arXiv:hep-ph/9912445v1 21 Dec 1999

Edinburgh 99/21
DAM TP-1999-170

THE CHALLENGE OF SM ALL X

R D Ball
D epartm ent of P hysics and A stronom y
U niversity of Edinburgh, EH 9 3JZ, ScotlandY
P V Landsho

DAM TP, Centre for M athem atical Sciences
Cambridge, CB3 0AW , EnglandY

A bstract

W e review the current understanding of the behaviour of inclisive cross sections
at smallx and large Q2 in tem s of A tarelliP arisi evolution, the BFK L equa-
tion, and Regge theory, asking In particular to what extent they are m utually
consistent.

T his report is a summ ary of various discussions at the
D urham phenom enology workshop, Septem ber 1999

D ecam ber 1999

Royal Society University R esearch Fellow
Y em ail addresses: rdb@ thphedacuk pvIedamtp.cam acuk


http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9912445v1
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9912445

Introduction

A striking discovery at HERA has been the rapid rise with 1=x of the proton structure F, at
snallx. Ifone tsthis rise to an e ective powerx @ ) then, even at quite sm all valies ofQ 2,

Q%) is ound to be signi cantly greater than the value jist less than 0.1 associated with soft
pom eron exchange that is fam iliar in purely hadronic collisions [l]. M oreover, (Q?) inhcreases
rapidly with Q2. Sim ilarly, and perhaps equally in portantly, the size of the scaling violations is
seen to increase dram atically aswe go to smaller x (see gure 1).

At rst it was believed that ©Q?) could be calculated from the BFK L equation [B]. However it
was soon realised that this approach could not explain the observed rise of with Q?, nor the
large scaling violations. Instead, the experim ental data are in good agreem ent [4] w ith w ith the
double-logarithm ic rise

p
F, (x;0%) exp( (48= o) hl=xh:hQ?2); @)

predicted long ago B] from the lowest-order A tarelli-P arisi equations [6]. The data can also be

tted In R egge theory [7], by adding the exchange ofa hard pom eron’ to that of the soft pom eron;
this achieves an e ective power Q@ 2) as the result of com bining xed-power tem s whose relative
weights vary wih Q2.

In this note we review the present di culties with the BFK L equation, the uncertainties related
to the resum m ation of an allx logarithm s in A karelli-P arisi equations, and discuss w hether either
of these approaches is consistent w ith Regge theory and in particular the assum ption that the
dom inant singularities are Regge poles. The central question concems the extent to which the
behaviour of cross—sections in the sm all x lim it m ay be calculated from perturbative QCD .

T hese are in portant issues, as the accuracy ofany extractions of parton distribution functions from
HERA data and thusofm any ofthe predictions forthe LHC relies crucially on our understanding of
them . M ost of these analyses are currently based on conventional xed order perturbation theory.

The R egge A pproach

The ZEU S collaboration has recently published P] new data on events in which a D partick is
produced, which they use to extract the contrdoution F; (x;0Q 2) to the com plete structure function
F, x;0 2) from events w here the is absorbed by a cham ed quark. Theirdata orF; &;0Q 2) have
the property B] that, over a w ide range of Q ? they can be described by a xed power of x:

FJe;0%) = £.Q%)x ° @)

wih o O:4and@(Q2) tted to the data: see gure 2.

If the behaviour Q) were literally true, i would in ply that the M ellin transform FJ (3;0 2y would
have apolk at j= 1+ (. Such poles in the com plex angular m om entum plane are called Regge
polks, and the theory of Regge pols has a Iong history [L0]. It has been used very successfiilly to
correlate together a huge am ount of data from soft hadronic reactions: total cross-sections such as
Pp and pp, partial crosssections such as p ! p, di erential cross—sections such aspp ! pp, and
di raction dissociation (events where the nalstate hasa very fast hadron). It is well established
[1] that jplane am plitudes have a pole near to j = %, resulting from wvector and tensor m eson
exchange, and another sihgulariy, called the soft-pom eron singularity, nearto j= 1. Ik ispossble
to obtain a good description of the soft hadronic data by assum ing that this shgularity too is a
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Figure 1: a) M easuram ents of ¥, by ZEU S R]. The curves show a NLO perturbative

t, w ith scaling violations as predicted by perturbative Q CD .b)

© ?) extracted from

ZEUS and E 665 data on F, %;0%) R]. The solid line above 1 Gev? is from a NLO
A ltarelliParisi t, while the linesbelow 1 GeV ? are from Regge ts.
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Figure 2: ZEU S data ﬁ)rQ4F2C, tted B]to a shgle xed power ofx.

pok, at j = 1:08. Its dynam ical origin is poorly understood [11]; it is presum ably the result of
som e kind of nonperturbative gluonic exchange, or perhaps glueball exchange.

W hile the assum ption that the soft-pom eron singularity is a pole describes a lJarge am ount of data
well, R egge theory adm its other types of singularity. For exam ple, pow ers of logarithm s of W 2 have
been usad to obtain equally good tsto totalcross—section data [12]. These tshave the advantage
that they autom atically satisfy standard unitarity bounds when extrapolated to arbitrarily high
W 2, but they have the disadvantage that Regge factorization and quark counting rules becom e
rather harder to understand. N or can they readily be extended to other applications, such as [L3]
PP and pp elastic scattering, and di raction dissociation [14].

R egge theory should be applicable whenever W ? is much greater than all the other variables, in
particular when W 2 02 (and thus x 1), even ifQ 2 is large. H owever, the tensorm eson and
soft-pom eron pols are nsu cient to tallthe HERA F , data. An excellent t can be obtained
[71by lncluding a further xed pok at j= 1+ ¢, so that

X
F, (x;07%) = £;0%)x * 3)
i=0;1;2

This ansatz ts the data all the way from photoproduction at Q2 = 0 to Q2 = 2000 Ge&V?, the
highest value available at an allx. T he soft-pom eron power is ; = 008, the tensorm eson power is

2 05, whilk the new power isy 04, which we have already seen iswhat isneeded to tthe
data forF; shown in gure 2. Thenew lading singularity at 3= 1+ 4 is som etin es referred to as
the hard pom eron’ singularity. T his does not explain what causes it: it has often been con pctured
that its origin is perturbative QCD , and we w ill see below the extent to which it is consistent w ith
our current understanding based on the sum m ation and resum m ation of an all x logarithm s.

A Though there is no sign of any contribution from the hard pom eron in data for purely hadronic
processes, it does seem to be present in F, (x;Q?) even at extrem ely snallQ ?: m easurem ents [15]
indicate that even ©rQ? as low as 0.045 GeV?, F, is rising quite steeply n x. Even at Q2 = 0 the
e ective power m ay wellbe greater than that associated w ith soft purely-hadronic collisions.



Sin ilarly [7], thedata or p ! J= p aredescrbed wellby the sum oftwo powers in the am plitude,
W %)° and W ?)* at t= 0. One does not expect a contrbution from tensor m eson exchange,
because of Zweig’s rule. The R egge picture also successfiilly describes the di erential cross-section
away from t= 0.

The strking feature of these ts is that such a wide variety of di erent data m ay be described

using a sin ple param eterization: this suggests a universal underlying m echanisn , and raises the
hope that the hard com ponent at least m ight be derivable from perturbative Q CD .H owever, the j—
plne singularities need not be poles, so the x dependence need not be sin ple powers of x: powers
of In 1=x could do as well. Furthem ore, R egge theory does not determ ine the coe cient functions

fi(Qz) in (3). Nor is it clear that three tetm s in (3) willalways be enough: as the range in x and
Q2 increases still further, i m ay be that yet m ore tem s are required.

T hus although the x and Q? of the existihg data can be tted usihg a Regge pol ansatz, the
uncertainties In any extrapolation outside the existing kinem atic range (such as from HERA to the
LHC) are di cukt to quantify. M oreover, it is not possble using R egge theory alone to predict
Bt cross sections, or indeed vector boson or top or H iggs production cross sections: we need m ore
dynam ics. Our only candidate for a com plte theory of strong interactions at high energies is
perturbative QCD , and it is to the understanding of perturbative QCD at sm all x that we now
tum.

QCD :Resumm ation of Logs of x

At rst it was hoped that the BFK L equation provided a purely perturbative calculation of the
value of (©?2). This hope was based on the kading contrbution to the BEFKL kemelK Q 2;k2)
wih xed coupling. ItsM ellin transfom M ) hasamininum atM = %,which gives rise to a
power rise ofthe orm x ,with = (é—)= 12h2 = , In qualitative agreem ent w ith the

rst data sets. H owever this agreem ent was super cial, essentially because the Q ? dependence was
Incorrect (see gqgure 1): did not risewih Q 2, but rem ained xed. T here were suggestions that
this was because the BFK L equation did not take su cient acoount of energy conservation and of
nonperturbative e ects [L6]: it isdi cul to avoid in portant contributions from soft gluons, which
cannot be estim ated using perturbation theory. For this reason attem pts to In prove the kemel by
m aking the coupling run were never entirely successfiil [17]: running couplings m ake the equation
unstable, lkeading to unphysical e ects.

The full extent of the di culties was reinforced by the calculation of the next-to-leading order
correction to the kemel [18]: the correction tumed out to be very large and negative, inverting the
minimum ofthe BFKL function ™ ), which was responsibl for the power behaviour at leading
order (see gure 4a). Since the saddlk points of the inverse M ellin transform were now o the
real axis, the NLLx equation gave rise to negative cross-sections in the Regge region [19]. This
destroyed any faith that m ight have ram ained in the lrading-order prediction.

Various proposals to x up the BFK L equation have been put Prward: for exam ple a particular
choice of the renom alization scale R0], or a di erent identi cation of the large logs which are
resummed R1]. However the root of the problem R2] is that the perturbative contributions to

M ) becom e progressively m ore and m ore singular at Integer valies of M , due to unresum m ed
logarithm s ofQ 2 and k? in the kemelK . In particular, nearM = 0 the expansion oscillates w ildly.
It llow s that a perturbative expansion which sum s logarithm s of x must also resum the large
logarithm s of Q 2 to all orders 1n perturbation theory if it is to be usefiil.



QCD :Resumm ation ofLogson2

The usualway to resum logarithm s of Q2 is to use A tarelliP arisi evolution equations, w ith the
splitting functions calculated at a given xed order in perturbation theory. If one starts at som e
nitial scale Qg w ith parton distrbutions that rise less steeply than a power in 1=x, then xed
order evolution to higher Q ? lads to distributions that becom e progressively steeper n 1=x as Q 2
Increases, In agreem ent w ith the F', data from HERA .M ore signi cantly the prediction 5] of the
speci ¢ om (1) ofthe rise is In good agreem ent @] w ith the data over a w ide region ofx and Q 2.
This is widely seen as a m apr trium ph for perturbative Q CD , as direct evidence for asym ptotic
freedom R3]: the coe cient ¢ In (1) which determm ines the slope of the rise is the rst coe cient

oftheQCD -function.

T he success of xed-order perturbative Q CD in describing the increasingly preciss HERA F, data
whenQ?” 1GeV? hasbeen con medm any tin esby sucoessfulNLO ts R4]. From these a gluon
distrdbution m ay be extracted, (see gure 3a), and predictions for F § ( gure 3b), dift production,
and Fy, all of which have now been supported by direct m easurem ents R5]. C larly xed order
perturbative Q CD workswell at HERA : none of these predictions is trivial, and all are successfiil.
O foourse once Q % isassnallasl Gev? or kess a perturbative treatm ent is no longer appropriate,
and Indeed an instability develops in the NLO gluon distribution at around such a scale (see gure
3a).

It is perhapsusefulto com pare gure 2 with gure 3b: the data are the sam e on each gure, but
the curves on the fom er are the resul ofa power t that assumesa avourblind hard pom eron,
while those on the latter are from a straightforward param eter-free prediction m ade using NLO
perturbative Q CD . Interestingly the conclusions are also di erent: the slope of the rise In x m ani-
festly increaseswih Q2 . gure 3b (corresponding to the rise of the slopes n  gure la and gure
3a),whiein gqure?2 it is xed.

It is in portant to realise that the sucoess of the NLO perturbative Q CD predictions is crucially
dependent on the nonperturbative nputat the nitialscale Q (2) 1G ev? being soft’ | not rising too
quickly w ith x | so that the rise In x can be generated dynam ically. If instead the rise were input
In the om @), growing asx ° with  as large as 04, this would when evolved perturbatively
with the NLO anom alous din ension lead to a Q? dependence which was independent of x and
thus Inconsistent w ith the data B] (see gure 1). If one were to insist on such a hard pom eron
sihgulariy, one would thus to be consistent also have to argue that NLO perturbative QCD could
notbe applied in this region. T hem any quantitative sucoesses 0f N LO perturbative QCD at HERA
[4,24,25] would then have to be considered m erely fortuious. Converssly, if one instead acospts
that the success of the perturbative predictions is signi cant, one would then have to conclude that
the sin pl assum ption (3) that the rightm ost sihqularity in the jplane isa sin plk pol is incorrect,
since the perturbative results rely for their success on a soft input.

T his said, to obtain reliabl predictions for processes at the LHC it isnot su cient to con mm N LO
QCD wihin experim entalerrorsat HERA :we m ust also be abl to understand theoretical errors.
In particular, at an all x the approxin ation to the splitting functions given by retaining only the

rst few term s in an expansion in powers of ¢ isnot necessarily very good: as soon as = logl=x
issu clently largethat 4 1,alltem soforder ¢ ( ¢ F @CLx)and 2( s F NLLx)mustalo
be considered in order to achieve a result which is reliable up to tem soforder 2. In fact o ~ 1
throughoutm ost ofthe HERA kinem atic region, so onem ight expect these e ects to be signi cant.
T he fact that en pirically they seem to be an all is thus a m ystery requiring som e explanation.

T his argum ent m ay be sharpened by consideration of the jplane singularities of the M ellin trans-
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form F, (j;Qz). At the n-th order In xed order perturbation theory the iteration of small x
logarithm s in the evolution gives rise to essential singularities of the form

G Dlexp(=G 1) )

The j = 1 singularity thus becom es m ore severe order by order in perturbation theory. This is
not necessarily a problem phenom enologically, shce (4) corresponds to a sequence of predictions
for m easurable quantities such as F, x;Q 2) that are strictly convergent R6] provided only that
x > 0. It llow s that although (4) m ay not be correct actually at the point j= 1 itm ay be a good
num erical approxin ation to the correct behaviour away from j= 1.

Furthem ore there is good reason to believe that a resum m ation over all orders n m ight rem ove the
singularity R7]. The argum ent isthat, ifthere isa sngularity ata xed point in the com plex jplane
for large values of Q ?, such as a naive application of (4) m ight seem to in ply, then considerations
of analyticity in Q ? suggest that it m ight also be present at sn allQ ?. W hik this is not com pletely
exclided, the M ellin transform variable j is essentially a com plex angular m om entum and studies
m ade m ore than a quarter of a century ago R8] never found any need for a worse singularity than
a xed pok at j= 1 in Com pton-scattering am plitudes, w ith no singularity at all at that point in
F2 .

The problem w ih this argum ent is that although it suggests that the singularity structure (4)
is Incorrect, it still doesn’t tell us precisely what or where the rightm ost singularities are In the
Jplane. Furthem ore it is clearly not possible to deduce precisely what it is from the data: to do
this we would need to do experin ents of arbitrarily high precision at arbitrarily high energies. It
is thus interesting to ask whether we can Instead deduce i from perturbative QCD . To do this,
we would at least need a sensble resum m ation of sm all x logarithm s. W e now discuss the di cult
problem of constructing such a resumm ation.

QCD :Resumm ation of Logs of x and Logs on2

U sing the BFK L kemel it is possble [B0] to deduce the coe cients of the LLx singularities of the
splitting function to all orders In perturbation theory, i of all term s in the anom alous din ension
N ) of the form 5=N", whereN = j 1. Summ ihg up these sihgularities converts the sum
ofpoles into a cut starting from N = ,, apparently con m ing the R egge expectation about the
behaviourat j= 1: it isthiscutwhich at xed coupling gives the power rise ofthe BFK L pom eron.
T his procedure m ay be extended beyond LLx [26,31,32]: the anom alousdinension ( 4;N ) In a
particular factorization schem e (such as ﬁ) isrelhted to a BFKL function ( g;M ) through the

Yuality’ relation
(si (siN))=1: ®)

E xpanding this relation to NLLx, and using calculations of the coe cient fiinction and glion nor—
m alization B3] and ofthe NLLx kemel [18], we can com pute the coe cients ofallterm s ofthe form

s =N " in the anom alous din ension. Such an approach has several advantages over the direct
solution of the BFK L equation: there is a clkan factorization of hard and soft processes, running
coupling e ects are properly taken care of by well form ulated renomn alization group argum ents,
and it is easy to arrange for a an ooth m atching to the large x region.

However it was known som e tin e ago that reconciling the summ ed logarithm s w ith the HERA
data was actually rather di cult [B5]. O nce allthe N LLx corrections were known it becam e clearer
why: the expansion in summ ed anom alous dim ensions at LLx, NLLx,:::is unstabl [32,34], the
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ratio of NLLx/LLx contrbutions grow Ing rapidly as = logl=x ! 1 . It ©llow s that the previous
theoretical estin ates of the size of the e ects of the an all x logarithm s based on the xed order
BFK L equation, either at LLx or NLLx, were all hopelessly unreliable. Indeed any calculation
which resum s LO and NLO lgs ofQ?, but sum sup only LO and NLO logarithm s of x is seen to
be insu cient: som e sort of all order resum m ation of the an all x logarithm s is always necessary.

C learly there are m any ways in which such a resum m ation m ight be attem pted: what is needed
are guiding principles to keep it under control.

Onesuch principle ism om entum conservation R9]: beforeusing M ) to com pute the correctionsto
N ) through the duality egqn .(5), we should st resum allthe LO and NLO singularitiessatM = 0



discussed above, and in pose the m om entum oonservation condition ( g;1) = 0, whence (from

eqn.(®)) ( 5;0) = 1. Since these are collinear singularities, their coe cients m ay be determ ined

from the usuallO and NLO anom alous dim ensions, again using the duality relation egn.(5), but
this tin e In the reverse direction. It tums out that when the M = 0 singularities are resum m ed
they account for alm ost allof in the region of M = 0 (see gure 4a): this explains already why
the rem aining sm all X corrections have not yet been seen at HERA . Sm allx logarithm s are sim ply
num erically m uch less in portant than collinear logarithm s.

The second principle is perturbative stability. The nstability found at NLLx can be shown to
follow nevitably from the shift in the value of at them inimum due to subleading corrections
[B2]. This shifts the position of the singularity from N = 4 toN = 4+ , and this shift
m ust be accounted for exactly if a sensible resum m ed perturbative expansion is to be obtained.
Since in practice the correction is of the sam e order as the leading termm  (, it seem s probable
that = o+ is not calculable In perturbation theory: rather the value of may be used to
param eterise the uncertainty in the value of i the vichity ofM = 2.

T his uncertainty is clearly due to the unresummed Infrared logarithms at M = 1. In [36] an
attem pt ism ade to resum these singularities through a sym m etrization of aboutM = % HE ]
then supposedly determm ined for all 0 M 1, and is given by the height of s m inimum .
Them ain shortcom ing of this approach is that it m akes In plicit assum ptions about the validity of

perturbation theory when Q2 is very sm all

P utting together the two principles of m om entum conservation and perturbative stability, we can
com pute f1lly resumm ed NLO anom alous din ensions (see gure 4b). The result depends on the
unknown param eter . P rovided < 0, the corrections to A farelliP arisi evolution In the HERA
region are tiny: for larger values they m ay be signi cant at low x and low Q ?, and it m ight then be
possble to determ ne  from the data. It can be seen from the plot that the singularity structure
atN = 0 (@nd thus j= 1) is still com pletely undetem ined: this is a re ection of the uncertainty
In the pbtatM = 1,which makes it not only unclkar as to the value of at tsm inimum , but
even whether there is a m ininum at all. To detem Ine the position and nature of the rightm ost
sihgularities in the jplane would presum ably require controlof ™ ) atM = 1;2;:::; which is
clkarly beyond current perturbative technology.

It seam s that to m ake further progress we require either genuine nonperturbative input, or a
substantial extension of the perturbative dom ain. A possble way In which this m ight be done
through a new factorization procedure was explored in [37], from which the m ain conclusion was
that at am all x the coupling should run not wih Q 2, but with W 2. P relin nary calculations [38]
suggest that this is not phenom enologically unnacosptable. H owever m uch m ore work ram ains to
be done.

Sum m ary

At Jow Q2 but high W ? Regge theory works well and gives nontrivial and successfiil predictions.
At high 02 and small x NLO perturbative QCD works well and gives nontrivial and successfiil
predictions, w ith quanti able uncertainties due to the need for a controlled resum m ation of an all
X logarithm s. In the sam e region, Regge theory can also t data successfully, but w ithout the
predictive pow er of perturbative Q CD . N either R egge theory, nor conventional perturative QCD ,
nor even the data, seem to be ablk to predict the precise form of cross sections in the Regge 1im it
W 2! 1 wih Q2 large. To do this, new ideas w illprobably be needed.
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