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Although equivalent in the infinite-momentum limit, large-momentum effective theory (LaMET)
and short-distance operator product expansion (SD-OPE) are two different approaches to ex-
tract parton distribution functions (PDFs) from coordinate-space correlation functions in large-
momentum hadrons. LaMET implements a momentum-space expansion in ΛQCD/[x(1 − x)P z] to
directly calculate PDFs f(x) in a middle region of Bjorken x ∈ [xmin ∼ ΛQCD/P

z, xmax ∼ 1−xmin].
SD-OPE applies perturbative QCD at small Euclidean distances z to extract a range [0, λmax] of
leading-twist correlations, h(λ = zP z), corresponding to the Fourier transformation of PDFs. Simi-
lar to the quantum mechanical uncertainty principle, an incomplete leading-twist correlation cannot
be readily converted to a momentum-space local distribution, and the methods to solve the “in-
verse problem” involve essentially modelling of the missing information beyond λmax. On the other
hand, short-distance correlations, along with the expected end-point asymptotics, can be used to
phenomenologically fit the PDFs in the LaMET-complementary regions: x ∈ [0, xmin] and [xmax, 1].
We use the recent results of the pion valence quark distribution from the ANL/BNL collaboration
to demonstrate this point.

I. INTRODUCTION

Parton distribution functions (PDFs) are one of the
most important properties of the proton and neutron,
and they are necessary, among others, for predicting
high-energy cross sections at the Large Hadron Col-
lider. In the past, the best knowledge of the PDFs
has been gleaned from fitting parametrizations to the
data obtained from high-energy experiments over several
decades [1]. In recent years, calculating parton distribu-
tions from the first principles of quantum chromodynam-
ics (QCD) has gained considerable momentum among
lattice-QCD practioners. Much progress has been made
and some recent summaries can be found in Refs.[2–5].

For some time, first-principles studies of PDFs are lim-
ited to their moments which correspond to the matrix
elements of local twist-2 operators [2, 6, 7]. Since the
1990’s, methods have been proposed to directly calculate
the correlation functions of operators/currents whose ex-
pansion in the large momentum transfer q or Euclidean
short distance z (SD-OPE) is dominated by towers of
twist-2 operators, thus effectively providing a method to
calculate a few lower moments at once [8–15]. The cor-
relations with a finite range in z, although insufficient
to determine the x-dependent PDFs from first princi-
ples, have also been used to phenomenologically constrain
PDFs using various inverse-problem methods, including
fitting parameterized functions as in the global analyses
of PDFs [16–25].

An alternative method to calculate x-dependent PDFs
on lattice has been proposed following Feynman’s origi-
nal idea about partons [26, 27], according to which, they
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are the effective constituents of hadrons when the latter
travel at the speed of light. Thus PDFs are momentum
densities of quarks and quarks in the infinite momentum
frame with the limit taken, in field theories, before regu-
larizing the ultraviolet (UV) divergences. In actual cal-
culations, one can approximate PDFs by the momentum
distributions of quarks and gluons at finite hadron mo-
mentum P z, which are calculated with UV cut-off much
larger than P z [28]. Different UV limits can be matched
by QCD perturbation theory using effective field theory
methods [29], thanks to asymptotic freedom. The re-
sulting power corrections in (ΛQCD/P

z)2, where ΛQCD is
the strong interaction scale, can in principle be system-
atically studied [30]. This method has been named large
momentum effective theory or LaMET, which is a gen-
eral framework to calculate parton physics and light-cone
correlations far beyond the scope of the collinear PDFs,
including generalized parton distributions (GPDs) and
transverse momentum dependent (TMD) PDFs, as well
as light-front wave functions [4, 31].

When limited to collinear PDFs, SD-OPE and the
framework of LaMET are equivalent in the infinite mo-
mentum limit [32]. However, they are quite different
at finite P z where the actual lattice calculations are
performed [33, 34]. SD-OPE extracts the leading-twist
short-range correlations in a range of light-cone distance
[0, λmax ∼ (0.2 fm)P z], whereas LaMET calculations
yield twist-2 x-space PDFs in a range of momentum frac-
tion x ∈ [xmin ∼ ΛQCD/P

z, xmax ∼ 1− xmin], where the
kinematic limits (λmax = ∞, xmin = 0, xmax = 1) are
reached only at P z =∞. The short-distance correlations
encode global information about PDFs, but cannot read-
ily determine their local properties in x-space, whereas
LaMET produces directly local PDFs at given x’s. Since
the high-energy experiments measure momenta of parti-
cles, the LaMET expansion appears to be a more natural
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approach to calculating, rather than fitting, PDFs.
In this article, we discuss contrast and complementar-

ity of these two widely-studied approaches to collinear
PDFs. In particular, we study how to re-use the
coordinate-space data to phenomenologically determine
the PDFs outside the momentum expansion region. For
a given large P z, LaMET analysis of lattice correlation
data produces the most accurate information on PDFs in
a range of x where systematics are under control [33, 35].
In the end-point regions [0, xmin] and [1− xmax, 1], how-
ever, the expansion breaks down. However, one may be
able to constrain PDFs in these regions using

• The end-point behavior known from theory consid-
eration and phenomenology. We know, e.g., light-
cone PDFs must vanish at x = 1. Moreover, small-
x physics is constrained by Regge behavior [36]
and large-x behavior by perturbative QCD power
counting [37].

• Low moments of PDFs or short-distance correla-
tions, which control the global properties of PDFs.

Of course, this information has already been used in the
analysis of lattice data in the SD-OPE approach [16–
25]. However, we suggest to better use it in a different
context, namely, to phenomenologically bridge the gaps
in LaMET analyses. In fact, one might even want to
argue that this is the most appropriate use of the phe-
nomenological parametrization and short-distance corre-
lation data. From the global analysis perspective, the
LaMET results provide the key constraints on PDFs in
the middle x region, which must be satisfied in any fit-
ting.

We will begin by reviewing some of the most salient
features of SD-OPE and LaMET in the next two sections.
We then contrast and complement the two approaches in
Sec. IV. Throughout the discussions, we will use the
pion valence PDF calculations by the ANL/BNL group
as illustration [22, 35, 38]. The strategy is also applicable
to other PDF calculations, such as those for GPDs and
distribution amplitudes (DAs), and even TMDs.

II. MOMENTS, SHORT-DISTANCE
CORRELATIONS AND GLOBAL PROPERTIES

OF PARTON DISTRIBUTIONS

Lattice QCD calculations in parton physics started
from the matrix elements of local twist-2 operators, which
are PDF moments [6, 7], e.g.,

Mn(µ) =

∫ 1

0

[
fq(x, µ) + (−1)nfq̄(x, µ)

]
xn−1dx , (1)

where fq,q̄(x) are unpolarized quark and anti-quark dis-
tributions of flavor q. µ indicates renormalization scheme
and scale, chosen usually in dimensional regularization
and modified minimal subtraction (MS).

Moments are meant to capture global properties of a
distribution. For instance, when n = 1, the moment gives
the area under the curve fq(x)− fq̄(x), which counts the
total number of valence quarks. For PDFs, the first mo-
ments sometime provide a strong constraint on the low-x
behavior where they tend to rise due to the presence of
a large number of sea quarks and gluons. In fact, when
measuring the first moment of the proton’s g1(x) spin
structure function, the small x contribution has a large
uncertainty due to the unknown small-x behavior [39].
There is also a significant uncertainty for the total gluon
helicity ∆G from the small x [40].

Higher-order moments provide additional global infor-
mation about PDFs. Of course, As n gets larger, xn
weighs more and more toward the x ∼ 1 region, and the
moments become sensitive to the large-x behavior only.
For example, if the distribution goes like (1 − x)β near
x = 1, the higher-order moments are strongly correlated
with the value of β [22]. However, unless one knows many
of them, few moments do not give us precise information
about the value of f(x) at a particular x.

To translate lower moments into local-x information
about PDFs, one usually resorts to models. From general
physics considerations, the PDFs vanish at x = 1 as (1−
x)β , and grow like xα at small x [36]. This suggests a
three-parameter model for the quark distribution

fq(x) = Axα(1− x)β , (2)

and similar for the antiquark. This simple model has
been widely used to fit parton distributions although it
is hard to justify in the middle-x region. If taking it
seriously, one only needs three moments to get a PDF,
which in fact has been quite successful in phenomenol-
ogy [41, 42]. A more sophisticated model would be to add
a factor which is a smooth function of x with additional
parameters [43].

Lower-order moments are closely related to the short-
range behavior of the twist-2 correlation defined from
PDFs,

h(λ, µ2) =

∫ 1

−1

dxeiλxf(x, µ2) . (3)

Expanding the right hand side at small λ yields,

h(λ, µ2) =

∞∑
n=0

Mn+1(µ2)
(iλ)n

n!
(4)

where the Taylor-coefficients are just moments. There-
fore, short distance or small-λ correlations are mostly
determined by the lowest few moments.

The SD-PDF approach to calculating PDFs starts
from some Euclidean correlators, e.g., H(λ, z2) =
〈P z|J(z)J(0)|P z〉 where, without loss of generality, J is
a composite operator of quarks and gluon fields, z is the
spatial separation along the z direction, and λ = zP z.
At small z2 � 1/Λ2

QCD, one has the SD-OPE or opera-
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tor product expansion (OPE) [10, 13, 32],

H(λ, z2) =
∫ λ

0
C(αs(µ), λ/λ′, (zµ)2)h(λ′, µ2)dλ′

+ z2C4(αs(µ), λ, (zµ)2)⊗ h4(λ, µ2) + ... (5)

where the second term on the right-hand side is a power-
suppressed twist-4 contribution. C and C4 are perturba-
tion series in αs. For a reasonably large but perturbative
z2, say (0.2 fm)2, judging from the Wilson coefficient
function of the number operator (n = 0) shown in Fig.
1, where the higher-twist contribution C4 ⊗ h4 (the cir-
cled product indicates a convolution) may be dropped,
one can extract the twist-2 correlation h(λ, µ2) up to a
range about λmax = zP z ∼ 3 for P z = 3 GeV.

NNLO

NNLO+RGI, (0.8 z)-1

NNLO+RGI, z-1

NNLO+RGI, (1.2 z)-1

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

FIG. 1: The Wilson coefficient of the number operator as a
function of z, appearing in the quasi-PDF operator in
short-distance expansion [35]. The red line is next-to-next-to
leading order result. The resummed results (RGI) are shown as
solid lines, which quickly become divergent between z = 0.2 to
z = 0.3 fm.

Thus according to Eq. (4), instead of calculating the
lowest few moments Mn, one can equivalently calcu-
late the twist-2 correlation h(λ, µ2) in [0, λmax] from the
coordinate-space correlators. There exists no accurate
estimate of the relation between λmax and the maximal
order of moment n to be taken into account in Eq. (4),
but these two quantities must be roughly proportional,
i.e., the larger λmax, the more moments one can extract
from the correlations [14, 19, 22, 24, 44–46].

In Ref. [22], the first few moments, 〈x2〉, 〈x4〉, and
〈x6〉, of the pion valence PDF have been extracted from
fitting to the quasi-PDF correlation in the range of z ∈
[0, zmax ∼ 0.8] fm. The interpretation of the large zmax

data in OPE is only possible with fixed-order perturba-
tive coefficient functions. The resummation of large loga-
rithms in µ2z2 modify the coefficient functions drastically
at large z, as shown in Fig. 1. Thus in an improved anal-
ysis with next-to-leading order (NLO) resummation [38],
only data up to zmax ∼ 0.5 fm have been used, and the
determination of 〈x6〉 was impossible. Moreover, if one
takes into account the uncertainty in the scale setting in
the resummed coefficient functions at z > 0.2 fm, par-

ticularly if introducing the resummation at the next-to-
next-to leading order, the error on 〈x4〉 will become very
larger [47]. In addition, non-perturbative contributions
may contaminate the fitting for z > 0.2 fm, making the
moment calculation with local operators an interesting
alternative [42].

Knowledge of twist-2 correlations in a finite range
yields global information about PFDs, which, however,
is insufficient to accurately constrain their x-dependence.
This is similar to the quantum mechanical uncertainty
principle: Only information in an infinite range in co-
ordinate space provides precise momentum space prop-
erties. The correlations in [0, λmax] allow a resolution
of ∆x ∼ 1/λmax in momentum space. λmax = 3 cor-
responds to a range of about 0.3 in ∆x. The SD-OPE
constrains the average behavior of PDFs in this range of
∆x.

Thus any sharp construction of f(x) from g(λ) in
currently accessible [0, λmax] necessarily involves addi-
tional assumptions about f(x) in any inverse-problem
method [16], implicitly modelling the coordinate-space
information beyond λmax. Using a model for f(x) with
few parameters is a way to correlate large and small λ,
and one can fit g(λ) in λ ∈ [0, λmax] to fix the full f(x).
This can be viewed as a generalization to the moments-
fit [41, 42]. The key point, however, is that these fits will
have model dependence which is hard to get rid of, un-
less one has either a large number of moments or a large
λmax, as in global PDF analyses with a large number of
data points [1].

A. How short is short?

To reduce the model uncertainty in global fits, one can
try to use as large λ data as possible from lattice. With
the current P z, this means to use data at z � 0.2−0.3 fm.
We found that in the literature, data even up to 0.8 fm or
more have been used to make SD-OPE analysis [16–25].
These analysis unfortunately will introduce contamina-
tion from non-perturbative contributions which are hard
to estimate and subtract (one of those is due to the ratio
method of renormalization at large z). The important
question is how small z must be such that one can justi-
fiably uses SD-OPE to interpret the data.

Short-distance OPE is a double expansion, in terms
of the strong coupling constant αs and the power correc-
tions zΛQCD. Both expansions are related. Let’s consider
first the αs-expansion in MS scheme mostly used in the
literature.

The running of αs(µ) is defined perturbatively only
for a limited range of momenta. The next-to-leading or-
der beta function is definitely no longer perturbative at
around µ ∼ 0.6 GeV, where αs ∼ 0.9. Therefore, the per-
turbative MS momentum scale cannot be less than about
0.6 ∼ 0.7 GeV, taking into account the effects of higher-
order running. Naively, this corresponds to a distance
scale z ∼ 1/µ ∼ 0.35 fm.
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However, the scale µ in any perturbation series can
be chosen arbitrarily. Different choices lead to differ-
ent coefficients in the expansion, which compensate per-
fectly when a series is known to infinite order. Different
choices, however, will lead to different speed of conver-
gences. When a perturbation series is computed only to
a finite order, one naturally seeks an optimal scale such
that any bigger and smaller one will lead to slower con-
vergence. This is usually dictated by the physics scales
under consideration. If there is one physics scale, such
as the short distance z, perturbation series will contain
logarithms of type lnn(zµ)2 (there is usually a factor of
eγE/2 associated with z, which is ∼ 1), which can become
large if zµ strongly deviates from 1. Thus the most natu-
ral choice of the scale is µ ∼ δ/z, where δ is a constant of
order 1. The general practice in the perturbative QCD
community is to choose δ = 1/2 ∼ 2 as an estimation of
error in perturbation theory.

The second expansion in OPE is in powers of the small
parameter (zΛQCD)2. Usually, these contributions are
smaller than the leading perturbative terms when z is
small. However, when the perturbative expansion be-
comes problematic, power corrections also run out of con-
trol, which happens also around αs ∼ 1. The power cor-
rections are strongly influenced by the non-perturbative
QCD vacuum. The short-distance expansion relies on the
assumption that the propagation of quarks and gluons is
given by plane waves and their perturbative scattering.
However, at larger distance z ∼ 1/ΛQCD, the vacuum
starts to distort the plane-wave propagation strongly.
Thus an alternative criterion for the breakdown of SD-
OPE is that non-perturbative vacuum effects become im-
portant.

At a simple level, the QCD vacuum properties are de-
scribed by various condensates. The most basic is the
gluon condensate 〈(αs/π)G2〉, which has been used in
QCD sum rule calculations [48]. A recent first-principles
determination of the condensate is (1.33r−1

0 GeV)4 =
(0.53GeV)4 [49]. This scale indicates a breakdown of
the twist expansion at distance scale 0.75r0 ∼ 0.4 fm
where the power terms have the size of the leading term,
which is consistent with the estimation from the running
coupling above. A well studied model for the QCD vac-
uum is the instanton liquid [50], in which the classical
gauge field configurations consisting of various sizes of
instantons generating the non-perturbative physics. One
of the most important scales is the average instanton size,
about 0.3 fm. Thus the gluonic instanton configurations
will have strong influences on any quark and gluon prop-
agation at distance scale larger than 0.3 fm.

The non-perturbative vacuum effects on the quark and
gluon propagators can be studied on lattice in a fixed
gauge [55]. In the so-called maximally Abelian gauge
where the Abelian gluons dominate the non-perturbative
physics, the color confinement mechanism resembles a
dual superconductor [56–58]. In recent lattice stud-
ies [59, 60], it was found that the Abelian (diagonal) glu-
ons acquire an effective mass of order 0.36 GeV, which

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

-1

0

1

2

3

FIG. 2: Heavy-quark potential versus r at tree (red dashed line),
one-loop (green dash-dotted line), two-loop (blue dotted line) and
estimated three-loop plus the RG improvement for the ultrasoft
logs (solid line) compared with the lattice results (dots) from [51].
The horizontal distance scale is in units of r0 ∼ 0.5 fm.

indicates that the non-perturbative effect on the gluon
propagation reaches the level of 50% at the distance scale
at about 0.4 fm.

The above discussion is completely general, indepen-
dent of the spatial correlators under consideration. Both
QCD perturbation theory and twist-expansion hit a hard
wall at around z = 0.3 ∼ 0.4 fm, beyond which physics
become entirely non-perturbative. To stay in the pertur-
bative region where higher-twist contributions are at the
level of 10% or less, the distance scale must be smaller
than 0.2 fm. In fact, if QCD physics became entirely
perturbative at 0.2 fm, lattice QCD with perfect-action
simulations at this lattice spacing would have produced
satisfactory results, which is not the case [61].

A number of case studies on spatial correlations con-
firm the above consideration:

• Potential between static sources [51, 62, 63]. The
studies show that perturbation theory works fine
up to 0.25 fm, breaks down above 0.4 fm where
non-perturbative effects set in quickly, as shown in
Fig. 2.

• Hadron-hadron correlators [52]. Lattice QCD sim-
ulations have shown that the perturbative and non-
perturbative contributions become about equal at
around z = 0.5 fm. Perturbative results are fairly
accurate until 0.2 fm, as shown in Fig. 3.

• Quasi-PDF correlators in zero-momentum hadron
states [53]. After the careful ultraviolet renor-
malization, the quasi-PDF correlators are found
to match to NLO perturbation theory well up to
0.25 fm, beyond which deviations occur as shown
in Fig. 4.

• QCD soft function in TMD factorization [64], which
is a function of transverse distance b: For b larger
than 0.3 fm, the perturbative expansion breaks
down [54], as shown in Fig. 5.
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FIG. 3: Vector and pseudo-scalar density correlation functions.
The short dashed line is the perturbative contributions, and the
dots are resonace contribution. Solids dots are from lattice
calculations [52].

Thus the perturbation series C and twist expansion
in Eq.(5) break down at large z ∼ 0.4 fm. Moreover,
for z > 0.2 fm the correlation in G(λ) is contaminated
with non-perturbative contributions, resulting in possi-
bly large bias of the moment analyses and global PDF
fits using inverse-problem methods, which are difficult to
access quantitatively [22, 24, 25].

III. DIRECT CALCULATIONS OF PDFS IN
x-SPACE USING LAMET

Large-momentum effective theory aims at calculating
parton densities directly at a fixed x, which we refer to as
local information of PDFs, when the latter falls into the
range where the large-momentum expansion converges.

According to Feynman, partons emerge from the infi-
nite momentum limit of momentum densities in hadrons.
LaMET expansion begins from the quark or gluon mo-
mentum distributions N(kz = xP z, P z) at a large but fi-
nite hadron momentum P z in z-direction, where kz is the
longitudinal momentum of a constituent with trasverse
momentum ~k⊥ integrated out, and takes it as a zero-order

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
z (fm)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0 overlap_Pion

ZMS: MS = 0.3 GeV, =  2 GeV
Exp[g(z) m0z]: sys = 0.002, QCD = 0.093 GeV,  
  d = -1.17, m0 = -0.181(24) fm 1

Exp[g(z) m0z]/ZMS

FIG. 4: The renormalized quasi-PDF correlator in the
zero-momenutm pion state (blue dost), compared with NLO
perturbation theory calculations. The red dots are the ratio of the
two [53].

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
b  / fm

10 1

100

S I

S1 loop
I, MS

Pz = 1.05GeV, = 2.17
Pz = 1.58GeV, = 3.06
Pz = 2.11GeV, = 3.98

FIG. 5: Soft function in TMD factorization. Data are from
lattice, and dashed line from perturbation theory [54].

approximation (called quasi-PDF in the literature). This
is not unreasonable because the difference in momentum
distributions between a large and the infinite momen-
tum can naively be assessed by a dimensionless param-
eter ΛQCD/P

z. If P z � ΛQCD, the hadron structure at
this P z may considered as being in the asymptotic region,
where the momentum distribution shall be similar to the
PDFs at infinite momentum. This can be viewed as large-
momentum symmetry in analogy to heavy quark symme-
try [65], in the sense that hadrons travelling at 10 GeV
in energy have momentum distributions similar to those
travelling at 10 TeV. In field theories, however, there are
large logarithms in P z, Feynman’s idea of momentum-
independence can only be realized through effective field
theory [29].

Calculating the momentum density N(kz, P z) for
gauge theories is a bit involved. One needs to start from
the coordinate space correlation

h(z, P z) = 〈P z|ψ†(z)ψ(0)|P z〉 , (6)
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at all −∞ < z < ∞, which can be difficult for large z
where the numerical signals become noisy on a lattice.
Moreover, quarks and gluons are colored particles, and
gauge symmetry requires connecting the field operators
either by a colored propagator or a Wilson line W (z).
The straight Wilson line is a preferred choice for compu-
tational simplicity. However, it leads to linear divergent
self-energy in lattice spacing a [66–68], which must be
renormalized precisely.

The linear divergences in coordinate-space correlations
h(z) can be subtracted using the standard mass renor-
malization [53, 69, 70]. To reduce the discretization er-
ror near z ∼ 0, where z → 0 does not commute with
a→ 0, a hybrid scheme has been introduced in which the
short-distance correlation function at z < zS ∼ 0.2 fm is
renormalized with a z-dependent lattice matrix element
Zo(z, a),

hR(λ, P z/µX) = (Zo(z, µX)/Zo(z, a))h(z, a) , (7)

and Zo(z, µX) is the same matrix element calculated in
X-scheme, e.g., in X = MS. For z > zS ,

hR(λ, P z/µX) = C(µX , a)eδm(a)zh(z, a) (8)

where C(µX , a) is related perturbatively to the anoma-
lous dimension of the heavy-light current [71], and can be
determined non-perturbatively by matching to the short-
distance hR at the boundary z = zS .

On the other hand, it is well-known that the pole mass
has the so-called infrared renormalon problem in the
sense that the perturbative series for the linear-divergent
mass does not converge [72]. Therefore, it is impor-
tant to check the renormalon consistency of the hybrid
renormalization scheme. Indeed, the perturbation series
Zo(z, µ) has the same renormalon uncertainty as that in
δm(a) [73], and therefore renormalons in both regions
can be matched at z = zS .

One can, without loss of generality, use the principal-
value (PV) prescription to define the perturbation se-
ries for both Zo(z, µ) and δm(a) [74]. After subtracting
the linearly-divergent mass counter term, the correlation
function decays exponentially at large z [75]

hR(z, µ) ∼ exp(−Λ̄z) , (9)

where Λ̄ is the binding energy of a light-quark to a color
source when the mass of the color source is calculated
with a PV prescription. Studies have show that Λ̄ is on
the order of few MeV or so, which corresponds to the
size of a typical hadron [76]. This asymptotic behavior is
crucial for lattice calculations as the signal-to-noise ratio
decays quickly at large z, and the missing information
can impose significant uncertainty of Fourier transfor-
mation. Thus the exponential decay mainly serves to
reduce the uncertainties in the large-z correlation, and
one can safely calculate the correlation functions up to
the region around 1∼1.5 fm to permit a physical extrapo-
lation beyond this. The use of this physical extrapolation

in LaMET is to reduce the uncertainties in the momen-
tum density calculations of the middle-x region [35], not
about predictions of PDFs at small-x where the expan-
sion breaks down.

Thus, from the lattice data, one can obtain non-
perturbative coordinate-space correlations in the MS
scheme. Due to the renormalization scale dependence
hMS(λ, P z/µ) has a discontinuity at λ = 0. This can be
improved using perturbation theory [32]. The renormal-
ized momentum distribution is just a Fourier transforma-
tion,

NR(y, P z/µ) =

∫ ∞
−∞

dλeiλyhR(λ, P z/µ) (10)

where y has support −∞ < y < ∞, which is physi-
cally sensible for a hadron with finite momentum. Using
NR(x, P z), one can make a large-momentum expansion
for PDFs,

f(x, µ2) = CN (x, P z/µ)⊗NR(x, P z/µ)

+ C4(x, P z/µ)⊗ fR4 (x, P z)

(
M

P z

)2

+ ... ,(11)

where CN and C4 are perturbation series in αs(P z), and
take into account the difference between the large mo-
mentum limits with renormalization done before hand,
e.g., physical NR in which there is a large logarithms of
P z, and with the renormalization done afterward which
defines the standard PDFs with partons as effective the-
ory object [29]. CN contains the renormalon uncertainty
corresponding to the mass subtraction [73] which must be
regulated likewise by a PV prescription. The key point of
the above expression is that the infrared physics of mo-
mentum distributions in the large P z limit is the same as
the light-cone distribution f(x, µ2): switching the limit
P z →∞ and a→ 0 does not change the soft and collinear
infrared physics [29].

Power counting is a key to any effective field the-
ory [77]. Here the small parameter is the bound state
scale ΛQCD or hadron masses. The obvious high-energy
scale is the momentum P z. However, a careful exam-
ination indicates the momentum of the active particle
kz and the remnant momentum P z − kz can also act
as high-energy scales. Thus a conservative systematic
power counting is in powers of (ΛQCD/k

z)2 ∼ 1/(xP z)2

and (ΛQCD/(P
z − kz))2 ∼ 1/((1 − x)P z)2. There-

fore, LaMET can only produce result in a region of
x ∈ [xmin ∼ ΛQCD/(xP

z), xmax ∼ 1 − xmin] where the
higher-order power contributions are small. The expan-
sion is expected to break done very quickly near the end-
point regions.

A. How large is large?

Large-momentum effective theory requires large
hadron momentum to work P z � ΛQCD. Similar to
the discussion for short-distance factorization, how large
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a momentum is large in LaMET? The power counting
gives a more accurate answer: xP z and 1 − x)P z must
be large perturbative scales, for example, 1 GeV.

A more refined result comes from the perturbative
QCD matching and renormalon analysis. The one-loop
matching coefficient contains the following logarithm [32]

ln(µ2/4x2(P z)2) (12)

which conjugates to lnµ2z2 in coordinate space. Thus
it appears that µ = 2xPz is the right scale setting
for higher-order resummation, which correspoinds to
xP z ∼ 0.4 GeV. With P z around 2.4 GeV, the fixed-
order perturbative matching shall be accurate down to
x ∼ 0.15− 0.2 [47].

Note that there are soft-radiation dominating terms in
the matching kernel which goes like ln(1−ξ)/(1−ξ). For
x in the middle region, these term do not generate large
contributions due to cancellation from ξ > 1 and ξ < 1.
However, near the end point x = 1, the cancellation is in-
complete, and large threshold logarithms remain. These
large threshold logs will effectively lower P z and gener-
ates an effective scale 4(1 − x)(P z)2. This conclusion is
similar to the renormalon calculation in [73]. Thus the
large-momentum expansion can potentially reach closer
to x = 1 than x = 0. This is very interesting because
phenomenological PDFs at large-x currently have large
uncertainties. However, this enhancement of accuracy
from the above analysis has not been observed in LaMET
calculations so far, which indicates that there might be
other systematics that must be corrected before a reliable
large-x prediction can be made.

IV. SHORT-DISTANCE-EXPANSION-ASSISTED
PDFS IN x-SPACE

The relationship between SD-OPE and LaMET is sim-
ple in the infinite momentum limit: they are two equiv-
alent ways to define partons. However, they lead to two
different approximation schemes for analyzing real-world
data at finite hadron momenta. They are not identical
expansions and will not obtain the same result from the
same data, as one might have guessed naively. So which
one is a better choice for which type of problem? To
which degree are both approaches complementary? We
try to discuss these questions in this section.

A. Contrast

If one’s ultimate goal is to obtain twist-2 coordinate-
space correlations, corresponding to the global proper-
ties of partons, SD-OPE is the right choice, resulting in
a segment [0, λmax] of these from the finite-momentum
lattice data. On the other hand, if one is interested in
x-space PDFs, LaMET is the the natural method to get

a range [xmin, xmax] of distributions with controlled pre-
cision. The segments of the functions in separate coordi-
nate and momentum spaces cannot be naively translated
into each other through Fourier transformation, except
in the infinite momentum limit.

One important reason that the LaMET approach al-
lows to obtain more precise information for x-space PDFs
is that the momentum-space expansion utilizes the full
z-range of data for the coordinate-space correlations,
and filter out their higher-twist contributions through
Fourier transformation. No manual twist separation
is necessary for the coordinate-space correlations even
though the twist expansion itself breaks down beyond
z ∼ 0.4 fm [34]. Therefore, LaMET calculations use le-
gitimately more lattice data than SD-OPE would allow.
The correlation data at large-z are crucially important
up until the exponential decay region, and the full-range
correlations ensure that after Fourier transformation, the
momentum distributions are of pure twist-2 in the region
x ∈ [xmin, xmax].

On the other hand, SD-OPE can only use the corre-
lation data up to z ∼ 0.2 fm, beyond which one has
to subtract the non-perturbative contributions, an exer-
cise hard to control systematically. Indeed, it has been
a great challenge in perturbative QCD to understand
higher-twist effects quantitatively because they are in-
timately related to higher-order perturbation theory at
the leading twist. The leading higher-twist contributions
have been studied from first principles only in few cases:
heavy-quark potential [51, 63], heavy quark masses [76],
and QCD vacuum gluon condensate [49]. Moreover,
as said repeatedly, the twist expansion breaks down at
z ∼ 0.3 − 0.4 fm beyond which the perturbative QCD
interpretation of data is impossible.

If just using the pure twist-2 part of the correlations
from SD-OPE, one cannot reconstruct the PDFs at any
value of x with controlled accuracy with current lattice
data, a disadvantage which cannot be overcome by any
inversion methods which miss important physics infor-
mation at long correlation range. A discussion of the
comparison between LaMET and SD-OPE analyses was
first made in [33], and the results for the pion PFD anal-
yses confirm the main observation of this paper [22, 35].

B. Complementarity

Interestingly, LaMET expansion does not exhaust all
constraints on PDFs from the finite-momentum lattice
data. SD-OPE analyses can provide complementary in-
formation which can help LaMET analyses. An impor-
tant application of SD-OPE is to study the aP z artefacts
of lattice data [22, 24]. Here we focus on the global con-
straints on parton physics from twist-2 correlations. Cou-
pled with theoretical and phenomenological arguments
that PDFs behave like xα at small-x (Regge analysis [36])
and (1 − x)β at large-x [78, 79], short-distance correla-
tions can be used to improve upon LaMET calculations
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in the end-point regions [0, xmin] and [xmax, 1].
It is straightforward is to parameterize f(x) in these

regions in terms of a systematic expansion,

f(x) = Axα(1 + a
√
x+ ...), x ∈ [0, xmin] (13)

= B(1− x)β
(

1 + b(1− x) + ...
)
, x ∈ [xmax, 1] ,

where we have included the next-to-leading terms at
small and large x. The inclusion of

√
x is purely

phenomenological and one could try analytic terms in
x as well [43]. One can also use more sophisticated
parametrizations if well motivated or even neural network
approaches as in the global analyses. The normalization
A and B can be determined by continuity conditions at
x = xmin, xmax. More continuity conditions such as first-
order derivatives can be added as additional constraints.
All parameters including the exponents α and β can be
fitted to either twist-2 correlations or lowest order mo-
ments, with fixed LaMET predictions on PDFs in the
central-x region. This presumably will generate state-of-
art lattice-QCD PDFs with minimal bias.

As an example, let us consider the pion valence dis-
tribution. The ANL/BNL group has recently produced
some of the most accurate data for coordinate space cor-
relations in terms of quasi-PDFs [22, 35]. The data was
generated for pion mass mπ ∼ 300 MeV at very small
lattice spacings a = 0.06 fm and 0.04 fm. The data has
been analyzed in both short-distance expansion [22] and
LaMET [35], with results shown as red (LaMET) and
green (SD-OPE) bands in Fig. 6.

LaMET: ANL/BNL21

LaMET: ANL/BNL21, Extrapolated with (1-x)β, β=1∼1.2

JAM21nlo

SDF: BNL20

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

x

x
f v
(x
)

FIG. 6: Valence pion PDFs from both LaMET (red band) and
SD-OPE (green band). The blue band is a fit to the second
moment of the PDF plus LaMET result up to x = 0.6. The black
band is the JAMnlo result from fitting to experimental data.

As one can see, the LaMET calculation generates a
reasonable prediction for the valence PDF in the x-range
roughly from 0.1 to 0.7. For x < 0.1 and x > 0.7, LaMET
results become less reliable due to higher-twists, and ul-
timately the momentum-space expansion breaks down.

On the other hand, the x-dependent analysis of the
short-distance expansion is model-dependent [22]. In
particular in the middle region, the result has a large er-
ror. This unreliability propagates to the larger-x region

because of the global constraint from the short-distance
correlation or lower moments. This results in a very stiff
large-x distribution [22].

If one uses the LaMET result in the middle x region
and fits the phenomenological parametrizations using the
global constraints from the small-distance expansion, or
the first few moments, the distribution at large-x will
improve. As a quick exercise, we use A(1 − x)β beyond
xmax = 0.6 as a fitting function, and constrain β by the
second moment 〈x2〉 which has been calculated to high
accuracy in both Refs. [22, 35] and [80]. This simple fit
yields an exponent β = 1.0 ∼ 1.2, corresponding 〈x2〉 =
0.110 to 0.104, shown as blue band in Fig. 6. This large-x
result is more consistent with JAM fit than the SD-OPE
fit. If one chooses xmax = 0.7 the large-x behavior will
be further softened. A full fitting analysis to the entire
twist-2 coordinate-space correlation including both small
and large x regions is beyond the scope of this article.

Finally, one might wonder how it is possible that the
same data analyzed differently can generate complemen-
tary information on the PDFs. For example, why does
the LaMET analysis not already exhaust all useful in-
formation? An answer follows from the first moment of
PDFs. LaMET calculations are not trustable in the end-
point regions and therefore cannot predict reliably the
first moments. On the other hand, one can use the par-
ton phenomenology and global properties to fix PDFs in
these regions. However, for a large P z, the end-point re-
gions are small, and the contributions from these regions
to lower moments are also small. If there is significant
uncertainty in the lower moments, coupled with errors
in the LaMET analysis, the constraints for the end-point
regions could be considerably weakened. Therefore, the
above strategy may only be useful at moderate P z.

V. CONCLUSION

In this article, We have explained the similarities and
differences between SD-OPE and LaMET. In particular,
we have shown how to use the twist-2 correlation func-
tions from SD-OPE to phenomenologically improve the
LaMET predictions of PDFs in the end-point regions. We
have used the recent result on the pion valence PDF as
an example to demonstrate this point. Immediate ap-
plications can be made to the proton’s iso-vector PDF
and meson distribution amplitudes [81]. Furthermore,
the approach discussed is entirely applicable to other par-
ton observables, including but not limited to GPDs and
TMD PDFs.
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