
Prepared for submission to JHEP DESY-24-014

Double parton distributions with flavor interference

from lattice QCD

Daniel Reitinger,a Christian Zimmermann,b Markus Diehlc and Andreas Schäfera
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Abstract: We study double parton distributions with flavor interference in the nucleon

and compare them with previous results for the flavor diagonal case. We investigate both

unpolarized and polarized partons. We compare our lattice results with those obtained from

the simple description of the proton in terms of an SU(6) symmetric three-quark wave function

and find that this description fails for both flavor and polarization dependence. We also derive

and test a factorization ansatz for the unpolarized flavor interference distribution in terms of

single-parton distributions and find that this ansatz fails to a large extent.
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1 Introduction

The Standard Model of particle physics has been extremely successful in describing experi-

mental data at high energies. As part of this, the fundamental QCD Lagrangian has been

established beyond any reasonable doubt. However, many aspects of the resulting hadron

properties are still only poorly understood, e.g. the entanglement of two partons in the wave

functions of a proton. Work on this front is not only motivated by the goal to better under-

stand the strong interaction, but also by the fact that QCD effects often limit the sensitivity

of searches for physics beyond the Standard Model.

An intriguing phenomenon in hadron collisions is double parton scattering (DPS), a

mechanism in which two partons in each hadron take part in a hard scattering subprocess.

Building on pioneering work from the 1970s and 1980s [1–7], substantial progress has been

made during the last decade in an effort to develop a systematic description of DPS in QCD

[8–20]. Experimental investigations of DPS started in the 1980s [21] and were followed by a

wealth of studies at the Tevatron and the LHC, see for instance [22–25] and [26–32].

A crucial input for computing DPS are double parton distributions (DPDs), which de-

scribe the joint distribution of two partons inside a hadron. They quantify several types of

two-particle correlations in the proton wave function and are not well known. It is natural

to explore to which extent lattice QCD calculations can provide guidance in this context. In
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two previous publications [33, 34], we presented lattice computations of two-current correla-

tion functions that can be related with the Mellin moments of DPDs [12]. This generalizes

the well-known relation between single-current matrix elements and the Mellin moments of

single-parton distributions, which has been extensively studied in the literature [37]. More

recently, it has been proposed in [38, 39] to study the full functional dependence of DPDs on

the lattice in the LaMET approach [40, 41]. It will be very interesting to see to which extent

this can be done in practice.

One should bear in mind that neither of these lattice approaches is sensitive to parton

momentum fractions smaller than, say, 10−2, which are responsible for much of the phase

space where DPS is observed. (The same holds for quark models, which have been used

extensively to compute DPDs [42–53].) However, partons with larger momentum fractions at

low resolution scales are the “seeds” of evolution and thus have an imprint on partons with

smaller momentum fractions at high scales. At high scales, large parton momentum fractions

are probed in the production of heavy particles and thus of interest in searches for new physics.

Moreover, larger parton momentum fractions become relevant when the products of the two

hard scatters in DPS have a large rapidity separation. This is an interesting kinematic region,

where DPS is often appreciable compared to single hard scattering. Finally, DPDs at larger

momentum fractions are of interest in their own right from the point of view of exploring

hadron structure.

With this in mind, we complement in the present paper our previous study [34] of DPDs

in the nucleon. Specifically, we investigate flavor interference DPDs, which are characterized

by different flavors for the quark (or antiquark) initiating a specific hard scattering in the

amplitude and in its complex conjugate. Such distributions contribute for instance to the

double Drell-Yan process. They were introduced in [12], were it was also pointed out that

they do not mix with gluons under evolution, such that at small momentum fractions one

can expect them to be small compared with flavor diagonal DPDs. At moderate or large

momentum fractions (which are relevant for Mellin moments) there is however no argument

that flavor interference should be suppressed. We will investigate whether this is the case

by comparing the corresponding two-current matrix elements computed on the lattice. We

will furthermore compare our lattice results (both for the flavor diagonal and the interference

case) with the predictions obtained from an SU(6) symmetric three-quark wave function of

the proton.

Our paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we review the different quantities relevant

to our study and explain how they are related to each other. Details of the lattice setup we

use are given in 3. Sections 4 and 5 contain the results of our calculations. In section 4,

the Mellin moments for different combinations of flavor and polarization are presented and

compared with the SU(6) predictions. In section 5 we explore to which extent DPDs can be

factorized in terms of single-parton distributions. We summarize our findings in section 6.
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2 Theory background

2.1 Definitions and properties

In the following, we review some basic definitions and properties of double parton distributions

in the context of our lattice simulation. For more details the reader is referred to [33, 34].

DPDs describe the joint probability of finding two quarks with given polarization in a hadron.

In this work we focus on the proton. We average over its polarization λ, which is indicated

by the notation
∑′

λ = 1
2

∑
λ. The definition of DPDs is given by

Fa1a2(x1, x2,y) = 2p+
∫

dy−
∫

dz−1
2π

dz−2
2π

ei(x1z
−
1 +x2z

−
2 )p+

×
∑′

λ

⟨p, λ| Oa1(y, z1)Oa2(0, z2) |p, λ⟩ , (2.1)

where we use light-cone coordinates v± := (v0 ± v3)/
√
2 and v := (v1, v2) for a given four-

vector vµ. The light-cone operators are defined as

Oa(y, z) = q̄
(
y − 1

2z
)
Γa q

(
y + 1

2z
)∣∣∣

z+=y+=0,z=0
, (2.2)

where a specifies the quark flavor and polarization, which is determined by the spin projections

Γq =
1
2γ

+ , Γ∆q =
1
2γ

+γ5 , Γj
δq =

1
2 iσ

j+γ5 (j = 1, 2) . (2.3)

q refers to an unpolarized quark, ∆q to a longitudinally polarized quark and δq to a trans-

versely polarized quark. The DPDs (2.1) can be decomposed in terms of rotationally invariant

functions:

Fq1q2(x1, x2,y) = fq1q2(x1, x2, y
2) ,

F∆q1∆q2(x1, x2,y) = f∆q1∆q2(x1, x2, y
2) ,

F j1
δq1q2

(x1, x2,y) = ϵj1kykmfδq1q2(x1, x2, y
2) ,

F j2
q1δq2

(x1, x2,y) = ϵj2kykmfq1δq2(x1, x2, y
2) ,

F j1j2
δq1δq2

(x1, x2,y) = δj1j2fδq1δq2(x1, x2, y
2)

+
(
2yj1yj2 − δj1j2y2

)
m2f t

δq1δq2(x1, x2, y
2) , (2.4)

where m denotes the proton mass and ϵjk is the antisymmetric tensor in two dimensions

(ϵ12 = 1). The definitions given above can be extended for the case of flavor-changing

operators, i.e. (2.2) is modified so that the quark field has a different quark flavor than the

conjugate quark field, q ̸= q′:
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Figure 1. Example graphs for flavor interference in the double Drell-Yan process.

Oa(y, z) = q̄
(
y − 1

2z
)
Γa q

′(y + 1
2z

)∣∣∣
z+=y+=0,z=0

, (2.5)

with a = (qq′),∆(qq′), δ(qq′). The corresponding functions Fa1a2(x1, x2,y) given by inserting

the operators (2.5) in (2.1) are called flavor interference distributions or flavor interference

DPDs. For instance, an interference contribution to the unpolarized channel is given by

F(ud)(du), which corresponds to the operator combination O(ud)O(du). Notice that in contrast

to flavor diagonal DPDs, these interference DPDs cannot be interpreted as parton density

distributions. Hence, there is no positivity constraint for them. Flavor interference DPDs are

relevant in the description of double parton scattering, where they represent flavor interference

contributions in the cross section. An example is shown in figure 1.

In the context of lattice calculations, it is useful to introduce so-called skewed DPDs,

which are a generalization of ordinary DPDs in the sense that one introduces a difference be-

tween the momentum fractions of the quark in the wave function and in its complex conjugate.

This difference is quantified by the skewness parameter ζ:

Fa1a2(x1, x2, ζ,y) = 2p+
∫

dy−e−iζy−p+
∫

dz−1
2π

dz−2
2π

ei(x1z
−
1 +x2z

−
2 )p+

×
∑′

λ

⟨p, λ| Oa1(y, z1)Oa2(0, z2) |p, λ⟩ . (2.6)

This skewed DPD has already been used in [33, 34], where also the region of support w.r.t.

the parameters x1, x2 and ζ has been discussed in detail. Let us recall that this support

region is given by:

|xi ± 1
2ζ| ≤ 1 , |x1|+ |x2| ≤ 1 , |ζ| ≤ 1 . (2.7)

In figure 2 we give a graphical representation of skewed DPDs, where we indicate the longi-

tudinal momentum fraction of the quarks in the wave function and its complex conjugate.
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x1 − 1
2ζ x2 +

1
2ζ x2 − 1

2ζ x1 +
1
2ζ

Fud(x1, x2, ζ,y)

u d ud

p p

x1 − 1
2ζ x2 +

1
2ζ x2 − 1

2ζ x1 +
1
2ζ

F(ud)(du)(x1, x2, ζ,y)

d d uu

p p

Figure 2. Skewed DPDs and their parton momentum fractions for the flavor diagonal case (left) and

for flavor interference (right).

Moreover, we define Mellin moments w.r.t. x1 and x2:

Ia1a2(ζ, y
2) =

∫ 1

−1
dx1

∫ 1

−1
dx2 fa1a2(x1, x2, ζ, y

2) . (2.8)

The symmetry properties of flavor diagonal DPDs are discussed in [34]. In the following we

briefly show how these properties generalize to the flavor interference case.

For unpolarized distributions, one finds

f(ud)(du)(x1, x2, ζ, y
2) = f(du)(ud)(x1, x2,−ζ, y2) ,[

f(ud)(du)(x1, x2, ζ, y
2)
]∗

= f(du)(ud)(x1, x2,−ζ, y2) ,
f(ud)(du)(x1, x2, ζ, y

2) = f(du)(ud)(x2, x1,−ζ, y2) , (2.9)

where the first relation follows from PT invariance, the second one from taking the hermitian

conjugate of the definition (2.6), and the third one from interchanging the two operators.

From the first two relations, it follows that f(ud)(du) is real valued. Equations analogous

to (2.9) relate f∆(ud)∆(du) with f∆(du)∆(ud), fδ(ud)δ(du) with fδ(du)δ(ud), and f tδ(ud)δ(du) with

f tδ(du)δ(ud). For a single transverse polarization, we have instead

f(ud)δ(du)(x1, x2, ζ, y
2) = f(du)δ(ud)(x1, x2,−ζ, y2) ,[

f(ud)δ(du)(x1, x2, ζ, y
2)
]∗

= f(du)δ(ud)(x1, x2,−ζ, y2) ,
f(ud)δ(du)(x1, x2, ζ, y

2) = − fδ(du)(ud)(x2, x1,−ζ, y2) . (2.10)

Also in this case, we find that the distributions are real valued. Parity invariance implies that

F(ud)∆(du), F(du)∆(ud), F∆(ud)(du), and F∆(du)(ud) are zero.

2.2 Euclidean matrix elements

Information about DPDs can be obtained from first principles on the lattice through Euclidean

two-current matrix elements. This has been worked out in detail for the pion [33] and the
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nucleon [34]. In the following, we recall the important definitions and relations to DPDs and

extend them to the case of flavor interference. The Euclidean two-current matrix element of

the nucleon is defined as:

Mµ1···µ2···
q1q2q3q4,i1i2

(p, y) :=
∑′

λ

⟨p, λ| Jµ1···
q1q2,i1

(y) Jµ2···
q3q4,i2

(0) |p, λ⟩ , (2.11)

where we take the average of the proton spin. The currents Jµ...
qq′,i are local quark bilinear

operators. In this work we focus on three types of currents, which are defined as:

Jµ
qq′,V (y) = q̄(y)γµq′(y) , Jµ

qq′,A(y) = q̄(y)γµγ5 q
′(y) , Jµν

qq′,T (y) = q̄(y)σµν q′(y) . (2.12)

In order to make contact with the DPDs, we decompose the matrix elements in terms of

Lorentz invariant functions:

M
{µν}
q1q2q3q4,V V − 1

4g
µνgαβM

αβ
q1q2q3q4,V V = uµνV V,AA(q1q2)(q3q4)

+ uµνV V,Bm
2B(q1q2)(q3q4)

+ uµνV V,C m
4C(q1q2)(q3q4)

,

Mµνρ
q1q2q3q4,TV + 2

3g
ρ[µ
M

ν]αβ
q1q2q3q4,TV gαβ = uµνρTV,AmAδ(q1q2)(q3q4)

+ uµνρTV,Bm
3Bδ(q1q2)(q3q4)

,

1
2

[
Mµνρσ

q1q2q3q4,TT +Mρσµν
q1q2q3q4,TT

]
= ũµνρσTT,AAδ(q1q2)δ(q3q4)

+ ũµνρσTT,Bm
2Bδ(q1q2)δ(q3q4)

+ ũµνρσTT,C m
2Cδ(q1q2)δ(q3q4)

+ ũµνρσTT,Dm
4Dδ(q1q2)δ(q3q4)

+ uµνρσTT,Em
2 Ẽδ(q1q2)δ(q3q4)

, (2.13)

where the basis tensors u and ũ, which depend on the Lorentz vectors y and p, have been

defined in [34], equation (2.26). The quantities A(q1q2)(q3q4), etc. are Lorentz scalar func-

tions depending only on y2 and py. At leading twist, we only need to consider the func-

tions A(q1q2)(q3q4), A∆(q1q2)∆(q3q4), Aδ(q1q2)(q3q4), A(q1q2)δ(q3q4), Aδ(q1q2)δ(q3q4), and Bδ(q1q2)δ(q3q4).

These so-called twist-two functions are directly related to the Mellin moments (2.8):

Ia1a2(ζ, y
2) =

∫ ∞

−∞
d(py) e−iζpy Aa1a2(py, y

2) , (2.14)

Ita1a2(ζ, y
2) =

∫ ∞

−∞
d(py) e−iζpy Ba1a2(py, y

2) , (2.15)

where (2.15) is only defined for transverse polarization of a1 and a2. In this work, we shall

restrict ourselves to p⃗ = 0⃗ and, therefore, py = 0. In this case, the twist-two functions

correspond to the first moment in ζ of the DPD:

Aa1a2(py = 0, y2) =
1

2π

∫ 1

−1
dζ Ia1a2(ζ, y

2) . (2.16)
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In [34] we found similar patterns for the twist-two functions and the reconstructed DPDs

themselves regarding their dependence on the distance y and on the quark polarization.

2.3 DPDs in the SU(6) quark model

In the following, we consider a simple SU(6)-symmetric quark model and derive its predictions

for matrix elements of two-quark currents. The spin-flavor part of the SU(6)-symmetric

proton wave function |p↑⟩ is given by:

|p↑⟩ = 1

3
√
2

[
|u↑u↓d↑⟩+ |u↓u↑d↑⟩ − 2 |u↑u↑d↓⟩+ |u↑d↑u↓⟩+ |u↓d↑u↑⟩ − 2 |u↑d↓u↑⟩+

+ |d↑u↑u↓⟩+ |d↑u↓u↑⟩ − 2 |d↓u↑u↑⟩
]
, (2.17)

where ↑ (↓) indicates polarization along the positive (negative) z axis. Moreover, the quark

operators are expressed as

O(ud) =
1

2

[
(ū↑γ+d↑) + (ū↓γ+d↓)

]
,

O∆(ud) =
1

2

[
(ū↑γ+d↑)− (ū↓γ+d↓)

]
, (2.18)

and likewise for the other flavor combinations. Considering matrix elements of the form

⟨p↑| (q̄1γ+q2)(q̄3γ+q4) |p↑⟩ for the proton state (2.17), we obtain:

⟨p↑| (ū↑γ+u↑)(d̄↑γ+d↑) |p↑⟩ = a , ⟨p↑| (ū↑γ+u↑)(d̄↓γ+d↓) |p↑⟩ = 4a ,

⟨p↑| (ū↓γ+u↓)(d̄↑γ+d↑) |p↑⟩ = a , ⟨p↑| (ū↓γ+u↓)(d̄↓γ+d↓) |p↑⟩ = 0 ,

⟨p↑| (ū↑γ+u↑)(ū↑γ+u↑) |p↑⟩ = 4a , ⟨p↑| (ū↑γ+u↑)(ū↓γ+u↓) |p↑⟩ = a ,

⟨p↑| (ū↓γ+u↓)(ū↑γ+u↑) |p↑⟩ = a , ⟨p↑| (ū↓γ+u↓)(ū↓γ+u↓) |p↑⟩ = 0 ,

⟨p↑| (d̄↑γ+u↑)(ū↑γ+d↑) |p↑⟩ = a , ⟨p↑| (d̄↑γ+u↑)(ū↓γ+d↓) |p↑⟩ = −2a ,

⟨p↑| (d̄↓γ+u↓)(ū↑γ+d↑) |p↑⟩ = −2a , ⟨p↑| (d̄↓γ+u↓)(ū↓γ+d↓) |p↑⟩ = 0 , (2.19)

where it is understood that the four field operators are taken at different positions as specified

by (2.1) and (2.2). Here the factor a depends on the orbital part of the proton wave function,

which we leave unspecified. The DPDs are expressed in terms of proton matrix elements of

the operators (2.18), i.e. fa1a2 ∝ ⟨p↑| Oa1Oa2 |p↑⟩. Using the results given in (2.19), we find:

fud = +6ã , fuu = +6ã , f(du)(ud) = −3ã ,

f∆u∆d = −4ã , f∆u∆u = +2ã , f∆(du)∆(ud) = +5ã . (2.20)

with an overall factor ã that depends again on the orbital part of the wave function. Since this

orbital part is isotropic, there is no difference regarding the direction of the quark polarization.
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Hence, the values obtained for f∆u∆d are the same for fδuδd, and likewise for all other flavor

combinations. Predictions that are independent of the factor ã are obtained for ratios of

DPDs, such as:

f(du)(ud)

fud
= −1

2
,

f(du)(ud)

fuu
= −1

2
,

fud
fuu

= +1 , (2.21)

and

f∆(du)∆(ud)

fud
= +

5

6
,

f∆u∆d

fud
= −2

3
,

f∆u∆u

fuu
= +

1

3
. (2.22)

Analogous predictions hold for the ratios of the twist-two functions Aa1a2 and can be directly

checked against lattice results.

3 Lattice calculation

In the following, we give an overview of the calculation of two-current matrix elements on

the lattice and briefly review the techniques that are used. A detailed explanation is given in

[34]. This shall now be extended to flavor-changing operators.

Let us first recall that the two-current matrix element (2.11) of the nucleon at y0 = 0 is

related to the nucleon four-point function C4pt(y⃗ , t, τ) by the following formula:

Mij(p, y)
∣∣∣
y0=0

= Cij,⃗p
4pt (y⃗ ) := 2V

√
m2 + p⃗2

Cij,⃗p
4pt (y⃗ , t, τ)

C p⃗
2pt(t)

∣∣∣∣∣
0≪τ≪t

, (3.1)

where V is the spatial lattice volume and the four-point function Cij,⃗p
4pt (y⃗ , t, τ) is given by:

Cij,⃗p
4pt (y⃗ , t, τ) := a6

∑
z⃗ ′ ,⃗z

e−i⃗p(z⃗ ′−z⃗ )
〈
tr
{
P+P (⃗z ′, t) Ji(y⃗ , τ) Jj (⃗0 , τ) P (⃗z , 0)

}〉
. (3.2)

Here P+ = (1 + γ4) /2 projects onto positive parity, and P(x⃗, t) and P(x⃗, t) are the nucleon

interpolators, for which we choose:

P(x⃗, t) := ϵabc
[
ūa(x) Cγ5 d̄

T
b (x)

]
ūc(x)

∣∣∣
x4=t

,

P(x⃗, t) := ϵabc ua(x)
[
uTb (x) Cγ5 dc(x)

] ∣∣∣
x4=t

, (3.3)

where C is the charge conjugation matrix in Dirac space. The two-point function C p⃗
2pt(t)

appearing in (3.1) is defined as:

C p⃗
2pt(t) := a6

∑
z⃗ ′ ,⃗z

e−i⃗p(z⃗ ′−z⃗ )
〈
tr
{
P+P (⃗z ′, t) P (⃗z , 0)

}〉
. (3.4)
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Cij
1,q1...q4

=

Jq1q2,i

Jq3q4,j

Cij
2,q =

Jq′q,j

Jqq′,i

Dij =

Ji

Jj

G2pt

Li
1

Lj
1

Sij
1,q =

Jqq,i

Jj

Gi
3pt,q

Lj
1

Sij
2 =

Ji

Jj

G2pt

Lij
2

Figure 3. Depiction of the five types of Wick contractions that contribute to a nucleon four-point

function. In case of C1, C2 and S1 the explicit contraction depends on all involved flavors. Provided

that the quark masses are taken to be equal, C2 depends only on the flavor of the quark line that is

connected to one of the insertions (red) and the source. For the disconnected diagrams S1, S2 and D

we also indicate the disconnected parts G3pt and G2pt (blue), as well as the loops L1 and L2 (orange).

Wick contractions: The four-point function (3.2) decomposes into a definite set of Wick

contractions w.r.t. the fermion fields. There are five types of contractions, which we call C1,

C2, S1, S2 and D. These contractions are represented by the graphs in figure 3. Notice

that, depending on the quark flavor of the operators, there are several contributions for each

contraction type. For C1-type graphs, we denote this by the flavor indices of the operator

insertions Jq1q2,i and Jq3q4,j , i.e. C1,q1q2q3q4 . For the proton, only the contractions C1,uudd,

C1,uuuu and C1,duud contribute (together with C1,dduu and C1,uddu, which are obtained by

exchanging the two currents). In our calculation, we consider only proton matrix elements

in the iso-symmetric limit, where the u-quark and the d-quark have the same mass. In that

case, there are two independent contributions with C2- or S1-topology, namely C2,u, C2,d,

S1,u and S1,d. The indicated flavor refers to the quark line that connects one of the currents

with the proton source.

The explicit set of contractions contributing to the four-point function depends on the

quark flavors of the considered operators. In the following we list the decomposition of all
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possible matrix elements of two light-quark operators in a proton:

Muudd,ij(p, y)|y0=0 = Cij,⃗p
1,uudd(y⃗ ) + Sij,⃗p

1,u (y⃗ ) + Sji,⃗p
1,d (−y⃗ ) +Dij,⃗p(y⃗ ) ,

Muuuu,ij(p, y)|y0=0 = Cij,⃗p
1,uuuu(y⃗ ) + Cij,⃗p

2,u (y⃗ ) + Cji,⃗p
2,u (−y⃗ ) + Sij,⃗p

1,u (y⃗ ) + Sji,⃗p
1,u (−y⃗ )

+ Sij,⃗p
2 (y⃗ ) +Dij,⃗p(y⃗ ) ,

Mdddd,ij(p, y)|y0=0 = Cij,⃗p
2,d (y⃗ ) + Cji,⃗p

2,d (−y⃗ ) + Sij,⃗p
1,d (y⃗ ) + Sji,⃗p

1,d (−y⃗ )
+ Sij,⃗p

2 (y⃗ ) +Dij,⃗p(y⃗ ) ,

Mduud,ij(p, y)|y0=0 = Cij,⃗p
1,duud(y⃗ ) + Cij,⃗p

2,d (y⃗ ) + Cji,⃗p
2,u (−y⃗ ) + Sij,⃗p

2 (y⃗ ) ,

Muddu,ij(p, y)|y0=0 = Cji,⃗p
1,duud(−y⃗ ) + Cij,⃗p

2,u (y⃗ ) + Cji,⃗p
2,d (−y⃗ ) + Sij,⃗p

2 (y⃗ ) , (3.5)

where we use

Cij,⃗p
1,uudd(y⃗ ) = 2V

√
m2 + p⃗2

Cij,⃗p
1,uudd(y⃗ , t, τ)

C p⃗
2pt(t)

∣∣∣∣∣
0≪τ≪t

(3.6)

and similarly for all other Wick contractions.

Renormalization: The lattice operators are renormalized multiplicatively and converted

to the MS-scheme using the factors Zi:

JMS
i (y) = ZiJ

latt
i (y) . (3.7)

For β = 3.4, the corresponding values of Zi are [54]:

ZV = 0.7128 , ZA = 0.7525 , ZT = 0.8335 , (3.8)

for the choice

µ = 2 GeV . (3.9)

The renormalization of the two-current matrix elements is given by:

MMS
q1q2q3q4,i1i2 = Zi1Zi2M

latt
q1q2q3q4,i1i2 . (3.10)

Technical details on Wick contractions: A sketch summarizing the techniques used

to evaluate the Wick contractions is given in figure 4. The proton source is realized by a

point source. Both the proton source and the proton sink are momentum smeared [55]. The

corresponding smeared point-to-all propagator at the source z is denoted by MΦ,⃗p
z (y). The
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point source / propagator

stochastic source / propagator

propagator with HPE

×

sequential source / propagator

Figure 4. Sketch of all Wick contractions that are considered in this work. Colors have no meaning

regarding the evaluation technique but only indicate to which source the corresponding propagator

belongs. We use two evaluation methods for the D graph, which are drawn at the bottom center and

the bottom right.

contractions where at least one of the two currents is directly connected to the proton source

or sink require usage of the sequential source technique. C1 and C2 additionally involve

stochastic wall sources for a given timeslice t, for which we use Z2 × Z2 sources. We denote

the corresponding propagated stochastic source (”stochastic propagator”) by ψ
(ℓ)
t , where ℓ

indicates the stochastic source. In the case of C2, the stochastic source timeslice and the

timeslice where the stochastic propagator is evaluated are identical. Therefore, the propagator

is improved by removing terms in the corresponding hopping parameter expansion that are

trivially zero in the exact case but contribute to the stochastic noise. A similar improvement

is performed for the loop L1 appearing in S1 and D, which is also evaluated using stochastic

propagators. Notice that for the D contraction we have two versions, one using stochastic

sources for both loops, and one where we use point sources only for one of the two loops.

More details on the techniques are given in [34]. This reference gives also explicit expressions

for the quantities that are evaluated on the lattice, except for the contraction C1,duud, which
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id β a[fm] L3 × T κl κs mπ[MeV] mK [MeV] mπLa

H102 3.4 0.0856 323 × 96 0.136865 0.136549339 355 441 4.9

Table 1. Details on the gauge ensemble H102, which is employed for our simulation [35, 36]. We use

990 configurations.

contributes only in the context of flavor interference. We find:

Cij,⃗p
1,duud(y⃗ , t, τ) =

a3

Nst

∑
x⃗

Nst∑
ℓ

〈[
q
T,⃗p,(ℓ)
2,t,j (x) q

p⃗ ,(ℓ)
1,t,i (x+ y)

]〉∣∣∣∣∣
x4=τ,y4=0

(3.11)

with

(
q
p⃗ ,(ℓ)
1,t,i

)a

α
(y) :=

(
S
p⃗ ,(ℓ)
321,t,i

)a

α
(y)−

(
S
p⃗ ,(ℓ)
123,t,i

)a

α
(y) ,(

q
p⃗ ,(ℓ)
2,t,j

)a

α
(y) :=

[
ψ
†,(ℓ)
t (y) γ5Γj M

Φ,⃗p
z (y)

]a
α
, (3.12)

where S is defined in equation (A.19) of [34].

Lattice Setup: We extend our simulation of reference [34] using the same lattice setup. In

our simulation we employ the CLS ensemble H102 with nf = 2+1 dynamical Sheikholeslami-

Wohlert fermions [35, 36]. For completeness we list again the corresponding lattice parameters

in table 1.

In addition to the contractions C1,uudd, C1,uuuu, C2,u, C2,d, S1,u, S1,d, S2 and D, which

have been already calculated, we compute the contraction C1,duud according to (3.11) for

proton momentum p⃗ = 0⃗. Like for the other C1 contractions, we choose as source-sink

separation t = 12a and evaluate the four-point functions for insertion times τ ∈ [3a, t − 3a].

The corresponding data is fitted to a constant behavior in τ .

4 Results for invariant functions

4.1 Data quality

Before we discuss our results in a physical context, we first investigate the quality of our data.

In particular, we focus on the potential presence of excited states and of lattice artifacts, such

as anisotropy effects. We only treat the contraction C1,duud, since all other contributions have

been already investigated in our previous work [34, 56].

Excited states: In the following we consider the τ -dependence of the four-point correlator

C4pt(t, τ, y⃗ ) defined in (3.2) for fixed y⃗ . If there is a contamination of the data by excited

states, this leads to a curvature along τ . It turns out that there is in fact no visible dependence

of the data on τ . As an example we show the data of the ⟨V0V0⟩ correlator for the quark

– 12 –



0 2 4 6 8 10 12
[a]

4

2

0

2

4

6

co
rre

la
to

r [
ar

bi
tr.

 u
ni

ts
]

 fit at y = ( 3, 4, 3) for V4V4

lattice data (uu)
fit (uu)
lattice data (ud)
fit (ud)
lattice data (duud)
fit (duud)

Figure 5. Dependence on the insertion time τ of the contractions C1,uuuu (green), C1,uudd (red), and

C1,duud (magenta) for the current combination V0V0 and fixed quark separation y⃗ = (−3, 4, 3). The

orange band represents the constant fit that returns the final value for the given y⃗ .

separation y⃗ = (−3, 4, 3)a in figure 5. The absence of curvature shows that excited states

are sufficiently suppressed at the scale of our statistical uncertainties. The final value for the

two-current correlator ground state is obtained by a constant fit in the region 3 ≤ τ ≤ 9. It

has a reasonably small error and is also represented in figure 5 by the magenta band.

Anisotropy: Since we compute on a lattice with periodic boundary conditions, the effect

of so-called “mirror charges” becomes important if the distance between the two current

approaches half the lattice size [57, 58]. As a consequence, there are anisotropy effects whose

size depends on the angle θ(y⃗ ) between y⃗ and the closest diagonal of the lattice. Moreover,

the lattice propagator itself exhibits anisotropy effects, which become large at small distances

[59, 60]. This is the case for contractions where both operators are connected directly via

a quark propagator, i.e. the C2 and S2 contributions. In order to reduce the violation of

Lorentz invariance, only regions with |y⃗ | = y ≥ 4a are considered. As discussed in section 4.1

of [34], we limit ourselves to distances y ≤ 16a and take into account only data points close

to the lattice diagonal, in order to reduce discretization artifacts and finite volumes effects.

Specifically, only data points which fulfill

cos(θ(y⃗ )) > 0.9 (4.1)

are considered. For the contraction C1,duud the most important source of anisotropy is given

by mirror charges, which leads to the saw tooth pattern already observed in other contractions
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Figure 6. The anisotropy of the C1,duud contribution to ⟨V0V0⟩, revealed by a saw tooth pattern for

larger angles θ between the y⃗ vector and the nearest lattice diagonal.

with C1 topology. This is illustrated in figure 6, where the data points fulfilling the constraint

(4.1) are plotted in red.

4.2 Invariant functions

In the following, we consider physical matrix elements given by (3.5). We take only into

account the connected contributions C1 and C2 for quark separations fulfilling 4a ≤ y ≤ 16a

and cos(θ(y)) > 0.9. The disconnected contribution S1 was found to be small (but noisy)

compared to C1 and C2 in [34], whereas the errors on D were too large to make any useful

statement about its size. As pointed out in [34], S2 is seen to violate Lorentz invariance for

y < 7a, whereas it is orders of magnitudes smaller than the other contractions for larger

quark distances. For that reason, we do not take into account this contraction in our physical

results. The twist-two functions Aa1a2 and Bδqδq′ are obtained from the data by solving the

overdetermined equation system (2.13) for momentum p⃗ = 0⃗. The system of equations is

solved by χ2-minimization (see section 3.2 of [33]). The corresponding results are shown in

figure 7 for the functions Aqq′ , Aqδq′ , and Aδqδq′ .
1 Here we show the results from [34] for the

flavor diagonal combinations uu, ud, and dd, and compare them to our new results for the

flavor interference channel. The latter are significantly different from zero and tend to be

of similar size as the dd contribution. Moreover, in the case of Aqq′ and Aqδq′ we observe a

change in sign for the (du)(ud) combination as a function of y. Hence, we can conclude that

flavor interference can indeed be sizable for DPDs. We note that our results for Bδqδq′ have

1Our flavor generic notation q and q′ for indices includes the flavor interference cases (ud) and (du).
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Figure 7. Twist-two functions for three different polarization combinations and the flavor combi-

nations uu, ud, dd and (du)(ud). Only the graphs C1 and C2 are taken into account. The hadron

momentum used is always zero, p⃗ = 0⃗.

rather large statistical uncertainties for all flavor combinations other than ud and are hence

not shown here.

4.3 Comparison with SU(6) predictions

In the following, we compare the ratios (2.21) derived for an SU(6)-symmetric three-quark

wave function with the corresponding data we obtain from the lattice. Note that the eval-

uation of the DPDs from a three-quark wave function corresponds to the contraction C1.

whereas the interpretation of C2 involves wave functions with additional quark-antiquark

pairs, as discussed in section 4.1 of [33]. We therefore compare the SU(6) predictions with
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Figure 8. Ratios of unpolarized twist-two functions. The blue points correspond to only considering

the C1 graphs, and the green ones to including both C1 and C2 contributions. The orange dashed line

is the SU(6) model prediction.

either C1 alone, or with the sum of C1 and C2. This is shown in figure 8 for the unpolarized

flavor ratios (2.21) and in figure 9 for the polarization ratios (2.22).

In the case of two unpolarized quarks, the SU(6) model results are fairly consistent with

the corresponding C1 results. For large quark distances y, this also holds for the sum of

C1 and C2. However, for smaller y, discrepancies become rather large. By contrast, lattice

results for polarization ratios, which are shown in figure 9, disagree strongly with the SU(6)

model.

5 Factorization tests

A common strategy for modeling DPDs is to express them in terms of single-parton distribu-

tions, assuming that correlations between the two partons can be neglected. A corresponding
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Figure 9. As figure 8, but for ratios of polarized and unpolarized functions. Note that there is no C2

contribution to the flavor combination ud in panels (c) and (d)
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Figure 10. Depiction of the factorized expression (5.2) for the flavor-diagonal case (a), as well as the

interference case (b).

ansatz can also be formulated at the level of twist-two functions [33, 34]. We now extend this

formulation to the flavor interference case, which we will find to be special in this context.

We limit ourselves to unpolarized quarks in the following

Technically, the factorization ansatz is obtained by inserting a complete set of eigenstates

between the two operators in the DPD matrix element in (2.1) and neglecting all intermediate

states except for the ground state:

∑′

λ

⟨p, λ| Oa1(y, z1) Oa2(0, z2) |p, λ⟩

≈
∑′

λ,λ′

∫
dp′+ d2p′

2p′+(2π)3
e−iy(p′−p) ⟨p, λ| Oa1(0, z1) |p′, λ′⟩ ⟨p′, λ′| Oa2(0, z2) |p, λ⟩ . (5.1)

In the flavor diagonal case, the matrix elements on the r.h.s. can be directly identified with

GPD matrix elements fλλ
′

a (x̄, ξ,p′,p), which leads to the factorization formula for DPDs [12]:

Fa1a2(x1, x2, ζ,y)
?
=

1

2(1− ζ)

∫
d2r

(2π)2
e−iry

∑
λλ′

fλλ
′

a1 (x̄1,−ξ,0,−r) fλ
′λ

a2 (x̄2, ξ,−r,0) , (5.2)

where f is defined in equation (5.5) of [34]. The notation
?
= indicates that (5.2) is an assump-

tion, which we investigate in the following. x̄i and ξ are functions of ζ and/or xi:

x̄i(xi, ζ) :=
2xi
2− ζ

, ξ(ζ) :=
ζ

2− ζ
. (5.3)

For flavor-changing operators, the matrix elements in the second line of (5.1) are related to

GPDs for the transition between a proton and a neutron. In figure 10 we show a pictorial

representation of the factorized expression in the flavor diagonal and non-diagonal cases.

Using isospin symmetry, one can relate these transition GPDs to ordinary ones [61]:
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dashed: support region of the factorized expression

⟨p| O(ud) |n⟩ = ⟨p| Ou |p⟩ − ⟨p| Od |p⟩ = ⟨n| O(du) |p⟩ , (5.4)

which leads to the following decomposition of the flavor interference matrix element in terms

of flavor conserving matrix elements:

⟨p| O(ud) |n⟩ ⟨n| O(du) |p⟩ =
[
⟨p| Ou |p⟩ − ⟨p| Od |p⟩

]2
= ⟨p| Ou |p⟩ ⟨p| Ou |p⟩ − 2 ⟨p| Ou |p⟩ ⟨p| Od |p⟩+ ⟨p| Od |p⟩ ⟨p| Od |p⟩ . (5.5)

Inserting this into the factorization hypothesis (5.1), we find that we can relate the flavor

interference DPDs to a combination of flavor diagonal ones:

F(ud)(du)(x1, x2, ζ,y) = Fuu(x1, x2, ζ,y)− 2Fud(x1, x2, ζ,y) + Fdd(x1, x2, ζ,y) . (5.6)

Moreover, taking Mellin moments and performing a Fourier transform w.r.t. ζ, we find for

the invariant functions:

A(ud)(du)(py, y
2) = Auu(py, y

2)− 2Aud(py, y
2) +Add(py, y

2) . (5.7)

Notice that the ordering of the operators is important. If we considered O(du)O(ud) instead

of O(ud)O(du), the intermediate state with lowest energy would not be a nucleon and the

corresponding transition GPDs could not be related with those in the proton. Hence, we are

restricted to the operator ordering given in (5.5). In [34], we pointed out that the regions

of support of the two sides of (5.2) differ to a degree that depends on the value of ζ. In

particular, the mismatch is worst for ζ < 0 (see figure 11). Hence, we used (5.2) only for

ζ ≥ 0 whilst for ζ < 0 we derived a factorized expression for the order Oa2Oa1 . As we
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just explained, we cannot do that in the flavor interference case, where we have to keep one

ordering of the operators and integrate over the entire ζ-region. This leads to:

A(ud)(du)(py = 0, y2)
?
=

1

4π2

∫ 1

−1
dζ

(1− ζ
2)

2

2(1− ζ)

∫
dr r J0(yr)

∑
λλ′

∫
dx1

∫
dx2

×
[
fλλ

′
u (x1,−ξ,0,−r)fλ

′λ
u (x2, ξ,−r,0)− 2fλλ

′
u (x1,−ξ,0,−r)fλ

′λ
d (x2, ξ,−r,0)

+fλλ
′

d (x1,−ξ,0,−r)fλ
′λ

d (x2, ξ,−r,0)
]
, (5.8)

where y = |y| and r = |r|. Notice that the expressions in the square brackets are rotationally

invariant w.r.t. to the momentum r, which allowed us to perform the angular part of the

integration over r. After integration over x1 and x2, they can be expressed in terms of Pauli

and Dirac form factors, F1 and F2. For the second term in the square brackets of (5.8), we

obtain:

1

2

∑
λλ′

∫
dx1

∫
dx2 f

λλ′
u (x1,−ξ,0,−r) fλ

′λ
d (x2, ξ,−r,0)

= K1(ζ)F
u
1 (t)F

d
1 (t)−K2(ζ)

[
F u
1 (t)F

d
2 (t) + F d

1 (t)F
u
2 (t)

]
+

(
K3(ζ) +

r2

4m2
K4(ζ)

)
F u
2 (t)F

d
2 (t) , (5.9)

with

t(ζ, r2) := −ζ
2m2 + r2

1− ζ
, K1(ζ) := 1−K2(ζ) , K2(ζ) :=

ζ2

(2− ζ)2
,

K3(ζ) :=

(
K2(ζ)

)2
K1(ζ)

, K4(ζ) :=
1

1− ζ
. (5.10)

Analogous expressions hold for the other terms.

For the Dirac and Pauli form factors, we take the results of lattice simulations obtained

with the same ensemble used in the present work. We fitted these data to several parametriza-

tions in [34]. In the following plots, bands correspond to the range obtained when inserting

these different parametrizations into the factorization formula.

In order to check the impact of integrating (5.1) over the entire ζ-region instead of

exchanging the order of operators, we repeat the factorization analysis of the flavor diagonal

DPDs given in [34] by using the correspondingly modified ansatz. The result of this is shown

in figure 12, along with our original result from [34], where (5.1) was only used for ζ ≥ 0. We

see that the difference due to the increased unphysical support region is considerable when

going to quark distances below about 0.8 fm. This shows that integrating (5.1) over the entire
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Figure 12. Factorization of the unpolarized flavor conserving twist-two functions Aud and Auu.

The blue band shows the result for the factorization for the reduced support region that has been

published in [34]. The orange band represents the factorization result where (5.2) has been directly

applied without exchanging the order of operators.

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
y[fm]

0.025

0.000

0.025

0.050

0.075

0.100

0.125

0.150

A[
fm

2 ]
 

3pt all fits
Auu 2Aud + Add

A(ud)(du)

4 6 8 10 12 14 16
y[a]

Isospin relation for momentum 000

Figure 13. Factorization of the unpolarized flavor interference twist-two function A(ud)(du). The

orange band represents the result obtained from (5.8). This is compared to the corresponding results

obtained from our four-point function calculation. Here we show the data points for A(ud)(du) (green)

and the r.h.s. of the flavor relation (5.7) (red).

ζ-region yields a very poor approximation for small quark distances. Unfortunately, for the

flavor interference contribution this is the only possibility we have found.

The result for flavor interference DPDs is plotted in figure 13 and compared to the

corresponding result of the direct calculation (green). Based on the comparison in figure 13,

we consider the factorization formula that uses the full ζ-region as unreliable for y < 0.8 fm.
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In the region 0.8 fm < y < 1.1 fm, we observe that the factorization ansatz yields the wrong

sign. The only approximate agreement with the four-point result can be observed for very

large quark distances, where the result is close to zero. Hence, we conclude that within a

wide range of y, the factorization ansatz is either not reliable because of the mismatch of the

support regions, or it fails.

Let us finally discuss the flavor relation (5.7), which follows from our factorization formula

but is more general. We see in figure 13 that the left- and right-hand sides of this relation

typically differ by a factor around 2 in the full y range of the plot. The relation is thus

satisfied somewhat better than the factorization hypothesis for A(ud)(du) in terms of three-

point correlation functions.

6 Conclusions

We extended our work on nucleon DPDs [34] by considering flavor interference distributions.

We calculated the corresponding Wick contractions and extracted the twist-two functions

for the flavor combination (ud)(du) for all relevant quark polarizations. This we did for

zero proton momentum, which implies py = 0. We find that the resulting signal for flavor

interference is non-negligible and of the same order of magnitude as the dd contributions.

This suggests that at large parton momentum fractions, flavor interference DPDs may not be

negligible.

Several relations between the different flavor and polarization combinations can be derived

in a simple SU(6) quark model, which can then be compared to the corresponding lattice

quantities. We observe good agreement between the lattice data and the SU(6) results for

unpolarized quarks if we only take into account the contribution of the C1 contraction, which

is most consistent with the picture of a three-quark wave function. If one considers the

full connected contribution (C1 + C2) there is a significant mismatch, which increases for

smaller quark distances. The SU(6) model completely fails in the case of two-parton matrix

elements for polarized quarks. Finally, we considered the factorization of flavor interference

DPDs in terms of GPDs. We found that, depending on the considered quark distance, the

factorization ansatz is either not reliable or it does not work in the region where the signal is

clearly non-zero.
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