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In this work we propose improved holographic hard wall (HW) models by the inclusion of anomalous
dimensions in the dual operators that describe glueballs inspired by the AdS/CFT correspondence. The
anomalous dimensions come from well known semiclassical gauge/string duality analysis showing a
dependence with the logarithm of spin S of the boundary states. We show that these logarithm anomalous
dimensions of the high spin operators combined with the usual HW model allow us to match the pomeron
trajectory and give glueball masses that are better than that of the original HW and soft wall models in
comparison with lattice data. We also build up other anomalous HW models considering that the logarithm
anomalous dimensions can be approximated by a truncated series of odd powers of the difference
V'S —1/+/S. These models also fit the pomeron trajectory and produce good glueball masses. Then, we
consider an anomalous dimension that is proportional to /S, providing reasonable results. Finally, we
propose an asymptotic linear anomalous HW model that effective dimensions for high spins operators are
of the form A = a\/S + b, where a and b are constants to be fixed by comparison with the soft pomeron
trajectory. In this last model, the Regge trajectory is asymptotically linear even for very high spins
(J ~ 100) matching the soft pomeron trajectory accurately and generates glueball masses with deviations

with respect to the lattice data better than the original HW and soft wall models.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.109.086019

I. INTRODUCTION

QCD describes strong interactions. At high energies its
coupling is small so that it can be treated perturbatively.
On the other hand, atlow energies, the QCD coupling is large
and nonperturbative methods are needed to tackle phenom-
ena like confinement, phase transitions, and hadronic spec-
tra. This nonperturbative behavior usually requires involved
numerical calculations known as lattice QCD. Alternatively,
low energy QCD may be approached by other methods, as
the solution of Schwinger-Dyson equations, QCD sum rules
and effective models (for areview see, e.g., [1]). In particular,
models inspired by the AdS/CFT correspondence [2-6]
proved useful to describe different aspects of hadrons with
various spins, as glueballs [7-25], as well as for mesons and
baryons, as for instance, in [26-49].

The holographic hard wall (HW) model [14,15] intro-
duces a hard cutoff in the anti—de Sitter (AdS) space, this
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way, hadronic masses M are proportional to the zeros of
Bessel functions, J,(z), i.e., proportional to the value of the
argument z where the corresponding Bessel function is
zero. This model was inspired by holographic descriptions
of hard scattering of glueballs [3] and deep inelastic
scattering of hadrons [4], and it is very useful to obtain
hadronic form factors, structure functions, parton distribu-
tion functions, etc. (see, e.g., [50,51]). It is important to
mention that in the HW, the order of the Bessel function v is
related to the conformal dimension of the dual operator. For
instance, for even spin § glueballs, it reads v =S5+ 2
[20,28]. Actually, in Ref. [20], approximate linear Regge
trajectories, J x M 2 for light even glueballs were obtained
a(t = M?) = (0.80 & 0.40) + (0.26 £ 0.02)M? and com-
pared to a reasonable approximation to that of the soft
pomeron a(t = M?) = 1.08 + 0.25M? [52-60]. A similar
analysis within the HW was done for odd spin glueballs
comparing their Regge trajectories with the odderon [22]
and also for other hadrons with different spins [28,29].
Awell-known drawback of the HW model is that it leads to
nonlinear Regge trajectories. This problem is overcome by
the soft wall model which has exact linear Regge trajectories
[32]. This works very well for scalar and vector mesons
[32,41] also reproducing masses of light states, but for
glueballs, despite the linear trajectory, the mass spectra
[21] is not in agreement with lattice data or other approaches.

Published by the American Physical Society
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TABLE I. Masses in GeV of the J™t glueball operators with even spins from lattice data [54—60]. In the last column we present
average values. The numbers in parenthesis represent the uncertainties.

Jre [54] [55] [56] [57] [57] [58] [59] [59] [60] Average
0™ 1.475(30)(65) 1.73(05)(08) 1.71(05)(08) 1.58(04) 1.48(07) 1.795(60) 1.417(30) 1.498(58) 1.653(26) 1.59(07)
27 2.15(03)(10)  2.400(25)(120)  2.39(03)(12) 2.620(50) 2.363(39) 2.384(67) 2.376(32) 2.38(09)
4T+ 3.64(09)(16) 3.69(08)  3.67(17)
6T 4.36(26)(20) 4.36(46)

TABLE II. Masses in GeV of the J™t glueball operators with even spins from the original HW, the original SW

(SW1 and SW2), and the DASW models, with the corresponding deviations from the average lattice data presented
in Table I. See the text for details. The masses of the 0" state are inserted as inputs for the different models.

JPe HW Stw SW, Sswi SW, Ssw2 DASW SpASW
0++ 1.59 0.0% 1.59 0.0% 2.83 78% 1.56 1.9%
2+t 235 1.3% 1.95 18% 3.46 45% 2.52 5.9%
4+ 3.08 16% 2.24 39% 4.00 9.0% 3.43 6.5%
6+t 378 13% 251 42% 447 2.5% 432 0.9%
g+t 4.48 275 4.90 5.19

10+ 5.17 2.97 5.29 6.05

See Tables I and I for comparisons. The soft wall (SW) model
can be improved in many different ways and in particular if
one considers dynamical corrections and anomalous dimen-
sions the glueball spectra becomes good (see Table II), but it
no longer has linear Regge trajectories [23,24].

In this work, we consider the inclusion of anomalous
dimensions in the conformal dimension of boundary oper-
ators in the holographic HW model. As is well known [1],
anomalous dimensions appear in QCD loop corrections, as in
the Balitsky-Fadin-Kuraev-Lipatov (BFKL) pomeron [53],
as well as in a semiclassical limit of gauge/string dualities [5].
As we show here, the introduction of anomalous dimensions
in the HW model lead to improvements of the model
allowing to match the Regge trajectory of the pomeron,
a(t = M?) = 1.08 + 0.25M?, also obtain good glueball
masses when compared with lattice data, and better than
the usual HW model. In particular, we show that considering
the dimension A of the spin S operators as A = av/S + b,
where a and b are constants, implies asymptotic linear Regge
trajectories associated with even glueballs.

This work is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we briefly
review the AdS/CFT correspondence and the description of
scalar fields in AdS space. In Sec. III we review the main
properties of the original HW model which are relevant to
the discussion of the anomalous HW model introduced in
Sec. 1V, with specific expressions for the anomalous
dimensions starting with the logarithm case, truncated
series, as a square root and a linear anomalous HW model.
In Sec. V, we give the basic facts of the pomeron Regge
trajectory and present detailed discussion of the models
introduced in Sec. I'V. In Sec. V A, we present three different
fits for the logarithm anomalous dimensions adjusting

the pomeron trajectory and predicting glueball masses
compared with lattice data, and a fourth case fitting glueball
masses and giving the Regge trajectory as an output. In
Sec. V B, we present a series expansion of the logarithm
anomalous dimensions an truncated approximations for it
which we fit with the pomeron trajectory reproducing
glueball masses. In Sec. V C, we present an even simpler
expression for the anomalous dimension as a linear plus a
square root of the spin of the glueball operator targeting the
pomeron trajectory giving very good masses for glueball
when compared with lattice data. In Sec. VI, inspired by the
previous cases, we introduce an asymptotic linear anoma-
lous HW model fitting very well the pomeron trajectory and
present good glueball masses compared with lattice results.
Finally, in Sec. VII, we present a summary of our results and
our conclusions.

II. BRIEF REVIEW OF AdS/CFT AND SCALAR
FIELDS IN AdS SPACE

Essentially, the AdS/CFT correspondence [2] is an
equivalence between a superstring theory, formulated in
a ten-dimensional spacetime, the AdSs x S°, and a super
Yang-Mills field theory with conformal symmetry, which
lives on the boundary of AdSs, the four-dimensional
Minkowski space. Here, AdSs is the five-dimensional anti—
de Sitter spacetime, and S° the sphere in five dimensions.
The space generated by this product of two manifolds is
understood as follows: each point of AdSs is tangential to
the sphere S°.

A conformal theory in d spacetime dimensions is
invariant by a set of transformations characterized by the
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group SO(2,d), including scale transformations as a
particular case. Essentially, such transformations do not
preserve lengths, but preserves angles.

Anti—de Sitter space is a space of constant negative
curvature, while the sphere is a space of constant positive
curvature. When inserted into a higher dimensional
(pseudo-)Euclidean space, we can easily describe how
its coordinates behave. Let X* be the coordinates of
AdSs, with p€ (0,1, ...,5), and Y“ be the coordinates of
§°, with a€(1,2,...,6). Such coordinates satisfy the
following relations:

—(X0)2+(X1)2+(X2)2+<X3)2+(X4)2—(X5>2:—R2,
(V)24 (PP (PP 4+ (P 4 (P2 + (VP =R (1)

where R is a constant which plays the role of the radius of
both the AdSs and the S° spaces.

Our aim here is to motivate the correspondence based on
symmetry arguments. From the point of view of string
theory, we have a ten-dimensional spacetime, formed by
the direct product of two manifolds. The five-dimensional
anti—de Sitter space has isometry described by the group of
conformal transformations SO (4, 2). The five-dimensional
sphere has SO(6) as its isometry group.

The boundary theory living in Minkowski space has
exactly the same isometries as the bulk theory with symmetry
group SO(4,2) ® SO(6). Then, the Minkowski field theory
has conformal symmetry SO(4,2) and it is supersymmetric
with ' = 4 supercharges. As a consequence, it presents R
symmetry associated with the group SU(4) that is isomor-
phic to SO(6).

Based on these arguments, we see that the symmetries
that arise in the two theories are the same. This is not
enough to prove correspondence, but it is a strong indica-
tion that there is, in fact, a relationship between the two
theories.

In fact, in 1973, Gerard 't Hooft presented [61] an
approximate method to treat SU(N) gauge theories with
large N, with N being the number of colors in the theory. In
this regime, the topological structures of the Feynman
diagrams of field theory are identical to the topological
structures of the diagrams in string theory. The 't Hooft
parameter is given by

A= g%(MN’ (2)

where gy is the Yang-Mills field theory coupling constant.
Therefore, this parameter is directly related to the magni-
tude of the interaction. Later, the AdS/CFT correspondence
would state that

R4
A= pra (3)
where R is the radius of curvature of $° and « is the slope

parameter of string theory. Thus, we notice that for a fixed

radius R, when we have small «’, we have large gyy;, and
vice versa. In this way, we have already noticed the power
of correspondence, because, in nonperturbative regimes of
field theory, where gy) is large, string theory has small o/,
being weakly coupled and, therefore, easily treatable.
Therefore, we can obtain information from a field theory
in its nonperturbative regime through this duality.

The claim that a ten-dimensional string theory is dual to
a four-dimensional field theory may initially seem strange.
The idea is similar to holography, where a three-dimensional
image is encoded entirely into a two-dimensional object. The
Minkowski spacetime, being the boundary of the anti—de
Sitter space, contains information from theories that propa-
gate in AdSs.

From the initial topics of modern physics, we know
wave-particle duality. We can ask ourselves what the
fundamental nature is, wave or particle. Today, we know
that the answer is none of them, and what is understood is
that both wave behavior and corpuscular behavior are
classical limits of the theory, the Hilbert space of either
description is the same. In the case of the AdS/CFT
correspondence, the same occurs: the Hilbert space of
string theory in AdSs x S° is the same as that of conformal
field theory in four-dimensional Minkowski.

Now, let us analyze a result that will be useful to us soon,
the behavior of a scalar field in AdS,, [6]. Let us start by
writing the metric of this space,

R2
ds? = = (dz* + ny, dxtdx”), (4)

where R is the AdS radius and 7, is the metric of the
Minkowski space with coordinates x* = (x°, x!, ..., x41)
defined on the d-dimensional boundary of the AdS space.
So, the conformal border is obtained when we have z = 0,
plus an additional point at z — oo.

A scalar field ¢ with mass m in the space defined by the

metric (4) is governed by the Klein-Gordon equation:
2410, (z'~0,) + 229 9,0,¢ — (mR)*¢p = 0.  (5)

Let us then perform a Fourier transform of the field ¢ in
the coordinates x*, that is,

d
#ewt) = [ S5 (©

In this way, the equation of motion becomes
27710, (z'70.f) = K2 fi = (mR)*fi = 0. (7)

We are interested in its behavior near the frontier z = 0.
If we impose such a condition on the equation above, then
we note that a natural solution is f(z) ~z#, with g
satisfying
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BB —d) — (mR)*> =0, (8)
so that
d d’
p=5+ G+ Ry o)
Defining

Asgﬂ/‘fﬂmmz, (10)

we have that, close to the border z ~ 0, the function f;(z)
behaves as

Fi(z) ~ A(k)z=% + B(k)z2. (11)

We can then perform an inverse Fourier transform, in
order to obtain the field close to the boundary (z — 0) in the
configuration space:

d(z.x) ® A(x)z%72 + B(x)z~. (12)

It is important to note that A is real if the term inside the
root is greater than or equal to zero, that is,

m* > —(%)2, (13)

which is known as the Breitenlohner-Freedman bound [62].

If the above condition is valid, we see that d — A < A.
Thus, the term z¢~* is dominant as we approach z = 0. In
order to have a finite field operator ¢(x) on the border we
write

plx) = limz-p(z. ). (14)

The corresponding action coupling ¢(z, x) to a boundary
operator O evaluated at z — ¢ is the following

SboundaryN/ddx\/ﬁgb(e’x)o(e’x)’ (15)

where y, = (R/€)* is the determinant of the induced
metric at z = €. Then,

Sboundary ~ Rd / ddX(p(x)e_AO(e’ x)' (16)

To have a finite and e-independent boundary action we
define

O(e,x) = €2 O(x). (17)

The above relationship shows us, therefore, that scalar
excitations of the string, of mass m, couple to field

operators on the boundary that have dimensions A. This
result is extremely important in the analysis we will carry
out to calculate hadron masses in the following.

III. THE ORIGINAL HW MODEL

The AdS/CFT correspondence alone will not allow us to
calculate the masses of glueballs, once in a conformal field
theory (CFT) physical quantities are massless. In the HW
model [14,15] one considers the AdS metric given by
Eq. (4) and introduces a cut in the holographic z coordinate
imposing that z € [0, Z;.], such that

1

—, 18
Aoco (18)

Zmax —

where Agcp 1s a typical QCD mass scale with a value
around 150-300 MeV.

As discussed in the previous section, from the AdS/CFT
correspondence one is able to show that scalar excitations
with mass m in AdS couple to scalar field operators at the
boundary whose dimensionality is A, given by Eq. (10).
Still, according to the correspondence a spin J > 0 field in
AdS is equivalent to a massless spin J field operator on its
border [2].

Phenomenologically, it was proposed that in the HW
model the glueball operator with dimension A and nonzero
spin couples to a massive scalar excitation in AdS according

to [28]
A =2+ /4+ (mR)? (19)

or
(mR)? = A(A + 4). (20)

The scalar glueball operator on the boundary is given by
Oy = F, F" = trF 2 which has mass dimension A = 4
and Fy, is the usual Yang-Mills tensor with non-Abelian
index a€(1,...,N) of the SU(N) gauge group. Following
the idea [5] that high spin operators can be constructed by
inserting covariant derivatives D, into lower spin operators
one can write high spin S glueball operators as

O4+S = tI'FD{ﬂl...D”S}F, (21)

such that in four dimensions they have conformal dimension
A =4 + S [28]. Then, one has

4+S=2+/4+ (mR)>,

(S+2)2 =4+ (mR)?,
(mR)? = S(S +4). (22)

086019-4



ANOMALOUS AND LINEAR HOLOGRAPHIC HARD WALL ...

PHYS. REV. D 109, 086019 (2024)

This is a twist 7 = 4 tower of operators, since in general the
twist is defined as 7 = A — S. It is important to mention that
these mass dimensions are all canonical:

Agn =4+ S. (23)

Therefore, the equation of motion associated with glueballs
in AdSs5 space, Eq. (5), becomes

(mR)?

1
3 v
|:Z azz_3az + ’1” aﬂal/ - Z2

}(ﬁ =0. (24)
Substituting the relation (22) in the above equation, one has

1 S(S+4
F@;@+w@@—izr%¢_a (25)

Taking a plane wave ansatz in X and in time ¢, that is,
$(x.2) = Ae™"f(2). (26)
and, substituting it into the equation of motion, one finds
$(x,2) = Cppe™ 220, (u, 42), (27)

where C,; are normalization constants that will not be
important in our analysis, J, (1, ;z) is the Bessel function of
order v=2+S, u,; (k=1,2,...) are discrete modes
determined by boundary conditions. In this work we will
impose Dirichlet boundary conditions, that is,

$(x.2)|;=,, =0, (28)
which implies that
_ Xk _ _
Uy = z _Zu.kAQCD’ Ju()(u,k) =0. (29)
max

The scale Agcp is usually fixed using some experimental or
lattice data. The k indices label the radial excitations of
3the particle states with masses proportional to the zeros of
the Bessel function J,(w), i.e., proportional to the value of
the argument w where the corresponding Bessel function
is zero.

So, using the above discussion of the HW model, one
can calculate higher spin glueball masses from relations
(29) and (23) such that with v =A -2=S+2

Ugio g = Xs+2.,6MqeD- (30)

Using this relation, one finds the glueball masses M; from
the original HW [20],

My _My My  _ Mi_ g
X201 X411 Xea ’

Xit2.1

which are presented here for latter convenience in
Table II, and the corresponding relative deviations

8; = |M; — M|/ My, With respect to the average of lattice
data presented in Table I. We use the mass of the 0" glueball
state from lattice as an input. For comparison, we also include
the corresponding masses calculated from the SW model
given by m3 = k[4 +2./4 + J(J +4)] = 2k(J + 4) with
ky = 0.316 GeV? (SW1) and k, = 1.00 GeV? (SW2) [23],
and the dynamical anomalous SW (DASW) model [24].
Despite the SW model providing a linear trajectory, as we can
see, the masses obtained are not in good agreement with the
masses obtained by lattice QCD. In the case where the masses
presents small deviations (DASW), the Regge trajectory
becomes nonlinear. This is a good reason to search for a
possibility of linearity in HW model, since it could provide
good masses combined with a linear Regge trajectory.

IV. ANOMALOUS HW MODELS

Before we introduce the anomalous HW model, let us
briefly discuss the role of anomalous dimensions in
quantum field theory. In a scale invariant field theory, such
as a CFT, under a dilation x — Ax the operators O by
definition behave as

0 — 1720, (32)

where A is the conformal dimension of O. In free field
theories A is simply the mass dimension of the operator that
can be read off directly from the Lagrangian by dimen-
sional analysis. Nonetheless, for interacting field theories
the renormalization process modifies this dimension
according to

A=Ay + 7(9)7 (33)

where A_,, is the canonical conformal dimension of the
operator in a free field theory, y(g) is the so-called
anomalous dimension, and ¢ is the running coupling of
the theory. So, the anomalous dimension gives us a measure
of the deviation of the conformal dimension from the value
that it would assume in a free field theory.

It is clear that anomalous dimension becomes relevant
when there is interaction in the theory. Therefore, it may not
be obvious how it can emerge in the HW model, since for
Z < Zmax the coupling constant seems to be null. Despite the
fact that we are working with free theories in the AdS bulk,
itis an approximation. As we can see in Egs. (2) and (3), the
string theory coupling constant ¢ and the coupling constant
of the field theory in the boundary, gyy, have a relation:
when the first one becomes small, the second becomes big
and vice versa. We are interested of treating the non-
perturbative regime of QCD at the boundary (large gyup),
that implies a small (that we treat as zero in first approxi-
mation) o at the bulk.

Even if the constant o' is treated as null, the operators
that we are interested in have anomalous dimensions. The
glueball operators, as evidenced by Eq. (21), are formed
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by Fj, and these last by elementary operators Ay, that
describes the SU(N) gauge field. These are the operators that
have their conformal dimension changed by interaction. At
the boundary, the coupling constant of the theory gy
assumes a finite value that implies an anomalous dimension
for Fy,, and consequently, for the glueball operators.

Our proposal here, is to include anomalous dimensions
in the conformal dimension of the boundary glueball
operators, modifying the relation between A and S. It is
well known that anomalous dimensions play a important
role in the renormalization of QCD (see, e.g., [1]) and the
BFKL pomeron [53]; however it is difficult to relate it to
high spin states in field theory.

On the other hand, from a semiclassical limit of gauge/
string dualities [5], one finds that the conformal dimension
of dual operators with spins S, as the ones given by
Eq. (21), behaves differently as one increases the spin S
in comparison with the square root of the 't Hooft coupling
A. Basically, one finds three regimes:

(1) If the spins are small which means S <« V/4, then the

operators O have canonical conformal dimension

A=4+5, (34)

as in Eq. (23).
(2) If the spins are large as S > /4, then
()
A=S+-—In|l—=) + O(S), 35
L) roe). 69)

so that the anomalous dimensions are given by

Agnom = \fln <5/_1> + O(S9). (36)

(3) If the spins are of the same order of the square root of
the ’t Hooft coupling S~ /4, then some other
unknown complicated nonperturbative relation be-
tween A and S should hold.

The phenomenological anomalous holographic HW

model that we are proposing starts with the hard cutoff,
|

44,

AATSHW =

. 2k+1
-1 k k)
S+a2k”_o%<%>k<ﬁ—ﬁ) +b, S > So

Eq. (18), the equation of motion, Eq. (24), and the higher
spin glueball masses are given by

M, M;
X2.1 )(y,,l’

(37)

with the index of the Bessel function is given by v; =
Apnw, — 2, where Az, takes into account the anomalous
dimensions discussed above. The uncertainties in the
masses are then:

5M, — \/ (ﬂ) (5M,)? + <)(—0> (Gru0)*  (38)
X2.1 2.1

where the uncertainties 0M, come from lattice data and
Oy, from the determination of the zero of the Bessel
functions for high spins due to uncertainties in the
anomalous dimensions to be discussed below. For low
spins, we suppose the canonical dimension, Eq. (34), holds,
in which case dy,, ; = 0, while for high spins the anoma-
lous dimensions, Eq. (36), are assumed without an inter-
mediate regime as follows:

4+5
S+aln(S)+b

0<85<8,

AAHWlog { S> S() ’ (39)
where the value of the spin S, of the transition between low
(0 £ 85 <8p) and high (S > S) spins and the constants a
and b will be determined by the best fit to experimental and
lattice data. As we are going to see below in Sec. VA, this
model produces interesting results, improving the ones
from the usual HW and soft wall models regarding the
predicted masses and from the HW with respect to the
corresponding Regge trajectories.

Inspired by these results, we also consider other phe-
nomenological anomalous HW models where we introduce
some approximations for the anomalous dimensions for
high spins. The first approximation we consider is moti-
vated by truncated series expansions of the relation Inx =
2arcsinh[(1/2)(y/x — 1/+/x)] leading to the models:

(40)

with N =0,1,2,3, discussed in Sec. VB from which we obtain good glueball masses and Regge trajectories.
Further, we consider another approximation leading to an AHW model with a square root anomalous dimension for high

spins:

448,
AAHWSQRT =

S+ av/s + b,

0<85<S

41
S>S0 ( )

presented in Sec. V C, which give very good results for glueball masses although not so good Regge trajectories.
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Finally, we consider an even simpler expression for
the anomalous dimension for high spins without the linear
term S:

44
av/'s +b,

0<S<S,

A = , (42
e = { os @)
discussed in Sec. VI, which leads to good glueball masses
and linear Regge trajectories in this AHW model.

V. GLUEBALLS AND THE SOFT POMERON
IN THE AHW MODELS

The rise of the proton-proton cross section with energy is
related to the soft pomeron, a particle with no charges and
quantum numbers of the vacuum, whose experimental
Regge trajectory is the following [52,54]:

a(t = M?) = 1.08 + 0.25M?, (43)

with masses M expressed in GeV. The BFKL pomeron [53]
is a perturbative treatment of the problem, although non-
perturbative aspects are also present (see, e.g., [63]).

In this work we analyze many possibilities of anomalous
conformal dimensions for glueball operators and compare
their masses with the masses of average lattice, presented in
Table 1. Despite we could use the best match with such
masses of lattice as the criterion to determine the best
model we are interested in a connection with the pomeron.

For that reason, our criterion of best fit is defined as
follows: in a model, a given anomalous dimension pro-
duces some values for glueball masses. With these masses
we use linear regression to obtain the corresponding Regge
trajectory. The best fit is obtained when such Regge
trajectory is as close as possible to the soft pomeron, given
by Eq. (43), with smaller y*/ndf.

In all models considered in this work, we assume that the
state 07" has canonical conformal dimension A = 4, and
use it as an input with mass My« = 1.59 GeV from lattice.

TABLE III.

Following Landshoff [52], we take that this state does not
belong to the soft pomeron trajectory.

A. Logarithm anomalous dimensions
Here, we start with the AHWlog model

44+ 8 0<S5<S,
AAHWlog = A, S> S, ) (44)
og
where
Apg =S+ aln(S) + b, (45)

and the constants Sy, a, and b will determined fitting
experimental and lattice data below. First, we consider
that 0 < § < 10 and Sy = 0. The best fit obtained in this
way implies the coefficients a = 1.92 +0.36, and b =
2.13 £ 0.07, such that the effective dimension in this
anomalous HW model is given by

Ajog1 = S+ (1.92 £ 0.36) In(S) + 2.13 £ 0.07,
(2 <5 <10). (46)

From this anomalous dimension, we obtain the glueball
masses M; shown in the second column of Table III with the
corresponding errors given by Eq. (38), together with the
deviations 6; = |My,« — M|/ M,y from average lattice data
(Table I) and the effective anomalous dimensions of the
glueball operators J™+. In Fig. 1, we present the Regge
trajectory, which is built up as a linearization of these glueball
masses, reproducing the soft pomeron trajectory, J = 1.08 +
0.21 + (0.25 4+ 0.01)M? with »?/ndf = 3.76/3 = 1.25.
For clarity, we also show in Table III the order of the
Bessel function for each glueball state in each AHWIlog
model.

The second case of the AHWIog model that we analyze
is the one corresponding to 0 < § < 10 and S, = 2. In this
way, the states 0T and 2% have canonical conformal

Masses in GeV of the J™ glueball operators from J = 0 to J = 10 for the logarithm anomalous HW

models (HWy,, 1) and (HW),,.) defined by Eq. (29) with the logarithm contributions to the anomalous dimensions
Eqgs. (46) and (47), respectively, with errors calculated according to Eq. (38). The orders v of the corresponding
Bessel functions are shown for each glueball state for the two models. The mass of the 07" with uncertainties are
inserted as inputs from lattice. We also show the relative deviations 6,41, compared with lattice data, and the

corresponding anomalous dimensions A2 = Ajgg12 — (44 S) of the states J** in this model.

J Fe v leog 1 510g 1 Aifl)igorln v HWlog 2 5log2 Ai{?l%)zm
0" 2 1.59 +£0.07 0% 0.0 2 1.59 £0.07 0% 0.0

2+ 3.46 2.15+0.12 9.71% -0.54 4 2.35£0.10 1.26% 0.0

4+ 6.79 336 +£0.21 8.49% 0.79 6.50 325+0.24 11.35% 0.50
6+ 9.57 4.33£0.28 0.63% 1.57 9.44 4.29 £0.29 1.69% 1.44
8+ 12.12 5.21+£0.33 2.12 12.10 5.21+£0.34 2.10
107+ 14.55 6.04 £ 0.37 2.55 14.62 6.06 £ 0.37 2.62
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FIG. 1.

MZ
30 40

Plot of J x M? with masses expressed in GeV and J = 2 to 10 in the AHWIlog model with anomalous dimensions given by

Eq. (46). The dots represent the glueball masses shown in the second column of Table III with the corresponding error bars. The straight
line corresponds to a linear fit of the soft pomeron trajectory J = 1.08 +0.21 4 (0.25 + 0.01)M? with y?/ndf = 3.76/3 = 1.25.

dimensions A =4 and A = 6, respectively, while higher
spin states have anomalous dimensions given by Eq. (45).
Applying this model to fit the pomeron trajectory and to
obtain glueball masses for the states J™* from J =2 to
J =10, we find that the best fit corresponds to

Ajogr = S + (232 £ 0.25) In(S) + 1.28 £ 0.21,
(4 <5 <10). (47)

Within this AHWIlog2 model we reobtain the soft pomeron
trajectory J = 1.08 £ 0.36 + (0.25 & 0.02)M?, which is
shown in Fig. 2, with y?/ndf = 15.2/3 = 5.1. The glueball
masses are presented in the fifth column of Table III with
the corresponding errors given by Eq. (38), together with
the deviations with respect to average lattice data and the
corresponding anomalous dimensions of the states J™ in
this model.

Third, we consider the AHWIlog model with 0 < § < 10
and S, = 4, so that the states 0", 2%, and 4™+ have
canonical conformal dimensions, whilst higher spins follow
Eq. (45). In this case it is not possible the match the soft
pomeron trajectory exactly. The closest trajectory found
with least y? is J = 1.10 £ 0.47 + (0.27 £ 0.02) M2, with
x%/ndf = 24.6/3 = 8.2 and effective dimension

Atpgs = S + (234 + 0.04) In(S) + 0.51 +0.02,
(6 <S<10), (48)
starting with the state 67*, implying masses {2.35+

0.10,3.08+0.14,4.06+0.18,4.96+0.22,5.82£0.26} GeV
for the states from J = 2 to J = 10, with relative deviations

{1.3,16,7.5}% compared with average lattice for the states
2t 4%+ and 611, respectively.

A comparison between the above three fits within the
AHWIlog model favors the first with respect to second and
the third since it gives least > and y?/ndf. In the same
token, the second AHWIlog is better than the third, thanks to
smaller y*> and y?/ndf.

Another possible way to apply the AHWIlog model with
logarithm anomalous dimensions is to minimize directly
the deviations of the glueball masses with respect to
average lattice data and then look up for the resulting
Regge trajectory. We consider this case for 0 < § < 10 and
So = 0, such that the state 0™ has canonical dimension
A =4 and the higher spins from J =S =2 to 10 have
anomalous dimension given by Eq. (45). Applying this
procedure one finds the coefficients a = 2.3 £ 0.8 and
b =254+ 1.1, which means an effective dimension

Ajpgs = S+ (2.3 +£0.8)In(S) + 2.5+ 1.1,
(2 <S5 <10), (49)

obtaining exactly the average lattice masses for the 2+ and
4+ states besides the input 0. For the state 67", we find
Mg+ = 4.69 GeV which is 7.6% higher than the average
lattice result. So, this model produces masses with lowest
total relative deviation with respect to average lattice
outputs when compared with the AHWIlog models dis-
cussed above. Within this model the predicted soft pomeron
trajectory is not so good and is given by J = 0.93 +0.18 +
(0.22 £ 0.01)M? with y?/ndf = 0.705/3 = 0.235. If we
want to compare this model with others, then we should
compute y° based on soft pomeron trajectory instead, by
doing this we find y?/ndf = 5.62/3 = 1.87.

086019-8



ANOMALOUS AND LINEAR HOLOGRAPHIC HARD WALL ...

PHYS. REV. D 109, 086019 (2024)

J

10

10 20

M2
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FIG. 2. Plot of J x M? with masses expressed in GeV and J = 2 to 10 in the anomalous model HW,og», Eq. (47). The dots represent
the glueball masses shown in the fifth column of Table III with the corresponding error bars. The straight line corresponds to a linear fit
matching the soft pomeron trajectory J = 1.08 & 0.36 + (0.25 & 0.02)M? with »*/ndf = 15.2/3 = 5.1.

B. Truncated series for anomalous dimensions

The conformal dimension for high spins from gauge/
string duality discussed in the previous section was
developed to describe an ideal situation where the four-
dimensional field theory is conformal. Since this is not the
case of strong interactions that lead to the Regge trajectory
of the soft pomeron and to the lattice glueball masses, it is
also interesting to investigate some approximate expres-
sions for this quantity since we are studying a phenom-
enological model, and analyze whether these expressions
might give better results compared with experimental and
lattice data.

Here, we start with the identity

Inx = 2arcsinh B <\/_ - %ﬂ , (50)

which can be expanded for small x as

el )
L
:izé%m@(f—%) 51)

where (3), are the Pochhammer symbols of order k with

argument 1/2, the first values are (%)0 =1, (%)l :%,
(), =32, (), =%, ... Using this expression one can
rewrite the effective dimension (45) as

- . o (—l)k l _L 2k+1
A=SHa) ey T (2>k<ﬁ ﬁ) e
(52)

Now, truncating the series at some finite value of
k=0,1,2,3, ..., which means truncating at odd powers
2k + 1 of the difference /S — 1/ /S, we obtain approxi-
mate expressions for A from which we can fit the soft
pomeron trajectory and compare the obtained glueball
masses with those from lattice calculations. Explicitly,
we define this truncated effective dimension of high spin
operators as

B N (—1) 1 1 2k+1
AN‘““;ﬂ(zkH)k!(z)k(ﬁ 5t
(53)

Then, this anomalous truncated series HW model is
characterized by the conformal dimension

4458, 0<S5<S,

A = , (54
sy ={ " PR

with Ay given by Eq. (53). Here, we choose Sy = 0 and
0 < S <10, such that the conformal dimension for the 0™
state is A = 4 and Eq. (53) give the effective dimension for
the states 27+ up to 10" truncated at N with N = 0, 1, 2, 3.
Within this model, we successfully match the soft pomeron
trajectory, J = 1.08 + 0.25M?, in the four cases N =
0, 1, 2, 3. Details of the fits are presented in Table IV, together
with the corresponding glueball masses and errors, the
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TABLEIV. Masses of the J™ glueball operators in GeV from J = 0 to J = 10, with errors calculated according to Eq. (38), from the
anomalous HW model Eq. (54) considering the approximate conformal dimension Eq. (53), truncating the series at N = 0, 1, 2, 3, with
the corresponding deviations with respect to lattice data, and the anomalous dimensions AY .. = Ay — (4 + S) of the states in this
model for each value of N. The mass of the 0" is inserted as an input from lattice.

N=0 N=1 N=2 N=3

ap 1.08 +0.28 1.08 £ 0.04 1.08 +0.34 1.08 +0.29

a 0.25+0.01 0.250 £+ 0.002 0.25+0.02 0.25+0.01

/3 1.74 0.104 2.19 1.07

a 1.38 £0.26 2.86 £0.52 1.40 +£0.26 3.49 £0.61

b 2.67 £0.04 1.00 £ 0.26 2.82 £0.06 0.10 +0.38

J re M 5N Afl\{lom M 5N Aix\imm M 6N Aix\imm M 5N Aglom
0t* 1.59 +£0.07 0% 0.0 1.59 +£0.07 0% 0.0 1.59+£0.07 0% 0.0 1.59 £0.07 0% 0.0
PARS 2224013 6.7% -0.36 1.974+0.09 17% -1.03 227+0.13 4.6% -0.21 1.804+0.08 24% —-1.47
4++ 334+021 9.0% 0.74 339+022 7.6% 0.87 3354021 87% 0.77 3.41+£023 7.1% 0.94
6Tt  430+£027 1.4% 1.49 442+0.29 1.4% 0.81 428+£027 18% 141 4564031 4.6% 2.22
8++ 5.20+0.33 2.08 5.26 +£0.33 225 517+£0.32 2.00 5404+0.36 2.69
10Tt 6.05+0.38 2.60 5.98 +0.36 2.37 6.08 £0.38 2.68 5.87+0.34 2.07

associated deviations with respect to average lattice data and
the values of the anomalous dimensions for each state.
Analyzing these results, we see that the cases N = 0 and
N = 2 present the smaller relative deviations with respect to
average lattice output. We understand this behavior since the
truncations at N = 0 and N = 2 contribute positively to the
anomalous dimension (53) in contrast to the cases N = 1 and
N = 3, once they come from an alternate series. In particular,
the plots corresponding to the masses found from the
approximate anomalous effective dimension (53), truncated
at N=0 and N =1 are presented in Figs. 3 and 4,
respectively, with the corresponding pomeron trajectories.

J

10

FIG. 3.

0 20

C. Square root anomalous dimension

Here, we consider another phenomenological anomalous
HW model inspired by Eq. (53) for the anomalous dimension
of the glueball operator with high spins. Considering the
truncation of this equation at N = 0, and a further approxi-
mation we write the effective dimension as

4+, 0<S<S,

AAHWSQRT = { §> . (55)
0

ASQRT’

where

N N 2
30 40 M

Plotof J x M? with masses M expressed in GeVand J = 2 to 10, using the anomalous HW model (54) with conformal dimension

Eq. (§3), truncated at N = 0 with coefficients a = 1.38 and b = 2.67. The dots with error bars represent the glueball masses shown in
Table IV for N = 0, and the straight line corresponds to a linear fit given by J = 1.08 & 0.28 + (0.25 £ 0.01)M? with y?/ndf =

5.21/3 = 1.74.

086019-10



ANOMALOUS AND LINEAR HOLOGRAPHIC HARD WALL ...

PHYS. REV. D 109, 086019 (2024)

J
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FIG. 4. Plot of J x M? with M expressed in GeV and J = 2 to 10, using the approximate anomalous dimension Eq. (53), truncated at
N = 1witha = 2.86, b = 1.00. The dots with error bars represent the glueball masses shown in Table IV for N = 1, and the straight line
corresponds to a linear fit given by J = 1.08 + 0.04 + (0.250 4 0.002)M? with y?/ndf = 0.312/3 = 0.104.

Asqrr = S+ aV'S + b, (56)

which represent square root anomalous dimensions. Here we
choose Sy = 0 and 0 < § < 10. The above approximation
for Agqrr can be justified once we are applying this formula
for spins S from 2 to 10 and the correction from the inverse
square root is small in this range. Using this expression for
the effective dimension of the glueball operators starting with
S = 2, and minimizing the resulting linear trajectory for the
corresponding glueball masses, we find the coefficients
a=150+0.27, b =2.0+£0.12. The obtained glueball
masses with errors are listed in Table V, together with the
relative deviations with respect to average lattice data and the

TABLE V. Masses of the J™ glueball operators in GeV from
J =0 to J = 10, with errors calculated according to Eq. (38),
from the anomalous HW model, Eq. (55), with square root
anomalous dimensions Agorr from Eq. (56), together with the

corresponding errors and relative deviations dsqrr With respect to
average lattice data, and the anomalous dimensions Af%f =
Asort — (4 + S) of the states J* in this case. The orders v of the
corresponding Bessel functions are shown for each glueball and
the mass of the 0™ with uncertainties are inserted as inputs from

lattice.

JrC v Msqrr OsQRT AT
(0 2 1.59 £ 0.07 0% 0.0
2+ 4.12 240+ 0.14 0.8% 0.12
4+ 7.00 3.44 +0.21 6.3% 1.00
6+t 9.67 4.38 £0.27 0.5% 1.67
8+t 12.24 5.27 £0.32 2.24
10+ 14.74 6.12 £0.37 2.74

associated anomalous dimensions for each J** state.
The linear coefficient of the resulting Regge trajectory,
J=0.90+030+(0254+0.01)M> with x?/ndf =
4.24/3 = 1.42, is poorer than the corresponding ones from
Eq. (53) shown in Table IV which match the soft pomeron
trajectory, J = 1.08 4+ 0.25M?. However it is remarkable
that this simple model defined by Eq. (55) produces masses
that have smaller relative deviations with respect to average
lattice data in comparison with the results of Tables IIl and V.

VI. ANOMALOUS LINEAR HW MODEL

In this section we consider another anomalous HW
model inspired by the results of the previous sections.
Our goal here is to obtain an asymptotic linear Regge
trajectory from such a model. In this regard, we note that
the linear dependence on the spin S in the effective
dimension A = § + \/TZln(%) + O(8°), Eq. (35), leads to
parabolic Regge trajectories characteristic of the usual HW
model. Then, the natural guess is to remove this linear
dependence from a phenomenological effective dimension
and try something of the form A = aIn(S) + b, but this
does not lead to linear Regge trajectories too. The solution
is to consider an effective dimension as

A5 =aVs+b. (57)
So, the anomalous linear HW model is defined by

4+8, 0<85<S,

A = , 58
ALHW {A\/—, s> S, (58)

086019-11



COSTA-SILVA and BOSCHI-FILHO

PHYS. REV. D 109, 086019 (2024)

J
100

80

60

40

20

100 200

FIG.5.

2
300 400 "

Regge trajectory J x M? for the anomalous linear HW model defined by Eq. (58), with Sy = 0 and 0 < S < 100. The dots with

error bars represent the glueball masses obtained from this equation and their values corresponding to states from J = 2 to J = 10 are
shown in Table VI. The straight line is the corresponding linear fit in the range from J = 2 to J = 100, matching the soft pomeron
trajectory with a very precise angular coefficient, J = 1.08 4- 0.01 + (0.25144 4 0.00006)M? with »?/ndf = 2.58/48 = 0.054.

where A /5 is given by Eq. (57), and the constants Sy, a, and
b will be fixed by best fit to experimental and lattice data.
In order to check the possible linearity of this proposal we
need to go to very high spin values. We choose Sy = 0 and
0 < § £100. The best fit for the soft pomeron trajectory
from S =2 to 100 with this expression is obtained for
a=620+0.26, and b =-3.35+0.11, such that the
effective dimension reads

Az =(620+0.26)VS-335+£0.11.  (59)

The resulting trajectory is plotted in Fig. 5, and is in perfect
agreement with the experimental soft pomeron trajectory,
J =1.08 £0.01 + (0.25144 +0.00006) M? with y*/ndf =

TABLE VI. Masses of the J** glueball operators in GeV from
J =0 to J =10 within the anomalous linear HW (ALHW)
model, Eq. (58), with errors calculated according to Eq. (38). The
orders v of the corresponding Bessel functions are shown for each
glueball state and the mass of the 0"* with uncertainties are
inserted as inputs from lattice. We also show the relative
deviations S;yw compared with average lattice data, and the
anomalous dimensions AGHW = A — (4 + ) of the glueball
operators J™* in this model.

Jre v M aLuw OALHW Aﬁlla}niw
(0 2 1.59 £0.07 0% 0.0

2+ 3.42 2.14 +0.13 10.1% —0.58
4+ 7.05 3.46 £0.21 5.72% 1.05
6+t 9.84 4.44 +0.27 1.83% 1.84
8+t 12.19 5.96 +£0.31 2.19
10+ 14.26 6.59 +£0.35 2.26

2.58/48 = 0.054. The masses for glueballs obtained from
this effective dimension are shown in Table VI, together
with the relative deviations with respect to average lattice
data, and the corresponding anomalous dimensions of the
states J*.

Comparing the above results with the ones from
Eq. (53), one may wonder whether a contribution of
the inverse of the square root of S would spoil the
linearity just found. Actually, considering a model with
effective dimension given by Ay_o = a(v/S—1//S) + b
without the linear term, it is possible to obtain an
asymptotic linear Regge trajectory in this case. Fitting
the states from J =2 to J = 10 with coefficients a =
5.40 £ 0.26 and b = 0.86 4 0.04, we also match exactly
the soft pomeron Regge trajectory in very good approxi-
mation, J = 1.08 & 0.05 + (0.252 £ 0.002)M>  with
y*/ndf = 0.260/3 = 0.087. The masses obtained for
these states are {1.8540.12,3.42+0.21,4.44+0.28,5.25+
0.33,5.934+0.37}GeV, with relative deviations {22.3,
6.81,1.83}% with respect to average lattice data. This
suggests that the results obtained from Eq. (59) are better.

The other powers N =1,2,3 of the difference N

1/4/S discussed in the previous section do not lead to
asymptotic linear trajectories when high spins are con-

sidered, since they grow with SCN+1/2,

VII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
A. AHW models

In this work we propose anomalous HW models in four
different formulations where we modify the conformal
dimension for high spins S operators by introducing
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anomalous dimensions inspired by a semiclassical limit of
gauge/string dualities. For low spins the dimension of the
spin operators are conformal (A = S + 4) as in the original
HW model. For high spins, these operators acquire anoma-
lous dimensions in the form of a logarithm of S.
Disregarding a complicated intermediate nonperturbative
spin dependence, we take these results as a prescription to
build up anomalous HW models. In general, to compare
these models with experimental and lattice data, we adopt
the strategy of first fitting the pomeron trajectory predicting
glueball masses to be compared with lattice data. The
effective dimensions of these four formulations of the
anomalous HW models are as follows:
(1) Logarithm AHW

A {4+S, 055, (60)
AWoe = s L aIn(S)+b, S>58,
(2) Truncated series AHW
448, 0SS
A = , 61
= {4 T UEEN o
where
N k
(=1) <1>
Ay=S+a - [ =
g;?%2+iw!zk
1\ 2k+1
x (VS—-— +b. 62
(¥s-%) (62
(3) Square root AHW
A {4+S, 085S (63)
AHWSQRT = StavS+b §> S,
(4) Linear AHW
A {4+S, 085S (64)
AW L S+ b, S> S,

B. Log models

In Sec. VA, we consider the specific case of logarithm
anomalous dimensions, Eq. (60), where we study some
numerical fits to reobtain the soft pomeron trajectory and
even glueball masses for the states J =2 to J = 10. In
particular, in this section we analyze four different fits with
the following phenomenological anomalous dimensions
with the corresponding spins interval for which these
expressions apply:

Ajog1 = S+ (1.92 £ 0.36) In(S) + 2.13 £ 0.07,
(2 < §<10), (65)

Ajogr = S+ (2.32 £ 0.25) In(S) + 1.28 £ 0.21,
(4 <5<10), (66)

Ajogs = S+ (2.34 £ 0.04) In(S) + 0.51 £ 0.02,
(6 <S<10), (67)

Ajogs = S+ (23 £ 0.8) In(S) +2.5+ 1.1,
(2<S5<10). (68)

In the first three log anomalous dimensions, we follow the
procedure of fitting the pomeron trajectory and then compare
the glueball mass outputs with lattice data. In the fourth case
we reverse this approach and fit the lattice masses and then
compare the resulting Regge trajectory with that of the
pomeron. With the first two fits we could reproduce precisely
the pomeron trajectory J = 1.08 + 0.25M?, while the third
we found J = 1.10 + 0.27M?. Actually, in the first fit we
found better results regarding the deviations from the
pomeron trajectory and smaller y?/ndf. In the fourth log
fit we found good masses as expected but a poorer Regge
trajectory J = 0.93 + 0.22M? when compared with the
pomeron. The first two log fits also present better results
for the pomeron trajectory and glueball masses than the
original HW and SW models.

C. Truncated series models

In Sec. V B we discuss approximations to the logarithm
anomalous dimensions in the form of an infinite series of
odd powers of (v/S —1/+v/S)*¥*!, which are truncated at
N =0,1,2,3, as shown in Eq. (61). In these four cases they
all fit the pomeron trajectory J = 1.08 + 0.25M? with
different precisions. Regarding the glueball masses predi-
tions when compared with lattice data, the cases with N =
0 and N =2 present smaller relative deviations than the
cases N =1 and N = 3. In particular, for N =0, 1,2 the
total relative deviations are smaller than that of the original
HW model, while for N = 3 they are of the same order of
magnitude. These results are also better than that of the
original SW model.

D. Square root anomalous dimensions

Inspired by the results of the truncated series AHW
models, in Sec. V C we discuss an AHW model with square
root anomalous dimensions, Eq. (63). This model gives as
output the Regge trajectory J = 0.90 + 0.25M?, which
does not fit exactly the soft pomeron. On the other hand,
the predicted glueball masses by this model presents
smaller deviations with respect to lattice data than the
models with truncated series and the logarithm models
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AHW,y, 1, AHW,0,, and AHW,, 3. Naturally, the glueball
masses predicted by this model are much better than the
ones from the original HW and SW models when compared
with lattice data.

E. Anomalous linear HW model

In Sec. VI, we propose an anomalous linear HW model,
Eq. (64), leading to asymptotic linear Regge trajectories
even for very high spins (/ = 100). In contrast, the original
HW model is well known for producing nonlinear Regge
trajectories. The main modification introduced in the linear
model is that we take the dimension of the glueball
operators A = a\/S + b without the linear term S present
in all anomalous models discussed above and also in the
original HW model. The obtained Regge trajectory in the
linear AHW model fits the soft pomeron with very high
precision J = 1.08 + 0.01 + (0.25144 + 0.00006) M? with
% /ndf = 2.58/48 = 0.054, and the glueball masses com-
pare well to lattice data with total deviation of the order of
some above anomalous HW models, better than the original
HW and SW models.

F. Conclusions

In conclusion, the anomalous HW models presented here
show a significant improvement with respect to the original
HW model in general and with respect to the original SW
model regarding glueball spectra and the pomeron trajec-
tory. This procedure of modifying the HW model with the
inclusion of anomalous dimensions might be useful for
other hadrons as mesons and baryons. This is presently
under investigation.
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