arXiv:hep-ph/9707523v1 30 Jul 1997

CPT-97/P.3519 UB-ECM-PF 97/15.

May 24, 2019

How Small Can the Light Quark Masses Be?

L. Lellouch^a, E. de Rafael^a, and J. Taron^b

a Centre de Physique Théorique CNRS-Luminy, Case 907 F-13288 Marseille Cedex 9, France and b Departament d’Estructura i Constituents de la Matèria Facultat de Física, Universitat de Barcelona, and IFAE Diagonal 647, E-08028 Barcelona, Spain

Abstract

We derive lower bounds for the combination of light quark masses m_s + m_u and m_d + m_u. The derivation is based on first principles: the analyticity properties of two– point functions of local current operators and the positivity of the corresponding hadronic spectral functions. The bounds follow from the restriction of the sum over all possible hadronic states which can contribute to the hadronic spectral functions to those with the lowest invariant mass. These hadronic contributions are well known phenomenologically, either from experiment or from chiral perturbation theory calculations. The results we find cast serious doubts on the reliability of some of the lattice QCD determinations which have been recently reported.

1 Introduction.

There are recent determinations of the light quark masses from lattice QCD [1, 2] which find substantially lower values than those previously obtained using a variety of QCD sum rules, (see e.g. refs. [3–5] and earlier references therein.) The new lattice determinations are also in disagreement with earlier lattice results [6]. More recently, an independent lattice QCD determination [7] using dynamical Wilson fermions finds results which, for m_u + m_d are in agreement within errors with those of refs. [1, 2]; while for m_s they agree rather well, again within errors, with the QCD sum rule determinations. The present situation concerning the values of the light quark masses is therefore rather confusing.

The purpose of this note is to show that there exist rigorous lower bounds on how small the light quark masses m_s +m_u and m_d +m_u can be. The derivation of the bounds is based on first principles: the analyticity properties of two–point functions of local current operators and the positivity of the corresponding hadronic spectral functions. Analyticity relates integrals of the hadronic spectral functions to the behaviour of QCD two–point functions in the deep euclidean region via dispersion relations. The bounds follow from the restriction of the sum over all possible hadronic states which can contribute to the spectral function to the state(s) with the lowest invariant mass. It turns out that, for the two–point functions which we shall consider, these hadronic contributions are well known phenomenologically; either from experiment or from chiral perturbation theory (χPT) calculations. On the QCD side of the dispersion relation, the two–point functions in question where the quark masses appear as an overall factor, are known in the deep euclidean region from perturbative QCD (pQCD) at the four loop level. The leading non–perturbative power corrections which appear in the operator product expansion in the physical vacuum [8] are also known. As we shall show, the bounds we find cast serious doubts on the reliability of the recent lattice determinations reported in refs. [1, 2, 7].

We shall be concerned with two types of local operators, one is the divergence of the strangeness changing axial current

∂_μA^μ(x) = (m_s + m_u) :s̄(x)iγ_5u(x): , (1)

with its corresponding two–point function

Ψ_5(q^2) = i ∫ d^4xe^{iq·x}⟨0|T ( ∂_μA^μ(x)∂_ν A^ν (0)^† ) |0⟩ ; (2)

the other one is the scalar operator S(x), defined as the isosinglet component of the mass term in the QCD Lagrangian

S(x) = m̂[:ū(x)u(x): + :d̄(x)d(x):], where m̂ ≡ 1 2 (m_u + m_d) , (3)

and its corresponding two–point function

Ψ(q^2) = i ∫ d^4xe^{iq·x}⟨0|T ( S(x)S(0)^† ) |0⟩ . (4) We shall refer to these two–point functions respectively as the “pseudoscalar channel” and the “scalar channel”, and discuss them separately.

2 The Pseudoscalar Channel.

The function Ψ_5(q^2) in (2) obeys a dispersion relation and in QCD it requires two subtractions. It is then appropriate to consider its second derivative (Q^2 = −q^2):

Ψ^{′′}_5(Q^2) = ∫_∞ 0 dt 2 (t + Q^2)^3 1 π ImΨ_5(t) , (5)

with 1 π ImΨ_5(t) = ∑ Γ ⟨0|∂_μA^μ(0)|Γ⟩⟨Γ|∂_μA^μ(0)^†|0⟩(2π)^3δ^{(4)}(q − ∑ p_Γ) . (6)

The sum over Γ extends to all possible on–shell hadronic states with the quantum numbers of the operator ∂_μA^μ and it defines the corresponding hadronic spectral function. The behaviour of the Ψ^{′′}_5 (Q^2) function at large euclidean values of the external momentum squared Q^2 = −q^2 ≫ Λ^2_{QCD} is known from pQCD calculations [9–13]:

Ψ^{′′}_5(Q^2) = N_c 8π^2 [ m_s(Q^2) + m_u(Q^2)

]_2

Q^2 [ 1 + 11 3 α_s(Q^2) π + · · · ] , (7)

where the dots represent higher order terms which have been calculated up to O(α^3_s ) [13], as well as non–perturbative power corrections of O

(_1

Q^4 ) [9, 14], and strange quark mass corrections of O (_{m2s} Q^2 ) and O (_{m4s} Q^4 ) including O(α_s) terms [4, 15–17].

It is convenient to consider moments of the two–point function Ψ_5(q^2) as follows:

M^{(N)}_5 (Q^2) =

2(−1)^N (N + 2)!

(t_0 + Q^2)^N ∂^N (∂Q^2)^N

Ψ^{′′}_5(Q^2) , N = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (8)

and explicitly separate the contribution from the K–pole contribution to the spectral function in the dispersive integral in eq. (5). We then have

M^{(N)}_5 (Q^2) − 4f^2_K M^4_K

(t_0 + Q^2)^N (M^2_K + Q^2)^{N+3}

= Σ_N (Q^2) , (9)

where Σ_N (Q^2) denotes the hadronic continuum integral [t_0 ≡ (M_K + 2m_π)^2]

Σ_N (Q^2) = ∫_∞ t_0 dt 2 (t + Q^2)^3 ( t_0 + Q^2 t + Q^2 )_N 1 π ImΨ_5(t) . (10)

We are now confronted with a typical moment problem^1. The positivity of the continuum spectral function^1_π ImΨ_5(t) constrains the moments Σ_N (Q^2) and hence the l.h.s. of (9) where the light quark masses appear. The most general constraints among the first three moments for N = 0, 1, 2 are:

Σ_0(Q^2) ≥ 0, Σ_1(Q^2) ≥ 0, Σ_2(Q^2) ≥ 0 ; (11)

Σ_0(Q^2) − Σ_1(Q^2) ≥ 0, Σ_1(Q^2) − Σ_2(Q^2) ≥ 0 ; (12)

1See e.g. ref. [18].

Σ_0(Q^2)Σ_2(Q^2) − ( Σ_1(Q^2)

)_2

≥ 0 . (13)

The inequalities in eq. (12) are in fact trivial unless 2Q^2 < t_0, which defines a region in Q^2 where unfortunately pQCD is not applicable. The other inequalities lead however to interesting bounds which we next discuss.^2

2a. The Bounds from Σ_N (Q^2) ≥ 0.

The inequality Σ_0(Q^2) ≥ 0 results in a first bound on the running masses: [ m_s(Q^2) + m_u(Q^2)

]_2 ≥ 16π^2 N_c 2f^2_K M^4_K Q^4 1 ( 1 +^{M 2K}_{Q2}

)_3 1 [ 1 +^{11}_3^{αs(Q2)}_π + · · ·

] . (14)

The bound can of course be converted into a bound of the same combination of quark masses at any fixed reference scale using the renormalization group running of quark masses. The favourite choice of the lattice community is 4 GeV^2. We shall adopt it here as well so as to make easier the comparison of our bounds with their results. Notice that the bound in eq. (14) is non–trivial in the large–N_c limit (f^2_K ∼ O(N_c)) and in the chiral limit (m_s ∼ M^2_K ). The bound is of course a function of the choice of the euclidean Q–value at which the r.h.s. in eq. (14) is evaluated. For the bound to be meaningful, the choice of Q[GeV] has to be made sufficiently large so that a pQCD evaluation of the QCD factor

F^{QCD}_0 (Q^2) = 1 + 11 3 α_s(Q^2) π + · · · , (15)

associated to the two–point function M^{(0)}_5 (Q^2) in eq. (8) is applicable. We consider that, Q >∼ 1.4 GeV is a safe choice. The evaluation of F^{QCD}_0 at Q = 1.4 GeV with or without inclusion of the O(α^3_s ) terms differs by less than 10%. The lower bound which follows from eq. (14) for m_u +m_s at a renormalization scale μ^2 = 4GeV^2 results in the solid curves shown in Fig. 1 below. These are the lower bounds obtained by letting Λ^{(3)}_{MS} vary [19] between 290 MeV (the upper curve) and 380 Mev (the lower curve) and using f_K = 113MeV, M_K = 493.67MeV. We take the number of active flavours n_f = 3 in all the numerical analyses of this work. Notice that the hadronic continuum integral in (10) is always larger than the contribution from three light flavours; and indeed, we have checked that using n_f = 4 in the QCD expressions leads to even higher bounds. Values of the quark masses below the solid curves in Fig. 1 are forbidden by the bounds. For comparison, the horizontal lines in the figure correspond to the central values obtained by the authors of ref. [1]: their “quenched” result is the horizontal upper line; their “unquenched” result the horizontal lower line.

It should be emphasized that in Fig. 1 we are comparing what is meant to be a “calculation” of the quark masses –the horizontal lines which are the lattice results of ref. [1]– with a bound which in fact can only be saturated in the limit where Σ_0(Q^2) = 0. Physically, this limit corresponds to the extreme case where the hadronic spectral function from the continuum of states is totally neglected! What the plots show is that, even in that extreme limit, and for values of Q in the range 1.4 GeV <∼ Q <∼ 1.8 GeV the new lattice results are already in difficulty with the bounds.

2Lower bounds on light quark masses based on inequalities of this type were first discussed in ref. [9]. Our discussion here is an update of this work.

Fig. 1 Lower bound in MeV for [m_s + m_u](4 GeV^2) versus Q(GeV) from eq. (14).

The inequalities Σ_1(Q^2) ≥ 0 and Σ_2(Q^2) ≥ 0 result in the improved bounds [ m_s(Q^2) + m_u(Q^2)

]_2 ≥ 16π^2 N_c 2f^2_K M^4_K Q^4 3 ( 1 +^{M 2K}_{Q2}

)_4 1 [ 1 +^{17}_3^{αs(Q2)}_π + · · ·

] ; (16)

and [ m_s(Q^2) + m_u(Q^2)

]_2 ≥ 16π^2 N_c 2f^2_K M^4_K Q^4 6 ( 1 +^{M 2K}_{Q2}

)_5 1 [ 1 +^{20}_3^{αs(Q2)}_π + · · ·

] . (17)

The improvement is due to the fact that higher and higher moments increase the weight of the contribution from the low energy part of the hadronic spectrum, in our case the K–pole; e.g., at Q = 2 GeV and for Λ^{(3)}_{MS} = 330 MeV eq.(16) implies (m_s + m_u)[4 GeV^2] ≥ 77 MeV and eq.(17) (m_s + m_u)[4 GeV^2] ≥ 106 MeV. Notice however that as the bounds are improved by going to higher moments, the corresponding QCD functions

F^{QCD}_1 (Q^2) = 1 + 17 3 α_s(Q^2) π + · · · , F^{QCD}_2 (Q^2) = 1 + 20 3 α_s(Q^2) π + · · · , (18)

have larger coefficients in their pQCD expansion in powers of α_s. Therefore, for the improved bounds to be meaningful, the appropriate choices of Q have to be made at sufficiently larger values so that a pQCD evaluation of the F^{QCD}_N –functions is applicable. The same phenomenon occurs when one considers the quadratic bound in eq.(13) which we next discuss. However, as we shall see, the net improvement at the appropriate higher Q–values is still quite considerable.

2a. The Bounds from the Quadratic Inequality.

Inserting eq. (9) in the quadratic inequality in eq. (13) and solving for the quark masses results in the bound [ m_s(Q^2) + m_u(Q^2)

]_2 ≥ 16π^2 N_c 2f^2_K M^4_K Q^4 9 ( 1 +^{M 2K}_{Q2}

)_5 ×

× 2F^{QCD}_0 (Q^2) −^4_3 ( 1 +^{M 2K}_{Q2} ) F^{QCD}_1 (Q^2) +^1_3 ( 1 +^{M 2K}_{Q2}

)_2 F^{QCD}_2 (Q^2)

3F^{QCD}_0 (Q^2)F^{QCD}_2 (Q^2) − 2 ( F^{QCD}_1 (Q^2)

)_2 , (19)

where F^{QCD}_0 (Q^2), F^{QCD}_1 (Q^2), and F^{QCD}_2 (Q^2) are the QCD factors (15) and (18) associated to the two–point functions M^{(N)}_5 in eq.(8) with N = 0, 1, 2:

3F^{QCD}_0 F^{QCD}_2 − 2 ( F^{QCD}_1

)_2 = 1 + 25 3 α_s π + · · · . (20)

The resulting lower bounds for the quark masses are the solid lines shown in Fig. 2 below. Like in Fig. 1, these are the lower bounds obtained by letting Λ^{(3)}_{MS} vary [19] between 290 MeV (the upper curve) and 380 Mev (the lower curve). Values of the quark masses below these solid curves are forbidden by the bounds. The horizontal lines in this figure are also the same lattice results as in Fig. 1.

Fig. 2 Lower bound in MeV for [m_s + m_u](4 GeV^2) from the quadratic inequality in eq.(19).

The quadratic bound in eq.(19) is saturated when Σ_0(Q^2)Σ_2(Q^2) − ( Σ_1(Q^2)

)_2 = 0, which happens for a δ–like spectral function representation of the hadronic continuum of states at an arbitrary position and with an arbitrary weight. This is certainly less restrictive than the extreme limit with the full hadronic continuum neglected, and it is therefore not surprising that the quadratic bound happens to be better than the ones from Σ_N (Q^2) for N = 0, 1, and 2. Notice that the quadratic bound in Fig. 2 is plotted at higher Q–values than the bound in Fig. 1. The evaluation of the QCD factor in (20) with or without inclusion of the O(α^3_s) terms differs by less than 10% for Q^2 ≥ 4 GeV^2 and we consider therefore that for the evaluation of the quadratic bound Q >∼ 2 GeV is already a safe choice. We find that even the quenched lattice results of refs. [1, 2] are in difficulty with these bounds.

Similar bounds can be obtained for m_u + m_d if instead of the two–point function in (2) one considers the two–point function associated to the divergence of the axial current

∂_μA^μ(x) = (m_d + m_u) :d̄(x)iγ_5u(x): . (21)

The method to derive the bounds is exactly the same as the one discussed above and therefore we only show, in Fig. 3 below, the results for the corresponding lower bounds which we obtain from the quadratic inequality.

Fig. 3 Lower bound in MeV for [m_d + m_u](4 GeV^2) from the quadratic inequality in eq.(19).

We find again that the lattice QCD results of refs. [1,2,7] for m_u +m_d are in serious difficulties with these bounds. Notice that in this case the mass corrections in the QCD two–point function are negligible at the plotted Q–values.

3 The Scalar Channel.

The function Ψ(q^2) in eq. (4) obeys a dispersion relation which in QCD requires two subtractions. We shall thus work with its second derivative

Ψ^{′′}(Q^2) = ∫_∞ 0 dt 2 (t + Q^2)^3 1 π ImΨ(t) . (22)

The QCD behaviour of the Ψ^{′′}(Q^2) function at large euclidean values of the external momentum squared Q^2 = −q^2 ≫ Λ^2_{QCD} is entirely similar to the one of Ψ^{′′}_5(Q^2) which we have already discussed, but for very small m_u and m_d quark mass correction terms which we now neglect i.e.,

Ψ^{′′}(Q^2) = 2 × N_c 8π^2 m̂^2(Q^2) Q^2 [ 1 + 11 3 α_s(Q^2) π + · · · ] . (23)

The difference between the “scalar” and “pseudoscalar” channels is that the lowest state which contributes to the hadronic spectral function in the “scalar” channel is not a pole but the π − π continuum with J = 0 and I = 0. This contribution provides a lower bound to the full spectral function: 1 π ImΨ(t) ≥ 1 16π^2 √ 1 − 4m^2_π t 3 |F (t)|^2θ(t − 4m^2_π) , (24)

where F (t) denotes the scalar–isoscalar pion form factor

⟨π^a(p)π^b(p^′)|S(0)|0⟩ = δ_{ab}F (t) , with t = (p + p^′)^2 . (25)

In particular, the value of this form factor at the origin is the so called pion sigma term. This form factor has been well studied in χPT at the one and two loop level (see e.g. refs [20, 21] and references therein), and the predicted low energy shape agrees well with the available experimental information. With

F (t) = F (0) [ 1 + 1 6 ⟨r^2⟩^π_s t + O(t^2) ] , (26)

it is found [21] that^3

F (0) = m^2_π × (0.99 ± 0.02) + O(m^6_π) and ⟨r^2⟩^π_s = (0.59 ± 0.02) fm^2 (27)

Using standard methods^4 we construct bounds on m̂ when something is known about the scalar–isoscalar pion form factor F (t). For this, it is convenient to map the complex q^2–plane to the complex unit disc: i 1 + z 1 − z = √ y − 1 with y = t 4m^2_π

. (28)

3The pion mass used in ref. [21] is the π^+–mass. Since the electromagnetic interactions are neglected, we find it more appropriate to use the π^0–mass instead; which in any case results in a lower contribution to the average quark mass. In the generalized version of χPT (see e.g. ref. [22] and references therein,) the value of F (0) could be sensibly larger, which would result in even larger bounds. A value for the curvature of the scalar form factor is also quoted in ref. [21]; it involves however some extra phenomenological assumptions which go beyond χPT and this is why we have not included this extra information here.

4see ref. [23] and references therein, and also refs. [24–26]

The dispersion relation in (22) and the spectral function inequality in (24) can then be combined as follows:

W(Q^2) ≥ 1 π ∫_∞ 1 dy ( y + Q^2 4m^2_π )_{−3} y^{−1/2}(y − 1)^{1/2}|F (4m^2_πy)|^2 ≡ ∫_{+π} −π dθ 2π |ϕ(e^{iθ})F (t(e^{iθ}))|^2 , (29) where ϕ(z) is an analytic function on the unit disc which contains the phase–space factors as well as the dispersive weight factor and the jacobian of the conformal mapping; and

W(Q^2) ≡ 16π 3 × (4m^2_π)^22 N_c 16π^2 m̂^2(Q^2) Q^2 [ 1 + 11 3 α_s(Q^2) π + · · · ] . (30)

With F (0) and F^′(0) as input, the analiticity of ϕ(z)F (z) on the unit disc enables us to write the constraint [23]

W(Q^2) ≥ 2 ( 1 + √ 1 +^{Q2}_{4m2π}

)_6 F^2(0) + [ F^′(0) dt dz(0) ϕ[z(0)] + F (0) dϕ(z) dz(0) ]_2

, (31)

which results in a scalar channel bound for m̂^2:

m̂^2(Q^2) ≥ π N_c m^2_π 4 ( 4m^2_π Q^2

)_2

3 × (0.99 ± 0.02)^2 (√ 1 +^{4m2π}_{Q2} +^{2mπ}_Q

)_6 1 + { −^1_2 + 3z[−Q^2] −^{8m2π}_3 ⟨r^2⟩^π_s

}_2 [ 1 +^{11}_3^{αs(Q2)}_π + · · ·

] . (32)

Notice that this bound is somewhat similar to the first bound obtained from the divergence of the axial current in eq. (14). There are however some interesting differences which we wish to point out. From the point of view of the large–N_c expansion, the r.h.s. of eq. (32) is 1/N_c– suppressed. Also, from the point of view of the chiral expansion the r.h.s. of eq. (32) has an extra factor m^2_π as compared to the r.h.s. of eq. (14). One might expect therefore that the lower bound in (32) should be much worse than the one in (14). Yet the bound for m̂ in eq.(32) is surprisingly competitive. The reason for this is twofold. On the one hand, the absence of a prominent narrow resonance in the J = 0, I = 0 channel, is compensated by a rather large contribution from the chiral loops, a phenomenological feature which appears to be common in all the explored physical processes where the J = 0, I = 0 channel contributes. On the other hand the fact that, numerically, m^2_π and f^2_π are not so different. The lower bounds for the sum of running masses (m_u + m_d) at the renormalization scale [μ^2 = 4 GeV^2] which follow from this scalar channel bound are the dashed curves shown in Fig 4, corresponding to the choice Λ^{(3)}_{MS} = 290 MeV (the upper dashed curve) and Λ^{(3)}_{MS} = 380 MeV (the lower dashed curve). The plots show that for values of Q in the range 1.4 GeV <∼ Q <∼ 1.6 GeV the lattice QCD results in [1,2,7] are dangerously close to lower bounds obtained with very little phenomenological input. Notice also that the relevant two–point function in this channel is practically the same as M^{(0)}_5 (Q^2) in eq. (8) for which Q >∼ 1.4 GeV is already a safe choice.

One can still improve these bounds by taking into account the extra information provided by the fact that the phase of the scalar form factor F (t) in the elastic region 4m^2_π ≤ t ≤ 16m^2_π is precisely the I = 0, J = 0 π − π scattering phase–shift and there is information on this phase–shift both from χPT and from experiment.

Fig. 4 Lower bounds in MeV for [m_d + m_u](4 GeV^2) from the Scalar Channel.

The technology to incorporate this information is discussed in refs. [24–26]. We have restricted the phase–shift input to a conservative region: 4m^2_π ≤ t ≤ 500 MeV^2, where a resummation of the chiral logarithms calculated at the two–loop level in χPT [20, 21] is certainly expected to be reliable and is in good agreement with experiment. This results in improved bounds which correspond to the solid curves shown in Fig. 4. The two curves reflect the variation within the quoted errors of the input parameters. Again, we find that the lattice determinations of refs. [1, 2, 7] do not satisfy lower bounds which only incorporate very little hadronic input.

4 Conclusions.

We conclude that the lattice results of refs. [1,2,7] are in serious difficulties with rigorous lower bounds which can be derived from general properties of QCD and with a minimum of well established phenomenological input; and this in two different hadronic channels. The lower bounds we have derived are perfectly compatible with the sum rules results of refs. [3– 5] and earlier references therein.^5 They are also compatible with a recent semiempirical determination of m_s made by the ALEPH collaboration [29] based on the rate of the hadronic τ–decays into strange particles observed at LEP.

5There exists a recent preprint [27] with various criticisms on the determination of quark masses with QCD sum rules. A reply to these criticisms will be made elsewhere [28].

Acknowledgments:

We are very grateful to Marc Knecht and Ximo Prades for several helpful discussions on topics related to light quark masses. J.T. acknowledges financial suppot from CICYT under contract number AEN95-0590 and from CIRIT under contract number GRQ93-1047.

References

[1] R. Gupta and T. Bhattacharya, Phys. Rev. D55 (1977) 7203. [2] B.J. Gough et al, preprint hep-ph/9610223.

[3] J. Bijnens, J. Prades, and E. de Rafael, Phys. Lett.348B (1995) 226. [4] M. Jamin and M. Münz, Z. Phys. C66 (1995) 633.

[5] K.G. Chetyrkin, C.A. Dominguez, D. Pirjol, and K. Schilcher, Phys. Rev. D51 (1995) 5090.

[6] C.R. Allton et al, Nucl. Phys. B431 (1994) 667. [7] N. Eicker et al, SESAM–Collaboration, preprint hep-lat/9704019. [8] M.A. Shifman, A.I. Vainshtein, and V.I. Zakharov, Nucl. Phys. B147 (1979) 385,448. [9] C. Becchi, S. Narison, E. de Rafael, and F.J. Ynduráin, Z. Phys.C8 (1981) 335. [10] L.R. Surguladze, Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 50 (1989) 372.

[11] S.G. Gorishny, A.L. Kataev, S.A. Larin, and L.R. Surguladze, Mod. Phys. Lett. A5 (1990) 2703.

[12] S.G. Gosrishny, A.L. Kataev, S.A. Larin, and L.R. Surguladze, Phys. Rev. D43 (1991) 1633.

[13] K.G. Chetyrkin, Phys. Lett. B390 (1997) 309. [14] P. Pascual and E. de Rafael, Z. Phys. C12 (1982) 127. [15] S.C. Generalis, J. Phys. G 16 (1990) 785.

[16] V.P. Spiridonov and K.G. Chetyrkin, Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 47 (1988) 522. [17] K.G. Chetyrkin, S.G. Gorishny, and V.P. Spiridonov, Phys. Lett. B160 (1985) 149. [18] N.I. Ahiezer and M. Krein, “Some Questions in the Theory of Moments”, Translations of Math. Monographs, Vol. 2; Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, Rhode Island (1962).

[19] Review of Particle Properties, Phys. Rev. 50 (1994) 1173.

[20] J.F. Donoghue, J. Gasser, and H. Leutwyler, Nucl.Phys. B343 (1990) 341. [21] J. Gasser and U.G. Meissner, Nucl. Phys. B357 (1991) 90.

[22] M. Knecht and J. Stern, Generalized Chiral perturbation Theory, in The Second Daphne Physics Handbook, Vol I (1995), 169.

[23] E. de Rafael and J. Taron, Phys. Rev. D50 (1994) 373. [24] G. Auberson, G. Mahoux, F.R.A. Simão, Nucl. Phys. B98 (1975) 204. [25] G. Auberson, L. Epele G. Mahoux, F.R.A. Simão, Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré XXII (1975), 317.

[26] M. Micu, Phys. Rev. D7 (1973) 2136.

[27] T. Bhattacharya, R. Gupta, and K. Maltman, LAUR-96-2698 Preprint. [28] J. Prades and E. de Rafael, to be published. [29] ALEPH Collaboration, private communication.