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Abstract

Off-shell, transverse-momentum dependent splitting functions can be defined from the high-energy limit of partonic
decay amplitudes. Based on these splitting functions, we construct Sudakov form factors and formulate a new parton
branching algorithm. We present a first Monte Carlo implementation of the algorithm. We use the numerical results
to verify explicitly momentum sum rules for TMD parton distributions.

Experimental analyses in high-energy physics depend on event simulations performed through Monte Carlo (MC)
generators [1] based on parton branching methods. The development of MC event generators is crucial for the planning
of future experimental programs such as the High-Luminosity Large Hadron Collider (HL-LHC) [2], the proposed
forward physics facility [3] and hadron-electron facility [4] at the HL-LHC, the Electron Ion Collider (EIC) [5] and
the Future Circular Collider (FCC) [6].

While most MC tools rely on the description of hadron structure provided by collinear parton distribution func-
tions (PDFs) [7], ongoing advances in MC generators raise the question of assessing the impact of a more complete
description of hadron structure including transverse momentum dependent (TMD) parton distributions [8] on MC
simulations. In fact, several developments of the last few years in parton branching methods have involved aspects
of TMD physics. This includes, for instance, TMD perturbative resummation and its matching with finite-order
next-to-next-to-leading (NNLO) corrections [9, 10]; parton branching formulation of the evolution of TMD distri-
butions [11, 12]; implementation of soft and collinear corrections in parton showers with subleading-logarithmic
accuracy [13, 14]; multi-jet merging with TMD parton showers [15, 16].

In this work we begin an investigation of the transverse momentum dependence at the level of the partonic splitting
functions [17–19], an aspect which has not been explored so far in parton branching MC. To this end we propose using
off-shell TMD splitting functions defined from the high-energy limit of QCD multi-parton amplitudes according to
the high-energy factorization method [20]. We construct a parton branching formalism based on the TMD splitting
functions thus defined.

To do this, we employ the approach [11, 12] and extend it to introduce new real-emission TMD splitting kernels
and new Sudakov form factors. This approach makes use of the concept of “unitarity”, commonly applied in parton-
showering algorithms, to relate real and virtual emissions, and to express Sudakov form factors in terms of real-
emission kernels and soft-gluon resolution scales. In this respect it differs from the treatment of Sudakov factors
in terms of integrals over virtual emissions, used in several computations based on TMD dynamics, e.g. [21, 22]
and [23, 24]. The approach we use is well-suited for the implementation of the transverse momentum dependence in
real-emission kernels, exploiting the positivity of the splitting function defined through the method [20]. Since the
splitting function [20], once combined with factorization formulas in transverse momentum, accomplishes the small-x

ar
X

iv
:2

20
5.

15
87

3v
1 

 [
he

p-
ph

] 
 3

1 
M

ay
 2

02
2



resummation in the evolution kernels [25], this study constitutes a first step toward a full generator extending [11, 12]
to the small-x phase space [26]. In this Letter we present the branching evolution equations which result from this
approach, and illustrate two numerical applications to the momentum sum rule and to the evolution of TMD parton
distributions. An earlier discussion of results from this investigation may be found in [27].

We will proceed as follows. We will first briefly discuss the TMD splitting functions. Next we will describe their
parton branching implementation. We will finally present MC results from the numerical solution of the branching
equations.

Consider the initial-state (spacelike) parton cascade in Fig. 1. We use a Sudakov parameterization of the four-
momenta along the decay chain in terms of lightcone and transverse momenta. For the gluon to quark splitting
process depicted in Fig. 1 we parameterize the four-momenta k and k′ as

k = xp + kT +
k2 + k2

⊥

2xp · p
p , k′ = x′p + k′T +

k′2 + k′2⊥
2x′p · p

p . (1)

Here we use the notation vµ = (v+, v−, v⊥) for any four-vector, with v± = (v0 ± v3)/
√

2 lightcone components
and v⊥ two-dimensional euclidean vector; the reference (lightcone) momenta p and p are p = (

√
s/2, 0, 0⊥), p =

(0,
√

s/2, 0⊥); the transverse momenta fulfill k2
T = −k2

⊥, k′2T = −k′2⊥ . We define the lightcone momentum transfer at the
splitting as z = x/x′. By four-momentum conservation, we have

k′2 =
q2

1 − z
+

k2

z
+

q̃2
⊥

z(1 − z)
, (2)

where q̃⊥ = k⊥ − zk′⊥.

k′

z

Hard
interaction

k

q

Figure 1: Spacelike parton cascade.

The splitting probability for the off-shell gluon to quark splitting process in Fig. 1 can be defined and computed by
high-energy factorization [20] as a function of the strong coupling αs, lightcone momentum transfer z, and transverse
momenta k′⊥ and q̃⊥. Its explicit expression is given by

Pqg
(
αs, z, k′⊥, q̃⊥

)
=
αsTF

2π
q̃2
⊥z(1 − z)

(q̃2
⊥ + z(1 − z)k′2⊥ )2

[
q̃2
⊥

z(1 − z)
+ 4(1 − 2z)q̃⊥ · k′⊥ − 4

(q̃⊥ · k′⊥)2

k′2⊥
+ 4z(1 − z)k′2⊥

]
, (3)

where TF is the color trace invariant, TF = 1/2. For k′2⊥ � k2
⊥, after angular average the TMD splitting probability in

Eq. (3) returns, for all lightcone momentum fractions z, the leading-order collinear splitting function [28–30]. For fi-
nite k′2⊥ such that k′2⊥ ∼ O(k2

⊥), on the other hand, Eq. (3) gives a series expansion in powers (k′2⊥ /q̃
2
⊥)n, with z-dependent

coefficients. These finite-k′2⊥ contributions, through convolution with transverse momentum dependent gluon Green’s
functions [20, 31, 32], provide the resummation of the higher-order corrections to the gluon to quark splitting function
that are logarithmically enhanced for z → 0 [25], at all orders in αs. Off-shell TMD splitting functions obtained by
high-energy factorization have been further studied in the context of forward Drell-Yan production in [33], and have
been computed for all partonic channels in [34–36]. These splitting functions are positive definite and interpolate
consistently between the collinear limit and the high-energy limit [20, 34, 36].
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To construct a parton branching based on TMD splitting functions, we extend the method [12]. We introduce
the soft-gluon resolution scale zM to separate resolvable and non-resolvable branchings, and consider the branching
evolution of the momentum weighted TMD parton distributions Ãa(x, k2

⊥, µ
2), where a is the flavor index, x is the

longitudinal momentum fraction, k⊥ is the transverse momentum, and µ is the evolution variable. We require that the
resolvable branchings are described by emission kernels given by the TMD splitting functions. Based on the behavior
of TMD distributions with respect to the resolution scale zM analyzed in [11, 37], we also require the evolution to be
angular-ordered. For the evolution of Ãa from scale µ0 to scale µ we write

Ãa(x, k2
⊥, µ

2) = Ãa(x, k2
⊥, µ

2
0) −

∫
d2µ′⊥
πµ′2⊥

Fa(µ′2⊥ , k
2
⊥)Ãa(x, k2

⊥, µ
′2
⊥ )Θ(µ′2⊥ − µ

2
0)Θ(µ2 − µ′2⊥ )+

+
∑

b

∫
d2µ′⊥
πµ′2⊥

zM∫
x

dzP̃R
ab(z, k⊥ + (1 − z)µ′⊥, µ

′
⊥)Ãb

( x
z
, (k⊥ + (1 − z)µ′⊥)2, µ′2

)
Θ(µ′2⊥ − µ

2
0)Θ(µ2 − µ′2⊥ ), (4)

where the virtual corrections and non-resolvable branchings are collectively represented by the contribution in Fa in
the first line, in which Fa is a kernel to be determined, and the resolvable branchings are described by the term in the
second line through the TMD, fully angle-dependent splitting functions P̃R

ab. The explicit expressions for the functions
P̃R

ab are given in [20, 33–36].
To determine the specific form of Fa, we apply the “unitarity” approach, analogously to [12]. Using four-

momentum conservation, we require that the sum over flavors of the normalization integrals for TMD distributions
Ãa is not changed by evolution, so that

0 =
∑

a

∫ 1

0
dx

∫
dk2
⊥Ãa(x, k2

⊥, µ
2) −

∑
a

∫ 1

0
dx

∫
dk2
⊥Ãa(x, k2

⊥, µ
2
0). (5)

Inserting now the TMD PDF at the scale µ in the above relation, using Eq. (4) and subsequently substituting k′⊥ =

k⊥ + (1 − z)µ⊥ as well as t = x/z, the momentum sum rule yields the following relation between the real splitting
functions and the non-resolvable branchings:

0 =
∑

b

∫
d2µ′⊥
πµ′2⊥

Θ(µ′2⊥ − µ
2
0)Θ(µ2 − µ′2⊥ )

1∫
0

dt
∫

dk′2⊥

Fb(µ′2⊥ , k
′2
⊥ ) −

∑
a

zM∫
0

dz zP̃R
ab(z, k′⊥, µ

′
⊥)

 Ãb(t, k′2⊥ , µ
′2
⊥ ). (6)

Therefore the sum rule allows us to fix the still missing term corresponding to non-resolvable branchings. Intro-
ducing the angular averaged TMD splitting functions P̄R

ba(z, k2
⊥, µ

′2), we have

Fa(µ′2, k2
⊥) =

∑
b

zM∫
0

dz zP̄R
ba(z, k2

⊥, µ
′2). (7)

With that we write Eq. (4) in differential form,

dÃa(x, k2
⊥, µ

2)
d ln µ2 = −Ãa(x, k2

⊥, µ
2)

∑
b

∫ zM

0
dz zP̄R

ba(z, k2
⊥, µ

2)

+
∑

b

∫
d2µ′⊥
π

δ(µ2 − µ′2⊥ )

zM∫
x

dzP̃R
ab(z, k⊥ + (1 − z)µ′⊥, µ

′
⊥)Ãb

( x
z
, (k⊥ + (1 − z)µ′⊥)2, µ2

)
, (8)

and introduce the TMD Sudakov form factor,

∆a(µ2, µ2
0, k

2
⊥) ≡ ∆a(µ2, k2

⊥) = exp

−∑
b

∫ µ2

µ2
0

dµ′2

µ′2

∫ zM

0
dz zP̄R

ba(z, k2
⊥, µ

′2)

 . (9)
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Using
d∆a(µ2, k2

⊥)
d ln µ2 = −∆a(µ2, k2

⊥)
∑

b

∫ zM

0
dz zP̄R

ba(z, k2
⊥, µ

2), (10)

we arrive at

dÃa(x, k2
⊥, µ

2)
d ln µ2 =

1
∆a(µ2, k2

⊥)
d∆a(µ2, k2

⊥)
d ln µ2 Ãa(x, k2

⊥, µ
2)

+
∑

b

∫
d2µ′⊥
π

δ(µ2 − µ′2⊥ )

zM∫
x

dzP̃R
ab(z, k⊥ + (1 − z)µ′⊥, µ

′
⊥)Ãb

( x
z
, (k⊥ + (1 − z)µ′⊥)2, µ2

)
. (11)

By dividing Eq. (11) by ∆a(µ2, k2
⊥) and integrating over d ln µ2, we obtain

Ãa

(
x, k2
⊥, µ

2
)

= ∆a

(
µ2, k2

⊥

)
Ãa

(
x, k2
⊥, µ

2
0

)
+∑

b

∫
d2µ′⊥
πµ′2⊥

Θ(µ′2⊥ − µ
2
0)Θ(µ2 − µ′2⊥ )

zM∫
x

dz
∆a

(
µ2, k2

⊥

)
∆a

(
µ′2⊥ , k

2
⊥

) P̃R
ab

(
z, k⊥ + (1 − z)µ′⊥, µ

′
⊥

)
Ãb

( x
z
, (k⊥ + (1 − z)µ′⊥)2, µ′2⊥

)
.

(12)

The evolution equation (12) implies the introduction of the new Sudakov form factor defined in Eq. (9) in terms of
angular-averaged TMD splitting functions. This is one of the main results of this paper. It can be compared with
recent approaches [38–41] aiming at a combined treatment of Sudakov and small-x contributions to parton evolution.
The distinctive feature of the approach presented in this paper is that the treatment is done at the level of unintegrated,
k⊥-dependent splitting functions which factorize in the high-energy limit and control the summation of small-x loga-
rithmic contributions to the evolution. These splitting functions are then used in the branching algorithm, where they
are integrated to construct the new Sudakov factors. In what follows we present a numerical MC implementation of
the Sudakov factor and evolution equation, and use the MC results to illustrate properties of the new algorithm.

To solve the new branching equation by the MC method, we note that all TMD splitting functions are positive
definite, so that the procedure [12] applies. Compared to [12] we however adapt the implementation of the Sudakov
form factor, to take account of the k⊥-dependence, by making use of the veto algorithm [42]. In the MC code, the
scale of the next branching µi is generated according to the Sudakov form factor,

R = 1 −
∆a(µ2

i )

∆a(µ2
i−1)
⇔ µ2

i = ∆−1
a ((1 − R)∆a(µ2

i−1)), (13)

where R represents a uniformly distributed random number between zero and one. To find the inverse of the Su-
dakov form factor and generate µi, in the case of collinear splitting functions a table of Sudakov factors is computed
and interpolation methods are used to calculate µi. In the case of the k⊥-dependent Sudakov form factor, instead
of extending the Sudakov table by an additional dimension we use the veto algorithm. By writing ∆a(µ2, k2

⊥) =

exp
(
−

∫ µ2

µ2
0

(dµ′2/µ′2)ga(µ′2, k2
⊥)

)
, with ga(µ2, k2

⊥) =
∑

b

∫ zM

0 dz z P̄R
ba(z, k2

⊥, µ
′2) the differential branching probability, in

the veto algorithm one proposes to find a function g′a such that g′a(µ2) ≥ ga(µ2, k2
⊥) for all µ and k⊥ and proceeds in the

following way:

1. start with j = 0, p2
j=0 = µ2

i−1,

2. add one to j. Select p2
j > p2

j−1 according to R = 1 − exp
(
−

∫ p2
j

p2
j−1

(dp′2/p′2)g′a(p′2)
)
,

3. if g(p2
j )/g

′(p2
j ) ≤ (newly generated) R go to 2,

4. else: µ2
i = p2

j is the generated scale.

The function g′ is usually chosen to have a known inverse function, but for our application we choose g′a(µ2) =∑
b

∫ zM

0 dz z (PR
ba(z) + hba(z)), where the first term is the integral of the collinear splitting function and the function hba
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is added to ensure that g′ is larger than g for all values of k⊥ and µ. This function g′ does not have a known inverse,
but has one variable less than the function g (no k⊥) and can be dealt with by using tables, similar to the ones from
the collinear Sudakov form factor. It is also close to g which makes the algorithm efficient. The other variables of the
splittings can be simply computed according to the method [12] but with TMD splitting functions.
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Figure 2: Evolution of the integrated (top) and TMD (bottom) parton distributions using the new branching equations with k⊥-dependent splitting
kernels. The solid magenta curves give the full result, while the dotted blue curves show the contribution to the full result from k⊥-dependent
splittings in resolvable emissions only. The dashed red curves show the result of evolution with purely collinear splitting kernels.

We next present numerical results from this MC solution of the branching evolution equations. For the purpose of
illustrating the implementation of the branching evolution, we can take, as initial TMD distributions at scale µ0, any of
the parameterizations available e.g. in the library [43, 44]. The numerical results which follow are obtained by taking
the parameterization given in [45, 46] at µ0 = 1.4 GeV. In Fig. 2, the solid magenta curves show the results for gluon
and down-quark TMD distributions evolved to µ = 100 GeV. In the top panels of Fig. 2 we plot the x dependence of
the distributions integrated over k2

⊥, fa(x, µ2), while in the bottom panels we plot the k⊥ dependence for fixed x.
Fig. 2 presents, besides the solid magenta curves, two other sets of curves which are obtained with the same initial

TMD distributions at scale µ0 but different evolution kernels, and are displayed for the purpose of comparison: the
dashed red curves show the results which are obtained without including any k⊥ dependence in the splitting kernels,
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that is, with the purely collinear splitting kernels; the dotted blue curves show the results which are obtained by
including the k⊥ dependence of splitting functions in resolvable emissions only.

The comparison of the full result (solid magenta) with the purely collinear result (dashed red) in Fig. 2 illustrates
that the influence of the TMD splitting kernels on evolution is significant especially for low x. More particularly, it
illustrates that the impact of the TMD splittings is not washed out by k⊥-integration, and persists at the level of the
distributions integrated over k⊥ as well. We stress that the TMD distributions corresponding to the solid magenta
curves and dashed red curves both fulfill the integral relations in Eq. (5). The differences between them stem from
dynamical contributions encoded in the TMD splitting functions. These give rise to a change in the k⊥ and x shapes
of the TMD distributions after evolution.

The comparison of the full result (solid magenta) with the result from including TMD splitting functions in resolv-
able emissions only (dotted blue) in Fig. 2 illustrates the decomposition of TMD splitting effects into resolvable and
non-resolvable components. As implied by the analysis leading to Eq. (12), the TMD distributions corresponding to
the dotted blue curves in Fig. 2 do not fulfill the integral relations in Eq. (5). Unlike the case described in the previous
paragraph, therefore, the departure of the dotted blue curves from the full result can be attributed to violations of the
relation (5).

Full Result
µ2 (GeV2) αs(µ2), fix. zM αs(q2

⊥), fix. zM αs(q2
⊥), dyn. zM

3 1.000 1.000 1.000
10 0.999 0.999 0.999
102 0.997 0.996 0.997
103 0.994 0.992 0.994
104 0.991 0.987 0.991
105 0.984 0.978 0.983

TMD-Resolvable
µ2 (GeV2) αs(µ2), fix. zM αs(q2

⊥), fix. zM αs(q2
⊥), dyn. zM

3 1.029 1.038 1.000
10 1.087 1.139 1.007
102 1.156 1.304 1.045
103 1.195 1.413 1.091
104 1.219 1.478 1.129
105 1.229 1.507 1.148

Collinear Kernels
µ2 (GeV2) αs(µ2) fix. zM αs(q2

⊥), fix. zM αs(q2
⊥), dyn. zM

3 1.000 1.000 1.000
10 0.999 0.999 0.999
102 0.997 0.997 0.997
103 0.995 0.993 0.995
104 0.992 0.989 0.992
105 0.986 0.981 0.984

Table 1: Momentum sum rule check for (top) full result; (middle) result from k⊥-dependent splittings in resolvable emissions only; (bottom)
result from purely collinear splitting kernels. The three columns correspond to three different boundary conditions on the strong coupling αs and
soft-gluon resolution scale zM .

To examine the size of these violations, in Tab. 1 we perform a numerical check of momentum sum rules. We
present numerical results for

∑
a

∫ 1
x0

dx x fa(x, µ2), where x0 is a small fixed value. We have verified numerically the
convergence of the result for decreasing x0 and for the results in the Table we use x0 = 10−5. We report results for
the three cases considered in Fig. 2, at different values of µ. The three columns for each case correspond to different
scenarios for the scale of the running coupling αs and the soft-gluon resolution scale zM: the first two have constant
zM (“fix. zM”) [46], one with αs taken at the branching scale µ and one with αs taken at the transverse momentum
q⊥, while the third has µ-dependent (dynamical) zM (“dyn. zM”) [37]. Consistently with the discussion above, the
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table shows that, regardless of the scenario for αs and zM , the momentum sum rule is satisfied, within the numerical
accuracy, in the case of the branching evolution with TMD splitting functions proposed in this paper (top rows) as well
as in the case of purely collinear splitting functions (bottom rows), while it is violated in the case of TMD splitting
functions in real-emission kernels and collinear Sudakov factors (middle rows).

The numerical implementation of an approach which both includes the TMD splitting functions and satisfies the
momentum sum rule is one of the main achievements of this paper. The construction of a full MC event generator
implementing this approach, e.g. using the methods of [47], will be the subject of future work. Such a MC could be
compared with existing small-x MC generators based on high-energy factorization [48], e.g. [49–52].

In conclusion, we have formulated a parton branching which is applicable to TMD and integrated distributions and
for the first time takes into account both the z and k⊥ dependence of splitting functions defined from the high-energy
limit of partonic decay processes. These (off-shell) splitting functions have well-prescribed collinear and high-energy
limits: they coincide with the customary leading-order collinear splitting functions for k⊥ → 0, and contain finite-k⊥
corrections which are responsible for the all-order resummation of logarithmically enhanced contributions to parton
evolution for x → 0. We have introduced new Sudakov form factors, for both gluon and quark channels, depending
on the angular-averaged TMD splitting functions. Using these elements, our approach describes resolvable and non-
resolvable branchings. We have presented its MC implementation, and applied it to obtain numerical results for the
evolution of TMD distributions, and to verify explicitly integral relations expressing the momentum sum rules.
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[7] K. Kovařı́k, P.M. Nadolsky and D.E. Soper, Rev. Mod. Phys. 92 (2020) 045003 [arXiv:1905.06957 [hep-ph]].
[8] R. Angeles-Martinez et al., Acta Phys. Polon. B 46 (2015) 2501 [arXiv:1507.05267 [hep-ph]].
[9] X. Chen et al., arXiv:2203.01565 [hep-ph].

[10] W. Bizon et al., JHEP 12 (2018) 132 [arXiv:1805.05916 [hep-ph]].
[11] F. Hautmann et al., Phys. Lett. B 772 (2017) 446 [arXiv:1704.01757 [hep-ph]].
[12] F. Hautmann et al., JHEP 1801 (2018) 070 [arXiv:1708.03279 [hep-ph]].
[13] M. van Beekveld et al., arXiv:2205.02237 [hep-ph].
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