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Theoretical features of the many fixed-momentum-transfer dispersive sum rules which can be written for
the 26 possible generalized nucleon Compton scattering amplitudes (retarded products of vector currents) are
surveyed, and the sum rules are put to experimental test. Theoretical attention is focused on the occurrence
of right-signature fixed poles in the angular momentum plane, such as the j=1 fixed poles whose couplings
are related to electromagnetic form factors by current algebra. Unitarity is used to estimate the sum-rule
integrands in terms of data for the photoproduction processes yN — «N and y/N — wA. Limitations of the
data require that the sum rules be cut off at photon lab energy Ejap=1.12 GeV. The main results are as
follows: (a) Reasonable evidence is presented that two-time-component current-algebra sum rules involving
the electric and magnetic isovector form factors Gg¥(#) and GaV (f) are correct for small spacelike —i. If
they are also to be correct for —#> —0.6 (GeV/c)? then the p Regge pole must choose nonsense at a=0,
and the associated wrong-signature fixed pole there must be multiplicative. A time-space current-algebra
sum rule probably fails. (b) The separate isotopic components of the Drell-Hearn sum rule are investigated.
Those with =0 exchange in the ¢ channel seem very successful, whereas the 7 =1 exchange sum rule clearly
fails. The failure indicates an important contribution of a hitherto unsuspected J¥(7¢)=1+(1") fixed pole.
(c) Detailed results on wrong-signature antialgebra sum rules, on Regge-pole sum rules (FESR’s), and on
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sum rules testing conspiracy are presented.

I. INTRODUCTION

ANY fixed-momentum-transfer dispersive sum
rules can be written for nucleon Compton ampli-
tudes. These sum rules test various assumptions about
high-energy behavior and about the equal-time algebra
of vector current components. In this paper, we survey
theoretical aspects of these sum rules and report on a
systematic attempt to saturate them, at several ¢ values,
using presently available experimental data. Within
the limits set by the extent and accuracy of this data,
our goal is to milk from the sum rules all the theoretically
interesting information they contain.

Since there is very little data on the Compton scatter-
ing process itself, we use the unitarity condition to ex-
press the integrands of the sum rules in terms of ampli-
tudes for the photoproduction of hadronic states. We
include the contributions of the w/N and, in cruder
form, the 7w N intermediate states. Specifically, we use
the multipole analyses of YN — wN by Berends, Don-
nachie, and Weaver! and by Walker,? and a modified
Stichel-Scholz? model for the process yN — wA. This
gives us a description of the sum-rule integrands which
seems reasonably accurate up to the laboratory energy
Eup=1.12 GeV (cm. energy +/s=1.73 GeV), and we
cut off our sum rules at this value.

Because of spin and isospin complexity there are 26
independent amplitudes for the generalized Compton

* This work was supported in part by the U. S. Atomic Energy
Commission.

1F. A. Berends, A. Donnachie, and D. L. Weaver, Nucl. Phys.
B4, 1 (1968). We will refer to this work as BDW.

2 R. L. Walker, Phys. Rev. (to be published).

3 P, Stichel and M. Scholz, Nuovo Cimento 34, 1381 (1964);
D. Liike, M. Scheunert, and P. Stichel, 7bid. 58, 234 (1968).
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scattering process, and the use of photoproduction
data decomposed into definite angular momentum and
isospin components allows us to study sum rules for
all of them. We study the sum rules derived from current
algebra,* as well as superconvergence relations® and
finite-energy sum rules® which give information on
Regge-pole parameters and on the question of con-
spiracy. We are mainly interested in theoretical ques-
tions involving the presence of fixed j-plane poles.
Finite-energy sum rules have been much used recently
to study meson-baryon scattering,®? where there are
two important advantages. First, good partial-wave
analyses exist,® at least for 7NV scattering, up to the
cm. energy 4/s=2.19 GeV; and second there is con-
siderable high-energy data with which to compare
Regge-pole predictions. In our case, the low-energy data
are unfortunately crude, and there are no high-energy
experiments. However, because we study photon
amplitudes with the possibility of double helicity flip,
many of our sum rules are more convergent than their
analogs in meson-baryon scattering. Further, we re-

4 For a survey of these sum rules, see S. L. Adler and R. F.
Dashen, Current Algebras and Applications to Particle Physics
(W. A. Benjamin, Inc., New York, 1968).

5V. de Alfaro, S. Fubini, G. Rossetti, and G. Furlan, Phys.
Letters 21, 576 (1966).

6 A. Logunov, L. D. Soloviev, and A. N. Tavkhelidze, Phys.
Letters 24B, 181 (1967); K. Igi and S. Matsuda, Phys. Rev.
Letters 18, 625 (1967); R. Dolen, D. Horn, and C. Schmid, ibid.
19, 402 (1967); Phys. Rev. 166, 1768 (1968).

7V. Barger and R. J. N. Phillips, Phys. Letters 26B, 730 (1968);
F. J. Gilman, H. Harari, and Y. Zarmi, Phys. Rev. Letters 21,
323 (1968); M. G. Olsson and G. B. Yodh, 4bid. 21, 1022 (1968);
G. V. Dass and C. Michael, 7bid. 20, 1066 (1968); C. Ferro Font4n,
R. Odorico, and L. Masperi, Nuovo Cimento 58, 534 (1968).

8 A. Donnachie, R. G. Kirsopp, and C. Lovelace, Phys. Letters
26B, 161 (1968).
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mark that the analysis of Dolen, Horn, and Schmid® at
cutoff +/s=1.73, identical to ours, gave reasonable
results for the couplings of the p trajectory, and we
therefore have reason to hope for good results at this
cutoff in the Compton case.®

The plan of the paper is the following. For the
benefit of readers primarily interested in the results, a
summary of the most important results is given in Sec.
IT together with references to that part of the text where
specific sum rules are discussed. The kinematics of
Compton scattering is presented in Sec. ITI. Theoretical
questions pertaining to the sum rules are discussed in
Sec. IV. In Sec. V, we explain our treatment of the ex-
perimental data, and in Sec. VI, we present and discuss
the results of our attempt to saturate the sum rules.
Section VII is reserved for some final methodological
comments, while some necessary technical questions
are treated in Appendices.

II. MAIN RESULTS

Our main results are summarized here, although we
would caution that a wrong impression of the strength
of our conclusions could well be gained without some
study of the quantitative behavior of the sum rules.
The quickest way to proceed would be via Sec. VI A, in
which the graphical format of the results is given, to the
part of Sec. VI where the specific questions are dis-
cussed and the appropriate graphs presented.

Regge-pole sum rules (VI B) From sum rules for
amplitudes in which the P, P’, and A, trajectories
couple to photons with helicity flip 2, we find the
following results. There is no particular evidence for
important contributions to the sum rule from right
signature fixed poles at 7=0.19 Factorization tests give
values of the ratio of the nucleon flip and nucleon
nonflip couplings of the trajectories which agree with
the values deduced from meson-nucleon scattering,
although there is an uncertainty of about a factor of 2
in this comparison. Our results are consistent with the
nonsense-choosing mechanism for the A, at a4,(f)=0.

Current-algebra sum rules. (VI C) Two well-known
sum rules!! can be obtained by studying the equal-time
commutators of time components of the isovector cur-
rent, taken between states with nucleon helicity nonflip
and flip (measured in the ¢#-channel c.m. system). The

9 We are grateful to R. J. N. Phillips (private communication)
for confirming that one does not get ridiculous results for the
amplitude B in #N scattering with a cutoff similar to that used
here in our work on Compton scattering. The comparison with
this amplitude is particularly relevant because it has similar con-
vergence properties to our sum rules that test j=0 fixed poles.

10D, J. Gross and H. Pagels [Phys. Rev. 172, 1381 (1968)]
have suggested that an =1, j=0 fixed pole couples to Compton
amplitudes. See Sec. VI B for a further discussion of this point.

11 We reserve the description “current algebra” for those sum
rules carrying the same isospin and (G parity) in the ¢ channel as
the p meson. In fact, current algebra would appear to predict the
fixed poles at =0 and 1 in the other isospin states. These fixed
poles are predicted to be zero for the quark algebra but they will
be sensitive to Schwinger terms and technical assumptions (Ref. 4)
that are perhaps less well studied than those in the p segment.
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nonflip sum rule, whose right-hand side involves the
electric form factor Gg(f), coincides at {=0 with the
sum rule of Cabibbo and Radicati.!? The flip sum rule
similarly tests the magnetic form factor Gu(#), and
seems to have been first written down by Muzinich.!?

Our results indicate good agreement with current-
algebra predictions near ¢=0. At large momentum
transfer (f=~ —0.6), there is some evidence for a possible
violation of current algebra, although we prefer an
interpretation in which current algebra is valid. In
this interpretation, the p trajectory chooses nonsense at
a,({)=0 and has a singular coupling to the currents
there. Because of the singular coupling, the nonsense
dips!* associated with p exchange in hadronic processes
are not present in the Compton amplitude.

Both these sum rules receive important contributions
at low energies from nonresonating multipoles, a fact
which suggests that theoretical models!® in which
saturation occurs purely with resonances may be un-
realistic. We give some idea of the relative magnitude
of resonant and nonresonant contributions to the sum
rules in Sec. VI I.

A sum rule involving the commutator of the time and
space components of the isovector current has been
written down by Bég!® and further studied by Adler
and Dashen.* This sum rule has some peculiar features,*
and it is perhaps not surprising that our numerical
results show that it is probably violated.

Antialgebra sum rules. (VI D) We use this name (see
Sec. IV B) for sum rules!” sensitive to wrong-signature
fixed poles. We find evidence for wrong-signature fixed
poles (at j=1) which couple strongly to Pomeranchuk
and A4, exchange amplitudes. The theoretical significance
of such fixed poles has been recently studied.!®

Drell-Hearn sum rules. (VI E) Here we refer to sum
rules for three different isospin symmetric amplitudes
with f-channel photon helicity flip, antisymmetrized in
the nucleon helicity indices. The sum rules are super-
convergence relations (SCR’s) which follow from the
assumption that j=1 fixed poles are absent in these
amplitudes. At {=0, the sum of our three SCR’s
coincides with the original sum rule written by Drell
and Hearn!? for the anomalous magnetic moment of
the proton.

Our results indicate that the two sum rules involving
isoscalar exchange are very well satisfied, but that the
sum rule involving isovector exchange is badly violated.

i 12 N. Cabibbo and L. A. Radicati, Phys. Letters 19, 697 (1966).
| 131.']. Muzinich, Phys. Rev. 151, 1206 (1966).
" 14 G, Hohler, J. Baacke, H. Schlaile, and P. Sonderegger, Phys.
Letters 20, 79 (1966); F. Arbab and C. B. Chiu, Phys. Rev. 147,
1045 (1966); G. Hohler and N. Zovko, Z. Physik 181, 293 (1964).
( 15 I§ Dashen and M. Gell-Mann, Phys. Rev. Letters 17, 340
1966).
16 M. A. B. Bég, Phys. Rev. Letters 17, 333 (1966).
17 J, H. Schwarz, Phys. Rev. 159, 1269 (1967).
18 H. D. I. Abarbanel, F. E. Low, I. J. Muzinich, S. Nussinov,
and J. H. Schwarz, Phys. Rev. 160, 1329 (1967).
( 19 S). D. Drell and A. C. Hearn, Phys. Rev. Letters 16, 908
1966).
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This last result was a surprise to us, and seems to in-
dicate an-important contribution from a JPG=1+—
fixed pole.

One negative result which may be of some interest
is that neither of two sum rules sensitive to 4; exchange
showed any evidence for this Regge pole with an
intercept near zero. (See also Sec. VI G).

Conspiracy sum rules. (VI F) By using a sum rule
of Pagels?® which relates the #° lifetime to an integral
involving a Compton amplitude we infer that the
effective = conspirator trajectory residue function 8., (%)
in Compton scattering is a smooth function of mo-
mentum transfer near {=0. Unlike the photoproduction
case we cannot write a sum rule sensitive to the ¢ de-
pendence of the pion residue function itself. However,
comparison of the ¢t=0 value obtained from the con-
spiracy condition with the value at the = pole (known
from the 70 lifetime) suggests a zero in B, near {= —m,>.
The behavior of both the pion and its conspirator is
consistent with that found in strong interactions.

III. KINEMATICS
Using covariantly normalized states
(p2] p1)=2E8*(p2—p1) , 1)

we define transition amplitudes for all two-body
reactions

(poka| S| prk1)= (poks| prks)+i(2m)—>8*
X<P2+k2_P1_kl)T(P27k2; p17k1>' (2)
Differential cross sections are given by, ignoring the
spin summation,
do/dQ=| (£,0)|*,
J=@rv/s) " ps/p)'*T
where s= (p1+k1)? and p; and p; are the c.m. momenta
of the initial and final states.

Compton scattering amplitudes are related to re-
tarded products of currents by the formula

©)

T(P2’k2; Pl}kl) = (277)362(52")*61"7:
X/ dt o= (pa] 0(x) [T, (), T (0)] 1), (4)

where e?/4r=1/137. We do not write explicitly the
polynomial terms which may be required on the right-
hand side of (4) to ensure covariance.

The electromagnetic current operator J,*(x) can be
decomposed into isotopic singlet and triplet parts

Juem(w) = T =)+ T L= M) ©®)

In general, we are led to consider covariant amplitudes
formed as in Eq. (4) from the individual pieces J,° and

20 H, Pagels, Phys. Rev. 158, 1566 (1967).
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JM with M=41, 0 and construct these amplitudes
according to the following isospin conventions.

First, we construct amplitudes 77(7,/,7,) describing
the transition between normalized states of total
s-channel isospin 7 built up from nucleons and isoscalar
(I,=0) or isovector (I,=1) photons. There are five
independent amplitudes. Each Tr(Z,/,I,) gives rise to a
scattering

TI(I’Y/;I‘Y)C(%al’Y,)I; MNl’M‘YI)C(%)I‘wI; MN)M"/) (6>

in states specified by third component of isospin for the
nucleon (My) and photon (M .). The C’s are standard
Clebsch-Gordan coefficients. Our sum rules are written
for the following combinations of the 77(Z,/,1,) formed
by symmetrizing or antisymmetrizing in the (¢-channel)
photon isospin labels:

T1=2T4,,(0,0),
T2=3[T12(1,1)+2T32(1,1)],
T3=3V3[T1/2(0,1)+ T1/2(1,0)], (7
Tt=3[T32(1,1) = T1,2(1,1)],
T5=2V3[T1/2(0,1) —T1,2(1,0)].

Amplitudes 1 and 2 carry isospin O in the ¢ channel
while amplitudes 3, 4, and 5 carry isospin 1. The
Compton scattering amplitudes of physical photons are
related to ours by the equations

Tlyp = vp)+Tlyn— yn)=T'417,
Tlyp—vp)—T(yn— yn)=T%.

To relate our amplitude 7% to that of the current-
algebra literature! we observe that 7'* is given by
Eq. (4) with the commutator replacement

L7, (), 7,e2(0)] — [7,1(2),7,2-1(0)]
[T @), 20, (9)

Physical Compton scattering data cannot be used
to resolve the individual contributions of 7% and T2 in
Eq. (8), or to determine the amplitudes in isospin
segments 4 and 5. The real part of 72 can conceivably
be measured only in neutrino processes. However, the
imaginary parts of all amplitudes are related un-
ambiguously by unitarity to experimentally measurable
photoproduction processes. Isospin segment 5 has very
peculiar kinematics, discussed below, and does not seem
to have been mentioned in the literature.

We always express our sum rules in terms of regu-
larized t-channel parity-conserving helicity amplitudes,?!
which are advantageous for us because they have simple
analyticity and crossing properties and definite f-channel
quantum numbers. Direct-channel helicity amplitudes
Mipap, can be defined from Eq. (4) by choosing
nucleon states and photon polarization vectors accord-
ing to standard conventions.?? We take the nucleon as

®)

2 L. L. Wang, Phys. Rev. 142, 1187 (1966).
22 M. Jacob and G. C. Wick, Ann. Phys. (N.Y.) 7, 404 (1959).
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“particle 1.” We define #-channel helicity amplitudes
through the crossing relations??

A)\aM:M)\zi: _i(_l)ka—h Z d)\l’)\11/2(7r'—x)
A3’/ A’

ths’kal/ Z(X)Mks'—-)w; M’Mi;

(smt)y —t \2
(s—-m_25<4_m2—t> ’
2m r(s—m2)2+st:I”2
(s—m2)L dm?—t¢ ’

(10)

where

cosX =

(11

sinX =

and the superscript 7 indicates a definite isospin ampli-
tude formed according to Eq. (7).
For physical photons, the kinematic singularities

of the amplitudes Axp,;x0, have recently been ob- -

tained.2®2¢ The analysis of Ref. 23 depended on a
simplification of the crossing relation (9) using the time-
reversal constraint

Migunpe= (=DM 5, 000 (12)

where \;;=X\;—\,. An identical condition holds for our
isospin amplitudes 1-4, and for these amplitudes the
results of Ref. 23 apply completely with the single ex-
ception that the s—u# crossing properties of isospin 4
amplitudes are opposite to those of isospin 1-3 because
of photon antisymmetry.

We give here the exact definition of the amplitudes
for which our sum rules are written in isospin segments
1-4. In terms of reduced ¢-channel helicity amplitudes,

2~ . - . 1 — .
A)\s)\l;)q)\gz: (COS%@L) '“2“3"(sm70l) ”‘47‘)‘3”1‘1)\3)\1;)\4)\2",

(13)

we take the following combinations which are kinematic
singularity free in both s and ¢.

Bli= ,L‘l——l(4m2_t)—1/2/1\%%;1_1i7
Byi= — 1 (t—4m?) YAy y 11— Ay 3049,

By'= (=) (=) Ay gt A,

Byi=it(4m2 —1)'2(Ayy i+ Ay 0%,
Bsi= -—'Zt_lfi%_%;ui.

The B;i(s,t) are independent except for the constraint
condition at {=0,

lim [By(s,0) +(@m) (s —)Bs'(5,)1=0,  (15)

2], Z. Freedman, Phys. Rev. 168, 1822 (1968). There is a
minus sign error in the definition of siny in this reference. Except
for the choice of the Jacob-Wick phase (Ref. 22) for “particle two”
helicities, our phase conventions and crossing path coincide with
those of G. Cohen-Tannoudji, A. Morel, and H. Navelet, Ann.
Phys. (N. Y.) 46, 239 (1968).

24 See also J. P. Ader, M. Capdeville, and H. Navelet, C.E.N.-
Saclay Report (to be published).
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and other constraints at /=4m? which are not relevant
for our analysis. In Appendix A, we express the B;(s,f)
in terms of s-channel helicity amplitudes and Hearn-
Leader? invariant amplitudes.

In isospin segment 5, the situation is different. Be-
cause of antisymmetry, an extra minus sign must be
inserted in the time-reversal condition (12), and this
means that there are only two independent nonvanish-
ing s-channel helicity amplitudes which we take to be
Myy,—3,® and M3_y;315 There is an analogous restric-
tion, due to charge conjugation invariance, to two non-
vanishing #-channel amplitudes Ajj3;11° and Aj4;14°

The crossing relations simplify to
A%é;1-15=fM;1;—%15, (16)
Ay pb=iMy 1,35,

The kinematic singularities are easily obtained and we

choose the following singularity-free amplitudes:
Brb= (=0 s Ay,
Bg5= —’it—l(MA*MS)—I/ZAg_é;115.

an

The amplitudes B;* satisfy dispersion relations in the
variable y=%(s—u) which we write in the form

Bji(V:ﬁ=Cji(t)<y__1VB—VZj:B>
n,i
f ) (18)

1 e 1
+- / &' ImBji(Y' 1) (————I—
T o / '

vV —v vV 14

We have separated out the nucleon Born term, singular
at vp=41, from the continuum threshold beginning at
vo=2mu~+u®+3%t. Possible subtraction terms in (18)
will be discussed later. The crossing phase 5;'=21.

The nucleon pole residues have been calculated using
Eq. (A2) and modifying the Hearn-Leader?® residues to
agree with our isospin conventions in segments 1-4.
In isospin segment 5, the residues were calculated using
unitarity to obtain the single-nucleon contribution to
the imaginary part of the amplitudes.

The Born-pole residues and other important prop-
erties of our amplitudes are collected in Table I. The
s—u crossing phases 7, and the -channel quantum num-
bers carried by the amplitudes can be deduced by ex-
amining the #-channel partial-wave expansions and
using parity and charge conjugation invariance prop-
erties and generalized statistics.

The leading asymptotic contribution to our ampli-
tudes of a Regge pole of signature 7 and position
j=a(t) is

Bint)= =G (O[(e~ = O-1) sinma() o, (19)

where A=max(|Ns1|,|Asz|). In spin segments 2 and 3
there are additional nonleading contributions from

2% A, C. Hearn and E. Leader, Phys. Rev. 126, 789 (1962).
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TasLE I. The amplitudes B;*(f). The meaning of the various quantities in the table is as follows. B;(#) are defined in Eqgs. (14) and
(17). n;* and Cj*(¢) are defined by Eq. (18). In the C;*(#) column k5, and &, are the anomalous magnetic moments of the proton and neutron,
respectively. N is defined after Eq. (19). #min is the lowest value of # in Eq. (23) for the latter to be a right-signature sum rule. 7, P,
and G are the signature, parity, and G parity of the allowed Regge-pole exchanges. Plausible candidates for the latter are listed in the
next column; here we have taken the meson quantum numbers from the customary bible (Ref. 52). Further in this column cx
denotes the 7P =+ partner of an m=1 conspiracy (Ref. 75) whose 7P = —1 partner is the trajectory X.. (X=n, v, B). X by itself

denotes a nonconspiring 7, w, or B trajectory.

(a) €)
Amplitude 7 N #min T P G Regge pole Amplitude 7* N #min T P G Regge pole
) P, P B¢ — 1 0 -+ + —  As~D),cr
B, + 2 1 + + + Cn(Nt) Bgt -+ 1 1 — - + P (Nt) ) CB
) P, P B + 2 1 + = = mm
B, + 2 1 + 4+ + e(~1) Bs + 1 1 - 4+ = A
Be o+ 2 1 o+ 4+ -
i (b)
Byt - 2 0 - -+ zB (~0) Amplitude Born residue Cj#(#)
s 2 o — * * DE® (Y Bl —2md /i (@/Am1— (1eyten)?]
+ + 4+ P, P, c(~iased) By? —2me?/t+ (2 /4m)[1— (14kp—xn)%]
By — 2 o = + 4+ DE@)(~s*) By? —4mer/t+(e*/2m)[1— (1++p)*+xn*]
+ 4+ 4 P, P, et Byt 2mett— (e2/Am)[1— (1 4+xp—kn)?]
By - 2 o T Tt o Al By — (/4 (kcpt-s2)?
+ + — As, Cr(~is*3) Bjy? — (€2/4m?) (kp—Kn)?
-+ - + ? B3 — (€%/2m2) (kp2 —Ka2)
B4 2 b s Bt (/A (e’
B o+ 2 1 + + 4+ P, P, gl~se?) Byt — (2e*/8) (1 +kp+rn) — (€2/4m?) (kp+rn)*
’ - 4+ + D, EQ)(~s=?) By? — 2e*/t) (1+xp—kn) — (€*/4m®) (kp—xn)?
Be 4+ 2 1t PPabe B —(e/)(1) — (/200 i)
- 4+ 4+ DER)(~s*H Byt (2€2/8) (1 4-xp—rKn) F(€2/4m?) (kp—Kn)*
Bs 4+ 2 1 T ot = Ayale By me*(14-xp+xn)
8 — + —  Ai(~sed) By sme(14kp—xa)
B , o — — T el Bg me*(1+ky)
3 - 1
+ —_ + ? B44 —ameg(l-l—xp—-xn)
B4 + 0 1 4+ = + g~ Bt  Amde/t—ime [ 1+ (1+rp+n) 2]
B 4+ 0 1 + — 4+ g~ B3 dmde? /t—gme’[ 1+ (1+kp—rkn)*]
Bé& + 0 1 + = —  al~)m Bt 8mie? /t—me[ (1+kp)?—kn?+1]
B4t - 0 0 — 4+ + B(~)B Bt —dme? [t+ime [ 1+ (1+xp—ka)*]
B+ + 0 1 4+ 4+ + PP, B¢t 32l (1Frptin)—1]
B + 0 1 4+ + + PP B¢ 3L (1+xp—xa)?—1]
Be& + 0 1 + + — Ay Bg® L (1)~ 1—r?]
B:* - 0 0 —-— = 4+ peB Bgt —3e [ (1+xp—xn)?—1]
Bg! -1 0 + 4+ 4+ PP~ B:® — &%/ (mi)
B¢ — 1 0 + + -+ PP(~),¢ B — e/t

Regge poles o (¢) of signature 7’ opposite to that of the
leading poles, which take the form

—~Hi(O[(e-ime’ ® 4 ') /sinme () e O—-1,

In Appendices B and C, the detailed structure of the
G;i(t) and H,(f) is given in terms of the factorized
couplings of Regge poles. Appendix D contains some
further details of the Reggeization of spin segments
2 and 3.

(20)

IV. THEORETICAL MATTERS
A. Analyticity and Asymptotic Behavior

The sum rules which we study test both the ana-
lyticity properties and the high-energy behavior of
Compton scattering amplitudes. Although the necessary

analyticity—that underlying the dispersion relations
(18)—can be proved rigorously from the axioms of
quantum field theory, there is very little rigorous in-
formation on the asymptotic behavior. We review
briefly here the types of asymptotic behavior which
our present incomplete theoretical knowledge suggests.

For purely hadronic processes there are some rigorous
asymptotic bounds on scattering amplitudes, such as
the Froissart bound?® which can be derived using
analyticity and (s-channel) unitarity. For most applica-
tions this information is insufficient, and it is customary
to assume that asymptotic behavior is determined by
the singularities in the angular momentum variable of
analytically continued ?¢-channel partial-wave ampli-

tudes. This hypothesis, called “analyticity of the

26 M. Froissart, Phys. Rev. 123, 1053 (1961).



182

second kind” by Chew,?" effectively means an asymp-
totic structure of moving Regge poles and cuts.

In theories with analyticity of the second kind,
{-channel unitarity plays an important role in deter-
mining asymptotic behavior. Its role is reviewed in the
discussion of this subsection and references to the
original literature are given. Further details, important
in understanding our results, are presented in Sec.
IV C.

Fixed poles in hadronic amplitudes are severely re-
stricted by the /-channel unitarity condition,?8 they are
allowed only at angular momentum values for which the
unitarity cut is shielded by Regge cuts. Our present
knowledge of this shielding mechanism?® indicates
that fixed poles occur because of the third double
spectral function present in relativistic amplitudes and
occur at wrong-signature nonsense values of angular
momentum. These fixed poles do not contribute directly
to asymptotic behavior, although they may modify the
behavior of Regge-pole residues in an observable way.
Schwarz sum rules!” can be used to test for the presence
of these fixed poles.

Compton scattering amplitudes are an example of the
general class of “weak” amplitudes—those which never
appear bilinearly in a unitarity relation. Because of the
absence of bilinear unitarity in the s channel, the
Froissart bound cannot be proved in the usual way, and
there is at present no rigorous information on high-
energy behavior. Further, the loss of bilinear unitarity
in the / channel means that fixed poles in the angular
momentum plane are no longer restricted.

Nevertheless, it is intuitively attractive to assume
Regge asymptotic behavior for weak processes, and
this was done in most early work on Compton scatter-
ing®® and on more general weak amplitudes.’! This
Regge-pole picture led to puzzling features in the
Pomeranchuk contribution to physical Compton scat-
tering®® and in the interpretation of current-algebra
sum rules.? Fixed poles (and Kronecker delta terms??)
provided the solution to these puzzles.

The known mechanisms for fixed poles in doubly weak
amplitudes are discussed in Refs. 18 and 32, and we
summarize them here. By doubly weak, we mean four-

%7 M. Jacob and G. F. Chew, Strong I'nteraction Physics (W. A.
Benjamin, Inc., New York, 1964).

28 See the lectures of R. Oehme as reported in Strong Interactions
and High Energy Physics, edited by R. G. Moorhouse (Plenum
Press, Inc., New York, 1964).

% C. E. ]ones and V. L. Teplitz, Phys. Rev. 159, 1271 (1967);
S. Mandelstam and L. L. Wang, ¢bid. 160, 1490 (1967); R. Oehme,
Phys. Letters 28B, 122 (1968).

0V, D. Mur, Zh Eksperim. i Teor. Fiz. 44, 2173 (1963); 45,
1051 (1963) [English transls.: Soviet Phys. —]ETP 17, 1458
(1963); 18, 727 (1964)]; H. D. I. Abarbanel and S. Nussmov,
Phys. Rev. 158, 1462 (1967) H. K. Shepard, sbid. 159, 1331 (1967).

81 S, Fubini and G Segre, Nuovo Cimento 45, 641 (1966).

3 J. B. Bronzan, I. S. Gerstein, B. W. Lee, and F. E. Low,
Phys. Rev. Letters 18 32 (1967); Phys Rev. 157 1448 (1967);
V. Singh, Phys. Rev. Letters 18, 36 (1967); see also K. Bardakci,
M. B. Halpern and G. Segré, Phys Rev. 158 1544 (1967).

3 D. J. Gross and H, Pagels, Phys. Rev. Letters 20, 961 (1968).
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point amplitudes with two hadrons and two currents on
external lines. In general, such amplitudes will have the
j-plane behavior of their Born terms because this be-
havior is not smoothed by the weak unitarity condition.
In particular, doubly weak amplitudes will have fixed
poles at nonsense integers of both signatures. Usually
the strong interactions—i.e., higher-order graphs—
modify the residues of the fixed poles so that they
differ from their Born values. Modification can be
expected for both right- and wrong-signature fixed
poles even if the third double spectral function (dsf)
vanishes, although the third dsf mechanism will also
contribute to wrong-signature fixed poles of weak
amplitudes.

In general, therefore, the theory tells us the locations
of fixed poles but is not powerful enough at present to
predict their residues which depend on the details of
strong interactions. Sum rules, as we will see, can be
used to evaluate the fixed-pole residues directly from the
experimental data.

There are two exceptions in which the general theory
does give information about the fixed-pole residues. The
first occurs in Compton scattering!® where, because of
photon masslessness, the Born terms of some amplitudes
have a singular coefficient of £~1. This may be observed
in Table I for amplitudes By Bs, Bs, By, and Bs. Since
other contributions to the amplitude are regular at
t=0, the residue of the fixed pole at the highest non-
sense point is also singular at {=0 and is determined
there by the Born term. This mechanism works in
other kinematical configurations also.?* Unfortunately,
the corresponding sum rules reduce to simple identities
at t=0, to which only the Born terms contribute, and
are thus devoid of interest.

The second exception in which theory actually pre-
dicts the fixed-pole residue as a function of ¢ concerns
current algebra. It has been shown®? that the well-
known (and variously credited) Adler-Dashen-Fubini-
Gell-Mann sum rules imply that the sum-rule ampli-
tudes have fixed poles at j=1 and that the residues are
given in terms of vector and axial-vector hadronic form
factors. An observed failure of the sum rules would
imply either (1) that the underlying algebra of currents
must be modified, or (2) that the assumptions necessary
to derive the sum rule from the algebra are incorrect,*
or (3) both (1) and (2) are true. It may also be possible
to relate the residues of fixed poles at =0 and j= —1
to properties of the current algebra.!!:16:35

We have stressed that the basic mechanism which
permits fixed poles in weak amplitudes is the breakdown
of bilinear unitarity. Linear or weak unitarity still
requires factorization for Regge -pole couplings tc weak
amplitudes as we show in Sec. IV C. One efiect of
fixed poles is usually to make Regge-pole residues more

3 See J. B. Bronzan ef al., Phys. Rev. 157, 1448 (1967), Sec. III.
 J. D. Bjorken, Phys. Rev 148, 1467 (1966) I. T. Drummond,
Nuovo Cnmento Sé 577 (1968).
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1

F16. 1. The contour C of
Eq. (22).

NI

singular at nonsense integers than they would other-
wise be. This effect will be seen clearly through our
sum rules.

B. Sum Rules and Fixed Poles

The preceding arguments motivate us to assume that
the typical asymptotic behavior of the B(y,f) ampli-
tudes is (with  denoting the crossing phase),

B )~ =3 G, (1) (e7tmer®4-1,)[sinma,(f) ] per -2
% BpT1+n(=1)4]

+5 DaurTa(~1"], @D

corresponding to Regge poles [of leading signature
r=n(—)*], right-signature fixed poles (at j=A—£k),
and Kronecker deltas (at j=N-+m). Wrong-signature
fixed poles manifest themselves in (21) only in their
effect on the G,(f). We ignore possible Regge cuts be-
cause our sum rules are not accurate enough to dis-
tinguish between poles and cuts. Nonleading Regge-
pole terms (20) can easily be included in spin types
2 and 3.

The sum rules we use can now be derived very easily.
The functions »*B(»,t) are analytic in the cut » plane
and therefore satisfy

1
—_— dv v*B(v,t)=0,
2ri J ¢

(22)

where C is the contour of Fig. 1. We evaluate the
integral over the semicircular portions approximately
by using the asymptotic form (21) and taking », as the
radius of the semicircle. We collaspe the contour to the
cut, separate out the Born contribution, and obtain
the resulting sum rule

1 e
—uB"C(t)-I——/ dv v*» ImB(v,})
™ Jvo
(o) 2r(O+n=r1
1+I",,+1(t) (23)

1
==2 G()—————
a () +n—r+

T

for » satisfying (—)»*= —7, and a trivial identity for
(—=)**=-47. We remind the reader of our notation
v=3(s—u), vg=211, and vo=2mu—+pu2+3is.
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Notice that the nth moment sum rule is sensitive
only to the fixed pole at j=A—#n—1, and totally in-
sensitive to possible Kronecker delta terms. The
latter, as we shall see, can be tested using the dispersion
relations (18) in which experimental values of the real
part of the amplitude can be inserted.

Wrong-signature sum rules!” can be similarly derived
by considering an artificial amplitude B(r,f) with the
same right-hand cut and the negative left-hand cut of
the corresponding B(v,f). Wrong-signature fixed poles
manifest themselves in the asymptotic behavior of
B(,f). The sum rule is derived by considering the
integral of »"B(»,#) over the contour C. For # satisfying
(—)**= —7 the result is a trivial identity, and for
(=) *=+7 we obtain a sum rule identical in form to
(23) with Fny1(f) as the asymptotic coefficient of the
wrong-signature fixed-pole term at j=\—n—1. There-
force, we can understand Eq. (23) as valid for all
integer # and testing right- (wrong-) signature fixed
poles for (—)**==Fr.

Using an intermediate-state expansion of the retarded
product (4), it is easy to see that only the second term
of the commutator contributes to the left-hand cut of
the amplitudes B(y,/). It is therefore amusing to note
that the corresponding signatured amplitude B(y,f) is
formally given by an anticommutator expression, and
its fixed pole residues are formally determined by equal-
time anticommutators. We refer to this situation as
antialgebra.

The operation of the fixed-pole mechanisms dis-
cussed in Sec. IV A can be clearly seen in Eq. (23). For
amplitudes with singular Born term C(¢), the left side
of the #=0 sum rule is singular at = 0. This singularity
must be matched on the right side either by the fixed-
pole residue Fi(¢) or by the contribution of a Regge
pole satisfying a(0)=A—1. In nonvacuum channels,
there is no indication of the existence of Regge tra-
jectories with the necessary properties,® and we must
expect a fixed pole at the highest nonsense point
j=A—1 with residue singular at {=0. In vacuum
channels, the Pomeranchuk trajectory has the required
intercept and the Born singularity can be matched
either by the singular Pomeranchuk term on the right
side of (23) or by a wrong-signature fixed pole at j=1.
The sum rules can be used to distinguish between these
alternatives.

We also observe that if a Regge trajectory passes
through the nonsense integer a(ly)=A—n—1 for some
ty and if G(f,)#0, the Regge-pole term in #th moment
sum rule has a pole at ¢=1£,. This pole is not present on
the left side of Eq. (23), because we are dealing with a
nonsense or unphysical point, and it must therefore be
cancelled by a similar pole in the fixed-pole residue
Fu1(t). Current-algebra amplitudes, where Fy(f) is a

36 It is instructive to contrast the doubly weak case with the
singly weak process vV — wN. There the nucleon Born term is
singular at /=m,? and the singularity can be matched in the sum
rule by the contribution of the w-meson trajectory.
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form factor with the p-meson pole, are an example of
this mechanism.

Curiously enough the fixed-pole residue functions can
have poles at spacelike ¢ values. If G,(1))#0 (or
Ga,(t1)#0) at the negative ! value f, (or #;) where
a,(t)=0 (or a4,(t)=0), the 7=0 wrong- (or right-)
signature fixed-pole residue develops a pole at ¢, (or
1) corresponding to the nonsense ghost state on the
trajectory. In the wrong-signature case, this is clearly a
triumph of antialgebra.

C. Unitarity, Factorization, and Fixed Poles

We discuss the implications of the #-channel unitarity
condition for the factorization of Regge poles and occur-
rence of fixed poles in weak amplitudes. The two
principal results are essentially known. If the Regge-
pole couplings to hadronic channels are factorable,®
then they are factorable in weak amplitudes as well.
Further, unlike the hadronic case, there is no restriction
on the occurrence of fixed j-plane singularities in weak
amplitudes. These facts are necessary to understand our
results for the current-algebra sum rules.

Let Latin subscripts 7, k=1, 2, ---; N denote some
finite set of two-body hadronic channels which may or
may not have degenerate thresholds. Define definite
parity and signature partial-wave amplitudes by a;x(?,J),
symmetric in the channel indices. Let the usual phase-
space factors be absorbed in the a;; so that they are
related to unitarity S-matrix elements by S;x(4,J)
= 8,5+ 21a;x(1,J). If these definitions are summarized in
matrix form S(¢,J)=1+421A4(1,J), the strong unitarity
condition can be written as

SUT)=LS@I) ] (24)

where sheet IT is the sheet reached by continuing down-
ward from the physical sheet just above the highest
threshold in our set. For each factorable Regge pole
there is a trajectory function a(f) and an N-component
vector function |v(¢)) in channel space, such that near
the pole

S(T)~ |9())1/[T —a()) 1600

Let us choose a particular weak channel such as
two photons with definite isospin and helicity. We
denote the partial-wave transition amplitude between
this channel and the strong channel & by 84(¢J) and
join these amplitudes into the vector |b(t,J)). The
transition amplitude for the totally weak process
(y+v — v+7v) is denoted by ¢(¢,J). Unitarity for the
weak amplitudes, which takes into account the inter-
mediate hadronic states k=1, 2, - -+, N, can be written
as

(25)

[b(6,7))— |01 (1,]))=2iA (L, 1) [67(,,T)),  (26a)

37 For discussions of Regge-pole factorization in strong inter-
actions, see M. Gell-Mann, Phys. Rev. Letters 8, 263 (1962);
V. N. Gribov and I. Ya. Pomeranchuk, sbid. 8, 343 (1962); Ref.
28, pp. 175-177.
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c(t,J) = (t,J)=24(b(t,J) | b1 (¢,J)). (26b)

Solving for the second sheet quantities, we get, using

(24),
161 (6,7)) =S (1) [b(4,)) (27a)
M (t,T) = c(t,J) = 2ib(t,T) | ST (1, ) | b(t,T)) - (27b)

It is obvious from Egs. (24) and (27a) that the
Regge-pole residues in doubly weak amplitudes factor
in such a way that the quotient of the residues to two
different strong channels (e.g., NN helicity nonflip
and flip) is equal to a quotient of purely hadronic
couplings. 'This is the basis of the factorization tests
[see Eq. (45)] used in the study of the sum rules.

It is clear that Eq. (27a) permits the presence of
fixed poles in doubly weak amplitudes,®® and we have
reviewed in Secs. IV A and IV B several arguments
showing that fixed poles actually are present at nonsense
integers. Equation (27a) suggests that such fixed poles
are “multiplicative” and, therefore, make Regge-pole
residues singular at the nonsense intersections. This
behavior is not at all inconsistent with the unitarity
requirement for the fully weak amplitude, and Eq. (27b)
indeed indicates that this amplitude will have fixed
double poles at nonsense integers and doubly singular
Regge residues.

Our interest in this last point arises from our study
of the current-algebra sum rules (Sec. VI C) which
indicates that the p-meson Regge-pole couplings are
smooth and nonvanishing near (= —0.6 (GeV/c)?
whereas hadronic amplitudes generally exhibit the well-
known nonsense zero (dip) there.!* This situation is
consistent with factorization only because singular vy
couplings, corresponding to a fixed double pole at j=0
in the yy — vy amplitude, are allowed.

D. Conspiracy

We turn our attention now to the conspiracy condi-
tion Eq. (15) which relates at ¢=0 the amplitude B,
containing 7P = —1 trajectories in the ¢ channel to the
amplitude Bs containing 7P=-1. We suppress the
isospin superscripts in this discussion. Since Eq. (15)
holds identically in s, it imposes constraints on the
residues at {=0 of these trajectories. Either the cou-
plings G4(f) and Ge(?) vanish at t=0 (evasion) or there
exist pairs a(f) and a.(¢) of negative and positive 7P
trajectories satisfying the conditions (of conspiracy)

a-(0)=a(0),

(28)
G4(0)= —(1/4m)G4(0).

Sum rules for amplitudes B4 and Bg can, in principle,
be used to investigate possible conspiracies for the =
(isospin segment 3) and 7 (isospin segments 1 and 2).

38 Fixed poles are normally prohibited in purely hadronic
amplitudes because the unitarity condition, Eq. (24), could not
be satisfied near them. See Ref. 28, pp. 161-162.
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One would simply explore the sum rules as functions of
¢ for several moments to obtain a parametrization of
the trajectories and residues. Although this technique
has recently been used to investigate w conspiracy in
the process yN — #V,* it does not seem possible to
use it for Compton scattering, at least with presently
available data. First, the B, sum rule has A=0 and
Zmin=1; it diverges badly asymptotically, emphasizing
the most inaccurately known part of the data. Second,
the Bg® sum rule, although more accurate, is useful
only near ¢{=0 for determining the parameters of con-
spirator trajectories because important contributions
from nonconspiring trajectories (such as A,) mix in
away from that point.

Hence, the only number which can be determined
from the B4 and Bg sum rules and associated with the
parameters of a single Regge trajectory with relative
confidence is the value of the Bg sum rule at {=0. How-
ever, even this number provides an interesting test of
conspiracy, through a sum rule of Pagels,?® which we
rederive here to incorporate recent clarification of the
questions of conspiracy and of the relation between
asymptotic behavior and subtractions.

We start with the =0 sum rule for Bg*(»,f) assuming
domination by a single Regge pole and a right-signature
fixed pole at j=0:

a(t)

—+F(1).
)

Ve)

1 pre
—C()+— / dv ITmBg*(v,t) =G (1)~ (29)
m vo

ol

Now set =0, evaluate the Born term using Table I, and
reexpress the continuum contribution using the con-
spiracy condition (15):

Yo dy
—e(2uptKpt—Kp?) —— — ImB#(»,0)

T Jyo V¥

v a(0)

=G(0)— )—{—F(())‘ (30)

wa(0

We proceed with the derivation under two different
assumptions. -

1. Pure Regge Approach

We assume that the = meson lies on a Regge tra-
trajectory a(t) which couples to the B, amplitude with
strength G.(f). If G-(0)5%0 then there is a conspirator
a,(f) which couples to Be® with strength G,(f), and these
functions may be identified with the Regge functions
in Eq. (30). We set F/()=0.

The amplitude B.® has a pole at {= m,* corresponding
to the #° intermediate state in the ¢ channel. The
residue of the pole is closely related to the lifetime of the
w0, Using By(v,t)=A3(,t) where A; is the Hearn-
Leader amplitude, and comparing the residue of the
pole in the #° Regge-pole term defined in (21) with
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Egs. (2.8) and (2.12) of Ref. 20, we find

—2Gr(m2) /7wy’ (Me?) = genm2F z(ms2)

(31)
F.2(m*)=64r/m: T,

where 7 is the 70 lifetime and g, is the 7 VAV coupling
constant. We assume that the = Regge-pole coupling
G (1) varies slowly with { so that

Gr(ms*)=G4(0). (32)
We use (24) to rewrite (30) [with F(f)=0] as
left-hand side of (30)
= —G.(0)[4mma(0) T y.or®
= Gr(m2)[ Amrmlar (m.2) w2 ©.  (33)

Using (31), we then obtain

e? 1 predy
_(ZKI?_\LKpZ“'an)'*_“’ / - ImBﬁ(v,O)
4m mJv ¥V

4g1rN T 112
= ( > Vc“ar(“)’ (34)

M2\ T

which is the form of Pagels’s sum rule appropriate for
pure Regge behavior.

2. Elementary w

Here we assume that Regge-pole terms are unimpor-
tant on the right side of Eq. (30), and that the sum rules
evaluates the residue of the =0 right-signature fixed
pole. If F(0)£0, as our numerical result shows, then the
conspiracy condition requires a Kronecker ;0 term?? in
the amplitude B, with asymptotic coefficient Dy(0)
= —4mF(0) at t=0. We assume that the Kronecker
;0 coefficient has a pole at = m.? corresponding to the
elementary 7% meson and that this pole term dominates
at f=0. We then can write

—SmF(O) zngFw(mwz) ’

and the sum rule (30) becomes

(35)

e? 1 fedy
(2t — )~ / — ImB#(,0)
4m T Jyy V

4g1rN T n /2
e GRS

m=2\ T

At presently practicable cutoff energies one cannot
distinguish between (34) and (36), and, therefore, one
cannot directly probe the Regge-pole nature of the pion
in Compton scattering. The sum rule does provide a
check on the over-all strength of the asymptotic
structure corresponding to the = meson and on the
assumption of smooth variation of the effective r-pole
residue. The sum rule for amplitude B;° in which the =
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trajectory can be exchanged (although ;7=0 is a
nonsense point) also provides some information on
conspiracy.

Sum rules similar to (34) and (36) can be written for
the n meson. We refer the reader to Sec. VI for further
discussion of our results on conspiracy.

E. Polarizability and Kronecker Deltas

We finally discuss a possible test for the presence of
Kronecker delta terms in physical Compton scattering
amplitudes.

The amplitude B:i*(»,t=0), in isospin segments 1-3,
satisfies the dispersion relation

. a‘me?
Bll(V,O) =
22
1 2y ImB;(»,0)
+- &' —————————-cidD?, (37)
T Jvo p'2—y?

where we have included contributions of Kronecker
deltas at j=2 and j=4. The nucleon-pole coefficient
is a1=as=%a;=2. Using the crossing relations (10)
at t=0, we find

V' By(,0) = m(M 3131+ My1;4-1)
= 4m2f1i(V) ’

where fi(v) is the forward spin-averaged Compton
scattering amplitude of the classical era of dispersion
relations.® A power-series expansion about »=0 gives

') = —(a’e?/4m)+ b+ 0(*). (39)

The parameter b° is related quite simply to the energy
derivative at threshold of the forward unpolarized
Compton scattering differential cross section,*:4? and
to the sum of electric and magnetic polarizabilities of
the nucleon®®* by 4m?b'= 4w (a’+£%). Combining (37)-
(39) and using the optical theorem, we find for the
polarizability sum

(38)

0

m
()= / —w<v>+—. (40)

This sum rule has long been known in the form with
¢*=0 (no Kronecker delta) and has been used to con-
strain a two-parameter fit to low-energy Compton

3 A, Bietti, Di Vecchia, F. Drago, and M. L. Paciello,
Phys. Letters 26B 457 (1968) 26B, 736 (1968) P. Di Vecchia,
F. Drago, C Ferro T ontén, R. OdOI‘lCO and M. L. Paciello, Phys
Letters 27B, 296 (1968).

© M. Gell- Mann, M. L. Goldberger, and W. E. Thirring, Phys.
Rev. 95, 1612 (1934).

4'M. Cini and R. Stroffolini, Nucl. Phys. 5, 684 (1958).

42 S, D. Drell, Comments Nucl. Particle Phys. 1, 196 (1967).

1A, M. Baldm Nucl. Phys. 18, 310 (1960); V. A. Petrunkin,
Zh. Eksperim. i "Teor. Fiz. 40, 1148 (1961) [English transl.:
Soviet Phys.—JETP 13, 808 (1961)], . R. Choudhury and D. Z.
Freedman, Phys. Rev. 168 1739 (1968).
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(elastic)

F16.2. Unitarity condition in Compton scattering.

scattering.** Drell®? has recently emphasized the im-
portance of using Eq. (40) to test for the presence of the
d;2 term in the asymptotic behavior of proton Compton
scattering.# In this case, the total photoabsorption
cross section is known up to 6 GeV, and the rapidly
convergent integral term can be quite accurately
estimated from the data. Unfortunately, it is the
polarizability sum, which could be determined in low-
energy (20-80 MeV) Compton scattering experiments,
which is unknown. Thus, we have here a situation in
which measurement of a single low-energy parameter
can answer an important question in high-energy phys-
ics, and we join Drell in urging active consideration of
low-energy proton Compton scattering experiments.

Our contribution to the question of the Kronecker
delta term consists of the evaluation of the integral

- term in Eq. (40) in isospin segments 1-3.

V. TREATMENT OF EXPERIMENTAL DATA

The most conspicuous feature of the nucleon
Compton process is the lack of direct experimental data.
Since the sum rules (23) involve only the imaginary
parts of Compton amplitudes, we use unitarity to
express the integrands bilinearly in terms of hadronic
photoproduction amplitudes.

The unitarity condition is shown schematically in
Fig. 2. One must sum the contributions from all inter-
mediate states that are energetically allowed. Experi-
mentally the quasielastic (wN) intermediate state
dominates* up to photon lab energies (Eiwp) of 0.5
GeV, and between 0.5 and 1.1 GeV the inelastic con-
tribution is dominated by the wwN state in the con-
figuration A (see Fig. 10).

In studies of sum rules for the processes 7V — .V,
KN — KN,” and yN — wN,3%4 there are ‘“‘experimen-

#YV, I. Goldansky, O. A. Karpukhin, A. V. Kutsenko, and V.
V. Pavlovskaya, Nucl. Phys. 18, 473 (1960)

45 J, K. Walker [Phys. Rev. Letters 21, 1618 (1968)7] has given
an impressive bound on the size of a possible Jj=2 Kronecker
delta by using Compton scattering data at 18 GeV.

46 Aachen-Berlin-Bonn-Hamburg-Heidelberg-Miinchen Collab-
oration, Phys. Rev. 175, 1669 (1968). This paper contains refer-
ences to earlier work b the same group. Cambridge Bubble
Chamber Group, Phys. Rev 155, 1477 (1967).

475, Y. Chu and D. P. Roy, Phys Rev. Letters 20, 958(1968);
21, 57 (1968); K. V. Vasavada and K. Raman, sbid. 21 577 (1968).
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F1c. 3. The value of (1/x) ImB,! plotted against photon lab
energy. The dashed line is the prediction of BDW (Ref. 1) and
the solid line that of Walker (Ref. 2).

tal data” available for both real and imaginary parts
of the amplitudes. This leads to two advantages which
we do not enjoy. First, continuous-moment sum rules,
involving real parts, can be used. Second, inelasticity
is automatically incorporated, and one need not treat
individually the contributions of different intermediate
states.

A. =N Intermediate State

There have been many theoretical and phenomeno-
logical attempts to describe low-energy photoproduc-
tion,1:2:4=50 5 v — V. Only two of these are sufficiently

-0.05f

“Ie ol

] I
0.5 1.0 1.2
Elcb GeV

Fic. 4. The value of (1/7) ImB;? plotted against photon lab
energy. The dashed line is the prediction of BDW (Ref. 1) and
the solid line that of Walker (Ref. 2).

48 H. Joos, in The Heidelberg International Conference on Elemen-
tary Particles, edited by H. Filthuth (North-Holland Publishing
Company, Amsterdam, 1968). This contains a useful review on
some of the attempts to understand low-energy photoproduction.

#Y. C. Chau, N. Dombey, and R. G. Moorhouse, Phys. Rev.
163, 1632 (1967).

% J. Engels, A. Miillensiefen, and W. Schmidt, SLAC Report
No. SLAC-PUB-415 (unpublished).
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complete for our purposes, since we require a descrip-
tion of photoproduction amplitudes which is accurate
as to phase, helicity, and isospin dependence. The
multipole analysis of Walker? is a direct fit to the ex-
perimental data, up to photon energies of 1.2 GeV,
using a Born term, Breit-Wigner terms for known
resonances, plus correction terms. Berends, Donnachie,
and Weaver! (BDW) have given a more theoretical
treatment, based on dispersion relations, which extends
only to Epnp,=0.5 GeV. Their results do not fit the data
as well as Walker but probably contain a better estimate
of the helicity and isospin structure of the background.

In our estimate of the mV contribution to ImB, we
calculate the integral up to 0.5 GeV using both BDW
and Walker and compare the two evaluations. Above
this energy we use Walker’s analysis. In the low-energy
region there are often serious discrepancies between the
BDW and Walker multipoles, particularly for isoscalar
photons. When one calculates the experimental do/dt
for photoproduction this difference shows up most
clearly in yn— n—p, where BDW predicts a much
flatter ¢ distribution than Walker for the energy range
0.4< E1.,<0.5. The data used by Walker would appear
to agree with his own analysis? and not BDW.!

To illustrate the importance of this difference, we
plot in Figs. 3-5 the values of (1/7) ImB at {=0 for
three sum rules of particular interest. One (B;%), the
helicity flip current-algebra amplitude, has a small dis-
continuity at 0.5 GeV between the BDW and Walker
analyses. The Drell-Hearn amplitude involving two
isoscalar photons (B,?) is badly discontinuous while the
discontinuity of B,?, the Drell-Hearn amplitude in
which isoscalar and isovector photons interfere, is
intermediate between these two extremes.

T T
0.0
L X
o
€ -0.5
—(&
~.O}
0.5 1.Q 1.2
Elob Gev

Fi16. 5. The value of (1/7) ImB;! plotted against photon lab
energy. The dashed line is the prediction of BDW (Ref. 1) and
the solid line that of Walker (Ref. 2).
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Both the BDW and Walker data are essentially given
directly in terms of multipoles. To calculate ImB for
our sum rules, we use Eq. (A2) expressing the B;’ in
terms of s-channel helicity amplitudes and then de-
compose into partial waves. Then the partial-wave
unitarity equation??:2% enables us to express the Comp-
ton scattering partial-wave amplitudes in terms of
photoproduction multipoles.

There is, unfortunately, a technical difficulty in this
approach in that the box diagram of Fig. 6, leads to a
divergence of the partial-wave series for ¢S —0.28.
This was countered by calculating (in a way too in-
elegant to reveal) the divergent part of Fig. 6 and sub-
tracting its partial-wave decomposition from the
divergent series produced by the photoproduction
multipoles.

B. Inelastic Intermediate States

We must now turn to the insertion of inelastic inter-
mediate states in our unitarity sum. In the energy
range of interest mwN is the most important inelastic
state and this is predominantly produced in the quasi-
two-body state wA.%46 Thus at 0.7 GeV, wA is essentially
1009, of the inelasticity while at Ej,p=1.1 GeV it is
more like 50 — 70%,.

In order to describe #V — wA, we use the Stichel-
Scholz?® model, which approximates® the amplitude by
the s-channel nucleon Born term and the # channel A
pole of Fig. 7(a). We chose to calculate these graphs by
fixed ¢-dispersion relations utilizing the known residues
at the poles. Then by gauge invariance the #-channel one-
7 exchange term [Fig. 7(b)] is automatically included.
This model fits the data well near =0 both in do/df and
the density matrix elements pss, ps1, ps—1 describing the
decay of the A.

This calculation ignores the magnetic moments of the
N and the A which are important away from ¢{= 0. Other
obvious omissions are the higher s-channel resonances,
which can be estimated, and the #-channel resonances,
which cannot, due to the unknown yA — N** coupling.
One effect of these omitted terms is to destructively
interfere with the Born terms of Fig. 7, and reduce the
calculated cross section. They also introduce nonzero
values into helicity and isospin states not populated in
the model of Fig. 7. The relative size of these effects
may be estimated by examining yN — 7N at large ||

Y Y
Fic. 6. A diagram caus- \\\w,‘__’l___vjf,f

ing a divergence of the par- ! i
tial-wave series in the (s,f) i i

region of interest. N
M

81 H. Harari, in Proceedings of the 1967 International Symposium
on Electron and Photon Interactions at High Energy (U. S. Atomic
Energy Commission, Vienna, 1967)). This review talk contains
a good criticism of the Stichel-Scholz and other models for
YN — wA.
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(a)

Fic. 7. (a) The diagrams considered in the Stichel-Scholz
model (Ref. 3) of YN — wA. (b) The one-pion-exchange contribu-
tion to YV — 7A.

where the mass difference of NV and A becomes negligible
and we have similar kinematics. However, we contented
ourselves with taking the amplitude of %ig. 7 and
multiplying it by a form factor F(f) determined so as
to fit the experimental values of do/dt for #N — wA.
This simulates the destructive interference at large ||
of the omitted terms but not the population of new
helicity and isospin states. The helicity structure thus
obtained is essentially the same as that given by an
absorption-model calculation based on the one-pion
exchange graph [Fig. 7(b)]. Thus, Fig. 7, with form
factor, already contains the most important effects given
by absorptive corrections. A typical F(f) at Ei.p=0.85
GeV was given by

F2(f)=0.66 exp(—2.9i—12) ,

whose value at =0 reflects the ambiguity in extracting
the coupling parameters of the unstable A resonance.

It may be worth noting that in our modified Stichel-
Scholz model for YN — 7A, the amplitudes involving
isoscalar photons vanish. We expect the isoscalar photon
contribution to be small (because there is no = exchange
pole) and of the same order as many omitted effects
in the isovector part. Such effects are difficult to
estimate.

In order to find the contribution to ImB of the 7A
state, we follow the same procedure as for 7. Namely,
we decompose mN — 7A into partial waves and use
partial-wave unitarity.?? We note that the diagram of
Fig. 8 does not-cause a divergence of the partial-wave
series until {~ —1.2 and so we need no special action
like that necessary for Fig. 6.

In order to describe the inelasticity not produced in
the wA intermediate state, we add incoherently the
contributions of higher resonances as in Fig. 9 multiplied
by the factor

(Tiner—=T'ra)/Ttot,

F1c. 8. A diagram not causing a divergence of the partial-wave
series in the (s,f) region of interest.
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N**
N N

Tic. 9. A diagram representing our treatment of inelasticity not
due to the 7A state.

so as to get the fraction not already included in the
xN and 7A states.

Since we must use both the yN — xN multipole
analyses® and the N — wN phase shifts® in order to
extract the yIN— N** coupling by factorization, the
incoherent resonance contribution is ambiguous be-
cause of differences in the resonance mass and width
parameters in Refs. 2 and 8. There are further am-
biguities due to our inaccurate knowledge® of the wA
partial widths I'za and because of defects in the treat-
ment of resonances in our model for yN — wA. These
ambiguities are taken into account in our error analysis.

Finally, we would like to record a possibly more
fundamental objection to the simulation of inelastic
effects in weak amplitudes using a resonance-dominance
model. In hadronic amplitudes, large {-channel contribu-
tions (such as our 7 exchange in YN — 7A) violate the
unitarity bound in the s channel and usually lead to an
s-channel resonance which can give an alternate descrip-
tion of the f-channel phenomenon. In weak processes
such as photoproduction and Compton scattering, there
is no unitarity bound and there is less reason to believe
that #-channel exchanges can be reasonably described
by s-channel resonances. We realize that vector domi-
nance relates Compton scattering to strong processes
(e.g., pN — pN) but this only deepens the mystery.5

C. Errors in Evaluation of Sum Rule

We assigned errors to our sum rules by the following
method. Divide the contribution to the sum rule into
ten pieces. Seven of these coming from the wV inter-
mediate state (namely, Walker’s 6 resonant partial
waves Su, Pn, P33, Dls, D15, F15 plus the sum Of non-
resonant partial waves) plus one piece each for the vA
and non-wA inelastic contributions. The last contribu-
tion is the nucleon form factor needed for the fixed pole
in the current-albebra sum rules Bj,s. The error in the
last is estimated from the dispersion in the various fits to
the form factors.5¢ The first nine quantities were assigned
preset errors ranging from 109, for well-determined
isovector photon couplings to 1009, for some isoscalar
couplings. The size of the discontinuity between BDW
and Walker at 0.5 GeV was a help in judging these
errors. The total error is found by adding the above as

2 A H. Rosenfeld et al., Rev. Mod. Phys. 40, 77 (1968).

58 We recall the well-known dilemma that pN — pN has no
right-signature fixed poles while Compton scattering certainly
has them.

8 1. H. Chan, K. W. Chen, J

.R. Dunnmf Jr., N. F. Ramsey,
J. K. Walker, and R, Wilson, Phys Rev. 14

1298 (1966).
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uncorrelated errors to an error estimated from assuming
the discontinuity at 0.5 GeV propagated over an s
range chosen as 0.3 GeV2.

Although this arbitrary method cannot be trusted
to give more than a rough indication of the error in any
given sum rule, we might hope that it does give an ac-
curate picture of the relative errors of the sum rules for
different isospins, helicities, and ¢ values.

D. Fit to oiota1 (YD)

Recent measurements of the total hadron photo-
production cross section on protons® permit an in-
dependent test of our treatment of the photoproduction
data. The experimental situation is shown in Fig. 10.
The single-pion (yp — mtn+vp — x°) photoproduc-
tion cross sections dominate up to lab energies just
below 0.5 GeV, where the two-pion cross section begins
to rise rapidly. The latter is clearly dominated by the
vp — A+t process. The shaded band is the “predic-
tion,” errors included, of our model for oiotai(yp). It is
the sum of single-w photoproduction multipoles plus
the Stichel-Scholz parametrization of yp— 7—A++
plus the incoherent resonance sum. The good fit of the
shaded band to the two directly measured otota1(vp)
points indicates that the neglected processes, such as
vp — np, give contributions smaller than errors, a fact
which is substantiated by individual cross-section
measurements.*®

Both the single-pion and 7A photoproduction cross
sections, which are = exchange dominated, begin to
fall rapidly at Eiw,=1.1 GeV, and our model, based on
the sum of these processes, also falls. Photoproduction
processes which can proceed diffractively, such as
vp — pp, begin to dominate ctai(yp) above 1.1 GeV.
In the absence of accurate dynamical models for these
processes, we are forced to cut off all sum rules at the

1.1-GeV value.

VI. ANALYSIS OF SUM RULES
A. General Properties

We finally come to a description of our evaluation of
the sum rules (23). We have calculated the left-hand
side of (23) for ¢ varying between 0 and —0.9 and for
all 26 sum rules corresponding to the various spin and
isospin states. We have also taken different values of »
in the range 0-3, thus obtaining information about both
right- and wrong-signature fixed poles in (23). We have
selected from these the most interesting sum rules and
present our results graphically in Figs. 11-28. Before
commenting on the significance of these results, we will
describe the meaning of the sundry quantities plotted
in the figures.

5 H. G. Hilbert et al., Phys. Letters 27B, 474 (1968); J. Ballam
et al., Phys. Rev. Letters 21, 1544 (1968); ] T. Beale et al., Cal
Tech’ Report No. CTSL-42 (unpubhshed)
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The integrals I;(n) are defined to be the left-hand
side of (23) evaluated in units such that z=c=GeV=1.
Thus,

1
Iim)=—(/2)"Ci¥ ()4~ j

vo

Ve

dv v» ImBji(v,t), (41)

where the first term is the Born contribution.

Here the cutoff ». corresponds to a photon lab energy
of 1.12 above which the published data® on otai(vp)
shows our model for ImB;* to be undoubtedly wrong.

In the graphs, ) represents the integrals I;5(n) with
errors estimated as described in Sec. V C. The integrals
are evaluated using the BDW multipole analysis! from
the threshold to 0.5 GeV and Walker’s analysis? above
that energy. All the sum rules have also been evaluated
with Walker’s multipoles for the whole energy range,
eliminating BDW. Usually, the difference between
these evaluations is smaller than our estimated errors
but where they differ significantly we also graph the
pure Walker evaluation of 7;%(#) which we denote by [].

The Born-term contribution to I;%(n) is represented
by a solid line where in the current-algebra sum rules
I1,2,3* this also includes the fixed-pole contribution. In
1,4(1), the dashed line indicates the Born term without
the fixed pole.

The lowest value #=1%mi, (0 or 1) such that (23) is a
right-signature sum rule is given in Table I. In theory,
one may use the value of I;*(#min)/I;(Bmint2) to
estimate a value for the intercept a of the Regge pole
assumed to saturate both sum rules. However, the
presence of unknown fixed poles in I;*(#min-+2) renders
this dubious in our case. Instead, for sum rules
I;{(n#nmin) we plot the quantity (denoted by A on
the graph)

. a_)\+n111in+1 X .
05i(n) = ey i i)

(42)
a—A+n+1

where for a we put the values already known from the
analysis of strong interactions. We include generous
errors in our knowledge of « in the plotted errors of
Qii(m). If Q;*(n) and I;i(n) differ significantly, it may
indicate the presence of a fixed pole.

In spin type 2, we indicate with X an estimate of the
nonasymptotic parts of P, P, p, and A, exchange cal-
culated from (19), (20) and Appendix C as

2—a)t (a+ns—1)
2¢  (at+n—2)

]\,rzi(n) —_—— Vcn-—na—llsi(ns) ,

(43)

where 7; is the value of #min for spin type 3 and the
same isospin 1.

Finally, in the conspiracy sum rules (spin type 6) we
indicate with a V symbol an estimate of the noncon-
spiring contribution calculated from factorization as

Is'(0)=

a+2
;SO ()/IF (), (44)

vl «
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Fic. 10. Contributions to otta(vp) for lab energies Ep<1.2
GeV. The solid line o, is the sum of the single-pion photoproduc-
tion cross sections vp — w*n and vp — 7% as compiled by Beale
et al. (Ref. 54). The experimental points with error bars are direct
measurements of the total cross section by the DESY group
(Ref. 54). Also plotted as dashed lines are the experimental
(Ref. 46) vp — prta— cross section and the part of this due to the
a~A** state. The shaded band is the “prediction” for ot (vp)
of the model described in Sec. V.

and we restrict to i=1, 2, 3 as t=4 has a (known) fixed
pole. For i=3 we have ¢'=3, while for i=1, 2 we take
i=2 as being more reliable than i'=1 (because iso-
vector photon couplings are more accurately determined
than isoscalar).

The main tools in the analysis of our results are the
sum rule graphs just described. Perhaps the most im-
portant thing we are interested in is to discriminate
between Regge-pole and fixed-pole contributions to the
sum rules. For higher-moment sum rules, this can be
done through the quantity Q;*(#) of Eq. (42). For some
lowest-moment (#=#min) sum rules, we exploit the
factorization property of Regge residues [this has
already been used in obtaining (44)7]. For example, the
amplitudes ImB,* and ImB;* are dominated at high
energy by, respectively, the nucleon helicity nonflip
and nucleon helicity flip couplings of the same Regge
pole. If there are no fixed-pole contributions to the sum
rules I;* and I;%, then factorization (see Appendices B
and C) requires

1¥/15i=N,/2N;= (4m>—0)A' /. B, ~  (45)

where A’ and B are the conventional nonflip and flip
residues used to describe 7V and KN scattering.’® If the
sum-rule ratio agrees with the value calculated from
hadronic processes, then we have evidence suggesting
that the fixed-pole contribution to these sum rules is
unimportant.

Another quantity which is sensitive to fixed-pole
contributions to the sum rules is the effective trajectory
a;*(n) (which is also a function of #) defined numerically

5 W. Rarita, R. J. Riddell, Jr., C. B. Chiu, and R. J. N.
Phillips, Phys. Rev. 165, 1615 (1968).
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Fic. 11. Pomeranchuk-exchange nonflip sum rule (isoscalar
photons). See VI A for the graphical notation and VI B for
comments. (a) The #=1 sum rule 7,!(1). (b) The corresponding

effective a.
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by

&' (n)=(N—n—1)+v" " ImB,i(v,t) /xl;i(n), (46)

where we average the numerator over energies Eiq, be-
tween 0.88 and 1.12 GeV. This quantity is the effective
trajectory «(f) whose Regge term [as in (21)] both
saturates the sum rule /,;%(») and fits the imaginary part
data averaged over the upper end of our integration
range. By examining Eqgs. (21) and (23), one can see
the following. If «;%(%) comes out reasonably close in
shape to the trajectory known to couple to the ampli-
tude Bj’, then this indicates that the fixed pole in that
sum rule is weak. However, if «;*(n) turns out closer
to the fixed-pole value (\—»—1) to which the sum
rule 7;4(n) is sensitive, then we have evidence for a
strong fixed pole which contributes to the denominator
in (46) but not to the numerator since a fixed-pole
term is purely real.

Graphs of the quantity «;i(») are used whenever
their accuracy allows useful information to be extracted.
The plotted errors in the graphs include those of I,i(n)
and the dispersion obtained by varying the numerator
in (46) over the energy range 0.88-1.12 GeV. Un-
fortunately, o;i(n) is rather sensitive to errors in the
parametrization of the data near 1 GeV and depends on
the dubious assumption of the validity of Regge be-
havior at this low energy. For this reason, evidence
from the effective a graphs must be taken with a grain
of salt.

0.0 -
-1.0 i N A 1 | N 1 N
0.0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1.0
-T (Gevr)
()

Fi1c. 12. Pomeranchuk-exchange nonflip sum rule (isovector

L photons). See VI B for comments. (a) The z=1 sum rule 7,3(1).

(b) The effective a corresponding to (a). (c) The n=3 sum rule
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B. Regge-Pole Sum Rules: I 33

Although right-signature fixed poles can be present
in the amplitudes Bi;'%3, there is no compelling
theoretical reason, such as would follow from the
mechanisms discussed in Sec. IV A, for them to be
present. Therefore, we might expect the right-signature
sum rules (=1, 3) for these amplitudes to be dominated
by the P, P’, and 4, Regge poles. Further, we should
expect reasonable answers from these sum rules, be-
cause they are at least as convergent as the correspond-
ing low-moment sum rules in 7N and KN scattering.?

If there are no j=0 fixed poles, then the #=1 sum
rules Jq,3:2:3(1) should directly measure the photon
(helicity. flip) couplings of the P, P’, and A,, and the
quotient 7,%(1)/15%(1) should reveal, through Eq. (45),
the same nonflip/flip nucleon coupling ratio obtained
by analyzing #N, KN, and NN elastic scattering. The
current models?-%-% for these amplitudes would lead
us to believe that near (=0

A’/vB for P and P'~1%,

(47)
A’/vB for p and A2~1/20,

remembering that our definition of » is 2m larger than
the usual (s—a)/4m.

There is also some evidence that the amplitude A’
has an additional zero for P’ and 4, near t~ —0.5 over
and above that needed to erase the ghost. The evidence
for this zero comes from a photoproduction FESR# for
the 4, while for P’ the zero is indicated by 7N FESR’s”
and also by the structure in pp elastic scattering near
t~—0.5.%8 The work of Refs. 47 and 58 was claimed to
be evidence for the so-called no-compensation mecha-
nism for the P’ and 4,. This has an extra zero in both the
flip and nonflip couplings but in fact their analysis was
most sensitive to the nonflip zero and for the 4., at
least, one can rule out the flip zero from high-energy
data for 7N — 9N and =N — nA. If this zero is a true
effect of the leading Regge trajectory, and not due to
interference with secondary trajectories, our sum rules
should reproduce it.

1. P and P’ Exchange Sum rules: I, 312(1,3)

Here there are two possible isospin states, 1 and 2,
corresponding to isoscalar and isovector photons and
one may expect the latter to be more reliable. Thus, in
general, the amplitudes involving isoscalar photons will
have rather small ImB because the resonance couplings
of Walker are larger for isovector than isoscalar
photons and because our model for the inelasticity has
a very small isoscalar part. Thus isospin-1 sum rules

R. J. N. Phillips and W. Rarita, Phys. Rev. 139, B1336
(1965); Guy Plaut, Orsay Report (unpublished). The high-energy
data are insufficient to determine the Regge-pole parameters for
K*p elastic scattering. The FESR’s of Ref, 7 have clarified the
situation to some extent.

8 C, B. Chiu, S. Y. Chu, and L. L. Wang, Phys. Rev. 161,
1563 (1967).
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Fic. 13. Pomeranchuk-exchange flip sum rule (isoscalar
photons). See VI B for comments. (a) The »=1 sum rule 73!(1).
(b) The corresponding effective c.

tend to be dominated by their Born terms which are
not always small. Under such circumstances Eq. (46)
predicts that the effective a will be nearer the fixed-
pole value A—n—1 than the intercept of the hoped for
Regge pole. One should, however, note that BDW and
Walker are not in quantitative agreement (cf. Fig. 3)
and such sum rules have a large discontinuity at
E1,=0.5 GeV. In Fig. 11(a), we have plotted the results
of using Walker from threshold rather than BDW and,
as expected, this leads to results showing a smaller devia-
tion of I;(n) from its Born value.

The nicest sum rule of this section is I;2(1) shown in
Fig. 12(a). The corresponding « [Fig. 12(b)] estimated
as in (46) is in agreement with an expected average
P+ P’ intercept while even the higher-moment sum
rule I,2(3) [Fig. 12(c)] shows agreement with I;2(1).
Both results suggest that there is no important j=0
fixed pole.

The corresponding flip sum rule I32(1) [Fig. 13(a)]
is not so spectacular with both a;2(1) [Fig. 13(b)] and
I:2(3) (not shown) showing less agreement with the
P+ P’ and preferring a lower intercept.

The isoscalar photon sum rules 7;'(1) and I3'(1)
(Figs. 11 and 14) do not provide striking evidence for
or against a fixed pole at j=0.
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T16. 14. Pomeranchuk-exchange flip sum rule (isovector
photons). See VI B for comments. (a) The #=1 sum rule 752(1).
(b) The corresponding effective c.

From Eq. (45), we find at {=0
A’ /vB for P+ P’ from isospin 1~0.6,
from isospin 2~0.3,

(48)

which agree reasonably with the =V result of 0.5. Of
course it is quite possible that the ratio of P and P’ is
very different in #V and Compton scattering (and
again it may differ here in the two isospin states). How-
ever, this does not affect the above argument too much
as high-energy data on w*p polarization suggest’®
A’ /vB is similar for both P and P’.

In fact,59:%0 one may attempt to calculate the relative
amount of P and P’in our amplitudes by using at =0 the
linear combination 3[1,'(1)+7:2(1)+I3(1)]~31:2(1)
which only involves o1 data for the yp state, and to
combine it with the ot data known up to 7.5 GeV.%
If one fits the latter to Av*P~1(14-cy*P'—*P) subject to
the constraint provided by the finite-energy sum rule,
one finds

c=5.7£5.0,
¢=2.04+0.9.

ap=0.65 gives
ap=0.6

ap=1,

ap=1, gives

% M. J. Creutz, S. D. Drell, and E. A. Paschos, SLAC Report
No. SLAC-PUB-499 (unpublished).
( % G, Costa, C. A, Savoy, and G, Shaw, Nuovo Cimento 57, 890
1968).,
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Thus the closeness of ap and ap- makes it difficult to
disentangle their separate contributions but in any
case there is a good simultaneous fit to the FESR and
the ogta1 data. This is in agreement with our rougher
estimates ;2(1), 7;2(3) which also indicate there is no
necessity for a large j= 0 right-signature fixed pole.

Our work also agrees with that of Costa ef al.5
and Creutz et al.’® The latter authors stress the im-
portance of looking for a j=0 fixed pole but it is
strange that they should use a sum rule [namely,
I/ (3)+1:2(3)+I:3(3) ], sensitive to j= —2 fixed poles,
as part of their investigation.

2. Ay Exchange Sum Rules: I1,3°(1)

Our results are given in Figs. 15 and 16 and both the
sum rules and the effective a plots appear to be con-
sistent with 4, exchange. At {= —0.5 we expect a zero
in 7;3(1) and none in I3*(1) which is not inconsistent
with our graphs. At t=0 we find from (45)

A’ /yB=1/(1-15),

which is not ridiculous compared with (47). (However,
see our comment in VI E.)

On the basis of an argument involving F/D ratios,
factorization and a crude evaluation (Born term only)
of the 7;3(1) sum rule for the nucleon and its SU(3)
partners 2 and =, Gross and Pagels!® have suggested
that there is an important =0 fixed pole in this sum
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1 H\
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Fic. 15. As-exchange nonflip sum rule. See VI B for com-
ments. (a) The n=1 sum rule 1;3(1), (b) The corresponding
effective o,
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rule. From our more complete saturation of the nucleon
sum rule and the associated effective a plot [Fig. 15(b)],
we find no evidence for a large fixed pole (particularly
if the BDW isoscalar photon multipoles are correct).
However, our method is not very sensitive to this be-
cause of the closeness of the 4, intercept to zero. If our
findings are to be compatible with Gross and Pagels,
then their fixed pole must couple predominantly to the
strange baryons.

C. Current-Algebra Sum Rules: I 5 3
1. Time-Time Sum Rules: I, 3

Here we study the sum rules obtained by taking
matrix elements of the equal-time commutator of time
components of the isovector current between nculeon
states with helicity nonflip 7,4(0) and helicity flip
I;4(0). Although these sum rules are well known,12.13
previous evaluations® seem to have been solely con-
cerned with 7;4(0) at {=0, where it coincides with the
Cabibbo-Radicati sum rule.!?

These sum rules have Born contributions which are
infinite at /=0 and require the existence of a j=1 fixed
pole to produce a finite answer. (See Sec. IV B.) Current
algebra, after the usual technical assumptions,* predicts
that the fixed-pole residues [as defined in Eq. (23)] are

Fi()= —Q2me?/t)GegV(t) in I,40), (49)
Fi()=—Qe/H)GuV(#) in I;40),

0.0__J ] 1 L 1
0.0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1.0
=T (Gev/e)?
(a)
1.0 T T T T
.5
3
o (1) { {
0.0 JFIXED (POLE AT O
-.5
-1.0[_g 1 ! 1 L
0.0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1.0

=T (GeV/c)?
(b)
Fie. 16. As-exchange flip sum rule. See VI B for com-

ments. (a) The =1 sum rule I;*(1). (b) The corresponding
effective a.

SLF. J. Gilman and H. J. Schnitzer, Phys. Rev. 150, 1362
(1966).
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Trc. 17. Nonflip current-algebra sum rule 7,4(0). See
VI C 1 for comments.

where Gg¥(t) and Gy V({) are the usual electric and
magnetic isovector form factors of the nucleon nor-
malized to GgV(0)=1 and Gy (0)=1+4«k,—kn.

For our test of these sum rules we first note that the
ratio of couplings of the p Regge pole at =0 can be
estimated from =V scattering as A’/»B~1/20, a num-
ber which is reduced by a factor of 2 — 3 from its value
at the p pole t=m,% If factorization holds, we must
have for all ¢ [see Appendix B and Egs. (23), (45), and

(49)]
A2 L0+ Q2me )GV ()
B Ami—1 I0)+(2e2/0)Ga" (1)

In Figs. 17 and 18(a), the sum rules 7,4(0) and I34(0)
are plotted with the fixed poles of Eq. (49) subtracted
off. If current algebra has supplied us with the correct
value of the fixed poles, then the resulting sum rules are
superconvergent® and for high-energy cutoffs the data
points should lie very near to the zero line of the figures.
Thus, one is somewhat comforted that the data points
lie in between their generalized Born terms and zero.

Since the form factors have been subtracted off, the
plotted points of Figs. 17 and 18(a) correspond exactly
to the numerator and denominator of the last factor of

TaBLE II. «=0 sense-nonsense factors. Dependence on « near
a=0 of Regge-pole vertex functions for various sense-nonsense
mechanisms. The helicity nonflip (#) and flip (f) vertex functions
N, Ny for the hadronic NN vertex and P,, P, for the weak vy
vertex are defined in Appendix B. The a dependence given assumes
that possible fixed poles are “additive” in hadronic amplitudes
and “multiplicative” in doubly weak amplitudes. The latter cor-
responds to the case of “singular vy couplings” discussed in the
text. “Regular” vy vertex functions would be a factor of «
smoother than those listed here.

Mechanism Signature N, N, P, Py
Choosing sense — i/ (i/ 1/\/ 1/\/
Choosing nonsense 4 or — o (1 1/AVa 1/A/a
Chew’s mechanism + Va ava 1/AJa 1/A/e
No-compensation + a a 1 1

mechanism
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Fic. 18. Spin-flip current-algebra sum rule. See VI C 1 for comments. (a) The %#=0 sum rule 73¢(0). (b) The effective
a corresponding to (a). (c) The n=1 wrong-signature sum rule 75*(1). (d) The effective « corresponding to (c).

Eq. (50) and determine the p couplings through Eq.
(23). We see from the figures that the general character
of the sum rules is given by the Born minus fixed-pole
contributions. At =0 we have for the finite part of
these contributions

Born minus fixed pole of 7;4(0)
= —0.0244[2.11—7.05(d/d)Gx" (0) ],

Born minus fixed pole of 734(0)
= —0.026[13.7—7.05(d/d1)Gar ¥ (0 ].

(51)

Since (d/dt)Gg"(0)=3.3 and (d/df)Gx"(0)=~13.0,
I,%(0) exhibits a large cancellation between the finite
part of the Born term and the derivative of the form
factor. In I3%(0), this cancellation does not occur.
Therefore, the smallness of the nonflip/flip ratio of the
p Regge couplings at {=0 is qualitatively realized by
the Born minus fixed-pole contributions to the sum
rules. Note that in the p dominance model for the form
factors the ratio of the fixed-pole contributions at {=0
is essentially the value 4’/vB at the p pole. The ratio

TasLE III. Breakup of /;i(n) [defined in (41)], at ¢£=0, into the contributions of
various intermediate states as defined in Sec. VI 1.

«N intermediate state

Total Born Inelastic P D3 Dis Fis Rest
I2(1) 1.25 0.086 0.27 0.39 0.1 0.01 0.04 0.36
1,3(0) 0.12 0.17 0.008 0.0 —0.01 0.002 0.02 —0.07
1,4(0) 0.02 0.044 —0.004 0.31 —0.09 —0.01 —0.02 —0.20
1:2(0) 0.06 0.358 —0.05 —0.43 ~0.09 —0.006 —0.02 0.31
1,3(0) -0.09 --0.024 -0.005 0.0 0.01 —0.002 --0.01 -—0.06
154(0) 1.2 2.04 —0.18 0.45 -0.32 0.1 —0.00 —0.65
142(0) 0.08 —0.97 —0.15 0.53 —0.02 0.01 —0.002 0.69
I:5(1) —0.04 —0.094 0.005 0.0 0.02 —0.002 —0.002 0.02
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of the complete contribution to the sum rules (Born
minus fixed pole plus continuum) at =0 is in numerical
agreement, through Eq. (50), with the #V result if the
correct value of 7,4(0) lies in the upper half of the error
bar in Fig. (17). Of course, one expects factorization to
hold only to the extent that a p’ contribution®?® is
unimportant.

The agreement at /=0 extends to nonzero  for B,* as
I,4(0) remains small for all £ In this sum rule, we expect
the Hohler zero* at /~ —0.2, and this zero is exhibited
in Fig. 17. Indeed, this statement is strengthened by
the fact that factorization requires that I;4(0) lies in
the upper part of the error bar at {=0. At «,(f)=0, we
expect a zero in the sum rule (for p choosing either sense
or nonsense) if the p — vy coupling is regular and no
zero if it is singular (see Sec. IV C, Appendices B and C,
and Table IT). In our opinion, the data (slightly) favor
the absence of a zero. Unfortunately, the effective «
calculation [Eq. (46)] for this sum rule is of no use,
because the sum rule is so small. We would be dividing
by a small number with large errors in (46). Incidentally,
at t=0, I;*(0) is in agreement with earlier work®! both
as to the value of the sum rule and the relative size of
individual multipole contributions (see Table III).

In 7;%40), the situation is not so good at large . The
effective trajectory az*(0) [Fig. 18(b)] shows little
agreement with the expected p shape and the large
value a2 1 for < —0.5 would seem to indicate that we
should have subtracted off a form factor of larger
modulus than (—2¢/£)GuV(f). Taken at face value,
this is a violation of current algebra. However, it hinges
on a rather delicate feature of the data. Thus, ImB;4(y,t),
for Eip=~1 GeV, changes sign near = —0.5 because the
dominant resonant contribution [$+(1688)7] vanishes,®
and this sign change forces a3*(0), calculated from
Eq. (46), above the fixed-pole value. Although the
vanishing of the resonance contribution is perhaps ex-
pected,® it does mean that the resultant amplitude de-
pends delicately on the more uncertain parameters of
Walker’s analysis,? as well as our own dubious analysis
of the inelastic contribution. This, together with our
theoretical bias, makes us prefer to ignore this apparent
violation of current algebra.

Therefore, assuming that the current-algebra pre-
diction of the fixed pole is correct, we note the interest-
ing point that 73%(0) has no zero near a,(f)=0. If the p
chooses sense at a=0 we expect a double zero if p— vy

62 W, Rarita and B. M. Schwarzschild, Phys. Rev. 162, 1378
(1967); J. Beaupre, R. Logan, and L. Sertorio, Phys. Rev. Letters
18, 259 (1967).

% To be exact the resonance vanishes at ¢~—0.3 while inter-
ference with the background moves the zero to t~—0.5. Note
that in the =V scattering the position of such zeros is fixed by the
mass and spin of the resonance. In Compton scattering, the loca-
tion of zeros depends on the relative size of the two possible
couplings of the resonance to the yN system.

64 Thus, it would be natural to associate the zero of ImBj# with
a zero of the p residue function as was done in the =V case (Ref. 6).
But then this p zero should manifest itself in the sum rule and it
does not. :
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is nonsingular and a single zero if it is singular. The p
choosing nonsense predicts one less zero than the above.
Thus our sum rule predicts p choosing nonsense with a
singular p— vy coupling. If current algebra were
wrong, the larger fixed pole necessary to produce a
better a;*(0) could also produce a zero in the p coupling
at a,(#)=0.

Finally we show the sum rule 734(1) and its associated
a3*(1) in Figs. 18(c) and 18(d). The sum rule is sensitive
to a wrong-signature fixed pole at 7=0 which is needed,
if our interpretation of the p in I3*(0) is correct, with a
singular residue at «,(f)=0 in order to cancel the pole
of the Regge term. It is evident from Fig. 18(c) that
something, presumably the fixed pole, has nicely can-
celled the singularity in the A contribution, Eq. (42),
and has produced a sum rule with a smooth variation in
1. The effective a3*(1) suggests p exchange at small ||
and, somewhat dubiously, since the sign change
mentioned in connection with I3%(0) also occurs here,
suggests the fixed-pole value at large |¢|. Therefore,
I;4(1) is certainly not inconsistent with an interpreta-
tion that current algebra is correct for I3%(0), but one
must admit 734(1) is hardly a stringent test of that
interpretation. We do favor the interpretation that cur-
rent algebra is correct. However, it is rather remarkable,
although hopefully coincidental, that 734(1) and a;*(1)
are consistent with #o j=0 wrong-signature fixed pole
and a p with a single zero in its residue function. Un-
fortunately, as we have seen, such a p is inconsistent
with the #=0 sum rule unless you increase the j=1
fixed pole from its current-algebra value (49).

We cannot claim on the basis of this work to have
definitely confirmed or refuted current algebra although
we do favor the former alternative. First, both the sum
rules appear to be converging and second, we obtain
agreement near /=0 with the hypothesis of p dominance
of the sum rules once the form-factor terms are sub-
tracted off.

Atlarge ¢, assuming current algebra is right, we obtain
the interesting prediction that p chooses nonsense with
a singular p — vy coupling which eliminates the zeros
found in p couplings to hadronic processes. In this
picture of the p couplings, the wrong-signature fixed
pole at j=0 plays very different roles in weak and
strong processes. In the strong case, this fixed pole
seems to be purely ‘“additive,”?® giving zeros in the
p-Regge term but spoiling the Schwarz!” sum rules. In
the weak case, it is “multiplicative” and fills in the zeros.

2. Time-Space Sum Rules: I,4(1)

Using low-energy theorems and the assumption of an
unsubtracted dispersion relation, Bég!¢ obtained a sum
rule for the amplitude By4(y,f) at t=0. This sum rule
was rederived and extended to all ¢ by Adler and
Dashen* using the equal-time commutator of the time
and space components of the isovector current and the
infinite momentum limit. One interesting property of
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Fic. 19. The time-space current-algebra sum rule. See VI C 2
for comments. (a) The #=1 sum rule 7»*(1). (b) The correspond-
ing effective .

this sum rule is that it is invalid in a field theory of free
nucleons, because the infinite momentum damping as-
sumptions fail in that theory. On the basis of Regge
theory (Appendix D) the fixed pole (effectively at
7=0) of By*(»,f) can be calculated to be

Fy(t)=eGu V() +H(1),

where the first term is the nonasymptotic contribution
of the J2¢=1-* fixed pole of B3 and the second term
is the contribution of a possible JP%=0~7 fixed pole.
If the current-algebra derivations of the sum rule are
correct, then H(f)=0.

We show I,%(1) in Fig. 19(a) and ap*(1) in Fig. 19(b).
The X’s denote the nonasymptotic contributions of the p
trajectory which Regge theory permits us to calculate
from I3%(0) (see Appendices C and D). This contribu-
tion is meaningless near «,(f) =0 because its singularity
there must be cancelled by a compensating trajectory.®?
The current-algebra fixed-pole residue €2Ga ¥ (¢) is sub-
tracted off and the combined Born minus fixed pole is
plotted as the solid line in Fig. 19(a). The Born term
alone is plotted as the dashed line to show the dominant
effect of the e2GyV(¢) term.

% M. Gell-Mann, M. L. Goldberger, F. E. Low, E. Marx, and
F. Zachariasen, Phys. Rev. 133, B145 (1964).

(52)
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If the current-algebra fixed pole was correct then,
at least for the mythical high-energy cutoff, the data
points { would be expected to lie near the zero line
in Fig. 19(a). Since the data points have a sign opposite
to the p nonasymptotic term (near ¢{=0 where the
latter might be trusted) and even lie on the wrong
side of the generalized Born term, Fig. 19(a) suggests
that the current-algebra prediction is wrong and that
H(t)~ —eGu " (1).

However, a»*(1) does not support this interpretation
near =0 and indicates an effective intercept consistent
with an X trajectory? [7P¢=(+)~*] with ax(0) = —0.5,
instead of the fixed pole value of zero. Although the
sum rule results are presumably more reliable than the
effective a determination at our low cutoff energy, we
speculate further on the X trajectory. If ax(t) stays one
unit below the p up to = —0.6, it could well be the
necessary compensator, a possibility which is supported
by the fact that the X coupling apparently has opposite
sign to the p nonasymptotic term. The wild behavior of
ap*(1) for —#>0.4 could be due to a complicated can-
cellation between the p and its compensator. On the
timelike side, if ax(f) were roughly parallel to o, one
would expect a 0—F meson at reasonably low mass, for
which the lowest threshold decay channels are 4w and
KEKr. Further, if I,4(1) is satisfied by an X trajectory,
not a 0~ fixed pole, this Regge pole will contribute via
its nonasymptotic term (see Appendix D) to 7;%(0).
This effect is quite large [~259%, of I;4(0)] at t=0 but
negligible at the crucial larger |¢| values.

In summary, although the sum rule 75*(1) seems
to show that the current-algebra prediction is incorrect,
and that the fixed-pole value is much nearer the free-
field-theory value of zero, the effective ap*(1) plot
allows us to explain this on the basis of a large X tra-
jectory contribution.

D. Antialgebra Sum Rules: I; 5173(0), I;°(0)

Current algebra purports to associate right-signature
j=1 fixed poles with the equal-time commutators of
currents satisfying pretty algebraic properties. In
Sec. IV D, we anticipated the proposal of a fundamental
algebra of anticommutators to describe wrong-signature
fixed poles at j= 1. Of particular interest are those sum
rules which share with 7 ;*(0) the property of having
Born terms which are singular at {=0. In the current-
algebra case, this normalization condition on the fixed
pole, in terms of the Born singularity, corresponds to
current conservation.

Because the singular Born-term mechanism (dis-
cussed in Ref. 18 and our Sec. IV A) applies, the sum
rules 7:3%(0) and I;5%(0) are guaranteed to exhibit
wrong-signature j=1 fixed poles with singular coupling
strength at {= 0 fixed by the Born term. Since isoscalar
photons with small continuum contributions are in-
volved, we also expect that the fixed-pole couplings at
large |t| follows the shape of the Born term. In the
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case of right-signature j=1 fixed poles (if current
algebra is correct), this is not true because the fixed-
pole couplings display the marked ¢ dependence of the
form factors, Eq. (49).

As a typical example we show 7,3(0) in Fig. 20. It is
clear that the data points { follow the Born term
(solid line) and lie far from the A points calculated,
Eq. (42), assuming no wrong-signature fixed pole.
Because the continuum contribution is small, a;3(0)
would clearly support the fixed-pole interpretation.

Because the Pomerinchuk pole [with ap(f)=1 at
{=0] is present, the sum rules I1,5''*(0) need not have
a wrong-signature j=1 fixed pole but can be satisfied
by the Pomeranchuk Regge-pole term with singular
coupling at t=0. I,2(0) is presented in Fig. 21. The lack
of correspondence between the sum-rule points {) and
the P+ P’ contribution A calculated from I:2(1) defi-
nitely shows the existence of a strong j=1 fixed pole,
and this interpretation is supported by «2(0) (not
shown).

The interesting behavior of 7,2(0) at large |#| should
be noted. Comparison of the data points { with the
Regge contribution A shows that the sum rule is
dominated by the fixed-pole term even for |{]>0.6.
The fact that the wrong-signature fixed-pole couplings
do not decrease rapidly with increasing —¢ may be
related to the presence of left-hand cuts in the wrong-
signature couplings not present in the right-signature
case.

The formula

or=2me%ap’ (0)[V*+3I(I+1)], (53)
for the total photon cross section on hadron targets of
hypercharge ¥ and isospin 7, was derived in Ref. 18
assuming pure Pomeranchuk pole dominance. Existence
of the wrong-signature j=1 fixed pole invalidates this
formula, at least for nucleons. Equation (53) is very
dubious on other grounds, since, using factorization, one
can derive from it clearly erroneous results for the ratio
of asymptotic total cross sections for any strongly inter-
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F16. 20. As-exchange nonflip wrong-signature sum rule
1,;3(0). See VI D for comments.
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F16. 21. Pomeranchuk-exchange nonflip wrong-signature
sum rule 7,2(0). See VI D for comments.

acting system. Neither our sum rules nor the factoriza-
tion argument directly invalidates the weaker hypothe-
sis—namely, absence of the j=1 fixed pole in yr — yr
only—used by Mueller and Trueman.%

E. Drell-Hearn Sum Rules: I,'3(0)

These sum rules are sensitive to right-signature
jP=1% fixed poles in the amplitudes Bo'%(»,f). If
conventional theory is correct, the fixed poles are
absent and, since we have helicity flip A=2, the ampli-
tudes satisfy superconvergence relations.5¢” ‘In ex-
planation of the phrase ‘“conventional theory,” we
cite two facts. First, the assumption of superconvergence
for B:(v,t) is, at =0, equivalent®® to the assumption,
used in the original derivation!® of the Drell-Hearn
sum rule, of low-energy theorem plus unsubtracted dis-
persion relation for the forward spin-flip Compton
amplitude fa(v). Second, it would seem that the super-
convergent sum rules follow from the conventional
algebra of the time component of the appropriate
isospin part of the electromagnetic current plus the
usual technical assumptions of the infinite-momentum
method.*

Drell and Hearn considered only the proton sum rule
obtained by adding 3[7,'(0)+1,2(0)+1:*(0)], but, at
the cost of using the more uncertain isoscalar photon
data, we investigate all three sum rules. Normal
parity contributions to Bs(r,t) are suppressed by one
power of energy,’® and we therefore consider the
abnormal-parity trajectories D and E as well as the
normal P and P’ in isospins 1 and 2 (/=0 exchange)
and the abnormal A; and normal A4, in isospin 3

( 6 A, H. Mueller and T. L. Trueman, Phys. Rev. 160, 1306
1967).
( 67 ’71“) L. Trueman, Phys. Rev. Letters 17, 1198 (1966); 18, 822
1967).
8 For a discussion of this point see the Appendix of S. R.
Choudhury and D. Z. Freedman, Phys. Rev. 168, 1739 (1968).
6 We have plotted our estimates of these nonasymptotic terms
in the figures and they are always small.
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Fic. 22. Drell-Hearn sum rule 751(0) (isoscalar photons).
See VI E for comments.

(I=1 exchange). We write schematically
121,2(0),\,Vcap ,E(E)—1+ycaP,P’(t)—2 ,
I3(0)~p, 2a1 =14y aaz(t)=2

indicating the asymptotic powers of the Regge-pole
contributions.

On the basis of the expected intercepts of these
Regge poles, all three sum rules should superconverge at
large cutoff energy. However, some doubt has been ex-
pressed® concerning the convergence of the I=0 ex-
change sum rules on the basis of Regge-cut theory. If
there are important abnormal-parity components of
the two-Pomeranchuk Regge cut, then to within
logarithms we would expect ImBy!2(y,t)~»~! and the
corresponding sum rules would diverge. Note that a
fixed pole would make ReBy~»~! and the sum-rule
integral would still converge.

Our results are presented in Figs. 22-24. If the
superconvergence assumptions (rapid falloff of ImBs,
absence of fixed pole in ReBs) are satisfied, then at
sufficiently high cutoff the data points should lie right
on the zero line in the graphs. The value of 7,1(0) (Fig.
22) is very small and seems quite satisfactory?® within
the large errors (see Fig. 3 for the disturbing picture of

(54)
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F16. 23. Drell-Hearn sum rule 7,2(0) (isovector photons).
See VI E for comments.
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ImB,Y). The sum rule 7,2(0) (Fig. 23) shows an im-
pressive cancellation!®?® between the Born term and the
continuum for all £. The data points are consistent with
zero (within errors) even at our low cutoff energy, and
the sum rule must be deemed a success.

In I,3(0), Fig. 24(a), on the other hand, continuum
and Born-term reinforce, for both the pure Walker and
the BDW plus Walker evaluations, and produce a sum
rule which gives no hint of the expected superconver-
gence. This judgment is based on relative size of sum
rule and Born contribution rather than on the
absolute size of the former. Although the rule of
thumb that the scale of a convergent sum rule is set by
its Born term has proven quite reasonable, it is not
clear @ priori that it should be true, and it therefore
becomes important to compute as?(0).

In the context of this sum rule, the question answered
by the effective a calculation can be rephrased as
follows. What is the trajectory shape a(f) whose Regge
term fits our observed sum-rule result at cutoff 1.12
GeV, but would hopefully make the sum-rule super-
converge to the zero line at higher energies? It is
clear from Fig. 24(b) that o,3(0) exceeds even the
Froissart bound for small ¢ (it could not produce
superconvergence) and lies much higher than the ex-
pected a4, or as,—1 trajectories. Therefore, the only
way we can interpret these results is to say that there
is an important axial-vector (JP¢=1%+~) fixed-pole
contribution.

This is our most surprising result. The Drell-Hearn
sum rule fails in the isospin segment where one would
have least expected failure. Such a fixed pole would in-
validate either the usual current algebra or the technical
assumptions necessary to derive the covariant sum rule
I3(0) from the antecedent equal-time commutator.

Although this fixed pole seriously challenges our
theoretical ideas, it seems to have one beneficial effect
on our sum-rule results as follows. As shown in Appendix
D, an axial-vector fixed pole with coupling A (f) to the
amplitude B,® also contributes nonasymptotically to
B33, We take A(f) from I.*(0), and assume that its
nonasymptotic effect in Bs® is not modified by a possible
0t fixed pole there [S(f) in Eq. (D14)7]. We then recal-
culate at {=0 the nonflip/flip ratio [Eq. (45)] for the
As Regge pole [assuming domination of 75°(1) by the
A, and the fixed pole]. This gives a decreased value in
better agreement, with the expected A’/vB of strong
interactions, than the previous value [calculated as-
suming 4 (¢)=S()=0].

We close this section by reminding any remaining
readers that the Drell-Hearn proton sum rule, obtained
by adding our three isotopic components, agrees with
the original analysis!? within errors.

F. Conspiracy Sum Rules: I3'~3(0), I;5(1)

We have discussed the theory of these sum rules in
Sec. IV D.
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As pointed out by Pagels?® there is cancellation in
Is2(0) between the continuum and the Born terms,
with the result that both 7s:2(0) (Figs. 25 and 26) are
consistent with zero at =0. Thus, we have evidence
against a large conspiring pole with vacuum quantum
numbers. Correspondingly, there is no hope of using
these sum rules to obtain information on the n— 2y
coupling.

For the pion conspirator sum rule 73(0) [Fig. 27(a)]
we confirm Pagels’s result?® at #=0 but the flatness in
¢ of a3(0) [Fig. 27(b)] bears more resemblance to a
right-signature j=0 fixed pole than a pion conspirator
Regge trajectory. In fairness, it must be said there is
little reliable information from purely strong inter-
actions on the slope of the conspirator and recent”
photoproduction data suggest that the intercept is
essentially zero up to —¢=2 GeV2

We note that determination of the #%— 2y coupling
through the Pagels sum rule critically involves the
assumption of smooth extrapolation to =0 of the
m-pole term. In similar kinematic configurations in-
volving 7 exchange (e.g., yp — wtn, np — pn), the =
exchange amplitude is more consistent with the rapidly
varying form (2m.2)(i+m.2)((—m,2)"! near =0
rather than the smooth pole form (¢—m,2)~! taken by
Pagels. It is not clear whether the rapidly varying form
should apply to doubly weak Compton scattering since
the success of the absorptive model for = exchange
suggests that the rapid variation is connected with the
strong interaction unitarity condition.

From our numerical result for 7¢3(0) at =0, we obtain
through Eq. (36) the prediction 7,,=2.5X10"16 sec
on the basis of a smooth w-pole residue which would
become a factor of 4 smaller if the rapidly varying term
above were used. These two values??:%? quite closely
enclose the possible range of experimental values,
although the second possibility, rapidly varying pole
term, would seem to be preferred on the basis of the
wallet-card value.%

In principle, we can test whether the zero at {= —m.,?
of the rapidly varying term is the factorable zero of a
m-Regge-pole residue by studying the sum rule 775(1),
Fig. 28(a), to which the =-Regge trajectory should
couple although there is no w pole at {=m,? because of
photon helicity flip. The sum rule shows no hint of a
zero. However, any attempt to use this fact to speculate
about m meson Reggeization would be thwarted
because «;%(1), Fig. 28(b), suggests an effective tra-
jectory somewhat lower than «. Although the zero in
question is suggested by simple 7 conspiracy models for
np — pn and vp — w+n,” there is ample evidence from
strong processes that’® the zero does not factorize.

70 B. Richter, in Proceedings of the Fourteenth International
C 5ng)erence on High Energy Physics, Vienna, 1968 (CERN, Geneva,
1968).

71 R. Brower and J. W. Dash, Phys. Rev. 175, 2014 (1968).

2 G. C. Fox and L. Sertorio, Phys. Rev. 176, 739 (1968); G. V.
Dass and C. D. Froggatt, Rutherford Laboratory Report No.
RPP/A 46 (unpublished).
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Fic. 24. Drell-Hearn sum rule (isovector exchange). See
VI E for comments. (a) The #=0 sum rule 1,3(0). (b) The cor-
responding effective .

G. Other Sum Rules (Spin Segments 4, 5, and 8)

Spin types 4 and 5 are too divergent for useful in-
formation to be obtained from our low cutoff. We tried
to use spin type 5 to predict the nonconspiring contribu-
tion to spin type 6, through Eq. (44), and obtained only
untrustworthy and useless results. The sum rule 75*(0)
has an unknown fixed pole at j= —1 necessary to cancel
the singular Born term.

o T T T T
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TI.o) ! 4

v v
-1 L I | 31 1
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F1G, 25. n conspirator sum rule 7'(0) (isoscalar photons).
See VI F for comments.
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F16. 26. n conspirator sum rule 72(0) (isovector photons).
See VI F for comments.

Unfortunately 7,4(0) and I4%(1) have the same con-
tinuum but different Born terms. Thus we need a
fixed pole in one or both of them. It is presumably in
Is%(1) because this has 7P=-+ and it would then be the
spinflip analog of the 75%(0) fixed pole. However, the
sum rules (not shown), if anything, prefer the assign-
ment of a fixed pole to 7,4(0).
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F16. 27. = conspirator sum rule. See VI F for comments. (a) The
#=0 sum rule 7¢(0). (b) The corresponding effective c.
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Finally, I3°(1) (not shown) appears to exhibit a fixed
pole at 7= —1 rather than the hoped for 4; Regge
pole. We remember the A; was also somewhat elusive
in 71,%(0).

H. Polarizabilities

On integrating (40) up to Enp=1.12 GeV, we find
(assuming ¢, = 0) the results given in Table IV. Here the
column headed Walker uses his analysis from threshold
onwards while that headed BDW uses the analysis of
Ref. 1 from 0.15 to 0.5 GeV and Walker thereon. The
last row contains the proton’s polarizability and is half
the sum of the first 3 lines. As described in Sec. IV E,
this and row 3 (isospin 3 which is the difference be-
tween the proton and neutron) may be hoped to be
measured experimentally.

From the published data’ on o1 for photons on
protons we may estimate the contribution of the
integral from 1.12 to « for the proton as follows. From
1.12 to 5.5, we get 0.9X10~% cm? (error ~209,) and
from 5.5 onwards, <0.2X10~% cm?. The former comes
from direct integration and the latter from assuming
otota1 does not increase after 5.5 GeV.

One may try to estimate the integral from 1.12
to o for isospin 1 and 3 by assuming it to be dominated
by the Regge pole saturating 7;}(1) and 7,3(1), respec-
tively. The result obtained is an order of magnitude
smaller than the difference between the two determina-
tions of the integral up to 1.12.

I. Relative Importance of Different Intermediate States

In our graphical results, we have only given the total
integral over ImB in (41). So that one may judge the
relative importance of the contributions of various
intermediate states, we give in Table IIT the break-

up of
1 e
- / dvv" ImB

™ Jvo

for various sum rules. The columns headed P33, Dis,
Dis, and Fy;5 give the separate contributions of the =V
intermediate state in these spin and isospin quantum
numbers. This isolates the important resonances in our
energy range. The remaining contribution of the =V
state is in the rest column while further columns give
the inelastic and Born contributions to (41). The reso-
nant S1; and Py contributions to the rest column are
small and this column thus represents nonresonant
background which near threshold gets large contribu-
tions from the photoproduction Born terms. Both the
total and #NV columns are evaluated using the BDW
analysis up to 0.5 GeV, and Walker’s thereafter.

We would like to warn the reader that the first four
wN columns include the total contribution of these
states integrated over the whole energy range and not
just the resonant portion. Thus, in 73*(0), the resonant
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TasLE IV. The polarizability in the various isospin states
(see Sec. VI H). The units are 1074 cm?,

Isospin state Walker BDW
1 0.2 0.4

2 25.6 25.5

3 —-1.0 —2.0
proton 124 12.0

F15 is much bigger than the resonant Dy; state but this
latter entry is large in Table III due to low-energy
contributions of these quantum numbers.

VII. METHODOLOGICAL COMMENTS

We discuss here some of the features, both desirable
and undesirable, of our analysis and make suggestions
for possible improvements and related future work.

For tests of the Drell-Hearn and current-algebra sum
rules, which derive from theoretical features particular
to Compton amplitudes (e.g., algebraic properties of
conserved currents), it would be desirable to relax the
close dependence of our analysis on the Regge-pole
model of high-energy behavior. Although model-
independent statements concerning the validity of the
sum rules could presumably be easily obtained if the
cutoff were sufficiently high, at the present cutoff we
can say only the following. Adopting the phenomeno-
logical criterion that the scale of a convergent’ sum
rule is set by its generalized Born term (Born minus
theoretically predicted fixed pole) it is clear from the
figures that the 7=0 exchange Drell-Hearn sum rule
I,2(0) and the time-component current-algebra sum
rules 7:%(0) and I;4(0) must be regarded as successful,
while the 7=1 Drell-Hearn sum rule 7,3(0) and the Bég
sum rule Z,4(1) seem to be failures. To strengthen these
statements we have been forced, at this low cutoff
energy, to explore the consistency of our results with
the Regge-pole parameters which have been obtained
from high-energy data and FESR calculations on
hadronic processes. Actually the exploration of the
Regge-pole model enriches our understanding of high-
energy behavior. For example, we regard our results
concerning the lack of nonsense zeros in p Regge
coupling to the Compton amplitude as one of the more
interesting facts which this analysis has revealed.

Our study has been handicapped by the lack of
generally accurate estimates of the imaginary parts of
Compton amplitudes. In this situation, it becomes
crucial to study as many sum rules as possible in order
to obtain some feeling for the reliability of the results.
For example, if one studies five equally convergent sum
rules and finds that four of them go according to

73To determine whether a sum rule is convergent we use
Regge theory to suggest the effective power »* of the integrand at
high energy. This least-controversial and best-established prop-
erty of Regge theory has also been used for Compton ampli-
tudes by H. Harari, Phys. Rev. Letters 17, 1303 (1966).
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Fi1c. 28. 7 spin-flip sum rule. See VI F for comments. (a) The n=1
sum rule I;5(1). (b) The corresponding effective a.

theoretical expectations and the fifth contains a sur-
prise, it is then rather difficult to explain away the
surprise on the basis of poor data.

It is, of course, distressing that we were forced to cut
off our integrals at the dubiously asymptotic value of
E1,=1.12 GeV. In spin segments 2 and 3, this low cut-
off was reflected in the quantitative importance of the
nonasymptotic terms in the Regge formalism, sup-
pressed by a factor 1/v from the leading terms.

Unfortunately, it appears very hard to extend our
integrals beyond Eip=1.12 GeV as long as we use
unitarity to estimate the imaginary part. Thus, above
our cutoff, a multitude of inelastic states become im-
portant and one would have to make models of the spin

_ and isospin structure of all of these to find the imaginary

part of the general Compton amplitude. Hence, to ex-
tend our cutoff we would need data on Compton scat-
tering itself but even this would not allow us to probe
the general isospin state.

It follows that in the foreseeable future the main
improvement in the evaluation of our sum rules must
come from an improved treatment of the region up to
1.12 GeV, and here the elastic (wV) intermediate state
is dominant (see Sec. VI I).

It is rather disconcerting that different multipole
analyses of low-energy photoproduction experiments,
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and perhaps even different experiments, are incon-
sistent. An obvious approach which would hopefully
lead to an improved multipole analysis would be to
combine the theoretical treatment of BDW and the
phenomenological method of Walker. Thus, one could
formulate the dispersion theory with parameters,
representing its weakest points, to be determined from a
fit to the data. Such a treatment would at least have the
virtue of incorporating elementary theoretical con-
straints such as Watson’s theorem’™ on the phase of
multipole amplitudes, which is not obeyed in purely
phenomenological analyses. It is also possible that the
use of theoretical models for the inelastic reactions
yN — 7A and =N — 7A would permit an approximate
incorporation of unitarity for photoproduction above
the BDW cutoff energy of Ein,=0.5 GeV.

The multipole parameters of the yN — «wN process
are very fundamental physical data. Improved data
and multipole analyses for this process would be
vital in attempts to confirm (or refute) our finding of
a fixed pole in the isovector Drell-Hearn sum rule and
to decide the open and important question of the
validity of current algebra at large —¢ in the I;%(0)
and 73*0) sum rules. We urge that experimental and
theoretical effort not be relaxed until the photoproduc-
tion multipoles are known to an accuracy comparable
to the =N phase shifts, although we realize that a
much larger effort is required.

Since the greatest discrepancy getween BDW and
Walker is in the isoscalar photon multipoles, it would
be very useful to study the FESR’s for isoscalar photo-
production to determine whether the size of the pre-
dicted Regge-pole terms is compatible with the iso-
scalar component of high-energy photoproduction
which can be estimated from recent data.” Such an
analysis could determine whether isoscalar photon
multipoles were underestimated in Walker’s analysis.

Since there is an experiment underway at the
Cambridge Electron Accelerator to measure the proton
Compton scattering differential cross section in the
4-5-GeV energy range, it would be interesting to use
the sum rules to work up a Regge-pole prediction for
this quantity. This could be done very easily with our
existing computer programs.
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APPENDIX A

We give here the relation of our amplitudes defined
by Egs. (14) and (17) to the invariant amplitudes 4
of Hearn and Leader?® and reduced s-channel ampli-
tudes defined analogously to (13) by
Mignnng = (cos30,)~Maethnl (sing ,)=Pas—Nul Iy 5 o,

(A1)

We now list the expressions for the amplitudes B;* in
which for clarity we have omitted the isospin index 1.

Bi=—3(us—m*) [ (42— A1) (dm?—1)
+(As—Asym(s—u)]
= (s—m2)~2{s~12(s+m?) sin?(30,) M 31,31
+m[ My1304-cos? (30, M1, T},
Bo= (us—m*) [As(s—u)+5t(4d5s—A4)]
= (s—m?) " My, 31+ 2ms 12 sin?(30,) M 11,31
—[1—m(s—m?) M 31,31},
By= (mi—us) " [As(dm?>—1)+32(s—u) (44— 45)]
= (s—m?) = (s —m2)2M 31,31 —2ms 2 (s —u) My1,_p
[t (s—m?) (s+3m?) I 31,1}, (A2)
B4= A:;
=+3s' 2 (s—m?) [ My 1, 1+sin?(30,) M1, 4:],
Bs=1"1(A1+A2)(dm?—t) — (A s+ As)m(s—u) ]
=—4s(s—m?)2{s12(s+m?)
XM g1;31—sin?(30,) My 1, -41]
—dm cos*(30,)My-1,11} ,
Be=A44+45
= —(s—m?) 7 2ms PLM 1,31 —sin?(30,) M3 1;,-31]
+2(s+m?) sin?(360,)M 1,11} .
By= —s'%(s—m®) My, —1,

Bg= 5(3—’”2)"3]@5—1;51-
APPENDIX B

In our study of the sum rules in Sec. VI, we will
need to know the exact predictions that factorization of
the Regge couplings makes for our singularity-free
amplitudes B;— Bs. In this appendix, we outline a
derivation of these conditions while in Appendix C we
give the resultant expressions for G;(t), H;(t) [defined
in (19) and (20)] in terms of singularity-free vertex
functions. These latter we will denote by P,, Py for
photon-photon coupling in nonflip () and spin-flip (f)
states and N, N, for the corresponding nucleon-
antinucleon couplings. We will add a superscript ¢ if
the pole conspires.”®

First, we write our #-channel helicity amplitudes

(rectr)

2 sinra
%D, Z. Freedman and J. M. Wang, Phys. Rev. 160, 1560
(1967); E. Leader 7bid. 166, 1599 (1968). Also see the discussion in
Sec. IV D.

. '
Arpaingpe= — €T Qs 2y Sy v (B1)
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while to include terms of order a—1 it is necessary to
multiply the resultant form that (B1) gives to the
reduced amplitudes (13) by

1—Mmin(A\—a) /200 ][ —t(4m> —1) ]2 (B2)
where
A=max(|Msl, [Nea|), Amin=min(|Ns], [Naa])
X sgn(Mshaa) -

We will need (B2) to derive the form of H(f) defined
in Eq. (20). (This is considered in greater detail in
Appendix D.)

We must now remove the kinematic singularities
from 9’ which we do first for the y—vy coupling by
defining

'=1{P.,,
Y11 , (B3)
Yi1'=Py,
if the particle evades at (=0, while if it conspires
we put
yu'=i(—=H)2P,c,
’)’1_.1,=’l:("‘t)ll2ch.

For the NN coupling we must consider separately
7P=+4 and 1P=—.
(a) 7P+ (nonconspiring):

Y34’ =N/ (dm? =512,

(B4)

vt = — (=0 e —ppr, 5D
(b) 7P+ (conspiring):
vid'= —(=1)2N o/ (dm2 — )12,
i = i o2 1)1 (B6)
(c) 7P— (nonconspiring):
() vy’ =i(=1)'"*Nn,
(41)  v4'=DNy, ®7)
(d) rP— (conspiring):
(m)  v3’=N.c. (B8)

Substituting (B1— 8) into Egs. (14) and (17) we
get the results given in Appendix C.

We will wish to compare our ratio of spin-nonflip
to spin-flip couplings for P, P’, p, and 4, exchange with
those obtained from analyzing strong interactions.
However, it is conventional® to analyze =N and KN
elastic scattering in terms of invariant amplitudes 4’
and B which are related to our formalism by

N;/No=vB/(4m>—1)A’. (BY)

The behavior of N,y and P,,; near a=0 for various
sense-nonsense mechanisms is given in Table IT .

APPENDIX C

Here we give the expansion of the functions G;(f)
and Hj(t) of Egs. (19) and (20) in terms of the fac-
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torized vertex functions of Appendix B. We omit the
isospin index ¢ in all these results.

(1) 7P=- contributions:
G=G=Gr=G3=0,
H,=H;=H,=H;=H¢=H;=H3z=0,
Gi1=%(NoPs+iIN°Ps°),
Hy=—[(2—a)/2aJU(N P+ N°P;)
Gs=(N;Ps+NsPs%),

Gs= —(NuPntNuPn?),
Go= (N ;Put-N;°Pc).

(i) 7P= — contributions:
Gi=G3;=G5=Gs=0,
Hy=H,=H,=Hy=Hi=H;=H3=0,
G:=N,Py,

Hi= (4m*—1)[(2—a)/2a]N Py,
Gi= —3(IN2PutNuPr?),
Gr=—3(N P+ Nn°P;s°),
Gs=%NP,.

(C1)

(C2)

APPENDIX D

Although the direct connection established in Sec.
III B between asymptotic terms of the amplitudes
B(v,t) [Eq. (21)] and contributions to the sum rules
[Eq. (23)] is sufficient to understand most of the
physics contained in the sum rules, for some features it
is necessary to go farther into the Reggeization of
parity-conserving helicity amplitudes. This is especially
necessary for spins 2 and 3 because Regge poles of both
parities contribute and because we have the additional
complication of a large nonsense interval in the j plane.

Since the imposing but straightforward details of
Reggeization are known®5:76.77 for hadronic amplitudes,
we concentrate here on effects of fixed poles and on
matters directly connected with the interpretation of
our sum rules such as the nonasymptotic Regge con-
tributions [Eq. (20)] and compensators.

We study the amplitudes

As00=Ay 104 3301, (D1)

which differ from Bz ; by the kinematic factors of Eq.
(14), and the definite-parity partial-wave amplitudes

az(t)= a33;11'(D £ a3 3,147(0) (D2)

defined in the usual way.?? After defining signatured
partial-wave amplitudes, introducing rotation func-
tions of the second kind,’® and performing the Mandel-

76 S, Mandelstam, Ann. Phys. (N. Y.) 21, 8 (1963).
77 W, Drechsler, Nuovo Cimento 53A, 115 (1968).
8 M. Andrews and J. Gunson, J. Math. Phys. 5, 1391 (1964).
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stam-Sommerfeld-Watson contour shift, we obtain the
representation

1 3+deo (2 ]+ 1) o
Adl)=— 2 dj —(r+e"9)
87 =% J3in cosmj

XLar7 () Eny(2) +as7 () En(2)].

We take <0 so that Regge poles satisfy Rea(f) <2 and
do not explicitly appear in (D3). We have ignored a
discrete sum over half-integral j values because its
terms are asymptotically (in ») weaker than those we
are interested in and because they cancel out when
further shifts of the integration contour are made. The
angular functions appearing in (D3) are given by

Ens?(2)={[(1—2)/ 2]}~ P=sl{ [ (1+2) /2] 2}~ 10+u
Xer—y 1 (z) = {[(1—2)/2]H 2}~ Mu
X{[(A+2)/2] 2} P—Hle_y,~51(z), (D4)
and the e functions differ from those of Andrews and
Gunson’® by the factor (—)**. The scattering cosine z
is given by

(D3)

2= i . (D5)
[— im0

For Compton amplitudes with definite crossing, the
signature, parity, and isospin are all correlated. See
Table I. For given 7 and P from the Table the ¢,/ with
subscript (—7P) vanish.

The E functions have the asymptotic behavior (for
A> [u]>0)

Eni(2)~ f()zM1+[g(5)/ 712+ 09},

Eni- ()~ f(DuN =)/ j 17 (D6)
X{1+[a(5)/(G—1)T2+0@E)},

where g(7) and A(j) are regular (albeit zero for some A

and u) at integer values and f(j) has the following
behavior:

f(])’\’(]-]o)*ly near jo=A M1, A2, - -+

N(j—jo)_”27 near j(’:lr"'lr l”’(+1, ) A—1
~regular, near 7,=0,1, ---, [u] =1 (D7)
N(j—jo)_ly nearjﬂ“:—IMI’—llu'!"l—l,"':—l
,\,(]'_]'0)—1/2’ nea‘rj0= '_>‘; _)\+1;"'7-{”[_1
~regular, near jo= —A—1, —A—=2, ...,

Although the leading term in the asymptotic series
is regular near a positive nonsense-nonsense integer,
subsidiary terms may be singular, as is crudely shown
in (D6). The exact relation between the singular parts
of the E functions at reflected integers in the nonsense-
nonsense interval is

lim (j—jo) s (2
= —(=)sgn () lim. (j—jo) Brwr(2).~ (DS)
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If fixed poles are present, then the partial-wave
amplitudes a,/7(¢) are expected to have the j-plane
behavior of their Born terms, namely,

a.’"(t) regular, near jo=2, 3, 4

~(j=j) 1", near jy=1
~(j=40)7t, near 3,=0, —1 (DY)
~(j=jo) 2, near jo= —2

~(j—jo)~', near jo=—3, —4, ---

where we have again specialized to the particular
helicity values, A=2, u=1, that we are interested in.
In the absence of fixed poles, the expected behavior is
a factor of (j—j,) smoother at all nonsense points
(Jo1).

The singular parts of the partial-wave amplitudes at
the reflected nonsense-nonsense integers jo=0 and
Jo=—1 are related by

lim (j—jo)as” () =lim (j—jo)az='C7(1).  (D10)
30 J>J0

This condition expresses the absence of fixed double
poles at jo= —1 and follows formally from the Froissart-
Gribov definition, and a mathematical relation, similar
to (D8), for the rotation functions. Equation (D10)
implies that fixed poles occur in pairs at j=0 and
j=—1 with residues satisfying (D10) and that for
every Regge trajectory passing through «(f)=0 with
nonvanishing residue, there is a compensating tra-
jectory” of opposite parity and signature passing
through o/ ()= —1.

All of this technicality is necessary to understand
what happens in (D3) when the vertical contour of
integration is shifted to the line Rej= —§. The double
poles encountered do not contribute asymptotically and
obnoxious terms such as fixed powers in the imaginary
part of the amplitude cancel between the j=0 and
j= —1 contributions because of the phenomenon of
compensation expressed by (D8) and (D10). The net
result is a set of relatively simple expressions for the
asymptotic terms of the amplitudes 44 (v,f) or Bs 3(,?),
which we proceed to give.

The current-algebra amplitudes Bs,s*(v,f) have
asymptotic contributions from isovector right-signature
fixed poles at J2¢=1~+ and 0~ * and from the p-Regge
trajectory and a mythical X trajectory®® with

7 We are puzzled by the following aspect of compensator theory
for hadronic amplitudes at right-signature nonsense points. Here
partial-wave unitarity requires ay7(f) to be regular and Egq.
(D10) reduces to a trivial identity. Further, although explicit
fixed poles have been eliminated in this way, the amplitude still
contains the corresponding fixed integer power unless we require
the stronger condition @47o7(f) = —ax 7071 (f). It seems to be
this condition that leads to Regge-pole compensators. It is curious
that absence of fixed powers does not follow from partial-wave
unitarity and must be assumed independently.

80 See Ref. 4. We thank Professor Roger Dashen, who has
independently worked out the j-plane analysis given in this
Appendix, for helpful discussions concerning the Bég sum rule.
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TP=(+)~+. We find
2¢?
B3ty =—Gu (v —H' ({)y3—G,(¢)
t

(_ 1 _'_e—irap(t))
————p % W2 Gx () (dm® —1)

sinma, ()
2—ax(t) (14 imex®)
yaxO=3 = (D11)
2ax(t)  sinmax(f)

Bot(v,l) = —e2Gy V(v 2—H (v
20, (— 1)

+iG,(¢)
® 2a,(8)

”ap(t)--—:‘)

sinmra,(£)

1+e—i7raxt
—yex-2_ (D12)
sinmrox(7)

—Gx(t)

We have used current algebra to relate the residue
of the 1=+ fixed pole to the isovector magnetic form
factor. Here H(Z) is the coupling of a hypothetical 0—+
pole, and H'(¢) is a kinematic singularity-free function
which expresses the net contribution of the non-
asymptotic term of the 1=+ fixed pole, and the 0—+
fixed pole and its compensator at JP=(—1)".

We have not included explicitly the effects of com-
pensating Regge trajectories near a= —1 which are
necessary to cancel the singularity at «,(f)=0 in B!
and the possible singularity at ax(t)=0 in Bs*.

Notice that the I34(0) sum rule is sensitive only to the
1~ + fixed pole, while the 7,*(1) sum rule has contribu-
tions from both G V(f) and H(Z). If current algebra is
correct and the infinite-momentum method is valid for
the commuator of one time and one space component,
then the resulting Bég sum rule predicts®® that H(#)=0.
From the standpoint of current algebraists, failure of
the Bég sum rule would mean that either current algebra
or the infinite-momentum method is wrong.* However,
from the standpoint of Regge theorists, success of the
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I;4(0) sum rule and failure of the Bég sum rule would
indicate the existence of a 0~ fixed pole. But in as-
sessing the I,4(1) sum rule, one must be careful to take
into account the possible effect of an X trajectory
contribution.

The isospin-symmetric amplitudes Bs s'(v,t), i=1, 2,
3, have asymptotic contributions from possible fixed
poles at JP=1% and O*. We explicitly treat B, 33 (»,t),
to which the 4, and 4, Regge trajectories contribute.
Lettering A(f) and S(#) denote the couplings of the 1*
and 0% fixed poles, we find the asymptotic expressions

Bad(v b)) = —24 ({1425 () —3+1G 44(2)
2—ay,(f) 1 Fexp[ —ima4,(t)]

aAz(t)—3
2a44(t) sinma 4,(f)
—1+4-exp[ —imaa, ()]
—Ga(?) ! year®=2  (D13)
sinma 4,(f)

By, t) = — (dm2—t) A (£)r—2
14-exp[ —imaa,(t)]

—25(t2—G 44(1)

sinmra 4,(2)
2—ay,(t
XpeAzH=2— (42 -—t)GA,(l)"‘—’fl_Q
zan(t)
—Itexp[—ima()] ai®)=3_ (D14)

sinra 4,(f)

Here we have a situation opposite to that of the current-
algebra segment. The Drell-Hearn sum rule 7,3(0) is
sensitive to the axial-vector fixed pole only, while the
sum rule 733(1) detects the combined effect of the axial-
vector and scalar fixed poles. In a derivation of these
sum rules based on quark-model current algebra and the
infinite-momentum limit, both fixed poles are absent.
See Secs. VIB (2) and VIE for our experimental
results on this question.



