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We study the leading-twist time-reversal even transverse momentum-dependent parton distribution
functions (TMDs) of light and heavy vector mesons, i.e., the p, J/w and Y. We employ the leading Fock-
state light front wave functions (LF-LFWFs) of p and J /y from our recent study, and supplement with Y’s LF-
LFWFs. These LF-LFWFs are extracted from dynamically solved Bethe-Salpeter wave functions. The vector
meson TMDs are then studied with the light front overlap representation at leading Fock-state. All the obtained
TMDs are nonvanishing and evolve with current quark mass, in particular the tensor polarized TMDs f; r and
Jf1rr which undergo a sign flip. The p TMDs are compared with other model studies and agreement is found,
aside from f;7 and f77. Finally, the collinear PDFs of vector mesons are studied. The p’s valence PDFs
f1..(x) and g1; ,(x) are evolved to the scale of 2.4 GeV, with their first three moments compared to the lattice
QCD prediction. The qualitative behavior of tensor polarized PDF f;; (x) in p at large x is also discussed.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Multidimensional imaging of hadrons has excited a lot
of interest for the last several decades. The transverse
momentum-dependent parton distributions (TMDs), in this
connection, provide an important extension to the one-
dimensinal parton distribution functions (PDFs) by incor-
porating the transverse motion of the partons and spin-orbit
correlations [1-4]. The TMDs of the pion and nucleon which
are spin-0 and spin-1/2, respectively, have thus received
extensive studies from phenomenological models [5—10] and
lattice QCD [11-14]. Experimentally, they can be studied
with the Drell-Yan or semi-inclusive deep-inelastic scattering
(SIDIS) processes [15-20].

Meanwhile, the parton distributions of spin-1 particle has
also been studied in the literature. Starting with the one-
dimensional case, a new PDF, i.e., the tensor polarized PDF
b1(x) (the superscript ¢ refers to quark), emerges in spin-1
target at leading twist [21]. It is interpreted as the difference
between unpolarized quark distribution function in A = 0
and |A| =1 targets, where the A is the helicity. The sum
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rule [ dx[b!(x) — bI(x)] =0 thus holds, as the total
valence quark in A =0 and |A| =1 targets should be
equal [22,23]. The tensor structure function b;(x) of the
deuteron is then measured by HERMES Collaboration, and
found to be nonzero at low x(x < 0.1) [24]. In the three-
dimensional case, the TMDs and TMD fragmentation
functions of spin-1 target are introduced [25]. The Soffer
bound is then generalized to the case of spin-1 and
positivity bounds on TMDs and TMD FFs are obtained
[26]. While no experimental measurement on spin-1 TMDs
is available at present, theoretical study can provide insight
into the 3D structure of spin-1 particles in the momentum
space. The p meson TMDs have thus been studied with the
Nambu—Jona-Lasinio (NJL) model [27] and light front
models [28], and some photon TMDs are studied with the
basis light front quantization (BLFQ) approach [29].

In this work, we study the TMDs of both light and heavy
vector mesons, i.e., p, J/y and Y. Among them, the p meson
is constituted from light quarks, with its mass mostly
generated by the dynamical chiral symmetry breaking of
QCD at low energy [30,31]. The J/y and Y, on the other
hand, gain their masses mostly from the current quark mass
generated by the Higgs mechanism. Meanwhile, the parton
motion within p is highly relativistic, while in the J/y and Y
it is much slower and nonrelativistic, in particular in the Y.
By studying the TMDs of light and heavy vector mesons
simultaneously, one can investigate the TMDs in both the
relativistic and nonrelativistic limit, as well as the dynamical
chiral symmetry breaking effect in shaping them.

Published by the American Physical Society
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There are generally two approaches to calculate the
vector meson TMDs, i.e., the covariant approach and the
light front approach. The former calculates the covariant
Feynman diagrams, such as in [27], and the latter resorts to
overlap representations in the light front QCD. Both
approaches have their own advantages. For instance, the
covariant approach could circumvent the direct calculation
of higher Fock-state light front wave functions (LFWFs),
which has been a hard task in practice. On the other hand,
the light front overlap representation approach gives a
direct parton picture in terms of the LFWFs. The parton and
parent hadron polarization can be read off explicitly, along
with the orbital angular momentum (OAM) transfer among
them [7]. Meanwhile, positivity bounds can be conven-
iently derived in the light front approach, and hence
automatically satisfied in light front model studies
[26,32]. In this work, we utilize the light front overlap
representation at leading Fock-state approximation and
study the vector meson TMDs at leading twist.

The LF-LFWFs of vector meson employed in this study
are extracted from their covariant Bethe-Salpeter (BS) wave
functions. The basic idea is to project the BS wave
functions on to the light front [33-35]. It has been
demonstrated with the pseudoscalar mesons [10,36,37]
and then generalized to the case of vector mesons [38].
Based on the dynamically solved BS wave functions, which
accumulated lots of success in hadron study within the
Dyson-Schwinger equations (DSEs) formalism [39-45],
the parton distribution amplitude [46—48], generalized
parton distributions (GPDs) and TMDs of pseudoscalar
mesons [49,50] are further studied. Exclusive process is
also studied, e.g., without introducing any new parameters,
the p and J/yw LF-LFWFs are put into the color dipole
model study of diffractive vector meson productions in
e — p collisons, and agreement is found with data from
HERA [38]. In this work, we extend our study to vector
meson TMDs. Since the light and heavy vector mesons can
be studied consistently in the DSEs, we also include the Y
meson. As we will show, the Y is well dominated by the
leading Fock-states, and therefore provides a benchmark
for TMDs in the nonrelativistic limit, which has not been
reported in the literature before.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we
introduce the BSE-based LF-LFWFs of vector mesons
and supplement with the Y case. We then recapitulate
the definition of vector meson TMDs and their overlap
representation in Sec. III. The TMDs of heavy and light
vector mesons are reported in Sec. IV, where comparison
will be made with other model studies. The collinear PDFs
will also be studied. Finally, we summarize in Sec. V.

II. VECTOR MESON LF-LFWFS FROM
BETHE-SALPETER WAVE FUNCTIONS

The extraction of vector meson LF-LFWFs from BS
wave functions has been introduced with detail in [38].

Here, we recapitulate the formalism. In light front QCD, the
leading Fock-state expansion of a vector meson reads

/dkT dx 5
“, 27)° 2v/xx\/3
x @ (x. kr) jm(x kr)d) (XK kr)0). (1)

The @Al, is the LF-LFWF of meson with helicity A
and quark (antiquark) with spin 1 (1'). The A =0, +1
and 4 =7 or |, which will be denoted as = + and | =
for abbreviation in the following. The i and j are color
indices. The k; = (k*, k”) is the transverse momentum of
the quark with flavor f, and k; = —k; for antiquark with
flavor g. The longitudinal momentum fraction carried
by quark is x = k*/P*, with X =1 —x for antiquark.
The light cone four-vector of this paper is defined as
At = \/-(AO + A%) and A, = (A', A?).

The vector meson LF-LFWFs can be extracted from their
covariant Bethe-Salpeter wave functions with [38]

didit
23 / - k)
x Tr[[y ™ty (k, P) - e(P)]. (2)

(Dj 1/()( kT

The y,/(k, P) is the BS wave function in the momentum
space and the €, (P) is the meson polarization vector. The
Iy =1I+ysand Ty, =F (y' F iy?) project out corre-
sponding quark-antiquark helicity conf1gurat1ons The
trace is taken over Dirac, color, and flavor spaces. An
implicit color factor §;; is associated with I'; ;. The flavor
index yields unity as we will consider p* (ud), J/y/(cc),
and Y'(bb) in this work.

The @2, (x,kr)’s can be further expressed with six
independent scalar amplitudes y (x,k>)’s [51,52], i.e.,

q’iqﬂ = l//(()l)’ P, = j:k(ﬁ)‘//(()z)’ (3)
+
q)ili = ‘//(11)’ Qil = j:k(T )W(lz)’
+ +
oL, =kl edl = ()l (4)
with k<Ti> = k* £ ik’. For the unflavored vector meson

(J/w or Y) that has charge parity, further constraints can be
found [38]
‘//f\,-) (x.k7) = ‘//f\,-)(l - x,k7). (5)

except

Fiq: =Ilxysrefers tol', _=I+4ys and I'_, =1-ys,
which is by taking the sign in the same row simultaneously. This
notation applies throughout this paper.
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TABLE I. Calculated masses and decay constants of pseudo-
scalar and vector mesons based on model setup of [38,54]. All
units are in GeV. The second and fourth row are based on
PDG data [55], with lattice QCD results explicitly indicated by
references.

m e M p Iy Y
m 0.131 2.92 9.40 0.72 3.09 9.48
Mexp 0.138 2.98 9.39 0.78 3.10 9.46
f 0.090 0.270 0.476 0.141 0.300 0.460

Fexpi0cp 0.092 0.279 [56] 0.489 [57] 0.156 0.294 0.459 [58]

L (x3) = =l (1 - x. 3. (6)

This reduces the number of independent scalar amplitudes
to five. Note that the LF-LFWFs can also be classified by
their quark-antiquark OAM projection along the z-axis,
which is denoted by [, [52]. The angular-momentum
conservation in the z-direction enforces A =4+ A+ [,.
Based on Egs. (3) and (4) the [, can be 0, 1, and £2,
which are s-, p-, and d-wave LF-LFWFs, respectively.

The p° and J/yr LF-LFWFs have been presented in [38].
They are based on BS wave functions under rainbow-ladder
truncation. In this case, one does not discriminate between
p° and p* BS wave functions, so the p° LF-LFWFs applies
to pT as well. In this work, we supplement with the Y
meson LF-LFWFs, which is obtained in the same way
as J/y. Since Y is significantly heavier than J/y, it
could help zoom into the nonrelativistic limit. The three-
dimensional plots of LF-LFWFs for p™, J/w and Y can be
found in the Appendix.

The interaction model and parameters [31,53] are
required at the step of solving the quark gap equation
and vector-meson BS equation. The setup in this work
follows exactly that in [38] for p* and J/w. The bottom
quark was incorporated later in [54] for the study of 7,.
Aside from the interaction model, the current quark mass
we employed is m,,;; = 5 MeV, m.(m.) = 1.33 GeV, and

|

1
ETI'D [J/+®(A)S ()C, kT)]

1
ETrD[7+75®(A)S(x7kT)] =A [SLglL(%k%) +

1 . . k
S Tl s0 s k)] = A Sy (5. KF) + 5, 2
my

with

“Note that the A in Sec. II is defined in the helicity basis, i.e., setting § =

= f1(x.k7) + Spofion(x. kF) +

my(m;) = 4.30 GeV. The calculated meson mass and
leptonic decay constants are listed in Table. I. Note that
the vector meson leptonic decay constants can be calculated
using the BS wave function y,(g; P) with [31]

A 4
fomy = [ S5 Pl )

and meanwhile reproduced using the LE-LFWF ¢}~ with
d’k
fv—\/_/ dx/ T (x.K3).  (8)

as Eq. (7) and Eq. (8) are actually equivalent given Eq. (2).

III. DEFINITION AND OVERLAP
REPRESENTATION OF VECTOR MESON TMDS

The TMDs of spin-1 hadrons are defined in connection
with the transverse momentum-dependent quark correla-
tion function

dz‘dzzT
(27)*
X (P Ao (0)wy(z7.2r) [P, A)g. (9)

@532)5 ()C, kT) = i(xP+ = —kyzy)

Here the P is the four-momentum of the hadron with
P; =0, and xP* and k; are the longitudinal and transverse
momentum carried by the parton. The S = (S, S;) is the
spin quantization axis, and A = 0, £1 is the hadron’s spin
projection on S The formal definition of TMDs also
contains a gauge link connecting the quark fields, which
arises from the gluons, to ensure the gauge invariance
[59,60]. Here, we approximate it to be unity for the study of
T-even TMDs as other model studies [8,9,28,61].

At leading twist, there are nine time-reversal even TMDs
entering the parametrization of @;ja) (x,k7), i.e., [25,27]

S k;y-Srr-k
L flLT(x kz) wflrr(x k3 ) (10)
v
S
L Tng(x’k%) ) (11)
1 ) )
hiy (x.k7) +?(2k;k7 -8 — Siki) b (x. k)|, (12)
v
(0,0,1).
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I 1
S =0BAN=2)(-—=52 13
w=R-2(g-3s) 0y
Sty = (3A*=2)S.S5%. (14)
P | .
st =GN =515} - 3850 ). (19

The functions f, g, and & denote the quark polarization for
being unpolarized, longitudinally polarized and trans-
versely polarized respectively. The lower index 1 denotes
leading twist, and the 7 and L refers to the hadron

polarization. There are three tensor polarized TMDs
Sfirr, firr and fpr that are specific to spin-one hadron.
The overlap representation of vector meson TMDs in
terms of LF-LFWFs have been given by authors in [28],
with more details in [26,27]. Introducing the quantity

Aﬂ’/\/ﬂ A(.X kT 3 Z(DAM X kT 2 lq(.x,kT),

(16)

the vector meson TMDs overlap representation reads [28]

F100K8) = 5 (Asos0+ Acoco + Ay + Ao+ Ao+ AL ), (17)

giL(x. k) = %(A++,++ —A oy —AL A ), (18)

gir(x.k3) = 2\75‘/k% (K (A o= Ay g+ Ago e —Acg ) + k5 (Agss Ay +A1_o—A_ ). (19)
hy(x,k7) = % (Api 0+ Ag i + Az +A o), (20)

iy (x,K3) = zkz SR A = A ) T (A — A ), (21)

hir(x k) = m (7P yo + Ao ) + (K P(Aro s +As_ ). (22)

(ki) =Ap 0+ A0 0 - % (Afg e FA o TA - +A ), (23)

Frurl k) = ﬁkz (kr (A so F A o= Avo = Ao ) -k (Arosy + Aoy =Ao=A_ ). (24)

2

2\/§k2

Frrr(x, k%)

To comply with the leading Fock-state truncation in
Egs. (17)—(25), we rescale our BSE-based LF-LFWFs so
that they normalize to unity, for both A =0 and A = £1
vector mesons respectively i.e.,

2] /5

The rescaled LF-LFWFs ®&

v qu)“’
A==1,
@)Y = N OMEL The (N1, N,) are (1.49,1.72),

(1.07,1.09), and approximately (1.0,1.0) for p, J/w and

3|c1>“,re (x.kr))*.  (26)

A=0,(re) and

((k( 2 Ay - +A )+ (k<T_>)2(A+—,++ +A__ ) (25)

Y respectively. The decreasing N; and N, indicate the
reduction of potential higher Fock-state contributions from
light to heavy mesons. In this way, the vector mesons are
approximated as a pair of bounded effective quark and
antiquark at certain hadronic scale on the light front. In
heavy meson this approximation is good, as the higher
Fock-states are suppressed. For light meson as p, it is less
good yet we explore its predictions and compare with other
model studies.

Most TMDs are stable in profile under the rescaling
procedure, which can be seen from their overlap repre-
sentation. For instance, in Egs. (18), (21), (25), the g, h]LL
and f77 only contain overlapping LF-LFWFs of A = 41,
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FIG. 1. A demonstration of the J/y’s f;(x,k%) (left column)
and £, (x, k%) (right column) calculated using rescaled (colored
surface) and unrescaled (gray surface) LF-LFWFs.

so these TMDs change by an overall factor N3 after
rescaling. Similarly, the g7, hy, hi;, and fi;7, take
overlaps between LF-LFWFs of A =0 and A = +£1, so
they get an overall factor Ny N,. The f; and f;;;, however,
do not have an overall factor. The f is the average of the
unpolarized TMDs of A = 0 and A = %1 meson. Since N,
and N, do not differ much (15% at most in p), the profile of
f1 does not change much either. The f,;;, however, is the
difference between the unpolarized TMDs of A = 0 and
A = £1. The cancellation end up being rather sensitive to
N|/N,, and f,;; can change dramatically under the
rescaling procedure. This is demonstrated in Fig. 1 for
the case of J/y. This indicates that f;; demands careful
treatment on higher Fock-state effects, and the rescaling
procedure could bring large uncertainties in this respect.
We therefore leave f1;; (x, k%) out in this work (for most of
the study) and focus on the rest of the TMDs.

Finally, we remark that in real QCD, the rigorous
definition of TMDs contains two scales, i.e., the renorm-
alization scale y associated with UV divergence, and the
so-called Collins-Soper scale {, associated with rapidity
divergence [60,62—65]. In model and phenomenological
studies [10,16,17,61], the {, is usually set to /1%. On the
other hand, the leading Fock-state approximation implicitly
sets the scale of our TMDs. In this work, we follow earlier
study on pseudoscalar mesons [54] and approximate the
scale of our TMDs to be py ~ 2my [66]. The m/ is defined
as the Eucledian constituent quark mass which satisfies
My(q* = m7) = m; where M;(q*) is the quark mass
function of flavor f. For heavy mesons, we obtain g ~
2.6 GeV for J/y and py ~ 8.6 GeV for Y TMDs. For p, we
obtain py =~ 0.6 GeV. As will be addressed in Sec. IV, by
evolving and comparing the collinear PDF with lattice
prediction, we finally determine the renormalization scale
of our p TMDs to be py =~ 0.67 GeV.

IV. RESULTS

A. TMDs of J/y and Y

We show in Fig. 2 the TMDs f,(x, k%), g1 (x,k%), and
hy (x, k%) of J /w (left column) and Y (right column), which
have one-dimensional correspondences, e.g., the collinear

05
) 06
0 04
o5 0]
‘o8 ; 02
12
° lierd . o5 08

02°

1 =
i 06
04
05 02
1
08
“os
It 02 04

FIG. 2. 3D plot of the f,(x,k%) (top row), g, (x,k2) (middle
row), and h; (x,k2) (bottom row) for J/y (left column) and Y
(right column).

PDF f,(x), g1, (x), and h, (x) respectively.” They describe
the momentum distribution of unpolarized, longitudinally
polarized and transversely polarized quarks in mesons with
the same polarization. These TMDs are similar in profile
and magnitude within the same meson. They are mostly
centered at x = 1/2 and low k% and decrease monotoni-
cally, indicating the heavy quark and the antiquark tend to
have low relative momentum. Meanwhile, f; is symmetric
with respect to x = 1/2, while the g,; and &, are slightly
asymmetric. The asymmetry originates from the p- and
d-wave LF-LFWFs; in Egs. (17), (18), and (20) the
overlapping LF-LFWFs are diagonal in /, for f, g, and
hy, so the p- and d-wave contributions to these TMDs can
be separated from the s-wave contribution. Given that the
p- and d-wave LF-LFWFs are suppressed in heavy mesons,
the asymmetry is thus slight. From J/y to Y, the TMDs get
narrower in x but broader in k%. Therefore, the quark and
antiquark in a heavier meson tend to carry larger transverse
momentum but smaller relative longitudinal momentum.
We then show the worm-gear TMDs g7, h{; and the
pretzelosity TMD hllT in Fig. 3. The g;r describes the
momentum distribution of the longitudinally-polarized
quark in transversely-polarized meson, while hj; and

*We use the same notation for TMD and collinear PDF for
convenience. They can be easily distinguished based on the
context.
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FIG. 3. 3D plot of the g;7(x, k%) (top row), hi; (x, k%) (middle
row), and hi(x,k2) (bottom row) for J/y (left column) and Y
(right column).

hi; are for the transversely-polarized quark in longitudi-
nally and transversely-polarized (perpendicular to quark
polarization) mesons, respectively. These TMDs are similar
in magnitude, with h{; and h{; being negative. They are
generally not symmetric in x — 1 —x. From Egs. (19)
and (21) one observes that the g;7 and h{; only include
overlaps between LF-LFWFs that differ by one unit in
OAM, i.e., |AL| =1, while for h{; the overlapping LF-
LFWFs differ by |Al|=2. Since our LF-LFWFs are
nonvanishing for all possible /, components, the TMDs
are nonvanishing as well. We remark that although the
worm-gear and pretzelosity TMDs in Fig. 3 appear larger in
magnitude than f|, g,;, and A, their contributions to the
correlation function are actually suppressed by factors
proportional to |ky|/my or (|kz|/my)? from Egs. (11)
and (12), given that the TMDs of J/y and Y have typical
support in |kr| < 1 GeV in Fig. 3.

Finally, the tensor polarized TMDs f;;r and f;y are
shown in Fig. 4. They are significantly smaller in magni-
tude as compared to other TMDs. We find f;r is
antisymmetric with respect to x = 1/2 while f;7 is
symmetric. Based on Egs. (24) and (25), the f;7 is the
overlap between LF-LFWFs of A =0 and A = 41 with
one unit of OAM (Al,| = 1) transfer while f77 is the
overlap between A = 41 and A = —1 LF-LFWFs with two
units of OAM transfer, i.e., |Al,| = 2. The f;7 and f 77
are quite different in profile between J/y and Y, which was
not observed for previously shown TMDs. This indicates

o025
008 oo3_— ‘ 002

0.02 b 0015
001 001

% i g 0005

08 =
2 S
Ikl " e 02 ™ o o

FIG. 4. 3D plot of the f;(x,k%) (top row) and f77(x, k%)
(bottom row) for J/y (left column) and Y (right column).

that they are sensitive to the current mass of valence quarks
in the vector mesons.

B. TMDs of p

We show the calculated p TMDs in Fig. 5. As compared
to the TMDs of heavy vector mesons, they are significantly
broader in x and narrower in k%, following the trend from Y
to J/y. We recall that such an effect is also observed in the
TMDs of light and heavy pseudoscalar mesons [54]. On the
other hand, the p meson is a highly-relativistic system, so
the p- and d-wave LF-LFWFs are more pronounced. They
bring prominent effect, as the ¢,;, hy, gi7, hi;, and hi;
become more asymmetn'c.4 Meanwhile, the f;7 and f 77
are strongly enhanced as compared to those in J/y and Y.
Note that ;7 and f77 undergo a flip in sign from p to Y.

It is interesting to compare our p TMDs with those from
the NJL model [27], the light front holographic model and
the light front quark model [28]. In particular, it is found
that the light front holographic model agrees well with NJL
model on the profile of all the p TMDs, i.e., the TMDs
share exactly same behavior such as being vanishing or
nonvanishing, positive, or negative, as well as the way they
are skewed [28]. Here, we want to point out that, such nice
agreement could be due to the fact that the two models
actually have LF-LFWFs with the same nonvanishing spin
configurations. To see that, we first recapitulate the light
front holographic LFWFs of p, which read [28,67]

) w(x, k3
3,0 (x.kr) = N6y (max(1 = x) + mg + k) x((l—)Tc;

(27)

“The g1, and h; are asymmetric at k% # 0, which would be
more obvious by plotting |k;|g,; and |ky|h; instead.
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il k)

FIG. 5.

‘I’ﬁ\yﬂ (x.kr) = NT[|kT|€ii9"T (:I:x‘s/li,lq: + (1 —x)5/1:m’i)
w(x. k)
+myds ] (1= )TC) : (28)

Here, 6,4 cq = 04.50..4> With J,, the Kronecker delta. The
spin configurations are generated by the bare vertex y,, with

(k" kr)
NG

(29)

The k and k' denotes the four-momenta of the quark and
antiquark, respectively. They satisfy k™ = xP™, k't = (1 —
x)P* and k; = —ky, where P is the meson four-momen-
tum. Comparing with Eqgs. (3) and (4), one finds that @2~
and @4 vanish in Egs. (27) and (28). Note that @}~
and @3 = correspond to |[,| = 1 and |I,| = 2 respectively,
so we will denote them as ‘ e 0 and D| l—‘izl
following. On the other hand, the NJL model calculation
takes the covariant formalism rather than the light front
overlap formalism. We can follow Eq. (29), or equivalently
Eq. (2), and project out the LF-LFWFs from p’s Bethe-
Salpeter amplitude in the NJL model. We recall that the
Dirac structure of p’s BS amplitude contains only the y,

in the

FIG. 6. The p TMDs obtained by setting ¢‘ Lt =

froakd)

St k)

The p TMDs from the full BSE-based LF-LFWFs.

term, see Eq. (47) in [27], so it generates exactly the same
spin configurations as light front holographic model does.

To make an analogous comparison with the light front
holographic model, we set (I)I/} | 0 and tD"} |f1 of the BSE-
based LF-LFWFs to zero, and recalculate all the TMDs.
While some TMDs do not change much, significant
deviations are found in others which we have picked out
and plotted in Fig. 6. One can see by comparing the second
row of Fig. 5 to Fig. 6, the g, changes from asymmetric in
x to symmetric, and the hi; changes from nonvanishing to
vanishing. Moreover, the f 1. and firr both undergo a
sign flip. The LF-LFWFs with higher OAM thus have
sizable effect in determining these TMDs. It is worth noting
that the TMDs in Fig. 6 plus the first row of Fig. 5 agree
very well with the light front holographic model or the NJL
model regarding their profiles. Again, we remark that
although the g7, hi;, and h{; are larger in magnitude as
compared to other TMDs, their contribution to the corre-
lation function is suppressed by powers of |kr|/m,, with
|k7| typically around 0.3 GeV. Similar observation had
been made in [27].

Finally, we remark that the light front quark model
incorporates nonvanishing d)‘ ;12 and @f} £l 168,69], and
yields g;7 and h{; which are similar to ours 1n Fig. 5 [28].
However, the tensor-polarized TMDs f; r and f77 vanish
in the light front quark model, which is different from our

|k].]OA 02

0 9

\l ‘ 2 = 0 in the full BSE-based LF-LFWFs.
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TABLEII. The ky-moment of TMDs defined in Eq. (30). Lines
in the blank indicate the corresponding TMDs are vanishing.
All units are given in GeV. The first three columns are taken
from [27,28].

) (er)ieme (kr)irom (krVase Uer)ase (er)dse

£, 032 0238 0328 039 0.623 1.020
g, 008 0204 0269 0318 0589 1.003
gy 034 0229 0269 0358 0615 1020
h, 034 0229 0307 0367 0608 1.012
mL 033 0204 0269 0368 0608 1017
Wy 0237 0365 0.602 1.017
firr 032 0211 0338 0764  1.063

result. So at this stage, new possibilities regarding the
profile of f;7 and f7r are presented in Fig. 5.

C. Integrated TMDs

To quantify the transverse momentum dependence in
TMDs and compare with other model studies, we follow
[27,28] and calculate the mean transverse momentum of
certain TMDs, defined through

_ fdx JlkT|kT|-7:(x’ k%)
(her) = [ dx dkpF(x, k) (30)

where the F stands for various TMDs. These (k7)’s
therefore characterize the “broadness” of the k; —
distribution of the TMDs. We note that this definition is
highly empirical and works only for model study purposes,
as in real QCD the momentum integration in both the
numerator and denominator could suffer from divergences
[59,70]. In Table. II, we list the (k;) of concerned TMDs,
and compare with other model studies. Our result is listed
in the last three columns. We notice that our results on p are
generally larger than other model predictions, but are close
to the NJL model for most TMDs. We note that these values
are obtained at low-hadronic scale. As the renormalization
scale increases, the |k;| — dependence would evolve. In
addition to the unpolarized TMD, the polarized TMDs
evolution has been investigated [71-73]. For instance, it
was found in [71] that the polarized TMDs, i.e., g;; and hy,
evolve in the same way as unpolarized TMD f;. So the
polarization only affect TMD evolution through the col-
linear factorization of the TMDs in terms of collinear PDFs
in the small |b;| region.” The final finding was that all the
TMDs get broader in |k| after evolving to a higher scale.
We therefore anticipate the vector meson TMDs to get
broader in |k7| as the scale increases as well.

In our model study, the collinear PDFs of vector mesons
can be obtained by integrating over the k; in TMDs, i.e.,

>The TMD evolution is conveniently performed in the by
space, which is the Fourier conjugate of k.

Flx) = / AT (x,K2), (31

with F = f1, g1, h; and f;;. The f;(x) has the prob-
abilistic interpretation of finding an unpolarized quark in an
unpolarized meson. The helicity PDF g,; is the number
density of quarks with helicity 1 over quarks with helicity
—1 in a meson with helicity 1, and the transversity PDF A,
is the analog when both quarks and mesons are transversely
polarized along the same axis. The f;; characterizes the
difference of unpolarized quark distribution between A = 0
and A = £1 states. We stress again that Eq. (31) is
restricted to a model study, but does not hold true in
QCD [59,70]. Meanwhile the parton-density interpretation
is only valid for leading-order QCD.

We plot the PDFs f4, g, and h; of p, J/y, and Y in
Fig. 7. The PDFs of heavy mesons are generally narrow in x
and centered around x = 1/2. Meanwhile, PDFs of the
same heavy meson are quite close to each other. Looking
into the quark spin sum (x°) o, = Jdxgi(x) and tensor

charge (x%), = [dxh(x), we find (X0 = 0.92,

(0¥ =096 and (x)F =098, (x°)f =0.99. They
are less than unity due to nonzero OAM of quarks, and
closer to unity in Y than in J/y, as the relativistic effect
reduces. We note that these results are in qualitative
agreement with those by the BLFQ approach and light
front models [66,74,75]. On the other hand, the PDFs of p
are much broader and the deviation between the PDFs are
more significant. This indicates the quark and antiquark in a
highly-relativistic system as p are no longer constrained to
carry small relative longitudinal momentum as in heavy
mesons. Moreover, nonzero OAM configurations become
significant as we find (x°)j,, = 0.67 and (x%); = 0.79.
While the p PDFs are unavailable by experiment, lattice
QCD has made predictions on their moments [76,77]. In
[76], the first three moments of p’s valence (nonsinglet)

PDFs

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

FIG. 7. The f(x) (gray solid), g; (x) (red dotted) and %, (x)
(blue dashed) of vector mesons at hadron scale. At x = 0.5, from
top to bottom, the three sets of curves correspond to Y, J/y, and
p respectively.
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FIG.8. Thexf" ,(x) at hadronic scale (black solid) and evolved
scale of 2.4 GeV (blue dotted), and xg¢f, ,(x) at hadronic scale
(purple dashed) and evolved scale of 2.4 GeV (red dot-dashed).

unpolarized distribution @, = (x"~!) 7., and helicity dis-

tribution r, = (x"°!) at a renormalization scale of

9iLw

u=24 GeV are given

a, =0334(21), a3 =0.174(47),  a, = 0.066(39),

(32)

ry = 0.077(34).
(33)

r=057(32),  r,=0.212(17),

Note in [76], there are two sets of r, values extracted from
two different operators which should equal in the con-
tinuum limit. Here, we take their intersection. To compare
with the lattice prediction directly, we evolve our PDFs to
the scale of u, = 2.4 GeV using the NLO-DGLAP evo-
Iution with the help from the QCDNUM package [78]. The
strong coupling constant is set to the optimal value in NLO
global PDF analysis a,(1 GeV) =0.491 [79] and the
variable flavor number scheme is taken. However, the
initial scale of our p PDFs model is unknown. Here, we
choose it to be py = 670 MeV.® In this case, the valence p
PDFs at scales p, and u, are shown in Fig. 8, with the
later yield

a,=0316, a3 =0.155  a,=0091, (34)

r; = 0.66, r, = 0.227, ry =0.111. (35)
at the scale of 2.4 GeV. They agree with lattice predictions
in Egs. (32) and (33) within uncertainties.

Ref. [76] also predicted the moments of valence tensor

polarized PDF fy;; ,(x). However, due to the instability

6 . . .
The corresponding expansion parameter of perturbative
NLO-DGLAP evolution is %) = 0.126.

froe(x)

0.0 02 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
X

FIG. 9. The tensor polarized PDF f,;; (x) of p from light front
constituent quark model [81] (green dotted), LF quark model [28]
(blue dot-dashed), NJL model [27](purple dot-dash-dashed), light
front holographic model [28] (black dashed), [82] (light blue
band) and unrescaled BSE-based LF-LFWFs (red solid). Note
that only the large-x part of red solid curve is meaningful.

of 1. (x) under the rescaling procedure, we refrain from
making prediction on its moments, as the latter relies on
firr(x)’s global behavior at all x. On the other hand,
model studies have given diverse predictions on f;; (x)
so far, as displayed in Fig. 9. In this respect, our LF-
LFWPFs can shed some light on the f,;; (x)’s behavior at
relatively large x, e.g., x 2 0.8, since the large x behavior
of PDFs, i.e., x — 1, is dominated by LF-LFWFs [80].
So we plot f;;(x) calculated with our original (unre-
scaled) p LF-LFWFs as the solid curve in Fig. 9. We
emphasize that only the large x region of the solid curve
is meaningful in such scheme. We find our f;;(x)
is positive at large x, similar to results of [81,82].
Meanwhile, the light front quark model gives a vanishing
result [28], and the NJL model and the LF holographic
model give a negative result [27,28]. Such a discrepancy
deserves careful investigation in the future. For instance,
a potential solution could be to carry out a fully covariant
calculation of p’s f;;, in analogy to the pion PDF
calculation [83], so that higher Fock-state effects can be
counted in.

V. SUMMARY

We extend the study of p and J/y LF-LFWFs in [38] to
extract the LF-LFWFs of Y from its BS wave functions.
The leading Fock-state approximation is then enforced by
rescaling the LF-LFWFs, and the TMDs of p, J/y, and Y
are studied using the light front overlap representation.
Among all the nine TMDs, the f;; is unstable under the
rescaling procedure, indicating its sensitivity to Fock-state
truncation, thus left out in this study.

For J/y and Y, we find the unpolarized, longitudinally-
polarized, and transversely-polarized TMDs are all sizable
in magnitude, while the tensor-polarized TMDs f;r and
Jfirr are suppressed. The tensor-polarized TMDs change
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significantly from J/y to Y, indicating their sensitivity to
the quark mass. All TMDs in heavy mesons appear
symmetric with respect to x = 1/2 due to the suppressed
p- and d-wave LF-LFWFs.

The p TMDs are then explored and compared with
existing studies by the light front holographic model, the
NJL model and the light front quark model [27,28]. The p
TMDs are generally broad in x and concentrate in low k?.
We point out both the light front holographic model and the
NJL model have dﬁ’}jﬁl = dﬂ’}:‘jzl = 0, and after enforcing
this condition on the BSE-based LF-LFWFs similar TMDs
can be obtained. Our final result on p TMDs is given in
Fig. 5. In this case, the g7 and h{; are found to agree with
the light front quark model, while the profiles of f;; and
firr are new in literature. We therefore argue that LF-
LFWFs with higher OAM can have sizable impact in
determining certain polarized TMDs. We also compare the
kr dependence of our p TMDs with these models and
general agreement is found in Table. II. We stress that the
comparison herein is made at a low hadronic scale, i.e.,
roughly between 500-670 MeV. Evolution to higher scales
should broaden these TMDs.

(z.k7)

0
i)

P

" (k)

k7l

Finally, the collinear PDFs of p, J/y and Y are studied.
We evolve our p valence PDFs, i.e., f1 ,(x) and g;; ,(x), to
the scale of 2.4 GeV. The first three moments of these PDFs
are found to be in agreement with lattice prediction within
uncertainties [76]. We also calculate the f;;;(x) using
unrescaled BSE-based LF-LFWFs, and find it to be positive
at large x. A covariant calculation that counts in the higher
Fock-states effects on f;; (x) is thus called for.
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APPENDIX: LF-LFWFs OF VECTOR MESONS

The LF-LFWFs of p and J/w mesons from Dyson-
Schwinger equations approach have been reported in [38].
Here we supplement with LF-LFWFs of Y and show all the
LF-LFWFs in Figs. 10and 11.

FIG. 10. The LF-LFWFs of p (left column), J/y (middle column), and Y (right column) with A = 0. See Egs. (1), (3), and (4) for

definition of the LF-LFWFs.

014026-10



TRANSVERSE MOMENTUM DISTRIBUTIONS OF VALENCE ...

PHYS. REV. D 106, 014026 (2022)

FIG. 11.
definition of the LF-LFWFs.

The LF-LFWFs of p (left column), J/y (middle column), and Y (right column) with A = +1. See Egs. (1), (3), and (4) for
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