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P(! ), where ! is the factor by which the uncertainty on
the new data must be rescaled in order for both the prior
and the reweighted sets to be consistent with each other
(see Eq. (12) in Ref. [31]). If the modal value of! is close
to unity, the new data is consistent with the old, and its
uncertainties have been correctly estimated.

I perform a simultaneous reweighting of the NNPDF-
pol1.1 parton set with all the data sets listed in Tab. I. In
Tab. II, I show the values of the " 2 per data point after
reweighting, " 2

rw /N dat , the number of e! ective replicas,
Ne! , and the modal value of theP(! ) distribution, ! ! ".
The corresponding asymmetries, after reweighting with
the new data, are displayed in Figs. 1-2-3, on top of their
counterparts before reweighting.

The value of the " 2 per data point always decreases
after reweighting. The improvement is marked for the
W -boson production data, moderate for the di-jet pro-
duction data and only slight for the neutral pion pro-
duction data. This is expected, since the Þrst data set
has the smallest uncertainties, among all, in compari-
son to the PDF uncertainties on the theoretical predic-
tions. This suggests that this data is bringing in a sig-
niÞcant amount of new information. After reweighting,
the " 2 per data point is of order one for all the new data
sets. However, in the case ofW -boson and neutral pion
production asymmetries, these numbers should be taken
with care, because a complete information on correlated
systematics is not available. This is the reason why the
reweighted " 2 is smaller than one for these sets, except
for the W + production data. In this case, the value of
the " 2 is raised by a sizable contribution coming from the
point with the largest positron rapidity, which disagrees
by about two sigma with the reweighted theoretical pre-
diction and the previous STAR measurement from run
2010-2011 (see also Fig. 4 in ref [19]).

The number of e! ective replicas after reweighting de-
pends signiÞcantly on the data set. The size of the
reweighted parton set is about 90% of the original
NNPDFpol1.1 parton set (made of Nrep = 100 replicas)
for di-jet and pion production data, while it is only about
30%-40% forW -boson production data. This result re-
ßects the di! erent constraining power of the various data
sets, which is maximized in the last case. In principle,
a prior ensemble with a larger number of replicas should
then be needed for the reweighted ensemble to sample the
probability density in the space of PDFs with as much ac-
curacy. However this is not relevant here, as reweighted
results only serve to assess the impact of the new data,
and are not used to construct a new parton set.

The modal value of the P(! ) distribution is of order
one for all the new data sets. Values of! ! " slightly larger
than one are found for theW -boson production data: in
the case ofW ! , this is mostly determined by a sizable
ßuctuation of one data point (around #e!

# 0.25) with
respect to the shape of the corresponding asymmetry; in
the case ofW + , this is mostly determined by the fourth
data point (around #e+

# 0.75), which, as already noted,
disagrees by about two sigma with the reweighted theo-
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FIG. 4. A comparison of polarized PDFs before and after the
simultaneous reweighting of NNPDFpol1.1 with the data sets
listed in Tab. I. From left to right, top to bottom, the singlet,
�⌃, the gluon, �g, and the up and down sea quarks, �øu
and � ød, are displayed. Parton distributions are evaluated at
µ2 = 10 GeV. Bands represent one-sigma uncertainties; they
are also shown in the lower inset of each panel.

retical prediction. Values of ! ! " slightly smaller than one
are found for the neutral pion production data, thus sug-
gesting that experimental uncertainties are likely to be
overestimated, possibly because of the lack of a complete
information on correlations among systematics.

In Fig. 4, I compare the polarized PDFs before and af-
ter the simultaneous reweighting of NNPDFpol1.1 with
the data sets listed in Tab. I. From left to right, top
to bottom, I show the singlet (for nf active ßavors),
"# =

! n f
i =1 (" qi + " øqi ), the gluon, " g, and the up and

down sea quarks," øu and " ød. Parton distributions are
evaluated at µ2 = 10 GeV2. Bands represent one-sigma
uncertainties, which are also displayed separately in the
lower inset of each panel.

The impact of the wew data on the polarized PDFs of
the proton is twofold. On the one hand, it induces a shift
of the PDF central values, as a consequence of the ad-
justment to the shape of the corresponding asymmetries.
SpeciÞcally, the central value of" g increases by about
30% of its original value in the region 0.1 ! x ! 0.2; the
central value of " øu increases by about 25% and that of
" ød decreases by about 10% approximately in the same
region of x wher also" g is a! ected. On the other hand,
the new data induces a reduction of the PDF uncertain-
ties, as a consequence of the improved precision of the
corresponding asymmetries. For" g and " ød such a re-
duction is moderate, and not larger than 5% of its orig-
inal value; for " øu it is fairly more pronounced, around
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P(! ), where ! is the factor by which the uncertainty on
the new data must be rescaled in order for both the prior
and the reweighted sets to be consistent with each other
(see Eq. (12) in Ref. [31]). If the modal value of! is close
to unity, the new data is consistent with the old, and its
uncertainties have been correctly estimated.

I perform a simultaneous reweighting of the NNPDF-
pol1.1 parton set with all the data sets listed in Tab. I. In
Tab. II, I show the values of the " 2 per data point after
reweighting, " 2

rw /N dat , the number of e! ective replicas,
Ne! , and the modal value of theP(! ) distribution, ! ! ".
The corresponding asymmetries, after reweighting with
the new data, are displayed in Figs. 1-2-3, on top of their
counterparts before reweighting.

The value of the " 2 per data point always decreases
after reweighting. The improvement is marked for the
W -boson production data, moderate for the di-jet pro-
duction data and only slight for the neutral pion pro-
duction data. This is expected, since the Þrst data set
has the smallest uncertainties, among all, in compari-
son to the PDF uncertainties on the theoretical predic-
tions. This suggests that this data is bringing in a sig-
niÞcant amount of new information. After reweighting,
the " 2 per data point is of order one for all the new data
sets. However, in the case ofW -boson and neutral pion
production asymmetries, these numbers should be taken
with care, because a complete information on correlated
systematics is not available. This is the reason why the
reweighted " 2 is smaller than one for these sets, except
for the W + production data. In this case, the value of
the " 2 is raised by a sizable contribution coming from the
point with the largest positron rapidity, which disagrees
by about two sigma with the reweighted theoretical pre-
diction and the previous STAR measurement from run
2010-2011 (see also Fig. 4 in ref [19]).

The number of e! ective replicas after reweighting de-
pends signiÞcantly on the data set. The size of the
reweighted parton set is about 90% of the original
NNPDFpol1.1 parton set (made of Nrep = 100 replicas)
for di-jet and pion production data, while it is only about
30%-40% forW -boson production data. This result re-
ßects the di! erent constraining power of the various data
sets, which is maximized in the last case. In principle,
a prior ensemble with a larger number of replicas should
then be needed for the reweighted ensemble to sample the
probability density in the space of PDFs with as much ac-
curacy. However this is not relevant here, as reweighted
results only serve to assess the impact of the new data,
and are not used to construct a new parton set.

The modal value of the P(! ) distribution is of order
one for all the new data sets. Values of! ! " slightly larger
than one are found for theW -boson production data: in
the case ofW ! , this is mostly determined by a sizable
ßuctuation of one data point (around #e!

# 0.25) with
respect to the shape of the corresponding asymmetry; in
the case ofW + , this is mostly determined by the fourth
data point (around #e+

# 0.75), which, as already noted,
disagrees by about two sigma with the reweighted theo-
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FIG. 4. A comparison of polarized PDFs before and after the
simultaneous reweighting of NNPDFpol1.1 with the data sets
listed in Tab. I. From left to right, top to bottom, the singlet,
�⌃, the gluon, �g, and the up and down sea quarks, �øu
and � ød, are displayed. Parton distributions are evaluated at
µ2 = 10 GeV. Bands represent one-sigma uncertainties; they
are also shown in the lower inset of each panel.

retical prediction. Values of ! ! " slightly smaller than one
are found for the neutral pion production data, thus sug-
gesting that experimental uncertainties are likely to be
overestimated, possibly because of the lack of a complete
information on correlations among systematics.

In Fig. 4, I compare the polarized PDFs before and af-
ter the simultaneous reweighting of NNPDFpol1.1 with
the data sets listed in Tab. I. From left to right, top
to bottom, I show the singlet (for nf active ßavors),
"# =

! n f
i =1 (" qi + " øqi ), the gluon, " g, and the up and

down sea quarks," øu and " ød. Parton distributions are
evaluated at µ2 = 10 GeV2. Bands represent one-sigma
uncertainties, which are also displayed separately in the
lower inset of each panel.

The impact of the wew data on the polarized PDFs of
the proton is twofold. On the one hand, it induces a shift
of the PDF central values, as a consequence of the ad-
justment to the shape of the corresponding asymmetries.
SpeciÞcally, the central value of" g increases by about
30% of its original value in the region 0.1 ! x ! 0.2; the
central value of " øu increases by about 25% and that of
" ød decreases by about 10% approximately in the same
region of x wher also" g is a! ected. On the other hand,
the new data induces a reduction of the PDF uncertain-
ties, as a consequence of the improved precision of the
corresponding asymmetries. For" g and " ød such a re-
duction is moderate, and not larger than 5% of its orig-
inal value; for " øu it is fairly more pronounced, around
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P(! ), where ! is the factor by which the uncertainty on
the new data must be rescaled in order for both the prior
and the reweighted sets to be consistent with each other
(see Eq. (12) in Ref. [31]). If the modal value of! is close
to unity, the new data is consistent with the old, and its
uncertainties have been correctly estimated.

I perform a simultaneous reweighting of the NNPDF-
pol1.1 parton set with all the data sets listed in Tab. I. In
Tab. II, I show the values of the " 2 per data point after
reweighting, " 2

rw /N dat , the number of e! ective replicas,
Ne! , and the modal value of theP(! ) distribution, ! ! ".
The corresponding asymmetries, after reweighting with
the new data, are displayed in Figs. 1-2-3, on top of their
counterparts before reweighting.

The value of the " 2 per data point always decreases
after reweighting. The improvement is marked for the
W -boson production data, moderate for the di-jet pro-
duction data and only slight for the neutral pion pro-
duction data. This is expected, since the Þrst data set
has the smallest uncertainties, among all, in compari-
son to the PDF uncertainties on the theoretical predic-
tions. This suggests that this data is bringing in a sig-
niÞcant amount of new information. After reweighting,
the " 2 per data point is of order one for all the new data
sets. However, in the case ofW -boson and neutral pion
production asymmetries, these numbers should be taken
with care, because a complete information on correlated
systematics is not available. This is the reason why the
reweighted " 2 is smaller than one for these sets, except
for the W + production data. In this case, the value of
the " 2 is raised by a sizable contribution coming from the
point with the largest positron rapidity, which disagrees
by about two sigma with the reweighted theoretical pre-
diction and the previous STAR measurement from run
2010-2011 (see also Fig. 4 in ref [19]).

The number of e! ective replicas after reweighting de-
pends signiÞcantly on the data set. The size of the
reweighted parton set is about 90% of the original
NNPDFpol1.1 parton set (made of Nrep = 100 replicas)
for di-jet and pion production data, while it is only about
30%-40% forW -boson production data. This result re-
ßects the di! erent constraining power of the various data
sets, which is maximized in the last case. In principle,
a prior ensemble with a larger number of replicas should
then be needed for the reweighted ensemble to sample the
probability density in the space of PDFs with as much ac-
curacy. However this is not relevant here, as reweighted
results only serve to assess the impact of the new data,
and are not used to construct a new parton set.

The modal value of the P(! ) distribution is of order
one for all the new data sets. Values of! ! " slightly larger
than one are found for theW -boson production data: in
the case ofW ! , this is mostly determined by a sizable
ßuctuation of one data point (around #e!

# 0.25) with
respect to the shape of the corresponding asymmetry; in
the case ofW + , this is mostly determined by the fourth
data point (around #e+

# 0.75), which, as already noted,
disagrees by about two sigma with the reweighted theo-
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FIG. 4. A comparison of polarized PDFs before and after the
simultaneous reweighting of NNPDFpol1.1 with the data sets
listed in Tab. I. From left to right, top to bottom, the singlet,
!" , the gluon, ! g, and the up and down sea quarks, ! øu
and ! ød, are displayed. Parton distributions are evaluated at
µ2 = 10 GeV. Bands represent one-sigma uncertainties; they
are also shown in the lower inset of each panel.

retical prediction. Values of ! ! " slightly smaller than one
are found for the neutral pion production data, thus sug-
gesting that experimental uncertainties are likely to be
overestimated, possibly because of the lack of a complete
information on correlations among systematics.

In Fig. 4, I compare the polarized PDFs before and af-
ter the simultaneous reweighting of NNPDFpol1.1 with
the data sets listed in Tab. I. From left to right, top
to bottom, I show the singlet (for nf active ßavors),
"# =

! n f
i =1 (" qi + " øqi ), the gluon, " g, and the up and

down sea quarks," øu and " ød. Parton distributions are
evaluated at µ2 = 10 GeV2. Bands represent one-sigma
uncertainties, which are also displayed separately in the
lower inset of each panel.

The impact of the wew data on the polarized PDFs of
the proton is twofold. On the one hand, it induces a shift
of the PDF central values, as a consequence of the ad-
justment to the shape of the corresponding asymmetries.
SpeciÞcally, the central value of" g increases by about
30% of its original value in the region 0.1 ! x ! 0.2; the
central value of " øu increases by about 25% and that of
" ød decreases by about 10% approximately in the same
region of x wher also" g is a! ected. On the other hand,
the new data induces a reduction of the PDF uncertain-
ties, as a consequence of the improved precision of the
corresponding asymmetries. For" g and " ød such a re-
duction is moderate, and not larger than 5% of its orig-
inal value; for " øu it is fairly more pronounced, around
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P(! ), where ! is the factor by which the uncertainty on
the new data must be rescaled in order for both the prior
and the reweighted sets to be consistent with each other
(see Eq. (12) in Ref. [31]). If the modal value of! is close
to unity, the new data is consistent with the old, and its
uncertainties have been correctly estimated.

I perform a simultaneous reweighting of the NNPDF-
pol1.1 parton set with all the data sets listed in Tab. I. In
Tab. II, I show the values of the " 2 per data point after
reweighting, " 2

rw /N dat , the number of e! ective replicas,
Ne! , and the modal value of theP(! ) distribution, ! ! ".
The corresponding asymmetries, after reweighting with
the new data, are displayed in Figs. 1-2-3, on top of their
counterparts before reweighting.

The value of the " 2 per data point always decreases
after reweighting. The improvement is marked for the
W -boson production data, moderate for the di-jet pro-
duction data and only slight for the neutral pion pro-
duction data. This is expected, since the Þrst data set
has the smallest uncertainties, among all, in compari-
son to the PDF uncertainties on the theoretical predic-
tions. This suggests that this data is bringing in a sig-
niÞcant amount of new information. After reweighting,
the " 2 per data point is of order one for all the new data
sets. However, in the case ofW -boson and neutral pion
production asymmetries, these numbers should be taken
with care, because a complete information on correlated
systematics is not available. This is the reason why the
reweighted " 2 is smaller than one for these sets, except
for the W + production data. In this case, the value of
the " 2 is raised by a sizable contribution coming from the
point with the largest positron rapidity, which disagrees
by about two sigma with the reweighted theoretical pre-
diction and the previous STAR measurement from run
2010-2011 (see also Fig. 4 in ref [19]).

The number of e! ective replicas after reweighting de-
pends signiÞcantly on the data set. The size of the
reweighted parton set is about 90% of the original
NNPDFpol1.1 parton set (made of Nrep = 100 replicas)
for di-jet and pion production data, while it is only about
30%-40% forW -boson production data. This result re-
ßects the di! erent constraining power of the various data
sets, which is maximized in the last case. In principle,
a prior ensemble with a larger number of replicas should
then be needed for the reweighted ensemble to sample the
probability density in the space of PDFs with as much ac-
curacy. However this is not relevant here, as reweighted
results only serve to assess the impact of the new data,
and are not used to construct a new parton set.

The modal value of the P(! ) distribution is of order
one for all the new data sets. Values of! ! " slightly larger
than one are found for theW -boson production data: in
the case ofW ! , this is mostly determined by a sizable
ßuctuation of one data point (around #e!

# 0.25) with
respect to the shape of the corresponding asymmetry; in
the case ofW + , this is mostly determined by the fourth
data point (around #e+

# 0.75), which, as already noted,
disagrees by about two sigma with the reweighted theo-
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FIG. 4. A comparison of polarized PDFs before and after the
simultaneous reweighting of NNPDFpol1.1 with the data sets
listed in Tab. I. From left to right, top to bottom, the singlet,
!" , the gluon, ! g, and the up and down sea quarks, ! øu
and ! ød, are displayed. Parton distributions are evaluated at
µ2 = 10 GeV. Bands represent one-sigma uncertainties; they
are also shown in the lower inset of each panel.

retical prediction. Values of ! ! " slightly smaller than one
are found for the neutral pion production data, thus sug-
gesting that experimental uncertainties are likely to be
overestimated, possibly because of the lack of a complete
information on correlations among systematics.

In Fig. 4, I compare the polarized PDFs before and af-
ter the simultaneous reweighting of NNPDFpol1.1 with
the data sets listed in Tab. I. From left to right, top
to bottom, I show the singlet (for nf active ßavors),
"# =

! n f
i =1 (" qi + " øqi ), the gluon, " g, and the up and

down sea quarks," øu and " ød. Parton distributions are
evaluated at µ2 = 10 GeV2. Bands represent one-sigma
uncertainties, which are also displayed separately in the
lower inset of each panel.

The impact of the wew data on the polarized PDFs of
the proton is twofold. On the one hand, it induces a shift
of the PDF central values, as a consequence of the ad-
justment to the shape of the corresponding asymmetries.
SpeciÞcally, the central value of" g increases by about
30% of its original value in the region 0.1 ! x ! 0.2; the
central value of " øu increases by about 25% and that of
" ød decreases by about 10% approximately in the same
region of x wher also" g is a! ected. On the other hand,
the new data induces a reduction of the PDF uncertain-
ties, as a consequence of the improved precision of the
corresponding asymmetries. For" g and " ød such a re-
duction is moderate, and not larger than 5% of its orig-
inal value; for " øu it is fairly more pronounced, around
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P(! ), where ! is the factor by which the uncertainty on
the new data must be rescaled in order for both the prior
and the reweighted sets to be consistent with each other
(see Eq. (12) in Ref. [31]). If the modal value of! is close
to unity, the new data is consistent with the old, and its
uncertainties have been correctly estimated.

I perform a simultaneous reweighting of the NNPDF-
pol1.1 parton set with all the data sets listed in Tab. I. In
Tab. II, I show the values of the " 2 per data point after
reweighting, " 2

rw /N dat , the number of e! ective replicas,
Ne! , and the modal value of theP(! ) distribution, ! ! ".
The corresponding asymmetries, after reweighting with
the new data, are displayed in Figs. 1-2-3, on top of their
counterparts before reweighting.

The value of the " 2 per data point always decreases
after reweighting. The improvement is marked for the
W -boson production data, moderate for the di-jet pro-
duction data and only slight for the neutral pion pro-
duction data. This is expected, since the Þrst data set
has the smallest uncertainties, among all, in compari-
son to the PDF uncertainties on the theoretical predic-
tions. This suggests that this data is bringing in a sig-
niÞcant amount of new information. After reweighting,
the " 2 per data point is of order one for all the new data
sets. However, in the case ofW -boson and neutral pion
production asymmetries, these numbers should be taken
with care, because a complete information on correlated
systematics is not available. This is the reason why the
reweighted " 2 is smaller than one for these sets, except
for the W + production data. In this case, the value of
the " 2 is raised by a sizable contribution coming from the
point with the largest positron rapidity, which disagrees
by about two sigma with the reweighted theoretical pre-
diction and the previous STAR measurement from run
2010-2011 (see also Fig. 4 in ref [19]).

The number of e! ective replicas after reweighting de-
pends signiÞcantly on the data set. The size of the
reweighted parton set is about 90% of the original
NNPDFpol1.1 parton set (made of Nrep = 100 replicas)
for di-jet and pion production data, while it is only about
30%-40% forW -boson production data. This result re-
ßects the di! erent constraining power of the various data
sets, which is maximized in the last case. In principle,
a prior ensemble with a larger number of replicas should
then be needed for the reweighted ensemble to sample the
probability density in the space of PDFs with as much ac-
curacy. However this is not relevant here, as reweighted
results only serve to assess the impact of the new data,
and are not used to construct a new parton set.

The modal value of the P(! ) distribution is of order
one for all the new data sets. Values of! ! " slightly larger
than one are found for theW -boson production data: in
the case ofW ! , this is mostly determined by a sizable
ßuctuation of one data point (around #e!

# 0.25) with
respect to the shape of the corresponding asymmetry; in
the case ofW + , this is mostly determined by the fourth
data point (around #e+

# 0.75), which, as already noted,
disagrees by about two sigma with the reweighted theo-
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FIG. 4. A comparison of polarized PDFs before and after the
simultaneous reweighting of NNPDFpol1.1 with the data sets
listed in Tab. I. From left to right, top to bottom, the singlet,
!" , the gluon, ! g, and the up and down sea quarks, ! øu
and ! ød, are displayed. Parton distributions are evaluated at
µ2 = 10 GeV. Bands represent one-sigma uncertainties; they
are also shown in the lower inset of each panel.

retical prediction. Values of ! ! " slightly smaller than one
are found for the neutral pion production data, thus sug-
gesting that experimental uncertainties are likely to be
overestimated, possibly because of the lack of a complete
information on correlations among systematics.

In Fig. 4, I compare the polarized PDFs before and af-
ter the simultaneous reweighting of NNPDFpol1.1 with
the data sets listed in Tab. I. From left to right, top
to bottom, I show the singlet (for nf active ßavors),
"# =

! n f
i =1 (" qi + " øqi ), the gluon, " g, and the up and

down sea quarks," øu and " ød. Parton distributions are
evaluated at µ2 = 10 GeV2. Bands represent one-sigma
uncertainties, which are also displayed separately in the
lower inset of each panel.

The impact of the wew data on the polarized PDFs of
the proton is twofold. On the one hand, it induces a shift
of the PDF central values, as a consequence of the ad-
justment to the shape of the corresponding asymmetries.
SpeciÞcally, the central value of" g increases by about
30% of its original value in the region 0.1 ! x ! 0.2; the
central value of " øu increases by about 25% and that of
" ød decreases by about 10% approximately in the same
region of x wher also" g is a! ected. On the other hand,
the new data induces a reduction of the PDF uncertain-
ties, as a consequence of the improved precision of the
corresponding asymmetries. For" g and " ød such a re-
duction is moderate, and not larger than 5% of its orig-
inal value; for " øu it is fairly more pronounced, around
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P(! ), where ! is the factor by which the uncertainty on
the new data must be rescaled in order for both the prior
and the reweighted sets to be consistent with each other
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Tab. II, I show the values of the " 2 per data point after
reweighting, " 2

rw /N dat , the number of e! ective replicas,
Ne! , and the modal value of theP(! ) distribution, ! ! ".
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son to the PDF uncertainties on the theoretical predic-
tions. This suggests that this data is bringing in a sig-
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reweighted " 2 is smaller than one for these sets, except
for the W + production data. In this case, the value of
the " 2 is raised by a sizable contribution coming from the
point with the largest positron rapidity, which disagrees
by about two sigma with the reweighted theoretical pre-
diction and the previous STAR measurement from run
2010-2011 (see also Fig. 4 in ref [19]).

The number of e! ective replicas after reweighting de-
pends signiÞcantly on the data set. The size of the
reweighted parton set is about 90% of the original
NNPDFpol1.1 parton set (made of Nrep = 100 replicas)
for di-jet and pion production data, while it is only about
30%-40% forW -boson production data. This result re-
ßects the di! erent constraining power of the various data
sets, which is maximized in the last case. In principle,
a prior ensemble with a larger number of replicas should
then be needed for the reweighted ensemble to sample the
probability density in the space of PDFs with as much ac-
curacy. However this is not relevant here, as reweighted
results only serve to assess the impact of the new data,
and are not used to construct a new parton set.

The modal value of the P(! ) distribution is of order
one for all the new data sets. Values of! ! " slightly larger
than one are found for theW -boson production data: in
the case ofW ! , this is mostly determined by a sizable
ßuctuation of one data point (around #e!

# 0.25) with
respect to the shape of the corresponding asymmetry; in
the case ofW + , this is mostly determined by the fourth
data point (around #e+

# 0.75), which, as already noted,
disagrees by about two sigma with the reweighted theo-
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FIG. 4. A comparison of polarized PDFs before and after the
simultaneous reweighting of NNPDFpol1.1 with the data sets
listed in Tab. I. From left to right, top to bottom, the singlet,
!" , the gluon, ! g, and the up and down sea quarks, ! øu
and ! ød, are displayed. Parton distributions are evaluated at
µ2 = 10 GeV. Bands represent one-sigma uncertainties; they
are also shown in the lower inset of each panel.

retical prediction. Values of ! ! " slightly smaller than one
are found for the neutral pion production data, thus sug-
gesting that experimental uncertainties are likely to be
overestimated, possibly because of the lack of a complete
information on correlations among systematics.

In Fig. 4, I compare the polarized PDFs before and af-
ter the simultaneous reweighting of NNPDFpol1.1 with
the data sets listed in Tab. I. From left to right, top
to bottom, I show the singlet (for nf active ßavors),
"# =

! n f
i =1 (" qi + " øqi ), the gluon, " g, and the up and

down sea quarks," øu and " ød. Parton distributions are
evaluated at µ2 = 10 GeV2. Bands represent one-sigma
uncertainties, which are also displayed separately in the
lower inset of each panel.

The impact of the wew data on the polarized PDFs of
the proton is twofold. On the one hand, it induces a shift
of the PDF central values, as a consequence of the ad-
justment to the shape of the corresponding asymmetries.
SpeciÞcally, the central value of" g increases by about
30% of its original value in the region 0.1 ! x ! 0.2; the
central value of " øu increases by about 25% and that of
" ød decreases by about 10% approximately in the same
region of x wher also" g is a! ected. On the other hand,
the new data induces a reduction of the PDF uncertain-
ties, as a consequence of the improved precision of the
corresponding asymmetries. For" g and " ød such a re-
duction is moderate, and not larger than 5% of its orig-
inal value; for " øu it is fairly more pronounced, around
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other. One can see that the experimental data indeed show
some tension with the Soffer bound for thed quark in the
high-x region as predicted in Ref.[94]. This saturation
happens in the region not explored by the current exper-
imental data, so future data from Jefferson Lab 12 will be
very important to test the Soffer bound and to constrain the
transversity and tensor charge.

The functions themselves are slightly different as can be
seen by comparing solid and dashes lines in Fig.27(a). In
fact Ref.[17] uses the tree-level TMD expression (no TMD
evolution) for extraction, and we use the NLL TMD
formalism. Results should be different even though in
asymmetries, as we saw, at low energies results with NLL
TMD are comparable with the tree level. At higher energies
and Q2, the situation changes, and extracted functions
must be different. At the same time, one should remember
TMD evolution does not act as a universalQ2 suppression
factor. A complicated Fourier transform should be per-
formed that mixesQ2 and b dependence, and thus the
resulting functions are different in shape but comparable in
magnitude. It is also very encouraging that tree-level TMD
extractions yielded results very similar to our NLL extrac-
tion. This makes the previous phenomenological results
valid even though the appropriate TMD evolution was not
taken into account. It also means that we need to have
experimental data on unpolarized cross sections differential
in Ph! . As we have seen, the effects of evolution should be
evident in the data, and those measurements will help to
establish the validity of the modern formulation of TMD
evolution.

We compare extracted Collins fragmentation functions
! zH!3"!z" in Fig. 28atQ2 # 2.4 GeV2 with the extraction
of Torino-Cagliari-JLab 2013[17]. The resulting Collins
FFs have the same signs, but shapes and sizes are slightly
different. Indeed one could expect it as far asQ2 of e$ e! is
different, and the evolution effect must be more evident. At
the same time, those functions for both tree-level and NLL

TMD give the same (or similar) theoretical asymmetries
that are well compared to the experimental data of SIDIS
and e$ e! . The favored Collins fragmentation function is
much better determined by the existing data, as one can
see from Fig.28 that the functions atQ2 # 2.4 GeV2 are
compatible within error bands. The unfavored fragmenta-
tion functions are different; however, those functions are
not determined very well by existing experimental data.

We also compare the tensor change from our and other
extractions in Fig.29. The contribution to the tensor charge
of Ref. [18] is found by extraction using the so-called
dihadron fragmentation function that couples to the col-
linear transversity distribution. The corresponding func-
tions have DGLAP-type evolution known at LO and were
used in Ref.[18]. The results plotted in Fig.29 correspond
to our estimates of the contribution to theu quark andd
quark in the region ofx%0.065; 0.35&at Q2 # 10 GeV2 at
68% C.L. (label 1) and the contribution to theu quark and
d quark in the same region ofx and the sameQ2 using the
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FIG. 27. (a) Comparison of extracted transversity (solid lines and vertical-line hashed region)Q2 # 2.4 GeV2 with the Torino-
Cagliari-JLab 2013 extraction[17] (dashed lines and shaded region). (b) Comparison of extracted transversity (solid lines and shaded
region) atQ2 # 2.4 GeV2 with Pavia 2015 extraction[18] (shaded region).

)2
(z

,Q
(3

)
H

-z
fa

v
un

fa
v

z

0

0.02

0.04
Kang et al (2015)
Anselmino et al (2013)

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

-0.04

-0.02

0

FIG. 28. Comparison of extracted Collins fragmentation func-
tions (solid lines and vertical-line hashed region) atQ2 #
2.4 GeV2 with the Torino-Cagliari-JLab 2013 extraction[17]
(dashed lines and shaded region).

EXTRACTION OF QUARK TRANSVERSITY DISTRIBUTIONÉ PHYSICAL REVIEW D 93, 014009 (2016)

014009-33

<+4.FCG.H>DHHF.IBH>JK

V8991-%&G*8#&=7)7=

7HH&G*8#&=7)7=

V8991-%&G*8#&=7)7=



@,$&%3F>4&8G&%<1-&1-&<"*31+9$&<,4%1+%&,"%&F-98+;$>&>88*%&38&
"&>$$<$*&F->$*%3"->1-/&8G&-F+9$8-&%3*F+3F*$

! ,36*)*$=
! 1%/#953%9*$=

8)*%.-*"&9"#6+$.(9(&.$&-*+7&%/&#/$(%'+.$&%'+$(:"'("&(-.$3(%')#%)'"

J07*#.+39(6$9./$.012+.; 4%/)?3#@3%A

@,$&H$*319$&H1$9>&8G&=<1-&I,4%1+%

3,,10(456(6+7%86()%! " # ! 9
;<-+$2"2&5.$"9+%.#(=&;*.9.$+%"&$32/9.$+$#" =

other. One can see that the experimental data indeed show
some tension with the Soffer bound for thed quark in the
high-x region as predicted in Ref.[94]. This saturation
happens in the region not explored by the current exper-
imental data, so future data from Jefferson Lab 12 will be
very important to test the Soffer bound and to constrain the
transversity and tensor charge.

The functions themselves are slightly different as can be
seen by comparing solid and dashes lines in Fig.27(a). In
fact Ref.[17] uses the tree-level TMD expression (no TMD
evolution) for extraction, and we use the NLL TMD
formalism. Results should be different even though in
asymmetries, as we saw, at low energies results with NLL
TMD are comparable with the tree level. At higher energies
and Q2, the situation changes, and extracted functions
must be different. At the same time, one should remember
TMD evolution does not act as a universalQ2 suppression
factor. A complicated Fourier transform should be per-
formed that mixesQ2 and b dependence, and thus the
resulting functions are different in shape but comparable in
magnitude. It is also very encouraging that tree-level TMD
extractions yielded results very similar to our NLL extrac-
tion. This makes the previous phenomenological results
valid even though the appropriate TMD evolution was not
taken into account. It also means that we need to have
experimental data on unpolarized cross sections differential
in Ph! . As we have seen, the effects of evolution should be
evident in the data, and those measurements will help to
establish the validity of the modern formulation of TMD
evolution.

We compare extracted Collins fragmentation functions
! zH!3"!z" in Fig. 28atQ2 # 2.4 GeV2 with the extraction
of Torino-Cagliari-JLab 2013[17]. The resulting Collins
FFs have the same signs, but shapes and sizes are slightly
different. Indeed one could expect it as far asQ2 of e$ e! is
different, and the evolution effect must be more evident. At
the same time, those functions for both tree-level and NLL

TMD give the same (or similar) theoretical asymmetries
that are well compared to the experimental data of SIDIS
and e$ e! . The favored Collins fragmentation function is
much better determined by the existing data, as one can
see from Fig.28 that the functions atQ2 # 2.4 GeV2 are
compatible within error bands. The unfavored fragmenta-
tion functions are different; however, those functions are
not determined very well by existing experimental data.

We also compare the tensor change from our and other
extractions in Fig.29. The contribution to the tensor charge
of Ref. [18] is found by extraction using the so-called
dihadron fragmentation function that couples to the col-
linear transversity distribution. The corresponding func-
tions have DGLAP-type evolution known at LO and were
used in Ref.[18]. The results plotted in Fig.29 correspond
to our estimates of the contribution to theu quark andd
quark in the region ofx%0.065; 0.35&at Q2 # 10 GeV2 at
68% C.L. (label 1) and the contribution to theu quark and
d quark in the same region ofx and the sameQ2 using the
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FIG. 27. (a) Comparison of extracted transversity (solid lines and vertical-line hashed region)Q2 # 2.4 GeV2 with the Torino-
Cagliari-JLab 2013 extraction[17] (dashed lines and shaded region). (b) Comparison of extracted transversity (solid lines and shaded
region) atQ2 # 2.4 GeV2 with Pavia 2015 extraction[18] (shaded region).
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(dashed lines and shaded region).

EXTRACTION OF QUARK TRANSVERSITY DISTRIBUTIONÉ PHYSICAL REVIEW D 93, 014009 (2016)

014009-33

<+4.FCG.H>DHHF.IBH>JK

V8991-%&G*8#&=7)7=

7HH&G*8#&=7)7=
W:0+-6;65'0.%

4,&'(+%'(%()67%
<15=+0+5<+2X

V8991-%&G*8#&=7)7=



@,$&%3F>4&8G&%<1-&1-&<"*31+9$&<,4%1+%&,"%&F-98+;$>&>88*%&38&
"&>$$<$*&F->$*%3"->1-/&8G&-F+9$8-&%3*F+3F*$

! ,36*)*$=
! 1%/#953%9*$=
! ,*A?3%.'*83#9*&#9

>/$ 3#/**.$"+'&-'/,"(?&"@1@&A8B(?&"$+,*"&9)*%.2.9"$(./$+*&.9+1.$1

L07*#.+39(6$9./$.012+.; 4%/)?3#@3%A

@,$&H$*319$&H1$9>&8G&=<1-&I,4%1+%



@,$&%3F>4&8G&%<1-&1-&<"*31+9$&<,4%1+%&,"%&F-98+;$>&>88*%&38&
"&>$$<$*&F->$*%3"->1-/&8G&-F+9$8-&%3*F+3F*$

! ,36*)*$=
! 1%/#953%9*$=
! ,*A?3%.'*83#9*&#9

>/$ 3#/**.$"+'&-'/,"(?&"@1@&A8B(?&"$+,*"&9)*%.2.9"$(./$+*&.9+1.$1

M07*#.+39(6$9./$.012+.; 4%/)?3#@3%A

@,$&H$*319$&H1$9>&8G&=<1-&I,4%1+%

3,,10(456(6+7%86()%! " # ! 9
A"(%(&/0&;:/*)%./$CD+#%/'.E+%./$&+$2&F$.:"'(+*.%7C

?!/@*
A%&'"68('(-*%&(-0',(%.&

?0-""6B'&*.0*C@*
!&%(%'"68('(-*%&(-0',(%.&

D7 ? :

/%E-08?!/ F*G/%E-08?0-""6B'&* .0*/%E-08C



:"N.2DFFG.BDE.IBHHCK

?$9"3121%31+&P$"24&78-&V8991>$*
?P7V&"%&I89"*1Y$>T<*838-&V8991>$*
! O0*@3%*/#.0#/P39Q.! 8*$*A/$3.'37&6/%*R/$*&#.%39&#/#)39
! 07*#.%&$/$&%9.7%&5*'3.)?&*)3.&S.97*#.&%*3#$/$*&#.

.$2"-"$2"$%&/0&"<-"'.9"$%
! 07*#.'*%3)$*&#.5/%*39.@()P3$;$&;@()P3$.IFTD.N,RK
! 07*#.7/$$3%#.5/%*39.S*66;$&;S*66

F07*#.+39(6$9./$.012+.; 4%/)?3#@3%A



:"N.2DFFG.BDE.IBHHCK

=89$-81>"9@*"+;$*&"3&?P7V

!$3%B&>1T,">*8-%B&S$";&.8%8-%
1<-.U.V/%%36.U.W#')/7.WN-

?P7V&"%&I89"*1Y$>T<*838-&V8991>$*
! O0*@3%*/#.0#/P39Q.! 8*$*A/$3.'37&6/%*R/$*&#.%39&#/#)39
! 07*#.%&$/$&%9.7%&5*'3.)?&*)3.&S.97*#.&%*3#$/$*&#.

.$2"-"$2"$%&/0&"<-"'.9"$%
! 07*#.'*%3)$*&#.5/%*39.@()P3$;$&;@()P3$.IFTD.N,RK
! 07*#.7/$$3%#.5/%*39.S*66;$&;S*66

>H07*#.+39(6$9./$.012+.; 4%/)?3#@3%A

@*1//$*&#.
)/6&%*83$3%.3#3%A=

%&G.<,838-%B&Z$3T
91;$&#$"%F*$#$-3%

XN0



I89"*1Y$>T<*838-&)"3"%$3%&"3&?P7V

>>07*#.+39(6$9./$.012+.; 4%/)?3#@3%A

"0'57*+07+%>4;65176(.%$+<10&+&

[$"* '( \O$M] =@A? IP^J7K ) \_]

BHHJ BHH MTE.7@;> BTL.7@;> EL

BHHJ JBTD HTB.7@;> HTHB.7@;> DM

BHHM BHH LTM.7@;> ETB.7@;> DE

BH>> EHH BE.7@;> ;; ECYED

BH>B BHH BB.7@;> FTL.7@;> J>YEM

BH>E BHH EC.7@;> EB.7@;> ECYEL

BH>E BHH72( HTDB.7@;> HTBH.7@;> JH

BH>E BHH.726 >TH.7@;> ;; ED
<,W:"Z.#(8@3%9.S&%.*+,- . /0 )8

0-1UF$&8<<8*3F-131$%&38&<*8.$&-F+9$8-&%<1-&%3*F+3F*$`



[$"* '( \O$M] =@A? IP^J7K ) \_]

BHHJ BHH MTE.7@;> BTL.7@;> EL

BHHJ JBTD HTB.7@;> HTHB.7@;> DM

BHHM BHH LTM.7@;> ETB.7@;> DE

BH>> EHH BE.7@;> ;; ECYED

BH>B BHH BB.7@;> FTL.7@;> J>YEM

BH>E BHH EC.7@;> EB.7@;> ECYEL

BH>E BHH72( HTDB.7@;> HTBH.7@;> JH

BH>E BHH.726 >TH.7@;> ;; ED

I89"*1Y$>T<*838-&)"3"%$3%&"3&?P7V

>B07*#.+39(6$9./$.012+.; 4%/)?3#@3%A

<,W:"Z.#(8@3%9.S&%.*+,- . /0 )8

0-1UF$&8<<8*3F-131$%&38&<*8.$&-F+9$8-&%<1-&%3*F+3F*$`

?0';'(6<'--.%65<0+'7+&%=6@40+%1=%;+06(%65%
0+<+5(%.+'07

A5(+@0'(65@%;10+%BCD%E+F%&'('G%'7%8+%7,+'/2

"0'57*+07+%>4;65176(.%$+<10&+&



=$-%1312134&38&@*"-%2$*%134"3&=@A?

>C07*#.+39(6$9./$.012+.; 4%/)?3#@3%A

[T\T.2'P*#9G.2<0BH>E

A++$%%&38&3*"-%2$*%1341-&
1-3$*$%31-/&*$/18-`
! ] *8*$3'.)&#9$%/*#$9
! <&$3#$*/66=.6/%A3.3SS3)$9
! 03#9*$*5*$=.$&.35&6($*&#
! A576@)(%65(1%5'(40+%1=%

H1--657%;+<)'567;2

other. One can see that the experimental data indeed show
some tension with the Soffer bound for thed quark in the
high-x region as predicted in Ref.[94]. This saturation
happens in the region not explored by the current exper-
imental data, so future data from Jefferson Lab 12 will be
very important to test the Soffer bound and to constrain the
transversity and tensor charge.

The functions themselves are slightly different as can be
seen by comparing solid and dashes lines in Fig.27(a). In
fact Ref.[17] uses the tree-level TMD expression (no TMD
evolution) for extraction, and we use the NLL TMD
formalism. Results should be different even though in
asymmetries, as we saw, at low energies results with NLL
TMD are comparable with the tree level. At higher energies
and Q2, the situation changes, and extracted functions
must be different. At the same time, one should remember
TMD evolution does not act as a universalQ2 suppression
factor. A complicated Fourier transform should be per-
formed that mixesQ2 and b dependence, and thus the
resulting functions are different in shape but comparable in
magnitude. It is also very encouraging that tree-level TMD
extractions yielded results very similar to our NLL extrac-
tion. This makes the previous phenomenological results
valid even though the appropriate TMD evolution was not
taken into account. It also means that we need to have
experimental data on unpolarized cross sections differential
in Ph! . As we have seen, the effects of evolution should be
evident in the data, and those measurements will help to
establish the validity of the modern formulation of TMD
evolution.

We compare extracted Collins fragmentation functions
! zH!3"!z" in Fig. 28atQ2 # 2.4 GeV2 with the extraction
of Torino-Cagliari-JLab 2013[17]. The resulting Collins
FFs have the same signs, but shapes and sizes are slightly
different. Indeed one could expect it as far asQ2 of e$ e! is
different, and the evolution effect must be more evident. At
the same time, those functions for both tree-level and NLL

TMD give the same (or similar) theoretical asymmetries
that are well compared to the experimental data of SIDIS
and e$ e! . The favored Collins fragmentation function is
much better determined by the existing data, as one can
see from Fig.28 that the functions atQ2 # 2.4 GeV2 are
compatible within error bands. The unfavored fragmenta-
tion functions are different; however, those functions are
not determined very well by existing experimental data.

We also compare the tensor change from our and other
extractions in Fig.29. The contribution to the tensor charge
of Ref. [18] is found by extraction using the so-called
dihadron fragmentation function that couples to the col-
linear transversity distribution. The corresponding func-
tions have DGLAP-type evolution known at LO and were
used in Ref.[18]. The results plotted in Fig.29 correspond
to our estimates of the contribution to theu quark andd
quark in the region ofx%0.065; 0.35&at Q2 # 10 GeV2 at
68% C.L. (label 1) and the contribution to theu quark and
d quark in the same region ofx and the sameQ2 using the
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other. One can see that the experimental data indeed show
some tension with the Soffer bound for thed quark in the
high-x region as predicted in Ref.[94]. This saturation
happens in the region not explored by the current exper-
imental data, so future data from Jefferson Lab 12 will be
very important to test the Soffer bound and to constrain the
transversity and tensor charge.

The functions themselves are slightly different as can be
seen by comparing solid and dashes lines in Fig.27(a). In
fact Ref.[17] uses the tree-level TMD expression (no TMD
evolution) for extraction, and we use the NLL TMD
formalism. Results should be different even though in
asymmetries, as we saw, at low energies results with NLL
TMD are comparable with the tree level. At higher energies
and Q2, the situation changes, and extracted functions
must be different. At the same time, one should remember
TMD evolution does not act as a universalQ2 suppression
factor. A complicated Fourier transform should be per-
formed that mixesQ2 and b dependence, and thus the
resulting functions are different in shape but comparable in
magnitude. It is also very encouraging that tree-level TMD
extractions yielded results very similar to our NLL extrac-
tion. This makes the previous phenomenological results
valid even though the appropriate TMD evolution was not
taken into account. It also means that we need to have
experimental data on unpolarized cross sections differential
in Ph! . As we have seen, the effects of evolution should be
evident in the data, and those measurements will help to
establish the validity of the modern formulation of TMD
evolution.

We compare extracted Collins fragmentation functions
! zH!3"!z" in Fig. 28atQ2 # 2.4 GeV2 with the extraction
of Torino-Cagliari-JLab 2013[17]. The resulting Collins
FFs have the same signs, but shapes and sizes are slightly
different. Indeed one could expect it as far asQ2 of e$ e! is
different, and the evolution effect must be more evident. At
the same time, those functions for both tree-level and NLL

TMD give the same (or similar) theoretical asymmetries
that are well compared to the experimental data of SIDIS
and e$ e! . The favored Collins fragmentation function is
much better determined by the existing data, as one can
see from Fig.28 that the functions atQ2 # 2.4 GeV2 are
compatible within error bands. The unfavored fragmenta-
tion functions are different; however, those functions are
not determined very well by existing experimental data.

We also compare the tensor change from our and other
extractions in Fig.29. The contribution to the tensor charge
of Ref. [18] is found by extraction using the so-called
dihadron fragmentation function that couples to the col-
linear transversity distribution. The corresponding func-
tions have DGLAP-type evolution known at LO and were
used in Ref.[18]. The results plotted in Fig.29 correspond
to our estimates of the contribution to theu quark andd
quark in the region ofx%0.065; 0.35&at Q2 # 10 GeV2 at
68% C.L. (label 1) and the contribution to theu quark and
d quark in the same region ofx and the sameQ2 using the
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