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Now that the quantitative testing of perturbative quantum chromodynamics (QCD) has become a major
experimental and theoretical effort, it is important to understand the renormalization-prescription dependence of
perturbative calculations. We stress the phenomenological importance of finding a definition of the QCD expansion
parameter which reduces the magnitude of high-order corrections. We give explicit arguments suggesting that a
choice of coupling based on momentum-space subtraction can be phenomenologically useful. Examples from QCD’
and QED are used to illustrate these arguments, and we also discuss possibilities for refining them.

I. INTRODUCTION

The process of proving or disproving the validity
of quantum-chromodynamics (QCD) perturbation
theory involves the use of certain experimental da-
ta to extract a fundamental parameter, the strong
coupling, and the insertion of this parameter into
calculations for other physical processes. How-
ever, a brief survey of the literature!® makes it
apparent that there are many possible definitions
for the strong coupling. The procedure for defin-
ing the coupling experimentally is sometimes re-
ferred to as choosing a prescription. Establishing
conventions or choosing prescriptions is necessary
even for very simple systems. However, in quan-
tum field theories the issue of prescriptions is tied
to the problem of infinities. Consistent compari-
sons with experiment require the specification of
infinities which occur in the calculation and the re-
normalization of physical quantities.

Most physicists are aware of the fact that the
choice of renormalization procedure defines the
coupling which occurs in the perturbation expan-
sion. What we would like to stress here is that
this is not just an empty formal exercise. The
precise definition of an expansion parameter can
have important phenomenological consequences.

It can affect the magnitude of high-order correc-
tions and, hence, the agreement between experi-
ment and low-order calculations. Some papers
which find uncomfortably large corrections in per-
turbative QCD (Refs. 7,8) merely reflect an un-
fortunate choice of prescription.

The salient features of prescription dependence
have nothing to do with the cbmplexities of QCD.
They are simply properties of perturbation theo-
ry—any perturbation theory. We will therefore
begin our discussion by imagining a make-believe
world whose dynamics is governed by an imaginary
field theory, QID (quantum imaginary dynamics),
which is exactly soluble.

Two high-precision experiments are conducted
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in the QID world. The first is a measurement of
the “QID Josephson effect,”

J;=0.200000000(13). ' (1.1a)

The second experiment measures the anomalous
magnetic moment of the QID electron,

@g;=0.33333333(12). (1. 1b)

The exact solution of QID is given in terms of a
parameter x (to be measured) and as predictions
of the theory we find

J;=x (1.2a)

X

ae,ZI—:-Z;. (1.2b)

Then, if the parameter x is measured by J; (so that
x=0.,2000""") we see that indeed a,;=0.3333--" .
This is in splendid agreement with experiment.

Unfortunately for the inhabitants of this imagin-
ary world, they have not succeeded in solving QID.
The physicists in this world are forced to resort to
“QID perturbation theory.” The way they do this is
with complicated diagrams. The answer is written
in terms of a parameter y which appears naturally
in the calculation of these diagrams. It happens
that y and x are related by

x=y(1+10y), (1.3)

but the physicists are unaware of that. In fact,
they attach absolutely no significance to x since
this parameter arises only in the exact solution of
QID—about which they know nothing.

By substituting Eq. (1.3) into Egs. (1.2) and then
making a Taylor expansion we easily see that

Jy=y+10y%, (1.4a)

Ay =y +129% + 4493+, (1. 4b)

This expansion is extremely difficult for the physi-
cists to obtain with QID perturbation theory, but
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they manage, after a while, to compute the leading
term in the above expansions.

The leading term of (1.4a) and the experimental
value of J; give a measurement of y—namely, ¥y
=0.20. By substituting this in the equation a,;

=y+++-, the physicists arrive at a prediction, a,;

=0.2, in bad disagreement with experiment.
However, by perseverance they finally compute
the next-to-leading terms of Eqs. (1.4a) and
(1. 4b). They solve (1.4a) to obtain

y+10y?=0.20000" "
=y=0.10""". (1.5)

Substituting this into a, =y + 129>+ +++, they pre-
dict a,;=0.22. This still disagrees with experi-
ment despite the fact that y=0.1 seems like a
fairly small expansion parameter. The problem
is closely related to the fact that the correction
terms in (1.4a) and (1. 4b) have large coefficients.
It is that realization which eventually saves the
day in this imaginary world. Some physicists
realize that y may not be a sensible expansion pa-
rameter. By careful inspection of their calcula-
tions and “diagrams” they guess that they should
reexpand all of their answers in terms of a new
parameter, x =y + 10y, This new parameter is
just the x of Eq. (1.3). A reexpansion of Egs.
(1. 4a) and (1. 4b) through next-to-leading order
gives

(1. 6a)
(1. 6b)

Jr=x+0(K?),
a,;=x+2x*+0(%) .

[We can also obtain these expansions directly from
the exact solution, Eqs. (1.2).] By fitting J, to

© experiment, the physicists find x =0. 20 and pre-
dict a,;=0.28. Although this is not in perfect
agreement with the experimental result of
0.333---, it is a large improvement over the pre-
diction that was made with the expansion in terms
of the y variable. Furthermore, the correction
terms now have reasonably behaved coefficients
and the reliability of the perturbation expansion
appears less questionable than the results ex-
pressed in terms of y.

This dependence of coefficients and predictions
upon the choice of expansion parameter is known
as “prescription dependence.” The scenario de-
picted above illustrates a number of important
points which we list here.

(1) Unless we know the exact solution to a field
theory, we have no way of being certain which pa-
rameter is likely to lead to the most reliable per-
turbation expansion.

(2) An inappropriate choice of parameter can
lead to apparent disagreement between theory and

experiment.

(3) An inappropriate choice of parameter can
lead to large coefficients for correction terms. In
fact, this may be the most obvious symptom of the
bad choice.

(4) Even though a reexpansion may lead to a
largey parameter (y=0.10 becomes x=0.20 in
the example above), it can still yield a more re-
liable expansion.

(5) If the y expansion had been carried out to the
third term [O(3%)], the agreement with experiment
would have been better. However, by an appropri-
ate choice of parameter (x) one can get equally
good agreement without going beyond the second
term. This is an obvious advantage since it is ex-
cruciatingly difficult to compute beyond the second
term.

The real world, where QCD is assumed to gov-
ern the strong interactions, is rather similar to
the imaginary world described above. The value
of the QCD expansion parameter (a,/7) is of order
0.1. Also, since we have no idea how to solve
QCD, we do not know which expansion parameter
is “best.” Many recent calculations of next-to-
leading coefficients? seem to give large numbers.
This has sometimes been interpreted as a signal
that the QCD asymptotic expansion is failing, but
it may simply be a consequence of using a “bad”
parameter. Unfortunately, the real world is un-
like the imaginary world in that there does not yet
exist any high-precision QCD measurement, so it
is difficult to test improvements in perturbation
theory.

Nevertheless, there are two independent pieces
of information which make us believe that reexpan-
sions can improve our predictions. First of all,
experimental evidence in many processes supports
the leading-order predictions of the scale-breaking
parton model. If the series truly began to diverge
at the second term, then there would be little rea-
son to trust the leading predictions to even an or-
der of magnitude. Secondly, and more compelling,
is our success in understanding QED through many
orders (the fourth-order correction to the elec-
tron’s anomalous magnetic moment is almost com-
pletes). The perturbation expansions appear well
behaved and the agreement with experiments is
spectacular. QED is, of course, less complicated
than QCD and unlike QCD, there is a unique physi-
cally motivated choice for the QED coupling con-
stant. Furthermore, aqgp <a,. However, what
is relevant is the size of coefficients rather than
the size of the expansion parameters. From a
purely mathematical viewpoint the two theories
have rather similar perturbative structures, so it
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would be surprising if QCD perturbative theory
were intrinsically much less well behaved than
QED. If we can understand the mathematical rea-
son for the success of aggp as an expansion pa-
rameter, then this may lead to a choice of o
which might be expected to give a series with
small coefficients.

The plan of this paper is as follows. In Sec. I
we review the machinery for defining a prescrip-
tion and discuss explicitly three distinct schemes:
minimal subtraction’ (MS), modified minimal sub-
traction® (MS), and momentum-space subtrac-
tion®? (MOM). The two “minimal” schemes are
conceptually simple and convenient. The goal be-
hind momentum-space subtraction is to suppress
the contribution of high-order diagrams at a given
momentum. We compare these QCD prescriptions
with the more familiar case of QED.

Section III discusses the choice of a prescription
for physical calculations. We review the proce-
dure of extracting the coupling from one experi-
ment and using it in an asymptotic expansion for
other processes. Arguments based on the analysis
of high-order diagrams suggest that the proce-
dures behind the technique of momentum-space
subtraction might give a well-behaved perturbation
series. We show how important it is to make a
good choice for the coupling.

Sections IV and V contain all our examples from
QED and QCD. We show that the difference be-
tween a good and a bad prescription should be con-
sidered when comparing experiments to theory.
Not all experiments are equally sensitive to pre-
scription. We compare explicitly expansions in
the MS, MS, and MOM schemes for several pro-
cesses. We discuss calculations for the decay of
paraquarkonium, the total e‘e” annihilation cross
section, and structure functions. These results
provide support to the point of view that momen-
tum-space subtraction provides the most useful
expansion. We also reexamine the calculation for
the decay of parapositronium in QED.

In Sec. VI we consider the possibility of gener-
alizing our arguments for how to choose a best
prescription. Is it possible to turn the “art” of
choosing a prescription into a “science”? Final-
ly, in Sec. VII we give a summary of our results.
Appendices are included on the asymptotic expan-
sion of the Euler T function and on the prescription
dependence of the QCD B function.

II. SIMPLE PRESCRIPTIONS FOR .
RENORMALIZATION

In order to calculate matrix elements for physi-
cal processes in a renormalizable field theory, it
is necessary to assign values to a finite number of

integrals which are formally divergent. We can
illustrate this process of “renormalization” for
the theory of QCD with n, flavors of massless
quarks. The Feynman rules for the perturbation
expansion of the theory in covariant gauges can be
found in the review articles in Ref. 1.

There are seven primitive divergences which
must be specified in the theory. Diagrams for
these processes through one loop are shown in
Fig. 1 where we define the related counterterms.
The seven counterterms are, of course, not all in-
dependent but are constrained by the Ward identi-
ties

Zi _ %4 _ 4
27 9
Zy,  Zy  Zs @.1)
Z Z,\* _
—Zi:(i) y Zj 153:5-

Apart from these constraints, the Z’s are com-
pletely arbitrary. This arbitrariness naturally
leads to different possible definitions for the re-
normalized coupling given by

g=2,"2"gy, 2.2)

where g5 is the “bare” coupling which appears in
the Lagrangian. For example, two different pre-
scriptions for the Z’s related by

Z{=2z,1+agt+++*),
Z§=2Z3(1+bgt+++") (2.3)
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FIG. 1. The primitive divergences in covariant-gauge
QCD and their counterterms.
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will give different renormalized couplings related
by

gzzl_lzas/z(zé-alzzi)g' ,

g=g'[1+g%a-3/2b)+-+-]. (2.4)

The form of the relationship (2.4) demonstrates
that it is not possible to specify the value of the
coupling without specifying the renormalization
prescription in which it is defined. We are going
to discuss explicitly three common renormaliza-
tion prescriptions for QCD. These are minimal
subtraction? (MS), modified minimal subtraction®
(MS), and momentum-space subtraction®* (MOM).
The starting point for each of these prescriptions
will be the technique of dimensional regulariza-
tion.%!" In dimensional regularization the infini-
ties in the momentum integrals for the diagrams
in Fig. 1 are displayed as poles in € = (N - 4),
where N is the dimension of space-time. Renor-
malized quantities are constructed by subtracting
these poles through the iutroduction of counter-
terms with the appropriate singularities. A re-
normalization prescription is defined to be a com-

r(p?) -1

~16m 2 23

where y;=0.5772 « -+ is Euler’s constant. The
minimal-subtraction procedure defines the count-
erterm in (2. 6) so that it removes only the 1/¢

pole,

(&™)
1672

Z¥sut-1 = (-13 +3g+%nf)€1. 2.7
The procedure for the modified minimal-subtrac-
tion procedure (as introduced by Bardeen ef al.®)

subtracts the pole in the variable®

1 1/2

g _§<E+')/E—1n(471)> . (2.8)
The construction of the modified minimal-subtrac-
tion prescription is based on the observation that
the combination

Ye=1n(dm)=~1,954"--,

which appears in several Green’s functions in the
minimal-subtraction scheme, is an “artifact” of
dimensional regularization and that the perturba-
tion expansion may be better behaved if it is re-
moved. Both minimal procedures are defined in
such a way as to make theoretical calculations in
dimensional regularization convenient and
straightforward.

For comparison, the counterterm for the mo-

82 {(_E+ﬁ+gnf)[%+yE—1n(47r)+1n

plete specification of the primitive diagrams in
Fig. 1 and the associated Z’s. The counterterms
in the three prescriptions we will be discussing
each differ by finite amounts and, from (2.3) and
(2. 4), they will each lead to the definition of a dif-
ferent coupling. We hope to show that the useful-
ness of a perturbative expansion is sensitive to the
precise definition of the expansion parameters.
The motivation behind the different prescriptions
is best explained through examples, so we will ex-
amine some of the primitive divergences through

o(gh.

A. The gluon propagator and Z;

The expression for the gluon propagator through
0(g?% in QCD can be written (in 4 + ¢ dimensions)®

i
T (07 = =Sl = "0 /0 (")

+Ep /Pt Ine, (2.5)

where p is an arbitrary mass parameter and the
function z(p?) is given by

2 7 3¢ 3£ 1
(_%)}+(%+3§+—§—30nf)}~(23u'6—1),

—

(2. 6_)

mentum-space-subtraction prescription (MOM) is
defined so that 2(p?) - 1 vanishes at p?=—- u?,
From (2. 6) we have

( MOM)2 13 3 9 9
(-1 = Sk (0 3 R (- 3.

(2’. 9)

Hence, in contrast to the two minimal procedures,
the expression for Z3°™ is more complicated. The
general philosophy behind momentum-space sub-
traction is to specify desirable properties for the
renormalized Green’s functions at an appropriate
momentum and then implicitly define the Z’s to
realize them. The properties themselves are cho-
sen in order to lower the contribution of high-order
corrections to physical calculations. The MOM
prescription has as its goal a usable asymptotic
expansion. The way in which the zero from the
logarithm in (2.9) can suppress the contributions
from high-order diagrams will be discussed in

Sec. III.

B. The triple-gluon vertex and Z,

At the symmetric point p2=q%=72 the vertex
function I'% (p,q,7) coupling three gluons is given

Bw

through order g3 by?
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uvw(p)q,/r) gfabc{l-guv(p q) +guw(q/"'r)u +gwu(7_p)v][co(p2)+Zl“-e]

+l@-7utr=p)(p- q) G(p)+(mpqu vaCIu)j%Gz(PZ)}HEa (2.10)
with
Go(pz)_—gz‘{%( - 15~ 9g-9+8nf)+§%(eg2-27g+23-%2n,)
1 8 2 P
+T(17_9£_ nf) E+7E-1n(4ﬂ)+ln(—ﬁ—2> s (2.11)
2 G
Gilp") = Tenl-H+Fe =360+ 38 - fm) + 16 - e+ 382 -8 + )], (2. 12)
Gy(p") = lizﬂ (= R+ + 38— 8 + ) + (- - 38 il (2.13)
where _
I_-zf xlr_"‘xdfl_z.zz;sg- (2.14)

In analogy to the case for Z;, the MS prescription defines Z; to cancel only the 1/¢ poles in (2.10) and

(2.11):
- :
[1_(gM (4 -{’,—g—%n,)l]- (2.15)

1672 €
The modified minimal-subtraction procedure gives the same form for Z; with the 1/¢ in (2. 15) replaced
by 1/€ as defined by (2.8). In defining the momentum-space-subtraction procedure we have some flexi-
bility because of the tensor structure of (2.10). The idea behind momentum-space subtraction is to re-
move (as much as possible) the contribution of higher-order terms. One feasible way to achieve this aim
is to define ZM%Mto cancel Gy(p?) at the scale p®=— p?,

Z¥0M=ME[I~GQ(—- }i2)], (2'16)
so that at the symmetric point p? =¢% =72,
Tabe ( __ MOM, ) (g,MO]\fX ey B —pz
Brw p5q:7’)—-gM fabe [guu(P-CI)w+g,,w(q-—r)u +Suu ('r_p)y] + 672 (4 —Ti—snf)ln 71-,2“
1
@ =P = L (P -0z G+ b - vaqu) Gy(p? )} (2.17)
—
We will discuss possible modifications of the MOM order.)

scheme in Sec. VI, but all our examples will be
based on the definition (2. 16).
C. Fermion-propagator renormalization

We can write the correction to the fermion
(quark) propagator through one loop in the form

2@(4) = ’56 WP (pHue, (2.18)
where
2 e
=@ (p?) =—'§—§ 1{”2 [E +vg—1n(4m) + ln(—uzz—)— 1]
- (Zyu=-1). (2.19)

(In the Landau gauge, £=0, 2‘ vanishes to this

By now the procedures for removing divergences
in the three regularization prescriptions should be
familiar. In the minimal-subtraction prescription
we choose

MSy2 1
2 =13 G He.

For the MS prescription we change the factor 1/¢
in (2.20) to 1/€ as given by (2.8). The momentum-
space subtraction procedure is defined so that

200 —+¢ S ().

(2.20)

6.2 (2.21)

D. Ghost-propagator renormalization

The ghost propagator in the covariant formula-
tion of QCD can be written as



232 WILLIAM CELMASTER AND DENNIS

ghost (pZ) [[(p? ]

where
g® 2 - p?
1(pY)-1= 1672 {(-— T+ %&)[g +vg — Indm + ln(—ﬁ—ﬂ

+3 = (Zyu™ = 1)} (2.22)

The MS prescription defines the counterterm
(") 8 _3 1) ¢

to remove the € pole while the MS prescription re-
moves the pole in €, In the MOM prescription,

- %+gg)m(1“f§), (2. 24)

(2.23)

MOMy2

2y _ (g )
1(p%) Ton?

the corrections to the ghost propagator vanish at

—pt=pl.
E. Relating the different couplings

1. Converting between MOM, MS, and MS

We have specified, in three different ways, the
four independent Z’s needed to completely define
the theory. The other three counterterms can be
defined by using the Ward identities in (2. 1).

We could have chosen a different set of four in-
dependent Z’s in order to specify the prescrip-
tions. This would not affect the two minimal
schemes since the pole terms satisfy the Ward
identities. It would, however, change the MOM
prescription since it is not possible to make all
one-loop “corrections” vanish at p? =—pu? while
maintaining the Ward identities. We return to this
problem in Sec. VI. From Eqgs. (2.3) and (2. 4)
the renormalized couplings in each of these three
schemes can be related to one another. We can
write the expansions for ag(u)=g*(1)/4r through
first order

a, = as’{1+[8w2(a—%b)]<%">+"'-}, (2.25)

where a and b relate Z’s as in (2.3) and the Z,’s
are taken from the previous section. We may then
construct a conversion matrix A ;; which relates
the coupling constants by

o) =y 1+4,(242) ]

For instance, when there are four flavors and the
Landau gauge (£ =0) is taken in the equations for
the Z’s,

(2. 26)

O’MOM(#)ZO’MS(H)[l‘F'?.ZQM#]. 2.27)

Other entries in this matrix are listed for three,
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four, and five flavors in Table I. We will return
later to the question of gauge dependence. In what
follows, we will choose £ =0 (Landau gauge) unless
we specify otherwise,

2. Scale dependence of o) and prescription dependence
of the B function

We can also relate coupling constants whose
definitions differ only in that the Z’s were sub-
tracted at different mass scales. The one-loop
result for this is

ap) = ai(u)[l—as 62—’5’fln<“)<‘y ff“)].

(2.28)

For instance, when there are four flavors,
’
o,(u) = ai(p)[l -4, 171n<—%><(1";—“~))] . (2.29)

This scale dependence of o¢ can be derived from
the definition of Z’s in just the same way that the
formulas in Table I are derived. However, Eq.

(2. 28) can also be derived by noting that the right-
hand side consists of the first terms in an expan-
sion of the solution of the well-known renormaliza-
tion-group equation

g%;%z)—) = —4nBy0,% () — 1678 (n) ++ -+,
(2.30)
where
Bo=(11=2n,)/167*
and

TABLE I. The conversion matrix A;; which relates
QCD couplings in different prescriptions, as defined in
Eq. (2.26).

Three flavors

MOM MS MS
MOM 0 8.45 4.38
MS —8.45 0 -4.07
MS -4.38 4.07 0
Four flavors
MOM MS MS
MOM 0 7.29 3.22
MS -7.29 0 -4.,07
MS. -3.22 4.07 0
Five flavors
MOM MS MS
MOM 0 6.09 2.02
MS -6.09 0 —4.07
MS -2.02 4.07 0




By = (102 - 3 n,)/(167%)?

Equation (2. 30) can be solved numerically as a
function of u’ by solving the equation

E(n’) dq
— _ ' .31
~/I"(u) - B - B In(u/1) (2.31)

and specifying (or measuring) the boundary value
z(w).

The resulting curve is plotted in Fig. 2. It is
interesting to make the following observation:
Through 0(a,®), ays(i’), os(n’) and ayoy(n’) all
have the same scale dependence (B, and f; are pre-
scription independent). It is likely, however, that
they will differ in the q,* terms (the prescription
dependence of the 8 function is discussed in Appen-
dix B). If one were to assume that BMOM (the 8
function in the momentum-space-subtraction meth-
od) had small coefficients beyond O(ay, %), then the
same thing probably could not be sald about g%

If indeed Y°™~0, for i>1, the solution to (2. 31)
gives the exact p evolution of gyon(it). To find the
evolution of ags(i’) we then use (2.31) and Table I,
resulting in the curve labeled B in Fig. 2. Of
course, if Blg@~ 0 for ¢>1, then the evolution of

(1) will be given by the “exact” curve of Fig. 2,
although the entire curve might be shifted to the
left or right depending on the boundary value
Zws(1). We would relate ggs(u) to Zyom(i) at some
fixed p, but then allow gys(u’) to evolve according
to Eq. (2.30).

The difference between curves A and B on Fig.

2 is an indication of the possible importance of
higher-order terms in the g function. In fact, the
well-known curve g(u’) (known by many as the

ll]IIIIIlIIIIIIIIl!ITIT_r

0.4

03

ll]l]llllll

0.1

ll!l!llll|1
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o

FIG. 2. The QCD running coupling. Curve A is ob-
tained by integrating numerically Eq. (2.31). Curve B
is obtained from curve A by a change in prescription as
in Eq. (2.27). Curve C is obtained using the approxima-
tion (2.34) to the exact curve.
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“running coupling constant”) which solves (2.31) is
valid in the low-u range only for a prescription
where the high-order terms of the 8 function are
small. In Appendix B the prescription dependence
of B(g) is derived. If the § function is defined by

ddli((i)) = Bo g (1) = B1g” (1) = By g" (W) +

(2.32)

and g’ is related to g through the prescription con-
version

g =g(l+ag* +bg"++), (2.33)
then
Bo=By, Bi=54
and
=B, — 2aB +2bBy - 3a*B, ,

where B’ is the 8 function appropriate to the
“prime” prescription. A calculation of the three-
loop B function (in various prescriptions) would be
very interesting since it would show which pre-
scription gives the smallest g,.

It is worth noting, while on the subject of the
scale dependence of @ (1), that the solution to
(2. 30) can be approximated by the formula

1 By Inln(u?/A%)
Boln(k"2/A%) ™ g% 1n*(u'2/A?%)

o(ln (“1 AT ) (2. 34)

where A is a parameter to be measured and is re-

drag(u’) =

‘lated to the boundary value g(u) [in Eq. (2.31)] by

simply letting p’=p in (2.34), and solving for A.
In Fig. 2 we show the comparison of the exact so-
lution to (2.31) and the above solution in terms of
A. The curves are quite similar. However, from
the point of view of controlling coefficients in per-
turbation expansions, we believe results should be
expressed in terms of v (') rather than 1/1n(u"?/
A?). The reason is simply that A has only an indi-
rect physical significance through (2.34). The
scale A does provide a convenient way of parame-
trizing the coupling constant (provided that a pre-
scription is specified) and is often quoted in QCD-
related calculations and experimental results.
From (2.34) we can deduce that

Ay/A;=exp(A,;/818), (2.35)

where A is the matrix of Eq. (2.26). In fact, if
A is defined through all orders so that dA/dy =0
[that is true in Eq. (2.34)] then (2.35) is exactly
true through all orders of o —only the one-loop
value for A;; is needed in order to determine the
ratio A,;/A;.® Values for this ratio are given in
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TABLE II. The ratios A;//\;=B;; for different pre-
scriptions.

Three flavors

MOM MS MS
MOM 1 6.55 2.46
MS 0.153 1 0.376
MS 0.406 2.66 1
Four flavors
MOM MS MS
MOM 1 5.73 2.15
MS 0.175 1 0.376
MS 0.464 2.66 1
Five flavors
MOM MS MS
MOM 1 4,91 1.85
MS 0.204 1 0.376
MS 0.542 2.66 1

Table II.

The choice of [4mB,1n(u*A;?)] ~* instead of & *(u)
as an expansion parameter has occasionally been
advocated. It may sometimes be convenient in the
context of “leading-logarithm” and “next-to-lead-
ing-logarithm” summations. With the known scale
dependence given by (2. 34) there will obviously be
significant differences in the expansion of a physi-
cal observable in these two different ways. This
is a trivial example of the importance of a good
expansion parameter. The results are mixed.
Buras!! points out that [478,1n(u%Ax?)] ™" is better
than ags(u) for paraquarkonium decays, but Ab-
bott!? has observed that a similar choice by Moshe?
leads to large third-order corrections in deep-in-
elastic scattering. When we compare renormal-
ization prescriptions, we will compare expansions
in o (1) and not in [47B8,1n(p®/A ;)]

F. Prescription dependence in QED

It is clear from the discussion above that the
question of prescription dependence is not unique
to QCD but exists also for QED. Here we describe
the result of applying our three renormalization
techniques to the primitive divergences of QED.
We will also introduce a “new” subtraction proce-
dure known as mass-shell subtraction. This, for
historical reasons, is the method used by all QED
practitioners.

In QED there are three primitive divergences.
These are as shown in Fig. 1 where the counter-
terms Z{, Z,, and Z; are defined. Since most of
the QED measurements discussed are at low ener-
gies where the electron mass cannot be ignored,
we also must consider an additional divergence

which has the counterterm Z,. In dimensional
regularization the Ward identities give the relation

Z4(pole) = Z,(pole) . (2.36)

" G. The QED photon propagator

In the Feynman gauge and 4 + ¢ dimensions, the
photon propagator can be written through one loop13
as

) = _‘i[(gw -y +5’f§—v]ue , (2.37)
q q q
where
2 e? {2 m?
ni@g?)-1= W{—g +vg—1In(4m) + 1"(7)
+ (1 +2m¥/ g1 - am?/g*)t'?

1+ (1 - 4m2/q2)1/2
Xln[- 1ra- 4m2/q2)f’7]

4m* 5 -
_;m,r_g}_ (Zspc-1). (2.38)

In comparison with (2.7) we define minimal sub-
traction to remove only the € pole,

A1 = Syt 2.39)
3 6772 €’ .
and modified minimal subtraction to give
. .
ms, - _ g ¢ (2_
ZzouTt -1 —12772(6 1n411+yE). (2. 40)

The usual mass-shell subtraction in QED defines
Z3 so that in Feynman gauge
lim ¢g*m%" (q) = — ig"” . (2.41)

q-0
That is,

Zmass — 7MOM(q) (2. 42)

Expanding %(g?) around ¢* =0 we find

‘ 2 2
: 2y — 14 (200"
i;r};h(q ) = 1+12172 [e +1n(“2 ) ln(417)+ij'

— (Zyp - 1). (2. 43)

Choosing Z§5% to cancel the entire O(e?) correction
in (2. 43) and choosing p'=m in (2. 40) and (2. 43),
we see that

752 = 73%(m) . 2. 44)

The identification (2. 44) combined with the for-
mal similarity of many QCD calculations with their
QED counterparts may help explain the relative
success of QCD calculations in the MS prescrip-
tion. It should be noted that we can, as usual, de-
fine the momentum-space-subtraction procedure
away from ¢*=0 by
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o2

ZM am ™ 1= g

2

-1+ (1-4am?/q%)V q

+ (1= 4m?/g?)t’2 2
{%4n(4n)+m+(1—4m2/q2)“2<1+2m2/q2)1n[1 Uzt a) 2]-%-2},

(2. 45)

which may be useful for processes with nontrivial momentum transfers. This will be discussed in more

detail later.

H. QED electron propagator

We can write the expression through one—loop for the QED electron propagator!®!* as

- e? 2 4
E(p):ﬁ%g<_2_7"”+2+m ‘.;+ +

pZ

m —pz

1= (/). m? = p?
ot/ m?) L — ).5

[<3+s)( 2 e+ 4;;“

(Zzu -)(f-m

Pt
)+ (Z ™= D,

where Z(p) is given by

Sp(p) = [ It (;52(52 ]uf. (2. 47)
Minimal subtraction and modified minimal sub-
traction are defined as before. The problem is a
bit trickier due to the fact that we must unravel
those divergences which are associated with mass
counterterms and those which are associated with
wave-function counterterms. We obtain

Zy3(up
and

ngs(#)u-e 16712 E( +yp— ln41r) (2. 49)
The mass-shell subtraction requires that we ex-
pand Z(p) as a series in (#—m). (The usual tech-
nique for regulating infrared divergences in QED
is to give the photon a small mass A. This will be
assumed in what follows.) For instance, (p?—m?)
=2m(f-m)+ (f-m)®. Picking out the coeffi-
cients of (f—m) in T we get

lim (p) = constant + O((# — m)?)

#-m
ezb[<—2 4yl
—(h =) - - —t =2
] m)167T2£ - vEt2tlin g
A A
- 21n~) +6 ln—] R
m m
(2.50)
ez —2 (x>]
mass, =€ = — —- —
Z9%™m™ - 1= 167T2{£[6 vp +1ndm 21nm
A
+61n~}. (2.51)
m

16”2 5( ) ‘ (2.48)v

2_ 2 .
1n2 2">+4+ zg]m
m

(2. 46)

[

Z3® and Z9*° differ only in the term with In(A/m).
Z78 is defined to cancel the constant term in
(2.49). In any gauge the mass counterterms are
given as

2 -
Z:assm-e_ 1 :_,]%_?3<7%_YE +%+1n477>.

(2.52)

Of course,
ZMS = -¢
Zym =1=
and

7M1= 167723( +yE-1n4n>

We now turn to momentum-space subtraction.
Again, because of the fact that the electron is
massive, one has some flexibility in defining the
MOM prescription. We choose our counterterms,
Zy™(i) and Z¥°(p), so that the Georgi- Politzer!®
renormalization condition is satisfied:

Sp7 (PP == ut)=-i(f-m). (2.53)
Then
MOM - e? 2 m?
ZPMpm™ e - 1=~ 16712£< e +1+1n411—-u—2—
+m4“_4u41nm27:2“2>

(2.54)
and (in Feynman gauge)
' ot

Zxo‘\"(m)n'z'e -1=-

16”23( —ez-—yE+1n4n+2—~g~1n2>.

(2.55)
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Similar definitions can be made for Z;’s. It fol-
lows from the Ward identities that Z}® = Z}"® and
Z¥® =7, It also can be shown that ZP®5= zmess,
However, we have some flexibility in defining
Z¥™, To achieve an optimal prescription we
would have to compute the massive-electron vertex
at the symmetric point. In principle, this can be
obtained from Karplus and Kroll!® or Matsuki and
Yamamoto,!® but those results are expressed in
terms of complicated integrals which presumably
must be done numerically (also, see 't Hooft and
Veltman!’). We have not done this computation but
will indicate, in a later section, how one might de-
duce an optimal definition for Z¥°™ from QED cal-
culations which have been done. For our present
purposes here we will use our flexibility to define
Z?OM _ Zl%/lOM.

1. Relating coupling constants in QED
The renormalized QED change is defined by
€= Z!il/ ZZZZL—lebarc °

Therefore, much as in QCD we can relate cou-
plings in different prescriptions. In all the pre-
scriptions above we have Z; =7, so that

v € :ZI!l/zelr)are *
We can therefore relate different prescriptions by
o= Z31/ZZ;;_1/2€’ .

Take, for instance, Z;=Z5%° and Z}=Zy(q):

e2 <er2 erZ
(zx) = E)(l +“1—en—2)’

where a=0.24 if g=m, a=0.7T7Tif ¢ =2m, and a
=0.06 if ¢ :%m. We now have a running coupling.
As another example of this, take Z§ = Z§®(m).
Then

62 <e112 )( el/Z >
(z;>— o \! =2 57622/

In Sec. IV we will consider a process where we
choose Z{'M# zy°™. We will also see in that sec-
tion how the use of momentum-space subtraction
helps reduce the importance of higher-order cor-
rections in QED.

III. CHOOSING A PRESCRIPTION

We have seen in Sec. II that the procedure for
extracting numbers from a perturbation theory for
comparison with experiment necessarily involves
a prescription for handling infinities which occur
in the calculation. The choice of prescription spe-
cifies the definition of an expansion parameter and
influences the interpretation of the results. To
understand this influence we must first consider
what it means to compare theory and experiment.

A. Comparison of perturbative calculations with
experiment

There apparently does not exist a general proof
of the universal applicability of the perturbative
approach to quantum field theory. The necessity
of handling infinities through complicated renor-
malization procedures is one of the reasons why
such a general proof is unlikely to exist. Feyn-
man,18 who has probably done more to further the
cause of perturbative quantum field theory than any
other single individual, has frequently expressed
misgivings about the approach.

However, most physicists currently have a lot
of faith in perturbation theory. In the absence of
formal proofs this faith relies on quantitative ex-
perience with specific QED calculations and with
the example of certain “toy” systems which can be
solved both exactly and by a perturbation expan-
sion. It is not always clear that these experiences
are transferable to a new situation such as that
presented by QCD. A large component of the be-
lief in QCD perturbation theory can be attributed
to the amount of formal similarity between QCD
calculations and QED calculations. In the same
vein, the skepticism which still greets perturbative
QCD calculations can be partially attributed to the
vastly different spectra in QCD and QED. It is
possible to argue that a perturbative field theory
of quarks and gluons is too remote to have anything
to do with the properties of hadrons.!® In this pa-
per we take the view that it is possible to consis-
tently separate a calculation into a piece which can
be calculated perturbatively and some infrared
sensitive pieces which cannot be calculated but can
be measured.! We assume that it is possible to
test QCD perturbation theory experimentally.

Experience with QED suggests that a perturba-
tion series is valid as an asymptotic approximation
in terms of the expansion parameter o =g2/47.
This means that if we make a prediction in the the-
ory calculated through nth order in the expansion
parameter, then

P[exact] _ P(n).__ O(as"*l) " (3. 1)

where P'**°t! is the exact -solution. Except for un-

usual cases where there exist nonperturbative
estimates, we do not know P'***t), We can make
the identity

P[exaet] =M+ AM, (3. 2)

where M is the experimental measurement and AM
is the experimental error. We can express the
comparison between theory and experiment by in-
terpreting (3.1) and (3.2). There exists a neigh-
borhood near o =0 and a constant C; such that

[(M+aM-P™)| <Cha/*t. (3.3)
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The QID model discussed in the Introduction gives
a simple example of how the right-hand side of

(3. 3) can be reduced by an appropriate choice of
an expansion parameter. In Appendix A we give a
more complete example of how the behavior of a
familiar asymptotic expansion can be influenced
by the choice of an expansion parameter.

From the form of (3.3) we can see that a per-
turbative prediction is not completely useful with-
out an estimate of C. There are several possible
ways to obtain such an estimate.

(a) Calculate the next-order term. For a,<1
this is a good way to estimate the contribution of
higher-order terms.

(b) Bound the next-order term using unitarity or
some other property of the quantity to be calculat-
ed.

(c) Use semiclassical or other nonperturbative
estimates for P'***°t! in (3, 1),

(d) Use guesses based on intuition and/or experi-
ence with similar problems.

(e) Inspect the diagrams which are likely to con-
tribute to the higher-order corrections.

An estimate for C, in (3. 3) can give a feeling for
why one prescription will be more useful than
another. We will give some arguments based on
(d) and (e) which suggest that ayoy is the parame-
ter most likely to minimize the effects-of higher-
order graphs.

B. Why momentum subtraction might work

Any perturbation-theory calculation which relies
on the evaluation of Feynman diagrams is eventu-
ally hampered by the fact that the number of rele-
vant diagrams grows factorially with the order of
the perturbation expansion. Unless there are sig-
nificant cancellations among different diagrams,
the explosion of numbers makes it almost inevita-
ble/ that the coefficients of high-order terms in the
perturbation expansion will be large.

Because of the specific properties built into the
Green’s functions in the momentum-space-sub-
traction prescription, we can give some crude ar-
guments which indicate that such cancellations can
occur. (In Secs. IV and V explicit examples are
shown where the contribution of high-order terms
in momentum-space subtraction are, in fact,
small.) The starting point for these arguments is
the structure of high-order diagrams. Consider,
for example, all those diagrams which have a
topology like that shown in Fig. 3 where an inter-
nal gluon line contains an insertion with a primi-
tive divergence. In order to make the contribution
of each of these diagrams finite, we have to regu-
larize and renormalize the fd“(l) integration in
Fig. 3 as discussed in Sec. II. Let us consider

q
8 (q;,p)

&(W(pz)ﬁg

P —
%W(pz)yﬂ: uu@au v 2000k wenae
N
>
+ maéi:g\nm + 2049 X-2229

FIG. 3. Schematic of Feynman diagram where an
internal line of momentum p is subjected to propagator
renormalization.

N 7
» e

the effect of the choice of prescription on the rest
of the diagram. Assume, for simplicity, that the
p integration in Fig. 3 is convergent. We calcu-
late in the Landau gauge. In the momentum-
space-subtraction prescription the contribution of
a diagram such as shown in Fig. 3 is of the form
(for three flavors)

s [iaMOM(,2 2
s = [ ZR[EE gy (=]
XB,(q D) (3.4)

where we have isolated in square brackets the fac-
tor associated with the d* integration. We still
have to perform the d'p integration. Because of
the design of the momentum-subtraction prescrip-
tion the factor in square brackets vanishes at — p?
=up?, If we are clever in choosing u to be a typi-
cal magnitude for a spacelike momentum carried
by an internal gluon in this process, then the con-
tribution of the diagram will be small. An exam-
ple of how this cancellation can suppress an inte-
grand is sketched in Fig. 4. It is important to
compare with the MS and MS schemes. In the MS
prescription, the same diagram will give

w, y_ [ dp iafFWH[-9. (-p?) 19
AIS(qi)__fW o [2 1n< p2>+ 4]

XB,(q ). (3.5)

In this prescription, the propagator factor does
not have any special properties near — p?*=p? and
the integrand is not suppressed.

By considering the analogy between Feynman di-
agrams and electrical circuits, it is obvious that
all internal lines do not carry the same mean mo-
mentum, However, if we isolate ¥ diagrams at a
given order with the configuration of Fig. 3 and
find that the remaining factors in the integrands
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FIG. 4. If the d%p integration is peaked at p?=—p? as
indicated in the top figure, the propagator renormaliza-
tion in the MOM prescription will give the integrand
shown as a solid curve in the bottom figure. Renormali-
zation in the MS prescription will give the integrand
shown as a dashed curve.

2

for each diagram are sharply peaked near —p°= [T

2,2, 2,2
Bylq,pY) =By (pe™® ™77, j=1,...,7, (3.6)

then we can sum this class of diagrams in the
MOM prescription to get a factor proportional to

A= ,2 fpzd(pz)B,(pz)e'%z“’z*“iz’z[ln(—pz/uz)]

11

ni/zz;[_MJ.ZBj(_uJ.Z)/aj]m(uf/m. (3.7)

If we now choose the subtraction point p?

~ mean(u,®) we find that the logarithmic factors
are positive or negative depending on whether
p2<p?or u®>u® In this case, the construction
of the momentum-space-subtraction prescription
tends to introduce cancellations among different
diagrams as we sum at a given order.

We have simplified the argument above by pre-
tending there is only one kind of primitive diver-
gence to be renormalized. We can repeat the
steps above on those diagrams with other types of
divergences: the fermion propagator, the ghost
propagator, the triple-gluon vertex, etc. From
the renormalized Green’s functions defined in
Sec. II we can see that the momentum-space-sub-
traction prescription is designed to systematically
introduce zeros into the integrands of the remain-

ing momentum-space integrals at a “typical” point.
A clever choice of u can therefore make the con-
tributions of diagrams small or can make dia-
grams cancel against each other. These argu-
ments cannot be made rigorous because, in the
final analysis, each perturbation-theory calcula-
tion is a special case. A given calculation may

be so perverse that no obvious renormalization
prescription will give a useful perturbation expan-
sion.

In the calculation of a given set of diagrams, the
value of p2 will be determined by the external mo-
menta. We can therefore connect our considera-
tions above with the usual renormalization-group
equation. If Q? is some large invariant in the
problem, the calculation of the mth correction to
some observable can give factors?®

Ao gy a,"(p)[bIn@Y/pY)+C+-+-1".  (3.8)

For Qz/u2>> 1 this is unacceptable since the coef-
ficient of a high-order correction can be huge.

The renormalization-group analysis solves this
problem by introducing the running coupling which
has a well-defined behavior with @*. If we choose
p?=aQ? in (3. 8) the bad behavior of the observable
vanishes,

0 )= a,"(@Q%)[- b1n(a) +C + - -+ ™, (3.9)

and the coefficients are now @ independent. What
we have shown above is that in the MOM prescrip-
tion a judicious choice of u? should exist which
makes the contribution of high-order diagrams not
just @ independent, but small. It is therefore im-
portant in the context of the argument above that
we understand a process well enough to guess what
a typical internal momentum might be, If p?=@?
is the subtraction point which minimizes the high-
er-order corrections, then choosing u?=2@?* can
introduce potentially large factors in (3.7).

The potential advantages of using the momentum-
space-subtraction procedure to create a well-be-
haved perturbation expansion are discussed in
more detail in Sec. IIIC. It may be useful to con-
sider briefly some of the obvious limitations of the
technique. If the process under consideration has
two distinct large-momentum scales, it may not
be possible to find a single subtraction point for
which the necessary large cancellations occur.
Another special situation can occur if there are a
large number of diagrams for which the typical
momentum is timelike rather than spacelike.

Then the factor

In(-p?/p?) ————=(n[p?/p? | +in)  (3.10)

p° timelike

introduces into the various Green’s functions some
factors of 72 which are not small compared to 1.
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In a calculation for this type of observable it may
be useful to first calculate an amplitude for space-
like external momenta and consider afterwards the
continuation to the timelike region.

C. How important is a good prescription?

We have introduced three different prescriptions
for doing QCD calculations. The advantages of the
MS or MS schemes are that the Z’s are easy to
calculate and that the constraints implied by the
Ward identities are automatically satisfied. One
must keep in mind, however, that their usefulness
is tied to the technique of dimensional regulariza-
tion—a formal theoretical procedure—and not to
any intrinsic relationship to experimental mea-
surement. In defining the momentum-space-sub-
traction prescription we made several decisions
designed to minimize the importance of higher-
order corrections to physical observables at a giv-
en momentum, Since this technique is more com-
plicated, the question naturally arises “How im-
portant is it to choose a good prescription?” In
Appendix A we give a simple mathematical exam-
ple of how the choice of an expansion parameter
can be important in the asymptotic expansion for
T'(x) (Stirling’s approximation). In this section we
will attempt to answer the question in a way which
has phenomenological meaning, and so, we must
consider some physical observables.

One specific requirement for a physical theory
is that we can use it in calculations relating differ-
ent processes. However, in making comparisons,
it is important to keep in mind that the sensitivity
of a calculation to the specific choice of prescrip-
tion can vary from process to process. We can
demonstrate this dependence quite easily by hy-
pothesizing the existence of a “good” prescription
and considering the calculation of various observ-
ables in the framework of the “QCD-augmented”
parton model. The elements of any calculation in
the extended parton model are the QCD coupling,
parton distribution functions, and parton decay
functions. We have already discussed in Sec. II
the existence of a relationship between the cou-
plings in two different prescriptions for o (renor-
malization-prescription dependence):

oqy=0g)ll+taag,+aag)+--]. (3.11)

Similarly, the parton distribution and decay func-
tions are quantities related to physical observables
and these relationships are also subject to the pre-
scription used to specify singularities. This we
call factorization-prescription dependence and it
is discussed in detail in the sequel to this paper
(Ref. 21). )

We will restrict our attention to the effects of

renormalization prescription on the size of QCD
corrections. Consider a physical process, to be
denoted P, whose leading behavior (in QCD per-
turbation theory) is

P=aAP,. (3.12)

P, might be, for instance, some convolution such
as

[ @tQuao e, x1,

where Q(x) is a parton distribution function. In
Secs. IV and V some explicit examples of P will be
given. The perturbation expansion for P is then
written [in scheme (1)] as

2
P amApo[l N0 p(TY ]
(3.14)

If we have chosen a good prescription, the coeffi-
cients Ny and N, of the higher-order terms should
be small—say of order 1 or 2. Notice that we are
following fashion (and some hints from high-order
expansions?®) by choosing the expansion parameter
to be (@/7) rather than @, Let us now reexpand by
expressing the formula in terms of the quantities
defined in prescription (2):

(3.13)

P = (I(z)APO[l + (Ni +£11A1T)<a7(:)>

N, +——=q 1% +a, Ar*

+7( A(Az— 1)

+ A+ 1)N1a1n)(g—fl)2 + oo ] .’

(3. 15)

A bad prescription where ay, a,,... are the same
sign as Ny, N,,... can give a very different looking
expansion; for instance, if a;=2, A =3 then

2
ag)’ [1+l<a—:l>+l<%‘ﬁ> o ]

o[ 1419, 8(%22) 4 20a(%@2 Yp ..
=0 (p) * T m ‘.
(3.186)

The meaning of the two different expansions for
the same physical measurement has been dis-
cussed above. One important fact to remember is
that the comparison of experimental data and cal-
culations usually involves the implicit assumption
that corrections of higher order than those expli-
citly displayed are negligible. If the a; and A are
large, this cannot be simultaneously true for both
(3.14) and (3.15). We now turn to an examination
of specific calculations where we will attempt to
demonstrate the assumption that momentum-space
subtraction is indeed a useful prescription.
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IV. EXAMPLES FROM QED

In spite of the possibility for different renormal-
ization prescriptions, results in QED have (for
historical reasons) always been presented using
mass-shell subtraction. In this prescription the
low-energy limit of Thomson scattering is equal,
through all orders in @, to the Born term. That
is, as g —~0, the QED asymptotic expansion to
Thomson scattering becomes the ultimate in a con-
vergent series with all higher-order terms vanish-
ing. This fact suggests the possibility that calcu-
lations for similar low-energy QED processes in
the mass-shell-subtraction prescription will re-
sult in well-behaved perturbation expansions. So
far, this expectation has been realized.

The reason why a discussion of prescription de-
pendence in QCD is so pertinent and the reason
why so many prescriptions are found in the litera-
ture is related to the absence of any theorems
analogous to that for low-energy Thomson scatter-
ing. However, because of the large amount of for-
mal similarity in the two theories, a study of pre-
scription dependence in QED can be expected to
provide some guidelines for choosing a good pre-
scription in QCD. We now examine two examples
of high-order calculations in QED.

A. The anomalous magnetic moment of the electron

One of the most accurately predicted and mea-
sured quantities in QED (indeed, in any quantum
field theory) is the anomalous magnetic moment of
the electron. This process involves the scattering
of a zero-energy photon from an electron. To be
specific, consider the photon-electron vertex
I'*(k), where the off-mass-shell photon has mo-
mentum % and the electrons are on shell. I'*(k)
can be decomposed into two invariant functions,

T (k) = eit'y" uF () +£ﬁ’0“”k,uF2(k2) . (4.1)

The anomalous magnetic moment is F,(0). Mass-
shell subtraction defines the charge so that F;(0)
=1. We might expect that with this subtraction
method, F,(0) would be a very well-behaved per-
turbation expansion. Indeed it is®:

1 2
G =Fy(0) =5 - 0.328 478 445<%)

+1. 183(11)(%)3 TR (4.2)

From the Josephson effect the value for a is found
experimentally to be%

a’l =137.035987(29) . (4.3)

Josephson

Inserting this value into Eq. (4.2), the theoretical

prediction becomes

at"=1.159 652 359(282) <107 (4.4)
compared with the experimental value?! of

at® =1,159 652 410(200)x 107, (4.5)

The splendid agreement between theory and exper-
iment is now taken for granted, but as was shown
in the QID example of Sec. I, such agreement
should only be expected if the expansion parameter
is known to be “optimal.” Mass-shell subtraction
is (as explained in Sec. II) just ayom(0) and our ar-
guments of Sec. III suggest that ayoy(0) is indeed
the best expansion parameter for Fy(0). That,
then, is the true reason for the excellent agree-
ment between (4.4) and (4.5). In order to see that
a different QED parameter could lead to a worse
result,®® we redefine a by

a’:a(l—lO%). (4.6)

From (4. 3) the value (a’)™? is determined to be
(@”)1=140.294178. 4.7)

The expansion of q, in terms of a’/7 is

’ 7 \2
a, = —;— —‘;—+4. 671521 5(%)

o’ 3
+ 94,613 54(7) Fen (4.8)

Upon substitution of (4.7) into (4. 8) the new pre-
diction is
a,=1.159585x107, (4.9)

This is not at all in agreement with the experimen-
tal value (4.5). The large coefficients in (4. 8)
give a hint that the expansion is inadequate.

It should also be pointed out that the issue of
“reliability” of a series is evidently nof necessari-
ly connected to the smallness (or largeness) of the
coupling constant. In the high-precision measure-
ment just discussed, the poor choice of expansion
parameter leads to disagreement in the fourth
decimal place, whereas the good parameter leads
to disagreement only in the eighth place.

B. The decay of orthopositronium

It is interesting to examine a QED process where
the typical momentum transfer is not zero and
therefore where one might expect mass-shell sub-
traction not to be optimal. The decay of ortho-
positronium is such a process. Orthopositronium
decays into three photons. The most recent cal-
culation of this process was done by Caswell
et al.® They obtain
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6
T'(0-Ps—3y) = 2%;—’5&(72 - 9)[1 - % (10.35+0. 07)] .

(4. 10)

The leading order is called I'j., In order to change
prescriptions a decision must be made on what are
the optimal Zs. InSec. II, Zy Z¥yM and
Zy°M were defined. However, Z}°™ was not. In
order to decide on a best definition for Zy'°™, con-
sider the vertex-insertion diagrams calculated by
Caswell et al. [see Fig. 5(a)]. If the configuration
in which they appear at this order is typical of that
for higher orders, then it is reasonable to define
Z¥%M 5o that the vertex-insertion diagrams add up
to 0. That will be the approach taken here.

The Z; counterterm appears at each of the three
vertices shown in Fig. 5. The counterterms used
in Caswell et al. are just the QED counterterms

Zmass =1 4 xmass (4.11)
Then the vertex contribution, including the Z™*%*
counterterm, is?

V™ =[-2.868+0.003 -6 1n(>~/m)]%1“o- 4.12)

Z¥M =1 + XYM will be defined by demanding that
the counterterm be chosen so that V=0. By sub-
stituting X" for X7°* in Fig. 5(a) it is easy to
derive that with this definition of X{'°",

Xli/lOM:Xfinass +(2—'6§Z + ln(X/m))% . (4. 13)

Now,
OpmoMm = ama.ss[l + (XgIOM - X!3na‘“
+2X3 M - 2x{M)], (4.14)

where we have used the fact that X7 = X7 (Sec.

(E-E-E-=FENT]

= (~2.868 £ 0.003 - (4n (A/me) ) & T,
(a)

(c)

FIG. 5. (a) Diagrams for positronium decay from
Caswell et al., Ref. 26. (b) Typical routing of momen-
tum, as discussed in the text. (c) Specific diagram
which gives a large contribution in Feynman gauge.

).

From Eqgs. (2.42), (2.45), (2.51), and (2.54) we
can find XYM xmass  xMOM ' and X735, Since Xy
is related by (4.13) to X7'%° = X35, we also now
know the value of X}'™. All that is left to be de-
termined is the subtraction scale used to define
XYM and XYM, We choose this to be at the Eucli-
dean point p?=—m? [so in (2.53), p=m, and in
(2.44), q*=-m?]. This choice of scale is best ex-
plained by referring to Fig. 5(b). The typical val-
ues for P, and P, are P; = (m,,0, 0, 0) and P, = (m,,
mg, 0,0). Then P;= (0, —m,, 0,0). The reason for
guessing that P, has half of the photon momentum
is that it seems likely that the two remaining pho-
tons will “clump” together. Since Z'{AOM was deter-
mined from the Feynman-gauge calculation of Cas-
well ef al., the other Z'f®are also taken to be in
Feynman gauge. The final result from (4. 14) is
that

am“5=0M0M<l +1. 02%). (4.15)

The definition of mass also depends on prescrip-
tion through m =2, 'm,. From (2.51) and (2.54)
(using Feynman gauge and p =m,),

3

o
o7 ln(Z)). (4.16)

mmass — mMOM(I +

Finally, the expression for positronium decay is
ready to be rewritten using (4.15) and (4. 16) and
the fact that o and m, in (4.10) are actually o™**

and mG**%:

T'(0-Ps —~3y)= F?,“’M[l - % (3.26+ 0, 07)] ,

(4.17)

where

2 (aMOM)GmMOM

oM _ 1 Me _(r2_9), (4.18)

The coefficient in (4. 17) has been greatly reduced
from that in (4.10). Some remarks are in order.
First of all, T is proportional to a®, thus any
small change of prescription can result in a very
noticeable change in the size of the coefficient.
Secondly, the largeness of the coefficient in (4. 10)
is actually due® to the graph shown in Fig. 5(c).
This graph is not one of those obviously affected by
our vertex and propagator modifications. How-
ever, the motivation for finding a best prescription
is that this reduces the size of higher-order cor-
rections. It is not necessary that it reduces low-
order coefficients. The fact that the technique
does, in many cases (including the present one),
make next to leading orders small is, of course,
pleasing.
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One final exercise that can be done with this pos-

itronium-decay result is to compute the predicted
value of I based on both (4.10) and (4.17). The
1

value of @ .., in (4.3) is used in (4.10). In
(4.17), O jogepnson — @™ via (4.15). Similarly, m,
— myon via (4.16). The results are

T (theoretical) [Eq. (4.10)]=(7.0379+0.0012)x10% psec™,

(4.19)

T (theoretical) [Eq. (4.17)]=(7.0396+0.0012)x10° usec™.

Unfortunately, experimental data?’ is not yet suf-
ficiently reliable to distinguish between these two
predictions.

V. EXAMPLES FROM QCD

By now, a number of calculations for physical
observables have been done using perturbative
QCD beyond the leading order. This enables us
to explicitly test the ideas discussed previously
about prescription dependence. In all the cases
we have found so far, momentum-space subtrac-
tion achieves a reduction in the size of the leading
correction. This is somewhat surprising since the
idea behind the MOM scheme is the suppression of
typical high-order diagrams. We must not expect
that ooy Will always lead to small coefficients in
leading or next to leading order. If there are in-
stances where it does not, we expect that the re-
sults will be both reliable and measurable. In the
examples we have looked at, the MS prescription
frequently leads to small corrections although we
have no good reason why this should occur. The
MS scheme always leads to very large corrections.
Perturbative calculations in the MS scheme should
therefore be considered a very unreliable guide to
the underlying physics. :

A. e*e” annihilation

One of the cleanest calculations which can be
performed in perturbative QCD is that for the
quantity

R(s)=0(e*e” —hadrons)/c(e'e"—p'u’). (.1)

Away from physical thresholds and resonances,
the process involves no small energy scale and,
hence, it is not necessary to separate short-range
and long-range effects. The QCD expression for
the quantity R can be written

R(s)=3%eg? [1 +(&;fs_)>+3i<g%r@>2 . ] ,

(5.2)

where the coefficient B; depends on the renormal-
ization prescriptionand s=(P,. +P,-)?. In the five-
flavor energy range we have?® %

I
Byow=-0.94,

Bgs=1.41, (5.3)
Bys=5.16.

There is no basis in the example for chbosing
between the MOM and MS prescriptions. The co-
efficient in the MS scheme is already uncomforta-
bly large. The answers through second order in
all three schemes are close (see Fig. 6). How-
ever, MOM and MS are closer to each other than
to MS.

B. Paraquarkonium decay®®

The leading corrections to the decay ng — had-
rons, where ng= 07" paraquarkonium state, have
been calculated by Barbieri, d’Emilio, Curci, and
Remiddi.” They give the result in the form

Tmp—gX) 2 (ai"s(szl)z

T'(ng—7vy) 9es AQED
MS
x [1 +22. 14(“—52—"%—)) +o ] .
(5.4)

Inspection of the diagrams in Fig. 7 suggests that
a typical internal momentum is |P 1%~ —m? =t,.,
so that a candidate for a good expansion parameter
is a™M(my). Because the lowest-order expres-
sion starts out proportional to a?, this calculation
is very sensitive to the prescription. The coeffi-
cient of the leading correction for the three differ-
ent prescriptions is given in Table III both for u
=m and for u =2m. We can see that with momen-
tum subtraction at u =m, the coefficient, 1.78, is
substantially smaller than with MS(2m), which
was quoted by Barbieri et al.” In fact, the coeffi-
cient 22. 14 of the MS(2m) scheme has prompted
some reviewers! to regard this as a “debacle” of
perturbation theory. Clearly, all of this appre-
hension was caused simply by using a bad pre-
scription.

We can pursue the speculation that the MS pre-
scription is ill suited to the calculation by consid-
ering the possible range of coefficients for the
terms proportional to (a,/7)? in the two schemes.
We assume temporarily that the basic design of the
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FIG. 6. The value of R/R, for five flavors through
second order in the three prescriptions.

MOM scheme is successful and that the procedures
for cancellation and suppression of diagrams in the
second-order calculation described in Sec. III ac-
tually work to produce a small coefficient in the
MOM scheme at scale mpz. We can then parame-
trize the relation

M
o m) :aywzm)[l + 10,18 % 2))

ey,

(5.5)

m
T ‘E_ T:IT
0 p q
FIG. 7. Diagrams for quarkonium decay. From Bar-
bieri et al., Ref. 7. -
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TABLE III. Coefficient of leading correction to Eq.
(5.4) for paraquarkonium decay (four flavors).

ScaNrescription MS MS MOM
2m 22.14 14.00 7.56
m 16.36 8.22 1.78

where the number B depends on the two-loop cor-
rections to the Z’s (Ref. 9) as well as the g8 func-
tion and is not yet known. The expansion for mo-
mentum-space subtraction is transformed,

[aﬁwM(m)]?[l +1. 78(@71) + c(@m_))z I ]
= [a“s‘s(zm)]z[l +22. 14(”—15‘57(7@2)

MS 2
+(158. 0+ 2B +c)(9§—%”l>

+] (5.6)

Clearly there needs to be a substantial conspiracy
with B and C both large and negative in order for
the perturbation expansion in a}*(2m) to be well
behaved at this order. Theoretical estimates for
the convergence of the two expressions for I are
compared in Fig. 8.

This simple exercise quickly demonstrates the
importance of choosing a renormalization pre-
scription for which there is some indication that
the contribution of higher-order diagrams is

0.16 T T T
MOM. SCHEME
pem
o |- —
5 0081~ M'S  SCHEME
re = 2m
~
—
004 - -
| | |
0
Oth I'st 2nd
ORDER

FIG. 8. I'/T,for quarkonium decay. Estimates
through second order in the MOM scheme (scale m)
and in the MS scheme (scale 2m).
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small. Note that the calculation for the hadronic
decay of the 3S; (/F°=1") v (9.4) (Ref. 31) which
starts out proportional to o2 will be even more
sensitive to the choice of the expansion parameter.

C. Moments of deep-inelastic nonsinglet structure
functions

We now turn to one of the classical applications
of QCD—the calculation of the nonsinglet structure
functions in deep-inelastic lepton-hadron scatter-
ing. Consider the moment

Mn, Q) = jo‘i dx x"2[F (x, QY — F5"(x, @Y)].
‘ (5.7

From QCD perturbation theory we obtain the @2
evolution of M(n, Q%) in the form?3?

M(n, @) = An[a:(Qz)}“n[l + bﬂ(a_;if)) + ] ,

m
(5.8)

where A, is not calculated and a,=- y2/28, is the
usual leading-order expression for the exponent of
a,. In (5.8) we use the complete two-loop expres-
sion for the momentum dependence .of the QCD
coupling given by (2. 30) and do not reexpand in
terms of the parameter

— 1
%4 = gpIn(@ /Ay

As was pointed out by Abbott,!? large estimates of
the higher-order corrections to (5. 8) found by
Moshe? can largely be attributed to the expansion
of @™ (Q?) in terms of @. Our point of view is
that, since we are able to solve the renormaliza-
tion-group equation, the two-loop corrections to
@(@% (in any renormalization scheme) should be
treated as part of the leading-order expression.
With this convention, the values®? for the correc-
tions b, in Eq. (5.8) in the three different pre-
scriptions are given in Table IV.

Once again, momentum-space subtraction leads
to small second-order coefficients. Minimal sub-

TABLE IV. Coefficients of corrections, b,, in Eq.
(5.8) for nonsinglet moments in deep-inelastic scatter-
ing.

n MOM MS MS
2 -0.85 0.52 2.26
3 -0.85 1.29 3.99
4 —0.66 2.03 5.43
5 -0.41 2.71 6.60
6 -0.13 ’ 3.34 7.73
7 +0.16 3.91 8.70
8

+0.44 4.45 9.55

traction gives second-order coefficients which are
systematically large while the MS prescription
gives coefficients of intermediate size. In all
three prescriptions, the coefficients will become
big at large n where it is also expected that cor-
rections from higher-twist operators will be sig-
nificant since these higher moments are sensitive
to the elastic and resonance regions.

D. Photon-photon deep-inelastic scattering

It was observed by Witten®® that it is possible,
within the context of perturbative QCD, to predict
the structure functions of deep-inelastic scattering
of a photon off a photon. This prediction is valid
in the limit of Q2 — whereas experiments have at
present been unable to achieve @*>1.5 GeV? for
vy scattering. 3 Nevertheless, the theoretical
prediction is interesting. F;f,,(Q2) is the nth mo-
ment (for precise definitions of the structure func-
tion, see Witten®® and Bardeen et al.®):

a
FI(@) = ﬁ—%%b +B;"><%§9—))] . (5.9)
As in the case of deep-inelastic scattering we ab-
sorb all of the two-loop B-function effects into
a,(@). d,in Eq. (5.9) is just the leading-order
result and all of the rest of the higher-order terms
are absorbed in B®’, The values® of B{" are given
in Table V. Momentum subtraction here seems
significantly more reliable than the other two
schemes presented.

It is worth mentioning here that it is not possible
to make a prediction for the next-to-leading cor-
rections to the second moment. (The leading-or-
der d, can be predicted.) Briefly, the reason for
this is that the anomalous dimension of the n =2
operator is zero (by energy-momentum conserva-
tion) and therefore the unknown matrix element
(y10,ly) does not die off as Q*—~=, (For n>2,
the matrix elements die logarithmically in @2.)
[Associated with this is the fact that the calculation
of the second moment also involves g(Q,), where
@ is arbitrary (and obviously related to how O, is
renormalized). **]

The fact that corrections to the second moment
are not calculated tells us tc avoid making the pre-

TABLE V. Coefficients of corrections, B"), in Eq.
(5.9) for deep-inelastic scattering off a photon.

n MOM MS MS
4 -1.04 —4.26 -8.33
6 -1.47 -4.69 -8.76
8 -1.85 -5.07 -9.14

10 -2.17 -5.39 -9.46

12 -2.42 -5.64 -9.71




23 STUDIES IN THE RENORMALIZATION-PRESCRIPTION... 245

dictions in terms of distribution functions. The
low-x behavior of these is strongly influenced by
Fy,.

VI. THE ART OF CHOOSING A PRESCRIPTION

We have described a particular approach to re-
ducing the effect of higher-order diagrams. The
approach led to the definition of @yoy. In the ex-
amples of Secs. IV and V we saw that this ap-
proach successfully improved the perturbation ex-
pansions for some physical processes. It now
makes sense for us to ask whether it is possible
to improve our analysis by becoming more sys-
tematic and quantitative in our quest for the “ulti-
mate” parameter. That is, can we find a tech-
nique which will enable us to absorb the maximal
amount of physics into low-order predictions?

In any given process one could, in principle,
more carefully scrutinize the nature of high-order
diagrams and perhaps improve upon the oyoy pre-
scription. Furthermore, such scrutiny might en-
able one to guess at the “most typical” momentum
flow. It would of course be desirable to find some
example of a QCD process where a theorem could
be proven about the nature of higher-order terms.
This would be the analog of the low-energy theo-
rem for Thomson scattering in QED.

Even without such a theorem it is probably
worthwhile to try to extend the concept of momen-
tum-space subtraction beyond what we have done
in Sec. II. In this section we will describe several
possible methods for doing this. It is not our aim
here to answer all the questions that we pose or to
completely develop all the techniques which we de-
scribe. Rather, we wish to set up guidelines for
the in-depth investigation of prescription depen-
dence. The subject requires a detailed qualitative
analysis of high-order Feynman diagrams and at-
tention must be focused in this direction if pre-
scription dependence is to become a “science.”

A. The general principles

There are at least two possible approaches to the
problem of improving perturbation theory. The
first of these is well known and involves the iden-
tification of logarithms in high-order diagrams.
Various summation and renormalization-group
techniques exist for doing this and the resulting
improved series are written in terms of new im-
proved parameters such as the “running coupling,”
the “running mass,” etc.! The second approach is
more difficult and has been the subject of most of
our discussion in this paper. In that approach,
which we will refer to as “choosing a prescription”
(though strictly speaking, the identification of log-
arithms can be included as part of this subject),

one attempts to identify certain terms which are
common to many high-order diagrams and which
can be “summed” by absorbing them into the defi-
nition of the coupling. Such terms typically are
associated with subdiagrams such as propagator
and vertex insertions.

We described in Sec. III how we try to choose the
renormalization constants so that the above-men-
tioned subdiagrams have very small values. It is
interesting to consider the effect of choosing a re-
normalization constant which differs from the
“good choice” by a value V. Consider, for exam-
ple, the gluon propagator I1. Then

Mp(Q)=T4(Q)+V, (6.1)

where Il; is the value of the propagator renormal-
ized using a good renormalization constant (so that
typical high-order diagrams are small) and 1T is
the propagator in the bad prescription. Since the
number of diagrams in QCD grows factorially,36 it
is not unreasonable to imagine that the number of
propagator insertions grows factorially with the
order of the calculation. If one assumes that the
diagrams are uncorrelated and that their contribu-
tions are statistically distributed around zero with
a standard deviation which is smallest when V=0,
then the “expected” magnitude of the nth coefficient
will be increased by ~ BVn!, where B is some
fixed constant. Clearly, unless V~0, high orders
will rapidly develop large coefficients and it is
therefore crucial to find a scheme (the “V~0
scheme”) which assures that typical subdiagrams
are small.

We again emphasize that we are attempting to
control the high ovders of the expansion. We do
this by studying high-order diagrams which have
subdiagrams whose values depend directly on the
prescription choice we make. Our choice is aimed
at reducing the size of a “typical” such high-order
diagram. It is important to point out that we do
not attempt to choose a prescription by reducing
the magnitude of low-order—already calculated—
quantities. Doing so would be pointless for it
could be at the expense of increasing the size of
uncalculated high-order coefficients. For in-
stance, we did not choose (in Sec. V) a coupling
constant by trying to eliminate the first-order cor-
rection to I'(n, —2g). Instead, we made a choice
which is likely to give small high-order correc-
tions to that process. It happens that this choice
also reduces the first-order coefficient. In fact,
for all our examples of Sec. V, when oyoy Was
chosen to reduce high-order corrections, the next-
to-leading-order coefficients were also reduced.

A specific, reasonable goal would be to inspect
each process individually and choose, a priori, an
o most suited fo that process. Expansions can be
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made in that ¢ and for purposes of comparing ex-
periments the different a;’s can be related to one
another. This is similar to the way in which scale
dependence is conventionally handled.

How well can we hope to do by using a judicious
prescription? The usual folklore® is that eventu-
ally the coefficients will grow combinatorially and
the series will diverge. This estimate is based on
diagram counting. However, it is easy to imagine
that with certain renormalization prescriptions,
the combinatorial growth can be avoided. This has
been conjectured by Cvitanovic®’ for the case of the
anomalous magnetic moment in QED. He proposes
that gauge sets, rather than diagrams, should be
counted (these sets are bounded in magnitude).
This series would grow like » rather than the #n|
which one gets from diagram counting. Of course,
individual nth-order gauge sets become increas-
ingly complicated and it is highly desirable to find
some quantitative way of bounding these. That is
where it becomes crucial to have made an appro-
priate renormalization prescription. In the QED
mass-shell prescription Cvitanovic®’ finds that
gauge sets appear to be bounded by +(a/7)".

The possible convergence of a perturbation se-
ries in QED (and QCD) seems to contradict Dy-
son’s argument®® about the breakdown of the physi-
cal vacuum signaling the nonanalyticity of Green’s
functions. Landau pole diagrams may, in fact, be
the signal of eventual divergence of the expansion.
However, this may not happen until a much larger
order than is indicated by simple diagram counting.

B. Gauge dependence of ayopm

The definition of ayoy Which we have presented
in Sec. II was obtained by subtracting the values of
propagators and vertices in the Landau gauge. It
is clear from Egs. (2.6) and (2.16) that other
gauge choices will lead to other definitions of the
coupling. Of course, this does not mean that pre-
dictions will become gauge dependent. The gauge
enters the final result only in the definition of the
coupling; that is, it enters as part of the prescrip-
tion dependence and so does not affect the physics.
Another way to see this is to notice that in mass-
less QCD there is only one physical parameter. In
principle, the measurement of one physical quanti-
ty will completely determine all other physical
quantities. True “gauge dependence” would intro-
duce a second parameter and two measurements
would be needed to determine the physics. Off-
shell Green’s functions indeed do have this two-
parameter dependence (hence the options of gauge
in oyom) but for on-shell processes only one pa-
rameter remains. '

The gauge dependence of ayoy is derived to be?

TABLE VL A(£;,£,;) where Qyoy(E,) =00, ()11
+AE;, E)ayoyE;) /Tl as in Eq. (6.3).

g\g ; 0 1 3 -2

0 0 . 0.79 1.32 -0.66
1 -0.79 0 0.53 -1.45
3 -1.32 -0.53 0 -1.98
-2 0.66 1.45 +1.98 0
o
ayou(t) = aMOM(0)<1 +A(E, 0)—M,”OM> s (6.2)
where

A, 0=3{G - 3D+ 2+ +4D+ )], 6,3)

where 1=2.3439072"+* and £ is the gauge param-
eter. [ayou(0) is what we have been calling oyoy. ]
In Table VIand Fig. 9 (see Ref. 3) we have tabulated
and graphed this gauge dependence. Evidently, for
small £ the dependence is quite weak. Neverthe-
less, one must address the question of “which
gauge can be expected to lead to the optimal defi-
nition of the coupling?”

In order to answer this question we recall some
remarks made in the previous section on “general
principles.” There it was noted that in QED,
gauge-set counting has been conjectured to provide
a reasonable estimate of nth-order terms, All of
this depends critically on the use of mass-shell
renormalization. Similar rules might be imagined
for QCD but first it is necessary to find an analog
for “gauge sets.” One promising idea is that we
should use gauge invariance to reduce the degrees
of freedom in the intermediate steps of the calcu-
lation. On-shell renormalization effectively elim-
inates unphysical degrees of freedom from the

T T T T T T T 1
4 ———A64)

oA N S Y N SN N N B
5 -4 -3 -2 -l 0 | 2 3 4 5
£

FIG. 9. Gauge dependence of the QCD couplings de-
fined by subtracting the three-gluon A (£,4), quark-gluon
A’(¢,4), and ghost-gluon A”(¢,4) vertices. The Landau
gauge has £=0.
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definition of the coupling and also allows for sim-
ple classification of QED gauge sets. The closest
we can come to this in covariant gauge QCD is to
use the renormalization scheme represented by
ayou(£=0). The use of the Landau gauge elimi-
nates the unphysical longitudinal degree of freedom
present in the propagator. This extra degree of
freedom would presumably proliferate in nth order,
causing the coefficients to grow as n!

More precisely, we imagine doing the calculation
in Landau gauge. (In practice, because the physi-
cal answer is gauge-independent, we do the calcu-
lation in Feynman gauge and then convert pre-
scriptions.) We subtract our propagators and ver-
‘tices (in Landau gauge) so that, as usual, high-
order diagrams are small. This then gives us a
result expressed in terms of ayou(é =0). We see
that the diagrams involved did not carry the extra
propagator longitudinal degree of freedom.

Following this line of reasoning we might expect
that an even better choice of gauge would be an
axial gauge, where the ghost degrees of freedom
are absent. In these gauges the lowest-order glu-
on propagator is ’

_ _Mubu+ b, 1Pub,
w(p) = pz(”" mp @ p))

(6.4)

The gauge parameter n* represents an arbitrary
choice of direction and presumably one must
choose n* to be aligned along a typical direction of
momentum flow. This may require an extra de-
gree of insight which may be forthcoming from
those presently engaged in axial-gauge calcula-
tions. If we are to relate ayoy to ayon(n), the
axial-gauge-subtracted coupling, we must compute
the axial propagator and vertex. This is consid-
erably more involved than the computations whose
results are given in Sec. II. To date, those cal-
culations have not been done.

C. Other vertices and propagators

In Sec. II we chose to define the counterterms
Zy and Z3. By the Ward identities,

Z1p=(21/25)2,.

Therefore, if we also specify Z, then the quark-
gluon vertexis completely specified. Inparticular,
if Z,, Z,, and Z,are chosentominimize high-order
diagrams containing gluon propagators, vertices,
and/or fermion propagators (momentum-space
subtraction), there is no guarantee that we have
minimized diagrams containing a quark-gluon ver-

tex. ZY°™ might, in principle, be very different
from Z{'?™. In fact, since quark propagators are

attached to quark-gluon vertices it can be shown

that any physical result must depend only on the
ratio Z,z/Z,=Z2/Z;. Therefore, there is nothing
to be gained by doing a momentum-space subtrac-
tion of Z,.

However, if we suspect that high-order correc-
tions are dominated by diagrams with quark-gluon
subgraphs, then we could define a new renormal-
ization prescription based on ZYP™, zZM°M and
Z¥°"  In this technique, Z; would be the unadjust-
able renormalization constant.

To define ZMOM we must compute the one-loop
corrections to the fermion-fermion-gluon vertex
shown in Fig. 1. The result of this calculation
can be written

Ty (u) = (- ig)Ls, (0 ay + pp* ay + priay
+ 7 ay + #r*ag
+ 51 € “pareag)y,  (6.5)
where, in Landau gauge,®

g2 [g 85 - 85 ]
t6n?l2¢ 12 T2’ 4 10ve = 1nam

+(Zyp = 1) (6.6)

and a,~ag are invariant functions of the momenta
(at the symmetric point they are functions only of
p?. L&, are the SU(3) generators of the fundamen-
tal representation. In analogy with Sec. II, we de-
fine ZY™ to be (in Landau gauge)

ay = —

MOM _ g [9 8 85
Zi —{1+167r2[26 127!
+§ (ve - 1n477)]}ue . (6.7)

It is also necessary to use Z) as defined in Egs.
(2.18) and (2.19). In the Landau gauge, the fer-
mion propagator can be written

Sul®) :%%“'Zzu*—l)u?. (6.8)

We see that in this gauge there are no O(g?) cor-
rections to Z,. This is a result familiar from
QED. To be precise, Zy°" is chosen so

ZyoM = e, (6.9)
As in Sec. II we can now define a coupling constant

ghom(i) which is related to gyou (i) by

(Z OM)-IZMOM(ZMOM -1ZI;ILOMgMOM(lJ.) .

(6.10)

The numerical result is (weakly) flavor dependent.
For four flavors,

Sou(K) =

ayoun(M)
%] (6.11)

afrom(u) = aMOM(u)[l -0.12

It is indeed heartening that ooy and ayoy are
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numerically so close to one another. The practi-
cal consequence of this fact is that, in next to
leading order, results depend very little on wheth-

er they are expressed in terms of ayoy Or in terms

of al{dOM'

Eventually, for high-enough orders, the dia-
grams involving only gluons can be expected to
dominate over those containing fermions. This
follows from looking at SU(3) group factors or,
put another way, it is a result of the 1/N expan-
sion. For this reason we believe it best to do our
subtractions by defining Z; and Z; rather than Z7T,
Zy, and Zj.

There are, of course, other possibilities that
remain to be investigated. One of these would be
to specify the counterterm Z, associated with the
four-gluon vertex. We have not computed this
vertex but it would be interesting to see whether
the resulting ooy is numerically similar to o yoy.
As another alternative we can define Z}'™ and
Z;‘OM. These are the ghost counterterms. That
was done in Ref. 3 and leads to

agISEt (u) = aMOM<u)[1 o, 31%07“4‘“—’]. 6. 12)

Again, the two prescriptions give very similar re-
sults.

In deciding which vertices to use in defining the
optimal coupling for a given calculation, we must
study in detail which subdiagrams are important
at high order. This may be process dependent, or
it may turn out that two primitive divergences
share their importance, in which case o might be
defined as some average of the different versions
of ayom.

D. Other combinations of the invariants

In Sec. II we defined Z{°™ by subtracting the
term proportional to the tensor [g,,(p —q).,
+8,,q =7, +guu. (¥ —p),] in the decomposition of
the three-gluon vertex (2.11). However, this need
not have been how we chose to make the momen-
tum-space subtractions of that vertex. Here we
will illustrate one of many possible alternatives.
Define three tensors

Lo =g"(p-q)* +g*q-r)" +g" r-pV,
TP =(g=v)=-p)V(p-q)°, (6.13)
I-\Lzsz:wpvqw_,yypwqu .

The three-gluon vertex at the symmetric point has
the general structure [see (2.10)]

I"Zb"c‘"oc(alr“g”"+a2r‘f"°’+a3r‘;"“’)fabc’ (6;14)
and a; includes the counterterm so we write

a;=1+a,+(Zpc-1). (6. 15)

Now notice that

T =lay = (p * Nazl(p"r* +1"p° + 1) fape
(6.16)

at the symmetric point (this formula can be
checked by remembering that p +¢q =— 7 and p* = ¢
=), If Zy*" is defined so that

ay - (p May+ (Zp =-1)=0, 6.17)

then p, 'Y is equal to its “bare vertex value.”
This way of defining Z; could also legitimately be
called a “momentum-subtraction” definition but it
is easy to see from (2.11) and (2. 16) that Z}'°%

# ZMOM

From this example we see that in choosing a
prescription we must decide which invariants or
combination of invariants ought to be subtracted.
There seems to be a reason to prefer the pre-
scription (Z}°) which subtracts the term propor-
tional to T'§”“: the vector 1, =€,,,.0"¢“s®, where
s® is some arbitrary vector (chosen son, #0), has
the property n, I'{** =0=n,T5"“. However, there
is no vector k" satisfying k, I'{*“=0. This is
reminiscent of our discussion of gauge dependence.
We preferred the Landau gauge because it elimi-
nates the longitudinal degree of freedom from the
propagator. Phrased another way, only in Landau
gauge can one find a vector % so that [[“"k,=0. We
see that by subtracting @, in (6. 14) we leave only
terms I'%”“ with the property I';"“n, =0. This ef-
fectively reduces the “degrees of freedom” in the
integrals and so, just as in the case of Landau
gauge, we expect that convergence of the series
has been improved.

Unfortunately, the situation is apparently more
obscure for the quark-gluon vertex. In the previ-
ous section we defined Z’{‘,?M by subtracting the
term proportional to ¥* in the decomposition of the
fermion-gluon vertex (6.5). However, this de-
composition is not unique and could have been giv-
en instead by

D% (1) = (= i) L, (" by + Bp" by + 7" by
+ P by + A7 bs + B bg)
(6.18)

The difference between this decomposition and that
of Eq. (6.5) is that y;,€**®p,7, has been replaced
by ##v*. Yet another alternative would be to re-
place g/" by #gv*. Noting that gA* = — 4"

+2p* r/* we see that in this new decomposition,
by, b3, by would remain unchanged, and

'yu b1 —")’u (b1 + 217 M 'V) and j‘%’)’ubg - %j"}’u (— bs) .

Clearly, the coefficient of ¥* depends on which
choice of decomposition is made for the vertex.
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Zf is proportional to * and therefore its definition
seems rather arbitrary. Ross® has suggested a
momentum-subtraction method for the quark-gluon
vertex which takes account of the fact that in ma-
trix elements fermions always appear in loops.

He considers the fermion-gluon vertex (at the
symmetric point — u?) with a gluon of momentum
g" and polarization €, (for off-shell gluons that
simply means replacing €,€, by g,, in the equation
below). Squaring the vertex and summing over
fermion spins,

lmlzmeuev[(gw—ﬂ;?v)uwm

- ropu -0 (h-2ifa)]

(6.19)

spins

If we define, following Ross,®
Hy(u?) =4[Fy(p?) - 4F (%))

and (6.20)
Hy(p?) =3 [Fy(p?) +4F (uD)],

then in the tree-graph approximation (no loop dia-
grams), H,(u?) =0 and H,(1¥) =1. In higher or-
ders, only H; is affected by the counterterm, and
Ross defines this counterterm ZY2™’ so that H,(u?)
=1, to all orders. - The resulting a, (called 0z,
by Goldman and Ross®?) is related to ajoy of the
previous section by
!
o 1) =01 43,4780 ) 6.

These ambiguities of the fermion-gluon decom-
position give us a further reason for choosing to
define Z; rather than Z,,. Even though there is
some possible question of which choice of invari-
ants to use in defining Zy'°™, we have seen that a
“natural” choice can be made—one in which a de-
gree of freedom is apparently removed by the sub-
traction procedure. Owing to spin complexities,
a similar natural choice has not yet been identified
for the fermion-gluon vertex. Fortunately, since
gluons generally dominate over fermions in high

orders, there may be no need to worry about Z}\™M,

E. What to do when there is more than one
momentum scale

In the absence of other information we expect
that the typical insertions in higher-order dia-
grams involve a momentum distribution so that
pr*=qg*=7*=— Q% There are presumably process-
es where this symmetric distribution might not be
expected. In that case it would be necessary (in
order to determine ayoy) to compute the value of
the vertex away from the symmetric point. The

calculation is considerably more difficult than the
one giving Eq. (2.17). In principle, this computa-
tion can be done following ’t Hooft and Veltman’s
method for determining the value of ary one-loop
diagram.!” An explicit formula for the three-gluon
vertex (with massless quarks) can be found in Ball
and Chiu. *°

A related issue is the problem of what to do when
the process of interest involves several large mass
scales. An explicit example of this can be found in
the calculation of high-p, hadron-hadron scatter-
ing. Several “masses” appear there—for instance,
S and p%. It may be possible to determine that
dominant contributions could be expected to come
from one mass scale—as opposed to the other. If
it should happen that one mass scale is not easily
preferred over another, then the Z; ought to be de-
fined as an “average.” For instance, if the two
mass scales are p; and y, then

Zi:%[zi(u‘l)_’-zi(uZ)]'

QCD corrections of such multimass-scale process-
es can be expected to converge less well than for
single-mass processes (e.g., deep-inelastic scat-
tering). That is because no vertex {or subprocess)
has been subtracted at an optimal spot—instead,

a “compromise” subtraction has been performed.

F. Running masses

The entire question of prescription dependence
really amounts to “resummation” of the perturba-
tion expansion. However, it is certainly possible-
to conceive of resummations that do not relate (in
any obvious way) to a reexpansion of the coupling
constant. The most obvious of these involves the
identification of logarithms and double logarithms.
Some are readily absorbed into the definition of
the coupling constant (yielding the familiar “run-
ning” coupling) and are therefore just the usual
prescription-dependent quantities. Others may be
related to quark masses or multiple scales (of the
kind described in the preceding section).

When there are particle masses in the theory
these act as parameters and so are subject to pre-
scription dependence. Much of what we have al-
ready said about choosing a prescription can be
carried over directly to the problem of defining
the mass parameters. Of course the introduction
of masses simply aggravates the effects of making
a bad prescription choice. The gluon propagator
in Landau gauge with massive quarks (quarks have
masses m,) is

125 ) = = iva (¢ - 2282) L cpdc,

where



250 WILLIAM CELMASTER AND DENNIS SIVERS 23

i

3g? 13
2y __ et - SN
h(p)_1+16"2{

g 2 2
- 1673 a’;s {_e — g +1n(4m) +1n( )

2
—GE +vg = In(47) + 1n< %)] +—

4m02 +§ 2mq _U-z (47”:7 +
-4 —% -

3 u?

The mass corrections have complicated this prop-
agator considerably but what is of most interest is
the fact that In(u?/m ) appears. If we perform a
minimal subtraction so that only the pole is can-
celed from the propagator, then all propagator in-
sertions will contain the quantity ln(u?/m J). When
1 is chosen to be very large, this logarithm will
also be large. In higher orders the mass effects
will cause the appearance of terms In"(u%/m 2). It
is also worth noting that the QCD 8 function is, in
the minimal-subtraction scheme, proportional to
the coefficient of the € pole which, in turn, depends
linearly on the number of quarks. Even if some of
those quarks are extremely massive, they con-
tribute equally to the 8 function. This certainly
contradicts the notion that heavy-particle masses
should decouple from low-energy phenomena. ! A
way of correcting this would be, presumably, to
define the masses and coupling by a momentum-
space subtraction. Georgi and Politzer! have done
this. They chose the renormalization condition
(on the fermion self-energy)

SF—1 ]p2=r-uz:' i(f-m)

This definition, combined with the momentum-
subtraction definition of g (based on the quark-
antiquark-gluon vertex in Landau gauge), allows
them to sum the leading logarithms associated with
masses. They do this by solving the coupled equa-
tion given by

_&° 2 12m %/t
Eafuosy [oemp lmin

xln(1+4mi2/“ 1/2+1] “u
(1+4m2/“2)1 2_1 d“
(6. 232)
and
sl - ()|
_816‘"2[1_ o In 1+m,.2 wm, dp
(6.23b)

The left-hand side of (6.23a) is just the m-depen-
dent B function and is approximately given by

= 163 [11 qzk(fmlz/—u—z)] (6. 24)

2\1/2 2 2\1/2
I A+4m2/p®)/% -1
) 1“[(1+4mf/u2)1/2+1 : (6.22)

This is seen to cross thresholds as expected by
the Appelquist-Carrazone theorem?!—that is,
large-mass quarks barely affect it.

A slightly modified version of the above equa-
tions is presented by Nachtmann and Wetzel,*? who
do a momentum-space subtraction of the three-
gluon vertex. A comparison of methods is dis-
cussed in detail both by those authors and by Pol-
itzers:*

Prescription dependence of masses has been of
particular interest to those who study grand unified
theories (GUT’s). In GUT’s it is necessary to re-
late interactions which take place at relatively low
energies (1-150 GeV) to parameters which involve
mass scales ~10'° GeV. (Examples are the calcu-
lation of the Weinberg angle and the prediction of
the proton decay rate.) The mass logarithms are
typically ~In(#/10%) and it is therefore appropri-
ate to sum those logarithms by means of the re-
normalization-group equations and Eqgs. (6.23).
Furthermore, as we have seen, it is important to
do a momentum-space subtraction as opposed to
a minimal subtraction. For grand unified theo-
ries, these methods are somewhat difficult to im-
plement and recently, an alternate scheme has
been suggested by Weinberg* and by Ovrut and
Schnitzer.*® These authors propose using effective
gauge theories in which the effect of heavy parti-
cles is totally absorbed into the renormalization
scale of the strong and weak couplings.

A simple explicit example of the effect of run-
ning masses can be found in Braaten and Lev-
eille.*® These authors compute the QCD correc-
tions to the decay rate of the Higgs boson into
quarks as

_3 5 4m’ &
I= 81TmG,,-*/2M<1—M> (1+@)

=T,(1+@), (6. 25)

where M is the Higgs-boson mass. @ is first com-
puted by renormalizing the fermion on mass shell
and is found to be (in the limit m?/M?* —0)

)

For large M it is easy to see that G(M) can become
large and negative. However, it is shown that the

(6. 26)
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leading logarithms in m/M can be summed, lead-
ing to

r—T <1n(2m/A CD)>24/33-2NF
~ "N\ 1n(M/Aqep)

+ nonleading logarithms (6. 27)

which does %ot cause I' to become negative. The
authors point out that this result can be written as

(M) \ . .
I'=Ty|=——
0(7.”(27”)) + nonleading logarithms,

(6.28)

where 72(M) is the running mass. Further re-
marks on this example can be found in a recent pa-
per by Sakai.*’

VII. - SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The definition of an expansion parameter in per-
turbation theory involves certain choices. These
choices should be used to optimize the reliability
of the perturbation expansion. If we look at the
counterterms in three different renormalization
prescriptions for QCD we can see how the choices
used in defining o yoyu(i) introduce zeros into re-
normalized Green’s functions at p?=— p?. To the
extent that it is possible to estimate the typical
momentum flow in Feynman diagrams, these zeros
can be used to systematically suppress high-order
corrections to physical observables.

Because of high-order effects, the difference be-
tween a good and a bad prescription can have im-
portant phenomenological consequences. We sug-
gest that theoretical predictions in QCD be formu-
lated in terms of ayoyn(1). Since calculations are
often performed in terms of ay (1) or aps(u) we
have provided tables which convert these to expan-
sions in ayou().

A number of explicit calculations in QCD have
been examined in all three renormalization pre-
scriptions. These examples tend to support the
arguments for using momentum-space subtraction.
In the cases studied, the expansions in ayoy have
the smallest coefficients. We can, on the other
hand, find several cases where the coefficients
for the expansion in oyg are so large as to make
that series completely unreliable. To further test
the ideas behind momentum-space subtraction, we
have examined an example in QED where it is pos-
sible to improve on the usual expansion in terms
of a mass-shell-subtracted coupling.

In view of the importance of obtaining reliable
predictions in perturbation theory we have inves-
tigated some of the options for refining the defini-
tion of momentum-space subtraction. This en-
ables us to examine critically the arguments fa-

voring one prescription over another. However,
it is important to keep in mind that we have only
addressed part of the problem in doing reliable
QCD calculations. For those processes involving
hadrons, calculations must be factored so that
certain divergences are absorbed into parton dis-
tribution functions. This introduces a factoriza-
tion-prescription dependence or a distribution-
convention dependence in addition to the effects we
have discussed here. In a separate paper we plan
to examine the combined éffects of renormaliza-
tion-prescription dependence and factorization-
prescription dependence. We hope that this will
provide the framework for a critical evaluation of
QCD phenomenology.
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APPENDIX A: ASYMPTOTIC EXPANSIONS
AND STIRLING’S FORMULA

In order to clarify some of the points presented
earlier concerning the interpretation of perturba-
tive expansions in quantum field theory, it is in-
structive to consider the properties of a well-
known asymptotic expansion. For example, Stir-
ling’s approximation for the Euler I' function can

724 T T

722— r=2,a':1/5 —

/

r=0,a'=a:1/7

716{— —
(=-2,a':1/9

72— —

| | \
ol 8 P 3

ORDER OF CORRECTION

=

FIG. 10. Stirling’s approximation for I'(7)=720 in
Eq. (A5) as a function of order for different values of
rand a'= (»+ 1/a), :
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be written??

Ir'(t/a) = Fo(l/a)(l Lo, o

12 288
139
~51840% * ) (A1)
with
ro(l/a)ze-llae-(i/a-1/2)1n(a)(2n)1/2. (A2)

This is not a convergent series. It is obtained in
the limit @ — 0 by a saddle-point approximation to
|

r(l/a)=T(r+1/a’)

’

() r a1 G

12

the integral which defines the I' function. The ex-
pansion is known to be very good. For o < 11—0, it
is possible to achieve better than 1% accuracy by
neglecting all the terms in (A1) except the first.
The applicability of (A1) and (A2) can be seen to
depend on the “natural” choice of o as an expan-
sion parameter. If we write the expansion for
T'(1/a) in terms of the variable o’ where

a=a'/(1+a'y), (A3)

the expansion (Al) becomes

N (3674 +168%° + 9672 — 367+ 1) o2

288

(10807° + 11 880+° +30 780+ + 11 520+° — 801042 + 450% + 139)

d'3'+ .o

51840 :
(A4)

For even modest sizes of 7, the expansion (A4) is not very well behaved in that the contributions of the
higher-order terms make sizable corrections for all but miniscule values of @. This merely reflects the
fact that we are expanding in an awkward expansion parameter. The expansion can be improved somewhat
by noting that some of the terms in (A4) can be summed to give

(43207% — 3607 — 139)

T(r+1/a’) = Tylr+ 1/0")(1 +%— (24;8;1)

which is better behaved. Some numerical compari-

sons of the three asymptotic series for I'(1/a) are
given in Figs. 10 and 11.

The differences between the Euler I' function
and a field-theory perturbation expansion are also

10000

| I I I

T T TrTITr

204 ORDER
1000

EXACT]

)}/ T T

1! ORDER

| | | | |
1003 =2 i 0 i 2 3

FIG. 11. Dependence on the parameter » of different
orders in Eq. (A4) for I'(7)="720.

a/2+

13 4 ..
51840 or > (5)

important. In ordinary field-theory calculations
we are not granted the knowledge of the (functional)
path integral which would enable us to decide what
expansion parameter is natural. Instead, once we
have decided on a definition for o, we have a com-
plicated set of procedures based on the Feynman
rules and the renormalization and regularization
prescription for calculating the coefficient of o}
in an expansion for a physical observable. We can
change the definition of @ provided we reexpand
everything in the new parameter. Our criterion
for a good expansion is simply that it provides a
good estimate of a physical effect.

It is also instructive to compare the three expan-
sions for I (1/a) in the case when o, a’, and 7
are given by

51: clnt,

1

o = (c = 1lnt, (A8)
v =1nt.

The expansion (A4) has correction terms which
behave as
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C™ o y¥a’ = O(lnt)" @Aan

and the expansion gets worse as t grows. After
resumming to get (A5) we see the nth correction
term now behaves as

C(")OC’)’"-iOlm—'()<L> (Ag)

. Int

and, hence, gets better as £ —«., However, the
ratio of the » and »+1 terms remains constant as
t—, The change from (A4) to (A5) is an example
of the procedure known as “summing leading log-
arithms.” In terms of the“natural” expansion pa-
rameter @, the series (A1) has correction terms

CM e —-O(L)" (A9)
Int

which become progressively less important at

large t.

It is often convenient to multiply and divide
asymptotic expansions, but care must be taken
when doing so. For example, using the recursion
relations for the I' function we can write directly

r—(rf(fﬁl—é;i) =a[1+farr-1)+-++]. (A10)

This can also be recovered by evaluating (A4) at
a’=a and dividing by (A1). It is also important to
realize that the analytic structure of an asymptotic
expansion is not necessarily compatible with the
original formula. The I' function is meromorphic
with poles at the negative integers 1/a =- N, N
=0,1,2,.... The expression (A2) does not have
these poles but does have oscillatory behavior with
a < 0. The expansion (Al) can be seen to be valid
for larg1/al <w. We can observe the following
relation by multiplying (A1):

r(l/a)r(— 1/a) ,Stirlinsz oriqe= i [1+0(at) + -+ ]
(A11)

[where 1/a = Iz (1 - i¢) defines the branch of the
logarithm in (A2)]. We also have an exact expres-
sion

T(1/a)T(-1/0) = -5&:—?«)
= 2miqe™ 1™/ H(1 — %"/ %)L,
(A12)

The difference between (A11) and (A12) is highly
nonuniform in € and (A11) misses the poles which

occur when
1 —g2iMp=2m =, (A13)

In doing perturbation theory for particle physics
weé often have to continue from spacelike regions
(where amplitudes are well behaved and free from
singularities) to timelike regions. We have often
lost information about the analytic structure of
physical observables in making our approxima-
tions. A continuation such as (A12) which takes
into account the proper singularity structure (A11)
is bound to be better than one which does not.

APPENDIX B: PRESCRIPTION DEPENDENCE
OF THE g FUNCTION

The perturbative expansion of the g function is
defined by '

d,
B - = g+ ®1)
If we define g’ by
p =g+agﬁ+bgﬁ+---(ia=o:ib) (B2)
: dt dt

and the B’ function by

d ’
= Bigt - Bl B

then by (B2)

d ! ! !
B = - Big’ - 3jag’ - 3pibg" - 3a*fi g’
- Big® - 5Bjag’ - Big". (B3)
However,
dg'’ d
e + + DRy
o = ggtag +od )
438
= (1 +3ag®+5bg")-=
dt
=-Bp& - Bi1g - Bg' - 3aBy &’
~3aBigt - 5bBy g+ . (B4)

Equating (B3) and (B4) we have the relationship
between B functions,

Bo=Boss B1=B1, (B5)
B =B, + 3ap; +5bBy — 3Byb — 3228, - 5pa
:BZ —'~2aﬁi + szO - 3a2ﬁ0 .
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