a small quantity. When y is large, one
should instead match onto EFT operators that produce
the expanded delta function in Eq. (5). We illustrate
this point further with a power counting discussion in
Appendix B, pointing out that it is necessary to count
y as small in order to achieve consistent power counting
before and after the loop integration in Fig. 1.
The desired operators for the large y regime can be

produced by taking the yP+ ≫ mπ limit in the defini-
tion of the splitting function, expanding away the small
momentum in the operator. Such a procedure would give,

fπp(y) =

∫
db−

2π
e−iyP+b− ⟨p| Oπ(0, 0) |p⟩ , (6)

where Oπ(0, 0) is given by Eq. (3) with b set to 0.
We note this procedure is similar to how heavy quark
PDFs and fragmentation functions are studied in heavy
quark effective theory, where small momenta are ex-
panded away in powers of k/mQ [39–42].
To match the different operators onto distinct y

regimes, we need to separate large and small y regions
in integral of Eq. (1). As a simple prescription we sepa-
rate regions with some value, ymax,

fqp(x) =
∑
H

[ ∫ ymax

x

+

∫ 1

ymax

]
dy

y
qvH

(
x

y

)
fHp(y). (7)

For small y, y ≤ ymax, we match onto the original HDFs
in Eq. (2). However, for y > ymax we instead need to
match onto the expanded operators in Eq. (6). In this
regime, however, fπp = 0, so for the d̄ − ū asymmetry ,
we are left with the modified expression,

d̄p(x)− ūp(x) =

∫ ymax

x

dy

y

[
d̄vπ+

(
x

y

)
− ūvπ+

(
x

y

)]
fπp(y).

(8)
We emphasize that the ymax prescription is not the same
as a cutoff on the pion’s momentum in a loop integral. We
have already used dimensional regularization to evaluate
the loop integrals, integrating over all values of the pion’s
momentum, k. Instead, ymax is a parameter separating
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FIG. 2. Comparison of χPT calculations with NuSea E866 [3] and SeaQuest E906 data [34] before (left) and after (right)
enforcing chiral power counting in the pion’s momentum fraction. The uncertainty on the left figure stems from varying the
result by O(mπ/Λχ) in order to estimate the size of subleading effective theory corrections. The uncertainty on the second
diagram comes from varying the ymax from 0.25 ≤ ymax ≤ 0.4. The central values of the p → π+n and p → π∆ contributions
are shown by the dotted blue and solid purple lines, respectively. The pion PDFs [38] are evaluated at the scale µ2 = 54 GeV2

to compare with the E866 data.

the momentum regions where different EFT operators
are necessary. While it turns out that fπp(y) = 0 for
large y, it could have been that fπp was non-vanishing for
y > ymax, in which case we would have had additional
contributions from the integral between ymax < y < 1.
The importance of separating the momentum regions

with the ymax prescription is illustrated in the second
panel of Fig. 2, where we now find excellent agreement
with the data. In practice, the exact value of ymax is
somewhat unclear. As a conservative estimate, we vary
ymax between 0.25 ∼ 2mπ/M and 0.4 ∼ 3mπ/M which
yields the relatively large uncertainty on our result. In
practice, a smaller range of ymax could be determined by
comparison with data.

In Fig. 2, the importance of the ∆ resonance is also
demonstrated. A simple calculation including only the
first diagram of Fig. 1 is given by the dotted blue line and
we see that the calculation agrees with data for x > 0.15,
however it diverges much more rapidly at small x. It is
only after including the ∆ states, which have a negative
overall contribution because of the π−∆++, that we are
able to properly describe the small x data.
We now move on to a phenomenological study of TMDs

in χPT using the framework introduced in Ref. [14]. In
this paper, it was proposed that the most general match-
ing one can write down is given by

fq/p(x,qT ) =
∑
H

∫
d2pT d

2kT

[ ∫ ymax

x

+

∫ 1

ymax

]
dy

y

× qvH

(
x

y
,pT

)
fHp(x,kT )δ

(2)(pT + kT − qT ).

(9)
where now the TMD PDFs are matched onto the low-
energy TMD HDFs. Notice, for the same reasons as
above, we have separated the regions of integration over
y. The TMD HDFs are defined similar to their collinear

counterparts in Eq. (2), but now the operators have
intrinsic transverse momentum, kT . For example, for
y ≤ ymax, the TMD HDF for the pion in the proton is
given by

fπp(y,kT ) =

∫
db−

2π

d2bT

(2π)2
e−iyP+b−e−ikT ·bT

× ⟨p| Oπ(b, 0) |p⟩
(10)

where Oπ(b, 0) is defined in Eq. (3), except the fields
now have transverse separation, in addition to separation
along the lightcone, b = (b−, 0,bT ). For y > ymax we
instead match the TMD PDF onto,

fπp(y,pT ) =

∫
d2bT

(2π)2
e−ikT ·bT ⟨p| Oπ(bT , 0) |p⟩ δ(yP+)

(11)
which again gives zero since it is applied in a regime
where y > ymax > 0.
In analogy with the collinear formalism, the high-

energy coefficients in the matching are identified to be
the valence TMD PDFs in the intermediate hadron,

qvH(α,pT ) = q
(0)
H (α,pT )− q̄

(0)
H (α,pT ), where

q
(0)
H (α,pT ) =

∫
db−

2π

d2bT

(2π)2
e−iαP+b−e−ipT ·bT

× ⟨H|ψi(b
−, bT )W⊏(b, 0)/nψi(0) |H⟩

∣∣
mπ,pπ=0

.

(12)

Notice that, like its collinear counterpart q
(0)
H (y), this dis-

tribution is defined in the limit that the pion mass and
small momenta pπ ∼ mπ are set to zero. This is a state-

ment that q
(0)
H (y,pT ) only contains high energy physics

at the scale Λχ ≫ mπ.
At face value, Eq. (9) doesn’t appear to be very predic-

tive because the TMD PDFs in the intermediate hadrons,

q
(0)
H (y,pT ), are not well-constrained quantities. However,
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because of the high-energy nature of these objects we
note the transverse momentum carried by these objects
should be pT ∼ O(Λχ). Therefore, we can expand the

q
(0)
H (y,pT ) in Eq. (9) in powers of ΛQCD/Λχ to produce
a new expression,

fq/p(x,qT ;µ) =
∑
H

∫ ymax

x

dy

y

× qvH

(
x

y
;
µ

Λχ

)
fHp

(
y,qT ;

mπ

Λχ

)
+O

(
ΛQCD

Λχ

)
.

(13)

In this expression, the TMD HDFs are convolved with
collinear PDFs in the intermediate hadron, not TMD
PDFs. Eq. (13) argues that, for total transverse mo-
mentum qT ∼ mπ ≪ Λχ, the TMD HDF carries all
of the transverse momentum of the TMD PDF because
we can treat q

(0)
H (y,pT ) as a semi-perturbative quantity.

Eq. (13) is the result we would have produced from the
start if we assumed from that the high-energy coefficients
couldn’t describe small transverse momenta scales [14],
which is reassuring.

Here, we have essentially performed an operator prod-

uct expansion (OPE) on q
(0)
H (x,pT ) in order to match it

on to the PDF. In Eq. (13) we have written only the
leading order term, where the matching coefficient is a
delta function, however there are also perturbatively cal-
culable corrections to this expression. In general, we can
write

fq/p(x,qT ) =
∑
H

∑
ρ=u,d,g..

∫ ymax

x

dy

y

∫ 1

α

dσ

σ

∫
d2pT d

2kT

× Cqρ

(
α

σ
,pT

)
ρvH(σ)fHp(y,kT )δ

(2)(pT + kT − qT ).

(14)
where α = x/y. Here, the fixed order matching coeffi-
cients, Cqρ, are the usual coefficients found when match-
ing a TMD PDF onto collinear PDFs using perturbative
QCD in the large pT limit [29]. Their dependence on the
scale µ and the rapidity scale ζ is implicit in Eq. (14).
In the opposing limit, when qT ∼ Λχ ≫ mπ, one

can expand both the TMD PDFs in the intermediate
hadron, qvH and the TMD HDFs in powers of ΛQCD/qT ,
which takes the transverse separation bT → 0 in position
space. It is straightforward to show that this produces
the collinear convolution formula given by Eq. (1) at
leading order. From here, we can again calculate the per-
turbative coefficients for matching qvH(α,pT ) onto q

v
H(α).

The result is given by,

faq/p(x,qT ) =
∑
H

∑
ρ=u,d,g,..

∫ ymax

x

dy

y

∫ 1

α

×
[
Cqρ

(
α

σ
,qT

)
ρvH(σ)faHp(y) +O

(
Λ2
QCD

q2
T

)]
.

(15)

where, again, the coefficients can be found Ref. [29]. In
this expression, all of the transverse momentum depen-
dence comes from the pQCD matching coefficients.
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FIG. 3. Different matching prescriptions proposed for the
d̄(x,bT ) − ū(x,bT ) asymmetry in the proton. The curves
represent Eq. (13) (blue), Eq. (14) (red), and Eq. (15)
(green). The uncertainty on the bands are from varying 0.3 ≤
ymax ≤ 0.35. The pion PDFs and matching coefficients are
evaluated at µ2 = ζ2 = 54 GeV2, where ζ is the rapidity scale.

A major point of this paper is to compare and contrast
each matching prescription through an exploratory study
of the d̄− ū asymmetry in the proton’s TMD PDFs. For
numerical simplicity, we Fourier transform Eqs. (9) and
(13) − (15) into bT space. In position space, the convo-
lutions between the valence TMD PDFs and the TMD
HDFs turn into products. For example, Eq. (9) becomes,

f̃i/p(x,bT ) =
∑
H

∫ ymax

x

dy

y
q̃vH

(
x

y
,bT

)
f̃Hp(x,bT )

(16)
and similar expressions follow for Eqs. (13)−(15).
As in the collinear case, for the TMD d̄ − ū asymme-

try we only need the contribution from the f̃πp(y,bT )
TMD HDF in the proton, defined in Eq. (10). Likewise,
we only need the d̄ − ū valence TMD PDFs in the in-
termediate pions as input. Now, as already mentioned,
the pion TMD PDFs are not well constrained making a
basic application of a convolution like Eq. (9) impossi-
ble without introducing some sort of model for the pion
TMDs. In Eqs. (13)−(15), however, the pion TMDs are
replaced with the collinear pion PDFs. Therefore, we are
able to implement these matching prescriptions without
introducing any further model dependence.
In Fig. 3 we plot Eqs. (13), (14), and (15), labeled

“χPT only”, “χPT×pQCD”, and “pQCD only”, respec-
tively. Again, we use the ymax prescription but now we
vary ymax between 0.3 and 0.35 because this range of
ymax describes the collinear data in Fig. 2 fairly well.
With this small range of ymax, and by neglecting other
sources of error, we have almost certainly underestimated
the uncertainty on our calculations, however the qualita-
tive features of Fig. 3 are not affected by our uncer-
tainties (or lack thereof). We show our expressions for
x = 0.1 and x = 0.15, since the asymmetry is most rel-
evant at low x and the data between 0.1 ≤ x ≤ 0.15 in



5

Fig. 2 is well described by the chosen ymax range. We
also plot for bT > 2 GeV−1, where the long-distance ef-
fects of the effective theory are most valid. We include
contributions from the p → π+n and p → π∆ split-
tings. Analytic results are given in Appendix A. One
main takeaway from Fig. 3 is that including the trans-
verse momentum dependence from χPT (as done in the
blue and red curves) introduces a substantial suppression
as bT gets large. On the other hand, the green “pQCD
only” result, which only has transverse momentum de-
pendence from the pQCD matching coefficients, is never
really suppressed. Analytically, this occurs because we
find the chiral TMD HDFs scale like ∼ K0(bTmπ) as bT

gets large, where K0 is a modified Bessel function, giv-
ing exponential suppression to our answers. Many phe-
nomenological studies of TMDs introduce ad hoc models
or parametrizations (justified as additional nonperturba-
tive effects) in order to induce such an exponential sup-
pression [29–33, 43–45], so it is interesting that the χPT
calculation generates this qualitative feature naturally.

2 4 6 8 10
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0.4
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2 4 6 8 10

FIG. 4. The d̄(x,bT ) − ū(x,bT ) with a Gaussian model for
the pion TMD PDFs, given by Eq. (17). The blue curve
approximates the pion TMD PDF to match onto the collinear
PDF at leading order by setting κ=0. The red and green
curves model the pion TMD PDF with κ = 200 MeV and κ =
400 MeV, respectively. The uncertainty comes from varying
0.3 ≤ ymax ≤ 0.35. The pion PDFs are evaluated at µ2 = 54
GeV2.

The validity of equations Eq. (13) and (14) relies heav-
ily on the assumption that no additional nonperturbative
behavior lies in the valence TMD PDFs of the interme-
diate hadron. It is possible however that there is addi-
tional physics at the scale ΛQCD that χPT cannot de-
scribe, say for example, confining effects for the quark in
the intermediate hadron. These effects may be encoded
in q̃vH(x,bT ) and show up through some additional bT

dependence in the distribution because the expansion in
ΛQCD/Λχ in Eq. (13) is not a good one. As a simple
parametrization, we describe this possible additional bT

dependence with,

q̃vH(x,bT ) = qvH(x)e−κ2b2
T . (17)

Such a model is also used in studies of TMD quantities
in other EFTs, such as NRQCD and HQET [41, 46–48].
Here, we vary the parameter κ from κ = 200 MeV ∼
ΛQCD to κ = 400 MeV. We only compare this model
against the matching prescription proposed in Eq. (13)
(which can be thought of as setting κ = 0) because we
are contrasting different long distance effects.
In Fig. (4) we show our results and find a dramatic

difference between the curves in the large bT regime. Of
course, this could have been expected analytically be-
cause adding in a Gaussian with Eq. (17) introduces
additional suppression as bT → 1/ΛQCD ∼ 5 GeV[−1].
Qualitatively, however, such a result is interesting be-
cause it shows an avenue to discern the importance of
additional nonperturbative effects in the valence TMD
PDFs in the pion. If the chiral formalism should be sen-
sitive to the bT dependence from the pion TMD PDFs
then this will be visible in a comparison against data.
Such a scenario would demonstrate that only the general
matching prescription in Eq. (9) is valid and further work
is necessary to disentangle the short and long distance bT

behavior of the TMD PDF. On the other hand, it is pos-
sible that a measurement of the TMD d̄− ū asymmetry
does not fall off as rapidly and the long-distance bT data
is well described by Eq. (13), where all of the large bT

dependence is encoded by chiral TMD HDF. This would
imply our formalism for matching TMD PDFs onto χPT
provides a predictive framework to study long-distance
physics in TMDs. Such a result would immediately mo-
tivate phenomenological studies for the other TMD PDFs
in the proton using χPT.
In this work we have initiated the first phenomenolog-

ical study of unpolarized TMDs in χPT. This analysis
motivates the experimental measurement of the d̄ − ū
asymmetry in the proton TMD PDFs as a key probe
into different short and long-distance effects in TMDs.
In particular, such a measurement will highlight the pos-
sible importance of confinement effects in the TMD PDF
and will greatly illuminate our understanding of various
nonperturbative mechanisms in the proton. Moving for-
ward, it will be necessary to extend the application of
χPT to other TMD observables, such as other sea quark
TMD PDFs in proton and even the valence quark TMD
PDFs as well. For example, it should be straightforward
to extend SU(3) χPT calculations of a s − s̄ asymme-
try [13, 49, 50] to the TMD PDFs as well. Additionally,
while a χPT investigation of the individual u or d TMDs
in the proton will be more complicated, such an analysis
should, in principle, be feasible. These studies should be
conducted in future work.
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Appendix A: Hadronic distribution function results

In this section we list the results for the χPT calculations of the collinear and TMD HDFs. Additionally, we provide
a useful integral used for the Fourier transform TMD result to bT space.

1. Collinear HDFs

In this section, we list the results for the collinear fπp(y), which receives contributions from the diagrams in Fig. 1.
We use the notation fϕBp to denote the contributions from different intermediate states, where ϕ indicates the meson
and B the intermediate baryon. At leading order in SU(2) χPT we have [11],

fπp(y) = fπ+np(y)− fπ−∆++p(y) + fπ+∆0p(y) (A1)

which correspond to the diagrams in Fig. 1. The π−∆++ contribution is negative because this HDF probes the π−

valence distribution instead of the π+. The unintegrated results for these contributions have already been presented
in Ref. [11], we merely present the answers after integrating over kT using dimensional regularization and the MS
scheme.

We find the leading contribution to fπ+np(y) is given by,

fπ+np(y) =
−2g2AM

2

(4πfπ)2
y

[
m2

π(1− y)

m2
π(1− y) +M2y2

+ log

(
m2

π(1− y) +M2y2

µ2
χ

)]
. (A2)

For the numerical calculations in Fig. 2 we use gA = 1.267 and fπ = 0.093 GeV. We pick the natural choice for the
scale, µχ = Λχ = 4πfπ ∼ 1.2 GeV.

Technically, this diagram also receives a contribution from the endpoint, y → 0 [10, 11], however this contribution
doesn’t appear in our numerical comparisons against the E866 and E906 data, which are at nonzero values of the
momentum fraction, x. Therefore we do not show this contribution. These endpoint terms are relevant, however,

when comparing against the integrated asymmetry,
∫ 1

0
dx(d̄(x)− ū(x)).

Using the leading order πN∆ interaction Lagrangian [37], we can compute the contributions from the ∆ resonance
as well. We find these contributions are given by fπ−∆++p(y) = 3fπ+∆0p(y) where

fπ+∆0p(y) =
g2N∆(M

2 −m2
π)

18f2π(4πM∆)2
y

[
(M

2 −m2
π)(1− y)(δ2 −m2

π)

m2
π(1− y) + y(M2

∆ −M2(1− y))

− (4MM∆ + 3(δ2 −m2
π)) log

(
m2

π(1− y) + y(M2
∆ −M2(1− y))

µ2
χ

)] (A3)

where M =M∆ +M and δ =M∆ −M . Here the coupling is given by gN∆ = 3
√
2gA/5 and again we have evaluated

the integrals using dimensional regularization and the MS scheme. We note fπ+∆0p(y) also receives contributions from
the endpoints y → 0 and y → 1, however the y → 0 region doesn’t contribute to our analysis for the same reasons as
mentioned above and the y → 1 region is omitted because of the ymax prescription.

2. TMD HDFs

Here we list the results for the TMD HDFs. Like the collinear HDFs, the contributions to fπp(y,kT ) can be
decomposed into three pieces.

fπp(y,kT ) = fπ+np(y,kT )− fπ−∆++p(y,kT ) + fπ+∆0p(y,kT ) (A4)

The dominant contribution comes from fπ+np(y,kT ), which was calculated in Ref. [14]. Here we simply list the result,

fπ+np(y,qT ) =
g2A

8π3f2π

M2y(q2
T +M2y2)

[q2
T +M2y2 +m2

π(1− y)]2
. (A5)

where we use the same values for gA and fπ as above. We have also dropped the contribution from the y = 0 endpoint
for the same reasons as before. Notice that the result is regulator parameter and scale independent. This is because
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the integrals for this calculation were completely convergent so no regularization prescription was needed to obtain
the result.

As in the collinear case, we find the contributions from the ∆ resonance to be fπ−∆++p(y,kT ) = 3fπ+∆0p(y,kT )
where

fπ+∆0p(y,kT ) =
g2N∆(M

2 −m2
π)

18f2π(4πM∆)2π
y

[
(M

2 −m2
π)(1− y)(δ2 −m2

π)

(k2
T +m2

π(1− y) +M2
∆y −M2(1− y)y)2

+
4MM∆ + 3(δ2 −m2

π)

k2
T +m2

π(1− y) +M2
∆y −M2(1− y)y

] (A6)

where, as above, we have dropped the endpoint contributions at y = 0 and y = 1.
We can Fourier transform our results to find the answers in bT space f̃πp(y,bT ) = f̃π+np(y,bT )− f̃π−∆++p(y,bT )+

f̃π+∆0p(y,bT ). Using the integral [51],

Fn(bT ,∆B) =

∫
d2−2ϵkT

eikTbT

(k2
T +∆B)n+1

=
2π1−ϵ

Γ[n+ 1]

(
b2
T

4∆B

)(n+ϵ)/2

K−n−ϵ

(√
b2
T∆B

)
(A7)

where K−n−ϵ is a modified Bessel function, we find the π+n contribution to be

f̃π+np(y,bT ) =
g2AM

2y

8π3f2π

[
F0(bT ,∆N )−m2

π(1− y)F1(bT ,∆N )

]
(A8)

where ∆N =M2y2 +m2
π(1− y) and the ∆ contributions to be

f̃π+∆0p(y,bT ) =
g2N∆(M

2 −m2
π)

18f2π(4πM∆)2π
y

[
(M

2−m2
π)(1−y)(δ2−m2

π)F1(bT ,∆∆)+(4MM∆+3(δ2−m2
π))F0(bT ,∆∆)

]
(A9)

where ∆∆ = m2
π(1− y) +M2

∆y−M2(1− y)y. Since, numerically, we plot f̃πp(y,bT ) away from bT = 0, Fn(bT ,∆M )
is convergent so in practice we use d = 2 dimensions and set ϵ = 0 in Eq. (A7).

Appendix B: Power-counting the pion’s momentum fraction

As explained in the text above, our results crucially depend on restricting the convolution formalism to regions
where the pion’s momentum fraction is counted as y ∼ Q/M . In this section, we provide another argument for
why the pion’s momentum fraction, y, should be power-counted as Q/M when using the definition in Eq. (2). The
argument can be summarized as follows: y must be counted as small to produce consistent power counting before and
after the pion loop integration.

Take for example, the contributions from the p → π+n intermediate states. The Feynman diagram produces the
result [10, 14]

fπ+np(y) =
g2A
2f2π

∫
d4k

(2π)4
u(P )/kγ5

i(/P − /k +M)

(P − k)2 −M2 + iϵ
k+

(
i

k2 −m2
π + iϵ

)2

γ5/ku(P )δ(k
+ − yP+). (B1)

If we take the pion’s momentum k to be soft and scale like some small scale, Q ∼ mπ, then each pion propagator
scales like Q−2, each nucleon propagator goes like Q−1, each vertex gives a power of Q, and the integration measure
scales like Q4. Additionally, the operator definition in Eq. (2) produces an extra factor of k+δ(k+ − yP+) ∼ 1 since

k+ ∼ Q and δ(k+ − yP+) ∼ Q−1. We also point out that each relativistic spinor is normalized so that u(P ) ∼
√
M .

Therefore, power counting arguments suggest that the leading contribution to the p→ π+n splitting should scale like
M ×Q.
Now, looking at the answer after integration, given by Eq. (A2) we can perform a similar analysis. Here, mπ is a

small quantity that goes like Q and M is large. If we simply ignore y in the power counting then we find Eq. (A2)
scales like M2 instead of the expected M × Q, which is clearly incorrect. In order to reproduce the correct scaling,
we must count y ∼ Q/M . It is easy to check that this choice for the y scaling enables Eq. (A2) ∼ M × Q. Similar
arguments hold for the ∆ contributions and for the scaling of the TMD HDFs.

Interestingly, we note that while our formalism produces the correct power ofM×Q at leading order, our expressions
are not uniform in the power counting and include subleadingM×Qn terms as well. This is because we use a relativistic
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χPT formalism which mixes large (O(M)) and small (O(Q)) momentum scales due to the Feynman rule for the baryon
propagator. A homogeneous power counting can be achieved by using heavy baryon chiral perturbation theory (HB
χPT) instead [52].

For example, in HB χPT, we find that the contribution to fπ+np(y) is given by,

fπ+np(y) =
g2AM

2f2π

∫
d4k

(2π)4
uv(P )Sv · k

i

2v · k + iϵ
k+

(
i

k2 −m2
π + iϵ

)2

Sv · k uv(P )δ(k+ − yP+) , (B2)

where vµ is the proton’s four-velocity, uv(P ) is a nonrelativistic spinor, and Sµ
v is the spin operator. We find,

fHB
π+np(y) =

−2g2AM
2

(4πfπ)2
y

[
m2

π

m2
π +M2y2

+ log

(
m2

π +M2y2

µ2
χ

)]
. (B3)

which is exactly the result in Eq. (A2), except without the factors of ym2
π. If you again count y as O(Q/M) then this

result scales uniformly like M × Q, as desired. Since the heavy baryon formalism naturally drops the ym2
π factors,

which are suppressed by an additional factor of Q, this is another indication that y must be treated as O(Q/M) in
the power counting. We point out that the numerical differences between the HBχPT result in Eq. (B3) and our
relativistic calculations in Eq. (A2) are small and do not change the conclusions of our analysis.
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