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Calculating to a high order of approximation in the A¢® model, we investigate the possible
connection between the deep Regge and deep scaling limits. A link between these limits is
provided by fixed poles, even when canonical dimension is not conserved.

I. INTRODUCTION

This is the first of two papers in which we inves-
tigate light-cone limit sequences for inclusive pro-
cesses which include a large mass. In this paper
we formulate and investigate the problem for elec-
troproduction. In the sequel, the considerations
in this paper are extended to processes which in-
volve multiparticle matrix elements of current
products. A preliminary account of some of this
work has been published elsewhere.!

The experimental data on inelastic electron-pro-
ton scattering?® tend to support Bjorken’s hypothe-
sis that, in the deep-inelastic region, the associ-

ated invariant inclusive structure functions exhibit
scale invariance.® This has led to considerable
speculation regarding the structure of hadrons and
their currents.?”™*? Of particular interest here is
the observation that the kinematical region in
which Bjorken scaling may obtain is canonically
related to the light-cone region in configuration
space, and that scaling places stringent con-
straints on the strength of singularities permitted
in the matrix element of the current commutator,
in the neighborhood of the light cone.’ 2 Thus,
generalizing Wilson’s hypothesis on the short-dis-
tance behavior of operator products,!® electromag-
netic scale invariance has been implemented quite
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elegantly with mass-independent operator-product
expansions along the light cone.'*®

The essential observation which justifies the
framework of operator-product expansions and
makes it powerful is that light-cone dominance in
the Bjorken scaling limit is equivalent to leading-
singularity dominance. There are other kinematic
routes to the light cone, however, and the possibil -
ity exists that the singularities which dominate the
scaling limit may become important in these. Many
authors have suggested that Regge behavior may be
prominent in the deep-scaling limit,®+10+12:16720 gpq
that the deep-Regge limit may become leading-
singularity-dominated.®:1°:12:14:20 1t jg this ques-
tion with which we are concerned here.

We investigate here, in the laboratory of the A¢®
model, whether the deep-Regge limit is equivalent
to the deep-scaling limit. The process we consid-
er then is: electron +scalar hadron- electron
+anything. The inclusive cross section is given
in the one-photon-exchange approximation by*

o _ a?
dQdE’ 4E?sin(30)

x[W,(v, q%) cos?(36) +2W, (v, ¢?)sin®(z6)] ,

where E, E’, and 6 are, respectively, the initial
and final electron laboratory energies and scatter-
ing angle, ¢® is the spacelike mass squared of the
exchanged photon, v=q p=m(E —E’), and p is the
momentum of the hadron. The structure functions
are given by

W= (271’)62[)02 (p l%l")(n [T, |p)6*(p +q =n),

w Vo vV quq
Vo (=0 (= 00 s 1)
If we consider the amplitude for the forward cur-
rent—scalar-hadron scattering,

T, = =i(21%2p, J' d*x e (pIT(J, (xM,(0))] p)

T v v quq
=;22<pp _q_qu)< V"'q—zqy>+T1<-guu +—‘2_2—l) )

then the relation between T; and W, is shown by
unitarity to be

1
W= T ImT,.(V, q%).
We follow Brandt’s terminology'® and refer to

the Bjorken scaling limit as the A limit, defined as

lim = lim
A v, —a2>e; w=—21/¢2 fixed

and the Regge limit as the R limit, defined as

lim = lim
R v—>e0; ¢2<0 fixed

Limits taken in sequel to these, the deep-scaling
and deep-Regge limits, letting the value of the
fixed parameter grow indefinitely, are

lim=1lim :lim ,

A w4

lim= lim :lim.

R' ¢®»>-o R

Bjorken scaling means

Lm(v/m)W,(v, ¢%) = Fy(w)
A

lim le(V, qz) = F]_(w) )
4

with 0 < F;(w) < «. Inthe R limit, the behavior is
expected to be

Lm(v/mW,(v, ¢%) = B,(q?, a)(-2v)*"*,
R

lim le(l/, qZ) = Bl(qzy a)(_zl/)a B
R

where « is the =0 intercept of the leading con-
tributing Regge trajectory.

The explicit connection between the W,(v, ¢*) and
their configuration-space representation has been
discussed thoroughly in the literature and we refer
there for details.'®''? The approach to the light
cone in both the R’ and A limit is as 0<x®<1/¢®
- 0. The A limit projects the most singular com-
ponent in x* of W,(p * x,x%). In the R’ limit, how-
ever, we project first the leading p + x behavior,
and then, taking ¢®> - —«, the leading singularity in
x? of this component. If one assumes the leading
singularity in x* of W,(p * x, %) carries also the
leading p - x behavior, then these limits will be the
same. In g space this requires that

ligx(V/M)Wz(v, a%) = w7,

lir,n mw,(v,q°) = 0",
lizyf’m(w/m)Wz(v,qz)= By(g®) "7 (=2p») "7,
lir,n mw,(v,q%) = B,(¢>)"*(-2v)%,

where we have assumed canonical dimensionality
to obtain scaling.?*'*® B, and B, are constant fac-
tors and, for boson currents, 8,~0. For fermion
currents we have® B, - ,.

The question of the relevance of Regge behavior
in the A’ limit for inclusive electroproduction has
been investigated in the A¢® model to leading or-
ders in the ladder approximation.'® In this model

lim(~2v) W,(v,¢%) =C,w®™*,
A'
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2 2

lim mW(v,q%=C, M w®.
Y q

In Sec. II we investigate the connection between
the R’ and A’ limits. We work always in g space,
and make repeated use of Mellin-transform tech-
niques. In order to obtain realistic ¢® dependence
in the Regge residues, B;(¢%, o), it is necessary to
go beyond the leading-order approximations. We
find, in ladder theory, that when all leading contri-
butions are accounted for, the R’ limit is identical
with the A’ limit, inclusive of the constant coeffi-
cients C, and C,. The essential link between the
two limits is found to be the fixed poles which oc-
cur in the model. The noncanonical In(g?/p?) term,
which has been linked!® with the breakdown in the
model of the Bjorken, Johnson, and Low theorem,
is shown to be a direct consequence in the R’ lim-
it of a fixed J-plane dipole at J=-1.

We conclude in Sec. III with a further discussion
of our results.

II. THE A'AND R’'LIMITS
IN ELECTROPRODUCTION

The amplitudes we retain are illustrated in Fig.
1. To leading order in ¢® in the A’ and R’ limits,
we do not need to separate the current insertions
by more than one parton line. Contact terms are
dropped altogether here, as they do not contribute
to the W;. We compute the R’ and A’ limits to all
leading orders in ladder theory, and then make di-
rect comparisons.

Integral representations for the L-rung ladder
contribution to the T, are well known® and are giv-
en by

. N L
Ty =4m?e? (— 167r2> J dao< daidBidyi>
[ i=1

(FlL)ge Dy /Ar

aozAL4

L 2 AN 5
TE=2¢ <‘EF>L doz0<H daidﬁidyi>
i=1

Dy /A
x AL(g_ao)e Lo

AL

X

b

b

where e is the weak coupling, and A, and D, are
the usual determinant and discriminant functions
which are obtained for scalar-scalar ladders.?®
Ar(¢ — a,) denotes the A function for the diagram
with the o, rung removed. A, satisfies the rela-
tion

Ap=0oAr(E =) +A%, AL=Arlg 0

The explicit form of D, is given by

[

Dy =2F [y +(FL+ FL+FE)g?
+HF{+FL+FEYm? = 1PA T g,
i

where the £, make up the set {£} of Feynman pa-
rameters a;, B;, and y;. It is sufficient here to
note

L L L _ 0
Fy{+F3+Fg=q,A1,
and )

L
Fi=1I o,-
i=o

We compute now the R limit, using the Mellin-
transform technique®® to obtain the leading be-
haviors in asymptotic domains of the invariants.
Applying a Mellin transform to 77 and T¥ with re-
spect to (-2v), to avoid the cuts coming from
multiparticle thresholds, we obtain

(FL)B+26'RL

~L: _ * 0
TE=1(-p) f datod* 5

. . .
T (B, q2)=r(—3)f dory g0 ED) AAL(§+; age
0 L

where we have defined

A
0 qu_KL,

DL:2VFf—ALRL, Rp= A
L

L
dE = da,de® = da, I da,dB,dy,
i=1

and 8 is the Mellin variable conjugate to —2v. Here
and hereafter, we will drop inessential factors
such as -1/167%, etc. The leading poles in the left
half of the 8 plane, at 8= -3 in 7%, and 8= -1 in TZ,
may be exposed by integrating by parts in the rung
parameters ;. This gives terms of the form
@,;%**/B+3 in TF, and @, B*1/(B+1) in TF. In order
to compute the sum in all ladders of all terms of
order v~ in T, and v™ in T,, including all factors
of Iny, we employ the following device.?” Write

LN p
N B B Bs BL/
Qo| @) @z @z| ---ap | q
d 7 Y2 73 YL

a,/ P

FIG. 1. The ladder amplitude. The Feynman param-
eters a;, B;, and v; comprise the set {¢}.
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FIG. 2. One of the components of the vertex func-
tion C(B, 0, ¢%).

B+3 B+3
Q; o, -1 1

B+3 B+3 ' B+3’
a‘B+1_aB+1_1 1

=% =4, 2
B+1 B+1 B+1°

The singular part is now contained in only the sec-
ond terms on the right. In the subsequent expan-
sions of Ff , only contributions with at least one
factor of these second terms will contribute to the

J

7a 2\ — 2 1
Tz(B,q )_Cz(ﬁyt;q )B+3 _F(B+2, t) g(ﬁ+2, t)r‘(_ﬁ)

i‘l(B, qz) = Cl(ﬁy t) qZ)

1
A 1-FGB.D S(8, )T (=)
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leading behavior. The possible insertions of a giv-
en power of these singular terms into an L-rung
ladder contribute partial multinomial expressions
which are completed in the sum over all L, and
recognized as a power of order near L of the tra-
jectory function F(B,t) obtained by Polkinghorne.?®

Now we must discuss an essential point of this
part of the analysis, namely, «, does not contrib-
ute to the Regge part of the high-energy behavior,
but contributes only fixed poles.?® This is essen-
tially because the first rung, «,, is proportional
to the weak coupling, e?, rather than X\%. As for
T,, we show in the Appendix that there is a series
of fixed J-plane dipoles starting at J= -1. Thus,
for T,, not only should we separate the ¢, term
which contributes to simple, multiplicative fixed-
pole behavior, we must separate off a second fixed
pole at the same point which gives a fixed dipole.
The result of summing over all L, distinguishing
fixed -pole contributions from contributions to
moving trajectories, is

b

t=0

where G(B,t) and F(B, t) are the same residue and trajectory functions which occur in scalar-scalar scatter

ing? and
C,(8,0,4®)= ¥, C;(B,0,4%),
L=0

with
a;" =1

i

© L
CH3,0,¢=¢* [ dagdras® I *o o
0 §=1

= dgdp

L 2\ _ 2
CI(B)O’q ) € S d.Bldald'}’]_

f dai,dd, df, (pa,) >
0

-B- “R
aa (AL B ‘le L),

L .B+1_1 - -
H a]—ﬁ"-T—aa-[AL # 3AL(£—ao)e RL]:

:2 U

using the notation of the Appendix. All the functions in this representation for the C’s are to be calculated
for the contracted-vertex graph illustrated in Fig. 2. A similar graph is appropriate®® for the computation

of G.

The R’ limit is now obtained by applying the same Mellin-transform technique. It is not necessary to
first invert the 7, and make explicit the R limit, since there is a unique correspondence between g8 and the
pole singularities. Letting the Mellin variable conjugate to —¢* be 7, we apply the Mellin transform to

C¥(B,0,4¢?) to obtain

A~ w 1 Y/ AN
C2L(B’0’ T):ezr(_T)Jo dgodaoaos."TjI:-Il B+3 O‘J' [AL g 4<ZL—> 4 KL] ’

Cf 8,0, 7)=e2r(- mﬂ
(B,0,m)=e (T)fo B, dv,da,

La.

i=2

e ~\B & B+1 _
f da,da,dB,(pa,) "T__LB_—E—
0

6+1_1

& —-
<11 B+1 %

L

1
+1 %

[ZL -B-35 (& - ao)'(—i—f>re_l?L] .
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1=

In C;, integrating by parts in o, exposes the leading pole at 7=-8-1. In CE we find a double pole at 7
= -B -1. Displacing the inversion contours across these singularities, and retaining only the residues,

we obtain

lim C;(8,0,4%) =T(8+1)C5(8,0)(-¢*)"%",

-q%4—> o0

lim Cf(B,0,4¢%)=T(8+1)C,(8,0)(-¢*)"®*In(g?/i2),

ST S
where
B+3 _ 1

w0 L X
Cﬁ(ﬁ,o)wzf ag® 11 a’B—+3""

-B-4 ~K
aaj (AL 8 ‘e L)
0 j=1

CcL(p,0)=¢?
1(5,0) , daydBidy,

=0 2

L3 0 B+1 L . _
__dE de}d&l———“l ! o5 IT L=

B+1 =2 B+1

B+1 1

— _feg~ -K
aai[AL B SAL(g"ao)e L]&0=p=0'

The noncanonical 1n(g®/1?) factor is thus seen to be a direct consequence of the fixed dipole at J = —1.

It remains now to calculate the A’ limit in comparable approximation. The details are given largely in
Ref. 19. The A limit introduces a factor -w(sin7B)™, which is just I'(-B8)I'(1 +8). Using again the device of
subtracting the singular portions in the rung parameters, the calculation is generalized to all leading or-
ders as above, and the Mellin transform with respect to w in the A’ limit becomes

-2
T,(B,0)=C,(8, t),B_-:S——;I‘(E:Z,—t
9~ In(g®/p?)

Tl(By O):cl(B, t)‘3+1 _1.,(',3 t)

S8, HT(-B)T(1+p)

) §(B+2, )T (-AT(1 +p)

’
t=0

where, as the notation suggests, C,(3,0) and C,(3,0) are the same constants, term by term in the series

C,= 3 Ckg,0),
L=1

as obtained in the R’ limit. Inverting, we obtain finally®°

Lim(-2v)T,(v,4%) = Cy(a - 2,0)g(a,0)T' (-1 + &) (-a +2)w*™! +fixed-pole terms,

A'(R"

lim mT,(v,q%) =C,(a,0)g(a, 0)I'(1 +a)'(-a)

A'(R")

In(g®/p?)
q2

+fixed-pole terms.

The scaling behavior obtained in the A’ limit thus manifests itself fully in the R’ limit, and the constant
factors are equal. More remarkable, the noncanonical factor 1n(¢?/u?) appears also in the R’ limit, by vir-

tue of the fixed J-plane dipole.
III. DISCUSSION

The foregoing analysis suggests that perhaps a
crucial link between the A’ and R’ limit is afforded
by the fixed pole. It has been suggested that the
fixed pole may provide the mechanism for Bjorken
scaling.” It is certainly true in the present model
that scaling comes in finite order of perturbation
theory from the fixed pole of the_ ¢, rung. Howev-
er, if we regard Regge behavior as being built up
from parton exchanges, here taken in the ladder
approximation, there does not have to be a fixed
pole in the A’ limit in the net amplitude. To ob-
tain further insight into the connection in perturba-
tion theory between fixed poles and interchangeable
A’ and R’ limits, we may recall scalar-photon
Compton scattering in ladder theory. Abarbanel,
Goldberger, and Treiman found®

r

)

lim W(q?, v)~—((: w©
4’ q

If we compute first the R limit, in leading order
all ladder rungs contribute to the trajectory func-
tion F(B, t) and the Regge residue C(B, ¢%) is inde-
pendent of ¢g?. We may include all leading logarith-
mic terms, by using Halliday’s device as we did
for W, and W, in Sec. II. We obtain again a series
for C(B,4?), and in each term after the first we
will have ¢® dependence. A typical term has the
form

Rp@®)
L %B+1_1 eLq _I
e

C.(B,q%)= fdi FI]; 531 N b

and we note the absence of the fixed pole. For such
a term the leading behavior as ¢®~ « is a constant,
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and it appears that summing the series would not
alter this. Therefore, to all leading orders in v,
the A’ and R’ limits behave differently. Unless one
introduces a weak coupling, any configuration of
particle exchanges will recur in all possible ways,
and presumably will contribute finally to the Regge
trajectory function, F(B,t), giving again a constant
leading behavior in ¢Z in C(B, ¢%)

Thus the free-particle propagator in the ¢, rung
may contribute to the trajectory function, or re-
main as a factor which shows up as a fixed pole in
the J plane. There does not seem to be a neces-
sary general connection between fixed poles and
interchangeable limits, however. Some additional
constraints conceivably could introduce fixed-pole

killing factors. In the absence of such extra con-
straints it seems likely, assuming partonlike ex-
changes build up Regge trajectories as in the a¢?
model, that interchangeability may obtain or not,
depending on whether or not fixed poles also ap-
pear at the first nonsense point in the current-
hadron scattering amplitude.
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APPENDIX

In this appendix we examine the J-plane structure of the spin-nonflip amplitude 7,. It is well known that,
in the present model, T, has fixed simple poles in the J plane which enter multiplicatively with the moving
poles.?® We wish now to demonstrate that 7| contains multiplicative fixed dipoles, which must be distin-

guished from contributions to moving-trajectory behavior.

That is, as we have discussed, it is possible

artificially to introduce multiplicative fixed poles of any order, but in 7, they enter naturally. We start

from the Mellin transform with respect to (-2v) of TE:

- L B _
T8, ¢%) = e f da,ds® ALA(§+3°’°) (II a,-) o

i=0

After the scaling transformation
@ =pay, 31:P§1:
o, =pa,;, 7129(1'&0"&1"31)’

TY becomes

~ © __dt’dp
7L ,q%) = T (-
HB,a0)=e (_B)fo Todhi

where
&L = &L(&o, a,, 51,10, Qgy oo )
=AL(‘£) ’

Ap=pTlAL,

j da,da,dB,(pa,)®

etc. Exposing the poles in TT(8) by integrating the «; by parts gives

1 L+2 o 0 A( _.a) -
6.0 (551) TP g, |, et dhpa® 6 g, 0 0,0, 000, | 255 e 4,
0

or, more briefly,

TL(B,4%) = (=120 (-p)GL(8,¢>)(B+1)"E2

Ap

To obtain the large-v behavior we must invert this expression:

TL(V 7?) = ( 1)k+2 f-e+i°o F(—B)SL(B,LIZ)(—%)B

2mi €=—iw (B+1)r+2

and, keeping only the pole terms at 8= -1,

ag,
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L+
Ti(v,q°) = §L1+)1) 95" [8.(8,4°)T(-B)(-21)°]
KL+13 L+1 . .
=iy K (@5 £=0,8)(-2)°T(0)]
where

exp{{Byt = 12(B+7)1/(
B+y

B+y)}

K,0)= [~ gy
0

B=-1

p=~-1

o

o 1
K, (g% t,B)= ezf dpf dodBy(pdo)** 05 8 yexp[ph(1 — B, — o)t +pd,(1 = Go)g® - pi2] .
o

Because Ke(qz, B) does not contribute to the Regge behavior, it remains as a factor and becomes a part of
the Regge residue. To obtain the actual moving behavior we sum over all L:

o L
T,= 5 0) H(O)a sIHUK

Z+D)! K,(¢%,0, BT (-BY-2v)"]

L

=350 0 1 (2,0, (-

A B)(-2v)#]

B=-1

-9 4[K,T(~B)(~2v)?]

B=-1

Here we immediately recognize the single and double fixed poles in addition to the moving singularity. The

Regge contribution becomes
Kk (0)ag

Regge _ (4 8
T = Ty [K,(¢%,0, B)T(=p)(-20)] bt

_ K, (¢ 0, )T (-a)(-2v)*
K,2(0) ’

with a(¢)= -1+K(t) as usual. Integrating back by parts in p and a, we have

T = C9(a(0),0, ¢*) T(-a(0)(-21) ) ,

which has a singular residue at «(0)=-1.
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We offer two arguments that compositeness, with regular binding potentials, tends to
“soften” short-distance singularities, and suggest that compositeness may reconcile Bjorken

scaling with renormalizable strong interactions.

Since Lagrangians with massive particles are
obviously not scale-invariant, one must formulate
specific dynamical assumptions as to why scale
invariance is nevertheless relevant in physics.
One such set of hypotheses is clearly formulated
by Wilson® as follows:

(i) It is assumed that there exists a scale-invari-
ant “skeleton theory” in which the hadrons are
massless, with a nontrivial interaction invariant
under SU(3)XSU(3). In this theory operator-prod-
uct expansions are valid for small distances:

A(zx)B(-3 %) ~ Z)C ()0,(0),

x=>0i=1
with

C;(%) ~o x%i4a™B
x>0

where the d;’s denote the (not necessarily canoni-
cal) scaling dimensions of the respective fields.

(ii) It is further assumed that the more realistic
situation corresponds to the addition of some scale-
noninvariant interactions, which are of the mass-
term or superrenormalizable type. Consequently
these are “soft” in the sense of giving corrections
to C;(x) smaller by one power of x as x—0. Hence,
unless a particular C,(x) was identically zero in
the skeleton theory due to internal-symmetry se-
lection rules, the strength of its strongest singu-
larity as x -0 remains the same as in the skeleton

theory.

Such a formulation provides a clear rationale for
the relevance of scale invariance at small dis-
tances. However, as emphasized by Wilson, the
scale dimensions d; in (i) are expected to be non-
canonical as a result of renormalization effects.
On the other hand, the experimental results on
deep-inelastic electron-nucleon scattering, up to
this time, seem to indicate the existence of fields
other than the stress-energy tensor and currents
with canonical dimensions.? Also, the above for-
mulation is somewhat different in philosophy from
the conventional bootstrap idea,® in the sense that
if the bootstrap solution really exists for only a
unique set of values of masses and coupling con-
stants, then the “skeleton” world must not satisfy
all the bootstrap constraints.

In this paper we wish to suggest that if the had-
rons are composites of one another, the strong in-
teraction as a whole may be somewhat “soft” in the
sense of giving rise to short-distance singularities
which are often weaker than naively expected from
perturbation calculations. We propose that this
softness of the strong interaction as a whole, rath-
er than the softness of the scale-noninvariant part,
is responsible for the visibility of some remnants
of canonical dimensionality in certain processes
such as deep-inelastic electroproduction. Thus
compositeness may be the reason why nature
seems to “read books on free field theory, as far



