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A new set of renormalization-group equations is presented. These equations are based on a
renormalization procedure in which counterterms are calculated for zero unrenormalized mass. Unlike
the Gell-Mann-Low and Callan-Symanzik equations, they can be solved for arbitrary momenta. The
solutions involve a momentum-dependent effective mass as well as a momentum-dependent effective
coupling constant. By studying these solutions at large momenta, it can be shown that the nonleading
terms discarded by previous authors do, in fact, remain negligible when the perturbation “series is
summed to all orders if, and only if, the cffective mass vanishes at large momentum, which will be the
case if a certain anomalous dimension is less than unity, as it is in asymptotically free theories. In this
case, the new renormalization-group equations can be used at large momentum to derive not only the
leading term, but the first three terms in an asymptotic expansion of any Green’s function. These
results are also applied to Wilson coefficient functions, and an important cancellation of anomalous

dimensions is noted.

I. INTRODUCTION

The renormalization-group equations of Gell-
Mann and Low' and the closely related equations
of Callan and Symanzik® have been widely used in
studies of asymptotic behavior at large momenta.?
Recently they have been brought into even greater
prominence through the discovery by Gross and
Wilczek?* and Politzer® that non-Abelian gauge
theories can exhibit free-field asymptotic behav-
ior. However, useful as these equations are,
there has always been some doubt® as to the nature
and the truth of the assumptions that need to be
made in deriving their large-momentum limit.
This is not a mere matter of mathematical rigor,
but a serious problem of whether or not terms
which are suppressed by inverse powers of mo-
mentum in each order of perturbation theory re-
main asymptotically negligible when the perturba-
tion series is summed. In addition, and even
more important from a practical point of view, it
is difficult to use the Gell-Mann- Low or Callan-
Symanzik equations to obtain asymptotically zozn -
leading terms, which play an important role in
calculations of weak and electromagnetic correc-
tions to hadronic symmetries.”

This paper will present a set of “new renormal-
ization-group equations,” which share the good
features of the equations of Callan and Symanzik
and Gell-Mann and Low, and have the following
additional advantages:

(i) The new renormalization-group equations
can be solved before passing to the high-energy
limit. This is in contrast to the Gell-Mann-Low
equations and the Callan-Symanzik equations,
where terms which vanish in perturbation theory
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like powers of the ratio of mass to momentum
must be discarded before a useful solution can be
obtained.

(ii) The solutions of the new renormalization
group equations for general nonasymptotic mo-
menta are similar to the high-momentum solutions
of the Gell-Mann—-Low or Callan-Symanzik equa-
tions, except that in addition to a momentum-de -
pendent “effective coupling constant”, they also
involve a momentum-dependent “effective mass”.
Thus, the question of the validity of the high-mo-
mentum solutions of the Gell-Mann-Low or Callan-
Symanzik equations hinges on whether or not the
effective mass vanishes at large momentum. We
shall see that it does vanish if a certain anomalous
dimension is less than unity; in particular, this is
the case in theories with free-field asymptotic
behavior.

(iii) By expanding in powers of the effective
mass, we can easily use the new renormalization-
group equations to derive not only an asymptotic
limit but the first thrvee tevyms in an asymptotic
expansion for general Green’s functions at large
momenta.

The derivation of the new renormalization group
equations depends on the use of a “zero mass” re-
normalization procedure, which resembles the
Gell-Mann-Low procedure in that renormalized
charges and fields are defined in terms of Green’s
functions at arbitrary nonzero momenta, but dif-
fers from it in that these Green’s functions are
evaluated at zero unrenormalized mass. Also,
the ratio of the renormalized to the unrenormal-
ized mass is defined in terms of the value of a
vertex function at a partly arbitrary renormal-
ization point, again evaluated at zero unrenormal-
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ized mass. In a sense, the zero-mass renormal-
ization procedure is the opposite of the well-
known Bogoliubov -Parasiuk -Hepp procedure ®
which is based on calculations at zero momenta
and nonzero mass. It is much closer in spirit to
the “intermediate renormalization technique” used
by Lee and Gervais® in their treatment of the

o model; in particular, the zero-mass renormal-
ization procedure respects any symmetries which
are broken in the Lagrangian only by mass terms.

It is essential to our derivations that this zero-
mass renormalization procedure should actually
work, that is, that when an unrenormalized
Green’s function is expressed in terms of re-
normalized coupling constants and masses defined
through calculations at zero mass, and is multi-
plied with appropriate field renormalization con-
stants defined at zero mass, then all cutoff depen-
dence is removed. This is certainly not true for
theories involving scalar fields; in this case there
are quadratic divergences in the scalar self-
energies which would not be removed by this re-
normalization procedure. However, the zero-
mass procedure does seem to work in any theory
which is “strictly renormalizable” in the limit of
zero unrenormalized mass; that is, in theories
which in the limit of zero mass do not have diver-
gences which require mass counterterms. Thus,
although I will not attempt a rigorous proof here,
the considerations of this paper are intended to
apply to quantum electrodynamics, and also to
any renormalizable gauge theory involving only
spin-1 gauge fields and spin-3 fermion fields.'®
Additional work would be needed before this dis-
cussion could be extended to theories involving
spin-0 fields.

The zero-mass renormalization procedure is
described more fully in Sec. II. Then, in Sec. III
the new renormalization-group equations are de-
rived and solved, using methods that share some
elements of both the Callan-Symanzik and Gell-
Mann-Low approach. The solutions are used in
Sec. IV to derive an asymptotic expansion for the
Green’s functions at large momenta. These re-
sults are compared in Sec. V with the asymptotic
formulas provided by the Gell-Mann-Low and
Callan-Symanzik methods. Finally, the new for-
malism is applied to the coefficient functions of

the Wilson operator -product expansion*' in Sec. VI.

Attention is drawn to an important cancellation of
anomalous dimensions which occurs when the
operator appearing in the Wilson expansion is the
same as the mass operator in the Lagrangian.
(This is the cancellation mentioned in Ref. 7.)
Section VII deals with the constraints imposed by
the new renormalization group equations on the
perturbation series for general amplitudes.

| oo

II. RENORMALIZATION AT ZERO MASS

We shall consider a renormalizable field theory
characterized by a single dimensionless unre -
normalized coupling constant g and a single unre-
normalized mass 7. This would include quantum
electrodynamics or any quark-gluon model based
on a nonchiral non-Abelian simple gauge group
with a single irreducible fermion multiplet; in
these examples g would be the charge or the gauge
coupling constant and 7 would be the fermion
mass. The restriction to theories with a single
coupling constant and mass is made here purely
for the sake of simplicity; our discussion would
apply equally well to theories with several #’s
or g’s, such as gauge theories with reducible
fermion multiplets or gauge theories based on
nonsimple gauge groups. However, as mentioned
in Sec. I, major changes would be needed to deal
with scalar fields.

The analysis presented here depends on the
introduction of a renormalization procedure which,
unlike more familiar procedures, is based on cal-
culations carried out in the limit - 0. Of course,
in this limit the unrenormalized Green’s functions
would contain infrared divergences if evaluated at
zero four-momenta. Thus, in order to avoid these
infrared divergences, it will be necessary to base
our renormalization procedure on prescriptions
for the value of certain selected Green’s functions
for m=0 at certain selected nonzero four -momen-
ta. We shall introduce a single arbitrary scale
parameter u with the dimensions of mass, which
will characterize the values of all the momenta at
these renormalization points.

In particular, the renormalized coupling con-
stant gr may be defined in terms of the value of
some Green’s function at momenta characterized
by the scale u in the limit m=0. Then g; will be
a function of the unrenormalized coupling g, of u,
and of the ultraviolet cutoff A:

8r =8r(&,A/1). @.1)

For instance, in quantum electrodynamics the re-
normalized charge may be defined as

€Rr :e[p‘zﬁ)(uzye’oyA)]llz ’

where D(g%,e,m,\) is the coefficient of &Zuy in the
unrenormalized photon propagator at four -momen-
tum ¢. In non-Abelian gauge theories gz may be
defined'? as the value of the quark -quark-gluon or
gluon-gluon-gluon vertex (including square roots
of propagators on external lines) for m=0, evalu-
ated at some renormalization point characterized
by the parameter p, such as the point P, =P,?
=P32 = 2.

It is also necessary to carry out a renormaliza-
tion of fields. Again, this may be based on the
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values of Green’s functions for m=0 at momenta
characterized by the parameter . For instance,
in quantum electrodynamics we may define field
renormalization constants

Z2(e5 A/IJ'): IJ'ZSL(.U'zaefoyA) ’
Zyle,A/u)= 1*D(u?,e,0,A)

:eRz/ez ’
where 8,(p?,g,m,A) is the coefficient of ip*y, in
the unrenormalized electron propagator at four-
momentum p. Similar prescriptions apply in non-
Abelian gauge theories.?

Finally, since we are really interested here in
the case of nonvanishing mass, we must provide
for mass renormalization. Let us suppose that m
appears in the Lagrangian multiplying an operator
©. (In quantum electrodynamics, © is just ).
The infinities associated with the mass dependence
of the unrenormalized Green’s functions then take
the same form as the infinities associated with
insertion of © vertices in the graphs for the
Green’s functions in the theory with m=0. We
can define a renormalized © operator:

OR=Zg(g, A1), (2.2)

where Zg is the infinite factor needed to remove
infinities associated with insertion of © vertices
in Green’s functions with m=0. For instance, in
quantum electrodynamics the only subgraph which
remains superficially divergent after insertion of
a Py vertex is the electron self-energy, and we
may define

Z»w‘w -IEFe,e,ip_w(uzyeyO:A)Zz ’

where T, ,, 7, (»%,e,m,A) is the complete one-par-
ticle-irreducible vertex for an incoming electron
with momentum p, an outgoing electron with mo-
mentum p, and a ¢¢ insertion with zero momen-
tum. (In the limit 72—~ 0 this amplitude becomes
proportional to the unit Dirac matrix; otherwise
Zyy could be defined in terms of the part of the
amplitude which commutes with y5.) With this
definition of Zy,, we can define a renormalized
operator

whose matrix elements are cutoff-dependent, at
least in the theory with m=0.

The renormalized mass 7, will in general be
defined as

my=mZeo" (g, A/1). (2.3)

Of course this is not a mass of any direct physi-
cal significance, just as g is not necessarily a
directly observable coupling constant. However,

my, and g5 are parameters which can be used to
characterize a physical theory as well as any
other, and as we shall see, all physical quantities
can be expressed as finite functions of m, and g.

The fundamental result on which our work in
this paper is based is that all unrenormalized
Green’s functions become cutoff -independent if
we express m and g in terms of 7, and g and
multiply the amplitude by a suitable Z factor, with
mg, gr and the Z factors defined as above. That
is, given any unrenormalized Green’s function
I'(p,g,m,A), we may form a A -independent re-
normalized amplitude

FR (p;gRymﬂy IJ') = Zr(g7A/IJ') I‘(p,g,M,A) ’
(2.4)

where Z - depends on the number and types of the
external lines' and p labels all the components of
all their various four-momenta. (For instance,
in quantum electrodynamics I' might be an ampu-
tated Green’s function with n, external electron
or positron lines and n, external photon lines,
and then Z would have to be taken as

Zr:Zzne/zzsny/z s

with Z, and Z, defined for m=0.)

This result is certainly not true in theories in-
volving scalar fields. In this case there is a qua-
dratic divergence in the scalar self-energy, which
does not go away when we let the unrenormalized
mass vanish. This divergence is not removed by
coupling-constant and field renormalization, so
the expression (2.4) is not A -independent even in
the limit m—0.

On the other hand, in quantum electrodynamics
and other gauge theories, there is a symmetry,
vs reflection, which prevents the appearance of a
divergent fermion self-mass (at least in perturba-
tion theory) when the unrenormalized fermion
mass vanishes. Of course, gauge invariance does
the same for the gauge field self-mass. Thus, for
gauge theories without scalar fields, Eq. (2.4)
does give a A -independent amplitude for 77 =0, this
being just the statement that gauge theories with
zero fermion mass are renormalizable. The ques-
tion then is whether this remains true when we
turn on the unrenormalized fermion mass m, while
continuing to use the m=0 definitions of gz, Mg/m,
and Z.

To construct a proof that this is the case, we
might proceed inductively. If all divergences in
Feynman graphs of order » —1 or less are elimi-
nated by the » =0 renormalization procedure, then
the only Feynman graphs of order » which could be
divergent are those which are superficially diver-
gent, in the sense of ordinary power counting.'*
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By using gauge invariance and Lorentz invariance,
we find in the usual way that these are all loga-
rithmically divergent, except for the fermion self-
mass, which is superficially linearly divergent.
Now, because we are using the =0 renormaliza-
tion procedure to eliminate divergences up to or-
der n -1, the derivative with respect to my lowers
‘the over-all superficial divergence by one unit.
(This is not true with conventional renormaliza-
tion procedures, where the renormalization count-
er-terms would depend on #2;.) In addition this
differentiation eliminates all overlapping diver -
gences, so that by the induction hypothesis all
subintegrations are now convergent. We now see
that the mass derivative of the logarithmically
divergent Green’s functions is superficially con-
vergent, and all its subintegrations are superfi-
cially convergent, so it is actually convergent™;
thus, the logarithmic divergences are all mass-
independent, and are therefore removed by the
order-n coupling-constant and field-renormaliza-
tion counterterms evaluated at m=0. This leaves
only the linear divergence which occurs in the
term of the fermion self-energy which does not
have a factor y,p". By y,-bookkeeping, we see
that this term is odd in 72, so it takes the form of
m times a logarithmically divergent function. The
above arguments show that the logarithmic diver-
gence in this function is #-independent, so it is
removed by the term of order # in the counterterm
(Zg =1)mg.

The above line of argument is reasonably per -
suasive, but not at all rigorous. To do better, we
would have to replace the ordinary ultraviolet
cutoff used here with a gauge-invariant regular-
ization procedure. One approach would be to in-
troduce the regulator fields of Lee and Zinn-
Justin, ** in which case A in Eq. (2.4) would pre-
sumably be replaced with a very large regulator
mass. Alternatively, we may apply the ’t Hooft-
Veltman'® technique of dimensional regularization.
This latter approach does not introduce any free
parameter like A with the dimensions of mass,
so we would have to return to the spirit of the
original Gell-Mann-Low analysis,® and use the
renormalization-point scale parameter u in place
of a cutoff. Instead of taking Eq. (2.4) as a basis
for the new renormalization group equations, we
would then have to make direct use of the equation
relating Green’s functions defined with two differ -
ent renormalization prescriptions, characterized
by the scale factors p and p’:

FR(p)gI’Q>mll€’ u’)=arrR(png,mRalJ')a (2'5)

where g5, Mp/my, and 3 are functions of g, and
W'/ik, but not of m,. All the results derived below

from Eq. (2.4) could equally well be derived from
Eq. (2.5).

III. NEW RENORMALIZATION-GROUP EQUATIONS

We can derive the new renormalization-group
equations for our renormalized Green’s functions
by simply differentiating Eq. (2.4) with respect to
4. Recalling that m, and gz depend on p, while
the unrenormalized amplitude does not, we find
immediately that

9 9 o]
{um +B(gR)5ER— - ?e(gn)mga—m: - Vr(gﬂ)} Ig=0,

3.1)

where
Blgn)= 1y s galg A/, 3.2)
Vo(gr)= b InZo(g, A i), (3.3)
vi(ga)= by InZ (g A/ (3.4)

Note that the coefficients (3.2)—(3.4) must be A-
independent, because they appear in a differential
equation for a renormalized amplitude. Since
these coefficients are dimensionless, they must
also be p-independent.'® (It was precisely in or-
der to eliminate the u dependence of B and the y’s
that we were careful in Sec. II to perform our re-
normalization in an m-independent manner.)

We wish to use (3.1) to learn about the momen-
tum dependence of the Green’s function. Let us
suppose that all the momentum components vary
together with fixed ratio, so that p=«p,, where p,
is a set of fixed momenta and « is a momentum
scale variable. If I" has the dimensions (in the
sense of ordinary dimensional analysis) of mass
to the power D,., then

0

2] e)
[“571— +mR5m—R+Kﬁ]rR:DFrR’ (3.5)

so (3.1) may be rewritten as

+[1 +Ye(gx)]mké‘a@ “Dr+7r(gzz)}

XPR(KPO ng’mR! U-) =0
(3.6)
This is our new equation in its final form.

The solution of this kind of equation is well
known.'” Define a k-dependent effective coupling



and mass through the differential equations

kL g()=plgte), R
kL) = =11+ olg () (k) (3.8)

and the initial conditions
g(l)=ggp, m(l)=myg. (3.9)
Then (3.6) has the solution

FR(KPO ’gR)mRy IJ')':KDFPR(po 5g(K):m(K)’ .U-)
xexp[- [Tviten® ],
(3.10)

valid for all «.

It is worth mentioning in passing that the 8 and
v coefficients may be written as logarithmic de-
rivatives with respect to the cutoff:

Blgr) =~ 1 s grlg, A1), (3.11)
volgr)==A o1 InZo(g, A/k), (3.12)
vr(&r) = ‘Aé?K InZ(g,A/u). (3.13)

The renormalization-point parameter u plays a
purely passive role in Egs. (3.10)—(3.13).

IV. ASYMPTOTIC ANALYSIS AT LARGE MOMENTA

Up to now, our analysis has dealt with arbi-
trary momenta. We now turn to the high momen-
tum limit, in which the momentum scale k tends
to infinity.

The asymptotic behaviour of the Green’s func-
tions I'; depends on the asymptotic behaviour of
the effective coupling g(k) and effective mass m(«).
If the anomalous dimension yg(g(k)) stays suffi-
ciently above the value —1, then (3.8) shows that
m(k) vanishes as kK —. Also if, 'y and its first
N derivatives are finite at mg =0, then Eq. (3.10)
yields the asymptotic expression

K d 7
Talkby,gnms, w)=krexp|- [ yreN 7 |

N n
x 3L 105y, 5(6),0, ),
n=0

4.1)

where I‘;’.,‘) denotes the nth derivative of I'p with
respect to m;. We shall see in Sec. V that the
leading (2 =0) term here gives just the same as-
ymptotic behavior as the Gell-Mann-Low" and
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Callan-Symanzik® methods. Thus a crucial task
for us will be to determine whether or not (k)
actually does vanish as k-, This depends crit-
ically on the behavior of g(k), which, of course,
also enters directly in (4.1), so we will have to
proceed by first cataloging the possible ways that
2(k) could behave as k -, and then working out
the asymptotic behavior of m(x) for each case.
Afterwards, in order to judge the validity of Eq.
(4.1), and to choose N, we will have to return to
the question of the existence and the differentiabil-
ity of I'p at my =0.

According to Eq. (3.7), the effective coupling
2(k) must tend as k -~ to a “fixed point”, which
may be either the point at infinity, or any zero
of the function 8, including the zero at the origin.
We may therefore distinguish three qualitatively
different cases:

(1) If B at g5 has opposite sign to gz, and has
no zeroes between gz and the origin, then |g(x)|
must decrease from |gg| as k increases, ap-
proaching the origin for ¥ —c. Such theories are
called “asymptotically free”. In the usual case,
perturbation theory gives '8

B(gr)=gx®* (power series in gz%). 4.2)

(Here and below, “power series in ...” indicates
a power series, with a constant term presumed
not to vanish. The series may actually converge,
or may be merely an asymptotic expansion for
small values of the argument.) The solution of
Eq. (3.7) then takes the form

) ™+ 0 (5 )

(4.3)

The anomalous dimensions of interest here usual-
ly take the form®®

Y(gr) =gr®> X (power series in gz?), (4.4)

so that
- Inlnk

Hgt)) = )™+ 055 ) (4.5)
and

f1K y(g(xf))%—'=L1n1nx+0(1), (4.6)
where L is the calculable numerical constant
In particular, the solution of Eq. (3.8) is

m(k) o k™ Ylnk) %o, 4.7

K —>o

so (k) definitely vanishes as k- in all asymp-
totically free theories. We can therefore use
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Eq. (4.1), which here reads

FR(Kpo y &Ry MR, /J,)oc KDT(an)—Lr

N n
X"Z:Otn%)- r‘g’)(po ,g(K)yOy ’J'),

(4.8)

with m(k) and g(k) given by (4.7) and (4.3), respec-
tively. If we are willing to neglect powers of x~*
but wish to keep all powers of (lnk)~*, then we
would usually drop all but the term of zeroth or-
der in m(k), and obtain the familiar result **°

rR(KPO agRymR) p_)~KDr( an)-Lr
X[ power series in (lnk)~'].
4.9)

However, it sometimes happens that the zeroth-
order term in m(k) is absent, because there is
some symmetry of the Lagrangian, broken only
by the term m©, which if unbroken would force
the amplitude T" to vanish. In this case, the as-
ymptotic behavior may be dominated by the term
of first order in m(k), so that in place of Eq. (4.9),
we would have

Tr(Kpy &R, Mg, 1)~k PT = (Ink)~Fr-*e

X[ power series in (lnk)™'].
(4.10)

We see that the extraction of a factor m, from Iy
not only reduces the asymptotic limit of I'y; by one
factor of k, but also changes the power of Ink. In
any case, it is noteworthy that all coefficients in
the power series appearing in (4.9) or (4.10) may
be determined (up to an over-all multiplicative
constant) from the perturbative calculations of

B, ¥r, Yo, and T'y. (See Sec. VIL.)

(2) If B at gg has the same sign as gz, and if
there are no zeroes of 8 between gp and +« or —
(for gg>0 or gz <0), then |g(k)| must increase
from |ggr| as k increases, approaching infinity
for k-, We know approximately nothing about
the behavior of y(g(k)) or m(k) in this case. How-
ever, if —yy(gg) is less than some quantity € for
all sufficiently large values of gg, then (3.8) shows
that

m(k)=0(k=""€). (4.11)

Thus m(k) will vanish as Kk -, provided €<1. The
Gell-Mann-Low or Callan-Symanzik equations
apply in this case, even though they tell us very
little about the behavior of Green’s functions for
K=o,

(3) If B has zeroes, and if the first zero of B
encountered as its argument increases [for B(gr)

>0] or decreases [for B(gr)<0] from gz is at a
finite point g.,#0, then (3.7) shows that g(x) will
increase or decrease to g.as k—~c. Suppose that
g« is a simple zero of 8, so that

B(gr)=(gr —&») X[ power series in (gr —gw)] .

(4.12)
The solution of Eq. (3.7) is then of the form
2(K) =g =k~"X(power series in k"), (4.13)
where v is the positive quantity
v=[p(g)l . (4.14)

We expect the anomalous dimensions y to be regu-
lar at g, so that

Y(g(k)) —=¥(g=) =Kk "X (power series in k™)

(4.15)
and
flKV(g(K’))i’fl =7(&»)1nk
+(power series in k™).
(4.16)
In particular, the solution of Eq. (3.8) is
m(k) =K== o{f=) X (power series in k7).
(4.17)

We see that m(k) will vanish as x - if (and usual-
ly only if) the anomalous dimension yq satisfies
the inequality

—vo(g=)<1. (4.18)

In this case, we can use Eq. (4.1), which here
reads

rR(Kpo ,8Rr,Mg, IJ')"'KDF_YF(&’OO)

X (power series in k)
ZN M) (n)
X AR n
“ ny FR (po;g(K))Oa“')v

(4.19)

with m(k) and g(k) given by (4.17) and (4.13), re-
spectively. If I'p is nonzero at #, =0, then the
leading term is the term of zeroth order in m(k),
which for k-« gives

Tr(kp, &R Mg, ) kPr=7 rle=) (4.20)

On the other hand, if there is some symmetry
principle which makes I'y vanish for 7z =0, then
I'; is asymptotically dominated by the term of
first order in m(k), which for k-~ gives®®

Tr(KDy &R\ Mg, p)oc kPr= =7 (8=) =Y ol6)  (4.21)
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We see that the extraction of a factor 75 from 'y
reduces its asymptotic behavior, not by a factor
k=, but by a factor

k= Y olw) (4.22)

The neglected terms in (4.20) and (4.21) are small-
er than the leading term by powers of k. In partic-
ular, if v is less than 1 +y4(g.), then the leading
corrections to (4.20) or (4.21) arise from the «
dependence of g(«) and [for Eq. (4.21)] m(k), and
are smaller than (4.20) or (4.21) by a factor k7.
On the other hand, if vis greater than 1+ yg(g.),
then the leading corrections to (4.20) or (4.21)
may arise from terms of higher order in m(k),
and are smaller than (4.20) or (4.21) by the factor
(4.22).

So far, we have only considered the powers of
Kk and Ink which appear in the asymptotic Green’s
function. However, in some cases it is possible
to determine the constant factors as well. The
effective mass m(k) takes the form

m(k) =k~ my exp[—];Kye(g(K’))%'f—l], (4.23)

and so according to Eq. (4.1), the (z+1)th term in
the asymptotic expansion of I'y is

1
Tr. (Do, &R, "k, H)=77KDF"' mg"

xexp| - [ ten |

XTE (b, ,8(K),0, 1),

(4.24)
where y(r") is an effective anomalous dimension
A =y +nve. (4.25)

In general I'g, contains an unknown multiplicative
factor, because whether or not g(x) vanishes as

Kk —co  the exponential in (4.24) receives contri-
butions from «’values where g(x’) is not small.
This factor is absent when the effective anomalous
dimension (4.25) vanishes, so that in this case

1
T, (KDo, &R, MR, N-):h_! K 2T mp"

xT{(p,,g(K),0, u). (4.26)

We shall see in Sec. VI how this can happen for
the n=1 term in a Wilson coefficient function. A
result like (4.26), of course, finds its most in-
teresting application in an asymptotically free
theory, where g(») is zero, so that the right-hand-
side of (4.26) is given by the Born approximation.
Now let us return to the question of the existence
and differentiability of 'y at #; =0. Any singular-
ity of I'y at m, =0 can arise only from the poles in

propagators at zero momentum, appearing either
in the graphs for I'y itself, or in the renormal-
ization counterterms used to calculate I'y. As
long as we stay away from exceptional momenta,
only one internal line in each loop can have zero
momentum at a time. (Strictly speaking, this is
true only if by “internal line” we mean the fully
dressed internal line, with all self-energy inser-
tions. It is tacitly assumed below that the mo-
mentum-space integral of the full propagator is
no more singular at zero mass than is the integral
of the bare propagator, as is the case in pertur -
bation theory.) With our renormalization proce-
dure, the renormalization counterterms are also
defined at momenta which are » independent and
nonexceptional, so in evaluating these counter-
terms also, only one internal line in each loop
can have zero momentum at a time. Hence I'y
behaves as myp - 0 like a sum of powers of integrals
of single propagators, such as

f (Eyupt+mg)~'d’p, (4.27)
0
where 0 indicates that the integral is taken over
some finite neighborhood of the origin. This inte-
gral is not infrared-divergent at m; =0, and its
first and second derivatives with respect to mp
are not infrared-divergent at m, =0, but its (kivd
derivative is logarithmically divergent for my, =0.
Hence we expect I'p, in general, to be twice but
not thrice differentiable at m; =0. This is, we
expect that the strongest singularity of I'y at m; =0
to be of the form*°
mg® L ® . (4.28)
For theories in which (k) vanishes as Kk —~«, we
can use (4.1) with N=2, but usually not with any
larger value of N.

It is worth emphasizing that the #1z® Inm,* sin-
gularity found here is much weaker than would be
encountered if we used the conventional definition
of renormalized mass, as was done by Gell-Mann
and Low! and by Callan and Symanzik.? In the
conventional procedure, mass-renormalization
counterterms are defined in terms of self-energy
integrals evaluated at the renormalized mass, so
that more than one propagator in each loop can
have a pole at zero momentum at the same time
in the limit of zero unrenormalized mass. The
self-energy counterterms are still not infrared-
divergent in this limit, but they do have singular-
ities of the form m Inm? and »®Inm?® in terms odd
or even in m. Thus, with a conventional definition
of renormalized mass, general Green’s functions
would be finite but not differentiable at zero mass.
If such singularities had occurred in the “zero
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mass” renormalization procedure used here, we
would have been able to derive only the leading
term in I'p for k- not the first three terms of
an asymptotic expansion. The virtue of the zero-
mass renormalization procedure is that mass
here plays only the role of a coupling constant,
while in the conventional renormalization proce-
dure it also determines the location of all renor-
malization points, and even in the Gell-Mann—
Low procedure® it determines the self-energy
renormalization point.

V. COMPARISON WITH OTHER APPROACHES

At this point we pause, in order to compare the
above results with those obtained by the Gell -
Mann-Low and Callan-Symanzik approaches.

The renormalization-group method of Gell -Mann
and Low' differs from the present method in that
the renormalized charge and Z factors depend on
the bare mass m as well as on g, 1, and A, while
the renormalized mass is taken as the true posi-
tion of the pole in the propagator, and therefore
depends on 7, g, and A, but not on the renormal-
ization-point scale parameter u. Hence the Gell-
Mann-Low equation corresponding to Eq. (3.1)
would read

9 9
[“a—,I +B*(gh,mp/u) 5a% = ?F(gﬁ,mﬁ/u)]

xTx(p,gg,m, 1)=0, (5.1)

where
e}
B*(gis,m;s/mzu;ﬁgﬁ(u,g,m,l\), (5.2)
]
YF(g‘?s,m;’s/u)Eua—; InZ¥(u,g,m,AN), (5.3)

the asterisk here indicating the use of the Gell-
Mann-Low renormalization prescriptions. Again,
B* and yF must be A -independent because they
appear in the differential equation for a A -inde-
pendent amplitude, but now they may depend on
the renormalized mass #, and therefore, even
though dimensionless, they may depend on
through the ratio #%/u. The u dependence of B*
and y* prevents us from being able to find useful
solutions of (5.1), even though this equation ap-
pears simpler than (3.6) in so far as the mass-
derivative term is missing. It is usual to seek a
solution by taking both p and p very large com-
pared with 5. Under the assumption that in this
limit % may be neglected altogether, we then
have

Ti(p,g8,mb, u)~Tr(p,g5,0, 1) (5.4)

for p>m} and u>mE. Ordinary dimensional

|0

analysis then gives

9 2]
137 +x g D Tap.gr, 0, w=0,  6.5)

where k again is the momentum scale variable,
with

p=kKpg. (5.6)
Thus Eq. (5.1) may now be written

[ B2, 0) s =D 25, 0)]

xT](kpo,g%,0,u)=0. (5.7)

The solution is well known, and yields the result
K dKl
Ch(kpo, i, ms, 1) ~kPrexp |- [ i), 0%
1

XT(Do,8%(%),0, i) (5.8)

for pox>mf and u>mE. But T'j and our previ-
ously defined amplitudes I'; should differ only by
a constant factor, so comparing (5.8) with (4.1)
for k -~  we see that the Gell-Mann—Low results
agree with the results of our present analysis if,
and only if, m(x) vanishes as k —. In this case,
the 8 and y coefficients are simply related by

88k

B*(g%,0)=B(gx 22s (5.9)

vE(g%,0)=vr(gr)- (5.10)

However, if -y, becomes too large, then m(k) may
not vanish as k -, in which case the Gell-Mann—
Low approach would fail. This failure can occur
even though I'} may have a well-defined limit at
m§ =0, because this limit is not uniform in the
ratio p/i, and we are interested in the case where
> mg and p>> .

In the Callan-Symanzik approach,? a conven-
tional renormalization procedure is used, so that
no arbitrary renormalization scale parameter p
need be introduced. In place of Egs. (3.8) or (5.7),
the momentum dependence of the renormalized
Green’s functions is governed by the equation

9

|5 = P s+ ¥ied) = Do Dilkpor i, )

:F;S(KPO’gI;;m;)7 (5'11)

with a tilde indicating the use of a conventional
renormalization procedure. The amplitude I'g

is the renormalized Green’s functions related to
T'; by the insertion of a zero-momentum © vertex.
(Recall that © is the operator, usually $¢, which
appears in the mass term of the Lagrangian.) The
coefficients 8~ and y~ are A -independent and di-
mensionless, and therefore independent of re-
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normalized mass, so here it is the extra term on
the right-hand side of Eq. (5.11) that prevents a
useful general solution. In order to derive a solu-
tion, it is usual® to argue that the insertion of a ©
vertex lowers the asymptotic behavior of the right-
hand side in such a way that this term becomes
negligible for kK —. In this case, Eq. (5.11) be-
comes

9 N - o~ - s me
[KJ -B (gR)E +7r(g1e)—DrJrR(KPo’gR’mR)"O'

(5.12)

This has the solution
- - - <o dx’
Takpo,gimi) ~kPrexp |~ [ rite (|
1

XTx(po, &~ (K),mz) . (5.13)

Again, T'; should differ from I’y only by a con-
stant factor, so by comparing (5.13) with (4.1),

we see that the Callan-Symanzik resnlts will agree
with our present analysis if, and only if, m(k)
vanishes as k-, In this case, the g and y coef-
ficients are simply related by

ﬁ‘(gﬁ)=ﬁ(gR)Z-§f , (5.14)

vr(gg)=vr(gr). (5.15)

If m(k) does not vanish as k-, then the Callan-
Symanzik solution (5.13) must fail. Such a failure
can occur even though I'g; is negligible for k-
in each order of perturbation theory, * if it is not
asymptotically negligible when the perturbation
series is summed.

We see that the precise condition, which ensures
that the zero-mass limit has the uniformity prop-
erties assumed in the Gell-Mann-Low approach,
and also ensures that the right-hand side of the
Callan-Symanzik equations remains asymptotically
negligible when summed to all orders in perturba-
tion theory, is just that #(x) should vanish as «k —-.
This will depend on the magnitude and sign of the
anomalous dimension yg, and, in particular, is
always satisfied in asymptotically free theories.

However, even when m(k) does vanish, it is very
difficult to use the Gell-Mann-Low or Callan-
Symanzik methods to derive the terms of higher
order -in m(x). In making use of the Callan-
Symanzik equations this problem arises when I'g
is anomalously small as k-, say, because it
contains a factor of mass, so that even though the
right-hand side of the Callan-Symanzik equations
behaves just as expected from perturbation theory,
it is not asymptotically negligible. In this case we
must use the Callan-Symanzik equation for T'gg,
which takes the form?:

9 N .. .
[Ké‘;—ﬁ (gR)a_g:+')’r(gR)+’ye(gR)_Dr:]
XF(;’)R(KPO,g;,mIE) :I‘éeR(Kpo,ng’m;) )

This can easily be solved if I'ggr is asymptotically
negligible for k - . However, it is not so clear how
to use this solution to determine the asymptotic
behavior of 1",} itself. (As indicated in Sec. IV,
the use of a conventional mass-renormalization
procedure gives I'y a singularity of form my, vy,
at m; =0, so I'y is not given as k-« by even the
first few terms of a Taylor series in mg.) The
problem of deriving an asymptotic expansion seems
even more difficult in the Gell-Mann~Low ap-
proach, and I have no idea how this could be done.
Because the g and y functions depend on the re-
normalization prescription adopted, here we could
not make direct use of the pertui‘bative calcula-
tions of B and y in Refs. 4 and 5, where prescrip-
tions different from ours were used. However,
all definitions of the renormalized coupling con-
stants agree in lowest order, so the partial de-
rivatives in (5.9) and (5.14) are equal to unity in
lowest order, and therefore the lowest-order
terms in B do not depend on the renormalization
prescription used. This is of some importance,
because it is the sign of the lowest-order term in
B that determines whether or not a theory can be
asymptotically free.

VI. WILSON COEFFICIENT FUNCTIONS

So far, we have dealt only with the asymptotic
behavior of Green’s functions when all external
momenta are taken to infinity. In physical appli-
cations, it is often more interesting to consider
the behavior of Green’s functions when some sub-
set of momenta go to infinity, the others remain-
ing fixed. The asymptotic behavior in such cases
is described by the coefficient functions in a
Wilson operator -product expansion.'* We shall
now apply the new renormalization-group approach
to these coefficient functions.

Let us divide the external lines of a Green’s
function I'" into two sets, labeled A and B, and use
k and g to label all the components of all the four-
momenta of these two sets, respectively. The
Wilson operator -product expansion states that
when the various components of ¥ tend to infinity
with fixed ratios, with ¢ fixed, these Green’s
functions have the asymptotic expansion

rAB,R(kyqng,mR’ W)~ Z Uaolk,gr, Mg, 1)
0

XFBO,R(qagRymRa IJ') )
(6.1)
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where O runs over all local renormalized opera-
tors (say, evaluated at x =0); 'z, denotes the
renormalized Green’s function for the external
lines B with four-momenta labeled ¢, with an
extra zero-momentum O vertex; and U,y is a
finite coefficient function. This expansion will
apply to whatever renormalization procedure*

we use for I', since the difference is only a multi-
plicative constant.

The simplest way to derive the new renormal -
ization-group equation for the coefficient functions
U, is to write down the renormalization group
equations analogous to (3.1) for I'yp, 5 and I'pp, :

(2 9 0
[ua i HB8R) G~ - Yel8r) e S

~va(gr) _‘)’B(gR)J Tup,r=0,

9 2] 9
{uﬁ +B(gr) ;5 - vo(&r) Mg 5,71;'

~-v5(gr) "?’o(gR)jJ FBO, r=0,

where ¥4, vg, and y, are anomalous dimensions

associated with the external-line sets 4 and B and
J

| oo

the operator O. In order for these equations to
hold for all O, the coefficient functions Uy, must
satisfy the differential equation 22:

a o] a
[ugz +B(gr) 8_5; - 7o(gr) Mg g

-valgr)+ 70(gR):l Uao=0. (6.2)

(This can also be derived by observing that the pu
dependence of U,, arises only from a factor Z,, a
factor Z,™!, and from the p dependence of g and
m.) This equation is very much like the renor-
malization-group equations satisfied by ordinary
Green’s functions, but with a crucial change of
sigh in the v, term.

Once again, we can easily convert this into an
equation governing the momentum dependence of
Uao. If Uy has dimensions D,,, and if we set kb
equal to a constant &, times a scale factor «, then
ordinary dimensional analysis gives

] 9 9
[Kﬂﬂiﬁ +m1egm—R _DAo]UAoz(), (6.3)

and therefore (6.2) becomes

{"aix —ﬁ(gR)ajZ; +1+76(gr)] W/R;B@ ~Dao+7a(gr) —vo(gR)} Uao=0. (6.4)

The solution takes the form

Uaolkky,gr, Mg, w)=kPao eXp{fK[yo(g(K’)) - yA(g(K')]%CrI } Usolky,g(k),m(k), u) , (6.5)

with g(x) and m(k) given by Egs. (3,7)-(3.9).

We could now proceed to discuss the asymptotic
behavior of U,,, but the analysis runs along just
the same lines as in Sec. IV, and there is no point
in going into details again here. However, one
particular case is worthy of special notice. Sup-
pose that the set A consists only of conserved or
partially conserved vector or axial-vector cur-
rents, so that*:*®

va=0.

Suppose also that O is the mass operator 6, so
that

Yo=%e-

In spinor gauge theories © is the operator Y,

and y;~bookkeeping forces U,, to be odd in My,

so that if m(k) vanishes as k -, U,, will be dom-
inated by the term of first order in m(k):

Unolko,&(K),mlk), p) ~m(k)USE (ko,g(k),0, 1) .

If we recall the formula for »(k):

m(k) =.f<“mn eXp[— flKVe(g(K'))i—'f,:' ,

we see that all y tevms cancel in the exponential,
so that

UAG(KkO)gR )mR, :u') ~ KDAe—lmRU!(Xle)(kOag(K)?O;U')?
(6.6)

as in Eq. (4.26). In particular, in asymptotically
free theories g(k) vanishes as k-, s0 Upg is
given in this case by the zeroth-order Born ap-
proximation. The particular circumstances de-
scribed here actually occur when we calculate the
weak corrections of order « to natural strong-
interaction symmetries, ” and our result shows
that the strong interactions may be disregarded
in such calculations.

VII. CONSTRAINTS IN PERTURBATION THEORY

Our emphasis here has been on the use of the
new renormalization-group equations to study the
asymptotic behavior of the exact Green’s functions
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and Wilson coefficient functions at large momenta.
However, the renormalization-group approach
also imposes interesting constraints on the struc-
ture of the perturbation series for these ampli-
tudes. Such constraints are useful aids in actual
perturbative calculations, and by checking that
these constraints are indeed satisfied, we can
verify the validity of our approach.

We suppose that the function B(gy) is calculated
up to some finite order in gz. In electrodynamics
and other gauge theories, this series takes the
form

Blu)=bu+b,u® +bgu" ++ - . (7.1)

It is straightforward to check that (3.7) and (3.9)
have the solution

g2(k)=gr%+2g5%, Ink
+28r%2b F1n®k +b, Ink)+-+ - . (7.2)

In gauge theories the various anomalous dimen-
sions y(gg) Will usually have a power series of
the form

V()= u® +cotd+- -+ . (7.3)
2

Using (7.2) in (7.3), we find
exp| - [ Hetn ]

=1-gz%c,Ink +gp*[(3c,® =b,c,)In%*k — ¢, Ink] + - - -
(7.4)

In particular, the effective mass defined by (3.8)
and (3.9) is given by

J

m(k) =k~ mg{ 1 -gr’c glnk
+gr (e e? = b,C,6) In%Kk — Cyg Ink]
oo} (7.5)

where ¢, o are the ¢, coefficients for the particular
anomalous dimension yg.

Now let us consider some renormalized ampli-
tude I'p with dimensionality Dy. The Gell-Mann-—
Low and Callan-Symanzik methods deal with an
“asymptotic” amplitude I'y,, defined by keeping
only those terms in each order of perturbation
theory which contain the maximum number D of
powers of momentum, times any powers of log-
arithms of momentum. We shall take advantage
here of our capability for dealing with nonleading
terms, and consider an amplitude I'k,, defined by
keeping all terms in I' in each order of perturba-
tion theory which have the asymptotic behavior

T, < kPr=" X(powers of lnk), (7.6)

where p = kp, with k — . Inspection of Eq. (7.5)
shows that such terms are given by the terms in
Eq. (3.10) of nth order in m(k):

K dKI
Fin (b, 80,75, 1) =47 exp | - [ relete D% |
1

XL (Y T (P (6), 0, 1)
(7.7)

We can usually expand the F(,Q')(p,gR, 0,u)ina
power series in gg2:

T2(p,22,0, W) =" (p, n)+g=¥F "V (p, 1)

+gR OB (p, )+ (7.8)

Using (7.8), (7.2), (7.4), and (7.5) in (7.7) yields
the power series for I'g,,:

1 n n n n n
Trn(kDo,8 R, M, b) = o K207 (po, ) +gr*[f " (Do, 1) = €I} Inkf O po, )]

+&r* [P (po, )+ (20, ~ CE) Inkf " V(py, 1)

H(ECR2 b, C) Ik — CF Ink) F@O(py )] +- -+ }

where

Co=Cpr +1C o -

(7.9)

’

(7.10)

For example, if we calculate I'y, up to first order in gz* we can determine the quantities fo fnD anqg
C(l"l)n, and then (7.9) immediately yields the coefficient of In% in the term of second order in gp>

The result (7.9) becomes particularly useful in cases where the effective anomalous dimension yr+nyg
vanishes. We then have C(;)r: 0 for all m, so that (7.9) simplifies to

1 ' n
Tn (Do, 82, M, 1) = KPT"mmg"{f 7O (Do, w)+88% "V (Do, ) 488" [ S (Do, 1) + 20, nf 7P (Do, )] +2 -} .

(7.11)
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We see that there are no Ink terms in order gz?,
no (Ink)? terms in order gg*, and so on.

This result has been checked by Duncan® in a
detailed calculation of the Wilson function for the
operator O=3yp, with the large momentum % car-
ried by a pair of vector or axial-vector currents,
using a vector-gluon theory of strong interactions.
This Wilson function has dimensionality D = -1,
but as discussed in Sec. VI, this function is odd
in the fermion mass 7, so the leading term in
powers of 1/k is the n=1 term, which in pertur-
bation theory behaves like 1/«? times powers of
Ink. It was shown in Sec. VI that y for this Wilson
function is just —yy,, so that the effective anom-
alous dimension (4.25) for the n=1 terms vanishes,
and therefore the perturbation series for the
Wilson function should be of the form (7.11).
Duncan finds that the individual graphs of second
order in the gluon gauge coupling contain both
k% and k~21Ink terms, but that all the k~21nk terms
cancel when the graphs are added together, in
agreement with Eq. (7.11).

Notes Added in Proof

(1) The cancellation of anomalous dimensions
demonstrated here in Sec. VI is essentially the
same as that noted earlier by K. Wilson, Phys.
Rev. 179, 1499 (1969), in a study of current prop-
agators and electromagnetic self-energies. How-
ever, Wilson’s work was in a non-Lagrangian
framework, and no proof was offered that these
results actually hold in a field theory.

(2) Nonleading terms in an asymptotic expan-
sion of the inverse propagator at high energy were

obtained using the Callan-Symanzik approach in
a ¢* theory by K. Symanzik, Commun. Math. Phys.
23, 49 (1971), Sec. IIIL.3.
73) A condition on the anomalous dimensions
¥ 42 analogous to Eq. (4.18) was presented for a
¢* theory by K. Symanzik, Commun. Math. Phys.
23, 49 (1971), Sec. IV.2. It is interesting that
this condition on Y42 arose from the requirement
that the beta function be continuous, rather than
from the requirement imposed in the present work
that the effective mass vanish at large momentum.
(4) The considerations of this article also apply
when the renormalization prescriptions are de-
fined using the actual values for all internal mass-
es, as long as the external momenta are kept off
the mass shell in all cases, even in the case of
mass renormalization. The functions B, v, and
Yo then depend on both v, and my/u. However,
the renormalization group equations can still be
solved for arbitrary momentum, the solutions
depending on an effective coupling and mass de-
fined by a pair of coupled nonlinear ordinary dif -
ferential equations. As long as the anomalous
dimension y stays sufficiently above the value
-1, the effective mass will still vanish at large
momentum, and all the usual results will follow,
even for theories involving scalar fields.

’
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