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Generalized parton distributions (GPDs) characterize the 3-dimensional structure of hadrons, combining
information about their internal quark and gluon longitudinal momentum distributions and transverse position
within the hadron. The dependence of GPDs on the factorization scale Q2 allows one to connect hard exclusive
processes involving GPDs at disparate energy and momentum scales, which is needed in global analyses of
experimental data. In this work we explore how finite element methods can be used to construct fast and
differentiable Q2 evolution codes for GPDs in momentum space, which can be used in a machine learning
framework. We show numerical benchmarks of the methods’ accuracy, including a comparison to an existing
evolution code from PARTONS/APFEL++, and provide a repository where the code can be accessed.

I. INTRODUCTION

Protons and neutrons, known collectively as nucleons, are the fundamental building blocks of all atomic nuclei, making up the
bulk of the visible mass in the universe. More than 50 years of study have revealed that nucleons are not static but have a complex
and dynamic internal structure in terms of elementary quarks and gluons (collectively, partons), whose interactions are governed
by quantum chromodynamics (QCD) and its strong color force [1, 2]. Because of color confinement, quarks and gluons cannot
be seen directly in particle detectors, and reliably quantifying the partonic structure of hadrons is a unique and unprecedented
intellectual challenge in all of science. With the help of asymptotic freedom [3, 4], at short distances the color interaction becomes
weaker, however, allowing approximate calculations to be made within perturbation theory. A rigorous theoretical framework to
connect measurements of hadrons to information about their partonic constituents is provided through QCD factorization, which
enables us to systematically study the partonic structure indirectly in terms of well defined and universal quantum correlation
functions (QCFs) [2, 5, 6].

With advances over the last decades in both theory and experiment, high precision experiments in which highly energetic leptons
are scattered diffractively from the proton (with the proton remaining intact) can now be routinely performed, ushering a new era
of nuclear tomography in which the internal landscape and images of quarks and gluons inside the proton can be quantitatively
explored. With the intense 12 GeV beam of electrons at Jefferson Lab and the future higher energy Electron-Ion Collider (EIC),
we anticipate reconstructing a variety of physical features of confined systems of partons inside nucleons and nuclei, which are
systematically encoded into the various partons’ QCFs. In particular, generalized parton distributions (GPDs) [7–11] are one
important class of QCFs that provide access to the spatial distribution of quarks and gluons, their emergent mechanical properties
encoded in the energy-momentum tensor [12–15], as well as the spin [16–18] and mass decompositions [19–22] of the hadronic
system.

Experiments measuring scattering cross sections of leptons and hadrons provide indirect access to QCFs. When scattering
occurs with large momentum transfer, QCD factorization allows us to express the measured cross sections in terms of convolutions
between short-distance processes, calculable perturbatively in QCD, and the various partonic QCFs, which represent the long-
distance and universal structure information of nucleons and nuclei. (Corrections to this convolution are suppressed by inverse
powers of the large four-momentum transfer squared.) The separation of the experimentally measured cross section into a
long-distance QCF and a short-distance scattering process is not unique; however, the experimentally measured cross sections do
not depend on how the factorization is implemented. This invariance allows the derivation of renormalization group equations
(RGEs), which describe how the QCFs depend on the momentum scales at which they are extracted. The RGE evolution of
the QCFs is key to the predictive power of QCD, and should be calculated precisely in any comparison between theory and
experiment, or any phenomenological extraction of QCFs from data using QCD factorization.

In the convolution formula of the factorization formalism, the momenta of active partons participating in the hard, short-
distance process are integrated out, which makes the extraction of these universal QCFs from experimental data a challenging
inverse problem. Solving this inverse problem involves developing a simulation-based workflow to infer the partonic QCFs.
There are different levels at which such simulation-based analyses can be realized, including the traditional approach of partial
simulation-based analysis, where the observational data are transformed into a space, such as cross sections or asymmetries, that
can be directly compared with theory. However, such transformations are limited by irreducible systematic uncertainties arising
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from the removal of effects introduced by the experimental simulations. Alternatively, one can implement the full end-to-end
simulation pipeline to reconstruct QCFs directly from the observational data, which are phase space samples from particle
reactions (or “events”). Although such an inference strategy is ideal, it comes at a high computational cost that requires the use
of large-scale computing facilities, and the existing software toolkits are not currently developed for these purposes. In addition,
with the rise of deep learning and associated auto-differentiation programming capabilities, the simulation-based framework
allows for the utilization of AI/ML methods and tools. These advancements also have the potential to mitigate model biases in
reconstructing QCFs and enhance optimization algorithms through the use of exact gradients.

In this paper, we address one of the most computationally intensive components in the simulation pipeline for GPD analysis.
Specifically, we focus on solving the GPD evolution equations, which are numerically demanding, as described in the following
sections. Our solution is developed using methods based on finite-element theory, allowing us to formulate the problem as
ordinary tensor manipulations that are suitable for modern GPUs capable of efficiently parallelizing the computations.

This work is organized as follows. In Sec. II we give a basic overview of GPD evolution, and in Sec. III present a pedagogical
description of the “kernel” or matrix method—essentially, a finite element method—for performing evolution in discretized x
space. In Sec. IV we describe in detail how specific finite element methods can be used to numerically solve the evolution
equations. For both pedagogy and broadness, we examine two different finite element methods, which we refer to as the “Simple
Method” and “Refined Method”, and perform comparative benchmarks of these methods against each other (and against existing
codes) in Sec. V. Finally, we summarize our findings and conclude in Sec. VI.

II. RENORMALIZATION GROUP EVOLUTION

Analytically, GPD evolution is described by a collection of coupled integro-differential equations:

dHa(x, ξ,Q
2)

d logQ2
=
∑

b

∫ 1

−1

dy Kab(x, y, ξ,Q
2)Hb(y, ξ,Q

2) , (1)

where Ha(x, ξ,Q
2) is a GPD for a parton with flavor a ∈ {g, u, d, s, c, b}, written as a function of the parton light-cone

momentum fraction x, skewness ξ, momentum transfer squared t, and the renormalization scale Q2, and where Kab(x, y, ξ,Q
2)

is the evolution kernel. While the GPD also depends on a momentum transfer squared t, the evolution kernel does not, so any
numerical method for performing evolution is t independent. In this work, for ease of notation we will suppress the t dependence
of the GPDs throughout. The evolution kernel can be perturbatively expanded as:

Kab(x, y, ξ,Q
2) =

∞∑

n=1

(
αs(Q

2)

2π

)n

K
(n)
ab (x, y, ξ,Q2) , (2)

where αs is the QCD coupling, and we refer to the n = 1 contribution as leading order (LO), the n = 2 as next-to-leading order
(NLO), and so on. The methods we develop here will be applicable to any order in perturbative QCD, however, in this paper
(and the first code release) we only deal with LO. Explicit formulas for the kernels are given in Appendix A.

1. Partial diagonalization of evolution equations

As usual for evolution of parton distributions [1], we convert from a physical flavor basis to an evolution basis. First, the plus
and minus versions of the quark GPDs are defined as:

H+
q (x, ξ,Q2) ≡ Hq(x, ξ,Q2)−Hq(−x, ξ,Q2) = Hq(x, ξ,Q2) +H q̄(x, ξ,Q2) , (3a)

H−
q (x, ξ,Q2) ≡ Hq(x, ξ,Q2) +Hq(−x, ξ,Q2) = Hq(x, ξ,Q2)−H q̄(x, ξ,Q2) , (3b)

where the latter equality in each equation arises from the crossing symmetry relation H q̄(x, ξ,Q2) = −Hq(−x, ξ,Q2). The
minus-type GPDs H−

q (x, ξ,Q2) are nonsiglets and fully decouple in their evolution. From the plus-type GPDs, the following
nonsinglet combinations can be constructed:

HT3 ≡ H+
u −H+

d , (4a)
HT8 ≡ H+

u +H+
d − 2H+

s , (4b)
HT15 ≡ H+

u +H+
d +H+

s − 3H+
c , (4c)

HT24 ≡ H+
u +H+

d +H+
s +H+

c − 4H+
b , (4d)
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which likewise decouple in their evolution. The quark singlet combination:

HS ≡
∑

q

H+
q , (5)

couples to the gluon GPD in its evolution. Note that for clarity the dependence on (x, ξ,Q2) in Eqs. (4) and (5) is omitted. We
refer to the nonsinglet and singlet mixtures of quark distributions as the evolution basis.

A common scheme for accounting for quark masses is the zero-mass variable flavor number scheme [23], which we employ
in our analysis. In this scheme, evolution of heavy quark distributions is turned off when Q2 is below the mass squared of that
quark flavor. When Q2 passes the mass threshold, the heavy quark is turned on, but treated as if it has zero mass. For example,
in the evolution basis, when Q2 < m2

b the GPDs HT24 and HT35 are not evolved, but simply set equal to the singlet GPD HS.
When Q2 > m2

b , the GPD HT24 is evolved on its own as an independent nonsinglet GPD.

2. Distributions in kernels

The evolution kernels are distributions rather than functions. In general, they break down into three pieces:

K(x, y, ξ,Q2) = K(R)(x, y, ξ,Q2) +
[
K(P )(x, y, ξ,Q2)

]
+
+K(D)(Q2) δ(y − x) , (6)

where K(R) is a regular function,
[
K(P )(x, y, ξ,Q2)

]
+

is a “plus” distribution, and the function K(D) is associated with the
Dirac δ distribution δ(y − x). As distributions, the latter two are defined in terms of integrals along with test functions. The δ
distribution is defined as:

∫ 1

−1

dy f(y) δ(y − x) = f(x) , (7)

and the plus distribution is defined via:
∫ 1

−1

dy
[
g(x, y)

]
+
f(y) =

∫ 1

−1

dy g(x, y)
(
f(y)− f(x)

)
+ f(x)

∫ 1

−1

dy
(
g(x, y)− g(y, x)

)
. (8)

When applying this formula to the GPD evolution kernels in Appendix A, it should be stressed that the step functions all appear
inside the plus brackets, which is necessary to obtain finite results from these integrals.

III. KERNEL METHOD

The kernel method is a specific type of finite element method [24, 25], in which a parton distribution H(x) is represented by
its interpolation from a set of discrete points {xi, H(xi)}. This method has been used in several prior codes for the evolution of
forward parton distribution functions, such as HOPPET [26] and APFEL [27].

In the kernel formulation, each real variable is replaced by a collection of discrete values. For instance, the parton momentum
fraction x ∈ [−1, 1] may be replaced by a grid of linearly spaced points

xi = −1 +
2(i− 1)

nx − 1
(9)

for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , nx}. We refer to such a discrete representation as a pixelation. The linear spacing is not strictly necessary—and,
in fact, geometric spacing may be more convenient in some cases—but makes illustration simpler. Any one-variable function of
x is similarly represented by a collection of discrete values; a function f(x) is represented in this formulation through the values:

fi = f(xi) , (10)

where f(xi) is the evaluation of the original, continuous function at x = xi. In a problem where multiple variables are present,
each variable is discretized, and a function of n variables is represented as a rank-n tensor. For instance, the three-variable GPD
becomes a rank-three tensor:

H(x, ξ,Q2) → Hijk = H(xi, ξj , Q
2
k) , (11)
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where ξj and Q2
k are the discrete values of ξ and Q2 that are tabulated. For a GPD that depends on additional variables (such as

t or a replica index), extra indices can be added and the rank of the tensor increased, and evolution can be parallelized over the
added indices.

Derivatives and integrals of pixelated functions are pertinent, especially since the GPD evolution equation is an integro-
differential equation. The simplest manner to implement the derivative is to use finite differences between adjacent discrete
values:

f ′(xi < x < xi+1) ≈
fi+1 − fi
xi+1 − xi

, (12)

and a similar implementation of integrals can be made using the trapezoid rule:

∫ xb

xa

dx f(x) ≈ 1

2

b−1∑

i=a

(fi+1 + fi)(xi+1 − xi) . (13)

The formulas in Eqs. (12) and (13) both amount to assuming that f(x) is given by a piecewise linear interpolation of its
pixelation {(xi, fi)}. This suggests the basic implementation can be improved by using a better interpolation, such as modified
cubic Hermite splines or Lagrange interpolation—which motivates the methods developed in Sec. IV. In fact, for the integral
in particular, the pixelation can be interpolated to Gaussian weight points, allowing Gaussian quadrature to be used to estimate
integrals. This will be explained in more depth in Sec. IV.

A centrally important point is that pixelation turns convolution integrals into tensor contractions. For instance, given an
integral equation of the form:

H(ξ,Q2) =

∫ 1

−1

dxC(x, ξ)H(x, ξ,Q2) , (14)

which is relevant to the relationship between GPDs and Compton form factors, the kernel formulation of this relation would be:

Hjk ≈
∑

i

Cij Hijk , (15)

where Cij ̸= C(xi, ξj), but is a tensor constructed specifically to make Eq. (15) (approximately) true. That is, Cij in effect
represents for the action of convolution with the function C(x, ξ), or, in other words, stands in for C⊗ rather than C(x, ξ) itself.

We illustrate this using the trapezoidal rule as an integral estimator for ease of demonstration, deferring discussion of more
sophisticated methods to Sec. IV. The trapezoid rule applied to Eq. (14) gives:

H(ξj , Q
2
k) ≈

1

2

nx−1∑

i=1

(
C(xi, ξj)H(xi, ξj , Q

2
k) + C(xi+1, ξj , H(xi+1, ξj , Q

2
k)
)
(xi+1 − xi) . (16)

The sum on the right-hand side can be rearranged to give:

H(ξj , Q
2
k) ≈

C(x1, ξj)(x2 − x1)

2
H1jk +

nx−1∑

i=2

C(xi, ξj)(xi+1 − xi−1)

2
Hijk +

C(xnx
, ξj)(xnx

− xnx−1)

2
Hnxjk , (17)

which has exactly the form of Eq. (15) if

Cij =
1

2





C(x1, ξj)(x2 − x1) : i = 1
C(xi, ξj)(xi+1 − xi−1) : 1 < i < nx

C(xnx , ξj)(xnx − xnx−1) : i = nx

. (18)

We stress that the use of the trapezoidal rule in this demonstration is simply for ease of explanation and that in practice more
refined methods, as will be discussed below, are used. However, we have demonstrated that by exploiting the linearity of
integration, we are able to factorize the convolution into the GPD and the matrix that acts on it. The convolution matrix, Cij , is
independent of the GPD Hj . This property will hold for Wilson coefficients and evolution kernels alike—and allows the most
numerically expensive parts of code to be executed without knowing the exact GPD, and for the results to be stored as a matrix
in memory and reused. This is a property that we exploit in the evolution algorithm.
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IV. FINITE ELEMENT APPROACHES TO EVOLUTION EQUATIONS

After decoupling the singlet and nonsinglet flavor combinations and pixelizing the x dependence of the GPDs, the evolution
equations can be written:

dHNS
i (ξ,Q2)

d logQ2
=

nx∑

j=1

KNS
ij (ξ,Q2)HNS

j (ξ,Q2) (19)

for the nonsinglet mixtures, where HNS represents any of the combinations in Eqs. (3b) or (4), and

d

d logQ2

[
HS

i (ξ,Q
2)

Hg
i (ξ,Q

2)

]
=

nx∑

j=1

[
KSS

ij (ξ,Q2) KSg
ij (ξ,Q

2)

KgS
ij (ξ,Q

2) Kgg
ij (ξ,Q

2)

][
HS

j (ξ,Q
2)

Hg
j (ξ,Q

2)

]
(20)

for the coupled singlet and gluon GPDs. In both equations, the kernel matrices Kij(ξ,Q
2) are components of the matrix

necessary to make the discretized evolution equations faithful approximations of the continuum evolution equation—they are not
the kernels evaluated at (x, y) = (xi, yj).

We will consider two specific strategies for constructing the kernel matrices, which we refer to as the Simple Method and the
Refined Method. Before discussing the specifics of each method, we will first give a generic overview of what these strategies
have in common.

Both methods go beyond using a trapezoidal rule for evaluating the integral in Eq. (1), employing instead Gaussian quadrature
rules. The use of quadrature rules requires evaluating the integrand at the quadrature points—e.g., roots of the Legendre
polynomial Pn(x) in the case of nth order Gauss Legendre quadrature. These roots don’t necessarily lie on the grid {xj} at
which we have defined our initial scale GPD, so that interpolation from our starting grid to the quadrature grid is required.
To illustrate the workings of this, we can consider the case where the evolution kernel is a regular function (without δ or plus
prescription distributions). The evolution equation can then be approximated in the form:

dHA(xi, ξ,Q
2)

d logQ2
≈
∑

B

nx∑

j=1

ng∑

g=1

wgK
AB(xi, yg, ξ,Q

2)Lgj(xi, ξ)H
B(xj , ξ,Q

2) , (21)

where {yg} are the Gaussian evaluation points and {wg} are their associated weights, and the indices AB refer to singlet and
gluon (Sg), or are trivial for the nonsinglet case. The tensor Lgj(xi, ξ) is a matrix that interpolates from the grid points {xj}
to the Gaussian quadrature points yg , which may in general depend on the target momentum fraction xi and ξ (as it does in the
Refined Method, discussed below). This can be done provided the interpolation method is linear (in the sense that it distributes
over addition)—as it is for modified cubic Hermite splines or Lagrange interpolation, for instance.

The approximate form in Eq. (21) can be written in the form of either Eq. (19) or (20) through the identification:

KAB
ij (ξ,Q2) ≡

ng∑

g=1

wgK
AB(xi, yg, ξ,Q

2)Lgj(xi, ξ) . (22)

The Simple Method calculates the effective kernel matrices KAB
ij (ξ,Q2) through this method in particular—aided by the further

simplification that it uses fixed Gauss-Legendre quadrature, so that the interpolation matrix Lgj is independent of xi and ξ.
Another way of viewing the interpolation is as an expression of the initial scale GPD in terms of some basis functions:

H(x, ξ,Q2) ≈
∑

n

Hn(ξ,Q
2) pn(x) , (23)

where {pn(x)} is the set of basis functions. This is possible precisely because the interpolation method is linear (in the sense
of distribution over addition), which is a prerequisite for the interpolation matrix Lgj to even be constructed. In this case, the
{pn(x)} are most naturally chosen to be interpolation basis functions. The convolution in Eq. (21) could instead be expressed as:

dHA(xi, ξ,Q
2)

d logQ2
=

nx∑

j=1

∑

n

∫ 1

−1

dy KAB(xi, y, ξ,Q
2) pn(y)H

B
n (ξ,Q2) . (24)

The two approaches in Eqs. (21) and (24) are equivalent. Indeed, the construction of the interpolation matrix Lgj requires one
to choose a basis of interpolation: Lgj in effect evaluates the jth basis function at the Gaussian quadrature point yg , or rather,
Lgj = pj(yg).
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Although the expressions in Eqs. (21) and (24) are equivalent, their conceptual dissimilarities suggest different numerical
strategies. The Simple Method explored below is designed around (21), and aims to cast the evolution as a matrix equation in
every step of the calculation. A motivation behind this design is to construct a code consisting entirely of tensor operations,
so the code can be rendered entirely in PyTorch. This leads to a choice of interpolation basis that is relatively simple, so that
its matrix form may be computed analytically. It also uses fixed Gaussian quadrature, since the target grid of the interpolation
matrix has to be specified beforehand.

In contrast, the Refined Method is designed around Eq. (24). Since the interpolation matrix does not need to be explicitly
constructed, more flexibility is afforded in how numerical integration is performed. This allows more accurate integration to be
achieved, in a manner that depends on the target xi and ξ values. This requires non-tensor operations to be used in building the
kernel matrices, and also makes the matrix construction slower than in the Simple Method. However, the final result will still be
a single evolution matrix that can be applied to any initial scale GPD, and the increased computation time for building the matrix
is of no consequence to the time it takes to perform evolution with it.

A. Simple Method

As a pedagogical step, we consider the Simple Method first. This method is based on the Gaussian-Legendre quadrature rule,
which allows for the exact calculation of the integral of a polynomial of degree 2n− 1 through the formula:

∫ 1

−1

dx f(x) ≈
ng∑

g=1

wgf(yg) , (25)

where yg is the gth root of the Legendre polynomial Pn(x) of degree n, and wg are the Gaussian weights:

wg =
2

(1− y2g)[P
′
n(yg)]

2
. (26)

Within the kernel methods, the H functions are evaluated at discretized domain points xj defined through a linearly-spaced grid.
However, to use Eq. (25) to estimate matrices, one needs to know the evaluation of the H function at the Legendre polynomial
roots yg . For instance, if we assume (for now) that the kernel K(x, y, ξ,Q2) is a regular function, then we would estimate:

∫ 1

−1

dy K(x, y, ξ,Q2)H(y, ξ,Q2) ≈
ng∑

g=1

wg K(xi, yg, ξl, Q
2
q)H(yg, ξl, Q

2
q) , (27)

so that we must interpolate from the {xj} grid to {yg}. To this end, we use modified cubic Hermite splines (see Appendix B).
Since this interpolation method is linear, it can be implemented through a matrix multiplication as follows:

H(yg, ξ,Q
2) =

nx∑

j=1

L(yg, xj)H(xj , ξ,Q
2) , (28)

where L(yg, xj) is an interpolation matrix (see Appendix B). This implementation then allows us to rewrite the right-hand side
of Eq. (27) in the following way:

ng∑

g=1

wg K(xi, yg, ξl, Q
2
q)H(yg, ξl, Q

2
q) ≈

nx∑

j=1

CijlqHjlq , (29)

where

Cijlq =

ng∑

g=1

wg Kiglq Lgj , (30)

and is fully independent of the function H . In this particular case, when the kernel is a regular function, this leads to a discretized
form of the integro-differential equation:

dH(xi, ξl, Q
2
q)

d logQ2
=

nx∑

j=1

Cijlq Hjlq , (31)
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where the C matrices can be used to obtain the derivative of the GPDs in a matrix form, and will be used within the Runge-Kutta
algorithm to solve the differential equation.

In general, however—as stated in Eq. (6)—the kernels that appear in the evolution equations are in general distributions, and
in particular can be broken into three pieces. One of these pieces is a regular function, which has been discussed above. The
result can be written:

∫ 1

−1

dy K(R)(x, y, ξ,Q2)H(y, ξ,Q2) ≈
nx∑

j=1

K
(R)
ijlq Hjlq , (32)

where

K
(R)
ijlq =

ng∑

g=1

wg K(xi, yg, ξl, Q
2
q)Lgj . (33)

For the δ function part of the kernel K(D), we have:

∫ 1

−1

dy K(D)(Q2) δ(y − x)H(y, ξ,Q2) =

nx∑

j=1

K(D)(Q2
q) δij Hjlq , (34)

where the δ distribution has in effect been transformed into a Kronecker delta, δij . The last type of kernel that appears inside
the evolution equations is K(P ), which contains plus prescription distributions. As shown in Eq. (8), an integral with a plus
distribution can be split into two pieces:

∫ 1

−1

dy
[
K(P )(x, y, ξ,Q2)

]
+
H(y, ξ,Q2) =

∫ 1

−1

dy K(P )(x, y, ξ,Q2)
(
H(y, ξ,Q2)−H(x, ξ,Q2)

)

+ H(x, ξ,Q2)

∫ 1

−1

dy
(
K(P )(x, y, ξ,Q2)−K(P )(y, x, ξ,Q2)

)
. (35)

The first integral on the right-hand side of Eq. (35) can be estimated using Gaussian quadrature and modified cubic Hermite
splines, just like the regular integral:

∫ 1

−1

dy K(P )(x, y, ξ,Q2)
(
H(y, ξ,Q2)−H(x, ξ,Q2)

)
≈

nx∑

j=1

K
(P1)
ijlq Hjlq . (36)

where

K
(P1)
ijlq =

ng∑

g=1

wg K
(P )(xi, yg, ξl, Q

2
q)
(
L(yg, xj)− δij

)
. (37)

The second integral on the right-hand side of Eq. (35) can be evaluated analytically, with the results given in Eqs. (A8a) and
(A8b) of Appendix A. For fixed values of x and ξ, this results in a constant factor multiplying the GPD:

K
(P2)
il = K(P2)(xi, ξl) =

∫ 1

−1

dy
(
K(P )(x, y, ξ,Q2)−K(P )(y, x, ξ,Q2)

)
. (38)

We can rewrite the full integral for the plus prescription part as:

∫ 1

−1

dy
[
K(P )(x, y, ξ,Q2)

]
+
H(y, ξ,Q2) ≈

nx∑

j=1

K
(P )
ijlq Hjlq , (39)

where the matrix form of the kernel is given by a sum of the two parts we just obtained:

K
(P )
ijlq =

ng∑

g=1

wg K
(P1)
iglq

(
Lgj − δij

)
+ δijK

(P2)
il . (40)
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In summary, the Simple Method discretizes the evolution kernels by breaking down the kernel into the three distribution types
in Eq. (6), and estimates convolution integrals as matrix multiplication equations:

∫ 1

−1

dy
[
K(P )(x, y, ξ,Q2)

]
+
H(y, ξ,Q2) ≈

nx∑

j=1

K
(P )
ijlq Hjlq , (41a)

∫ 1

−1

dy K(R)(x, y, ξ,Q2)H(y, ξ,Q2) =

nx∑

j=1

K
(R)
ijlq Hjlq , (41b)

∫ 1

−1

dy K(D)(Q2) δ(y − x)H(y, ξ,Q2) =

nx∑

j=1

K(D)
q δij Hjlq . (41c)

B. Refined Method

Going beyond the Simple Method, we next propose a more refined method for estimating kernel matrix elements. We call
this the interpixel method, which stands for “interpolation pixel.” The interpixels are effectively interpolation basis functions,
and provide a convenient way to calculate elements of the kernel matrix Kij(ξ,Q

2). In effect, this Refined Method is closely
follows the method used by the existing PDF evolution codes HOPPET [26] and APFEL [27], as well as the recent finite element
evolution code used by PARTONS [28].

1. The interpixel method

A crucial point to stress is that the evolution equations (1) are linear in the GPDs. Thus, the evolution equations are in effect
solved once they have been solved for a set of basis functions. Since a discretization {(xi, Hi(ξ,Q

2)} of the GPDs can be
approximated in the continuum by an interpolation, we can utilize an interpolation basis. For instance, using order NL Lagrange
interpolation, the interpolating polynomial of a discrete set of data points

{
(xi, yi)|0 ≤ i ≤ NL

}
can be written as a sum of

basis functions:

L
[
{(xi, yi)}

]
(x) =

NL∑

i=0

li(x)Hi(ξ,Q
2) , (42)

where the basis functions can be written:

li(x) =
∏

0≤j≤NL
j ̸=i

x− xj

xi − xj
. (43)

Interpolating the entire GPD using a single Lagrange polynomial of order NL = Nx − 1 would be problematic, since Lagrange
interpolation is subject to the Runge phenomenon. Instead, we use piecewise Lagrange interpolation to represent the continuum
limit GPD. Using NL = 5 as an example, for a given x value we can locate three xi points to the left and to the right of x
(and if there are fewer than three points to either side, we use all the points on that side and six minus that number of points
on the other), and use those six points to build the basis functions li(x) for this x value. The ith basis function for piecewise
polynomial interpolation, referred to as an interpixel, is thus constructed by pasting Lagrange basis functions constructed from
different subsets of six xi values together. The ith interpixel is equal to the piecewise Lagrange interpolation of a data set
{(xj , yj)|1 ≤ j ̸= Nx} with yj = δij . Such an interpixel is illustrated in Fig. 1 for the case of NL = 5 (fifth-order piecewise
Lagrange interpolation).

To distinguish from direct Lagrange interpolation, we use P [{(xi, yi)}](x) to represent piecewise Lagrange interpolation.
We also introduce several other notational shorthands. Let H(ξ,Q2) represent the discrete collection {xi, Hi(ξ,Q

2)} of GPD
points, written as a column matrix, so that P [H(ξ,Q2)](x) represents its piecewise polynomial interpolation. Additionally, let
ei represent a discretized GPD whose ith component is 1 and all other components zero: (ei)j = δij . Thus, P [ei](x) is the ith
interpixel.

Piecewise polynomial interpolation has the following useful properties:

1. Linearity:

P
[
H1(ξ,Q

2) +H2(ξ,Q
2)
]
(x) = P

[
H1(ξ,Q

2)
]
(x) + P

[
H2(ξ,Q

2)
]
(x) . (44)

2. Projection property:

P
[
P [H](x)

]
(x) = P [H](x) . (45)
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FIG. 1. A demonstration of what an interpixel function might look like. The discrete x values xi = (2i− 1)/N − 1 with N = 20 were used,
corresponding to the midpoints of 20 equally wide intervals spanning the domain [−1, 1]. The interpixel is constructed by pasting pieces of
fifth-order Lagrange basis functions together (see text). This interpixel is equal to a piecewise polynomial interpolation of a function that is 1
at xi = 0.35 and 0 at all other {xi}.
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FIG. 2. Illustration of the workings of the interpixel method. A model GPD [29] is used as a proxy for the “ground truth” (solid green curve,
left panel), which is also represented by a collection of discrete values (purple dots, left and middle panels). Each individual discrete value is
translated into an interpolation basis function—an interpixel (dashed purple curves, middle and right panels)—through piecewise polynomial
interpolation. In the middle panel, a single interpixel is shown as a solid black curve for better visibility, and the value it interpolates is shown
as a black star. The sum of the interpixels gives the piecewise polynomial interpolation of the original discrete values (solid blue curve, right
panel), which is a reasonably good approximation of the ground truth.

Since H is a finite column matrix, the {ei} furnish a basis for the possible GPD discretizations (assuming a fixed {xi} grid):

H(ξ,Q2) =

nx∑

i=1

Hi(ξ,Q
2) ei . (46)

The linearity property of polynomial interpolation further entails that:

P
[
H(ξ,Q2)

]
(x) =

N∑

i=1

H(xi, ξ,Q
2)P [ei](x) , (47)

thus confirming that the interpixels are a basis for the interpolated GPDs. A numerical demonstration of how interpixels can be
used as a basis for interpolated GPDs is shown in Fig. 2.
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2. Kernel matrix in the interpixel method

Proceeding now to obtain the kernel matrix in the interpixel method, we make use of the linearity of the GPD evolution
equation (1). Placing Eq. (47) into the evolution equation gives:

∑

i

P [ei](x)
dH(xi, ξ,Q

2)

d logQ2
=
∑

i

H(xi, ξ,Q
2)

∫ 1

−1

dy K(x, y, ξ,Q2)P [ei](y) , (48)

Taking the polynomial interpolation of both sides of Eq. (48)—and utilizing the projection property (45) of polynomial
interpolation—we obtain:

∑

i

P [ei](x)
dH(xi, ξ,Q

2)

d logQ2
=
∑

j

H(xj , ξ,Q
2)P

[∫ 1

−1

dy K(x, y, ξ,Q2)P [ej ](y)

]
(x) , (49)

where the right-hand side has been reindexed using j instead of i. To find the polynomial interpolation of the integral on the
right-hand side of Eq. (49), we evaluate the integral at the x points {x1, x2, . . . , xN}. Linearity of polynomial interpolation tells
us that:

P

[∫ 1

−1

dy K(x, y, ξ,Q2)P [ei](y)

]
(x) =

∑

i

P [ei](x)

∫ 1

−1

dy K(xi, y, ξ,Q
2)P [ej ](y) . (50)

Therefore the evolution equation can be written as:

∑

i

P [ei](x)
dH(xi, ξ,Q

2)

d logQ2
=
∑

i

P [ei](x)
∑

j

(∫ 1

−1

dy K(xi, y, ξ,Q
2)P [ej ](y)

)
H(xj , ξ,Q

2) . (51)

Within the interpixel method, the kernel matrix elements then become:

Kij(ξ,Q
2) =

∫ 1

−1

dy K(xi, y, ξ,Q
2)P [ej ](y) . (52)

Crucially, this integral has not yet been discretized, and we are at liberty to employ any numerical method at our disposal to its
evaluation, without constraints from the xi grid.

With this liberty, we have developed a code (implemented primarily in Fortran, but with a user interface in Python) based
around using Eq. (52) to compute elements of the kernel matrix. To numerically perform this integral, we first decompose
K(x, y, ξ,Q2) according to Eq. (6). For the plus prescription piece, Eq. (8) is used to rewrite integrals over the plus-type piece,
giving:

Kij(ξ,Q
2) =

∫ 1

−1

dy K(R)(xi, y, ξ,Q
2)P [ej ](y) +

∫ 1

−1

dy K(P )(xi, y, ξ,Q
2)
(
P [ej ](y)− P [ej ](xi)

)

+

{∫ 1

−1

dy
(
K(P )(xi, y, ξ,Q

2)−K(P )(y, xi, ξ,Q
2)
)
+K(D)(Q2)

}
P [ej ](xi) . (53)

The integral on the second line of Eq. (53) is performed analytically, with results given in in Eqs. (A8a) and (A8b) of Appendix A.
The remaining integrals, on the first line of (53), are performed numerically. The principal difficulties in these integrals are
potential jump discontinuities in the integrand at y = ±ξ and y = ±|x|, which can be mitigated by breaking the integration
domain into six regions regions with the following seven endpoints:

a0 = −1,

a1 = min(−ξ,−|x|),
a2 = max(−ξ,−|x|),
a3 = 0, (54)
a4 = min(ξ, |x|),
a5 = max(ξ, |x|),
a6 = 1 ,
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so that:
∫ 1

−1

dy →
6∑

n=1

∫ an

an−1

dy . (55)

Over each of these six regions, the 15-point Gauss-Kronrod rule is used. This is found to have outstanding accuracy, with
negligible improvement from further refinements. The same numerical integration method is also used to estimate the regular
part of the kernel. As in the Simple Method, the δ distribution piece is trivial.

C. Solving the evolution equations

As ordinary differential matrix equations, the evolution equations (19) and (20) can be solved numerically using standard
methods, such as fourth-order Runge-Kutta (RK4) method. Letting Q2

ini be an initial renormalization scale, Q2
fin the final scale,

and Q2
mid =

√
Q2

finQ
2
ini be their geometric midpoint, the RK4 method can be used to solve for H(ξ,Q2

fin) in terms of H(ξ,Q2
ini)

via:

Hi(ξ,Q
2
fin) =

nx∑

j=1

Mij(ξ,Q
2
ini → Q2

fin)Hj(ξ,Q
2
ini), (56)

where

Mij(ξ,Q
2
ini → Q2

fin) = δij +
1

6
log

Q2
fin

Q2
ini

(
M

(1)
ij (ξ) + 2M

(2)
ij (ξ) + 2M

(3)
ij (ξ) +M

(4)
ij (ξ)

)
, (57a)

and where

M
(1)
ij (ξ) = Kij(ξ,Q

2
ini), (57b)

M
(2)
ij (ξ) =

nx∑

k=1

Kik(ξ,Q
2
mid)

(
δkj +

1

2
log

Q2
fin

Q2
ini
M

(1)
kj (ξ)

)
, (57c)

M
(3)
ij (ξ) =

nx∑

k=1

Kik(ξ,Q
2
mid)

(
δkj +

1

2
log

Q2
fin

Q2
ini
M

(2)
kj (ξ)

)
, (57d)

M
(4)
ij (ξ) =

nx∑

k=1

Kik(ξ,Q
2
fin)

(
δkj + log

Q2
fin

Q2
ini
M

(3)
kj (ξ)

)
. (57e)

The elements of the kernel matrix needed here can be found using the methods in Sec. IV A (Simple Method) or Sec. IV B
(Refined Method) above.

Summarizing, Eq. (56) tells us that GPD evolution from an initial scale Q2
ini to a target scale Q2

fin can be carried out as mere
matrix multiplication, and Eqs. (57) tell us how to compute the evolution matrix. Most significantly, Eqs. (57) suggest that the
evolution matrix M(ξ,Q2

ini → Q2
fin) is independent of the initial GPD. The most expensive computations of the GPD evolution

can thus be carried out in a way that is agnostic about the form of the GPD, and the results stored in memory as a collection of
matrices M(ξ,Q2

ini → Q2
fin) that can be reused to evolve any initial scale GPD. This can significantly reduce the computational

cost of fitting a model scale GPD to data across a large range of Q2, by eliminating the need to redo costly integration calls with
each trial set of parameters.

Further accuracy refinements can be achieved by iterating the RK4 method. In practice, we consider a grid of Q2 points
Q2

i ∈ {Q2
0, Q

2
1, . . . , Q

2
N}. The matrix for evolving the GPD from Q2

i−1 to Q2
i is obtained by a single application of the RK4

algorithm. To evolve between nonadjacent Q2 values, one need only multiply the respective evolution matrices. Evolving from
Q2

i to Q2
i+2, for instance, can be represented as:

Mij(ξ,Q
2
i → Q2

i+2) =

nx∑

k=1

Mik(ξ,Q
2
i+1 → Q2

i+2)Mkj(ξ,Q
2
i → Q2

i+1) , (58)

which illustrates the utility of performing the evolution through matrix multiplication.
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FIG. 3. Accuracy benchmark for the right-hand side of the evolution equation (1), at LO in the nonsinglet sector. This figure compares both
the Simple Method (purple ×’s) and the Refined Method (green +’s) to a “ground truth,” the latter determined with the GK model [29] using
adaptive quadrature. For the Simple Method, we use ng = 5000 Gaussian weight points and Nx = 101; for the Refined Method, we use
Nx = 100. The left panel shows ξ = 0.1 to represent the lower limit of the intended domain of applicability for the methods; the middle panel
shows ξ = 0.5 to represent a central ξ value; and the right panel uses ξ = 0.9 to represent a large ξ value.

V. NUMERICAL BENCHMARKS OF EVOLUTION CODES

In this section, we consider several accuracy benchmarks for the computer codes we have written using the two methods
outlined above.

A. Kernel benchmarks

We first consider numerical accuracy benchmarks for the kernel matrices themselves. To do this, we must consider how
faithfully the discretized evolution formulas (19) and (20) reproduce the original, continuum evolution equation (1). This
requires us to use a specific model GPD must in the benchmark, for which we choose the GK model [29] as a reasonably accurate
representation of what a realistic GPD might look like.

The benchmarks are performed by comparing the right-hand side of Eq. (1) to that of (19) in the nonsinglet sector or (20)
in the singlet sector. The former, continuum case is used as the “ground truth.” In practice, the “ground truth” must itself be
computed numerically, but by using adaptive Gaussian quadrature, the integral can be determined up to machine precision—
which, compared to the numerical error in the kernel method, can be considered arbitrarily accurate for all practical purposes.
The two kernel methods—the Simple Method of Sec. IV A and the Refined Method of Sec. IV B—are then used to compute the
kernels appearing in Eqs. (19) and (20). The shifts calculated from the continuum and from the kernel method are compared,
with a relative error calculated as:

errori =

∣∣∣
∑nx

j=1 Kij(ξ,Q
2)Hj(ξ,Q

2)−
∫ 1

−1
dy K(xi, y, ξ,Q

2)H(y, ξ,Q2)
∣∣∣

∣∣∣
∫ 1

−1
dy K(xi, y, ξ,Q2)H(y, ξ,Q2)

∣∣∣
. (59)

The benchmarks for the Simple Method use nx = 101, while for the Refined Method we use nx = 100; the grids in each
method are designed differently, with the Simple Method using nx = 101 linearly spaced points from −1 to 1, and the Refined
Method using the 100 midpoints of the intervals delineated by those 101 points. For the Simple Method, we find an extremely
large number of Gaussian evaluation points are needed to get an accurate result (see Fig. 7 in Appendix C, which has a variety of
additional benchmarks besides the main ones considered here). The Refined Method has a much smaller number of evaluation
points: 90 = 6 × 15, since the domain −1 ≤ y ≤ 1 is broken into six regions, each of which is integrated using the 15-point
Gauss-Kronrod rule.

In Fig. 3, we show an accuracy benchmark for the nonsinglet kernel at three skewness values. The left panel uses ξ = 0.1,
which is the lowest ξ value for which results of the Methods should be trusted; it is also the lower limit of the intended domain
to which our codes will be applied for phenomenology [30]. The values ξ = 0.5 and ξ = 0.9 are also shown in the middle and
right panels, to illustrate moderate and large skewnesses. In all three panels, the Refined Method performs better than the Simple
Method in terms of accuracy.
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Several trends in Fig. 3 can be observed. First, the codes are more accurate at larger ξ values. The error in the ERBL region
(|x| < ξ) increases as ξ decreases, becoming ∼ 1% in the Refined Method, and > 1% in the Simple Method. The codes thus
become untrustworthy below ξ = 0.1. In Appendix C, we show demonstrations of the numerical analysis codes breaking down
at smaller skewnesses.

Second, the Refined Method has spikes in its error at x ∼ ±ξ. This occurs because x = ±ξ are not present in the x grid
that the Refined Method uses, and because the GPDs on points off the grid are estimated using polynomial interpolation—which
means that the GPD at x = ±ξ is estimated using a smooth function. However, the GPD is not actually differentiable at this
point [6], which means irreducible numerical error will occur at these points. Since this numerical error is ∼ 1%, however, we
have chosen to consider this error tolerable and to defer further refinements to the Refined Method until the future, when higher
precision becomes necessary. Similar trends are present in the singlet kernels, which for completeness we show in Appendix C.

B. Polynomiality tests

It is important that the evolution code preserve the analytic properties of GPDs—at least as well as a discretization in x space
itself can preserve them. A crucial property to preserve is polynomiality [9], in which Mellin moments of the GPD are given by
polynomials in ξ:

∫ +1

−1

dxxs−1Hq(x, ξ, t, Q2) =

s∑

n=0
2|n

ξnAq
s,n(t, Q

2), (60)

∫ +1

−1

dxxs−1Hg(x, ξ, t, Q2) =

s+1∑

n=0
2|n

ξnAg
s,n(t, Q

2) , (61)

where s is an integer, and we have restored the t dependence in these expressions to emphasize their general form. Polynomiality
is a consequence of Lorentz covariance [9], and the polynomial is even in ξ due to time reversal symmetry [31].

When s is even for quarks (odd for gluons), the ξs (ξs+1 for gluons) term in this expansion is associated with the Polyakov-Weiss
D-term [32]. This term has support only in the ERBL region and is not present in several commonly-used models of GPDs,
including the GK model which we use here as a benchmark. Renormalization group evolution is incapable of producing a D-term
where none was present, so any nonzero ξs (ξs+1 for gluons) term produced by the evolution code is a measure of accumulated
numerical error.

In addition, there are several other special constraints that should hold. Firstly, for quark distributions the lowest moment
Aq

1,0(0, Q
2) should be constant with respect to evolution, and should equal the net quark number (number of quarks minus

number of antiquarks) for that flavor. Secondly, for the quark singlet and gluon distributions, the quark and gluon momentum
fractions are given by:

∑

q

⟨xq⟩(Q2) =
1

2
AS

2,0(0, Q
2) , ⟨xg⟩(Q2) =

1

2
Ag

1,0(0, Q
2) , (62)

where the factor 1
2 counteracts double-counting that arises from the symmetry relations Hq(−x, ξ,Q2) = −H q̄(x, ξ,Q2) and

Hg(−x, ξ,Q2) = Hg(x, ξ,Q2). These should obey the parton momentum sum rule:
∑

q

⟨xq⟩(Q2) + ⟨xg⟩(Q2) = 1 , (63)

which is also invariant under evolution.
Using the Refined Method for evolution, we perform several numerical polynomial tests. The tests are carried out on a

discretized GPD grid by using the trapezoidal rule to perform the integration, which gives a function in terms of ξ:

Ms(ξ,Q
2) =

∫ +1

−1

dxxs−1H(x, ξ,Q2) ≈ 1

2

Nx−1∑

i=0

(
xs−1
i+1Hi+1(ξ,Q

2) + xs−1
i Hi(ξ,Q

2)
)
(xi+1 − xi) , (64)

where we again suppress the t dependence in the GPD. A polynomial fit is then performed to the moment Ms(ξ,Q
2), with a

polynomial of order s used for the fit function, and the coefficients as the fit parameters. Since small ξ and large ξ are more
likely to deviate from the expected behavior, we restrict the fit to the range 0.2 ≤ ξ ≤ 0.8. Deviation of odd-n coefficients from
zero, as well as the highest-order coefficient from zero, are measures of polynomiality breaking. Additionally, deviations of the
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FIG. 4. Polynomiality test for the u-quark distribution Hu(x, ξ,Q
2). The evolution is performed between the charm and bottom quark

masses, and polynomial fits are done over ξ ∈ [0.2, 0.8], which is delineated by gray vertical lines. The first three odd moments (s = 1, 3, 5)
are shown. The results of the polynomial fits to the numerical evaluations of the moments are shown at the initial scale (purple lines) and the
final scale (green lines).

discretized GPD from the polynomial fit (fit residuals) may indicate polynomiality breaking; these will most clearly be seen at ξ
values not used to fit the polynomial.

We perform polynomiality tests for both the initial-scale discretization of the GK model and for the evolved GPDs that the
evolution code produces. As an example, we show Fig. 4 that that polynomiality holds for the up quark distribution Hu(x, ξ,Q2).
For ξ > 0.1, polynomiality holds fairly well, but at smaller ξ values the expected behavior breaks down. In fact, polynomiality
violations occur already at the initial scale. This is a discretization effect, and since the violations are present at the initial scale,
they cannot be attributed to evolution. Additionally, the sum rule Au

1,0 ≡ Nu = 2, for the net number of u quarks in proton,
does not hold exactly, but is violated by ∼ 0.7%. We find that a finer grid does not improve this violation, so the error is more
likely due to the imprecision in the GK model parameters for the GPD. Although the sum rule is slightly violated, the value of
A1,0(0, Q

2) is not changed by evolution—as expected.
Similar tests can be performed for the singlet quark and gluon distributions, which we discuss in Appendix C. We do find that

the preservation of polynomiality has limits, and that at s ≥ 7 small but nonzero odd coefficients after evolution appear (see
Fig. 13 in Appendix C). Since the odd coefficients should vanish identically, this is due to the accumulated numerical error in the
discretized evolution.

We also perform a numerical test of the momentum sum rule (63). We find at the initial (charm quark mass) scale that:
∑

q

⟨xq⟩(m2
c) = 0.5525 , ⟨xg⟩(m2

c) = 0.4325 ,
(∑

q

⟨xq⟩+ ⟨xg⟩
)
(m2

c) = 0.9850 , (65)

while at the evolved (bottom quark mass) scale :
∑

q

⟨xq⟩(m2
b) = 0.5160 , ⟨xg⟩(m2

b) = 0.4692 ,
(∑

q

⟨xq⟩+ ⟨xg⟩
)
(m2

b) = 0.9852 . (66)

The momentum sum rule is already slightly violated (by around 1.5%) at the initial scale, likely due to a mix of discretization
error and imprecision in the GK model parameters. The evolution code changes the answer for this moment by only 0.02%, so
introduces a much smaller error in the momentum sum rule.

C. Comparison of evolution to PARTONS/APFEL++

Next, we perform benchmarks for the evolution matrices themselves. In contrast to the kernel benchmarks, we do not have
access to a “ground truth” to compare to the evolved GPDs. The next best solution is to compare the results of the methods to
already accepted and validated GPD evolution codes. An existing evolution code in x space, also based on finite element methods,
is available within the PARTONS framework [28, 33], which utilizes APFEL++ [27, 34] to perform the evolution. We use this
code as a proxy for the “ground truth,” and and to compare against in the validation of our methods. Two small modifications
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FIG. 5. Comparison of evolved gluon (left panel), u-quark (middle panel) and c-quark (right panel) GPDs found via PARTONS/APFEL++
(yellow circles), the Simple Method (purple ×’s), and the Refined Method (green +’s), when evolution is performed from m2

c to 16 GeV2.
Since the PARTONS framework uses mb = 4.75 GeV and leading log evolution of αQCD, our code was modified to make this a fair comparison.
This comparison uses ξ = 0.5 and t = 0.

needed to be made to our code to make a fair comparison. Firstly, our code uses the MS bottom mass mb = 4.18 GeV, since the
MS factorization scheme is employed, whereas the PARTONS code uses mb = 4.75 GeV. We thus needed to modify our code
to use mb = 4.75 GeV when benchmarking against PARTONS. Secondly, our code uses next-to-leading-log evolution of αQCD,
whereas PARTONS uses leading log, so we temporarily used leading log evolution as well in the comparison.

The result of this benchmark is shown in Fig. 5 for the gluon, up-quark and charm-quark GPDs. The Simple Method and Refined
Method results for the evolution were produced by using our own evolution matrices on the initial GPD scale provided, to ensure
that the same initial scale GPD was evolved by all three codes. The gluon and u-quark distributions are both phenomenologically
important. The charm-quark distribution is small, but is entirely generated here by evolution, and is thus a robust stress test
of how much error accumulates in the evolution. (The relative error in the other distributions can be masked by the evolution
being a small correction to a consistent starting GPD.) The Simple Method has reasonable agreement with the PARTONS result,
with the relative difference hovering around 1% (except in the charm quark, where it hovers around 10%). The Refined Method,
however, has remarkably good agreement with the PARTONS code, except near the x = ±1 and x = ±ξ boundaries.

At the x = ±1 boundaries, the GPD itself drops extremely rapidly, and this region has little phenomenological impact. It
is easy for the relative error in a function that rapidly approaches zero to be large. The ∼ 1% discrepancy at x = ±ξ is more
concerning, however; this is a region of extreme phenomenological importance in deeply-virtual Compton scattering. We have
already found (see Fig. 3, for instance) that the Refined Method has irreducible numerical error at exactly these points, and that
the error was around 1%. We have also commented that this error occurs because we are approximating a nondifferentiable
function with a smooth polynomial. The 1% discrepancy between the PARTONS result and the Refined Method is thus more
likely numerical error in the Refined Method than in the PARTONS code.

Since the Refined Method is more accurate than the Simple Method at the level of the kernels, and since it agrees better with the
already-validated PARTONS/APFEL++ code, we conclude that its result can be trusted more than the Simple Method’s results.

VI. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this work we have described how finite element methods can be used to construct fast x-space computer code for renormal-
ization group evolution of GPDs. We considered in detail two specific methods: a Simple Method, which used Gauss-Legendre
quadrature across the entire integration domain to estimate integrals, and modified cubic Hermite splines to interpolate to the
Gaussian weight points; and a Refined Method which used Gauss-Kronrod quadrature on carefully selected subdomains, and
piecewise Lagrange interpolation to interpolate to the weight points. These separate methods follow from different ways of
conceptualizing finite elements—the Simple Method from framing finite elements in terms of matrix operations, and the Refined
Method from framing finite elements as linear operations on basis functions.

In both cases, the use of finite element methods allows GPD evolution to be approximated as a matrix differential equation.
The greatest computational bottleneck is in computing the kernel matrices that appear on the right-hand sides of the nonsinglet
and singlet evolution equations (19) and (20), respectively. These matrices, however, are entirely independent of the particular
GPD that is evolved. Thus, the kernel matrices—and the evolution matrices that solve the matrix differential equation—only
need to be computed once, and can be reused for a variety of initial-scale trial GPDs. This makes the kernel method extremely
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apt for use in fits, as well as in machine learning where a large number of randomly-generated trial GPDs must be generated
and evolved to compare with data. In fact, since evolution can be framed as a tensor contraction operation, it is differentiable,
allowing the gradient of some sort of loss function with respect to neural network parameters to be computed—which is of vital
importance for the usability of these methods in machine learning.

The computer code may potentially be helpful as a tool for the quark-gluon tomography community, outside of just its machine
learning applications. Fast, easy-to-use evolution code is also useful to physicists to evolve model GPDs to empirically relevant
Q2 scales, and potentially for evolving lattice computations as well. We have prepared a repository where the code from the
Refined Method is available for download. The package is called tiktaalik and can be found on GitHub [35].

There are many opportunities to refine and extend the uses of the kernel method. The most obvious extension is to include NLO
corrections to the kernels, and an update of the Refined Method code to include NLO is underway. Alternative grid spacings to
improve accuracy at small ξ—as well as at x = ±ξ—are also being investigated. A more outside-the-box extension could be to
consider, for example, the evolution equation (19) as a constraint rather than as an equation to solve: violations of the equation
could be added to a loss function which must be minimized.
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Appendix A: Explicit formulas for kernels

In our computer codes we use the formulas for the LO evolution kernels as given by Belitsky, Freund and Mueller (BFM) [36].
Our notation differs slightly from theirs, so we restate the formulas in modified notation. We use x and y to refer to (average)
momentum fractions, and ξ = (p+ − p′+)/(p+ + p′+) to signify skewness, together with the auxiliary variables:

X =
x+ ξ

2ξ
, Y =

y + ξ

2ξ
, (A1a)

X = 1−X , Y = 1− Y . (A1b)

Note that BFM use the variables x, y, x̄, and ȳ, where we use X , Y , X , and Y . We also use the generalized step function:

ρ(X,Y ) = Θ
(
1− X

Y

)
Θ
(X
Y

)
sgn(Y ) . (A2)

From BFM [36], the LO evolution kernels for helicity-dependent GPDs are as follows:

KA
qq(x, y, ξ) =

[
KP

qq(x, y, ξ)
]
+
, (A3a)

KA
qg(x, y, ξ) =

TF

2ξ

(
− X

Y 2
ρ(X,Y ) +

X

Y
2 ρ(X,Y )

)
, (A3b)

KA
gq(x, y, ξ) =

CF

2ξ

(
X2

Y
ρ(X,Y )− X

2

Y
ρ(X,Y )

)
, (A3c)

KA
gg(x, y, ξ) =

CA

2ξ

[
KP

gg(x, y, ξ)
]
+
−
(
β0

2
+

7

3
CA

)
δ(y − x) , (A3d)

where the functions appearing inside the brackets [...]+ are:

KP
qq(x, y, ξ) =

CF

2ξ

(
X

Y

(
1 +

1

Y −X

)
ρ(X,Y ) +

X

Y

(
1 +

1

Y −X

)
ρ(X,Y )

)
, (A4a)

KP
gg(x, y, ξ) =

CA

2ξ

(
X2

Y 2

(
2 +

1

Y −X

)
ρ(X,Y ) +

X
2

Y
2

(
2 +

1

Y −X

)
ρ(X,Y )

)
, (A4b)
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with

β0 = −11

3
CA +

4

3
TFnfl, (A5)

and nfl is the number of active flavors. The factor − 7
3CA appearing with the δ function is the extra piece related to BFM’s

modification of the plus prescription to ensure the correct forward limit for the gluon splitting function.
The formulas for the helicity-independent evolution kernels, again from BFM [36], are given by:

KV
qq(x, y, ξ) = KA

qq(x, y, ξ), (A6a)

KV
qg(x, y, ξ) = KA

qg(x, y, ξ) +
CF

2ξ

(
−2

X

Y 2

(
2XY −X

)
ρ(X,Y ) + 2

X

Y
2

(
2XY −X

)
ρ(X,Y )

)
, (A6b)

KV
gq(x, y, ξ) = KA

gq(x, y, ξ) +
CF

2ξ

(
2
X2

Y

(
2XY − Y

)
ρ(X,Y )− 2

X
2

Y

(
2XY − Y

)
ρ(X,Y )

)
, (A6c)

KV
gg(x, y, ξ) = KA

gg(x, y, ξ) +
CA

2ξ

(
2
X2

Y 2

(
2XY + Y −X

)
ρ(X,Y ) + 2

X
2

Y
2

(
2XY + Y −X

)
ρ(X,Y )

)
. (A6d)

At LO, the following simple relationships hold for obtaining the singlet kernels:

KX
SS(x, y, ξ) = KX

qq(x, y, ξ), (A7a)

KX
Sg(x, y, ξ) = 2nflK

X
qg(x, y, ξ), (A7b)

KX
gS(x, y, ξ) = KX

gS(x, y, ξ). (A7c)

In contrast to Vinnikov [37], we do not find that it is necessary to massage these formulas (for example, by partial fraction
decomposition) into in order to obtain stable numerical integrals involving these kernels. In fact, we find that even the most
numerically challenging integral—given by

∫ 1

−1

dy
(
KP (x, y, ξ)−KP (y, x, ξ)

)
,

as prescribed by the plus prescription (8)—can be performed numerically by breaking the y integration domain into the pieces
[−1,−|x|], [−|x|, |x|] and [|x|, 1], and using adaptive Gaussian integration on each of these pieces. The numerical accuracy and
stability of this integral will prove vital to a future update of our code that includes the NLO kernels. However, at LO these
integrals can be done analytically, and for prudence we use the analytic results in our codes. We find:

∫ 1

−1

dy
(
KP

qq(x, y, ξ)−KP
qq(y, x, ξ)

)
= CF





3
2 + log (1−x)2

x2−ξ2 + x−ξ
2ξ log 1+ξ

x+ξ − x+ξ
2ξ log 1−ξ

x−ξ : ξ < x
3
2 + log 1−x2

ξ2−x2 + 1−ξ−x
2ξ log ξ+x

1+ξ + 1−ξ+x
2ξ log ξ−x

1+ξ : −ξ < x < ξ
3
2 + log (1+x)2

x2−ξ2 − x+ξ
2ξ log 1+ξ

−x+ξ + x−ξ
2ξ log 1−ξ

−x−ξ : x < −ξ

(A8a)

∫ 1

−1

dy
(
KP

gg(x, y, ξ)−KP
gg(y, x, ξ)

)
= CA





7
3 − 2x(1−x)

1−ξ2 + log (1−x)2

1−ξ2 : ξ < x
7
3 − 2x2

ξ(1+ξ) + log 1−x2

(1+ξ)2 : −ξ < x < ξ
7
3 + 2x(1+x)

1−ξ2 + log (1+x)2

1−ξ2 : x < −ξ

. (A8b)

Appendix B: Interpolation scheme for Simple Method

In Sec. IV A, in order to translate from the grid on which the GPD was defined to the grid required for fixed Gaussian
quadrature, we need to interpolate from one grid to the other. The particular interpolation scheme we employ is a modification
of piecewise cubic Hermite polynomials, which we describe in detail here.

The piecewise cubic Hermite polynomials use information about the function at two grid points, in addition to the derivative
of the function, to interpolate between the two points. More exactly, if we have two grid points, xL and xR, their function values
yL = y(xL) and yR = y(xR), and their derivatives, SL = ∂y(xL)/∂x and SR = ∂y(xR)/∂x. The value of the function y(x)
evaluated between those two points is approximately [38]

y(x) ≈ A+B(x− xL) + C(x− xL)
2 +D(x− xL)

2(x− xR), (B1)
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with

A = yL,

B = SL,

C =
y′ − SL

xR − xL
, (B2)

D =
SL + SR − 2y′

(xR − xL)2
,

y′ =
yR − yL
xR − xL

.

The problem with using this interpolation scheme directly is that we do not have direct access to the exact derivatives, SL and
SR. To know the exact value of the derivative would require knowing the exact function, y(x); however, our goal in this section
is to devise an interpolation method that works independently of any particular function y(x).

Our modification is to approximate these derivatives in a manner that does not require information about which specific
function y(x) is being interpolated. We approximate these derivatives using a finite difference:

SL ≈ yR − yL−1

xR − xL−1
, (B3a)

SR ≈ yR+1 − yL
xR+1 − xL

, (B3b)

where xL−1 (yL−1) is the (function evaluated at the) grid point to the left of xL, and xR+1 (yR+1) is the (function evaluated at
the) grid point to the right of xR. With this substitution, y(x) can be expressed purely as a linear combination of the function
evaluated at the four grid points xL−1, xL, xR and xR+1. The coefficients for this interpolation scheme are given by:

a(x) = − (x− xL)

(xR − xL−1)
+

(x− xL)
2

(xR − xL)(xR − xL−1)
− (x− xL)

2(x− xR)

(xR − xL)2(xR − xL−1)
, (B4a)

b(x) = 1− (x− xL)
2

(xR − xL)2
− (x− xL)

2(x− xR)

(xR − xL)2(xR+1 − xL)
+

2(x− xL)
2(x− xR)

(xR − xL)3
, (B4b)

c(x) =
(x− xL)

(xR − xL−1)
+

(x− xL)
2

(xR − xL)2
− (x− xL)

2

(xR − xL)(xR − xL−1)
+

(x− xL)
2(x− xR)

(xR − xL)2(xR − xL−1)
− 2(x− xL)

2(x− xR)

(xR − xL)3
,

(B4c)

d(x) =
(x− xL)

2(x− xR)

(xR − xL)2(xR+1 − xL)
. (B4d)

The interpolation of point xL < x < xR is then given by:

y(x) ≈ a(x) yL−1 + b(x) yL + c(x) yR + d(x) yR+1. (B5)

This interpolation scheme works well for most grid points but fails when it reaches the end of the grid. Our approximations for
SL and SR are ill-defined when xL−1 and xR+1 do not exist. To remedy this, we make one final modification to this interpolation
scheme. The fix is to simply use a brute-force cubic interpolation when interpolating near the first or last points on the grid. That
is, a unique cubic polynomial can be defined if the function is known at four points. When x0 < x < x1, the coefficients of the
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interpolation are given by:

a0 = x1x2x3/
(
(x1 − x0)(x2 − x0)(x3 − x0)

)
,

a1 = x0x2x3/
(
(x0 − x1)(x1 − x2)(x1 − x3)

)
,

a2 = x0x1x3/((x0 − x2)(x2 − x1)(x2 − x3)),

a3 = x0x1x2/((x0 − x3)(x3 − x1)(x3 − x2)),

b0 = (x1x2 + x1x3 + x2x3)/((x0 − x1)(x0 − x2)(x0 − x3)),

b1 = (x0x2 + x0x3 + x2x3)/((x1 − x0)(x1 − x2)(x1 − x3)),

b2 = (x0x1 + x0x3 + x1x3)/((x2 − x0)(x2 − x1)(x2 − x3)),

b3 = (x0x1 + x0x2 + x1x2)/((x3 − x0)(x3 − x1)(x3 − x2)),

c0 = (x1 + x2 + x3)/((x1 − x0)(x2 − x0)(x3 − x0)),

c1 = (x0 + x2 + x3)/((x0 − x1)(x2 − x1)(x3 − x1)),

c2 = (x0 + x1 + x3)/((x0 − x2)(x1 − x2)(x3 − x2)),

c3 = (x0 + x1 + x2)/((x0 − x3)(x1 − x3)(x2 − x3)),

d0 = 1/((x0 − x1)(x0 − x2)(x0 − x3)),

d1 = 1/((x1 − x0)(x1 − x2)(x1 − x3)),

d2 = 1/((x2 − x0)(x2 − x1)(x2 − x3)),

d3 = 1/((x3 − x0)(x3 − x1)(x3 − x2)),

p0(x) = a0 + b0x+ c0x
2 + d0x

3,

p1(x) = a1 + b1x+ c1x
2 + d1x

3,

p2(x) = a2 + b2x+ c2x
2 + d2x

3,

p3(x) = a3 + b3x+ c3x
2 + d3x

3,

with the interpolated point given by:

y(x) ≈ p0(x)y0 + p1(x)y1 + p2(x)y2 + p3(x)y3. (B6)

A cubic interpolation for values of x between the last two grid points is solved for in a similar manner.
We benchmark this modified piecewise Hermite cubic polynomial against two other methods of interpolation, comparing to the

simpler linear interpolation as well as the state-of-the-art cubic spline interpolation. Using a test function f(x) = x−0.5(1−x)3,
with the starting grid a set of 300 logarithmically spaced points from x = 0.1 to x = 0.9, we interpolate onto a grid that is ten
times as dense, but still logarithmically spaced. The result is shown in 6. Our interpolation performs much better than linear
interpolation. It does not perform as well as the state-of-the-art cubic spline interpolation, although this is satisfactory for our
purposes. One might propose using cubic spline interpolation instead, however, it is currently not known how to recast cubic
spline interpolation as a matrix transformation.

Appendix C: Additional plots of accuracy benchmarks

There are a number of other interesting and worthwhile accuracy benchmarks to consider, in addition to those given in Sec. V,
which we summarize in this Appendix.

1. Number of Gaussian weights points

We first study how the number of Gaussian weight points ng affects the numerical accuracy of the Simple Method. Figure 7
shows the right-hand side of the evolution equation (1) in the nonsinglet sector at LO, using the nonsinglet GPD HT3(x, ξ =
0.5, t = 0, Q2) in the GK model [29] as an example. The results are striking: an extremely large number of weight points are
necessary to obtain < 1% accuracy over most of the x range. Even at ng = 5000, there are relative errors on the order of a
percent for x ∼ 0 and x ∼ ±1, although the “ground truth” itself is small in these regions, so large relative error is to be expected.
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FIG. 6. (Left) A plot of the function f(x) = x−0.5(1−x)3 (black) along with three interpolations: cubic with modified Hermite polynomials
(purple), linear interpolation (blue), and cubic spline interpolation (green). (Right) Relative error of the various interpolation schemes by
taking the ratio of the interpolation to the analytic function evaluated on the denser grid.
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FIG. 7. Accuracy benchmark for the right-hand side of the evolution equation (1) at LO in the nonsinglet sector. The simple matrix method
of Sec. IV A is compared to a “ground truth,” determined with the GK model [29] using adaptive quadrature. For the Simple Method, we use
Nx = 101, and compare the result for varying numbers of Gaussian weight points ng .

2. Number of x points

We next study how the accuracy of both methods depends on the density of the x grid. This is shown in the nonsinglet sector at
ξ = 0.5 in Fig. 8. The discretization of ξ in both methods is the same, but the Simple Method aligns the x and ξ grids, while the
Refined Method staggers them—hence the nx considered in both methods is off by 1. The Simple Method is not able to achieve
sub-percent accuracy over its entire x range. By contrast, the Refined Method achieves sub-percent accuracy over the entire x
range—including x ∼ 0 and x ∼ ±1—with a coarser pixelation in x space. In fact, the Refined Method at nx = 40 surpasses
the Simple Method at nx = 201 in accuracy.
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adaptive quadrature. For the Simple Method, we use ng = 5000 Gaussian weight points. The kernel method results are considered at varying
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FIG. 9. Accuracy benchmark for the qg (quark from gluon) splitting function in the singlet evolution equation (20) at LO. This figure compares
both the Simple Method (purple ×’s) and the Refined Method (green +’s) to a “ground truth,” the latter determined with the GK model [29]
using adaptive quadrature. For the Simple Method, we use ng = 5000 Gaussian weight points and Nx = 101; for the Refined Method, we use
Nx = 100. The left, middle and right panels show the results for ξ = 0.1, ξ = 0.5, and ξ = 0.9, respectively.

3. Singlet kernels

We next consider the singlet kernels, and produce companion plots for the nonsinglet benchmark in Fig. 3. At LO, the qq
splitting function in the singlet sector is the same as in the nonsinglet sector; thus, only the qg, gq and gg kernels need to be
benchmarked.

First, in Fig. 9 we show results for the right-hand side of the singlet evolution equation (20)—in particular, for the qg (quark from
gluon) contribution thereto, using the GK model [29] as an example. The “ground truth” is determined by directly integrating
the GK model gluon GPD with the respective LO kernel. These integrals must be performed numerically, but through adaptive
Gaussian quadrature via quadpack, the results can be treated as arbitrarily precise relative to the errors incurred through the
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compares both the Simple Method (purple ×’s) and the Refined Method (green +’s) to a “ground truth,” the latter determined with the GK
model [29] using adaptive quadrature. For the Simple Method, we use ng = 5000 Gaussian weight points and Nx = 101; for the Refined
Method, we use Nx = 100. The left, middle and right panels show ξ = 0.1, ξ = 0.5 and ξ = 0.9 respectively.

kernel method. As in the nonsinglet sector, the Refined Method is significantly more accurate than the Simple Method. Both
methods produce about 1% accuracy, except near special points, such as a zero crossing at x = 0, or the endpoints x = ±ξ or
x = ±1.

Next, in Fig. 10, we show results using the gq (gluon from quark) kernel. The Refined Method again surpasses the Simple
Method, the latter of which shows poorly accuracy in the ERBL region at ξ = 0.1, suggesting the Refined Method is more
suitable for phenomenology in this domain. Both methods struggle with accuracy at x ∼ ±1, where the “ground truth” rapidly
falls to 0.

Lastly, in Fig. 11 we show an accuracy benchmark for the gg splitting function. Much like in our gq benchmark, the Refined
Method is able to deliver sufficient accuracy (away from the x = ±1 endpoints), and outperforms the Simple Method by orders
of magnitude. The Simple Method has especially large errors around the vicinity of the DGLAP-ERBL boundary, and greater
than 1% error in the ERBL region at ξ = 0.1. The Refined Method thus appears more suitable for phenomenological application.
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FIG. 12. Accuracy benchmarks of the nonsinglet (top-left), quark-gluon (top-right), gluon-quark (bottom-left), and gluon-gluon singlet
(bottom-right) kernels at ξ = 0.02, representing small skewness.

4. Breakdown at small skewness

In Fig. 12, we provide an accuracy benchmark for our evolution codes at ξ = 0.02, a stress test of the Methods. For |x| ≫ 0,
at least, the Methods show the same level of accuracy that they do for larger skewness values: around ∼ 1% error in the Simple
Method, and much better accuracy in the Refined Method, except sometimes at the x ∼ ±1 endpoints where the GPD itself
rapidly falls. However, at small |x|, the error in both Methods grows significantly. It is important to disclose that the codes break
down in this area, and advise potential users of the Refined Method code that its results cannot be trusted when both x and ξ are
very small.

The cause of these inaccuracies is the steep increase in the GPD at small |x|. As ξ → 0, the behavior of GPDs approaches that
of collinear parton distributions—for which it is well-known that evolution is more accurate with a logarithmically-spaced grid.
Thus, improvements at very small ξ could be attained through future updates to the code to utilize a logarithmically spaced grid
(similar to that used by APFEL [27]).
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FIG. 13. As in Fig. 4, but for the singlet quark distribution. Since odd moments of the singlet distribution vanish, the first three even moments
(s = 2, 4, 6) are shown.
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5. Additional polynomiality tests

In Fig. 13 we show a polynomiality test for the singlet quark GPD. Since odd moments of the singlet quark GPD are zero, we
show the first 3 even moments. For s = 2, 4, polynomiality is obeyed to very good precision, except at small ξ < 0.1. For s = 6,
the expected polynomial behavior breaks down after evolution: all odd coefficients should be zero due to time reversal symmetry,
but we find small, nonzero odd coefficients after evolution. This is an indication of accumulated numerical error, likely due to
discretization.

Finally, in Fig. 14 we show a polynomiality test for the gluon GPD. Since even moments of the gluon GPD are zero, we show
the first three odd moments. We find that polynomiality is obeyed to very good precision, except at small ξ < 0.1. One must
consider s ≥ 7 for gluon GPDs to find numerical breakdown of the expected behavior (where odd coefficients become nonzero
after evolution).
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[20] C. Lorcé, “The origin of the nucleon mass,” Springer Proc. Phys. 238, 635 (2020), arXiv:1811.02803 [hep-ph].
[21] A. Metz, B. Pasquini, and S. Rodini, “Revisiting the proton mass decomposition,” Phys. Rev. D 102, 114042 (2021), arXiv:2006.11171

[hep-ph].
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