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We consider the differential cross-section for single-inclusive jet production with transverse mo-
mentum P⊥ in Deep Inelastic Scattering (DIS) at small Bjorken xBj, mediated by a virtual photon
with virtuality Q2. Unlike most studies at small x, which focus on particle production in the current
fragmentation region, we investigate the kinematic regime where the jet is produced in the target frag-
mentation hemisphere of the Breit frame, and with P⊥ ≪ Q. For a longitudinally polarised photon,
we demonstrate that this cross-section is not power suppressed in P⊥/Q and we derive a factorised
expression in terms of transverse momentum dependent (TMD) quark and gluon fracture functions.
Our formula, valid at next-to-leading order in αs at small x, is akin to the Altarelli-Martinelli identity
for the longitudinal DIS structure function. Numerical estimates show that the quark TMD fracture
function is the most sensitive to saturation effects in large nuclei.

Transverse momentum dependent (TMD) distribu-
tion functions [1], which characterise the distribution of
quarks and gluons inside nuclei in terms of their lon-
gitudinal and transverse momenta with respect to the
nucleus direction of motion, provide fundamental in-
sight on hadron substructure bounded in nuclei. As
such, their measurement is one of the main goals of
the Electron-Ion Collider (EIC) scientific program [2–
4]. A key process to measure the quark TMDs is semi-
inclusive hadron production in Deep Inelastic Scatter-
ing (DIS) in the regime where the transverse momen-
tum squared P 2

⊥ of the hadron (measured in the Breit
frame [5–7]) is much smaller than the virtuality Q2 of
the photon probing the target wavefunction [8–10].

Most studies of semi-inclusive DIS (SIDIS) in the TMD
literature have focused on hadrons measured in the
current (i.e. virtual photon) fragmentation region of the
Breit frame for which a factorisation theorem has been
established at leading power (LP) in P⊥/Q [11–13]. On
the other hand, the case where the hadron is measured
in the target fragmentation hemisphere has received less
attention, although the corresponding cross-section in
the Bjorken limit (fixed Bjorken variable xBj ≲ 1, large
Q2) admits a factorisation theorem [14, 15] formulated
in terms of TMD fracture functions [16–20]. These TMD
fracture functions describe the distribution of partons in
the target probed by the virtual photon under the condi-
tion that a spectator parton fragments into a hadron in
the target hemisphere, and thus carry complementary
information on the internal parton dynamics [21].

In this paper, we investigate for the first time jet pro-
duction in SIDIS in the target fragmentation region in
the Regge limit [22], i.e. small xBj ≪ 1 at fixed Q2. Our
study is also motivated by the connection [23] between
fracture functions and nucleon energy-energy correla-
tors [24], a novel observable proposed to search for sat-

uration effects at small x [25]. For the sake of sim-
plicity, we consider the longitudinally polarised photon
contribution. An analogous analysis can be carried out
for the transversely polarized case. Surprisingly, unlike
hadron/jet measured in the current hemisphere, which
give power suppressed contributions to the longitudi-
nal structure function [9, 26–29], we demonstrate here (i)
that the single-inclusive jet cross-section in SIDIS medi-
ated by a longitudinally polarised photon is LP (i.e. not
suppressed by P⊥/Q for Q ≫ P⊥ starting from next-to-
leading order (NLO) in αs, and controlled by jets pro-
duced in the target fragmentation region, (ii) that this
LP contribution factorises in terms of TMD quark and
gluon fracture functions [30] for which we give explicit
analytic expressions in the saturation regime P⊥ ∼ Qs

with Qs the nucleus saturation scale.
Our strategy to achieve this is simple: we shall ex-

tract the LP contribution to the single-inclusive jet cross-
section in longitudinally polarised DIS based on the
NLO formula valid for general jet kinematics at small x.
A byproduct of this calculation will be the proof that
the LP term in the P⊥/Q expansion comes indeed from
jets produced in the target hemisphere. The benefit of
using jets is to avoid non perturbative inputs like fi-
nal state fragmentation functions [31, 32], although the
phase space for producing jets with large enough P⊥
while being in the regime P⊥ ≪ Q, xBj ≪ 1 is quite
narrow at the EIC (the situation will be more favourable
at future high energy e−-p/A colliders [33–36]).

We first introduce the SIDIS jet cross-section, in the
one virtual photon (γ∗

T/L) exchange approximation [26],

dσe−+A→e−
′
+jet+X

dxBjdQ2d2P⊥
=
∑
i

σDIS
0,i [FUU,T + εFUU,L] , (1)

where σDIS
0,i = 4πα2

eme
2
i (1−y+y2/2)/(xBjQ

4) is the Born
level hard factor and ε = (1−y)/(1−y+y2/2) is the ratio
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Figure 1. Feynman graphs for the γ∗
L+A → jet+X sub-process

at small xBj. Top: LO (left) and LP NLO diagram (right) for a
quark jet measurement. Bottom: examples of LP NLO dia-
grams for gluon jet production. q ↔ q̄ exchanged and interfer-
ence graphs are not displayed but contribute at LP.

between the longitudinal and transverse photon fluxes.
Q2, xBj and y = Q2/(sxBj) respectively denote the virtu-
ality, the Bjorken variable, and the inelasticity for a fixed
e− + A center-of-mass energy per nucleon

√
s. αem is

the fine structure constant and ei is the fractional elec-
tric charge of the light quark of flavour i. FUU,T and
FUU,L are respectively the transverse and longitudinal
contributions to the SIDIS jet cross-section. In the limit
P⊥ ≪ Q, FUU,T is leading-twist at tree-level and the
cross-section for transversely polarised γ∗

T admits TMD
factorisation; the NLO calculation of FUU,T for jets at
moderate xBj can be found in [37]. We will not discuss
other TMDs arising when considering polarised beams
or the azimuth of P⊥ w.r.t. the electron plane [9, 26].

As a proof of principle, we shall compute
FUU,L(xBj, Q

2,P⊥) in Eq. (1) in the small xBj limit.
This is sufficient to prove that FUU,L is LP. The calcu-
lation at small xBj is performed in the Colour Glass
Condensate (CGC) effective field theory [38–42] and in
the dipole frame [43–46] where the virtual photon has
4-momentum qµ = (q+,−Q2/(2q+),0⊥) and a nucleon
from the nucleus A has 4-momentum Pµ = (0, P−,0⊥)
in light-cone coordinates [47]. Another advantage of
the small x limit is that the CGC provides an input for
the non-perturbative part for the quark and gluon TMD
parton distribution functions (PDF) [48–54]. This is
also the case for TMD fracture functions. In particular,
our calculation shall provide for the first time the CGC
expressions for the TMD fracture functions at small x.

The LO cross-section is given by the top-left dia-
gram in Fig. 1, where the measured quark-jet with four-
momentum kµ has a longitudinal momentum fraction
z = k · P/(P · q) = k+/q+ and transverse momentum
P⊥ w.r.t. the photon direction. In this diagram, multi-
ple scattering of the quark-antiquark colour dipole with
transverse size rxy off the shockwave — pictured by
a red gluon in Fig. 1 and representing the dense gluon

field of the target — is encoded into the dipole S-matrix

DF (x, q⊥) ≡
∫
rxy

e−iq⊥·rxy

(2π)2
1

Nc

〈
Tr
[
Vx⊥V

†
y⊥

]〉
x
, (2)

with Vx⊥ a light-like Wilson with transverse coordinate
x⊥ = B⊥ + rxy/2 in the fundamental representation
of SU(3) describing the colour precession of the quark
while eikonally interacting with the target field at x⊥
(resp. y⊥ = B⊥ − rxy/2 for the antiquark). We use
the shortand notation

∫
rxy

=
∫
d2rxy . The dependence

upon the impact parameter B⊥ of the dipole in Eq. (2)
is omitted. The x dependence of the CGC average ⟨...⟩x
over gluon field configurations is determined by the BK-
JIMWLK evolution equation [55–63] or by its linear ver-
sion corresponding to the BFKL equation [64, 65] in the
limit q⊥ ≫ Qs, with Qs the nucleus saturation scale. Ul-
timately, x is fixed by four-momentum conservation at
the scale x = xBj. Gathering the dipole S-matrix and
the hard factor HLO for producing the qq̄ pair from the
virtual photon, we get [50, 66]

FLO
UU,L =

Nc

2π4

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DF (x, q⊥)

∫ 1

0

dz |HLO|2 , (3)

with

HLO =
Q̄2

(P⊥ − q⊥)2 + Q̄2
− Q̄2

P 2
⊥ + Q̄2

, (4)

and Q̄2 = z(1 − z)Q2. At this stage, Eq. (3) contains all
kinematic O(P⊥/Q) and saturation O(Qs/Q) power cor-
rections at small x [67]. Performing the integral over z
and expanding the result in the limit Q ≫ P⊥ yields

FLO,N2LP
UU,L =

NcP
2
⊥

π4Q2

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DF (x, q⊥)

[
(P⊥ − q⊥)

2

P 2
⊥

+1− 2(P⊥ − q⊥)
2

P 2
⊥ − (P⊥ − q⊥)2

ln

(
P 2
⊥

(P⊥ − q⊥)2

)]
. (5)

In this limit, the integral over z in Eq. (3) is dominated
by the two endpoints z = 0 and z = 1, that is by the
so-called aligned jet configurations [37, 50, 52, 66] where
the produced qq̄ pair is highly asymmetric in longitudi-
nal space with either z ∼ P 2

⊥/Q
2 or 1 − z ∼ P 2

⊥/Q
2. As

clear from this result, the LO FUU,L is next-to-next-to-
leading power (N2LP) since it is suppressed by P 2

⊥/Q
2

and Eq. (5) provides an explicit expression from first
QCD principles of the LO and N2LP contribution to
FUU,L at small xBj (see also [68, 69]).

Physically, a longitudinally polarised photon can-
not directly couple to a (sea) quark at LO from the
target because of helicity conservation [70, 71]. The
same argument applies for the longitudinal structure
function FL(x,Q

2) which also vanishes at LO in the
naive parton model by virtue of the Callan-Gross rela-
tion [70]. That said, we note in anticipation of a fu-
ture discussion that the integral over P⊥ of FLO

UU,L in
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Eq. (3) nevertheless contributes to FL at LP such that
FLO
L = αs/(3π)xg(x,Q

2) [72–75] (cf. Supplemental Ma-
terial [76]), where the gluon PDF is defined, for x ≪ 1,
as [50, 53, 77, 78]

xg(x,Q2) ≡
∫ Q2

d2q⊥

∫
B⊥

Nc

2π2αs
q2⊥DF (x, q⊥) . (6)

We now consider the NLO correction to Eq. (3). The
complete NLO correction at small xBj to the SIDIS jet
cross-section for longitudinally polarised virtual photon
has been computed in [79, 80] (see also [81–83]). We shall
focus on the top right real diagram in Fig. 1, labelled
R1× R1∗, where the quark-jet P⊥ is measured (the case
where the antiquark jet is tagged is identical). This dia-
gram contributes to FUU,L as (cf. Eq. (3.33) in [80]),

FR1×R1∗

UU,L =
αsNc

8π8

∫
x⊥,x′

⊥,y⊥,z⊥

e−iP⊥·rxx′

∫ 1

0

dz

×
∫ 1−z

0

dzg
zg

(
1− zg

1− z

)2

Q̄4K0(QXR)K0(QX ′
R)

× rzx · rzx′

r2zxr
2
zx′

(
1 +

zg
z

+
z2g
2z2

)
Ξ(x⊥,y⊥, z⊥,x

′
⊥) , (7)

with rab ≡ a⊥ − b⊥. Here zg = kg · P/(P · q) is the
longitudinal momentum fraction of the gluon with 4-
momentum kµg and z⊥ its transverse coordinate when
it eikonally crosses the shockwave. The integral over
zg is divergent as zg → 0, yet as we shall see, the
high virtuality limit of Eq. (7) is insensitive to this ra-
pidity divergence [84]. Further, K0 is the zeroth or-
der modified Bessel function entering into the qq̄g light-
cone wave-function with the effective qq̄g size given by
X2

R = z(1−z−zg)r
2
xy+zzgr

2
zx+(1−z−zg)zgr

2
zy and like-

wise for X ′
R with the replacement rxy → rx′y . Last, the

CGC correlator Ξ associated with the eikonal interaction
of the qq̄g system with the target gluon field reads

Ξ =
Nc

2
⟨Dxx′ −DxzDzy −DyzDzx′ + 1⟩x

− 1

2Nc
⟨Dxx′ −Dxy −Dyx′ + 1⟩x , (8)

with the shorthand notation Dxy = Tr(Vx⊥V
†
y⊥

)/Nc.
We would like to demonstrate that Eq. (7) has a lead-

ing twist component in the limit Q2 ≫ P 2
⊥. As previ-

ously mentioned, this limit is dominated by aligned jet
configurations, yet for this diagram, the end-point z = 1
is power suppressed because of the upper limit of the zg
integral coming from longitudinal momentum conser-
vation. Let us then focus on the endpoint z = 0 with the
scaling z ∼ P 2

⊥/Q
2 ≪ 1. In this regime, the term given

by z2g/(2z
2) in the third line of Eq. (7) dominates. The ad-

ditional power of z2g cancels the light-cone divergence in
1/zg of the zg integral such that one can safely integrate
over zg between 0 and 1, with typically zg ∼ 1/2.

Furthermore, the hierarchy of scales Q ≫ P⊥ must be
reflected in a hierarchy of transverse distances among
the qq̄g system while interacting with the shockwave.
From the phase in Eq. (7), we have rxx′ ∼ 1/P⊥ (and
likewise for rxy and rx′y since rxx′ = rxy − rx′y) such
that the qq̄ pair is widely separated in the amplitude
and complex conjugate amplitude. Moreover, the q̄g
pair must have a small size as the condition XR ≲ 1/Q
from the K0 Bessel function implies rzy ∼ 1/Q. We
can therefore approximate XR ≈ zr2xy + zg(1 − zg)r

2
zy

(and likewise for X ′
R) where it is now easy to verify

that both terms in XR are of the same order. Similarly,
the Weizsäcker–Williams gluon emission kernel rizx/r2zx
in Eq. (7) is approximated by −rixy/r

2
xy . Finally, using

z⊥ ∼ y⊥, the CGC correlator Eq. (8) simplifies into a
sum of dipoles, with an overall CF Casimir factor:

Ξ ≈ CF ⟨Dxx′ −Dxy −Dyx′ + 1⟩x , (9)

= CF

∫
q⊥

(
eiq⊥·rxy − 1

) (
e−iq⊥·rx′y − 1

)
DF (x, q⊥) . (10)

Under these approximations, one can analytically per-
form the transverse coordinate integrals in Eq. (7), and
extract the Q ≫ P⊥ limit of the final z integration
(cf. Supplemental Material), such that

FNLO,LP-q
UU,L =

αsCF

2π
× Nc

4π4

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DF (x, q⊥)

×
[
1− P⊥ · (P⊥ − q⊥)

P 2
⊥ − (P⊥ − q⊥)2

ln

(
P 2
⊥

(P⊥ − q⊥)2

)]
, (11)

which is the complete NLO result at LP and small x for
the quark-jet contribution to FUU,L (using similar argu-
ments, one shows that other diagrams not displayed in
Fig. 1 are not LP). This expression neglects power cor-
rections in P⊥/Q, but it resums to all orders saturation
power corrections in Qs/P⊥. It can then be used also in
the saturation regime P⊥ ∼ Qs so long as P⊥, Qs ≪ Q.

Most importantly, the NLO correction to FUU,L is
leading twist; unlike Eq. (5), it is not suppressed by
P⊥/Q. The mathematical derivation gives physical in-
sight on why it is so: the leading twist component
comes from the regime z ∼ P 2

⊥/Q
2 ≪ 1, meaning

that in the Breit frame where the jet rapidity reads
η = ln(zQ/P⊥) ∼ ln(P⊥/Q) < 0, the jet is produced
in the target fragmentation hemisphere (cf Fig 2-left)
and not in the current (or γ∗) fragmentation one where
the leading hadron is measured in hadronic SIDIS and
where the corresponding TMD factorisation theorem
holds [13, 27, 29, 85]. From a physical standpoint, the
condition z ∼ P 2

⊥/Q
2 can be understood as follows:

to bypass the LO helicity conservation argument, a real
gluon must be emitted with enough longitudinal phase
space. Then, the LP contribution comes from the aligned
jet configuration with either z ∼ 1 or z ∼ P 2

⊥/Q
2. How-

ever, the former is forbidden by longitudinal momen-
tum conservation imposing zg ≤ 1− z for real gluons.
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γ∗
L γ∗

L

A A

P⊥
P⊥
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test
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Figure 2. Breit frame views of the LP jet produced in γ∗
L + A

collision at small x in the quark (left) and gluon (right) pro-
duction channels.

In Eq. (11), the expression after the × symbol must be
interpreted as the LO quark TMD fracture function xFq :

xFq(x,P⊥) =
Nc

4π4

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DF (x, q⊥)

×
[
1− P⊥ · (P⊥ − q⊥)

P 2
⊥ − (P⊥ − q⊥)2

ln

(
P 2
⊥

(P⊥ − q⊥)2

)]
. (12)

It turns out to be identical, at this αs order, to the stan-
dard TMD sea quark distribution function probed in
small x SIDIS mediated by a transversely polarised pho-
ton in the current fragmentation region [48–52, 86], in-
cluding in the saturation regime P⊥ ∼ Qs. This is non

trivial as the longitudinal photon does not directly cou-
ple to sea quarks in the target, as illustrated in Fig. 2-left.

In addition to the diagrams where the fermionic jet
is tagged, there are LP NLO contributions to the SIDIS
jet cross-section where the gluon jet with transverse mo-
mentum P⊥ = kg⊥ and z = zg ≲ P 2

⊥/Q
2 is measured

(examples of diagrams are shown in the second row of
Fig. 1). They are computed in detail in the Supplemental
Material following the method outlined above. Remark-
ably, the leading twist component of these diagrams
now depends on the gluon-gluon dipole S-matrix,

DA(x, q⊥) ≡
∫
rzz′

e−iq⊥·rzz′

(2π)2(N2
c − 1)

〈
Uab
z⊥

U†,ba
z′
⊥

〉
x
, (13)

with Uz⊥ a Wilson line in the adjoint representation. In-
deed, in the limit Q ≫ P⊥ with P⊥ now that of the
gluon, the qq̄ pair becomes the smallest dipole with
transverse size rxy ∼ 1/Q much smaller than the trans-
verse distance rzx ∼ 1/P⊥ between the qq̄ pair and the
gluon. Like in semi-inclusive diffractive DIS [87, 88],
an effective gluon-gluon dipole is built in the amplitude
out of the NLO gluon and this very small qq̄ dipole. The
gluon-jet contribution eventually reads

FNLO,LP-g
UU,L =

αs

3π
× xFg(x,P⊥) , (14)

with the gluon TMD fracture function xFg at small x:

xFg(x,P⊥) =
N2

c − 1

4π4

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DA(x, q⊥)×
{
ln

(
1

x

)
q2⊥
P 2
⊥

− 1− (P⊥ − q⊥)
2 − q2⊥

2P 2
⊥

ln

(
(P⊥ − q⊥)

2

P 2
⊥

)
+

(
1− 2(P⊥ · (P⊥ − q⊥))

2

P 2
⊥(P⊥ − q⊥)2

)
(P⊥ − q⊥)

2

P 2
⊥ − (P⊥ − q⊥)2

ln

(
(P⊥ − q⊥)

2

P 2
⊥

)}
. (15)

As a cross-check of Eq. (15), we consider the dilute
limit P⊥ ≫ q⊥ ∼ Qs. It is easy to check that, up to
power corrections in Q4

s/P
4
⊥, we have

xFg(x,P⊥) ≈
αs

2π2

1

P 2
⊥

∫ 1

x

dξPgg(ξ)xg(x, P
2
⊥) , (16)

with Pgg(ξ) = 2Nc(1− ξ(1− ξ))2/[ξ(1− ξ)+] the g → gg
splitting function. Thus, the gluon TMD in Eq. (15)
can be interpreted [89, 90] as the convolution between
the (adjoint) dipole gluon TMD DA sourcing the parent
gluon from the target wave-function and a TMD g → gg
splitting function [91], where one daughter gluon gives
the measured jet while the other interacts with the vir-
tual photon via a qq̄ pair, as shown in Fig. 2-right.

Gathering the fermion and gluon jet contributions,
our final result for the single-inclusive jet cross-section

in longitudinally polarised DIS at LP and small x is

FLP
UU,L =

αsCF

2π

∑
k=q,q̄

xFk(x,P⊥) +
αs

3π
xFg(x,P⊥) . (17)

Eq. (17), together with Eqs. (12)-(15), are the main re-
sults of this paper. Eq. (17) is analogous to the Altarelli-
Martinelli identity [92, 93] for FL at one loop in the
collinear factorisation αs power counting:

FL =
αsx

2

2π

∫ 1

x

dz

z3

[
8

3
F2(z,Q

2) + 4
(
1− x

z

)
zg(z,Q2)

]
≈

x≪1

αsCF

2π
(xq(x,Q2) + xq̄(x,Q2)) +

αs

3π
xg(x,Q2) , (18)

where we have used F2 = xq + xq̄ in the LO naive par-
ton model. Yet, it differs from the latter in two crucial
aspects: (i) Eq. (17) is valid at the TMD level (P⊥ un-
integrated), (ii) it is a two loop result in the collinear
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factorisation αs power counting since xFq/g = O(αs).
This result also agrees with the small x limit of Eq. (4.2)
in [94] where FUU,L is computed at NLO in the Bjorken
limit for hadrons produced in the target hemisphere.

Integrating Eq. (17) for P⊥ ≤ Q gives the one loop
correction to FL at small x and leading twist. Albeit
O(α2

s), the result has the same structure as Eq. (18) with
the quark PDF xq at small x defined as [37, 90, 95, 96]

xq(x,Q2) =

∫ Q2

d2P⊥ xFq(x,P⊥) , (19)

and likewise for xq̄. In the gluon channel, xg(x,Q2) is
now defined by the P⊥-integral of Eq. (15). This integral
is controlled by the perturbative 1/P 2

⊥ tail obtained in
Eq. (16) and gives what one expects: the x → 0 limit of
one DGLAP step of the LO gluon PDF defined in Eq. (6).
In the end, Eq. (17) shows that the Altarelli-Martinelli
relation in NLO collinear factorisation actually works at
two loops in the x → 0 limit.

We finally conclude with a numerical study of the
TMD fracture functions at small x. Our goal is to il-
lustrate the P⊥ dependence of xFq/g and to assess the
importance of gluon saturation. To compute the dipole
S-matrix in momentum space, we use the McLerran-
Venugopalan model [97, 98] for a nucleus with atomic
mass number A,

⟨Dxy⟩ = exp

[
−1

4
A1/3Q2

s,pr
2
xy ln

(
1

rxyΛ
+ e

)]
, (20)

with parameters Q2
s,p = 0.2 GeV2 for the bare proton sat-

uration scale at x = 0.01, Λ = 0.24 GeV [99, 100]. Thanks
to the +e term in the Coulomb logarithm, the Fourier
transform DF (x, q⊥) of Eq. (20) is positive-definite [101,
102]. To get the adjoint dipole in Eq. (13), we simply
rescale Q2

s,p → NcQ
2
s,p/CF in Eq. (20). These choices are

meant to illustrate the general behaviour of xFq/g with
motivated values for the model parameters; we post-
pone phenomenological studies to future work.

In Fig. 3-top, the red and blue curves respectively cor-
respond to the P⊥-dependence of the quark and gluon
TMD fracture functions, at LO in the small x limit, as
given by Eqs. (12)-(15). They are represented for two
values of the saturation scale corresponding to a proton
(dashed curves) and a large nucleus with A1/3 = 5 (plain
curves). The bottom plot displays the ratio of the quark
and gluon TMD fracture functions between a large nu-
cleus and a proton, normalised by A−1/3.

The quark TMD fracture function has two regimes:
at large P⊥, one recognises the perturbative tail ∝
A1/3Q2

s,p/P
2
⊥, such that the ratio A/p in the bottom plot

converges towards 1 for P⊥ ≫ Qs. For P⊥ ≪ Qs, the
growth of the quark TMD saturates [48–50] and reaches
the universal (independent of A) unitary limit.

On the other hand, the gluon TMD fracture function
Eq. (15) shows very little sensitivity to saturation effect,
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Figure 3. Small-x quark and gluon TMD fracture functions at
LO for a proton and a nucleus with A1/3 = 5. Details in text.

since the 1/P 2
⊥ perturbative tail extends down to values

of P⊥ smaller than Qs. The small impact of saturation
is also manifest in the ratio plot, which is approxima-
tively constant except around P⊥ ∼ Qs. This is a conse-
quence of the first term in the curly bracket of Eq. (15),
which behaves like 1/P 2

⊥ even for P⊥ ≪ Qs. This term is
caused by final state gluon emissions in the dipole frame
(bottom-right diagram in Fig. 1) which are insensitive to
the scattering of the qq̄ dipole off the shockwave. Ob-
viously, the 1/P 2

⊥ enhancement at small P⊥ will be sup-
pressed by a Sudakov factor [103–110], as for the quark
TMD [37, 111]. The computation of the Sudakov factor
for Eq. (15) requires a two-loop calculation in the CGC.

That said, it is likely that the quark production chan-
nel will be the most sensitive to saturation effects, even
after including the dominant higher order corrections
via a Sudakov suppression factor, since such a factor
would largely cancel in the A/p ratio [112]. One way
to focus on quark-initiated jets produced in the target
hemisphere would be to consider jets with open heavy
flavour. We defer the computation of the quark mass
corrections to Eq. (12) for a follow-up paper.

To summarise, we have unveiled a new contribution
to TMD factorisation in SIDIS coming from jets pro-
duced in the target fragmentation region. We have de-
rived a simple analytic expression for FUU,L at small x
and leading twist in terms of TMD fracture functions, as
shown in Eq. (17), opening a new way to explore satura-
tion in and TMD phenomenology at the EIC. Our results
also pave the way towards precision studies of nucleon
energy-energy correlators [23, 25] at NLO. In the future,
we plan to investigate diffractive fracture functions, as
well as heavy flavour in the target region.
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Supplemental Material

A. Leading twist contribution to FL from the LO structure function FLO
UU,L for semi-inclusive DIS jet production

In this Supplemental Material, we demonstrate that although FLO
UU,L given by Eq. (3) in the main text is power

suppressed by P 2
⊥/Q

2, the integral over P⊥ of Eq. (3) provides at leading power contribution to FL proportional to
the gluon PDF. For phenomenological studies of the longitudinal structure function at small x, we refer the reader to
[74, 75, 115–119].

By definition, at this leading perturbative order where jets and partons are in one-to-one correspondence,

FL(x,Q
2) ≡

∫
d2P⊥F

LO
UU,L(x,Q

2,P⊥) . (21)

The integral over P⊥ can be performed analytically, such that

FL(x,Q
2) =

Nc

π3

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DF (x, q⊥)

∫ 1

0

dz Q̄2

1− 2Q̄2

q2⊥

√
1 + 4Q̄2/q2⊥

ln

(
1 +

q2⊥
2Q̄2

[
1 +

√
1 + 4Q̄2/q2⊥

]) . (22)

Expanding the quantity inside the z integral for Q2 ≫ q2⊥ ∼ Q2
s, we get

Q̄2

1− 2Q̄2

q2⊥

√
1 + 4Q̄2/q2⊥

ln

1 +
q2⊥

[
1 +

√
1 + 4Q̄2/q2⊥

]
2Q̄2


 =

q2⊥
6

+O
(
q4⊥
Q̄2

)
, (23)

which is independent of z at the lowest order in the 1/Q expansion. This means that the z integral is not controlled
by the end-points z = 0 and z = 1. Performing the trivial integration over z, we get

FL(x,Q
2) =

Nc

6π3

∫
B⊥

∫ Q2

d2q⊥ q2⊥DF (x, q⊥) , (24)

where the logarithmically divergent q⊥ integral is cut by the large virtuality scale q2
⊥ ≤ Q2 in agreement with our

Q2 ≫ q2⊥ initial assumption. Using the definition of the gluon PDF at small x given by Eq. (6) in the main text, one
finds the gluon contribution to FL,

F g
L(x,Q

2) =
αs

3π
xg(x,Q2) , for x ≪ 1 . (25)

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.094056
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.094056
http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.08277
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.081902
http://arxiv.org/abs/2308.00022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2004.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2004.05.001
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0309015
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.034028
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.034028
http://arxiv.org/abs/1911.04530
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.96.114005
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.96.114005
http://arxiv.org/abs/1708.05654
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.68.114005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.68.114005
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0304189
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.034002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1212.2974
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.105.114017
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.05846
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.096019
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.04405
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.104.014019
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.03886
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.03886
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.074026
http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.01620
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.107.074016
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.10484
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.10484
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2022.137125
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2022.137125
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.14569
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2022)080
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.01412
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2024)056
http://arxiv.org/abs/2309.16576
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.12847
http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.01684


9

This is in agreement with the Altarelli-Martinelli formula for FL [92, 93]:

FL(x,Q
2) =

αs

2π
x2

∫ 1

x

dz

z3

[
8

3
F2(z,Q

2) + 4
(
1− x

z

)
zg(z,Q2)

]
, (26)

with F2 the standard second DIS structure function. Focusing on the second term alone, approximating zg(z,Q2) ≈
xg(x,Q2) at small x, and performing the z integral∫ 1

x

dz

z3

(
1− x

z

)
=

1

6x2

[
1 +O(x2)

]
, (27)

we find indeed Eq. (25).
The sea quark contribution to FL. Formally, Eq. (26) is valid at O(αs) and therefore does not contain the contribution

from sea quarks. However, one can guess what the connection should be between FL and the sea quark PDF at small
x by using the identity F2(x,Q

2) = xq(x,Q2) from the naive parton model (with xq(x,Q2) the valence quark PDF)
and by extending it to the case of sea quarks. For sea quarks at small x, one can approximate zq(z,Q2) in the
z-integral in Eq. (26) by xqsea(x,Q

2) since xqsea(x,Q
2) grows like a power law as x decreases. Using

x2

∫ 1

x

dz

z3
=

1

2
+O(x2) , (28)

we get

F q
L(x,Q

2) =
2αs

3π
xqsea(x,Q

2) =
αsCF

2π
xqsea(x,Q

2) , for x ≪ 1 , (29)

which is akin to the relation between the LP FUU,L and the sea quark TMD obtained in the main text.

B. Proof of Eq. (11) in the main text

In this Supplemental Material, we provide the mathematical proof of Eq. (11) in the Letter. Our starting point
is Eq. (7) in the Letter. After making the approximations discussed in the main text and the change of transverse
coordinate variables x⊥,y⊥,x

′
⊥, z⊥ → B⊥ = (x⊥ + x′

⊥)/2, rxy = x⊥ − y⊥, rx′y = x′
⊥ − y⊥, rzy = z⊥ − y⊥, Eq. (7)

becomes

FR1×R1∗

UU,L =
αsNc

16π8

∫
d2q⊥

∫
B⊥,rxy,rx′y,rzy

e−iP⊥·(rxy−rx′y)

∫ 1

0

dz

∫ 1

0

dzgzg(1− zg)
2Q4K0(QXR)K0(QX ′

R)

× rxy · rx′y

r2xyr
2
x′y

(
eiq⊥·rxy − 1

) (
e−iq⊥·rx′y − 1

)
CFDF (x, q⊥) , (30)

with XR = zrxy + zg(1 − zg)rzy and X ′
R = zrx′y + zg(1 − zg)rzy . The first trick is to introduce the unity in Eq. (30)

with

1 =

∫
d2l3⊥
(2π)2

∫
d2rz′y eil3⊥·(rzy−rz′y) =

∫
d2rz′y δ(2)(rzy − rz′y) , (31)

which allows us to replace rzy by rz′y in X ′
R. Since we work under the assumption rzy ∼ 1/Q, it means that the

auxiliary momentum scale |l3⊥| is also of order Q. Grouping together the integrals over transverse coordinates with
and without prime indices, we get

FR1×R1∗

UU,L =
αsCFNc

2π5
Q2

∫ 1

0

dz

∫ 1

0

dzg zg(1− zg)
2

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DF (x, q⊥)

∫
d2l3⊥
(2π)

Hi
R1×R1∗Hi∗

R1×R1∗ , (32)

with the “hard factor” of diagram R1× R1∗ defined as

Hi
R1×R1∗ ≡

∫
d2rxy
(2π)

∫
d2rzy
(2π)

e−iP⊥·rxy
(
eiq⊥·rxy − 1

)
eil3⊥·rzy

Qrixy
r2xy

K0

(
∆
√
r2zy + ωr2xy

)
, (33)



10

where ∆2 = zg(1 − zg)Q
2 and ω = z/(zg(1 − zg)). The hard factor HR1×R1∗ can be computed analytically by using

the inverse Fourier transform of the K0 modified Bessel function (see e.g. [79, 114]):

rixy
r2xy

K0

(
∆
√
r2zy + ωr2xy

)
= −i

∫
d2l1⊥
(2π)

∫
d2l2⊥
(2π)

lk2⊥eil1⊥·rzy+il2⊥·rxy

(l21⊥ +∆2) [l22⊥ + ω (l21⊥ +∆2)]
, (34)

such that

Hi
R1×R1∗ =

−i(P i
⊥ − qi

⊥)Q

(l23⊥ +∆2)[(P⊥ − q⊥)2 + ω(l23⊥ +∆2)]
+

iP i
⊥Q

(l23⊥ +∆2)[P 2
⊥ + ω(l23⊥ +∆2)]

. (35)

We observe that one is not allowed to make any further approximation in this hard factor, since |l3⊥| ∼ Q ∼ ∆ and
P 2
⊥ ∼ ωl23⊥ ∼ zQ2. Fortunately, we can perform the auxiliary l3⊥ integral analytically, such that∫

d2l3⊥
(2π)

Hi
R1×R1∗Hi∗

R1×R1∗ =
Q̄2

2zg(1− zg)

[
1

P 2
⊥Q̄

2
+

1

P 2
⊥(P

2
⊥ + Q̄2)

− 2 ln(1 + P 2
⊥/Q̄

2)

P 4
⊥

+
1

(P⊥ − q⊥)2Q̄2

+
1

(P⊥ − q⊥)2((P⊥ − q⊥)2 + Q̄2)
− 2 ln(1 + (P⊥ − q⊥)

2/Q̄2)

(P⊥ − q⊥)4
− 2

P⊥ · (P⊥ − q⊥)

P 4
⊥(P⊥ − q⊥)4(P 2

⊥ − (P⊥ − q⊥)2)

×
(
(P 2

⊥ − (P⊥ − q⊥)
2)(P⊥ − q⊥)

2P 2
⊥

Q̄2
+ (P⊥ − q⊥)

4 ln(1 + P 2
⊥/Q̄

2)− P 4
⊥ ln(1 + (P⊥ − q⊥)

2/Q̄2)

)]
, (36)

with Q̄2 = zQ2. The integral over zg in Eq. (32) becomes trivial since zg does not appear inside the square bracket of
Eq. (36): ∫ 1

0

dzg(1− zg) =
1

2
. (37)

The last step is to do the z integral and to take the limit Q ≫ P⊥ of the result. These two manipulations can be
performed together thanks to the change of variable z → u = zQ2/P 2

⊥, such that the integral over u goes from 0 to
Q2/P 2

⊥ → ∞ in the limit Q2 ≫ P 2
⊥:

FR1×R1∗

UU,L =
αsCFNc

8π5

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DF (x, q⊥)

∫ ∞

0

du 2u

[
1

u
+

1

1 + u
− 2 ln

(
1 +

1

u

)
− P⊥ · (P⊥ − q⊥)

(P 2
⊥ − (P⊥ − q⊥)2)

×
(
P 2
⊥ − (P⊥ − q⊥)

2

(P⊥ − q⊥)2u
+ ln

(
1 +

1

u

)
− P 4

⊥
(P⊥ − q⊥)4

ln

(
1 +

(P⊥ − q⊥)
2

P 2
⊥u

))]
(38)

=
αsCF

2π
× Nc

4π4

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DF (x, q⊥)

[
1− P⊥ · (P⊥ − q⊥) ln(P

2
⊥/(P⊥ − q⊥)

2)

(P 2
⊥ − (P⊥ − q⊥)2)

]
, (39)

which is exactly the result given by Eq. (11) in the main text. The integral over u is controlled by u ≲ 1, meaning that
the z integration is dominated by the physical endpoint z ∼ P 2

⊥/Q
2 as discussed in the main text. It is remarkable

that the integral over u coming from the complicated momentum space hard factor in Eq. (36) eventually gives the
same P⊥ dependence as for the sea quark TMD involved in the transversely polarised photon case at LO.

C. Proof of Eqs. (14)-(15) in the main text

We now turn to the derivation of the leading power contribution coming from a gluon jet measurement in single-
inclusive jet production in DIS mediated by a longitudinally polarised virtual photon. The extraction of the LP
component out of the coordinate space expressions obtained in [80] is more complicated than in the quark jet case. To
cross-check our final result presented in the last subsection and given by Eq. (15) in the main text, we have performed
an independent calculation based on the momentum space expression of the cross-section for γ∗

L + A → qq̄+gluon
with zg ∼ P 2

⊥/Q
2 ≪ 1 production, in which the qq̄ pair is subsequently integrated out.

In the following, we divide the calculation into three contributions according to the notations of [80]:
(i) the NLO-4 term coming from Feynman graphs where the gluon is emitted before the shockwave both in the

amplitude and in the complex conjugate amplitude (cf. bottom-left diagram in Fig. (1) of the Letter),
(ii) the NLO-1 term coming from interferences between gluon emission before and after the shockwave and,
(iii) the NLO-0+NLO-3 terms coming from diagrams where the gluon is emitted after the shockwave both in the

amplitude and complex conjugate amplitude (cf. bottom-right diagram in Fig. (1) of the Letter).
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The NLO-4 contribution

The contribution of Eq. (3.73) in [80] to FUU,L reads

FNLO4
UU,L =

αsNc

4π8

∫
x⊥,y⊥,z⊥,z′

⊥

e−iP⊥·rzz′

∫ 1

0

dz

z

∫ 1−z

0

dz1z
2
1(1− z1 − z)2Q4K0(QXR)K0(QX ′

R)

×Re [ΞNLO4,g(x⊥,y⊥, z⊥, z
′
⊥)]

[(
1 +

z

z1
+

z2

2z21

)
rzx · rz′x

r2zxr
2
z′x

−
(
1 +

z

2z1
+

z

2(1− z1 − z)

)
rzy · rz′x

r2zyr
2
z′x

]
, (40)

with the CGC correlator given by

ΞNLO4,g(x⊥,y⊥, z⊥, z
′
⊥) =

Nc

2
⟨1−DxzDzy −Dyz′Dz′x +Dz′zDzz′⟩x − 1

2Nc
⟨2−Dxy −Dyx⟩ , (41)

and the effective size of the qq̄g system

XR = z1(1− z1 − z)r2xy + z1zr
2
zx + (1− z1 − z)zr2zy , (42)

X ′
R = z1(1− z1 − z)r2xy + z1zr

2
z′x + (1− z1 − z)zr2z′y . (43)

Note that since the gluon-jet is tagged, we have zg = z and we integrate over the longitudinal momentum fraction
z1 of the quark.

We first do a change of transverse coordinates using B⊥ = z1x⊥ + (1 − z1)y⊥ and rxy = x⊥ − y⊥. Note that
since z ≪ 1, B⊥ physically corresponds to the impact parameter of the virtual photon. We then implement the
approximations discussed in the main text, namely (i) the integral over z is dominated by z ∼ P 2

⊥/Q
2 ≪ 1 when

Q2 ≫ P 2
⊥, (ii) the integral over transverse coordinates is controlled by dipole sizes such that rxy ∼ 1/Q and rzB ∼

rz′B ∼ 1/P⊥.
In this limit, we have XR ≈ z1(1 − z1)r

2
xy + zr2zB and X ′

R ≈ z1(1 − z1)r
2
xy + zr2z′B . The next step is to expand

ΞNLO4,g in the regime rxy ≪ rzB , rz′B :

Re(ΞNLO4,g(x⊥,y⊥, z⊥, z
′
⊥)) =

Nc

2
Re ⟨1−DBzDzB −DBz′Dz′B +Dzz′Dz′z⟩

− (1− 2z1)r
i
xy

Nc

2
Re

〈
1

N2
c

Tr(VBV
†
z )Tr(Vz∂

iV †
B)

〉
− (1− 2z1)r

i
xy

Nc

2
Re

〈
1

N2
c

Tr(∂iVBV
†
z′)Tr(Vz′V †

B)

〉
+O(r2xy) ,

(44)

where the terms of order r2xy can be neglected as they would necessarily yield 1/Q2 suppressed contributions after
forming the product with the quantity inside the square bracket in Eq. (40).

Indeed, this quantity must be similarly expanded up to the order O(r2xy) or O(z), as[(
1 +

z

z1
+

z2

2z21

)
rzx · rz′x

r2zxr
2
z′x

−
(
1 +

z

2z1
+

z

2(1− z1 − z)

)
rzy · rz′x

r2zyr
2
z′x

]
≈ − riz′Br

j
xy

r2z′Br
2
zB

[
δij − 2rizBr

j
zB

r2zB

]

+
z(1− 2z1)

2z1(1− z1)

rzB · rz′B

r2zBr
2
z′B

+ (1− z1)
rjxyr

k
xy

r2zBr
2
z′B

[
δij − 2rizBr

j
zB

r2zB

] [
δik − 2riz′Br

k
z′B

r2z′B

]
+O(z2, r3xy) . (45)

In order to get a leading power contribution, one should consider the terms in the product between Eq. (44) and
Eq. (45) which are at most O(z0r2xy) or O(z1r0xy). Among those terms, the only one which is not proportional to
1− 2z1 is

Nc

2
Re ⟨1−DBzDzB −DBz′Dz′B +Dzz′Dz′z⟩ × (1− z1)

rjxyr
k
xy

r2zBr
2
z′B

[
δij − 2rizBr

j
zB

r2zB

] [
δik − 2riz′Br

k
z′B

r2z′B

]
. (46)

It is easy to check that the terms proportional to 1− 2z1 will cancel after integrating over z1, since∫ 1

0

dz1(1− 2z1) = 0 . (47)
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The CGC correlator in Eq. (46) can be fully written in term of the gluon-gluon dipole Dg
xz ,

Dg
Bz ≡ 1

N2
c − 1

Uab
B⊥

U†,ba
z⊥

, (48)

by mean of the Fierz identity, such that

DBzDzB =
N2

c − 1

N2
c

Dg
Bz +

1

N2
c

. (49)

Using this equation, we find that the CGC correlator in Eq. (46) reduces to a sum of gluon-gluon dipoles as discussed
in the main text:

Nc

2
Re ⟨1−DBzDzB −DBz′Dz′B +Dzz′Dz′z⟩ = CF ⟨1−Dg

zB −Dg
Bz′ +Dg

zz′⟩x , (50)

= CF

∫
q⊥

(
eiq⊥·rzB − 1

) (
e−iq⊥·rz′B − 1

)
DA(x, q⊥) . (51)

Combining all these results together, the leading power contribution of Eq. (40) can be expressed as

FNLO4,LP
UU,L =

αsNc

4π8

∫
B⊥,rxy,rzB ,rz′B

e−iP⊥·rzz′CFRe

∫
q⊥

(
eiq⊥·rzB − 1

) (
e−iq⊥·rz′B − 1

)
DA(x, q⊥)

×
∫ 1

0

dz

z

∫ 1

0

dz1z
2
1(1− z1)

3Q4K0(QXR)K0(QX ′
R)

rjxyr
k
xy

r2zBr
2
z′B

[
δij − 2rizBr

j
zB

r2zB

] [
δik − 2riz′Br

k
z′B

r2z′B

]
(52)

=
2αsCFNcQ

2

π5

∫ 1

0

dz

z

∫ 1

0

dz1

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DA(x, q⊥)z1(1− z1)
2

∫
d2l3⊥
(2π)

Hi
NLO4Hi∗

NLO4 , (53)

with

Hi
NLO4 =

∫
d2rzB
(2π)

∫
d2rxy
(2π)

e−iP⊥·rzB
(
eiq⊥rzB − 1

)
eil3⊥·rxy

Q̄1r
k
xy

r2zB

[
δik − 2

rizBr
k
zB

r2zB

]
K0

(
Q̄1

√
r2xy + ωr2zB

)
, (54)

=
−iQ̄1(P⊥ − q⊥)

2lk3⊥
(l23⊥ + Q̄2

1)
2((P⊥ − q⊥)2 + ω(l23⊥ + Q̄2

1))

[
δik − 2(P⊥ − q⊥)

i(P⊥ − q⊥)
k

(P⊥ − q⊥)2

]
+

iQ̄1P
2
⊥l

k
3⊥

(l23⊥ + Q̄2
1)

2(P 2
⊥ + ω(l23⊥ + Q̄2

1))

[
δik − 2P i

⊥P
k
⊥

P 2
⊥

]
, (55)

where we have introduced the shorthand variables Q̄2
1 = z1(1 − z1)Q

2 and ω = z/(z1(1 − z1)). To get the second
equality, we have used similar tricks as in section B of this Supplemental Material.

Integrating over l3⊥, z1 and z between some lower cut-off z0 and 1 yields

FNLO4,LP
UU,L =

αsCFNc

6π5

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DA(x, q⊥)

[
−11

6
+

1

2
ln

(
P 2

⊥
z0Q2

)
+

1

2
ln

(
(P⊥ − q⊥)

2

z0Q2

)
+

(
1− 2(P⊥ · (P⊥ − q⊥))

2

P 2
⊥(P⊥ − q⊥)2

)
×
(
−5

6
+

P 2
⊥ + (P⊥ − q⊥)

2

2(P 2
⊥ − (P⊥ − q⊥)2)

ln

(
(P⊥ − q⊥)

2

P 2
⊥

)
+

1

2
ln

(
P 2

⊥
z0Q2

)
+

1

2
ln

(
(P⊥ − q⊥)

2

z0Q2

))]
. (56)

The dependence upon z0 and Q2 in this expression will cancel after adding the NLO-1 contribution.

The NLO-1 contribution

Let us now consider the contribution of Eq. (3.72) in [80] to FUU,L:

FNLO1
UU,L =

αsNc

4π8

∫
x⊥,y⊥,z⊥,z′

⊥

e−iP⊥·rzz′

∫ 1

0

dz

z

∫ 1−z

0

dz1 e
i
z1
z P⊥·rz′xz21 (1− z1 − z)

2
(
1 +

z1
z

)
Q4K0(Q̄R2rz′y)K0(QXR)

×Re [ΞNLO,1(x⊥,y⊥, z⊥, z
′
⊥)]

[(
1 +

z

2z1
+

z

2(1− z1 − z)

)
rzy · rz′x

r2zyr
2
z′x

−
(
1 +

z

z1
+

z2

2z21

)
rzx · rz′x

r2zxr
2
z′x

]
+ c.c. ,

(57)
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with Q̄2
R2 = (1− z1 − z)(z1 + z)Q2 and the CGC correlator

ΞNLO,1(x⊥,y⊥, z⊥, z
′
⊥) =

Nc

2
⟨1−Dyz′ −DxzDzy +Dzz′Dxz⟩ −

1

2Nc
⟨1−Dxy −Dyz′ +Dxz′⟩ . (58)

As for the NLO-4 term, we aim at extracting the LP contribution out of this expression. We also change the variables
to B⊥ = z1x⊥ + (1− z1)y⊥ and rxy = x⊥ − y⊥.

We look for a gluon jet in the target fragmentation region with z ∼ P 2
⊥/Q

2. Defining L⊥ = z1P⊥/z such that
L⊥ ∼ Q2/P⊥, we have the hierarchy L⊥ ≫ Q ≫ P⊥ such that rz′x ≪ rxy ≪ rzB from the phases. With this hierarchy
of transverse distances in mind, we first simplify the color structure using z′

⊥ = x⊥

ΞNLO,1(x⊥,y⊥, z⊥, z
′
⊥) ≈

Nc

2
⟨1−Dyx −DxzDzy +DzxDxz⟩ −

1

2Nc
⟨2−Dxy −Dyx⟩ , (59)

and we further expand it around B⊥ up to the first order in rxy as for the NLO-4 color structure in the previous
subsection:

Re(ΞNLO,1(x⊥,y⊥, z⊥, z
′
⊥)) = rixy

Nc

2
Re

〈
1

N2
c

Tr(VBV
†
z )Tr(Vz∂

iV †
B)

〉
+O(r2xy) (60)

= rixy
CF

2

∫
d2q⊥e

−iq⊥·rzB (iqi
⊥)DA(x, q⊥) . (61)

The quantity inside the big square bracket in Eq. (57) is identical, up to an overall minus sign, to Eq. (45). However,
since the expansion of the CGC correlator starts at the order O(rxy), it is sufficient to truncate Eq. (45) up to the order
one in O(rxy) and the order zero in z. We thus get

FNLO1,LP
UU,L =

αsNc

8π7

∫
B⊥,rxy,z⊥,z′

⊥

e−iP⊥·rzBCF

∫
q⊥

e−iq⊥·rzB (iqk
⊥)DA(x, q⊥)

×
∫ 1

0

dz

z2

∫ 1

0

dz1 e
i
z1
z P⊥·rz′Bz31 (1− z1)

2
Q4K0(Q̄R2rzB)r

k
xyK0(QXR)

riz′Br
j
xy

r2z′Br
2
zB

[
δij − 2rizBr

j
zB

r2zB

]
+ c.c.

=
αsNcCFQ

2

π5

∫ 1

0

dz

z

∫ 1

0

dz1

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DA(x, q⊥)z1(1− z1)
(−qk

⊥P
i
⊥)

P 2
⊥

Hik
NLO1 + c.c. , (62)

with

Hik
NLO1 =

∫
d2rxy
(2π)

d2rzB
(2π)

e−i(P⊥+q⊥)·rzB
rkxyr

j
xy

r2zB

[
δij − 2

rizBr
j
zB

r2zB

]
Q̄2

1K0(Q̄1rxy)K0

(
Q̄1

√
r2xy + ωr2zB

)
(63)

=
1

12

(
δik − 2(P⊥ + q⊥)

i(P⊥ + q⊥)
k

(P⊥ + q⊥)2

)[
− 1

Q̄2
1

+
3ω

(P⊥ + q⊥)2
+

6ω2Q̄2
1

(P⊥ + q⊥)4

−6ω2Q̄2
1((P⊥ + q⊥)

2 + ωQ̄2
1)

(P⊥ + q⊥)6
ln

(
1 +

(P⊥ + q⊥)
2

ωQ̄2
1

)]
. (64)

Integrating over z1 and z between z0 and 1 yields (we also make the change of variable q⊥ → −q⊥)

FNLO1,LP
UU,L =

αsNcCF

6π5

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DA(x, q⊥)
qk
⊥P

i
⊥

P 2
⊥

(
δik − 2(P⊥ − q⊥)

i(P⊥ − q⊥)
k

(P⊥ − q⊥)2

)[
5

6
− ln

(
(P⊥ − q⊥)

2

z0Q2

)]
(65)

=
αsNcCF

6π5

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DA(x, q⊥)

(
1− 2(P⊥ · (P⊥ − q⊥))

2

P 2
⊥(P⊥ − q⊥)2

+
P⊥ · (P⊥ − q⊥)

P 2
⊥

)[
5

6
− ln

(
(P⊥ − q⊥)

2

z0Q2

)]
.

(66)
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The NLO-0+NLO-3 contributions

We finally consider the diagrams where the gluon sourcing the measured jet does not interact with the shockwave.
At the cross-section level, they contribute to FUU,L as (see Eqs. (3.70)-(3.71) in [80])

FNLO0
UU,L =

(−αs)CFNcQ
4

4π7

∫
x⊥,y⊥,x′

⊥

e−iP⊥·rxx′

∫ 1

0

dz

z

∫ 1−z

0

dz1
z2

e−i
z1
z P⊥·rxx′K0(Q̄R2rx′y)K0(Q̄R2rxy) ln

(
Q2r2xx′R2z21

c20

)
×Re [ΞLO(x⊥,y⊥,x

′
⊥)] (1− z1 − z)

2
(z1 + z)

2

(
z1(z1 + z) +

z2

2

)
, (67)

for the NLO-0 contribution adapted with the jet definition of [37] and

FNLO3
UU,L =

αsNcQ
4

4π8

∫
x⊥,x′

⊥,y⊥,y′
⊥

e−iP⊥·rxy

∫ 1

0

dz

z

∫ 1−z

0

dz1
z2

e−i
P⊥
z ·((1−z1)ryy′+z1rxx′)K0(Q̄1rxy)K0(Q̄R2rx′y′)

×Re [ΞNLO,3(x⊥,y⊥;x
′
⊥,y

′
⊥)] z1(1− z1)(z1 + z)(1− z1 − z)

(
z1(1− z1 − z) +

z(1− z)

2

)
ryy′ · rxx′

r2yy′r2xx′
, (68)

for the NLO-3 one. For this jet definition depending on the radius parameter R (assumed to be ≪ 1), two particles
are clustered within the same jet provided M2

ij/(zizjQ
2) ≤ R2, with Mij the invariant mass of the pair and zi =

ki · P/(P · q). In practice, it amounts to changing the argument in the logarithm in Eq. (67) from P 2
⊥r

2
xx′R2z21/(z

2
gc

2
0)

as shown in [80] to Q2r2xx′R2z21/c
2
0 where c0 = 2e−γE . As we shall see, the LP gluon jet contribution does not

depend on R at our perturbative order, meaning that it is not sensitive to the singularity arising when the integrated
quark becomes collinear to the measured gluon. Nevertheless, we expect the jet definition proposed in [37] to play
an important role at NNLO in the CGC, as observed in the transversely polarised photon case at NLO where it
guarantees that TMD factorisation both in the current and target fragmentation region is preserved by quantum
corrections.

In these expressions Eqs. (67)-(68), the CGC correlators are defined as

ΞLO(x⊥,y⊥,x
′
⊥) = ⟨Dxx′ −Dxy −Dyx′ + 1⟩ , (69)

ΞNLO,3(x⊥,y⊥,x
′
⊥,y

′
⊥) =

Nc

2
⟨1−Dxy −Dy′x′ +DxyDy′x′⟩ − 1

2Nc
⟨1−Dxy −Dy′x′ +Qxy;y′x′⟩ . (70)

with the quadrupole Qxy;y′x′ = 1
Nc

Tr
[
V (x⊥)V

†(y⊥)V (y′
⊥)V

†(x′
⊥)
]
. The leading power term of these two expres-

sions can be obtained by considering the regime z ∼ P 2
⊥/Q

2 such that the phases

e−i
z1
z P⊥·rxx′ , e−i

P⊥
z ·((1−z1)ryy′+z1rxx′) , (71)

dominate and therefore impose rxx′ = 0, ryy′ = 0, i.e. x⊥ = x′
⊥ and y⊥ = y′

⊥. With theses identifications, the CGC
correlators simplify

Re [ΞLO] = 2Re(1− ⟨Dxy⟩) (72)

= 2Re

∫
d2q⊥

(
1− eiq⊥·rxy

)
DF (x, q⊥) , (73)

Re [ΞNLO3] = 2CFRe(1−Dxy) +
Nc

2
Re(⟨DxyDyx⟩ − 1) (74)

= 2CFRe

∫
d2q⊥

(
1− eiq⊥·rxy

)
DF (x, q⊥) + CFRe

∫
d2q⊥

(
eiq⊥·rxy − 1

)
DA(x, q⊥) . (75)

Let us first consider the contribution depending on the gluon-gluon dipole DA(x, q⊥). The latter only comes from
FNLO3
UU,L . Using ∫

d2rxx′

(2π)

∫
d2ryy′

(2π)
e−i

P⊥
z ·((1−z1)ryy′+z1rxx′) ryy′ · rxx′

r2yy′r2xx′
= − z2

z1(1− z1)

1

P 2
⊥
, (76)

we get

FNLO3
UU,L

∣∣
A
≈ αsCFNcQ

4

π6P 2
⊥

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DA(x, q⊥)

∫
d2rxy

(
1− eiq⊥·rxy

)
e−iP⊥·rxy

∫ P 2
⊥/Q2

z0

dz

z

∫ 1

0

dz1z
2
1(1− z1)

2K2
0 (Q̄1rxy) .

(77)
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The upper boundary of the z integral follow from the approximation z ≲ P 2
⊥/Q

2 used to simplify the expressions
for the NLO,0 and NLO,3 terms. The lower cut-off z0 regulates the z → 0 logarithmic divergence.

For the contribution depending on the qq̄ dipole DF (x, q⊥), coming both from NLO-0 and NLO-3, we have

FNLO3
UU,L

∣∣
F
+ FNLO0

UU,L

∣∣
F
≈ 2αsCFNcQ

4

π6P 2
⊥

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DF (x, q⊥)

∫
d2rxy

(
1− eiq⊥·rxy

) (
1− e−iP⊥·rxy

)
×
∫ P 2

⊥/Q2

z0

dz

z

∫ 1

0

dz1z
2
1(1− z1)

2K2
0 (Q̄1rxy) . (78)

The K0 Bessel function imposes that rxy ≲ 1/Q̄1 ≪ 1/P⊥, 1/q⊥. Therefore, one can expand the remaining phases
up to second order in rxy . By rotational invariance, the piece depending on DF (x, q⊥) vanishes since it depends on
q⊥ · P⊥ only. For the piece depending on DA(x, q⊥), we use∫

d2rxy
(2π)

r2xyK
2
0 (Q̄1rxy) =

1

3Q̄4
1

, (79)

and we eventually get

FNLO0+3,LP
UU,L =

αsNcCF

6π5

1

P 2
⊥

∫ P 2
⊥/Q2

z0

dz

z

∫
B⊥,q⊥

q2⊥DA(x, q⊥) . (80)

This LP contribution suffers several logarithmic divergences which are regulated by physical scales. For z → 0, we
have introduced a lower cut-off z0, which is physically determined by imposing the gluon being on-shell, 2k+g k−g =
P 2
⊥, and the condition k−g ≤ P− from minus momentum conservation. Resolving this inequality with k+g = zq+

yields z ≥ xBjP
2
⊥/Q

2. We shall then use z0 = xP 2
⊥/Q

2. The integral over q⊥ is also divergence for q⊥ → ∞, since
typically DA(x, q⊥) ∝ 1/q4

⊥ at large q⊥. Our derivation sets the natural scale Q2 at which one should cut the q⊥
integration, since we have performed the expansion for 1/Q̄1 ≪ 1/q⊥.

Final result for the NLO gluon-jet contribution at leading power

Adding all leading power contributions, we get

FNLO,LP-g
UU,L =

αsCFNc

6π5

∫
B⊥,q⊥

DA(x, q⊥)

{
ln

(
1

x

)
q2
⊥

P 2
⊥

− 1− (P⊥ − q⊥)
2 − q2

⊥
2P 2

⊥
ln

(
(P⊥ − q⊥)

2

P 2
⊥

)
+

(
1− 2(P⊥ · (P⊥ − q⊥))

2

P 2
⊥(P⊥ − q⊥)2

)
(P⊥ − q⊥)

2

P 2
⊥ − (P⊥ − q⊥)2

ln

(
(P⊥ − q⊥)

2

P 2
⊥

)}
. (81)

The explicit logarithmic dependence upon x fully comes from Eq. (80), where z0 = xP 2
⊥/Q

2 has been used. In the
dilute limit P⊥ ≫ q⊥, we have

FNLO,LP-g
UU,L =

αsCF

6π5

[
Nc ln

(
1

x

)
+

(−11)Nc

6

]
1

P 2
⊥

∫
B⊥,q⊥

q2
⊥DA(x, q⊥)Θ(P 2

⊥ − q2
⊥) (82)

=
αs

3π
× αs

2π2

1

P 2
⊥

∫ 1

x

dξPgg(ξ)
x

ξ
G

(
x

ξ
, P 2

⊥

)
, (83)

with

Pgg(ξ) =
2Nc[1− ξ(1− ξ)]2

ξ(1− ξ)+
, xG(x, P 2

⊥) =
CF

2π2αs

∫
B⊥,q⊥

q2
⊥DA(x, q⊥)Θ(P 2

⊥ − q2
⊥) . (84)

In the expression for Pgg , the plus prescription is defined by∫ 1

x

dξ
f(ξ)

(1− ξ)+
=

∫ 1

x

dξ

[
f(ξ)− f(1)

1− ξ

]
, (85)
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for any function f(ξ) with a well defined limit as ξ → 1. In the second line of Eq. (83), we have recognized in the
numerical factor 2Nc ln(1/z0) − 11Nc/3 the integral of the g → gg splitting function Pgg(ξ) when z0 = xP 2

⊥/Q
2. We

have also set the longitudinal scale of the gluon PDF to x/ξ to make manifest that the dilute limit corresponds to a
single g → gg DGLAP step with an incoming gluon from the target wave-function. Strictly speaking, the exact x
value of the gluon PDF is not under controlled in our CGC calculation; its determination requires including some
sub-eikonal corrections [120–122] as discussed in [123–125] in the context of inclusive DIS and the exclusive Compton
process and [126, 127] in the context of the matching between the CGC effective theory and the high-twist formalism.

Finally, the overall factor αs/(3π) in Eq. (83) is the hard factor for the γ∗
L+g channel in agreement with the Altarelli-

Martinelli identity discussed in section A of this Supplemental Material.
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