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A precise statement of the bootstrap theory in the language of conventional Lagrangian field theory is
given. Under no further assumptions than the Mandelstam representation, it is shown that this closed-form
theory is equivalent to the more usual S-matrix formulation in terms of Regge trajectories. The assumptions
of the bootstrap theory are stated in terms of the vanishing of well-defined renormalization constants Z. All
standard results and approximation methods in the bootstrap theory are shown to follow directly from the

Z =0 conditions.

1. INTRODUCTION

T is our purpose in this paper to present, to the
extent we can at present, a complete and systematic
development of the bootstrap theory of strongly inter-
acting particles, couched in the language of conventional
Lagrangian field theory. In doing this, we do not mean
to imply that this is in any way a different bootstrap
theory from that usually expressed in the language of
S-matrix theory and Regge poles!; to the contrary, we
are convinced the theories are the same. Nevertheless,
we feel it of some value, in the light of the limited
practical success of bootstrap calculations phrased in
S-matrix language, to try to make available different,
albeit equivalent, ways to say the same thing, in the
hope that more useful approximate methods, for some
bootstrap problems at least, will suggest themselves. In
addition, there may be some virtue in using the language
of field theory to formulate the bootstrap idea, because
the formulation in terms of S-matrix theory is at present
incomplete. The assumptions of S-matrix theory can
still not be stated precisely ; one is still required to make
assumptions like “all S-matrix elements are as analytic
as possible consistent with unitarity,” which while
useful intuitively and meaningful for simple cases are
still not completely satisfying. Lagrangian field theory,
on the other hand, has the aura of being well-defined,
even if in fact there are many points of dubious mathe-
matical validity in it.

Our plan is, or rather should be, the following. We first
define, in any Lagrangian field theory, the wave func-
tion and vertex renormalization constants Z associated
with any given elementary particle. We then show that
if the (physical) mass and coupling constant of this
particle are made to vary until the renormalization con-
stants vanish (assuming that this can be done), then
the particle will lie on a Regge trajectory; it has thus

* Work supported in part by the U. S. Atomic Energy Com-
mission. Prepared under Contract Nos. AT (11-1)—68 and
AT (11-1)—34 for the San Francisco Operations Office, U. S.
Atomic Energy Commission.

1 G. F. Chew and S. Frautschi, Phys. Rev. Letters 7, 394 (1961).
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been made composite according to the criterion of
compositeness assumed in the usual S-matrix bootstrap
approach.? Having established that the vanishing of
the renormalization constants is an acceptable definition
of compositeness, we next systematically state a set of
rules defining the bootstrap theory.

Briefly stated, these rules are:

(1) Assume a trial world—this means to assume
the existence of a given set of elementary particles, with
specified masses and spins.

(2) Write down a Lagrangian field theory for these
particles—this means we assume particular interactions
among the particles, with certain coupling constants.

(3) Solve, by whatever methods, this field theory. That
is, calculate all S-matrix elements, including all bound
or resonance states which may occur, all Regge trajec-
tories, and anything else of interest, in terms of the
parameters describing the field theory—that is, in terms
of the masses and various coupling constants. In
particular, calculate the renormalization constants of
the elementary particles.

(4) Finally, choose the values of the various parameters
so that all the renormalization constants vanish, if this
can be done. If this cannot be done, the assumed world
cannot bootstrap itself, and it must be rejected. If it can
be done, then the assumed elementary particles have all
been moved onto trajectories, have become dynamical,
and all the parameters—masses and coupling constants
—have been determined. We now have a bootstrapped
world.

It is, of course, assumed in the above outline, that
there are worlds for which a bootstrap solution of this
type exists; in other words, that solutions to the equa-
tions Z=0 do exist. On the other hand, it is also
assumed that the equations Z=0 are not identities in
the various parameters. We can, as of now, prove

2 The relevance of renormalization constants to compositeness
and bootstraps was first discussed by A. Salam, Nuovo Cimento
25, 224 (1962).
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neither of these two statements, though it is of course
to be hoped that proofs will be found sometime in the
future.

We next turn to a discussion of uniqueness of the
bootstrap solution, assuming that it exists. What we
are concerned with here is not so much the question of
how many bootstrapped worlds exist (for this question
we have no answer), but rather the question of which
sets of particles can we choose as the ‘“‘elementary”
particles of our trial world, and what kind of interaction
Lagrangians can we write down? Suppose, for example,
that we try some set of particles and some interactions.
Then suppose that in step (3) we discover the existence
of several bound states made up of these particles. Then
suppose we took a new trial world which included among
its “‘elementary” particles some particles with the same
properties as the bound states of the first world. When
we apply step (4) to both worlds, do we or do we not get
to the same bootstrapped world? Intuitively, it is our
belief that we should. It should not matter in which
order the Z’s of various particles are made to vanish;
thus, if in the second trial world we first set the Z’s of
the added particles equal to zero, we expect to obtain
the first trial world. Then, if the remaining Z’s vanish,
we have the bootstrap limit of the first trial world.
But, if we set all Z’s equal to zero at once in the second
trial world, then we have the bootstrap limit of the
second world. The two bootstrap limits should clearly
be identical.

Therefore we have some freedom in guessing worlds.
If we want to look for a world with a given set of
particles, we do not have to take all of these particles
as “‘elementary” input particles in our trial world; any
subset of them having the remainder as bound (or
resonant) states will do.

We have a further freedom in the choice of inter-
actions in the Lagrangian of our trial world. Many
different interactions, of the Yukawa and more compli-
cated types, with or without derivative couplings, are
consistent with Lorentz invariance and the space-time
properties of our trial set of “elementary’ particles.
Again, it is our feeling that the final bootstrap limit
should not depend on which form of interaction we
assume. (Though, of course, if we allow non-Yukawa
couplings, such as At for = mesons, for example, then
some additional conditions besides Z=0 will have to be
imposed to reach the bootstrap limit. That is, exactly
what the dynamical conditions are may depend on the
form of the interaction.) Once all particles have been
made composite, then the various interactions among
them are effectively all prescribed, so that after the
dynamical conditions have been imposed, the resulting
theory will be the same regardless of which couplings
we assumed among the prebootstrapped elementary
particles.

Even though all this freedom is, we believe, in
principle available to us, we shall at this stage in our
understanding, nevertheless, have to impose certain
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restrictions on the particles we choose as ‘“‘elementary”
and on the form of the interaction. These restrictions
result from the fact that, at present, we do not know
how to handle nonrenormalizable field theories. (We do
not know what “Z’” means for a high-spin particle, for
example.) Therefore we shall confine our choices of
elementary particles to those of spin 0 or §, and we shall
confine our choices of interactions to Yukawa couplings
without gradients.

We hasten to emphasize that these restrictions do not
prevent us from writing down trial bootstrap theories
for any conceivable world. Any high-spin particles can
be considered to be a bound system made of various
spin-0 and spin-1 particles; therefore, a bootstrapped
world containing high spins can be made from a trial
world containing ‘“‘elementary” low-spin particles, in
the limit where these low-spin particles are made
composite through Z=0.

It is undeniable that this selection for special treat-
ment of spin 0 and spin % is aesthetically unappealing,
even though in the final bootstrap limit all particles, of
whatever spin, do presumably appear on an equal
footing. However, we reiterate our belief that this is not
a basic requirement of the Lagrangian field theory Z=0
approach to the bootstrap; it is rather a reflection of our
present ignorance of how to deal with high-spin elemen-
tary particles. Once we learn how to define Z for a high-
spin particle in a nonrenormalizable field theory, then
in the limit Z=0 the high-spin particle becomes com-
posite, and when this happens the renormalization
difficulties with the field theory disappear also.? Thus
we may, with some confidence, look forward to a day
when the restriction of our trial elementary particles to
spin 0 and spin % may be lifted. Similar remarks apply
to the kinds of couplings we can use.

The outline of the remainder of the paper is the
following: In Sec. 2 we define the various quantities,
including the Z’s, which will be of interest later. These
definitions are made both in the field-theory language
and, so far as possible, in the S-matrix language. Section
3is devoted to demonstrating, for both spin-0 and spin-3
particles, that setting the Z’s to zero moves the particle
onto a Regge trajectory, so that by the usually accepted
definition it becomes composite. Section 4 repeats the
discussion of Sec. 3 for multiplets of particles with the
same quantum numbers. In Sec. 5 the bootstrap rules
are stated, and finally, in Sec. 6, we discuss several
simple applications of the Z=0 conditions to practical
bootstrap problems.

2. DEFINITIONS

In the Lagrangian field theory of spin-0 and/or spin-3
particles, the concepts of the renormalized proper vertex
function and renormalized propagator are well defined.

3 In fact, that renormalization difficulties must disappear when
Z — 01is a convenient criterion to use in searching for an acceptible
definition of Z.
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Since these functions involve the behavior of off-mass-
shell particles, they do not need to be defined in S-matrix
theory, and indeed some proponents of S-matrix theory
might say they have no meaning. Nevertheless, we
believe they can be defined even in the language of .S-
matrix theory. Let us illustrate this for the case of
spinless particles; the spin-3 case does not differ in any
essential way.

Suppose we have two kinds of spinless particles, which
we may call 7 and o, and a Lagrangian field theory of
these particles with the interaction

Lr=—g"""[#(x) 6 (%), (2.1)

where # and ¢ are unrenormalized Heisenberg fields for
the two particles. It is conventional in the field theory
to define the unrenormalized propagator for the o
particle by

AAQ=%[®Kﬂ%ﬂ®LWW“ﬁm 2.2)

where s=g¢?. This function has a pole at s=m,? the
physical mass of the ¢, and we define the wave function
renormalization constant Z, as the residue at this pole.
We can also show that as s —> o, sA,/(s) — 1.

The renormalized Heisenberg field is now defined by

o(x)=2,"(x) (2.3)
and the renormalized propagator by
8,9==i [ 0 GEoO)l0)t

=Z;10,(s). (2.4)

Thus A, (s) has a pole at s=m,? with residue unity, and
sA,(s) > Z,as s— o,

Analogous definitions may be made for the .

The vertex function may be defined in various ways;
for example, as the sum of all proper vertex diagrams.
A perhaps more convenient definition for our purposes
involves first defining the form factor by

Faww(s)mﬂ27m7f2)
= (4o/w)"(p’| (O +m2)o (®) |P)] 20, (2.5)

where s= (p'— p)? and w= (p*+m,2)"2. This is the form
factor for two on-shell pions and an off-shell o. We can
also define form factors for an off-shell = coupled to an
on-shell = and to an on-shell ¢ by

Fa‘lrﬂ(mv2ys7m"f2)
= (4E")"p'| (A +m2)7(x) | )] o=0,

where s= (p'—¢)? and E=q>+m,> One can also take
more than one of the particles off-shell. The re-
normalized coupling constant g, is defined to be

(2.6)

2.7

The usual definition of the vertex renormalization con-

Bonr= Fmr-/r (ma2,m1r2,m1r2) .
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stant is now
(g‘”f""/gowrw)=Z1FZ0”2/ZU7rvr- (28)

However, we prefer another definition, which is gener-
ally believed to be equivalent to Eq. (2.8), but which
has not been proved to be equivalent.t This is that

(2.9)

as s—oo, Several things are implicit in this definition.

First, that F does indeed approach a constant as s — .

Second, that Z,F orr(85,m:2,m42), Z oF grx(me2,s,m,2), and

ZaForx(m2m,2s) all approach the same constant as

s — .5 We shall accept all these things as true, and also

accept the identity of the two definitions of Zyrq.
From now on, let us replace the notation

erw(s;mwzymwz) - g«an”/Za

Fonr(s,mat,m.?)

simply by Foerr(s). If the occasion arises to talk about
situations with one or more of the other particles off the
mass shell, it will be made clear at the time.

We may now define the vertex function. We write

TLonn(8)=Fonx(s)/(s—m2)A,(s). (2.10)

Thus we have 'orr(7.2) = gorr and Torr(s) — Zorrlors
as s — . A perturbation expansion of I' defined in this
way also shows that this is precisely the sum of all
proper vertex diagrams, with the two #’s on the mass
shell and the o off in this case.

One can show that the propagator satisfies a dis-
persion relation of the form

1 1 £ ImA,(s")
A (s)= +-— / ds’, (2.11)
S—my: T s'—s
with a “‘unitarity relation”
ImA,(¢)=—% X (2m)** (pa—q) | (n [0 (0)0) |2
=—3(g"—ms*) "2 . (2m)*8*(pa—¢q)
X[ @ [ (@+mYo (@) [0)]?]smo.  (2.12)

Similarly, it is reasonable to expect that F satisfies a
dispersion relation

S— M4 ImF (s
anr(s)=gq1r1r f / dSl, (2.13)
T (s'—my2) (s'—s)
with a unitarity relation
ImForr(g) = —3 2 (2m)*8* (pn—q) (2") 12
X' [ (@A +ma2)m (%) | omo| D)
Xu® [(O+m)o ()| 2=0|0). (2.14)

¢ G. Killén, Helv. Phys. Acta 25, 417 (1952) ; M. Gell-Mann and
F. Zachariasen, Phys. Rev. 126, 2201 (1962) (Appendix A).

5 This amounts to saying that the unrenormalized vertex func-
tion approaches unity whenever any virtual mass goes to infinity.
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The contribution to (2.12) and (2.14) from 2=
intermediate states alone is simply

ImA,(s) = p(8) | Forr(s) |2/ (s—m,?)? (2.15)

and

IMF o (8) = p ()t () Forr™ (s), (2.16)

where #(s) is the s-wave 7 scattering amplitude. £(s) is
thus an on-shell quantity directly accessible to measure-
ment. p(s) is a phase-space factor:

p(s)=(1/16m)[ (s—4m.*)/s]".

More generally, {p'| (O+m2)7(x)|sm0|2P) is an
on-shell scattering amplitude, representing the process
n— wr, and (| (O4m.2)e(x)|2=0]0) is a generali-
zation of the form factor itself which we may label
Fon/(I1+2E,)"2. A unitarity relation for this more
general form factor then takes the form

ImF¢n= Z tanam*'

(2.17)

(2.18)

Dispersion relations for the F,, thus have the form of
linear integral equations, the kernels of which involve
physically measurable S-matrix elements. All the
F,, can therefore, in principle, be constructed in the
language of S-matrix theory, if one so chooses. In the
same way, Eq. (2.12) says

ImA, =3 |Fon| ¥/ (s—me?)?, (2.19)

so that the propagator too can be constructed, entirely
within the framework of S-matrix theory.

To summarize, we do not need to use field theory to
define the renormalization constants. The generalized
form factors are solutions of integral equations which
require as input only on-shell information®; the propa-
gatoris an integral over the squares of such form factors,
the vertex is the ratio of the form factor to the propa-
gators, and the Z’s, finally, are defined in terms of the
asymptotic behavior of the vertex and the propagator.
If all this seems a bit too symbolic, may we remind the
reader that S-matrix theory itself, as a method of
calculating on-shell amplitudes, consists of little more
than the same sorts of words.

We may conclude this section by defining a mass
operator, which is sometimes of some convenience, and
by writing dispersion relations for it and for the vertex
function itself. Define

M,(s)=s—1/A,(s).

Then near s=m.?, M,(s)=m2+0((s—m.2)?), and
ImM.(s)=ImA,(s)/| As(s) |2 Thus we have

—m,2)2 ImM,
M, (S) =m,*+ (s u ) / (S) ds’
T (s"—m,2)2(s"—s)

6 Continued below threshold in some cases.

(2.20)

(2.21)

P. KAUS AND F. ZACHARIASEN

171

and

ImM (g8 =—3% X (2m)*6*(pa—q)

(| (O+me2)0 ()] 2mo] 0)]2
(g2—ma?)A,(g?) '

The contribution to ImM, from the 27 state alone is
simply

(2.22)

ImM . (s)=p(s) | Torr(s) |2. (2.23)
Next, we have
S—My2 ImT,..(s")
Pcﬂrw(s)=ga‘1r1rir / ds’. (224)
T (s'—my2) (s'—s)

The unitarity relation for I' can be derived directly
from the definition of T', Eq. (2.10). We obtain, from the
ww intermediate state alone,

ImC, .. (s)
=p()[(S) = Torr(8)As()Tora(s) Lors*(s). (2.25)

Finally, from Eqgs. (2.21) and (2.24) we can obtain ex-
pressions for the Z’s. We recall that Torz(s) = gorrZorr,
and note that M,(s) - s(1—Z,), as s— o, Thus we
have

1 ImM,(s")
Z,,=1+—/————ds’ (2.26)
wJ (s'—m.2)?
and )
1 [ ImD,..(s)
Zv7r7r= __/——dsl. (2.27)
T S'—mg?

As we shall see in Sec. 6, when we use these equations
to calculate the Z’s in the elastic unitarity approxima-
tion, both M and I have poles when the Z’s are
sufficiently small. Thus ImM and ImT contain, in gen-
eral, 6-function terms.

In writing Egs. (2.26) and (2.27), an implicit assump-
tion is made that the integrals exist. In fact, this
assumption is essential to our entire approach, for
without it, there are no Z’s which we can set equal to
zero. For the case explicitly under discussion here of
completely spinless particles, the assumption is valid
even in each order of perturbation theory. For the case
where spin-3 particles are included (which, as we have
said, goes through formally in essentially the same
manner), the assumption is #o# true in perturbation
theory. We can only trust that the actual Z’s are finite
in spite of this.

3. Z=0 AND COMPOSITENESS

The next step in our development is to show that, for
a given particle, setting the wave function and vertex
renormalization constants equal to zero moves the
particle smoothly onto a Regge trajectory, and removes
the Kronecker 8 terms in the angular momentum from
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the scattering amplitude.” Let us again begin with the
case of spinless particlesd; the spin-} situation will be
described at the end of this section.

For the 7-¢ model described in Sec. 2, assume that
we may write a Mandelstam representation for the =
scattering amplitude. Judging by the perturbation
expansion, no subtractions are required, so that

T(s,p)=— £ 8
S—ms2 t—mg?
1 s’ ¢
L) s+ am
s'—s t'—t
——// p(sH) ———ds'adt’
(s'—s)(t'—1)

dt'du’

_// (t'—pzf)t(::~u)
- / / W i(:) (j)——s)duldsl’

where T'(s,t) is the wr scattering amplitude. In using
this unsubtracted form, we are explicitly confining our-
selves to the Yukawa interaction of Eq. (2.1). If we
permitted, in addition, a contact interaction of the type

Lr'=i\[#(x) ] 3.2)

for example, then the representation for T'(s,f) would
require an over-all subtraction, and the subtraction
constant T'(so,fy) would be identified with the re-
normalized coupling constant A. We choose to exclude
this type of interaction and, as stated in the Intro-
duction, confine ourselves entirely to Yukawa couplings.®

A partial-wave decomposition of 7'(s,f) may be made
in the usual way. The pole and single integral in ¢ as
well as the double integral terms all yield partial-wave
amplitudes which have analytic continuations into the

(3.1)

7P, Kaus and F. Zachariasen, Phys. Rev. 138, B1304 (1965);
T. Saito, ibid. 145, 1302 (1966). The first of these papers uses the
condition Z1/Z3; — 0, Zs — 0. The second, using the same method,
shows that Z; — 0, Z; — 0 is sufficient. Contrary to some authors,
and as will be clear from the text and the example in the Appendix,
the final solution is always the same regardless of the order in
which the Z’s are made to vanish.

8 For the case of spinless particles, the use of Z=0 as a com-
positeness condition has been studied in the context of a number
of models and approximations. For a recent well-referenced review
of the subject, we refer the reader to K. Hayashi, M. Hirayama,
T. Muta, N. Seto, and T. Shirafuji, Fortschr. Physik 15, 126
(1967). What is new in the present paper is the derivation of the
conditions with no restriction other than the Mandelstam analy-
ticity, as well as a treatment of the spin-} case and the complete
treatment of several particles with the same quantum numbers, in
a way that makes a formulation of the bootstrap problem possible.

9 Later in this section, when we introduce spin-} particles, an
interaction of the type (3 2) will be necessary for the renormal-
izability of the theory. We then need an extra condition besides
Z =0, which will be set so, 5o — and A — 0. This reduces the
subtracted Mandelstam representation to the unsubtracted form,
so that the argument given here may be used unchanged.
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Fic. 1. (a) Feynman diagrams included in the s-channel pole
and single integral. The dashed line represents w, the wavy line o.
(b) Additional diagrams present if a #* interaction exists.

I plane and contain no Kronecker ¢’s in /; the only
s-channel poles appearing in these terms are Regge
poles. The pole and single integral in s, in contrast,
produces a &; term in the partial-wave amplitude. Thus
at this stage, the ¢ particle shows up as a fixed pole at
s=m,? in a Kronecker é-type term.

Now the pole and single-integral terms in Eq. (3.1)
are nothing more than the Feynman diagrams shown in
Fig. 1(a), so that we may write

T(s;t) =—Torr(5)A,(s) I‘”-,.-(S)- Torr(D)As(2) Torrl?)

+ (double-integral terms), (3.3)

where I' and A are the functions defined in Sec. 2. Note
that if there were subtractions, this identification would
not in general be possible. For example, with the inter-
action of Eq. (3.2), diagrams of the sort shown in Fig.
1(b) would be included in the single-integral terms and
these are not of the form written in Eq. (3.3).

Let us next try to write down forms for I' and A
incorporating the few facts we know about them,
namely,

Torn(mot)=g,

I‘d“n’ﬂ(s) ZUT"Tg’

3.4)
(5= M) Agrr(8) | me?=1, $Dgrr(s) —> Z,1.
First, write
Zmr-lrgwrr
Parw(s) = . (3.5)
I:Z¢1r1r+ (S_ m,ﬁ)a (S):’
Then we have
1 r* Imramr s’
a(s)=—— / (——(—)>
T J dma? P¢1r7r ( ®© )
Tonn(0)|? ds’
. (3.6)
Torn(s) | (s"—m,2)(s'—5)

As Zonr— 0, i.e., a8 Tyrr(0) — 0, the scale of T'yr(s)
changes, but the scale change factors out in the ratio
Torr(s)/Tonn(). Hence there is no reason to expect
any remarkable behavior of a(s) in this limit.

Second, write

Ay(8)=(1/Z)[Z:/(s—me®)+~(s)]; 3.7)

again nothing significant should be expected to happen
toyas Z,— 0.
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We can combine Egs. (3.5) and (3.7) to write a
representation for the form factor

Zarnrg:ﬂnr

Fonn(s)= , (3.8)
Zo'7r7r+ (S—mdz)[Zaﬁl(s)+Zvrwﬁ2(s)]
where
Bi(s)=a(s)/[Z4(s—ms2)y(s)] (3.9)
and
Ba(s)=—7(s)/[Zs4(s—ms2)v(s)].  (3.10)
For convenience, we may also define
Zaﬁ=ZUB1+Z01r1rB2, (3.11)
so that
Z¢1r1rga7r1r
Forn(s)= (3.12)

[Zoent (s—mA)Z,B(s)]
Because of the asymptotic behavior of I'srr and Forr,
we will have a— (1/s)(1—Zsex), B1—1/s, and
B:— —1/s, so that B — (1/)[1— (Zsxa/Zs)] as s — 0.
Now let us suppose Z,r is small. Then T'err(s) will
develop a pole at so near m,% where

So=ma2—Zamr/a(So)zmﬁ—Z”,/a(mﬁ). (3.13)

gverdmr/a (ma'z) 1
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This pole will be called the vertex pole. F,xx(s) may or
may not develop a pole near m,? when Z,., becomes
small, depending on the ratio Z,-+/Z,. However, when
this ratio becomes small, then F,..(s) will have a pole
at §, where

'§0= ma'2—Za1r7r/Zaﬁ('§0) =m02~Za1r1r/ZdB(m0'2) . (3'14)

In the Appendix we solve a very simple model which
displays all the quantities just discussed and serves as
a convenient guide to see how the wvarious limits
work.

Regardless of whether F,.(s) has a pole near ,? or
not, it in any case does not have a pole at so. Therefore
the vertex pole at so does not represent a physical
particle and is not a pole of T'(s,f); hence the double-
integral terms in 7" must also contain a pole at so which
just cancels the pole in the single integral term. This
pole in the double integral, of course, must lie on a
Regge trajectory. We shall refer to this pole as the
“compensating pole.”

Let us now write the single-integral terms for small
Z ;e DAL S=M,2:

grnana'Mr/ZaB (m02)

1
'_Puﬂr (S)—;er‘lr(s) ==
S— My §—So

g¢:-1r1r2 1 |— ngwza(mu'2)

s—mo'2 S—maz‘*'Zavrw/Zvﬁ(mﬂz)

Zonn’ ]

r Z ;8% (m4?)

S— mf l §— S()LC! (m”Z)__ Zvﬁ ("%0'2)J

Now let Z,rr—> 0 and Z, — 0 in any order. First, note
that the third term, corresponding to the possibly
existing pole at § of Forx(s), will simply vanish. To
realize this, it is helpful to notice that while 3(s) contains
terms proportional to (Z,xx/Z,), and hence will become
infinite if Z, vanishes first, Z,8(m,?) will remain finite.
We recall from Eq. (3.11) that Z,8 is of the form
ZuBl(mo2)+Zd1r1rﬂ2(mu2)-

The vertex pole at so goes to #,2 in the limit, and its
residue approaches -+ g?; thus the first two terms in
Eq. (3.15) cancel, and the whole single-integral term
vanishes. The compensating pole in the double-integral
term, however, which must cancel the second term in
Eq. (3.15), has moved to so=#m,? during the limiting
process, and its residue has become — g2 The o particle
has thus been transferred to a Regge trajectory and has
become dynamical.

Tt is also obvious from Eq. (3.15) that while there is
no difference in the end result, there is a difference in
the behavior of the third term (which corresponds to an
actual pole of the physical amplitude at 5 when such
a pole exists), depending on whether Z, . goes to zero
first and then Z,, or vice versa.

Since Zuﬁ(maz)=Zaﬁl(ma2)+zarwﬁ2(ma2)) we see that
the third term in Eq. (3.15) has a pole at

§0=mnz_thﬂ'ﬂ/(Zﬂﬂl_f—ZUﬂ'ﬂﬁz) ) (3‘16)

. (3.15
(S"“ maz)ZvB (maz)"l—zaerZdB (mGZ)_a(mva)J ( )

with a residue
R0=g.mr2(Z.,B1+Z.,nﬁz)/(Z,ﬂl+Z,,,,,,Bg—a) . (317)

If Z,+r/Z, vanishes, this pole moves in with the other
two poles at m,% with a residue

Ro— g2ZB1/(ZPr—a). (3.18)

This residue then vanishes with Z,. If Z,/Z,x» goes
to zero, however, this pole moves to

5‘0='m,2—1/ﬁ1, (319)

with a residue
Ro—> 8Z0xsBs/ ZonsBr—a)

which vanishes with Z, 4.

In either case, the third term in Eq. (3.15) represents
a bound state of the system at §, which becomes an
“extinct” bound state in the limit Z,,»— 0, Z,— 0,
but not necessarily at m,?% depending on the value of
the ratio Zyxr/Zo-

Let us now specialize this general discussion to the
elastic unitarity approximation. This means that we
confine ourselves to w7 intermediate states only in the
s channel. The elastic approximation has the virtue
that the various quantities introduced above can be
explicitly represented in terms of various D functions,

(3.20)
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whose properties are well known. Thus we can assure
ourselves, at least within this model, that nothing of
importance has been overlooked in the general discus-
sion just completed, and that the assorted functions
such as @ and B introduced there do in fact have the
properties assumed.

In the elastic unitarity approximation, we can repre-
sent the partial wave amplitude near /=0 as!?

~]\7(s,l) _N(s)
D (s,0) B D(s)

T(s,0)

D(mg*)D(m.?
—go'7r1r2 - 510. (3.21)
D(s)(s—ms*)D(s)
The first term on the right of Eq. (3.21) represents the

contribution of the double-integral term and is unitary
as well as analytic in /. We can now identify

I‘,-,,-,.-(S) = guver(mv2)/D(s) )
D(ma2)=‘Zmr7r;

therefore

Fora(s)= g,,,,D(mﬁ)/D(S) ) (3:22)
therefore D(m,®)=Zoxr/Zs;
and
B 1 \D(mﬁ) D(s) B 1 \ D(s)
Adls)= <s— met) D(s) D(ms?) <s— me)2,D(s)”

We may now expand D(s) and D(s) around #,? and
find

Zo'mrgamr
I‘,,,,,(S) = )
Zv1r1r+ (s_maZ)Dl (ma'2)+ ttt
i (3.23)
Y 8orr
var(s) =

anr/Za'*" (s'—ma2)1—)/(ma'2)+ e '

Again, we may say that the fact that D(s) is a function
which has no poles in s on the physical sheet, but is
equal to Z,r/Z, at s=m,? and approaches 1 as s —x,
assures us that we can write D(s) as

D(8)=s(8)+Zorn/Zoa(s) (3.24)
where ;
di(s)=0, s=m,?
=1, s=oo
and }
d2($)= 1, s=m0_2
ic
=— §= 0,
s

1t follows that D'(m.2) =dy' (142 +Z snr/ Z s (142), sO
that

Y/ p—
Fa'mr(s) =

Z,'}" (S—-m,,?)[Z,dl' (m¢2)+Zan ﬂd-2l (m,,2):|+ o
(3.25)

1o We use the notation of Ref. 7.
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near s=m,% These quantities are displayed explicitly
in the model of the Appendix.
The propagator may be written

A,,(S)= (5_mvz)—lr_Fmr‘lr(s)/Fa'ﬂr(s):l
Z gent (s—me2a(s)
=1/s—m,? ,
Za1r1r+ (S—m,,z)Z,B(S)
where a(s)=[D(s)—Zszr]/(s—m,%) and
ZVB(S) = {Zvdl(s)+ZVWr[sz(s)_ 1]}/(3"'1%0-2) .

Thus we see that the renormalized propagator always
blows up as Z,~»— 0 and Z, — 0. In addition, in the
limit, the entire vertex function I'y..(s) vanishes, the
form factor F,..(s) either vanishes if (Z,r+/Z,) — 0 or
remains finite and goes asymptotically to Z,~/Z, when
Z,xx/Z, remains a constant, or remains finite but goes
asymptotically as s1/2 when Z,+./Z,— . This can be
seen most easily from the model in the Appendix;
however, we expect this behavior to be true quite
generally, independent either of the explicit model or
the elastic approximation.

The unrenormalized vertex and propagator, defined by

I‘,,,,,,’(s) = (I/Zo-mr) Pvﬂr(s) )
A/ (s)=2Z,0,(s),

(3.26)

(3.27)

remain finite with A,/(s), however, vanishing when
Zorn/Zs— . In the limit, the pole of I'yr.'(s) moves
to s=m,?% and A,/(s) either loses its pole at m,?
when Z,../Z, becomes constant or keeps it when
Zynn)Zs—> 0.

The final amplitude is always the same in the limit
Zszz— 0 and Z, — 0, even though the functions D(s)
and N(s) differ, depending on Z,z./Z,. This ratio
affects the position of &, which is a zero of D(s). In the
limit, however, a zero of N(s) always moves to the
position 8y, whether §o=$¢ (Zsrs/Zs— 0) or not. In
N/D=T, the pole of 3, becomes extinct in any case,
leaving only a dynamic pole at so=m,%

Finally, we see that the bare coupling constant,
defined by

go7TT= gvn(Zer/ZaUZZr) ) (3-28)

behaves in an unknown way depending on the ratio
Z o'1r7r/ Z 0'1/2-

This completes our discussion of the spinless case. We
have argued quite generally that in the limit Z,..— 0
and Z,— 0 the o particle ceases to be a fixed pole
associated with a Kronecker 6 in /, and becomes a
Regge pole in an amplitude entirely free of Kronecker
#’s. Thus it becomes dynamical. The crucial point in
the derivation was that the Mandelstam representation
for the scattering amplitude which contained the ele-
mentary o particle pole required no subtractions. When
we proceed to the case of spin, there are, in general,
several invariant amplitudes for a given scattering
process. If a particular scattering process has a pole
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corresponding to some elementary particle, it will
normally appear in more than one of the invariant
amplitudes. If any one of these amplitudes in which the
pole appears requires no subtractions, then the single
integral and pole terms may be identified with T'AT,
where A is the propagator for the elementary particle,
and T is the vertex function coupling the elementary
particle to the scattering particles. The derivation used
in the spinless case may be carried through essentially
unchanged, and the dynamical situation is reached
when the wave-function renornalization constant
vanishes and the vertex renormalization constant,
defined in terms of T' at infinite energy, vanishes.

As we remarked in the Introduction, the case of high
spin, that is of a nonrenormalizable field theory, re-
quires an infinite number of subtractions in the Mandel-
stam representation, so there are unlikely to be any
unsubtracted invariant amplitudes. Let us therefore
make the above discussion explicit for the case of spin 3.

To proceed with the spin-1 case, let us introduce a
new particle in addition to the 7 and ¢ of our previous
discussion, which we may call a “nucleon” and label
N. Let us take the v and ¢ to be pseudoscalar and
scalar, respectively, and assume an interaction of them
with IV of the form!!

L1= o™V N ()5 () N () + go=N ()¢ (x) N (x)  (3.29)

added to our earlier interaction.

Let us first look at the nucleon pole in =-IV scattering.
There are two invariant amplitudes A(s,#) and B(s,)
and, as usual, the entire amplitude is

T=(ay|A(s)+3B(s) (@’ +q1) |uz).  (3.30)

Now, judging by the perturbation expansion with
the interaction of Eq. (3.29), the 4 amplitude requires
a subtraction in s and one in #, but the B amplitude
requires no subtractions, and the nucleon pole occurs
only in the B amplitude. The form of the single integral
and pole terms in B may consequently be calculated in
terms of the nucleon vertex. Let us write the 7-N
vertex, for an off-shell ¥, as

I'=Trys+Toys(P—M).

Here P is the four-momentum of the off-shell V; T'; and
T'; are functions of s=P2, As s —, wehave I' — Z,yx
and I's— 0 and of course I''(M?)=g.yy. The propa-
gator for the nucleon may be broken up in a similar
way:

S=S1(P+M)+S..

Thus S; contains a pole at s=M?2, with residue 1, and
S; does not.

In terms of these quantities, we may express the pole
and single integral in B as

| 71| 2814 (T1*Ta+To*T1)Ss
4 | T2 | 2(S1(s— M2)—2M S5).

11 See Ref. 9.
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The nucleon pole is contained in the first term here,
which is of the same form as in the spinless case. As in
the spinless case, in the limit Z,yy— 0, Zy—0, a
compensating pole develops, and will end up at s=M?
with a residue g.yn2 However, it is not obvious at
first glance that this pole is on a Regge trajectory,
because we apparently still have the Kronecker &
terms associated with T'y and S, present in B, as well as
the other terms analytic in the angular-momentum
plane. We must therefore ask how these terms behave
as Z NN —> 0.

The most direct argument is that, as in the spin-
less case, it is the unrenormalized vertex IV=Ti'ys
+Ty'ys(P—M) which remains finite. We may, as a
result, say that both I'; and T'; vanish, since T'y=Z;T/
and I'y=2Z,T’. This can be confirmed if we look at the
elastic unitarity approximation. The D function for the
2Py,s channel, normalized to 1 at infinity, may be related
to the nucleon vertex as in the spinless case:

T1(s)+ (W —M)To(s) = gznxDM)/D(W).

Again, we have Z,yy=D(M). Now, as Z,yy— 0, it is
clear that not only I'; but also I'; vanishes.

In the limit, then, the Kronecker 8 terms other than
I'*SiTy in the B amplitude vanish. The argument
given in Sec. 3 for the spinless case thus may be carried
over unchanged to the B amplitude; in the limit
Z vy — 0and Zy— 0, the nucleon moves into a Regge
trajectory and B loses all Kronecker é’s.

The single integrals in the 4 amplitude, while they
do not contain a particle, nevertheless contribute
Kronecker &’s to the partial-wave amplitude. However,
those single integrals exist not only because of the
T'ST term but also because the double integrals in 4
required, as far as we could see from perturbation
theory, subtractions. Now that the nucleon has been
made dynamical, the perturbation theory no longer has
meaning, and things are presumably more convergent
than before. It is then quite possible that in the
Zxyn— 0, Zy—> 0 limit, the double integrals in 4 will
need no subtractions as well, so the single integrals will
vanish in the limit. (On the other hand, since the pion is
still elementary, perhaps we should not expect all
Kronecker &’s in the amplitude to have vanished.)

In the same vein, while the nucleon is made dynamical
by Z.yn— 0 and Zy— 0, in that it is moved onto a
Regge trajectory, the introduction of the coupling in
Eq. (3.29) apparently undoes the argument we made
earlier to show that the ¢ became dynamical when
Zsrx— 0 and Z,— 0. This is because, with this cou-
pling, the rr scattering amplitude now requires an over-
all subtraction; in other words, the theory is no longer
renormalizable without an interaction of the form of
Eq. (3.2). Thus the Kronecker é’s do not arise only from
diagrams included in TAT and hence making TAT,
vanish does not eliminate all Kronecker é’s. Therefore,
while it remains true that in the limit the o particle has
become the “compensating pole,” this pole is not now
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manifestly a Regge pole. The compensating pole occurs
in the sum of the double integral and ¢-channel single
integral, which are smooth in /, plus the remainder of
the s-channel single integrals not included in T'AT, and
this last is %ot smooth in J. Thus the compensating pole
could, for all we know, still be a Kronecker 6, unless the
additional condition discussed in Ref. 8 is imposed.

The final questions to be asked, to complete the
JP=0t, 0-, 3+ world, concern the NV pole in ¢V scat-
tering and the 7 and ¢ poles in NN scattering.

As to the first, let us look at the ¢V scattering process.
This is again described in terms of two scalar ampli-
tudes 4 and B, as in Eq. (3.30). As in the 7V case, 4
requires subtractions while B does not. The only dif-
ference is that the nucleon pole now occurs in both 4
and B instead of only in B. Nevertheless, the previous
argument goes through unchanged. Look at B alone.
Since it requires no subtractions, the Kronecker § term
contains a pole and will vanish as Z,yy — 0. Thus the
compensating pole is necessarily again a Regge pole, and
hence in the limit the nucleon moves to a trajectory.

Exactly the same remarks apply to NN scattering; the
Kronecker § term in the unsubtracted amplitudes (of
which there are three of the five that exist altogether)
is again entirely expressible in terms of T'AT, but now
I'=Tyys or I'=T41 only; for an off-shell = or ¢ rather
than nucleon there is just one vertex function, and as
s—o, I''— Z.yn, or Z,yn, according to which par-
ticles we are discussing.

To conclude, in a world containing o, 7, and &, with
a Lagrangian given by Eq. (3.29), we find that in all
channels in which it occurs &V is made composite (i.e.,
made to lie on a Regge trajectory) by the conditions
Zn=0, Z;nn=0, Z.xx=0; similarly, = is made com-
posite by Z,=0, Z,yxy=0, Z,z-=0, and, finally, ¢ is
composite if Z,=0, Z,yy=0, and Z,»=0. Presumably,
then, all are made composite if all six separate conditions
hold.

4. MULTIPLETS WITH IDENTICAL
QUANTUM NUMBERS

The Z=0 conditions can be generalized directly to
the case of multiplets with the same quantum numbers.
Consider » w-particles described by fields m;, 1=1---n
and N o-particles described by fields oo, a=1---N,
with the interaction term of the Lagrangian given by

N

>

1,5=1 a=

(go)mi(e)mi(w)oalw).  (4.1)

Let us call the mass of the o, particles u, instead of
Mee to reduce the number of indices and avoid con-
fusion, and the mass of the ; particles ;.

F(S)kz“=
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We write the renormalized propagator as

Aus(g)=—i / 0t 60+(0] (oa(),05(0)) | 0)

= T
S—ua: T

5,,,,3 1 ImA.,g (S’)
' ds’. (4.2)
s'— q2

Then sAqp(s) — Z7 1 as s —0, and Zug is a real sym-
metric matrix. We define the form factor by

Fij2(s)= (doi/0) VX0, 7| (O+1a’)7a() | s=o| B,) ,

where

(4.3)

s=(p'—=p)% w=(@+m'",
and
;= (p"+m;*)1"2.

These definitions are equivalent to the commutation
rule

[O'a(X,t) ya'ﬁ(Y)t)] = iZ—laﬂas(x_' Y)
and the relation

oo(x)= %_: Z 55 (x).

(4.4)

(4.5)

The vertex renormalization constant is defined by
Fi*(s) — 2 Z7 apZ P84

g0 B

(4.6)

The vertex function itself is defined by the equation

Fi(s)= % (s—#a®)Aas()Ti(s) , (4.7)
from which it follows that, as s—c0,
Ti%(s) = Ziogi®. (4.8)

The single-integral term in the Mandelstam repre-
sentation for the wm;— mpm amplitude Ty w(s,t) is

written
=2 T1(8)55°A1(8) apT1(s) 12, (4.9)
a,f

and since
Zﬁ; A1(8)agT1() 1P = (s—pa?)F ()%, (4.10)

the single-integral term is

——Z I‘1(s)1-,~°‘ (S—paz)_lF(S)kz“. (411)
The vertex function I'i(u.?):;* must be equal to g2,
and F;*(ue?)=gi® This permits, in the neighborhood

of s=u.? the representations analogous to (3.5) and
(3.8) for I'i(s)s* and F(s)x*:

T1(8)i*=Z:1°8i*/ [ Z:i*+ (s—naDa(s)%]  (4.12)
and

Zi®gr®

Ziu+ (5= pad) Z1?[B1(5) 5%/ X6 Z  apZutPutP+B2(5) 5]

(4.13)
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Arguments very similar to the case discussed in Sec.
3 shows that all the ¢ particles become dynamical,
provided we require

Zi%gi*=0, foralli, j, a (4.14)

and

glj"‘Zij“/Z Z“laggl-jﬂZijﬁ=0 , for all ’L., j, a. (415)
2]

The second condition can also be written
detZa,s
28 Zas™ (8P Z 8/ 8:°Z ;%)

where Z,p%f is the cofactor matrix. From this we see
that detZ,5=0, in general, satisfies the second condition.
However, while detZ,s=0 is sufficient to rid the ==
scattering amplitudes of Kronecker &’s, it is not in fact
sufficient to remove all the elementary o particles; to
accomplish this, we must require that all eigenvalues of
the matrix Zqs vanish, that is, that the entire matrix
Z .5 vanishes.

To see this, let us simplify the problem to a single
channel by restricting ourselves to a single pion, i.e.,
we drop the indices 4, j, etc. The bootstrap conditions,
Eqgs. (4.14) and (4.15), become

0, (4.16)

Z2=0, for all & (4.17)
and
Xe=0, foralla, (4.18)
where we define
Xe=goZe/3 g Z  apgPZP. (4.19)
From Eq. (4.19) it follows that
> ZosVe=XV., (4.20)
B
where
Ve=g2Z2/Xe=F*(x). (4.21)

Since the form factors for different indices « are all the
same up to a scale, we have

F(s)/F8(s)=F(«)/F#(x)
for all s; thus Eq. (4.20) may also be written
> ZapgFB(s)=XF2(s).
B

(4.22)

(4.23)

Now the dynamical limit, as expressed by Eq. (4.18),
leads to the result

2. ZagFf(s)=0; (4.24)
B

and this, as we shall see next, requires that all Z.g
vanish if we are to remove all the elementary o particles.
To exhibit the physical reason involved, it is convenient
to look for a moment at the case of no mixing, where
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Zag is diagonal, so that Z,s=Z.8,. In this case, the
dynamical condition is simply

ZF(s)=0, foralla, (4.25)

from which we conclude either that Z,=0 or Fo(s)=0.
But if for some « the second of these equations holds,
then the particle ¢, has never coupled to the == system
in the first place; thus this condition achieves the
removal of Kronecker 8’s from the =7 amplitude, but
it does so by uncoupling the ath o particle, not by
making it dynamical. Thus this particle still exists in the
Lagrangian; it merely does not couple to the pions.
Therefore, if we wish to make the ¢ particle dynamical,
we must choose the first alternative, namely Z,=0.

It is easy to see that the same physical situation
occurs in the case with mixing unless all Z,s vanish.
The manipulations are as follows:

From Eq. (4.24), together with the definition of the
form factor through Eq. (4.3), we have

Zﬁ‘, Z op(O+ug?)op(x)=0 (4.26)

as our condition. Now define

Zaﬂ=z Ua*t_lZvaﬁ- (4‘27)
¥

Z, are the eigenvalues of Z,s and U is an orthogonal
matrix since Z,g is a real symmetric matrix. Define

Vol(x)= Zﬁ‘, Uagop(x). (4.28)

Using these definitions, we may rewrite Eq. (4.26) as
Zy(O+u Wy (x)=2Z,> C abs(x), forally, (4.29)
)

where
Cyo= % Uns(u?—pg?)Uss™; (4.30)
thus C,; is simply a number.
Equation (4.29) may be satisfied either by
Z,=0 (4.31)
or by
(4.32)

(o +#2)¢'y (x)=> Cyabs(x).

But the second of these is just the set of field equations
for a collection of elementary particles, linear combi-
nations of the ¢ particles, of mass u, and interacting
through the trivial Lagrangian ~

£1=Za Ysx (W) Cyals () . (4.33)

Thus if Eq. (4.32) is the way our dynamical condition
is satisfied, then we have not in fact removed all
elementary ¢ particles; we have simply uncoupled
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them from the = amplitude. We therefore make the
first choice, that is, Z,=0, all 4.
To conclude this section, then, in the multiplet case
the dynamical conditions are simply
Z*=0,

for all 4, 7, @ (4.34)

and

Zap=0, for all e, B. (4.35)
We may note that there are precisely the right number
of conditions: There is one Z;*=0 condition for each
g;* and the conditions Z,3=0 are actually only N
conditions, namely, the conditions that all N eigen-

values of the VXNV matrix Z,g vanish.

5. Z=0 BOOTSTRAP HYPOTHESIS

We are now in a position to state the bootstrap as-
sumptions for several possible cases. In general, the
sequence of steps should be as outlined in the Intro-
duction; however, as we have seen, we are as yet unable
to handle more than a few simple cases. There are

(i) World containing spinless “elementary’ particles:
Assume the existence of a set of scalar particles o, and
a set of pseudoscalar ones ;. Choose as the interaction
Lagrangian

L£1= Zﬂ (go“”) aﬁv&a (x)éﬂ (x)&v (x)
+ZA(gOGTT)ija&a(x)'ﬁ' d@)#(x).  (5.1)

atj
Calculate Zag, Zij®, Zag, and Z,;, and set these all
equal to zero.

(ii) World containing pseudoscalar and spinor
“elementary” particles: Assume the existence of the
set of pseudoscalars m, and the set of spinors V.
Choose as the interaction

£1= T (g0¥V)ij2 V() o ()75 (%)

aij

(5.2)

Calculate Z;;%, Zas, and Z;; and set these all equal to
zero.

(iii) World containing scalar, pseudoscalar, and
spinor ‘“‘elementary” particles: We add to (ii) the set
g, and write for the interaction Lagrangian

L£1= Z):\ (gﬂwa)vnkév (x)&n (x)éx(x)
+2° (80°™™) ag’dy (2) o (2) 5 ()

vaf

+ X (g7 ¥). Ni()¢, () NV ()

+22(go™™) 3N (@) a(x)vsN; ().  (5.3)

atj

Calculate Z,,n, Zog’, Zii*y Zii% Zyu, Zas, and Z;; and set
these all equal to zero.
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We cannot as yet write down worlds more compli-
cated than these. Even the second and third examples
mentioned are not strictly complete as stated, in that
for renormalizability there should be a w* coupling
included in £;, and extra constraints have to be imposed
to determine the parameters associated with this
coupling. Fortunately, as explained in Ref. 8, we know
what these are.

While the worlds described above are very restrictive,
they still include many possible situations including,
in particular, the one we believe to occur in nature. All
the known strongly interacting particles can, in
principle, be made of, for example, K meson and nu-
cleons, or pions and sigmas, or all the pseudoscalar and
baryon octets, and all these are worlds of type (ii).

If we so desire, the trial worlds can be chosen to have
some internal symmetry such as isospin or SU(3).
This merely requires grouping the particles into de-
generate multiplets and writing £; in an invariant way.
However, it is perhaps more in the bootstrap spirit #of
to impose an internal symmetry, but to let the bootstrap
produce it; in this case, the more general type of cou-
plings we have written down in Egs. (5.1)—(5.3) are more
appropriate.

We mentioned earlier that the number of constraints
Z=0 exactly equals the number of coupling constants
plus the number of masses. However, this means that
the number of conditions we impose is one greater
than the number of parameters to be determined,
because only dimensionless mass ratios can be calculated
(or measured for the matter). The result is one redun-
dant condition, and this has always been embarassing to
any method of formulating the bootstrap theory. The
redundancy is very basic, arising from the fact that
all our formalisms for dealing with elementary particles
are expressed in terms of separate particle masses and
not mass ratios. We have no resolution to offer here;
hopefully, either the extra equation will turn out to be
an identity or else there is some as yet unknown parame-
ter which exists in all these theories and which can be
determined by it.!?

The assumptions defining bootstrapped worlds, at
least of the types mentioned above, are all quite explicit
and well defined (assuming that Lagrangian field theory
is well defined). We start with a completely specified
Lagrangian for a specified set of particles, then impose
well-defined constraints on all the parameters in the
Lagrangian by means of explicit equations (assuming
that the Z’s exist and are finite). Thus no ambiguity
exists in principle.

The practical situation is, however, another matter.
It is all very well to have an explicit Lagrangian, but
no one has ever been able to calculate accurately with
any strong interaction Lagrangians. Therefore it will

12 ¥, Zachariasen, in Proceedings of the International Conference
on Particles and Fields, Rochester, 1967 (Interscience Publishers,
Inc., New York, 1967). The parameter in question may be a
universal cutoff.
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F16. 2. Pictorial representation of the mass operator and
vertex function in perturbation theory.

not be easy to calculate the Z’s so it will be difficult to
see if bootstrap solutions in fact exist. We will probably
not be able to accurately calculate mass ratios and
coupling constants. There is also the question of what
other particles exist in the theory, besides the postu-
lated “elementary” ones. These are bound states or
resonances, even before the Z=0 conditions are im-
posed, but we will not find it an easy job to predict
their existence, let alone their positions, couplings, or
widths, and so forth. Thus the Z=0 approach is hardly
a panacea for all the difficulties which have been en-
countered in attempts to implement the bootstrap idea.

Nevertheless, a few applications of Z=0 can easily
be made, and if these do not lead to any results which
have not already been obtained by other means, they
are still of interest. We turn to these in Sec. 6.

6. APPLICATIONS
A. Cutkosky Relations

Cutkosky, some years ago, derived from the boot-
strap idea the result that if a set of # vector mesons of
equal mass bootstrapped themselves, then their mutual
coupling constants were the structure factors of a Lie
group.’® The result was later generalized by several
other authors.

As a first application of the Z=0 conditions, let us
rederive Cutkosky’s equations.

Suppose we have # pseudoscalar mesons 74, a=1- - -7,
of equal mass m, and N nucleons N;, ¢=1---N, also
of equal mass my. To bootstrap the pions, for ex-
ample, we must impose the conditions

Zﬂﬂ= 0’
Z,‘j"‘= 0,

a,ﬁ:l. . .n

a:l...n;i,j=1...N

where Z,g is the wave-function renormalization matrix
for the pions and Z;;* is the vertex renormalization for
the vertex coupling the 7th nucleon to the jth nucleon
and the ath pion.

The most trivial approximation is to calculate the
Z’s in perturbation theory in the pion-nucleon coupling

13 R. E. Cutkosky, Phys. Rev. 131, 1888 (1963).
1 Chan Hong-Mo, P. C. DeCelles, and J. E. Paton, Phys. Rev.
Letters 11, 521 (1963).

P. KAUS AND F.

ZACHARIASEN 171

constants g;;*. As illustrated in Fig. 2, we evidently have

Zap=0as— 2 8i°¢i*I1(mr,mx) (6.1)

%7
and

Z°8:*=gi"— 2, gugalgiiPla(memy), (6.2)

k,1,8
where, because of the assumed degeneracy in mass, 3
and 7, do not depend on any indices.
The bootstrap conditions now yield

2 8i1°gi*= dap/In

%]

(6.3)

and
2 gmgalgiP=gi/I2, (6.4)
kI8
which are precisely Cutkosky’s equations.
The bootstrap is completed by requiring that
Z,'j=0, ’L,]=1 * N
where Z;; is the wave-function renormalization matrix
of the nucleon. This, in the perturbation approximation,
tells us that

> gin’gin®=0./1s. (6.5)
ak

However, this equation does not contain any new in-
formation beyond that already encompassed by Egs.
(6.3) and (6.4).

The Cutkosky conditions are very restrictive. For
example, if #=3, V=2, and we impose charge conserva-
tion and charge conjugation, then the relations among
the couplings are those following from isotopic spin
conservation.!

B. Reciprocal Bootstrap

Next, let us apply Z=0 to the model in which the
nucleon is bootstrapped out of a pion and a nucleon,
with both nucleon and N* exchanges, in the static
model.1s We wish to calculate Z .y and Zy in the static
nucleon limit and set them equal to zero. The most
convenient way to do this is as follows.

We recall that in the elastic unitarity approximation

Z.nv=D(0), (6.6)

where D(w) is the D function, subtracted at infinity, for
wN scattering in the P15 channel. We take the nucleon
mass at zero, as is usual in the static model, and  is
the pion energy.

Similarly, we can write

Zwn/Zn=D(0) (6.7)

and we remind the reader that D is calculated with the
elementary nucleon pole in the input while D does not
include this in the input.
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Now in lowest order we may write

DO)=1—> / e (‘2%@ (6.8)
and "
_ 1 p(w)dw
DO)=1— / P +B@], (69

where B(w) consists of the crossed poles and B'(w) is
the direct pole of the Born approximation.

To obtain the perturbation expansion of the Z’s, we
now substitute Eqgs. (6.8) and (6.9) into (6.6) and (6.7)
and expand (6.7). This results in

1 r* plw)dw
ZWNN=1_—/ p( ) B(w)7 (6'10)
1 r plw)dw
Zumtin [P )

™ J mk w

Thus the wave-function renormalization constant is
a dispersion integral over the direct Born-approximation
pole, and the vertex renormalization constant is the
same dispersion integral over the crossed Born-approxi-
mation pole.

Now, in the static model,

B'(w)=—(1/w)yn? (6.12)
and

B(w)= (1/€°)IZJ Cu,10v15%, (6.13)

where 7,2 is the width for the decay of an isospin-I-
spin-J resonance into 7N and Crs 1y is the crossing
matrix.

Inserting these expressions into Egs. (6.10) and
(6.11) and setting the Z’s to zero gives us

7112=Z Cll,IJ'YIJ2- (6-14)
17

The other equation merely determines the cutoff
necessary in all the integrals.

If we also calculate =V scattering in the general I.J
channel; that is, if we calculate the wave-function
renormalization for the IJ resonance and vertex
renormalization for =V coupled to the IJ resonance, we
obviously get the usual reciprocal bootstrap equation!®

v12= 2 Cry,vr0yra®. (6.15)

VAR AL

Further generalizations are also possible, and permit
one, for example, to reproduce the results of SU(3)
reciprocal bootstraps!® and those obtained by Kumar.?

15 G. F. Chew, Phys. Rev. Letters 9, 233 (1963).
16 R, F. Dashen, Phys. Letters 11, 89 (1964).
17 A, Kumar, Phys. Rev. 148, 1347 (1966).

FORMULATION OF BOOTSTRAP HYPOTHESIS

1609

C. Elastic Unitarity Approximation

The reader will have observed that all the appli-
cations of Z= 0 which we have discussed up to now have
been based on perturbation theory for the Z’s. This has
the virtue of “vertex symmetry,”’® in that all three
particles interacting at a vertex are treated on an equal
footing; nevertheless, it is of interest to ask if better
approximations to the Z’s can be usefully constructed,
and to this end we shall next look at approximations
based on elastic unitarity.

Let us, for convenience, confine ourselves to the 7o
model repeatedly discussed before. We wish to calculate
Z, and Zgrr.

The most direct approach is obviously to use the
“N-over-D”” method to calculate D(s) and D(s) for
s-wave wm scattering from the perturbation theory
inputs

B(S) = (gvrrz/zqz)Q0(1+m72/zq2)
and '
B(S) =B(5)— gona?/ (s—ms?) ,

respectively. Thus the Z’s are obtained from Z,..
=D(m,?) and Z,=D(m,?)/D(m,?). This is almost
indistinguishable from the usual N-over-D bootstrap
calculation.

A less direct approach involves using two-particle
unitarity in Egs. (2.26) and (2.27) written down in
Sec. 2, expressing the Z’s in terms of the vertex function
and the mass operator. In using these, however, one
must recall that as the Z’s become small the vertex
function and mass operator will develop poles at the
point we have called sy, and this pole must be included.
Thus Eq. (2.27) becomes, in the elastic approximation,

R
anrgwnr:gcrmr"l‘
So—Me?
aﬂrZwm- P(S)N(S) ds
_g . (6.16)
L ID(S)|2 S'—m,?

We have used the fact that I'(s)= gorrZorr/D(s), and
from this fact it also follows that

-R=gd1r1rZ4r1r7r/D,(SO) . (6-17)
Thus we have the result
1
Z<Y1r1r= <1_——__.
D'(So) (30“71%2)
1 (SN(G) ds \7!
- [ el ) . (6.18)
wJ |D(s)|? s—m,?

In a perturbation expansion, so—m,? starts off as

18 R. E. Cutkosky and M. Leon, Phys. Rev. 138, B667 (1965).
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Fic. 3. Pictorial representations of integral equations for (a) the
the vertex function and (b) the proper self-energy part.

1/8.x+2 so that to lowest order Eq. (6.18) vields

0

1 [ p(9)B(s)
- | ——ds (6.19)
™ (s_m72)2
from which, using the fact that
So—mo2=—Zgrr/D' (ms?), (6.20)
we find
1 [ p(s)B(s)
Zoen=1—— | ——ds, (6.21)
TJ s—m,

as we should.
We can write similar expressions for Z,. From Eq.
(2.26), we see that in the elastic approximation

Me=mpt / PO e
T (s"—my2)2(s"—s)

(s—mq*)? A

(6.22)

So— My S—So

The residue 4 can be calculated from the fact that

1 1 D(s)
A(s)=— — (6.23)
Zss—mq2 D(s)
and we find
A=—2Z,(so—ms2)D(se)/D'(s0). (6.24)
Thus we get
1 o(s) ds
Za=<1—— a7r1r2201r1r2/ ———>
7rg |D(s)|2 (s—m,2)? /

D(So)
(1—m). (6.25)

Again, to lowest order, we replace D by 1 in the
numerator and drop all but the one in the denominator.

Thus
o'1r1r2 P (S) dS
| ,
T (S—- maz) 2

which agrees with the perturbation expression for Z,
calculated directly.

(6.26)
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From these results, after some algebra, we can also
obtain another representation for Z,, namely,

RAQT A ).

_ 6.27
Do\ C N (o) (6.27)

[

We may remark that the bootstrap equations of the
conventional N-over-D method are precisely those
obtained from setting Z,=0 in Eq. (6.27) and setting
Zqxx=0 in the relation Z, .= D(m,?).

Any of these equivalent equations expresses the Z’s in
terms of V, D, and D. These functions can be calculated
from the inputs B and B in any convenient manner, such
as the complete N-over-D integral equation, or the
determinantal method,'® etc. The result is various ap-
proximate expressions for the Z’s in the elastic approxi-
mation, or some variant of the elastic approximation.
In principle, then, these Z’s can be set equal to zero and
the resulting equations used to calculate approximate
values of g,rr, #,, and ..

Nevertheless, we feel that the basic inaccuracies
imposed by the use of elastic unitarity and the choice
of one-particle exchanges as the input force are so large
that numerical results for bootstrap problems based on
any of the approximations presented here are likely
to be of dubious value. (This remark obviously applies
to the usual N-over-D method as well.) Therefore, we
have preferred to restrict most of our practical appli-
cations simply to the use of perturbation theory.

D. Approximations Based on the Dyson Equations

To conclude, let us describe an approximation method
which includes more than the elastic unitarity approxi-
mation (to say nothing of perturbation theory), but
which is nevertheless sufficiently simple to be suscep-
tible to numerical solution. This is based on the Dyson
equations for the various field theoretic quantities dis-
cussed earlier. To make the notation as trivial as
possible, we shall illustrate the equations for the field
theory composed only of one o meson, with an inter-
action Lagrangian

L1=g"""Lo(®) I;

the extension to any other Yukawa couplings of any
collection of 0%, 0—, or 4* particles is obvious.

As illustrated in Fig. 3(a), we may write for the un-
renormalized vertex function

T (p1%,po%ps?)
a*p
p— / (o, (9%, (9 29?)
(2m)*

XA((p+ ) )L ((p+p2)*, p2* pHA(P?)
XP(P27 P327 (P+P3>2)A((P+P8)2) ’

where A is the unrenormalized propagator.

1 |7, Zachariasen and C. Zemach, Phys. Rev. 138, B441 (1965).

(6.28)




171

Now the renormalized quantities are defined by

8ooe= ZvS/Z/ZunrgOVGU )
= [gwu/(go"")]Zu,I‘ ,
A= Z,-*IA .

(6.29)

Thus, Eq. (6.28) becomes
T(p1?,p2%p5%)

d4

V4
=ga¢mZvnr+7:f (2 ) rl(i’12) (P+P2)2s (P+P3)2)

)4

XA((p+p2))T1((p+p2)?, D22, pDAL(PY)
XT1(p? ps?, (p+pa))A1((p+94)?)-

Next, we may write an equation for the proper self-
energy part, defined by

(6.30)

A(p?)=[p*—me®—Z(p*) I, (6.31)
as illustrated in Fig. 3(b). We obtain
Z(pY)= / i 20" A(p)A((p— 1))
(27)?
XT(p (p—9")% p™). (6.32)

Using Egs. (6.29) and (6.31), we can now derive the

following equation for A;:

"'8_( ! )=Z0—guac/ d4p, AI(P’2)i

pM\A1(p?) (2m)* ap*
X[A1((p—p)DOT1(p? (p—p7)% ") ]

These two equations, namely (6.30) and (6.33), now
provide us with a closed system of equations from which
we may calculate Ty, Ay, Z,, and Z,, in terms of m,
and g,.4,2° when we add the “boundary conditions”

(6.33)

I‘l(ma27mn'2;mv2) = gmrv )
1

Al(p?)
d 1

5;7; A(p?)

The system of equations is obviously complicated, but
it may not be beyond the reaches of possibility for large
computers. In any case, precisely these equations have
been studied by Cutkosky and Leon'® in connection with
their attempts to analyze the origin of symmetries on
the basis of the bootstrap idea. Their equations, which
they obtain from the Bethe-Salpeter equation, are
precisely Eq. (6.30) evaluated for pi2= ps?= ps?=m,?
and Eq. (6.33) evaluated at p?=m,% and with
V4 vee=2 = 0.

—_ 2

(6.34)

pl=mg?

=1.

2
pP=ms?
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APPENDIX: A SIMPLE MODEL

We want to present here the simplest possible model
which is sufficiently interesting to have nonvanishing
Zyand Z;. By solving the corresponding VD! equations,
we can display the functions I'(s), F(s) and see that our
representations for them in the text (3.5) and (3.8) are
satisfied and how the various limits work.

We choose as a model the case where the part of the
force B(s,}) which is analytic in /is given by a simple pole
on the imaginary ¢ axis. To this is added a Kronecker-6
pole, also on the imaginary ¢ axis, say at ¢, with a given
residue — g% where s=g¢2

We then have

g’ g

=" ¢ m

(A1)

B(g,)= 10,

where g; and ¢; vary smoothly with /.
This system meets all the conditions we need to
solve for the relevant quantities. Near /=0,

N 2D(gm)D (gm N(g
g = (@  &2D(gm) (q_) uw:_q’ (A2)
D(g) D(¢)(¢>—ga?)D(¢9)  D(q)
where
N(q)=g:*D(q1)/(¢*—q1?),
Dlg)=1—igeD(a)/a+a1), (43)
and therefore
D(q1)= (1+1ig:®/2q1)".
Similarly,
N(@)=g:2D(g1)/(¢>— ¢:)— g2D(gm)/ (= gm?) (A4)
D(q)=1—1g:?D(q1)/ (g+q1)+1g*D(gm)/ (g+gm) ,
with (D)
_ D(q1)D(q1
Dlg)= e ,
1—[D(gm)—11[D(g1)—1] 45)
_ D(gm)D(gm)
Dlg)= (gm)D(g

1—[D(gm)—11[D(g)—1]"

D(g) =1+1g*D(gn)/ (g+gm) ,
D(gm) = (1—1g*/2gn)".

2 Actually, of course, only dimensionless quantities such as
mass ratios may be calculated. This is the usual situation with
bootstraps. This also assumes the existence without cutoffs of the
relevant integrals.

21Tt is clear that D(s) would be the D function if only the first
(“force”) pole (gi%,q1) were present in B(gl); D(s) if only the
second (CDD) pole (— g2, gm) were present; and D (s) is the actual
D function with B(g,l), which contains both poles, as input.

where?!
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We can now define the renormalization constants Z; and Z3:
g12(gm— q1) — 2ig1(gm~+q1)

ZIED(Qm) = ; (Aé)
£1%(gm+q1)— 2ig1(gm+q1)

and

— 2+2.m 12—2'1 1+ m2'_41'm122
Fum 2571 (ga) = 51 (g2)~ D [P ) — 1T gu) — 1]= A ST HN O VR
2igm(q1tgm)* (g1°— 2igy)

Note that in spite of its definition Z; is not proportional to Z;, because D(g.) also has a factor Z; from (AS). The
conditions Z; — 0 and Z3; — 0 are therefore completely independent. Assuming g* and ¢» as given, they are

Z1=0: (ig:*/2g1) = (q1+gm)/ (q1—qm) ,
82(qrtgm)*+2igm(q1+qm)? (A8)
2(q1—gm)?+2igm(q1gn)?

Z3=0: (19:%/2q1)=—

This gives the unique solution for g, and ¢;:

g12= g (82— 2igm)/(g2+2igm)], 1= qm[ (g2~ 2igm)/(g?+2igm)]. (A9)

This solution can be approached along the line Z; =0 or along the line Z3=0, making Z,/Z;quite undefined. In
the limit, the amplitude is dynamic and independent of the ratio Z;/Z; although N and D separately are not.
We can also write explicit expressions for I';(¢) and the form factor F(g):

Z1
() =gD(qm)/D(Q) =g . (A10)
=D D= =20/ @ ad @t an]
and
_ _ Z
F(q)=gD(gn)/D(g)=¢ (A11)

Zi+ (= gn?){ Zs— Zi[1+ (ig%/ 2qm) (g1~ gm)/ (g qm) T}/ (g4 (g+-gm)
which gives for the functions a(g) and B(g) from the text
a(g)=[(g+91) (g+gm) T~ Zi[(g+g1) (g+gm) T,
Zs 2 14 (ig*/2¢m) (gm—q1)/ (g+gm) . (A12)

ZB(g)= by
! (g+q1) (g+gm) (g+41) (g+gm)

Note that asymptotically as g— o,
Z:
Ti(g) — ¢ (A13)
1—(1—=Z1)(qrtgn)/q

but
Z
“Ze+(1/ QL (21— Zs) (gt gm) — Z1(i8%/ 29m) (@1~ gm) ]

so that when Z; vanishes, I'1(g) always vanishes with Z;. However, the form factor F(g), which usually vanishes
with Z; and is asymptotic to gZ1/Zs, stays finite in the case Zs/Z; — 0, Z; — 0 and goes asymptotically like

F(q)

8

F(g) —
@ q(qﬁ— qm)— (18%/2qm) (q1—qum)

(¢/gm)[g+2igm/g] (A14)

from (A9).
Finally, the pole of T'i(g) is at ¢o given by

g0=gm—Z1[gntq1]



171

FORMULATION OF BOOTSTRAP HYPOTHESIS

1613

and therefore moves to ¢» when Z; — 0. The corresponding residue of —I'i(¢)(¢>*—¢=2)~'F(g) in the amplitude

T atqois

R(g0)=g*1—Z1)/{1—Zs+Z1(ig*/ 2qm) (q1— qm)/ [2¢m— Z1(gm+¢1) ]}

and therefore, as go— gm with Zy,

R(go) = §°/(1=Z3)

and clearly then, when Zs— 0, the residue approaches g2 and cancels the elementary pole. This conclusion is again

independent of any ratio Z1/Zs.
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Form Factors and Electromagnetic Masses*
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The 7 and p electromagnetic masses are calculated within the framework of chiral dynamics, including
a p-y form factor. “Anomalous-magnetic-moment”-type couplings of pzrr and Aipmr are included, but it is
found that their contribution to dm, is very small. The dependence of the results on the form factor is

discussed.

I. INTRODUCTION

INCE the first successful chiral calculations of the
pion electromagnetic mass splitting,!:? it has been
discovered by several authors®* that once the simpli-
fication (mx/m,)2=0 is removed, the original procedure
would lead to a logarithmically divergent result. In a
recent paper®® Schwinger has proposed that the low-
energy description of a phenomenological local coupling
of the photon to the neutral p meson must be eventually
recognized as nonlocal and descirbed by a form factor.
With a suitable choice of the latter, the 7 as well as the
p electromagnetic masses, among other things, are then
calculable. In this paper we present these calculations
within the framework of chiral dynamics.® Under the

* Supported in part by the U. S. Air Force Office of Scientific
Research.

1T, Das, G. Guralnik, V. S. Mathur
Young, Phys. Rev. Letters 18, 759 (1967§.

2 Several derivations are given by J. Schwinger, Phys. Rev.
165, 1714 (1968); 167, 1546(E) (1968).

3 J. Schwinger, Phys. Rev. Letters 19, 1154 (1967).

4M. B. Halpern and G. Segr?, Phys. Rev. Letters 19, 611
(1967); G. C. Wick and B. Zumino, Phys. Letters 25B, 479 (1967);
I. S. Gerstein, B. W. Lee, H. T. Nieh, and H. J. Schmtzer, Phys.
Rev. Letters 19 1064 (1967)

5 Recently T D. Lee proposed that couplings between the
photon and known particles (strongly and weakly interacting) are
mediated by a hypothetical intermediate boson [T. D. Lee,
Phys. Rev. 168, 1714 (1968)]. There are differences between the
two approaches, however. For instance, in Schwinger’s proposal
the form factor appears only in the couplings between the photon
and strongly interacting particles.

6 S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. Letters 18, 188 (1967); J. Schwinger,
Phys. Letters 24B, 475 (1967); J. A. Cronin, Phys. Rev. 161, 1483
(1967); J. Wess and B. Zummo ibid. 163 1727 (1967); L. S.
Brown 1bid. 163, 1802 (1967); P. Chang and F. Gilirsey, ibid. 164,
1752 (1967), B. W. Lee and H. T. Nieh, bid. 166, 1507 (1968)
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assumption that the form factor is dominated by a
single mass value, we have found that the experimental
value of the = mass splitting is reproduced if the mass
value M that appeared in the form factor is about 5m,.
This form factor is then used to calculate the p mass
difference. For a wide range of M values, om,
(=mpt—m,0) is found to be negative and with the
magnitude about or less than 1 MeV. It is interesting
that the negative sign of ém, persists for such a wide
range of M values. Experimentally, the situation for
om, is not clear. However, new data seem to support
the assertion that om, is negative.”

Since the same form factor also appears in the
radiative corrections to weak processes, it would be
desirable to apply the form factor determined here to
study the quantitative correlations among these elec-
tromagnetic effects in strong and weak interactions.
Another implication of the knowledge of the form factor
lies in the following considerations. Electromagnetic
and weak interactions are external disturbances to the
strongly interacting particles. Thus the form factors
connecting the photon and the (hypothetical) inter-
mediate bosons to the strongly interacting particles are
presumably alike, since they are a phenomenological
way of summarizing the properties of strong-interaction
effects. The low value of M (~4 BeV) is perhaps
relevant in explaining the extremely small mass
difference of K% and K, mesons. All these considera-
tions will be deferred for another communication.

7 See the new compilation of A. H. Rosenfeld et al., Rev. Mod.
Phys. 40, 77 (1968).



