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Outline

Discussed in this talk: 

The deconvolution problem: extracting GPDs from Compton form factors 

The evolution of  GPDs 

Extracting TMDs from data 

Extraction of  light-hadron fragmentation functions to NNLO 

Reconstructing generalised TMDs (GTMDs) to high accuracy



The deconvolution problem
Given an arbitrarily large and precise set of  data for the Compton form factor 
(CFF)  and the convolution formula:ℋ
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where  is perturbatively known to some fixed order and  is a GPD, can we 
uniquely extract ? This often goes under the name of  deconvolution problem.

T H
H

Indeed, a general answer to this question (valid to any perturbative order and 
scale) requires considering evolution effects provided by the solution of:

Since the dependence on  of  the GPD is integrated over, one may superficially 
expect that it is not possible to extract the GPD  uniquely. 

x
H

While this argument has long been advocated and proven to tree level, it was 
also believed that evolution effects may provide a handle on .H

Clearly, the evolution entangles , , and  and may potentially allow one to 
find a unique solution to the deconvolution problem. 
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The deconvolution problem
In [Phys.Rev.D 103 (2021) 11, 114019] we have addressed the deconvolution problem 
accounting for NLO corrections in  and evolution effects for .T H
The striking result of  this paper is that it is possible to identify non-trivial GPDs 
with arbitrarily small imprint on the CFFs: the shadow GPDs.

This is the explicit proof that the deconvolution problem has no unique solution.

The shadow GPD is constructed in double-distribution (DD) space:

Accounting for polynomiality of  GPDs, we approximate  as:Fshadow

We then require that the CFF at some scale vanishes as well as  in a 
way that it does not affect the forward limit of  the GPD (i.e. the PDF).

H(x,0) = 0

The final result is an underconstrained problem that admits infinitely many 
solutions provided that the degree  is large enough.N
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The deconvolution problem
The effect of  a possible shadow GPD on the GK model:



The deconvolution problem
NLO CFF generated by a shadow GPD evolved from  to : 

it scales quadratically with  as expected, 

it is , i.e. negligible w.r.t. a typical physical value. 

μ2
0 = 1 GeV2 μ2 = 100 GeV2

αs(μ2 = 100 GeV2)

𝒪(10−5)

Numerical results obtained with PARTONS interfaced to APFEL++, both 
developed within the VA2 work package.
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GPDs admit and operator definition that in light-cone gauge ( ) reads:n ⋅ A = 0
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In [Eur.Phys.J.C 82 (2022) 10, 888] we have (re)computed the one-loop evolution kernels 
 and provided a public implementation in PARTONS through APFEL++.𝒫±



DGLAP limit reproduced within 
 relative accuracy. 

GPD evolution may significantly 
deviate from DGLAP evolution. 

The evolution generates a cusp at 
 but the distribution remains  

continuous at this point.
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ERBL limit reproduced within less than  relative accuracy, 

Same accuracy for higher-degree Gegenbauer polynomials.
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First moment for both singlet and non-singlet is constant in ξ: 

this was expected and the expectation is very nicely fulfilled. 

Second and third moments follow the expected power laws: 

including odd-power terms in the fit gives coefficients very close to zero.
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TMD extractions (1)
In [arXiv:2206.07598] (just accepted for publication in JHEP) we have carried out a 
global extraction of  unpolarised TMD PDFs of  the proton and TMD FFs of  
light hadrons from Drell-Yan and SIDIS data at N3LL accuracy.
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A total of  2031 fitted data points (comparable to a fit of  PDFs).
Extraction performed using the NangaParbat framework.



TMD extractions (1)
A generic cross section in TMD factorisation is computed as:
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TMD extractions (1)
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TMD extractions (1)
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TMD extractions (1)
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TMD extractions (2)
An analogous technology can be used to extract the TMD PDFs of  the pion.
We again used NangaParbat to extract these TMDs and published the result 
in [arXiv:2010.01733].
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Simpler functional form for :fNP
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TMD extractions (2)
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Light-hadron FFs at NNLO
In [Phys.Lett.B 834 (2022) 137456] we have extracted  and  fragmentation 
functions (FFs) from a broad set of  single-inclusive  annihilation (SIA) and 
SIDIS data at NNLO accuracy (the first ever FF sets made public at this order).
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Around 700 data points for SIA and SIDIS for both pions and kaons.
No pp data: NNLO corrections not known yet.
Wide coverage in z and Q.
Extraction performed using the MontBlanc framework.



All fitted FFs are parameterised using a single NN: 
architecture 1-20-7 (187 free parameters). 

We exploit the ability to compute the analytic derivatives of  any NN w.r.t. its 
free parameters using the NNAD library. [R. Abdul Khalek, V. Bertone, arXiv:2005.07039] 

This enormously simplifies the task of  the minimiser in that the gradient of  the χ2 
can be computed analytically (as opposed to numerical or automatic derivatives).
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Light-hadron FFs at NNLO
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Light-hadron FFs at NNLO
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Each function  is complex and can be decomposed into a real and an imaginary part:Fi
1,l

Reconstructing GTMDs
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The unpolarised GTMD correlator can be decomposed as: Meißner, Metz, Schlegel [JHEP 08 (2009) 056]

 for  and  is related to the GPDs  and  as follows:Fi,e
1,1 bT ≃ 0 Q ≃ 1/bT Hj Ej

Moreover, the forward limit of   is the unpolarised TMD :Fi,e
1,1 f1,i
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In [arXiv:2207.09526] (recently accepted for publication in EPJC) I have computed the so-
called GTMD matching functions at one-loop accuracy.
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As for TMDs, the value of   for any values of   and  is achieved by introducing a 
non-perturbative function ( ) and solving appropriate evolution equations:
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 is (mostly) the same as that of  TMDs,fNP

also the evolution equations closely follow those for TMDs and can thus be solved analogously.
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A numerical code to compute  as briefly described above is public at:Fi,e
1,1

https://github.com/vbertone/GTMDMatching

and is based on a combination VA2 public codes.

PARTONS for the handling of  GPDs:

the Goloskokov-Kroll (GK) model for the GPDs  and  has been used.Hj Ej

NangaParbat for the handling of  TMDs:

the PV19 [JHEP 07 (2020) 117] determination of   along with the  function.fNP b*

APFEL++ is used for:

the numerical computation of  the convolutions, 

the collinear evolution of  GPDs, 

the computation of  the Sudakov form factor, 

the inverse Fourier transform.

Reconstructing GTMDs

https://github.com/vbertone/GTMDMatching
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The VA2 tools



The VA2 work package (3DPartons) has worked in full swing: 

many relevant physics results (only a selection involving myself  mentioned here), 

much numerical and open-source infrastructure has been developed, 

existing codes are being interfaced to create a seamless framework (see the example of  
PARTONS - APFEL - LHAPDF), 

most of  the involved codes are written in C++, that guarantees performance, modularity, 
and maintainability, also python wrappers are being developed 

APFEL and LHAPDF have a python interface and one is being developed also for PARTONS. 

These developments are having a tangible impact on different experimental physics 
programmes: 

the determination of  the W mass at the LHC, 

the preparatory work in view of  the EIC, 

physics at JLab, 

…

Conclusions



Back up



The evolution kernels for unpolarised evolution that we have recomputed are now 
implemented in APFEL++ and available through PARTONS allowing for LO 
GPD evolution in momentum space. 

The remarkable properties of  the evolution kernels allowed us to obtain for the 
first time a stable numerical implementation over the full range 0 ≤ ξ ≤ 1: 

first numerical check that both the DGLAP and ERBL limits are recovered, 

first numerical check of  polynomiality conservation. 

Numerical tests mostly use the MMHT14 PDF set at LO as an initial-scale set of  
distributions evolved from 1 to 10 GeV for the first time in the variable-
flavour-number scheme, i.e. accounting for heavy-quark-threshold crossing. 

Tests have also been performed using more realistic GPD models such as the 
Goloskokov-Kroll model [Eur.Phys.J.C 53 (2008) 367-384] based on the Radyushkin 
double-distribution ansatz [Phys.Lett.B 449 (1999) 81-88]. 

Numerical setup



The limit ξ → 1 ( ) we should reproduce the ERBL equation.  

It is well known that in this limit Gegenbauer polynomials decouple 
upon LO evolution, such that:

κ → 1/x

where the kernels  can be read off, for example, from [Brodsky, Lepage, 

Phys.Rev.D 22 (1980) 2157] or [Efremov, Radyushkin, Phys.Lett.B 94 (1980) 245-250]. 

We have compared this expectation with the numerical results for GPD 
evolution by setting  and using a Gegenbauer polynomial as an 
initial-scale GPD.
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Conformal-space evolution
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In order to check that LO GPD evolution ( ) in conformal space is 
diagonal in a realistic case, we have considered the RDDA:

ξ ≠ 0
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conformal-space evolution and the 
(numerical) momentum-space 
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we found excellent agreement.
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First moment for both singlet and non-singlet is indeed constant in ξ: 

this was expected and the expectation is very nicely fulfilled. 

Second and third moments follow the expected law: 

including odd-power terms in the fit gives coefficients very close to zero. 

 in the singlet is consistently found to be compatible with zero (no D-term).Bn+1
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Excellent agreement between the 
two code for . 

Agreement deteriorates for : 

discrepancy larger for the singlets 
(~20%) than for the non-singlet (~1%). 

possible numerical instabilities of  
Vinnikov’s code? 

Inability to check the ERBL limit.
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[A.V.  Vinnikov, hep-ph/0604248]



GPD evolution should preserve polynomiality. 

The following relations for the Mellin moments must hold at all scales:

Polynomiality predicts that the first moment ( ) of  the non-singlet distribution 
is constant in ξ. 

The coefficient of  the  term of  the singlet (D-term) is absent in our initial 
conditions and it is not generated by evolution, so that also the first moment of  
the singlet is expected to be constant in ξ. 

For the other values of  n one can just fit the behaviour in ξ and check that it 
follows the expected power law.

n = 0

ξ2n+2

[Xiang-Dong Ji, J.Phys.G 24 (1998) 1181-1205] [A.V. Radyushkin, Phys.Lett.B 449 (1999) 81-88]
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While both MAPFF1.0 and BDSS confirm that COMPASS high-Q data is better 
described by NNLO, it is not clear as yet where NNLO starts doing better than NLO.

FFs at NNLO 
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We can evolve  to any scale by solving the evolution equations:Fi,e
1,1

 matching functions allow us to reach NNLL accuracy. Anomalous dimensions (that 
coincide with the TMD ones) need to be evaluated accordingly.
𝒪(αs)

Extrapolation to large  is obtained a la CSS, i.e. by means of  a  prescription:|bT | b*

and introducing an appropriate non-perturbative function . The final result is:fNP
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The evolution operator (or Sudakov form factor) is given by:

Finally the GTMDs in  space are obtained by inverse Fourier transform:kT
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