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The QCD-like sum-rule method is applied to the W boson in the strong-coupling version of the
standard model. For comparison the same methods are applied to the perturbative [Glashow-
Salam-Weinberg (GSW)] version of the model. It is shown that the method works in the GSW
model with good accuracy independent of the continuum threshold if the definition of the so-called
sum-rule window is changed. In the strong-coupling model, one cannot “predict” the W-boson
mass because the vacuum expectation values (VEV’s) are unknown. Instead, a restriction on VEV’s
coming from the experimental data can be found when some additional assumptions about the W’
contribution are made. These restrictions can be useful in the application of the sum-rule method to
other channels (Higgs, isoscalar vector, excited fermions, leptoquarks, etc.). The vacuum structure
in the strong-coupling model may differ considerably from the GSW model.

1. INTRODUCTION

There is significant interest in models containing “new
physics,” especially now that the intermediate bosons have
been discovered.’? Among these are composite models of
electroweak interactions.’~!® In these models, not only
fermions but also the W and Z bosons can be made up of
“preons” with spin 0 and 5. Since fundamental methods
of calculation are not available for these types of models,
it seems to be interesting to use semiphenomenological
methods for analysis of the spectrum.

In the present paper we consider the application of the
Shifman-Vainshtein-Zakharov (SVZ) -like sum-rule meth-
od'! (SRM) to the strong-coupling version of the standard
model (SCSM) of electroweak interactions, and its more
familiar  perturbative realization [Glashow-Salam-
Weinberg (GSW)]. In particular, we study the W-boson
channel of these models. For some discussion of the
status of this particular composite model, see Ref. 12.

The SRM within general composite models of elec-
troweak interactions has been considered in Refs. 13—20.
It is a powerful tool in QCD (see, for example, the Refs.
21-24). Our work differs from previous studies of elec-
troweak interactions using the SRM in two important
points. First, we propose a different definition of the
“sum-rule window” based on a different criterion for con-
vergence. Since the spectrum and couplings of the SCSM
differ dramatically from QCD, it is not surprising that
the definition of the sum-rule window should be changed.
In particular, the continuum threshold for bosonic corre-
lation functions occurs at a mass (typically twice the
lightest fermion mass) much lower than the lowest pole
term (e.g., the W boson). Second, we check our assump-
tions and methods by verifying that we reproduce the
standard model in the GSW limit. Of course, in the GSW
model one can calculate everything without the SRM. We
study the SRM for the GSW model to be certain that we
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calculate correctly in the SCSM and to check if there is a
complementarity limit from the SCSM to the GSW
model.

The SCSM Lagrangian is formally identical with the
GSW model. The difference is in the values of the pa-
rameters. Ay is large and the parameters of the scalar po-
tential ¥V (¢) are such that no spontaneous symmetry
breaking occurs, (¢)=0; the SU(2); gauge symmetry is
exact and confining. All physical particles are SU(2),
singlets. The left-handed fermions “consist of” a left-
handed fundamental fermion and a scalar; the W and Z
bosons are bound states of scalars; right-handed fermions
are pointlike. The SCSM can reproduce all the low-
energy weak phenomena.'?

The SCSM is similar to QCD in its main features: both
are confining and asymptotically free. They differ in that
the chiral symmetries of the SCSM must not break spon-
taneously in order that (composite) quark and lepton
masses be much less than Gp~'/2. Standard models for
quark dynamics (e.g., the bag model or the nonrelativistic
quark model) cannot be adopted to this realization of
chiral symmetry. On the other hand, it appears to present
no fundamental problem for the sum-rule method. The
SRM in QCD shows us?!'~2* that VEV’s are responsible
for the mass-spectra creation, the perturbative growth of
as(M) at small M gives only small corrections to the
zeroth-order approximation and has nothing to do with
m,, my, etc. Numerically, it means that Ag <m, (in fact,
As=100—150 MeV <<m, had been used in most of the
SRM analyses in QCD); 1i.e., ag(M) is small at M of the
order of typical hadronic masses. The main assumption
of this paper is that this is the case for the SCSM. What
does it mean for Ay? If we ignore all other interaction
contributions (Yukawa coupling, self-coupling of the sca-
lar fields, strong interaction, and electromagnetic interac-
tion) to the renormalization-group equation for ay and
take into account only the gauge-boson interaction, then
in the leading-log approximation, we get for ay
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If one demands a (80 GeV) < 1, then Ay <10 GeV. Such
a small value for Ay may seem to be a difficulty for the
SCSM. This feeling comes from the numerical analogy
with QCD. In QCD the characteristic scale which deter-
mines the orbital excitation energy, or the inverse radius
of the composite particle (p meson,proton,. . .) is numeri-
cally related to Ag as mg.—mpgr ~KAg, where K ~3-—5,
As~100—150 MeV. If we pursue a direct analogy be-
tween QCD and SCSM, then we would expect
m, «—my ~KApg ~30—50 GeV, where m, 4 is the mass
of an exotic (with respect to the standard model) particle.
Such light exotics seem to be excluded by experiment.

At first sight this seems to be a serious problem for the
sum-rule method and the SCSM in general. We believe
there is no problem. Instead, the analogy is faulty and the
fault lies in the numerical coincidence between Ag and
1/R (the nuclear radius) in QCD. R measures the dis-
tance scale at which confining effects become important;
1/As measures the distance scale at which a
prescription-dependent definition of the coupling becomes
infinite. The former is a physical (measurable) parameter;
the latter may or may not be an accurate measure of the
mass scale of the theory. They are related by some (un-
known) renormalization-group equations in the strong-
coupling domain, which may differ markedly between
SU(2); and SU(3). In fact, in lowest order, the coupling
runs much more slowly in SU(2); than in SU(3), so al-
though Ay ~10 GeV the “confinement radius,” i.e., the
scale at which the SU(2), becomes strong is ~80 GeV.
Thus, we believe it to be natural to expect
my «—mp ~(10—15)Ay in the SCSM. Since Ay may
not be a good measure of the excitation spectrum it may
be better to pursue a different analogy with QCD. In
QCD typically mg—mg~K(|{qg)|)/’, where
K~1-3, and (gq)=~—(250 MeV)® is the light-quark
condensate (one could use the constituent-quark mass in-
stead). Suppose that the SCSM is analogous: m, .
—my ~K({($?))"/? where K~1-3, (¢*)>(170 GeV)?
(see the analysis of the VEV’s in the SCSM in Sec. III).
This case, where not only the mass of the ground state but
also the excitations are determined by the VEV’s (scalar
and gluonic) is very natural from the SRM point of view.

These arguments notwithstanding it may be that Ay is
larger, Ay ~50 GeV and agy(mp) is large. Then, the SR
analysis cannot be carried too close to my. The lower
bound of the sum-rule window (SRW) may correspond to
those M where ay(M,)~1 (the one-loop formula gives
M, ~4.5my for Ay ~50 GeV), but not to those M where
the power corrections become too large. This does not de-
crease the SRW to zero (see Sec. III) but it creates a prob-
lem of accuracy in the W mass determining from the
SRM (if we knew the VEV’s) or in the VEV’s estimations
(if we knew the W-boson farameters). For at
M>M,~4.5my, exp(—mp?/M?) is close to 1 and is
not sensitive to any value my <150 GeV. This case
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resembles the situation with the 7 meson in QCD: if
Ay ~my then one cannot “calculate” my from the SRM
[but it does not exclude the use of the SRM for the
analysis of more heavier “exotic” states, see case (IV) in
Sec. III].

The purpose of this paper is to see how and why the
SRM works for the W boson in the GSW model and to
get some estimates on VEV’s in the SCSM (unfortunately,
one cannot use the SRM in the opposite direction, i.e., to
predict the my, because the VEV’s are unknown).

This work is organized as follows. In Sec. II the SRM
in the GSW model is considered. It is shown that to ex-
tract not only the value of the W mass but also its cou-
pling constant 8wyy> One must use the current J, u(x)

=—(i /2)¢f(x)ﬁ,,¢(x) (see the notation below). Then, a
very short review of the QCD-like SRM is given and the
method is applied to the W boson. The attempt to use the
SRM by SVZ (Ref. 11) without any changes is shown to
fail. In the “sum-rule window” (SRW) defined as SVZ
prescribe, the left-hand side (LHS) of the SR has nothing
to do with the right-hand side (RHS). Therefore, a new
definition of the SRW is suggested. In this SRW, the
LHS is equal to the RHS with the accuracy ~4% if the
parameters on both sides are taken from the GSW model.

In Sec. III we proceed with the SR analysis in the
SCSM. Unlike QCD where there is a lot of experimental
data to fix the VEV’s, or the GSW model where the vac-
uum structure is simple, in the SCSM the VEV’s are un-
known beforehand. So, one can only try to evaluate the
VEV’s from the experimental data on W boson (not vice
versa). This information about VEV’s can be useful in the
SR analysis for the other channels in the SCSM. The
question of whether or not the SCSM can be distinguished
from the GSW model from the SRM point of view is dis-
cussed and the assumptions used in the paper are quoted.

In Appendix A the expression for a massless scalar
propagator in x space in an external gauge field is calcu-
lated up to second order. The use of this expression in
Appendix B makes the vacuum polarization calculations
for some currents in the SCSM much easier.

II. SUM RULE FOR W BOSON IN THE GSW MODEL

First of all, let us derive the current which creates the
W boson from the vacuum in GSW and SCSM. The ki-
netic term in the scalar piece of the Lagrangian is the
same for both models:

Z¢=(D,$)(D#¢)=+ Tr[(D,0)'D*Q] . (1

Here

A
=g, |- 4'=(1 &)

is the scalar doublet [under SU(2), gauge group],
D“=a#—igm“—ig'YB“ is the covariant derivative,
w,=w,T? and B,, T’ and Y, g, and g’ are gauge fields,
generators, and coupling constants for the SU(2); and
U(1) groups, respectively (¥ =+ for the scalar doublet).
The use of the matrix
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6 —¢3 the GSW model, Eq. (9) follows from the fact that in the
- . ] unitary gauge the current J, is proportional to w, (see

¢ & below).

reveals explicitly the global SU(2)g invariance of .Z *:

L5 *% when Q—Qh ,
h=e FT" B*—const .

The isovector Noether current corresponding to Eq. (2) is
8.7¢ 8.7¢

(2)

=" 8(3,07) 501
= — S THT°0"D,0) - (D007 . 3)
After some algebra, one can get
I =L+l =—i¢"eD,¢ , @
I =JL—ill=i¢'D,ep* =(JH)* (5)
Ti=—24B. (6)
Here

¢t
¢T=(¢l ¢2)’ ¢‘= I¢;] ’

0 1

€=l_10

, D,=8,—2igw,—2ig'YB, .

In the SCSM SU(2); and SU(2)y symmetries are exact
(we are ignoring electromagnetism and Yukawa cou-
plings), in the GSW model they both are broken. In both
versions of the model the vacuum (and the Lagrangian) is

symmetric under transformations Q-—e/®7Qe "7,
1—e' YV, wo,—e'*Tw,e ™', a=const, ¥{ is a fun-

damental left-handed fermion. We will refer to this sym-
metry as (weak) isospin.

The normalization of the currents (4)—(6) is fixed by
the current algebra:

[Ja“(x),Jo’(y)]xo=yo=218(x)83(x——y) . (7

In either version of the model the chiral symmetry
remains unbroken so the matrix element of the current Jj;
between light fermions is

(FL(p")|3,(0) | FL(p)=T, (p’)y#%UL(p).?'(qz) ®)

[¢?>=(p'—p)?], independent of whether the fermion is
composite (SCSM) or fundamental (GSW). Here Fy (p) is
the physical left-handed fermion state with momentum
pleL, i ,Ve,Vy, - . .); U are Dirac spinors. In both ver-
sions of the model

F(0)=1. 9)

In the SCSM, Eq. (9) follows from the (unbroken) global
SU(2)g invariance and the fact that the composite fer-
mions are SU(2); doublets. [F; ~QT\I’L, where ¥; is a
fundamental fermion transforming as a (2,1) under
SU(2); XSU(2)g, transforms as a doublet under (2).] In

When g2 approaches my?, #(g?) becomes

Fymy’g

SEr M (10
qg —my

where Fy is the (dimensionless) coupling of the W boson

to J, and 8wy 18 the on-shell Wff coupling. In the GSW

model

F(ghH~

Fugwm=1 (11)

(at the tree level) and gy, is g, the SUQ2), gauge cou-
pling. Fy is defined by

(WE(p,A) | J5(x)|0)=e?*ek(p)Fymp®V2 . (12)

To prove (11) write Jﬁ [Egs. (4) and (5)] in unitary gauge
where

d(x)=U(x)d'(x)

and
po=| | :
-‘/—i[v +p(x)]
U(x)=exp[i&x)T°/v] .
Then
2
ry=8tel s, (13)

where co:-: is the field of the SU(2); gauge boson, identified
directly with the physical W ¥ in the GSW model. Using
gv2/4=my?/g, Eq. (11) follows upon combining Egs.
(12) and (13). In the SCSM, Eq. (11) is true in the limit
that exotic composite particles are heavy and weakly cou-
pled to F; (Ref. 12). It is the deviation of F w8 w7 from
unity which the SRM relates to the condensate of the
SCSM.

In fact, one can use any currents creating a W boson
from the vacuum for the SR analysis. Whatever is used,
its coupling to fermions as well as to W bosons must be
related to experimental observables. Now let us turn to
the SR analysis with the current (6). Everywhere below
we will consider the SR for intermediate bosons ignoring
electromagnetism. Then, because of the isotopic invari-
ance of the vacuum, the SR’s for the charged and neutral
bosons are the same (up to isotopic factor 2), which im-
plies the same masses for W* and W3. Then we take
into account electromagnetism perturbatively, and the w3
and B get mixed and give the right mass for Z (Refs. 7, 9,
10, and 12). The advantage of this point of view is that it
allows us to examine the Z boson in the same way both in
the GSW model and in the SCSM (for details see Ref. 12).
We also convinced ourselves that in the standard model
one can get the right Z mass from the SR for the current
Jf‘ with electromagnetism taken into account from the
very beginning [then, new VEV’s like (g")%((¢'Y4)?),
gXg"){(¢'T%¢'YT94'Y4), and so on appear on the
RHS].



2618 S. A. DEVYANIN AND R. L. JAFFE 33

In short, the idea of SRM by SVZ is the follow-
ing.121-2* The polarization operator of the appropriate
current is considered:

I(x,p)={0| TI&(x)J%y)|0) ,
Y@ =i [ d* e*1%(x,0)=(q,9,—g,,q)1%(g?).

At large Q%= —¢2>0, one can look at I1%(¢g?) from two
different points of view. The first one is to parametrize
ImI%(S) phenomenologically in terms of some simple
model and then use dispersion relations (with subtractions
if necessary). This point of view we will call LHS (left-
hand side) hereafter. Thus,

© o (=0%) 1 .
n%g*»= f dS——Q——-—ImHW(S)+polynomxal ,
0 2
S(S+Q°) 7 (14)

%ImnW(S)=FW2mW25(s—mW2)+ae<s—zc) .

Here, ¢, is the continuum threshold and a is a factor
which is defined below. As one can see, the zeroth-width
approximation is used for the lowest resonance contribu-
tion and all other contributions [for example, the one
from the W-physical-Higgs-boson, W-two-physical-
Higgs-bosons intermediate states, the presence of which in
the GSW model can be seen from Eq. (13)] are
parametrized by the 6 function.

The other, “theoretical,” side of the SR (this side will
be called RHS, right-hand side) is the Wilson operator-
product expansion®>?% (OPE) generalized by SVZ (Ref.
11) for the nonperturbative dynamics. The RHS is the
usual perturbative series in ay=g2/4m together with a
series of nonperturbative power corrections due to the
VEV’s allowed in the theory. For the current (6), the
RHS looks like

2 tra )2
M¥(gY)=Ci(1)+C,, (¢7) +c, ((g'T")")
4 q
2
+C,, <“’4) PP -
q

The graphical representations of C,, C 82 C & and C
are shown in Figs. 1(a)—1(d), respectively. The coefficient
in front of the unit operator contains all the perturbative
contributions (PC). In a simplified version of the OPE,
the coefficients in front of the power-correction contribu-
tions (PCC) are calculated in perturbation theory, while it
is assumed that the perturbation-theory contribution to
VEV’s is absent. In some theories this simplified version
of the OPE can lead to paradoxes. But it works for our
case. For the theoretical status of OPE, see Refs. 27 and
28 and references therein.

In Eq. (15) we included only the lowest-dimension
VEV’s in the GSW and SCSM model:

($?)=(0|¢1¢,+434,|0) ,
3
S ¢'T%%¢'T%

a=1

($1T9)) =<o

).

(0?)=(0| 0f,05,]0) ,

Opy= ”wf,—ava);‘,+g€°b‘wzm$ .

OO e T e

(a)

(c)
58 e,
.@.@

*e-

Pl S LV IR VN
A\ —— v
(e)

FIG. 1. Diagrams of lower-dimension VEV’s and lower
power in ay, contributing to the OPE of the two-point function
of the current creating a W boson from the vacuum. (a) and (b)
Contributions proportional to the unit operator and (#2) to-
gether with their first correction. (c) and (d) Contributions pro-
portional to ((¢'T%)?) and (w?). (¢) The only diagram (to
leading order in ay) proportional to the scalar VEV of dimen-
sion d =2n +4 and to the a}*! in the Landau gauge. Solid line
is scalar field, waved line is hypergluonic field, and circle is the
current creating a W boson. Broken lines mean nonperturbative
interaction with the vacuum.

The VEV’s can depend slightly on Q? due to the
anomalous dimensions of composite operators. There is
no fermion VEV in our case because we assume the chiral
symmetry of the model remains unbroken. The zeroth-
order contribution to C; is C;=—aqIn(Q*/u?),
ap=(967%)"1~0.001 (see Appendix B). The next correc-
tion to C; is?° (—ao)(9ay /4m)In(Q?/u?). As we shall
see, one can neglect this correction. Then, according to
the usual model for continuum, the factor a on the LHS
[see Eq. (14)] has to be a =a,.

The method for extracting the mass and the coupling
constant by SVZ in QCD (Ref. 11) is the following. The
numerical values for VEV’s are taken either from “some-
thing else” (the quark VEV (gq ) is determined by current
algebra) or from the SR analysis in some channels (gluon-
ic VEV is fixed by the charmonium sum rule). The
higher dimension (d =6) quark VEV’s are reduced to the
square of the VEV for (gg ) with the help of the “factori-
zation hypothesis” (also called the ‘“vacuum-dominance
hypothesis”). For example,

(0| gvut°qgy t°q |0)=—5(0|gg | 0)2.

Usually, the coefficients in front of PCC [like C 4 and
C,: in Eq. (15)] are proportional to ag (ay in our case).
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So, one needs the value of ag (or Ag) at the resonance re-
gion. This information also comes from external sources
(the J /¢ decays and so on). Thus, the RHS (“theoreti-
cal”) is known after some experimental data are used and
additional assumptions are made. To provide a sense to
the series [Eq. (15)] (— g?) has to be not too small.

In our case the phenomenolog1cal LHS contains few pa-
rameters [ Fy,my,t. in Eq. (14)] which describe the
lowest resonance contribution (RC) (the W boson in our
case) and all the other (continuum) contributions (CC).
The Borel (Laplace) transformation is applied to both
sides of the SR to nullify subtraction terms, to suppress
the CC compared to the lowest state contribution and to
suppress the contributions of high-order terms in the
OPE:

2\n
. d_
L. ,J[T1%(g%) = 1 Q)" W 2
A7 (g7) n’lelEm =D sz H Q%) .
Q2/n =MZ%=const
(16)
Now the LHS and the RHS look like
Fy? 2 g _ 2
LHS=-——WI;—Z—e mw /M e M , 17
2 trra g2
RHS=a —C,, <¢ ) +C, (¢ T4¢)>
M
2
+CQZ%+... : (18)

Where (at which M?) do these expressions have to be
equal? Theoretically, if we were able to take into account
all intermediate states of LHS and all the perturbative and
nonperturbative contributions to RHS, both sides would
be the same at any M2 But we cannot go to small M
because we ignored the high-power contributions and
higher-order perturbative terms in C; (ay grows at small
M?). We cannot go to very large M? either, because there
the CC becomes larger than RC [see Eq. (17)]. So, we can
trust our SR only in the sum-rule window (SRW),

Almin2<1‘l2<1‘lmax2 ’

in which, on one hand, the series [Eq. (18)] makes sense
(this determines Mmmz) and, on the other hand, the CC is
small (this determines M,.?). This very qualitative defi-
nition of the SRW was specified in QCD by saying that
the power-correction contributions have to be <30% of
the perturbative contribution, and the continuum contri-
bution has to be <30% of the perturbative contribution
(in QCD it happened that the resonance contribution on
LHS at M2~Mg? is of the order of the perturbative con-
tributions on RHS).

Provided a sum-rule window can be found one can then
proceed to fit the LHS parameters (Fy,,my,?.) to repro-
duce the RHS. By means of the SRM much hadron phys-
ics can be explained and, sometimes a new phenomenon
has been predicted.!"2!~ 2

Now let us turn to the SR analysis for the W boson in
the GSW model. In Appendix B, the two-point function
I1Y, is calculated [see Eq. (B8)]. So the coefficients C; in
Eq (15) are

2619
Ci=——L 2 C,
T 96 12
2
Cu=—g% C,=—%— .
#7780 T T g
Then the SR [Egs. (17) and (18)] takes the form
Fylmp? _ 20 _ 2
LHS = WMZW oW /M oM
(%)  gX('T%)?) | gXw?)
=RHS=a + ,
2M? M* 19217-2M4(19)

a=(967%)"1~0.00105 .

How does this SR work in the GSW model? The field ¢
getsa VEV

0
v/V2
The physical Higgs p and the field w, (which is con-
sidered as elementary) have no VEV’s, (‘p) =0, (@?)=0.
Thus, ignoring perturbatlve contnbutlons to {p?), (p*),
{@?) compared to the v% v* (for the importance of the
perturbative contributions in VEV’s and for examples of a

few simple models, see Ref. 28) one obtains for the VEV’s
in the GSW model

(¢)=

2

(0?)=0, (¢*)=—"
2 (20)

((¢'T%)?) = =+(¢*)?.

v
2

Besides, in the GSW, where there are only VEV’s from
the scalar field, one can use? (see also Appendix B) the
next power-correction term on RHS [Eq. (15)]:

(¢TTG¢¢TTb¢¢TTaTb¢ )
6
q
By the same assumptions as in Eq. (20), one can get for
this new VEV

C¢6

’ C¢6=—2g4 .

3
v?

) (21)

<¢TT0¢¢TTb¢¢TTaTb¢) - _11_6_

The approximations of Egs. (20) and (21) may be called
naturally “tree approximations.” The g2 dependence of
VEV’s in the GSW model is very slow because
a¥ =g?*/4r is a very flat function of ¢2.
As it had been shown previously in the GSW model,
Fy=1/g (my =gv/2); therefore, the SR is finally
2a0 2 2,2 2 2 2, 4
we-mw MM Y _ __gv_4
M 4M 16M
4.6
_.&6. , (22)
16 X 8M
2 24

_8Vv
aM?  16M*
4 .6

— AN (23)
16X 8M

v —o2p2 /a2 —t,/M? v
gu/4M+ae c —
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Since a is very small (it is 12 times smaller than the corre-
sponding term for the p meson SR in QCD) the attempt
to define the SRW in analogy with QCD fails. If we
adopt the definition of a SRW described above for QCD
to the present case, we obtain

8000m > <M?*<0.83t,
and at these M?
RHS>a, LHS<0.6a . (24)

The mass scale of the GSW model is set by the scalar
VEV, there is a 1/M? term with a large coefficient in
front of it (unlike in QCD). So, not only is the SRW far
away from the mass we wish to estimate, but the LHS has
nothing to do with the RHS in the SRW.

Therefore, let us give a new definition of the SRW for
the W-boson SR. Let us determine M;,? by the condi-
tion that at M2=M_;,? the contribution of the last term
in the 1/M? series is of the order of 50% of the whole
series:

g*° oS T < ’
16 X 8M i ® aM;.t 16M ¢

5 ) (25)
Mmin =~ 16mW .

The idea of this definition is to make sense of the 1/M?
series by comparing the terms of the series with each oth-
er, but not with the (small) perturbative contribution. One
can give a lot of other definitions with such an idea in
mind. All such definitions give M p;,2~my2. For exam-
ple, one can demand for the last term in the series to be of

the order of 50% of the first, main one:
g%® 2 ,

~0.5 , M 'sz .
16X 8M ;6 aM, 2 e T

Let us determine M,,.> by the condition that at
M?*=M_,.? the continuum contribution is of the order of
30% of the resonant contribution in LHS:

2 2,2 2
—1. /Myt _0.3v o T8 /My

~ 26
aM,.2 (26

The solution of Eq. (26) grows if ¢, grows. So, the lower
bound for M,,,,” is obtained if z. =0:

2
Mm“2z0.3—:;z700mu/2 )

The SRW definition given above makes the SRM by
SVZ applicable to the GSW model without any further
changes. There is no contradiction like Eq. (24) anymore;
the LHS is equal to the RHS in the window:

mp? <M?*<700my? 27

with good accuracy. Really, in this interval for any ¢, >0
the LHS and RHS differ from each other by less than
26% (the RHS is about 26% larger at M>=my?, at
M?*=2my? this difference is ~3%, at M2 ~700my* the
difference is smaller than 3%, if 0 <f, <100my?). If one
decreases the SRW,

2myp? <M?<100mp?, (28)

S. A. DEVYANIN AND R. L. JAFFE 33

then the difference between the LHS and RHS is less than
4% at any t.>0 and the CC is less than 4% of the
resonant contribution even at M2x~M . >=100my? (see
Fig. 2).

Besides, from the new SRW definition, it follows that
within the SRW we can neglect not only the higher-order
perturbative corrections to the RHS [~agy(M?),
ag’(M?), etc.] but the main one [a on the RHS in Egs.
(22) and (23)]. We conclude, therefore, that the SRM does
work perfectly in the GSW model of weak interactions,
provided the definition of the SRW is suitably modified.

A few comments are in order. The first remark is
about the connection of the point of view on the SRM for
the GSW model presented here and the finite-energy
sum-rule constraints in Refs. 18 and 20. The considera-
tion of the first three terms on the RHS of Egs. (22) and
(23) suggests the idea that the whole series on RHS is the
expansion of

U2
4M?

g2U2

e

The first three terms in the expansion of this exponential
are exactly the first three terms on the RHS of Egs. (22)
and (23). Equating the coefficients in front of equal
powers of 1/M? in Eq. (22) in the interval [Eq. (28)],
where one can neglect the CC on the LHS and the PCC
on the RHS, we get

»?

4 ?

24

—Fpimpt=—8Y (29)
16

1 2 6 41)6

LF AU

L A ATV

These equations are identities in the GSW model where

szmwz—_»

wf T
1
L]
A
\J

[

ol 1 1 1
1 S 10 15

1
2, 2
20 M%/my,

FIG. 2. LHS of the sum rule (22) and (30) (solid line) with the
parameters mp=81.5 GeV, Fyp?=2.28 (values corresponding
to the GSW model). RHS of (22) (short-dashed line), RHS of
(30) (long-dashed line) with the parameters C,=mp2Fp?
Cis=1.73mp*=~0.76Fp*my*. The W' and continuum contri-
butions can be neglected, see the text. Arrow A indicates the
lower bound of the sum-rule window defined in text.
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my, =gv/2 and, as it has been shown, Fy=1/g. Note
that Egs. (29) are very different from the finite-energy
sum-rule (FESR) constraints in Refs. 18 and 20. The
FESR constraints in Refs. 18 and 20 can be obtained by
equating the coefficients in front of equal powers of
1/M? at M?>— «, i.e., there where one cannot ignore the
continuum contribution. As a result, the left-hand sides
of Egs. (29) depend on ¢, and that entails the dependence
of the solution (Fyp and my ) on t,. Therefore, the stan-
dard value of my is obtained in Ref. 20 only for 7, =0.
Moreover, in Refs. 18 and 20 a current which is two times
larger than (6) was used for the W-boson SR. So, there is
no statement in Ref. 20 of how to get the value for gy, 7
from the SR analysis. Further, the desire of the author of
Ref. 18 to consider the SR with ¢, >0 (i.e., t,50) im-
mediately leads him to large values of ¢, (7, ~1
TeV2~156my?). This is so because the FESR con-
straints in Ref. 18 have no solutions with {®?) >0, if

172
te <mp? |3a+ 2407+ 22 ]/(4a +12a%?)
g

zZSmWZ .

The large ¢, leads the author of Ref. 18 to a large value
for the SU(2), gauge field VEV, ay(w?) ~(1/47)t.% in
the SCSM (otherwise, the mass my? cannot be much
smaller than ¢,).

The point of view on the SRM suggested in the present
paper allows us to get the correct values for my and gy, 7
in the GSW model independent of the choice of ..

The second remark concerns taking into account the
VEV’s of arbitrary dimension in the standard model to
leading order in g2 and, therefore, to extend the lower
bound of the SRW. In Appendix B (see also Ref. 16) we
present a calculation of the coefficient in front of the sca-
lar VEV of dimension d =2n +4, n >1 for the OPE of
Eq. (15). It is shown there that in leading order in g2 the
OPE in the GSW model is [instead of (15)]

2
HW(q2>=Cl<1>+C¢z—%l

((¢'T%)?) = & . VEV@
+C¢‘ q4 + 2] Cd (qZ)n+2 ’
n=

where

Cy=—(g"+1/2", d=2n+4,
VEV@ = <¢TT4¢(¢T¢)n¢TTa¢) )

Applying the Borel transformation (16) one can get, for
the RHS in the standard model,

(¢%) _ gX(8'T%)*)
RHS=a + -7 — 5= 3
© (_1)n+l(32)n+1

+ 3

moy (n+ DM +2m

VEV¥

Using the tree approximation for VEV'?’ one gets, analo-
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gous to (20) and (21),
VEV@= 323 n‘%"{ 2— 3; "+2%=(<¢2))"+2%.
Then on the RHS of Eq. (23) we have
2 2,4
RHS=a + 4;{2 —_1%1\147
w 1 [ 2,2 |*FD 2
+,,§, ((; 1+)"1)! iAZZ 4;12 '

This is exactly the expansion of the first exponential in
the LHS of Eq. (23). So, for example, in the SRW
0.16mp? < M?*<100my?, the SR is obeyed with the accu-
racy of the order 4% for any ¢, >0. Note that both the
lower and upper bounds of the SRW are determined now
by the condition of the CC to be less than 4% of the
resonant contribution. There is no doubt, of course, that
the SR for the W boson in the standard model would be
an identity at any M? if we would calculate all radiative
corrections to the RHS, perturbative contributions to the
scalar VEV’s, the finite width of the W boson and all oth-
er intermediate states on the LHS (instead of a simple

. - 2
continuum model g e ~<"¥"),

III. SUM RULE FOR THE JA(I)=17(1)
CHANNEL IN THE SCSM

As was mentioned before, the Lagrangians of the
SCSM and GSW models are the same except for the sca-
lar potential. Therefore, the RHS of the SR for the
SCSM model is identical to Eq. (19) (if we neglect the sca-
lar field self-couplings), where g’=4may, with ay un-
known but not too large, for example, ay <0.7. There is
no advantage to knowing C 46 since other power correc-
tions (like C,C ¢2m2) of the same dimension are not cal-
culated.

In composite models of weak interactions, a rich spec-
trum of new particles may exist. To be definite, pick out
the first-excited-state contribution ( W’ boson) from the
whole “soup” of the continuum contributions:

2

Fy’my’ _mm2 Fylmyg? o2 —t1,/M?
— e —— e e

M M

Cc, C,
=a + F—-F , (30

where

C2=%<¢2) ’

= tTas)2 _ G, 5
Cy=4may((¢'T%)*) yry. (0?),

Fy. is the W’ coupling constant to the current (6), ay is
SU(2), strong running coupling constant, and my- is the
W'-boson mass.

“Complementarity” in gauge theories with scalars in
the fundamental representation, as described by 't Hooft?®
and Dimopoulos, Raby, and Susskind,® leads us to expect
that the SR in the SCSM reduce to the GSW results in an
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appropriate limit. (For further discussion of complemen-
tarity in the SCSM see Ref. 12.) This limit is obtained by
letting the parameters on both sides of the SR go to their
GSW values [ag—ad ~0.032, {(w?)—0, {((¢'T?)*)

—+(v2/2)% (¢*)—>v2/2, Fp—0 and/or mp— ). If
the SCSM is to describe nature, the left-hand side of the
SR must be rather close to the GSW limit (since the GSW
model works well) without the fundamental parameters
being close to their GSW values. This is clearly possible
since C, and C, [see Eq. (30)] can clearly have (apzproxi-
mately) their GSW values even though (w?®)=0,
((¢'T%)? );é (¢2)2, and ay>>0.032. The situation
when ((¢ T"¢)2) > 1+ (¢?)? is preferred from the point of
view of composite models of weak interaction. This
preference is based on the analogy with QCD.

As mentioned above, in QCD the vacuum-dominance
(or factorization) hypothesis (VDH) works rather well. It
allows one to reduce the high-dimension quark VEV’s to
the lowest one. For our case it means that in doing the
contract:on of the scalar fields ¢; and ¢} inside the VEV
((¢'T9)?) one need take into account only the vacuum
intermediate state and ignore all the others:

(O] *+ @y~ g%+~ |0)=F8u(¢?) (0] -~ |0)
We get

($'T°60'T9%) =+ () TE T2, 8mibu = +(9%)?% ,

that is as much as % times larger than the tree approxi-
mation [see Eq. (20)]. The VDH seems more natural in
the composite model. If there is no Higgs mechanism, the
lowest-dimension scalar VEV is (¢?) not (¢), so then
there is no preferred direction:

(o161)=(9302)=+(8?),
((#'T143?) = ((6'T?)?) =((¢'T¢)?) ,
and so on, whereas in the GSW model
2
($16)=0, ($34,)="-0,
((6'T¢)?)=((¢'T%)*) =0,

2
+0,

t _1 v
((¢ 7*34;)2>—4 5

and so on. If the VDH is used, then the GSW limit
Fy—Fy=1/8y,;7~1/0.63, my’—g’v?/4, Fy,—0 (or
mpyr— oo ) is obtained if

_ay

(¢2)—->— (wz)—->121rzv

ay

Now let us turn to the SR analysis in the SCSM itself.
The parameters on the RHS of the SR (ay and VEV’s)
are a priori unknown in the SCSM. So there is no way to
predict the parameters of the LHS (my,Fy,...) as in
QCD. Therefore, let us assume that agy(M?~mp?) is not
large [for example, ay(mpy?) <0.7] and is a smooth func-
tion of M?, so that one can neglect the M? dependence of

S. A. DEVYANIN AND R. L. JAFFE 33

VEV’s through the anomalous dimensions and try to find
“experimental values” for VEV’s from the SR [Eq. (30)].
What is known about the LHS from the experiment?
Fy is no longer 1/ 87> because the normalization condi-
tion for the weak form factor of composite fermions [Eq.
(8)] with the W’ contribution taken into account becomes

The experimental value of my from Ref. 31 is
81.5+1+£1.5 GeV. The W-boson coupling constant 8wsr
and the W’ coupling constant are related to the Fermi
constant

ng72 gW/}‘ 8
my? \/5,

The analysis of the experimental restrictions on the pa-
rameters of the phenomenological model with two com-
posite W(Z) and W'(Z’) bosons and isoscalar vector bo-
son Y was carried out in Ref. 32 (see also Ref. 33). The
allowed two-dimcnsional region for the parameters
K*=(Fy /FW) u? m;yz/m w2, was found to be depen-
dent on r’=(gy. ﬂ-/ng;) We will use the restrictions
for K%, u? at given r? to estimate the allowed values for
Fy and FW' through the equations

(32)

Fp?=K?Fy?, (33)

Fy= —e it . (34
4V 2Grm Wz( 14+rK)?

The available experimental data (on my,mz,

sinfy, . ..) do not impose very strong constraints on the
parameters of the first excited intermediate boson.*? Of
course, when the total width of W and Z (it determines
8wys) and T, +,_ (it determines Fy) are measured,
then Egs. (31) and (32) will give good bounds on the W’
parameters.

Meanwhile, let us consider four different sets of W’ pa-
rameters not excluded by the data and which cover all the
interesting possibilities of the SCSM vacuum structure.
The first two are those with a large two-particle—channel
coupling constant: gp. .7~z (i.€., r2=1); the last ones
are those with small (or medium?) gy, 7 ~0.22gy, 7 e,
r?=0.05). In both cases, we will consider “small” and
“large” W’-boson masses. In all cases we will be interest-
ed in the maximum possible W’ contributions. (Small
changes in the maximum possible W’ contribution do not
affect qualitative conclusions on the SCSM vacuum.)

(1) The W' boson is strongly coupled to the fermion-
antifermion channel: gy, 7= +gy,7 (the plus sign is for
definiteness); mp-* is small; for example, my->=3my>.

The maximum allowed K? in this case is ~0.023 (Ref.
32), and according to Eq. (33) the maximum W’ contribu-
tion to the LHS of Eq. (30) is proportional to
(Fp*)max=0.023Fg2, i.e., is less than 7% of W contribu-
tion even at large M%~100—200my>. But at such M?
the continuum contribution (which is of the order of
a =0.001) is <4% of the W contribution, so there is no
meaning in separating the W’ contribution from the
whole “soup” of the continuum. On the other hand, at
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small M?>~few mpy? the W' contribution (which is
<3.5% of the W one) also can be neglected because the
RHS is poorly known here. Therefore, in the case under
consideration, one can neglect the W' contribution on the
LHS of the SR, Eq. (30), when determining C, and C,.
From Eq. (34) at r2=1, K2=0.023, pu’=7,
my=81.5+1+1.5 GeV (Ref. 31) one gets Fyp2~2.28. In
Fig. 2, the graphs for the LHS with the parameters listed
and for the RHS with C,=2.28mp’~Fp’my?
Cy=1.73mp*~0.76Fy*myp* are shown and the lower
bound of the SRW is indicated.

The fitting of C, and C, is carried out as follows. In
our case (unlike in QCD) the continuum which comes
from the discontinuity of the perturbative diagrams is nu-
merically very small. Therefore, one can work at almost
“infinite” M?, where all power corrections except the
main one C,/M? are practically zero. On the other hand,
at such M? the LHS is almost a hyperbole:

Fy? my? Fy?
S7 e d vl Elyenl
So, the equation LHS(M?~100my?) =RHS(M?

~ 100m y,2), which is true up to 4% (the CC are of the or-
der of 4% at such M?) gives

C,=Fp*myX1+0.04) . (35)

This equality reminds us of the finite-energy sum-rule
constraint'®? but it does not contain #, and is correct for
any t. (it is obtained not at M%— «, where the continu-
um contribution is much larger than the resonant one, but
at those M? where the continuum contribution is much
less than the resonant one).

The next power correction C4/M* comes into the game
when we go to smaller M2 One cannot go to too small
M? because unknown higher power corrections become
significant (C4/M5, etc.). The smaller M2, the worse the
accuracy of the RHS. Let us use the GSW model as a
rough guide to the accuracy. There, the RHS is known at
M? with the error of the order of my?/2M?2, if only two
terms are used. So let us require for LHS and RHS to
coincide with each other at M?=3my? (for example) up
to 17%:

C2 C4

3my?  9Imyt

Fg? _, 2 2
(110.17)—3’5—e mw3my”_

(36)

The main point of Eq. (36) is to define clearly what we
mean by accuracy of C4. Equations (35) and (36) give, for
Cy,

C4=(0.85+0.42)Fy*mp* . (37

Instead of Eq. (36) one could use other criteria, for ex-
ample, the equality of the area under the LHS and RHS
in the SRW, the equality of the LHS and RHS at
M?=4my? and so on. All these methods give similar
values for C,.

The lower bound of the SRW is indicated in Fig. 2, cal-
culated according to the recipe given in Sec. II:

Cl C,
M M©*

0.5 M*=<1.6my?.

If we require for the continuum contribution to be <12%
of the resonant one, then the following SRW is obtained:

1.6mp? <M?<270my? .

As one can see from Fig. 2, agreement between LHS
and RHS in the SRW is good. As was to be expected, the
vacuum parameters (C, and C,) obtained are close to the
GSW values because the W’ contribution has been
neglected.

Now let us imagine what might have happened if some-
one told us that C, and C, are 1.5%10* GeV? and
0.76 X 10® GeV*, respectively, and asked us to evaluate the
spectrum in the JX(I)=17(1) channel. Solving Egs. (35)
and (36) one gets

Fyt=C,(1£0.04)/my2=2.5x(1+£0.5) ,
Cy

= C,(0.85+0.42)

my ~77 GeV(1£0.25) .

2

my =5960 GeV¥1+0.5), (38)

From Eq. (31), one gets for 8w,y (neglecting the W’ con-
tribution)

1
ng?=—I":;=0.63(1j:0.25) . (39)

Using instead of Egs. (35) and (36) a different fitting pro-
cedure and the same accuracy requirement, one would get
numbers close to Eqgs. (38) and (39) with the same accura-
cy.
The estimates [Eqgs. (38) and (39)] were obtained by
neglecting the W’ contribution on the LHS. But we do
not know a priori whether that is reasonable. Therefore,
we would have to check how the W’ contribution may af-
fect Egs. (38) and (39) and what can be said about the W’
parameters. Trying to fit the SR, Eq. (30), with nonzero
Fy* one can get an upper bound on it. The my? value
seems to be unrestricted because it is impossible to investi-
gate the small contribution on the LHS with only two
terms on the RHS. Since the VEV’s are unknown, we will
not pursue these speculations further.

The estimates, Eqgs. (35) and (37), do not change very
much for any my.? SIOmWZ, so we conclude that for
these my-* and 8w 7 =8w(F the experimental data con-
strain the SCSM vacuum parameters to be close to the
ones in the GSW model:

2C,=(¢*)=3x10* GeV*1+0.04) ,
(40)

Ci=4may((¢'T%)?) — %(wz)

=0.76 X 10® GeV*(1+0.5) .

(2) Let us investigate the large my.> value case at
8w 7 =8.> for example, my?=100mp’. Then, the
maximum allowed K? is ~0.0051 (Ref. 32) and according
to Eq. (33), the maximum W’ contribution is proportion-
al to (Fp?)max=0.0051Fy % One cannot neglect such a
contribution at large M? and it should be separated from
the whole soup of the continuum at M?~ 100my 2. From
Eq. (34 at r2=1, K?=0.0051, u2?=0.01,
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my=81.5+1+1.5 GeV (Ref. 31) one gets Fp’~2.0. In
Fig. 3, the graphs for the LHS with the parameters listed
and the RHS with C,=2.94my’~(Fp’my?
+ Fp’my?), C4=60.3my* ~0.59Fy*my* are shown
and the lower bound of the SRW is indicated. The fitting
procedure is similar to the one described before, but now
C, is determined by the behavior at M2~ 500—1000m >
(not ~100my?, as before). C, is determined by the
behavior at medium M?, i.e,, MZ~100my? (not ~3mpy?
as before). The accuracy of C, is of the order of 12% (at
M?~500my? the CC is about 12% of the resonant con-
tributions), the accuracy of C, is about 70%. The SRW
is

0.41mp2=41mp? < M? < 500mp’=5my? ,

if one requires the CC to be less than 12% on the upper
bound of the SRW.

As one can see, the vacuum parameters may consider-
ably differ from the GSW values:

($?)=4x10* GeV¥(140.12) ,
(1)

41raH((¢TT"¢)2)——-fs%(wz)=2.75x109 GeV4(1£0.7) .

Note, that as far as C, feels both resonances
(Cy =Fy’*mp*+Fy’my?), C, is determined mostly by
the heavier resonance contribution ( C4 ~0.59F3-*m p*).
Now let us again imagine inverting the analysis. Sup-
-pose we know C, and C, and are going to say something
about W and W’ bosons. We will fail in trying to fit the
LHS with a single resonance with mg?~my?, but it can
be done with the parameters Fg2~3.75, mg?=~20my>.
But then the normalization conditions (31) and (32) will

0.024

0.02

0.04

FIG. 3. LHS of the SR (30) (short-dashed line) with the pa-
rameters mp=81.5 GeV, Fyp?=2.0, mp=100my?,
Fp?=0.0051Fy2 Solid line— W-boson contribution to the
LHS; dashed-dotted line— W’-boson contribution to the LHS;
dotted line shows the order of magnitude of the continuum con-
tribution to the LHS and perturbative contribution to the RHS
which were neglected. RHS of the SR (30) (long-dashed line)
with the parameters C,=2.94my>~(Fy mp?+ Fpmy?),
Cy=60.3mp* ~0.59Fy*my-*. Arrow A indicates the lower
bound of the SRW defined in text.
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be violated even if the errors in Fg and mp are taken into
account. So we have to include the second resonance in
our fit. In any case these values for C, and C, would in-
dicate the presence of a structure at large M 2ZZ()m W
To investigate both resonances more precisely we would
need to know the next power corrections (C¢/MS, .. .)
and, perhaps, the dependence of the VEV’s on M? to ex-
tend the SRW. On the other hand, if we knew the W-
boson parameters and C,, C4 we could predict something
more definite about the W’ boson.

(3) The W’ boson is weakly coupled to the two-particle
channel r=0.05, gy 7 ~0.22g,,7; the W’ mass is medi-
um, say, my>=10my?2 This case of the medium cou-
pling constant and mass of the W’ boson seems most
reasonable for the SCSM. Then the maximum allowed
K?is =~0.1 (Ref. 32) and the maximum W’ contribution
is proportional to (Fy-?)pax=0.1Fy2 From Eq. (34) at
r?=0.05, K2=0.1, u*=0.1, mp=81.5+1+1.5 (Ref. 31)
one gets Fy2~2.29. In Fig. 4 the graphs for the LHS
with the parameters listed and the RHS with

Cz =4.45m szFW'ZM W'2+FW2m WZ ’
Cy=14.75myp*~0.633Fp’my*

are shown and the lower bound of the SRW is indicated.
The accuracy of C, is ~12%; the accuracy of C, is
~60%. The SRW is

0.67Tmp*=6.Tmp* <M? < 550mp*=55my?,

if one requires for the CC to be less than 12% on the
upper bound of the SRW. Again, the vacuum parameters
may differ considerably from the GSW values:

(¢?)=5.9x10* GeV*(1+0.12) ,
(42)

41ra,,<(¢*r"¢>2>—:8—’1’7<mz>=6.5x 10° GeV(1+0.6) .

Again, C, feels both resonances; C, is determined almost

05

4

o

1
0 ) 10 5 Mi/m3

FIG. 4. LHS of the SR (30 (short-dashed line) with the pa-
rameters my=81.5 GeV, Fp?=2.29, myp?=10my?
Fyp*=Fy?. RHS of the SR (30) (long-dashed line) with the pa-
rameters C7_ =4.45m szszm W2+FW'2m W'z, C4 =14.75m W‘
~0.63Fp-*my-*. Solid line—W-boson contribution to the LHS.
The continuum contribution to the LHS and perturbative contri-
bution to the RHS can be neglected, see text. Arrow A indicates
the lower bound of the SRW defined in text.
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by the heavier resonance. If we try to investigate the LHS
having VEV’s on the RHS according to (42) we would not
succeed by doing this with a single resonance without
violating the normalization conditions (31) and (32). If we
know the W parameters and C,,C, then we would be able
to investigate the W' boson more precisely.

(4) The W' boson is weakly coupled to two-body chan-
nel, r2=0.05, gW,f]zZZng]; the W' mass is large, say,
muy?=100my2. The maximum allowed K? is ~0.09
(Ref. 32) and the maximum W’ contribution is propor-
tional to ( F?)pmax~0.09F 2. From Eq. (34) at r2=0.05,
K2=0.09, u?=0.01, my=81.5+1.0£1.5 GeV (Ref. 31)
one gets Fy?~2.14. In Fig. 5, the graphs for the LHS
and the RHS with C,=20.2my*~1.04Fp’my?,
C,=1162mp*~0.6Fp*my* are shown. The accuracy
of C, is ~12%; the accuracy of C, is ~50%. The SRW
is

1.14mp2=114my* <M? <2550m p2=25.5mp? .

This case is similar to case (1) in the sense that one can
take into account on the LHS only one resonance contri-
bution. In this case it is W': the W contribution is
<20% of the W’ contribution in the SRW. But in the
normalization conditions (31) and (32) the W boson is
dominating, so we cannot fit the LHS with a single reso-
nance. Both C, and C, feel now almost only the W’ bo-
son; C, is determined by its coupling Fy.? ,C, by its
mass, my->. Roughly speaking, the order of the heavier
resonance mass is ~(C,/C;)!"”2. The W boson is far
away from the SRW, so to investigate it carefully one
should know the next power  corrections
(Ce/MS,Cys/M3,...) to be able to extend the lower
bound of the SRW up to few My> In the case under
consideration the W boson resembles the 7 meson in
QCD in the sense that its (mass)? is much less than the or-
der of the lower dimension VEV’s. The possible analogy
between the W boson and the 7 meson suggests the idea
that the W mass can be of the order of Ay—the mass
scale where ay becomes large. Then, as in QCD, one can-

045
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0.05

o

[ 100 200 300 400 A
FIG. 5. The same as in Fig. 4, but for parameters my

=815 GeV, Fyp?=2.14, myp2=100my? Fyp-2=0.09Fp?2,

Cy=20.2mp? =~ 1.04Fp’mp-2, Co=1162my*~0.6Fp*my*.
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not “calculate” the W boson mass from the SRM.

As one can see from the cases considered, the experi-
ment does not yet exclude the possibility that the VEV’s
in the SCSM are very different from the ones in the GSW
model. This is encouraging because it is known from oth-
er approaches that the SCSM can account for weak phe-
nomena without apparent fine-tuning of parameters.'? In
the SRM approach similarly it appears that the current
data do not force the VEV’s to be tuned to their GSW
values. For the strong coupling of W’ with ff and small
masses Mpy? < 10my? one can neglect the W’ contribu-
tion to the LHS (more precisely not to separate it from
the rest of continuum contributions) and C,,C, are close
to their GSW values. But still there is a possibility of
having (w?)5£0. For large my? or weak W'ff coupling,
values for C, (and even for C,) which differ very much
from the GSW VEV’s are possible.

How can one distinguish between the SCSM and GSW
models from the point of view of the SRM when the ac-
curacy of the experiment improves? Of course, if the W’
boson were found experimentally, the SCSM would be
preferable and having W’ parameters one would be able to
say something definite about the VEV’s. For example, if
the LHS with the W’ contribution measured would have
two peaks (from the W and W' bosons) then one could es-
timate the next power-correction term, Cg/M®.

But what if the experiment agrees with the GSW model
better and better? Does it mean that the SCSM can be re-
jected from the SRM point of view? The answer is no, if
we consider the SR only for JP(I)=17(1) channel.
Indeed, the SCSM vacuum contains more parameters.
Besides the scalar condensates {¢?), ((¢'T9%)?), etc., it
has VEV’s (w?), (@*), etc., and mixing VEV’s, for ex-
ample, ($'08,T%%,T%), etc. Even if combinations of
VEV’s of given dimension must obey relations, like Eq.
(40) for C, (with better accuracy) these relations can be
satisfied with (»?)s0, (@*)50, etc. The SR analysis
for other channels may be helpful in distinguishing the
SCSM from the GSW model. If experiment will tell us
that there are no excited fermions, leptoquarks, and so on
up to very high energies, it would mean that the VEV’s in
the SCSM must obey a nontrivial system of relations,
which obviously must have the solution with {(w?)=0,
(@*) =0, etc. (if the GSW model agrees with experiment).
The existence of another solution with (w?)=£0, {w? )40,
etc., would not be forbidden but would seem unnatural.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We have considered the application of the QCD-like
sum method'! to the W boson in the GSW and SCSM of
weak interactions. It is shown that the method works in
the GSW model if one changes the definition of the sum-
rule window: instead of the requirement for the nonper-
turbative power corrections to be small compared with the
perturbative contributions (which are small in our case),
one can require the last calculated power correction to be
small compared with the first (main) one. In the sum-rule
window so defined, the LHS and RHS are equal to each
other with the accuracy ~4% independent of the contin-
uum threshold for the GSW values of the parameters
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mw, 8wy (8%), ((#T%)?), etc.

In the SCSM, the VEV’s are unknown. Even the at-
tempt to “calculate” the W-boson mass by means of the
SRM may be wrong if ay(my) is very large. But, if
reasonable assumptions are made, then one can get some
information on VEV’s from experimental data. It is
shown that the vacuum structure in the SCSM (i.e,
VEV’s) may differ considerably from the one in the GSW
model and still reproduce the structure in the J =1~
channel. Arguments are given that one cannot rule out
the SCSM from the SRM point of view even if experi-
ment excludes the existence of excited intermediate bosons
up to rather high mass.

It is interesting to carry out the sum-rule analysis in the
spirit suggested in the present paper in other channels:
Higgs boson, isoscalar vector, fermion, leptoquark. At
present, little is known about the vacuum and ay in the
composite models of weak interaction. But, in the future
the SRM in composite models with accumulating experi-
mental data and theoretical progress may become power-
ful and predictive as it is in QCD.
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APPENDIX A

In this appendix, we derive the expression for the mass-
less scalar propagator in x space in the external gauge
field in the Fock-Schwinger gauge:**

xtwg(x)=0. (A1)

This expression simplifies the calculations of the coeffi-
cients in front of VEV’s in the operator-product expan-
sion in the SCSM (see examples in Appendix B) like the
similar expression for the light-quark propagator®3¢ does
in QCD (Ref. 35).

The calculations are similar to those in QCD (for a
technical review, see Ref. 37). The gauge [Eq. (Al)] is
useful because the gauge fields wj(x) can be expressed in
terms of the field strength tensor w},(0) and its deriva-
tives at x =0 (Ref. 38):

0y (X)=5%Pwp(0)+ TXxP[Dawpy(0)] -+ +

where w,=T"w}, ©,,=T%0,, T are generators of the
gauge group [here SU(2)], D, is the covariant derivative.
We will use the operators with dimension <4, so the

external field has a form
0u(x)=7xPw,,(0) . (A2)

To find the propagator up to second order, one has to
solve the equation
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9 —igwy(x)
9z,

. s
Py —igat(z) ID(Z,y)—S (z—y)

(A3)

up to the terms ~g2. Here D(z,y) is a 2X2 matrix, and
g is the gauge coupling [the calculations can be easily ex-
tended to SU(N)].

The solution of Eq. (A3) in a perturbative series looks
like

D(z,y)=Dqy(2,y)+D(2,y)+Dy(z,y)+ - -+ , (A4)

where Dy, is the free propagator, Dy(z,y)= —idy/(z —y)?,
dy=1/47% D, and D, are terms proportional to g and
g% The requirement (A3) in zeroth, first, and second or-
der gives

2
O,Dy(z,y)=8%z —y), O,= 9 ,
0z4az,
—2igw,(2)04Dy(2,y)+0,D,(2,)=0, ag:aa—#,
z

5 (A5)
—g°w,(2)a*(2)Dy(z,y)

—2igw,(2)34D(2,y)+0,D,(2,y)=0 .
The calculations significantly simplify if we are interested

only in the singlet part of w;’,“mg s, With respect to Lorentz
and color indices (only such an operator may have a
nonzero vacuum expectation):

1

b
(0] wpuwpy, |0) = 3% 12

b,
88 pp, 8 s, —8pu,Bup, {@*)

(A6)

where wf,=3,0%—3,0f +gewlw; [for SUQR)], (w?)
=(0] w(0)w;,(0) | 0).

Then, as one can verify, the solutions of (AS5) are the
functions

id
D()(z7y)='___20', r2=(z _y)2 ’
r

wgzPy* 2
Dy(z,y)=—d ﬂ"__’ __<8 ,
&y 2 ' (42
Dy(z,y)=idy[ — 3r¥+2f(z,p)] ,

_ gX{w?)
2T 2016m)?

2,2 ()2
f(z’y)___l.}%y)_ .

This answer can be obtained as follows. Let us multi-
ply Eq. (A3) by Dy(x,z) and integrate over d*z:

f d*z Do(x,2)[0, —g’w,(2)a*(2)
—2igw,(2)35]1D (z,y)=Dy(x,y) .

Here O, and 8% are acting on the right, the relation
d;0%%(2)=0, which is true in the gauge (A1), was used.
After integrating by parts and having in mind the equa-
tion for the free propagator, [0,Dq(x,z)=8%x —z), one
gets
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D (x,9)=Do(x,p)+ [ d*z Dy(x,2)[g%0,(2)0*(2) +2igw,(2)34]1D (x,p) . (A7)
From the integral equation (A7) one gets the standard perturbative series

D(x,y)=Dy(x,9)+D(x,9)+Dy(x,p)+ - - -,

D\(x,y)=2ig [ d*z Do(x,2)0,(2)8Do(z2.y) , (A8)

Dy(x,9)=D$"(x,) + DP(x,9)=g* [ dz Do(x,2)0,(2)*(2)Do(z,) +2ig [ d*z Do(x,2)0,(2)34D:(2,) .

The divergent integrals in Eq. (A8) have to be regularized in some way. We perform the detailed calculations for
D((x,y) in the dimensional regularization scheme. The calculations for D,(x,y) are similar but more cumbersome. The
explicit calculation yields
. P 2yt—zH) .
Dy(x,p)=—igd}e,, [ d*z—2 = —igd3w,, I (x,y) .
1 34 g ap ppf (x —)’)2 (z _y)4 g ao pL y

The integral IP* in the dimensional regularization is (after transition to Euclidean space and then back)

2R2(y —24) . il

=i | d% =—i 4
f l(xl—zl)z(zl—yl)“ aYIp : (xl_zl)z(zl_yl)2
i 9 2 (x1—y)?
=T Pyyp) | S g2
2 oy, (x8+y8) c n Xo?
_ i g |2 | —y)? 2AxP+yP)y* —xH)
2 € Xo? (x —y)? '

Here e=4—d, d is dimension of the Euclidean space,
x1,91,2; are Euclidean vectors, x{=ix° x¥=x%,
(x1P=—(x)*=—=(x°?+(x)% and x3>0 is the normali-
zation point. Taking into account the antisymmetry of
@, We get

2gd3m? B, u
D(x,y)=— o w,g,,xpy"=—d1(og,,xr2 ,
d1=—%L2.

(417)

Note that D,(x,y)s=D,(y,x). Adding the possible vac-
uum expectation

i(¢2)/2_=.—;-(0 | $161(0)+6362(0) | 0)

one gets
i { b2 id dwg,xPyH
D(x,y)=m—-——§-——l—-ﬂ%—iv~
2 r r
+idy[— 32 +2f (x,p)] (A9)

i (&2 id d wg,xPy*
D(y,x)=l—<—;L2-——To+-—l——B“2——

r r

+idy[— 3P 421 (x,)] . (A10)

APPENDIX B

Here we calculate the vacuum expectation of some
currents in the SCSM. Although all momentum-space

correlation functions considered are known,'>?° the
method of working in x space seems to be easier. We
demonstrate it in the examples of W-boson, Higgs, and
fermion (J = 5 ) channels.

We will use the propagators (A9) and (A10) from Ap-
pendix A, and the massless quark propagator*® which for
the SU(2) gauge group is

Zdo? idl(?'}’a‘)/ﬁ—‘)/ﬂ'}’a ?)(l)aﬁ
ré 4r?

S(x,y)=

2id\FogxtyP  dyf (x,y)F
+ ré e

where do,d|,d;,f(x,y),wg, are defined in Appendix A,
Tu=Xy—Ypu, ?=r‘,y".

) (B1)

1. Calculation in the J?(I)=1"(1) channel

At first we calculate the correlation function for the
currents (4) and (5) using the current (6) for W3 boson be-
cause it is easier. The W?> boson mixes with the photon
and gives the Z (Refs. 7, 9, 10, and 12), but without elec-
tromagnetism the correlators for W2 and W?* are the
same. More precisely, the scalar field VEV of dimension
4 for the changed W bosons is — {$TeT%¢ T%¢*) in-
stead of ((¢'T9¢)?). Up to isotopic factor of 2, these
VEV’s are the same if we apply the vacuum-dominance
hypothesis or the tree approximation. In fact, the isotopic
invariance of the vacuum in both standard model and
SCSM provides the following relation for the scalar
VEV’s:
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(61Y8)?) = ((6'T9)?) = — L (3TeT 6! T%0* ) . ~K,D,,=0. The first diagram in Fig. 1(c) is calculated
{($'Y9)1) =((9TT%)) (9 ¢4 ¢ below. The diagrams in Fig. 1(d) are proportional to
a};(0)2>.
To calculate

Diagrams with the lower dimension VEV’s and low or-
der in ay are pictured in Figs. 1(a)—1(d). The diagrams ig)=i f d*x e"(0| TJ;(x)J3(0)]0) ,
in Fig. 1(a) are the usual perturbative series. The first dia-
gram in Fig. 1(a) is zeroth order in ay; the last four are  let us calculate
the corrections ~ay calculated in Ref. 20. As was men- W — 3 3
tioned before, in our SRW the main perturbative contribu- M) = {0 T7, (M) 0)
tion is small, so we will not take into account corrections
to it. The main diagram proportional to {#2) is the first
on Fig. 1(b). Again, we will not take into account correc-

B=—24"0B,e00,

tions to it [last diagrams in Fig. 1( b)] The diagrams in f)'“= D u 13_ ) p=0h—igw,(x) ;
Fig. 1(c) are proportional to ag{(¢'T?)?). In the Lan- _

dau gauge, where the hypergluonic gropagato:b is grans- D*=3%+igw,(x)

verse [i.e., in momentum space D,‘ =(—i8%/K*)(guy

—-K,K,/K 2)] the last three diagrams in Fig. 1(c) are zero  and then make a Fourier transformation. After some
becausc each of them contains at least one vertex  algebra
j

qud
g#v__% =

HM )(q) i f d*x eup‘n@ )(x’o)___ig2(¢TTa¢¢TTb¢>(_i)aablz
q q

2 tora g2
q-{(¢'T%
- <( q4 ) >(quqv_'ngpv) .
(B2)

To get I1 (x 0) in the Fock-Schwinger gauge, one has to take derivatives first and then put y =0. The last two terms in
(B2) are zero because w,(y =0)=0 [see (A2)], if w, is a classical field. If @, is a quantum field, then the last term in (B2)
describes the first diagram in Fig. 1(c), which is the only diagram ~ay(4*) in the Landau gauge:

IE)(x,p) =g (4" T°0¢' T?$ Y Tl (x)ab(y)) .

So one gets the answer at once in momentum space:

1| e
q2

4
Wl

Mg =i [ d*x 1B (x,00=ig%($'T¢¢' T8 )(—i)s®

Z2 éTTaé 2
- <( q4 ) ) (q#qv—ngpv) .

One can also calculate (to leading order in gz) the coefficient in front of the scalar VEV of arbitrary dimension
d =2n +4, n>1. The simplest way is to work in the Landau gauge. Then, any diagram contalmng a vertex proportion-
alto A (x)-¢ (x)igw,d"¢(x)+H.c., where at least one of the ﬁelds ¢ “gow to vacuum,” is nullified. As we are go-
ing to evaluate the coefficient proportlonal to the lowest power of g? at given dimension of the scalar VEV, we have to
break both scalar field lines so there is the only diagram left, which is shown in Fig. 1(e).

To calculate it, let us notice that any term proportional to the lowest power in g2 in the Landau gauge comes from the
expression:

H;ﬁ‘,‘l"(x,y)=g2<T¢T(x)w,,(x)¢(x)exp [i Jaza2@) ]¢*(y)wv(y)¢(y)> :
where

AL (2)=g*$" (2w, (2)P(2)$(z) .

Then the term of dimension d =2n +4 pictured in Fig. 1(e) is
4 (x,9) =g (To' (o, (x)p(x) [ d2y AL (2)) [ d28L(2)) -+ [ dzgbL (2,08 (P)o (1))
I2,(x,p) =g n!( ¢ (X, (x)p(x) [ dz)AL(z)) [ dz,0.2 (2, AL (2,)8 D)o, (»)g(p)) .

Counting the number of wj contractions one gets in momentum space

. . . -1 n+1 q qv 2)n+1
Z(g)=i [ d* ¢TI (x,0)=ig? ((qz)f, (g — 2T (g2 ’n nIVEV@ = #—z—ﬁ(q,‘qv—qlqw)mvm,
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where

VEV@ = (¢ T ¢)"¢'T%) .

To calculate the diagrams in Fig. 1 proportional to unity, {(¢?) and ay(®?), it is easier to work in x space using the
propagators (A9) and (A10) and then making a Fourler transformation.
We restrict ourselves to terms in II,, up to g2, which are proportional to VEV’s, so (B2) can be written in terms of the

scalar propagator (A9) and (A10):
I2(x,0) =T (x)+T2)(x) ,

I(x) = 3 Tr[ 35D (p,x)D (x,y) + 35D (x,)D (y,x) — 334D (x,y)D (p,x) — D (x,y)5%D (x,3)] | y =0 » (B3)

200 =~ ETH{3,D (x,9)0,(x)D (3,2)— D (x, D)0, ID (3,)] |y 0 -

The first and second derivatives of D (x,y) and D (y,x) from (A9) and (A10) are

Y id
D(x,O)=D(O,Jc)=iQ—)*—"“g—iidzx2 ,

2 xr 2
" Zidoxp .
aZD(y’x) 1y=0=ap,D(x’y) |y=0= x4 _3’d2x‘4 ’
diwpgx? 2idx,
ED(xp) | yot——>— 4 ﬁvx =D (y,x) | y=0— lxﬂ;x =— xo +3idyx, ,
d, 20g,xPx d, 20p,xBx
GAD x)) [ y=ot — Opy— g | =HAD(x) [y m0— 3 Ouy—
2idy | 4x,x,
= " —8uv | +3id2g,y .

Puttmg these expr@ssmns in (B3), domg some algebra, tak-
ing the trace and grouping terms in II ) and II“V propor-
tional to unity, (¢*) and (w?), we get

Y=o+ (¢2>+H<1) 2 2= H(Z)(a)
(22— 2% %)
Mx) =232 =
x
( 2)
e (x)= — o d’ xg,,—4x,x,) , (B4)
2 24d0d2
e )=__Txuxv ’
x
I, = ————-—48 T (x g,w Xux,)
8d0d2
=— (x? Guv—XpuXy) .

Note that as Tr(w,,)=0, the terms in D(x,y) and D(y,x)
proportional to d; do not contribute to II“,, and vice ver-
sa, only those terms contribute to II2). Note also that, as
was expected, each term in II,, (proportxonal to unity,
(%), (wz)) is transverse:

)

N B g (V)]
[n Jx)]= ax“

= [M¥(x)]

[II (x)] o,

where

(@) vy Tp(1(@?) 2)@?
I’I"v (x)_nva +Hpv(w)

8dod
=— :2<x 8y +2X,%,) - (BS)

The graphic representation of IT\C), Hifvz’, and HL",’,Z)
shown in Figs. 1(a), 1(b), and 1(d), rmpectwely. Note that
in the gauge (A1) and at y =0 each of the last two dia-
grams in Fig. 1(d) is zero.

The transition to the momentum space is performed by

means of the main formulas®®3°

L iqx_w 2\n =2 2
f(x2—ie)"e =T D) (g“)"~“In(—g*), n>2,
(B6)
fd4 = 4 .
(x? —15) q2+ie
One can get, for I1}}),
MR =i [ d*x e 11x)
1
=(qﬂqv—q2gyv) —-;a:;ln(——qz) R
(g =i fd“x eI (x)
2
=949~ 8w —%;Lz)l (B7)
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&g =i [ d*x e (x)

) g%(?)
1927%¢*

Finally, the operator-product expansion for the two-point

correlation function of the current creating W boson from

the vacuum in the GSW and SCSM’s up to the VEV’s

with dimension d <4 is

= (qpq'v _nguv

1 2
0,7(q)=(q,9,—q%¢u,) v ln(—q)z———%;T)
_gH'T9r) | gXa?)
q* 192m%¢* |~

(B8)

2. Current creating left fermions from the vacuum

Consider the two-point functions of the current:

%(x,0)= —Tr[D(x,0)3(1 —¥5)S(0,x)]= — 7 (1—y5)Tr

=3(1—7s)

Making a Fourier transformation by means of formulas
(B6) or their derivatives on g, one gets

N¥g)=i [ d*x e I}(x,0)

2)
=‘1-(1——}’ )G | — L ln(—qz)-——(‘é—
2 5 167 q°
2 2 4/ 14
&%) | ol CN
(16m)%q* q*

(B12)

3. Current creating Higgs boson from the vacuum
Consider the two-point functions of the current
Ja(x)=¢"(x)p(x) ,
My (x,p)=(0| TTg(x)Ju(y) | 0)
=—Tr[D (x,y)D (y,x)] .

There are no derivatives in Ilg, so using (A9) and (A10)
one gets
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THx)=¢"00) 31—y )p(x) =0 02 (x)
a=12,...,12 (er,q.), (B9)
T30 =171 ve=084(») ,
[3(x,)=(0| TJ#(x)T %(y) | 0)
=(T¢" )+ (1—y )PP L (1 +75)6()) .
(B10)

I1} is a 4X4 matrix. Terms proportional to unity {$?)
and {(®?) one can express by means of the propagators of
the fermion (B1) and scalar (A9)

N(x,y)=—Tr[ D (x,) 5 (1 —¥5)S (3, %)+ (1+¥5)]

(B11)

(the trace acts on color indices only). As there are no
derivatives in I1} one can set one of the coordinates to be
Zero:

,(Qz ) ldo 3id2x 2 Zdof
2 x2 2 T x4
2ido(*)X  4idy’X  6idgd,R
x4 N x6 N X2
|
2
i (b2 idy 3id,x?
M, (x,00= —Tr | | {822 I Jidax”
2 x2 2
2dy2 2dy{¢? 2y2
— 0 _._giiz_+6dod2+_<.¢_l_
x* x? 2

—3d2<¢2>X2 .

The last three terms give a & function or its derivative
after Fourier transformations. We are interested only in
the g% <0 region, so we get

Mu(g>)=i [ d* e®Ily(x,0)

1 2(¢%)

=——In(—¢?%)—

872 7 q°
g*(w?) g*(¢*)

n . . (B13)

q q9

+0 +0

The last term in (B13) comes from the fact that the dia-
grams proportional to g2(¢*) are zero for the same
reason as the last three diagrams in Fig. 1(c).




33 SPECTRAL-FUNCTION SUM RULES FOR W BOSON IN THE . . . 2631

*Permanent address: Department of Physics, Novosibirsk State
University, Novosibirsk, 630090, U.S.S.R.

Deceased.

1UA1 Collaboration, G. Arnison et al., Phys. Lett. 126B, 398
(1983); 135B, 250 (1984); in Proceedings of the XXII Interna-
tional Conference on High Energy Physics, Leipzig, 1984, edit-
ed by A. Meyer and E. Wieczorek (Academie der Wissen-
schaften der DDR, Zeuthen, DDR, 1984).

2UA2 Collaboration, P. Bagnaia et al., Phys. Lett. 129B, 130
(1983).

3H. Fritzsch and G. Mandelbaum, Phys. Lett. 102B, 319 (1981).

4L. Abbott and E. Farhi, Phys. Lett. 101B, 69 (1981); Nucl.
Phys. B189, 547 (1981).

5H. Fritzsch, D. Schildknecht, and R. Kogerler, Phys. Lett.
114B, 157 (1982).

6H. Harari and N. Seiberg, Phys. Lett. 98B, 269 (1981).

7P. Hung and J. J. Sakurai, Nucl. Phys. B143, 81 (1978).

80. Greenberg and J. Sucher, Phys. Lett. 99B, 339 (1981).

9M. Kuroda and D. Schildknecht, Phys. Lett. 121B, 171 (1983);
R. Kogerler and D. Schildknecht, Report No. TH.3231-
CERN, 1982 (unpublished).

10P, Chen and J. J. Sakurai, Phys. Lett. 110B, 481 (1982).

11M. A. Shifman, A. 1. Vainshtein, and V. I. Zakharov, Nucl.
Phys. B147, 385 (1979); B147, 448 (1979).

1ZM. Claudson, E. Farhi, and R. Jaffe, MIT Report No. MIT-
CTP-1331, 1986 (unpublished).

138, Narison, Phys. Lett. 122B, 171 (1983).

14C, Girardi, S. Narison, and M. Perrottet, Phys. Lett. 133B,
234 (1984).

15G. Gounaris, R. Kogerler, and D. Schildknecht, Phys. Lett.
133B, 118 (1984).

16M. G. Dosch, M. Kremer, and M. G. Schmidt, Phys. Lett.
137B, 88 (1984); Z. Phys. C 26, 569 (1985); Report No. HD-
THEP-85-17, 1985 (unpublished); W. Buchmiiller and M. G.
Schmidt, Nucl. Phys. B258, 230 (1985).

178, Narison, Phys. Lett. 142B, 168 (1984); CERN Report No.
TH.3906, 1984 (unpublished).

188, Narison, Z. Phys. C 28, 591 (1985); Z. Phys. C (to be pub-
lished).

198, Narison, Phys. Lett. 150B, 363 (1985).

20V, A. Matveev, M. E. Shaposhnikov, and A. N. Tavkhelidze,
Moscow Report No. INR-PO-325, 1983 (unpublished); Trieste
Report No. IC/83/214, 1983 (unpublished); Teor. Mat. Fiz.
59, 323 (1984) [Thoer. Math. Phys. 59, 529 (1984)].

21H. Rubinstein, in Proceedings of the 21st International Confer-
ence on High Energy Physics, Paris, 1982, edited by P. Petiau
and M. Porneuf [J. Phys. (Paris) Collog. 43 (1982)].

22B. L. Ioffe, in Proceedings of the XXII International Confer-
ence on High Energy Physics, Leipzig, 1984 (Ref. 1).

23E. V. Shuryak, Phys. Rep. 115, 115 (1984).

24B, L. Ioffe, Phys. Pol. B16, 543 (1985).

25K. Wilson, Phys. Rev. 179, 1499 (1969); Phys. Rev. D 3, 1818
(1971).

26W, Zimmermann, Ann. Phys. (N.Y.) 77, 536 (1973); 77, 570
(1973).

27V, A. Novikov et al., Nucl. Phys. B237, 525 (1984).

28V, A. Novikov et al., Nucl. Phys. B249, 445 (1985).

29G. *t Hooft, in Recent Developments in Gauge Theories, edited
by G. 't Hooft et al. (Plenum, New York, 1980).

30S. Dimopoulos, S. Raby, and L. Susskind, Nucl. Phys. B173,
208 (1980).

31UA2 Collaboration, Report No. CERN-EP/85-84, 1985 (un-
published).

32C. Korpa and Z. Ryzak, MIT Report No. MIT-CTP-1313
(unpublished).

3A. B. Kaidalov and A. V. Nogteva, Moscow Report No.
ITEP-18, 1985 (unpublished).

34y, A. Fock, Z. Phys. Sowjetuniun 12, 404 (1937); J.
Schwinger, Phys. Rev. 82, 664 (1951).

35A. Smilga, Yad. Fiz. 35, 473 (1982) [Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 35,
271 (1982)].

36M. Shifman, Yad. Fiz. 36, 1290 (1982) [Sov. J. Nucl. Phys.
36, 749 (1982)].

37V. A. Novikov et al., Fortsch. Phys. 32, 585 (1984).

38V, Fateev, A. Schwarz, and Yu. Tyupin, Moscow Report No.
LPI-155, 1976 (unpublished); C. Cronstrom, Phys. Lett. 90B,
267 (1980); M. Shifman, Nucl. Phys. B173, 13 (1980); M. S.
Dubovikov and A. V. Smilga, ibid. B185, 109 (1981).

39, Govaerts et al., Nucl. Phys. B248, 1 (1984).



