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The parton content of virtual transverse photons v(P?) is expressed in terms of perturbative
pointlike and nonperturbative hadronic (VMD) components. The resulting LO and NLO parton
distributions f”’(Pz)(:v, Q?) are smooth in P2. They apply uniformly to all P? > 0 whenever (P?)
is probed at a scale Q% > P? where the transverse photons furthermore also dominate physically
relevant cross sections. Predictions are given for F;(Pz)(w,Qz) and u7(P2)(m,Q2), g7(P2)(:I:, Q%
relevant for future CERN LEP and present DESY HERA measurements, respectively. Except
for certain kinematic regions, these virtual structure functions and parton distributions at A? <
P? <« @? are not solely described by purely perturbative contributions, in contrast with “naive”
expectations; these remaining nonperturbative components, although being based on VMD-inspired
simplicity, represent the largest uncertainty in our quantitative results and eventually have to be

tested by future experiments.

PACS number(s): 13.60.Hb, 12.38.Bx, 13.65.+i, 14.70.Bh

I. INTRODUCTION

High energy electrons at, say, eTe~ or ep colliders pro-
duce a flux of transverse photons whose virtuality is de-
termined by tagging the outgoing electron(s). For clarity
let us denote the target photon with virtuality P2 = —p?,
by v(P?) which is probed by the virtual probe photon
7*(Q?), Q% = —¢?, via the subprocess v*(Q?)y(P?) —» X
as in eTe™ — ete™X. One expects v(P?) to possess
a parton content f‘Y(PZ)(a:,Qz), f = q,q, g, which is ex-
pected [1,2] to be perturbatively calculable for A? «
P? « Q2. For P? approaching Q2?, P2 ~ Q2, the
eTe™ results should reduce to the one given by the full
quark parton model (QPM) box v*(Q2?)v(P?) — ¢qq with
possible higher twist (P%2/Q?) terms and O(«,) correc-
tions included, whereas the usual parton distributions of
real photons, f7(x, @?), are encountered for P2 = 0. It
should be noted that these virtual photonic parton dis-
tributions can and will be tested in tagged ep — eX col-
lisions via the subprocess v(P2?)p — X, where now the
scale @ in f'Y(Pz)(:c,Qz) refers to some properly chosen
scale of the produced hadronic system X, e.g., Q ~ p";t
in high-pr (p2 > P?) jet events, etc.

It is the main purpose of the present paper to formulate
a consistent set of boundary conditions which allow for
a calculation of fY(P*)(z,Q?) also in the next-to-leading
order QCD as well as for a smooth transition to P? = 0,
i.e., to the parton distributions of a real photon. Fur-
thermore, in contrast with the expectations in [1,2] it
will turn out that all predictions for virtual photonic
parton distributions f7Y(P 2)(:v,Qz) and structure func-

tions Fy (Pz)(:c, Q?), relevant for present and future ex-
periments at the DESY ep collider HERA and the CERN
ete™ collider LEP, are not solely described by purely per-
turbative contributions at A2 <« P? <« Q? and that the
nonpointlike hadronic [vector meson dominance (VMD)]
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contributions are important in the small-z region, z < 1,
for all relevant P? within A2 < P? <« Q?2, except for cer-
tain (extreme) kinematic regions.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A flux of transverse photons produced by high energy
electrons at, say e™e™ or ep colliders is given by [3]

e a |1+ (1 - y)2 P2
7 (y) = %[ " In pr;?x
1 1
_2m§y( - ) ’ (1)
Pr%xin Pr?mx

where y = E,/E., P? = —p?, and where P2; _ .. are
determined by an eventual tagging of the outgoing elec-
tron e’ at the photon producing vertex e — e’y. The
range of photon masses produced is

miy?/(1—y) < P2

min

2 2
<P SP’ma'.x

< g(l — 4)(1 — cos Omax),
(2)

where s is the squared c.m. energy of the eX system
in eX — €'X’' and Omax is the maximal scattering angle
of € in this c.m. system. Since the bulk of the pro-
duced photons comes from the region P? ~ P2, | it is
P2, which measures the photon virtuality involved, just

as P2, = m2y?/(1 — y) ~ 0 in untagged or antitagging

m
experiments is considered to represent real massless pho-
tons. For the transverse virtual target photons y(P?),
whose virtuality P? is essentially given by P? ~ P2,
and whose flux is approximated in (1), one expects a
parton content f'Y(Pz)(m,Qz), where fY(P?) = (7P =
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q“'(Pz), g'V(Pn)), at least for P? « Q2. These distributions
obey the same Q2 evolution, i.e., renormalization group,
equations as the real photon [y = v(P?% = 0)] distribu-
tions f7(z, Q%).

For P? = 0, i.e., real photons it has been shown in [4]
that an appropriate prescription for the boundary condi-
tions at the input scale Q2 = p? is given by

f(z,6?) = k(dma/f2) ™ (2, 4°) (3)

with , fZ, u?, and f™(x, u?) given in [4] and [5], respec-
tively. This is expected to hold for the leading order
(LO) distributions as well as for the next-to-leading or-
der (NLO) distributions in the deep inelastic scattering
(DIS,) factorization scheme for photons [6] which are
related to the modified minimal subtraction (MS) factor-
ization scheme distributions via [4,6]

fB1s4 (2, Q%) = frs(@, Q%) + 657() (4)
with
6q"(z) = 6q" ()

- 3e§-2%{[z2 +(1-a2)?mi=% 1
+8x — 83:2}
g7 (z) =0. (5)

For P2 # 0, i.e., virtual photons, in particular for P2 >
A2, the boundary conditions for f*P*)(z,Q?) at Q2 =
P? are perturbatively calculable and given by [1,2]

A8 (2,97 = P?) = (6)
or
P (P
o (@ Q% = P?) = R (2,Q7 = P?)

= 3e ——-{[:c2+(1——:v)2]lni—-2

127 2

+6z — 622 },

P
i) (@, Q% = P?) =0 (1)

for a LO or NLO calculation under consideration. The
NLO boundary conditions in (7) are again specified in the
DIS,, factorization scheme. It should be noted that the

E’Y(P ),"(QZ) _ 4m . (Q2) -
( “‘”"(Qz) T a,(Q?) (” U

difference between the right hand sides (RHS) of Egs. (5)
and (7) is due to the fact that virtual photons with P? >
A2 exhibit, in contrast with real photons, a hard pointlike
behavior which can be dealt with purely perturbatively
[1,2] when calculating the virtual box v*(Q?)v(P?) — qg
for A2 <« P? <« Q2.

A simple, VMD-inspired, smooth interpolation be-
tween Eq. (3), valid at P2 = 0, and Egs. (6) and (7),
valid at P2 > A2, may be uniquely fixed by

= P?) = n(P?) f1{mooes (2, P?)

nonpert

1 =P FE ) (=, P?) (®)

F1E) (2, Q?

with P? = max(P?, u?) and

n(P?) = (14 P*/m2) %, ®)
where, for definiteness, m2 = 0.59 GeV? refers to some
effective mass in the vector-meson propagator. Note that
the ansatz in Eq. (8) implies that the input parton distri-
butions are frozen at Q% = u? for 0 < P? < p2. Because
of our present ignorance, we refrain from considering a
more general [7] VMD ansatz. The perturbatively calcu-
lable input f"’(Pz)(m,Pz) in Eq. (8) is given by Eq. (6)
or (7) for the LO or NLO distributions, respectively, and
the hadronic nonperturbative one by

™(z, P%), P2 > u?
Pt ) = wtama/ g2) x { £ B0 Bo 0

(10)

where p?o = 0.25 GeV? and pfo = 0.3 GeV? refer to
the LO and NLO input scales for the parton distributions
of the real photon [4].

The flavor nonsinglet and singlet distributions
FY®*)(z,Q?) obtained, according to these boundary
conditions, from solving the NLO inhomogeneous Q?2-
evolution equations are formally very similar to the ones
of a real photon [6] and can be given analytically for
(Mellin) n moments:

f'y(P2)yn(Q2) = /1 dx x""IfV(Pz)(wy Qz)
‘y(P ),n(Qz) +f}—;,a(§>2),n(Q2) (11)

with the “pointlike” (inhomogeneous) flavor-singlet solu-
tion [6]

) [1 _ Ll—(z/ao)ﬁ<°>"] 1 QO zopm

1— 2 PO)m 278
Bo

el 1 @ Br - .

1 _ L—(2/Bo)P©® ] — =2 (Fwn _ PLEom _gEom) 12
+ Zpom 2m 260 (12)
where £ = $¢(g+q) and £(® and k() denote the inhomogeneous LO and NLO photon splitting functions into quarks
and gluons [6], and the “hadronic” (homogeneous) solution
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P
<EK§d )"(Qz)) {L (2/80)P" | 2s(Q%) 51— (2/p0) PO™ _
2

P?)n
greg Q)

where the 2 x 2 matrix U is expressed in terms of the 2x 2
matrices of one- and two-loop splitting functions pOm
and P as given in Ref. [6]. The input distributions
FE™B2) = f1PIN(Q2 = B?) with £ (z,Q? =
P?) given by Eq. (8) and L = a,(Q?)/a,(P?), where

(@) 1 B1InInQ?/A?
4t~ BolnQ%/A? 33 (InQ?/A?)?

(14)

with Apo ~ AxvLo = 200 MeV for f = 4 flavors. For 0 <
P2 < 12 one of course has to freeze o, (P?) at P2 = p? in
the solutions (12) and (13) in order to comply with the
LO and NLO hadronic boundary conditions (10). Note
that the moment of the NLO quark input in Eq. (7) is
given by

(P _ g2 |2 4 4 2
INLo~ = 3eg5— [nz (n+1)2 + n+2?2 n
6 6
_ . 15
+n+1 n+2} (15)

The LO results are of course entailed in these expres-
sions by simply dropping all the obvious higher order
terms (ﬁl,k(l)",U). For the flavor-nonsinglet case the
(matrix) solutions in Egs. (12) and (13) reduce to sin-
2 —
gle equations for X7(P I qKI(SP ) with £ — k%g and
U— Uns expressed in terms of Plslos)n and Plsls)" [6]. Fur-
thermore, the boundary conditions at Q2 = P2, given
by Eq. (8), have to be implemented in the DIS., scheme;
therefore kl(qls)" and k0" = (k™ k{M™) in (12) have to
be taken as specified in Eq. (3.1) of Ref. [6]. Further-
more, aff)(Q?) has to be “matched” at the MS thresh-
olds Q = my, i.e. a§f+1)( 2) = (f)( 2), where f +1
denotes the number of relevant active ﬂavors at Q > my.
On the other hand, we fix f = 3 in the splitting func-

J

D P*)n
aE(Pz) L—(Z/ﬁo)ﬁ(o)"ﬁ} (Zga(ad ) (Pz) ) , (13)

P? 7
2m Grad " (P?)

tions PI(JO M in (13) for consistency since we treat the

heavy quark sector (c,b,...) by the perturbatively stable
full production cross sections in fixed-order perturbation
theory, i.e., via v*g? — hh, etc., keeping my, # 0. [If one
matches f accordingly in the Pi(;)’l) as well, g7(P 2)(.11:, Q?)
would be overestimated by 20-40% for the largest possi-
ble P2 ~ Q%/10 at Q2 > 100 GeV?, whereas the results
for ¢7(P 2)(1', Q?) are far less affected; the real photon
densities g7(P*=% and ¢7(P*=9 on the contrary, remain
practically unchanged.]

It should be noted that these distributions
f”*(Pz)(m,Qz), to be obtained from the above moments
via a simple numerical Mellin inversion [6], do not afford
any further modifications [8] of the standard expressions,
e.g. Eq. (1), for the virtual photon flux when P2 is taken,
as argued above, to be PZ = P2, . They apply and are
relevant whenever P? < @2, so as to suppress possible
higher twist, i.e., (P?/Q?)", contributions and to guaran-
tee, furthermore, the dominance of the transverse photon
contributions to the investigated cross sections.

The photonic parton distributions discussed thus far
are adequate for the light u,d, s flavors and the gluon.
The production of heavy flavors (¢, b, . ..) should be more
adequately described, within fixed-order perturbation
theory, by the appropriate production processes as will
be discussed in the next section.

III. QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

The application of our P2-smooth distributions

fV(Pz)(m,Q"’) to physical processes eX — eX’ dictates
an identification of the relevant v(P?)X — X' sub-cross-
sections according to GVPHX X" 57X=X" where the
real photon is as usual denoted by v = v(P? = 0). In par-

ticular the calculation of F; gﬂ)(z, Q?) requires for the

light quarks (u, d, s) and gluon contributions formally the
same expressions [4] as for P% = 0:

J—y _ ~(P? (@) [tdy [, ) ~(P?) ( ) ~(P?) ]}
;E (vaz) = 2263 {q (P )(vaz) + o L y [Cq,z (y (v, Q? )+ Cyi y (v, Q? )

F”"’ (@,@) + - F " (2,Q%) (16)
with ¢ = 2, L and
41+ 22 1- 3 1 8
quz(z) = 3 [ 1 _zz <ln - z _) Z(9 + 5z)]+ y quL(Z) = gz,
Cy2(z) = % [(z2 +(1-— z)z) ln £ _1 +8z(1— z)] , Cg,n(2) =22(1 — 2), (17)

where the convolution with the [ ]

distribution can be easily calculated using, for example, Eq. (A.21) of Ref. [5].

Note that the expression for the longitudinal structure function Fy = F, — 2z F; refers to a NLO quantity since the
NLO coefficient functions are defined and obtained via Cr, = C; —2C;. The LO expression for F; is obviously entailed
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in the above equations by simply dropping all higher order terms (Cj 2, Cy 2, 81) in Egs. (14) and (16). For the “direct”
heavy quark contribution in Eq. (16) one should use, in the same spirit, the Bethe-Heitler process v*(Q2?)y — hh
for calculating F;‘ n (where h = ¢,b,...), as given for example in Eq. (9) of Ref. [4], and its counterpart for Fr.

The corresponding expressions with efa — e?a,/6 are obtained for v*(Q?)g”"(® *) — hh, which are relevant for the
“resolved” virtual photon contributions [9]. In general, however, it is advisable in practice to keep the P?/m?2 terms in
the “direct” heavy quark contribution and to use instead [11], for W2 = (py +¢)? = Q%(1—z —zP2%/Q?)/z > (2m4)%:

1. 4P 2y _q.4% _ a2 2 2mﬁ_P2__4m2 1 1
ze,h (ac,Q)—Behw B(—1+ 6z — 6z%) + 2z 0? 0t A

2 4
+ [mz +(1-z)+z(1 —3m)4mh —xzsmh] lnﬂ—+},

Q? Q* B-
SR (2,Q7) = 3¢, 22 {ﬂz(l — ) —ng—fln%} (18)

where 32 = 1 — 4m2/W? and B+ = 1+ B(1 —
422P?%/Q?)'/2. These expressions are valid [11] in the
limit 2zP?/Q? « 1 and reduce at P? = 0 to the
Bethe-Heitler expression for v*(Q?)y — hh. We have
checked that for all practical purposes they reproduce to
within less than 2% the far more cumbersome exact re-
sults in Appendix E of Ref. [12]. Similarly, one should
also keep in practice the P?/m?2 terms for calculating
the “resolved” heavy quark contribution in Eq. (16) via

- 2 .
7*(Q2)97(P2) — hh with %f::é’%z)gwp )_’hh(x,Qz) given
by Eq. (18) with efa — e2a,(u?)/6 and thus [9]

~(P2) Zmax 2
PR @ @) = [ g ()

z

min

Xf:.(Qz)g'y(P ) Shh (§7Q2) , (19)

where zmin = z(1+4m2/Q%?+ P?/Q?) and zpax = 1/(1+
P?/Q?).

Disregarding for the moment the heavy quark contri-
butions, we present in Figs. 1 and 2 our LO and NLO

results for F;(Pz)(m, Q?) by just keeping, aside from the
gluon, the light u,d, s flavors. In order to demonstrate
the effect of the (theoretically ill understood) nonpertur-
bative contributions, we plot also the purely perturba-
tive results which correspond to setting n(P?%) = 0 in
Eq. (8). At Q2 = 10 GeV? the nonperturbative (VMD)
component is important throughout the whole z region
shown in Fig. 1. At P2 = 10 GeV? (i.e., P? > A?)
and Q% = 100 GeV? (i.e., Q% > P?), shown in Fig. 2,
this nonperturbative VMD component is still important
in the small-z region despite P? > m2! In the larger =
region (z 2 0.01), however, the perturbative component
dominates when P? > m2. It is only for P >»> m2,
e.g., P2 = 102 GeV? « Q2 = 10% GeV?, when the non-
perturbative component becomes entirely negligible (on
a few percent level) for x > 10~* as compared to the
perturbative one. The distinct differences between LO
and NLO results in Figs. 1 and 2 at z > 1073 are mainly
due to the different perturbative NLO input in Eq. (7)
which does not exist for the real (P? = 0) photon struc-
ture. For comparison we also show the NLO predictions

for the real photon P2 = 0. It should be furthermore
noted that the virtual photon structure function and par-
ton distributions are kinematically constrained within [2]
0<z<(1+P%2/Q?)1.

Since the purely perturbative (7 = 0) component of
v(P?) is uniquely calculable, a detailed measurement of
the z and P? dependence at various fixed values of Q2,
as shown in Figs. 1 and 2 would shed light on the the-
oretically far less understood nonperturbative (n # 0)
contributions in Egs. (8)—(10) and eventually establish
the absolute perturbative QCD predictions. The only

100 ey : . e
S
~
o -1
S 10
X
&
E:‘ L0-2 | —— NLO (full) |
P? = 0.35 GeV? ——= Lo(tun)
-------- NLO (n=0)
----- LO (n=0)
F T T ++ + +—H
10-t |
10-2
0-3
1070

FIG. 1. LO and NLO predictions for the z dependence of

the virtual photon structure function F;(PZ) at Q% = 10 GeV?
and various fixed values of P2 <« Q2, neglecting any heavy
quark contribution. The purely perturbative results corre-
spond to the curves with = 0 in Eq. (8). For comparison,
the dotted curve shows the NLO prediction for a real photon
(P% =0).
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]
\\
&
)
&
LN Loz —— NLO (full)
Pt 1 Gev? ——— LO (full)
-------- NLO (n=0)
----- LO (n=0)
P? = 10 GeV? 4

S
——— —

Q? = 100 GeV?

10—+ 10-3 10-2 10-1 100

X

FIG. 2. As in Fig. 1 but at Q% = 100 GeV?.

measurement [13] of the virtual photon structure function
available thus far is compared in Fig. 3 with our NLO pre-
diction for Feg = F3 + %FL which is the combination of
structure functions measured effectively by the PLUTO
experiment [13], i.e., do/dzdy ~ (1 — y)Feg + O(y?)
for the double-tagged events in the PLUTO kinematic
region. Because of the poor statistics of the limited
PLUTO data [13], our full NLO QCD predictions can-
not be distinguished, for the time being, from the naive
(i-e., not resummed) “box” expectations [13] shown by
the dotted curve in Fig. 3. This box result consists of
two pieces:

p? p? p?
Ft?csx )(:I}, Qz) :F(S%M) +F\;§\/ID)’ (20)
0.8 . ‘ < ; , . .
p? T
ot FIAx@) /o |
06F Q’=5GeV? 1

05l P?=0.35GeVv? . i

NLO (full)
0.1}~ __charm o= - NLO (n=0)
0 0.1 02 03 04 05 06 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

FIG. 3. NLO predictions for F;’épz) = Fp + 3FL. The
charm contribution has been calculated according to Eq. (18),
using m. = 1.5 GeV, and the box is defined in Eq. (20). The
PLUTO data are taken from Ref. [13]. The purely perturba-
tive results correspond to n = 0 in Eq. (8).

0.25 T
F 7(P?)
f2 Lo Lo
2
a%ln% 0.08 2 2
20 P B box{p = 0.5 GeV’
P2 =5 GeV?
_________ P2 = 0.5 GeV?
P2 =5 GeV?

Q? = 50 GeV?

001 0‘2 - 0f4 ’ OfB ! OjB ’ 0.1 012 - 014 0),8 0.8 1.0
X X

FIG. 4. LO and NLO predictions for the z-dependence of
F;(Pz)(:z:,Qz) at Q% = 50 GeV? and for increasing values of
P?. For comparing with future P? # 0 measurements, the
charm contribution according to Eq. (18), as shown in the in-
set, has to be added to the LO and NLO predictions. The box
is defined in Egs. (20) and (21), where the additional “finite”
z-dependent terms in the curly brackets of (20) contribute
only in NLO.

where Fgpm refers to the standard QPM-box result,
which for the light u,d,s flavors is given by [1,2]
[cf. Eq. (7)]

L v(P?) 2y _ 4% ) 2 2

—F} gpu(2, Q%) = 3Xq:eq; [2% + (1 - 2)")In 55

1
+[z2 4+ (1 —w)z]lnp -2

+6x — 6m2},

1 2 a
;Fgfgpgw(x, Q) =3 cg—dz(1 - 2), (21)
q

Y @)/a

7(P?
2

—— P2=0.5GeV?
P2=1GeV?

......... no charm

- 2 = 10 GeV?

\
\

........ nores. charm

10-2 n n n L
10-3 10-2 10-1 10-2 10-1 100

X

FIG. 5. LO and NLO predictions for FJF')(z,Q?) at
Q? = 10 GeV? and for different fixed values of P? < QZ.
The purely perturbative contributions correspond to = 0
[in Eq. (8)]. The dotted curves refer to the total (n # 0)
results with the charm contribution being omitted, while the
dashed-dotted curves correspond to the ones where only the
“direct” charm contribution, Eq. (18), has been taken into ac-
count, i.e., where the “resolved” ['y‘(Qz)g'*(Pz) — cc] charm
contribution has been omitted.
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—— P?=1GeV?
----- P2 =10 GeV* |

- nocharm

Q? = 100 GeV?

........ nores. charm

L " L s
10-3 10-2 10-1 10-2 10-1 100
X

FIG. 6. As in Fig. 5 but for Q% = 100 GeV?2.

and for the heavy quarks (c,b,...) by Eq. (18); the non-
perturbative VMD contribution in (20) is calculated ac-
cording to the input at Q% = P2, i.e., the first term on
the RHS of Eq. (8) together with Eq. (10). Note that in

0.6N

AN Q% = 10 GeV?

(x.9%) /a

7(P?)
2

0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10
P2 (GeV?)

FIG. 7. LO and NLO predictions for the P? dependence
of Fg(Pz)(z, Q?) at Q% = 10 GeV? for various fixed values of
z. The “direct” and “resolved” [9] charm contributions are
included according to Eqs. (18) and (19), respectively. The
purely perturbative LO and NLO contributions are, for each
value of z, shown by the lower lying pair of LO and NLO
curves corresponding to 7 = 0 [in Eq. (8)].

3225

100
Q2 = 100 GeV?

10-1 =~ x =107

~—.

10-2

F)®x.e) /o

100

10-1

10-2

100
x = 10"

10-1

10-2

100

10-1 x =0.5

10-2

o] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
P? (GeV?)

FIG. 8. As in Fig. 7 but at Q2 = 100 GeV?.

LO it is only the first logarithmic term in curly brackets
in (21) which contributes.
In Fig. 4 we show some representative LO and NLO
2
predictions for F;(P )(:E, Q2% =50 GeVz) in the medium-
to-large x region. As P? increases, the LO QCD predic-

0.5 T T T T T T T T
v(p?
F2E)

et (X.Q0)/a

x=03

0 l 0.1 02 03 04 05 086 0.7 OTB 059 1.0
P2 (GeV?)

FIG. 9. NLO predictions for the P? dependence of

FXP(2,Q%) = F, + $F, at Q° = 5 GeV? and for

z = 0.15,0.2,0.3 corresponding to a representative range of

average x values covered by the Q- and z-averaged PLUTO

data [13], which are shown for illustration. The purely per-
turbative prediction corresponds to n = 0 in Eq. (8).
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5
\y.
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FIG. 10. LO and NLO pre-
dictions for the up and gluon
distributions of a virtual pho-
ton v(P?) at Q*(GeV?) = 10
and various fixed values of
P?*(GeV?). The purely per-
turbative results have been de-
rived from Eq. (8) for n = 0.
The DIS, results for PP
can be easily converted to the
MS scheme with the help of
Eq. (4), whereas g"(PE) remains
the same in both schemes. The
results at the largest value of
P? shown have been multiplied
by 0.1. For comparison, the LO
and NLO predictions for the
] parton distributions of the real

Lol

Lo

<3S
<=

tions approach [14] the box results, defined by Egs. (20)
and (21), as they should in the large-z region since there
is less gluon radiation the more P? approaches Q2. In
NLO such a naive comparison is not very sensible any
more due to the large NLO box expression [where the
“finite” z-dependent terms in Eq. (21) enter] as shown
in Fig. 4. The (direct) charm contribution given by
Eq. (18), is shown in the inset of Fig. 4 and should be

2
added to the LO and NLO predictions of FyF) for a
realistic comparison with future experiments. In Figs. 5
and 6 we present our full realistic (i.e., including charm)

predictions for F; (Pz)(:z:,Qz) also for the very small-z
region which will be relevant for future LEP measure-
ments. The charm contribution, calculated via the di-
rect and resolved expressions (18) and (19), respectively,

photon (P? = 0) [4] are shown
as well.

is sizable throughout most of the relevant kinematic re-
gions shown in Figs. 5 and 6 as can be inferred from
the dotted curves which represent the respective total
results without charm. The direct charm contribution is
important in the larger z region (z > 10~2), which can
be inferred from the dashed-dotted curves where the re-
solved charm contribution, Eq. (19), has not been added.
These curves also demonstrate, when compared with the
full results (solid and dashed curves in Figs. 5 and 6) that
the resolved charm contribution [9] becomes relevant only
in the small-z region (z < 1072). Furthermore, as no-
ticed already in Figs. 1 and 2, the nonperturbative VMD
component is important and partly even dominates over
the purely perturbative contribution, corresponding to
17 = 0 in Eq. (8), as shown in Figs. 5 and 6; only for
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FIG. 12. Asin Fig. 10 but at
?(GeV?) = 100.
Q

51 PARTON CONTENT OF VIRTUAL PHOTONS
TrIT Y . T 102 E T T T ';' TTT =TT "E
rool xWE@) /a0 | xg7" (%@ /o
F /: 4
/1 101 E E
10-1} : P2=5 1
] 19K
1 F 3
-2k \ cca———- 4 10-1 E E
102 E 2= 10 E
] ;
{ 10-2
10-8¢ 3
————— E 10-3 E
Q%= 100 | E
10-4 NS R | FEEUTIT e
104 10-3 10-2 10-1 100 10-4
X X

P? > 10 GeV? and = > 1072 does the nonperturbative
contribution become marginal as can be inferred from
Fig. 6.

Our LO and NLO predictions for the P? dependence
of F;(Pz)(m, Q?), which extrapolates smoothly to the real
(P2 = 0) photon case due to our boundary conditions
(8) and (10), are shown in Figs. 7 and 8 which will be
relevant for future LEP experiments. Besides the direct
charm contribution, Eq. (18), the additional charm con-
tribution stemming from the resolved photon component
[9] and calculated via * (Qz)g'*(Pz) — c¢, Eq. (19), has
been included in Figs. 7 and 8. As has been shown al-
ready in Figs. 5 and 6, these latter resolved component
contributes only in the small-z region (z < 1072). Fur-

thermore, as P2 — 0, the nonperturbative VMD com-
ponent in (8) dominates in particular at small values of
z,z < 1072, as can be inferred from the purely perturba-
tive n = 0O results in Figs. 7 and 8. Note that the increase
of our total results below P? < p? = 0.25 — 0.3 GeV?
is entirely due to the increase of n(P2%), as P? — 0, in
Eq. (8) and (9). Our ansatz in Egs. (8)—(10) for this
important nonperturbative contribution appears to be
indeed reasonable when compared with the P2? depen-
dence of Fgépz)(m,Qz), F.g = F, + %FL, as measured
by the PLUTO experiment [13]. Although we cannot di-
rectly compare with the PLUTO data, which have been
averaged [13] over both z and Q2, they lie within our pre-
dictions for 0.15 < z < 0.3 shown in Fig. 9 corresponding
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the purely perturbative (n = 0)
results are entirely dominant
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the full (n  0) results shown.
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to the averaged x values at Q2 = 5 GeV? of the PLUTO
experiment. It should be emphasized that this agreement
does not only refer to the observed P? dependence, but
to the absolute normalization as well.

Finally, our predictions for the parton distributions of
a virtual photon u7(P2)(w, Q?) and g7(P2)(w, Q?) are pre-
sented in Figs. 10-13. With g"’(Pz) being the same in the
DIS,, and M'S scheme, the results for u7(? *) are shown in
the DIS,, scheme which can be easily transformed to the
MS scheme by simply subtracting, according to Eq. (4),
duY(z) as defined in Eq. (5). (For actual NLO calcula-
tions the M S distributions might be more convenient [6]
since most NLO partonic subprocesses have been calcu-
lated in the MS scheme.) It can be inferred from the
purely perturbative (7 = 0) contributions that the non-
perturbative components, entering for  # 0 in Eq. (8),
are non-negligible and partly even dominant. Only for
P2%(« Q?) larger than about 10 GeV? does the pertur-
bative component start to dominate, as can be seen from
Figs. 12 and 13. These results should be of particular
interest for present HERA ep — eX measurements, i.e.,
v(P?)p — X, where now the scale Q in f“’(Pz)(:v, Q?)
refers to some properly chosen scale of the produced
hadronic system X, e.g., Q@ ~ pi® in high-pr jet events
(p2 > P?), etc.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The main purpose of the present paper was to formu-
late a consistent set of boundary conditions at Q% = P2
which allow for a calculation of the virtual photon struc-

2
ture functions F.Z’ (LP )(SL‘, @?) and the parton distributions

fV(PZ)(m,QZ),f = ¢,3,9, also in the next-to-leading or-
der of QCD as well as for a smooth transition to P2 = 0,
i.e., to the structure functions of a real photon. The ob-
tained results and predictions therefore apply uniformly
to all P2 > 0 whenever y(P?) is probed at a scale
Q? > PZ, so as to suppress possible higher twist, i.e.,
(P?/Q%)™, contributions. Thus one might naively expect
that for A2 « P? <« @Q? the virtual photonic parton
distributions should be uniquely perturbatively calcula-
ble from first principles in LO and NLO, in contrast to
the parton distributions of a real (P? = 0) photon. It

turned out, however, that the nonperturbative (VMD)
components are important and non-negligible, even at
P? > m,z,, for most values of Q2, P2, and z of present
interest. [It should be emphasized that these nonpertur-
bative components, 7(P?) and f:g::e),t in Eq. (8), rep-
resent the largest uncertainty in our quantitative results
and have eventually to be tested by future experiments.J
For example, at Q% = 100 GeV? and P2 > 5 GeV

the purely perturbative component dominates only in the
large-z region (z > 0.01). Only for P2 > 20 GeV?, and
consequently Q2 > 500 GeV?, the nonperturbative com-
ponent becomes entirely negligible as long as = > 1074,

Our detailed LO and NLO predictions for F;(Pz)(m, Q?)
should become important for future ete™ experiments at
LEP; the ones for f7(P 2)(.’1:,Q2) should be of particular
interest for present HERA ep — eX measurements, i.e.,
v(P?)p — X, where now the scale Q refers to some prop-
erly chosen scale of the produced hadronic system X, e.g.,
Q% ~ (P%)? > P2, etc., as mentioned previously.

For P? approaching Q% P? ~ QZ2, the virtual pho-
ton y(P?) is expected to contribute merely as a point-
like particle without any further universal partonic con-
tent. Therefore its detailed contribution will be pro-
cess dependent in the usual way: For example, ete™ —
eTe™ X should be simply described by the full QPM box
v*(Q?)y(P?) — gq with all higher twist, i.e., (P2/Q?)",
terms kept. Since the full perturbative O(a;) corrections
to this virtual box have not been calculated yet, it is not
possible, for the time being, to determine reliably at what
values of P? (and possibly z) this O(a,) corrected virtual
box becomes the more appropriate and correct descrip-
tion. Similar remarks hold for a deep inelastic process
ep — eX, ie., v(P?)p — X, where O(«,) corrections to
pointlike virtual y(P2)-parton subprocesses have to be
analyzed in detail in order to decide at what scale P2
these pointlike expressions become the more appropriate
description and the virtual photonic parton distributions
(i.e., resummations) become irrelevant.
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