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Goldstone Bosons in a Finite Volume:
the Partition Function to Three Loops

W. Bietenholz

Department for Theoretical Physics
University of Bern
Sidlerstrasse 5, CH-3012 Bern, Switzerland 2

(16.VIII.1993)

Abstract. A system of Goldstone bosons — stemming from a symmetry breaking O(N) — O(N —1)
- in a finite volume at finite temperature is considered. In the framework of dimensional regular-
ization, the partition function is calculated to the 3-loop level for 3 and 4 dimensions, where the
Polyakov method for the measure of the path integral is applied.

Although the underlying theory is the non-linear o-model, it will be shown that the 3-loop
result is renormalizable in the sense that all the singularities can be absorbed by the coupling
constants occurring so far. In finite volume this property is highly non-trivial. Thus the method
for the measure is confirmed. In addition we show that — to the considered order — it coincides
with the Faddeev-Popov measure. This is also true for the maximal generalization of Polyakov’s
measure: none of the additional invariant terms that can be added contributes to the dimensionally
regularized system.

The occurring phenomenological Lagrangian describes for example 2-flavor chiral QCD as well
as the classical Heisenberg model, but there are also points of contact with the Higgs model,
superconductors etc. In addition the finite size corrections to the susceptibility might improve the
interpretation of Monte Carlo results on the lattice.

1Work supported by Schweizerischer Nationalfonds
?Present address: CBPF, Rua Dr. Xavier Sigaud 150, 22290 Rio de Janeiro, Brazil
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1 Introduction

If a continuous symmetry is spontaneously broken, the Goldstone bosons (GB) dominate the
low energy behavior of the system. The interaction among the Goldstone modes is strongly
constrained by symmetries. This represents a universal feature of all models exhibiting
spontaneous symmetry breaking [23].

In the present work we choose O(N) as the symmetry to be broken down to O(N — 1).
Of course this can also be applied to symmetry groups (locally) isomorphic to O(N), such
as SU(2) x SU(2) ~ O(4) . Thus it describes QCD with two flavors and broken chiral

symmetry.

The underlying theory will be the non-linear o-model, which includes for dimension d > 2
all invariant terms. Thus it is not renormalizable because it contains an infinite number of
coupling constants. ®* To any order in the low energy expansion, however, a “perturbative
renormalization” can be realized, i.e. the coupling constants occurring to that order are able
to absorb all the singularities. This property provides us with a non-trivial check of the
results and the applied methods.

We are going to use a “magnetic” language, so the model most suitable to our terminology
is the classical Heisenberg model for ferromagnets below the critical temperature.

Particularly in soft pion physics the method of low energy effective Lagrangians seems
to be more efficient than the historical way (current algebra, Ward identities, etc.) (3, 4,
5, 7, 8, 15]. For unknown reasons two quark flavors are very light compared to the scale of
the theory. If their masses would vanish (chiral limit) the QCD Lagrangian would exhibit
an SU(2)g x SU(2)r symmetry. This symmetry spontaneously breaks down to SU(2)r+z,
creating GBs which are identified with the pions (7%, 7% m~).* Their properties reveal the
hidden symmetry. They can be analyzed by replacing Locp with its quark and gluon fields
by an effective Lagrangian with pseudoscalar meson fields [5, 6]. One constructs the most
general £ in terms of GB fields consistent with the symmetry of the model. It is generally
assumed — although not strictly proved — that the low energy predictions do only contain this
information [22] . Then all quantum field theories generating this type of GBs are covered.
Ward identities constrain the expansion of the Greens function in powers of the momenta
and the external fields. They also imply that the interaction among the GB modes of low
momenta 1s weak, and to any finite order of the low energy expansion there occur only a
finite number of coupling constants [4, 22].

In the standard model the influence of the gauge and fermion fields on the scalar sector

3Different is the 2-dimensional case: there the model is renormalizable. Many recent papers concentrate
on this case. We also refer to it in appendix E.

4For SU(3) x SU(3) the GBs are identified with the eight lightest mesons (, K, 7). This case is not
described by an O(N) symmetry; the groups involved in the breakdown SU(M) x SU(M) — SU(M) are
locally isomorphic to an orthogonal group only for M = 2.
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is weak. ° Concerning the upper bound of the Higgs mass mg we can consider the SU(2)
sector separately and study an O(4) scalar field theory [2]. On the other hand the O(4)
model is inadequate for questions involving very weak scalar interactions, such as the lower
bound of my; there the gauge and Yukawa couplings can not be neglected any more.

In the O(4) model the tree level yields the relation m% o A, , where A, is the renormalized
self coupling. Thus my enters as a free parameter. Theoretical information about it can be
gained, however, making use of the fact that the cutoff A is unremovable. Even if we set the
bare A = oo, for any given ratio A/myg > O(1) ), runs away from infinity fast enough to
fix an upper bound for mg/mw that can be determined numerically. For decreasing A/myg
the latter rises, so choosing the smallest, physically acceptable value for A/my, we obtain
an absolute upper bound for my [12, 13]. But its numerical evaluation is charged with
significant finite size effects due to massless GB [10]. We are going to present more precise
analytical results about finite size effects of that kind.

Generally our results are suitable for comparison with data of lattice MC simulations (in
particular concerning the conclusions about infinite volume), finite size properties of ferro-
magnets etc. About the link to bosonic strings, see [21].

But of course the confirmation of the perturbative renormalizability of the results we get
with the Polyakov method for the measure has not at least a theoretical and technological
meaning. This is particularly of interest in view of the symmetry groups SU(N), where for
N > 2 no other applicable treatment of the measure is known.

We also show that the leading term, which corresponds to Polyakov’s definition of the
functional measure, can be completed by an arbitrary linear combination of further terms
obeying the symmetries of the system: it turns out that in dimensional regularization — to
the considered order — all the contributions of non-leading measure terms vanish. Only if we
include power divergences such a generalization becomes necessary, e.g. for the invariance
of the partition function under some field transformations.

In section 2 we introduce the model and its parameters and derive the effective action
up to the third order in the derivative expansion for dimensions d = 3 and d = 4.

In section 3 we describe Polyakov's definition of the measure occurring in the path integral
and apply it to determine the measure to the second order. We also confirm the result of
this method with the measure of Faddeev and Popov.

The 1-loop calculation of the partition function is given comprehensively in section 4.
The extension of this calculation to 3 loops is described for d = 3 and d = 4 in sections 5
and 6, respectively.

In section 7 we show explicitly that the results of sections 5 and 6 can be renormalized

Here only a very heavy top quark could be a trouble-maker [16].
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perturbatively; we determine the constraints on the counter terms.

Conclusions and five appendices about rather technical aspects are added. There we
discuss the results with a generalized singularity structure that includes the leading power
divergences and show that perturbative renormalizability still holds. In finite volume this is
highly non-trivial, hence it provides us with a sensitive consistency check. We also discuss the
explicit form of the generalized measure, the link to a massive expansion and the conclusions
about the renormalizable case d = 2 as well as the reduction to quantum mechanics (d = 1).

2 The non-linear o-model

In two dimensions, the non-linear o-model can be characterized by the Lagrangian

F2

i) - 2
2

8,58,5 (2.1)

where §(z) is an N-component scalar field subject to the constraint

N-1
Z ¥ 2)8%(2) = 1 (2.2)

The model represents a renormalizable, asymptotically free two-dimensional field theory
which is invariant under global O(N) rotations of the vector S(z). One may introduce a

term which explicitly breaks the O(N) symmetry by coupling the system to an external
“magnetic field” H,

L) = _$(HS) (2.3)

For dimension d > 2, the Lagrangian specified in eqs (2.1) and (2.3) does, however, not make
sense as it stands because the constraint (2.2) generates derivative couplings which are not
renormalizable (the coupling constant F' carries the dimension [mass]%?~!). Accordingly, for
d > 2, the term “non-linear ¢-model” does not refer to the Lagrangian (2.1), (2.3) but to the
following more general construction. One considers the set of all possible O(N)-invariant
couplings of the field S(z), allowing for arbitrarily many derivatives. Ordering the infinite
series of vertices according to the number of derivatives, the first few terms are ©
(sv) e anm. Limmoge L oya ga oy
L = mz-—a,,,SauS + 594 9°58*S + 2% (8,58,.5)

1 ~ =, 1 - —

Zgf;”}(za“sew)z i 5g((;)aue-ﬂsa,‘a'h's +... (2.4)
where the dots stand for further terms involving six or more derivatives of the fields. The
corresponding generalization of the symmetry breaking term (2.3) involves derivatives of the

5The index of g is the number of derivatives.
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field S| (z) as well as higher powers of the magnetic field. Assuming H to be constant, the
first terms are 7

— L = (HS)+h(HS) + A (ﬁﬁ) 1) (H5)(8,58,5) + h)(HS)
+h{)(H5)(8,58,5) + hZ)(H35)(8,58,5)F + ) (H 5)(68256%8)
+hS)(HH)(8,58,5) + hgzg(HS) (8,58,5) + KSY(HS)(H8%S)...  (25)

In the following, we study the model defined by
L= L) 4 b (2.6)

in d = 3 and d = 4. More specifically, we consider the properties of the corresponding parti-
tion function Z in a finite volume, which can also be understood as an IR regularization. We
introduce a rectangular box LyL,...Ls = V (L;/Ly not large) imposing periodic boundary
conditions :

A Nf[ds:]e*fvm”
§(z) — §(1:+f1), = (nyLi,n3Ly,...,n4Lg), n,€Z

[d§] is the ordinary measure of the path integral and N is an H -independent normalization
constant (which also requires renormalization, see below). One component can also be taken
to be imaginary time-like, so the corresponding side of the Euclidean box, say L4, represents
the inverse, finite temperature of the system: Lg; = % From this interpretation we see
that all the coupling constants must be independent of L, and due to the permutational
symmetry of the Euclidean axis they can’t depend on L, ..., Ls_; either [8, 14].

As shown in [7, 14], the partition function can be expanded in inverse powers of the size
of the box

L=y
In our consideration of the free energy, L~! takes the role of the energy in soft scattering
amplitudes.
We consider a small magnetic field of the magnitude
H=|H|=0(V™) (2.7)
so the leading term of the symmetry breaking part of the action is of order O(1).

It has been shown that for any d > 2, the leading order in the large volume expansion of
the partition function only involves the two coupling constants £ and F, called “magneti-
zation” and “pion decay constant”, respectively. (The latter denotation can be understood

by noting that F? is the residue of the GB pole in the current correlation function at zero
external field.)

"The indices of h are the power of H and the number of derivatives.
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Statistical physics sometimes introduces a “helicity modulus” T defined as the increase
of the free energy when the external field is slowly rotated: Af = 1Ta? (a = rotation
angle/distance). It turns out that Y coincides with F? [14].

The remaining terms in eqs (2.4) and (2.5), which involve additional derivatives or higher
powers of the magnetic field, only show up at non-leading order. Moreover, the large volume
expansion can be worked out perturbatively: to a given order in the expansion in powers
of 1/L, only graphs involving a limited number of loops contribute. In the present work,
we extend the results of [7, 14] by considering the large volume expansion of the partition
function up to and including terms of order (L?7¢)® 8. As we will see, this requires a
perturbative evaluation to three loops (the loop propagator fixes the ordering in magnitudes
of L*~?). Higher dimensions require more coupling constants from the second order on, e.g.
the terms in (2.5) with coefficients h(;'}, contribute to the action as L™, so they are classified
differently for d = 3 and d = 4.

The GB mass is given by m? = 2, ® such that mL << 1, i.e. the GB modes feel the
boundary conditions strongly. !® On the other hand this must not be true for other mass
scales as they are given here e.g. by the mass of the o-particle (or the p-particle in QCD):
there L is much larger than the Compton wave length.

We note that for small H, ¥ and F control the finite size effects, the GB mass and the
correlation functions.

In the limit of purely spontaneous symmetry breaking, H — 0, the model contains zero
modes. They correspond to space-independent fields, S (z) = const. , for which only the
symmetry breaking part of the action is different from zero — for weak magnetic fields the
action reduces to SHSV. In the region H = O(V~!) we are studying here, the direction
of the vector S does therefore not strongly favor the direction of H; in the absence of a
magnetic field, all directions become equally likely. The standard perturbative expansion of
the model — where the field S is expanded around the direction of the magnetic field — is
not applicable here. As pointed out in [7], the problem can be solved by using collective
variables. The general field configuration is represented as

—

S(z) = Q7 '7(z) = Q (=% x) , H=(HD0) (2.8)

where 2 € O(N) is a global rotation associated with the zero modes (or quasi zero modes
for H > 0) while the vector #(z) describes the non-zero modes. The condition

fvfr*'(a:)dm:o; i=1,...,N-1 (2.9)

insures that this vector fluctuates around the direction (1,0), such that 7° can be expanded

8 Actually we expand in powers of the small dimensionless quantity L2~¢/F2, This is what we really
mean when — for brevity — we just count the powers of L2~¢,

9This is not the case for d = 2, where the GB mass exhibits a gap at H — 0.

19m << 1/L - that corresponds to rule (2.7) and d > 2 - characterizes the so-called “e-expansion”, in
contrast to the “chiral expansion” where mL = O(1).
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as 11

0 _ 2k =3)"
T z:z ok k! ')
Thus for H — 0 the expectation values are:

<m’>=1 , <zT>=0

i.e. the N — 1 vector field & represents (small) transversal excitations of S around its
longitudinal component 7° (parallel to H).

It turns out that also the leading term of £(*¥) — the kinetic term Fz—gayzrﬁyg — contributes
to the action in order O(1) (see [14]), so the power counting rule (2.7) is completed by

B, x L', ri(z)x L}¥?. {=1,...,N-1 (2.10)
M

Inserting the decomposition (2.8) in the action and using the rules (2.7), (2.10), we obtain
a series of the form

5= [ tdo = S (Se + S(H)}

where S; and S, stem from £¥) and L(**)| respectively, and the sum S; 4 S¢(H) collects all
contributions of order L(2~%, Accordingly, the partition function becomes

Z=N f [dS]e~{Sot+SotH)} |4 [ Z(S, + S,(H)) + {}_j(s, + S((H))}...

In this work, we are interested only in the H-dependence of Z, so we absorb in the normal-
ization constant N an overall H-independent factor. Therefore, to calculate the partition

function to O((L?7%)%), we need to evaluate Sy, S;, S, and 5'0(H) - 5'3(H).

First we simplify £(*¥) given by (2.4): the transformation

. § 4 aF-tE-2)g23
15 e

: > (2.11)
1S + aF-4/d-2925]

does not change the form of the Lagrangian but only the coupling constants [14]. This allows
(1) vanishes. Then only
the terms with Fz,gi ),gg ) and g( ) contribute to the order we want to consider.

us to choose the (dimensionless) parameter a in such a manner that g,

If we apply the counting rule (2.7) in £(?) only the terms with the coupling constants
x4, h(zl,g» hzzc)), h1 z,h(z) and h( ) remain relevant in eq. (2.5).

The transformation

g S + B F-2d/d-2

- = (2.12)
|S + ﬁEF"zd/(d‘z)Hl

1n the literature the component 7° is often called o, naming the model.
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enables us to put also h§3 = 0 without disturbing g( ) = = 0, since the latter is independent

of H. 12
In addition with the transformation

. 2(d+2)/(d-2)( F §\525
G, S+aTF- (H5)5°5 (2.13)
|S + ADF-2d+2)/(d-2)( F §)625]

we also succeed in making h“ vanish. Else it would occur for d = 4. There, this last

transformation manipulates § only in the 3™ order, so it maintains the coupling constants
up to the 2" order, in particular g(i) h(2

All the three transformations performed above do not change S in the leading order, so
the leading couplings F'2 and ¥ remain untouched. The rest of the coupling constants, which
correspond to our special choice of «,3 and A, we denote by g( M etc. In appendix B we

give the explicit transformation formula (B.14), which prove that these simplifications are
possible.

Now § = [L(7,QH)dz shall be expanded: 13 14
~ F2 0 0 00_0
5z f [5-(8uz0,z + 8,7°8,7°) — THA®x
(1)’H(Q°°1r° + Q%) (8,28, + 8,7°8,7°) — h(”'Hz(Q"%“ + Q%)?
R H? + g(”'(aﬂaﬂ) 4 49(3"(@@@) “)'(a 9*18,0%r)| dz

If we insert 7°, omit once more the O(N) symmetrical terms of 3" order and choose
dimensionless coupling constants k; ... kg, the expansion of the action becomes:

12 Actually the elimination of h( 5 is motivated only by the possibility of a space dependent magnetic field
H (z). In our case where H = const this term does not contribute to the action and transformation (2.12)
can be used to make hf, 3 or h!, ()) vanish. We will recall this remark when counting the degrees of freedom of

the counter terms associated with the non-leading coupling constants in section 7 and appendix B.
13The region of spatial integration is always V', unless we indicate something else.
M Throughout this work ~,~, = mean: to an accuracy of 1*t,2"% 3¢ order in (Lz'd), respectively.
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So =
S1 =
Sy =

S, =

S3(H) =

S3(H) =

FTz [0, m8,ndz — STHVQ®
E [(xd,x)*de + BEE | x?dg
5 [ a*(x8ux)dz + 25 [(x)de &=

5 [ 2 (x8,m)?de + BEXZ [(x?)?da

00 2 72 00)2
+Ek]Hﬂ fa,uﬂauﬂdm __L‘H V{k}gﬂ V2 +ks)

+1 [[k4(8,18,1)? + ks(8,18,1)? + 2%5(8,6%x)?)dz d=4

E_Hl,gﬂ f( 2)3d$ + wfa ’I‘Fauﬂ'da: _ E’H‘V [ Z(QUG)z + ka)] d o=
ZHO® [(x?)dw + ZBO [(28,1)2de — } [ x%(8,x)?da]

+Ei;{:k3 [(900)2 [ xtdz — QOQ0k f‘n".ﬂ'kd.’c] d =&

641

Concerning the sign flip of k;, we follow the convention given in [14]. We define the non-
leading coupling constants, however, consequently dimensionless, like the transformation
parameters «, (3, A before. This is achieved by multiplying with the suitable power of F,
which is the only dimension-carrying coupling constant.

In addition the magnetic field is always accompanied by the (dimensionless) constant X.

Actually for d =4 there is also one term of order 5/2 , namely:

01
2’;{9 by f (8,z) de

But from the contraction rules it is obvious that this term will not contribute to our three
loop result. So we omit it, although this is not justified in general: if we wanted to calculate
to five loops we would have to include this term, since there its square in the exponential
expansion does contribute.

3 The measure

In the presence of derivative couplings, the step from the classical Lagrangian to the quantum
theory is not straightforward. In the framework of the canonical quantization procedure, the
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problem manifests itself, e.g., in the fact that the interaction Hamiltonian does not coincide
with the negative interaction Lagrangian.

In the path integral formulation of quantum theory, the issue concerns the measure, i.e.
the volume element in the space of field configurations over which we are to integrate. In
particular the finite spatial volume we consider here causes non-trivial contributions.

In the following, we construct the measure by means of the method introduced by
Polyakov in his analysis of the path integrals for bosonic strings [18]. Polyakov introduces
a metric on the space of classical field configurations and defines the measure as the volume
element induced by this metric.

In our case, where the classical configurations are characterized by the field §(z), the

metric is a quadratic form involving the difference dS between two neighboring configura-
tions,

- f f dedy 3 Kip(z,v; S, H) dSi(z)dSi(y)
i,k

The most important requirement to be imposed on the metric is locality: the support of
the kernel K;; must be concentrated at z = y. In addition, the metric must respect the
symmetries of the Lagrangian — Euclidean invariance as well as the invariance under global
O(N) rotations in the isospin space.

The ansatz 1

certainly satisfies these requirements 1°* | but by no means represents the general form of a
local metric. In particular, locality allows also derivatives to occur.

To find the maximal generalization allowed by the symmetry requirements, we perform

a derivative expansion and include the magnetic field, as we did for the Lagrangian. This
leads to the form:

2 _
ds; = V/{ as)’ F4/(d T (0udS) + F4/(d =5V (BS) (3.2)
2
+F8/(d 2)(8 dS) %
b b > 8,d5)(HS)... \d
b1 ey SV (HS) + brryarayasy (udS)(HS) .. e

where we introduce new coupling constants for the non-leading contributions. The explicit
discussion of this general measure is given in appendix B. It turns out that all its non-leading
terms only yield physically irrelevant power divergences, i.e. they do not contribute to the
dimensionally regularized — more generally: not to the renormalized — free energy.

In the same appendix we also give the transformation rules of the couplings in the measure
under the field transformations (2.11) - (2.13). They show in particular that the form

15The factor 1/V is unimportant here, i.e. a question of normalization. Polyakov did not include such a
factor; he considers a curved space where it would have violated locality.
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(3.1) does not permit such substitutions: starting from the measure (3.1), they cause non-
trivial changes of all the coupling constants in (3.2) (which are, however, not relevant in
dimensional regularization, since they only affect power divergences). At last we demonstrate
the invariance of the entire partition function to 3 loops — including all possible couplings in
the Lagrangian and in the measure as well as the leading power divergences — under those
transformations with arbitrary coefficients.

It looks as if the quantization of theories including derivative couplings contain a consid-
erable number of degrees of freedom, here represented by the unspecified constants a;, b;.
The essential point of appendix B is, however, that the freedom of choice for the coupling

constants in the measure does not mean an increased number of degrees of freedom of the
system.

So it is justified to consider in the main part of this work the simplified measure (3.1),
which yields relevant contributions, as we will see. In this section we give its evaluation in
terms of the collective variables introduced in section 2.

Without consideration of a magnetic field, the set of functions {S(z)} is parame-trized
by the direction of the mean magnetization

@ 1 PFa
M=—I;LS(w)dm

— which plays the role of the collective variable introduced in section 2 — and by a set of
coordinates associated with the remaining degrees of freedom, which has to be regularized.

The collective variable may be identified with a subset of the rotation group, namely the
rotations in the planes containing a fixed vector, say € = (1,0). There is a rotation {2 of this
subset that takes the direction of M into €,

m = =0Ye (3.3)

Rz

This is the rotation needed to represent the general element 5 (z) of our space of functions
by eq. (2.8).

The non-zero modes we parametrize by a decomposition into a complete orthonormal
system of periodic functions u(z) :

7(z) = S (2)g" (3.4)
where n = (k, ) runs over the flavours k = 1... N — 1 and over the modes
A= (R1,...,Ma), n,€ Z

The form u}(z) = §,ux(z) insures the remaining O(N —1) symmetry and the prime indicates
that the zero mode is excluded, in accordance with eq. (2.9). The mode functions obey

—é—fu;*(m)u:n(m)dm = B (3.5)



644 Bietenholz

o (2 () = & (8 —y) - ) (36)

where 1/V has to be subtracted in eq. (3.6) because of the missing zero mode. From relation
(2.10) we see that the coefficients ¢ are of order O(L'~/2).

In terms of the variables Q, #(z) the metric takes the form:
1
ds* = V] [d7(z) — wi(z))?dz (w=dQ - QF = —wT = inf. rotation matrix).
v

Inserting the decomposition (3.4) this becomes:

d82 - gmné‘qmé‘qn+29mi6qmw01 +g: w(hw()k
1
where 8q" = dq" — Vw‘k ul (z)7*(z)de
(@ )us(z)m (z)m*(2)
mn — mn e = d
? 7k [x(=)] :

i = 3 /uﬁ(m) (51'1:7"0(5“) + “"(fol%c—)) dz
ik = b + %[[Wi(:c)wk(m) — bpm®(z))de

(with summation over double indices). Accordingly, the regularized volume element is given

by [dS] = VE [dr) TN w®, where [dr)' =[], dg™ and
Jmn Gmi
= det
& © ( Gkn ki )

Note that the volume element only involves the components w® of w. From definition

(3.3) we get drvdm = ZY*(w®)?. This shows that their product is the volume element

on the unit sphere: IIY 7w = du(m).

The determinant g can be evaluated perturbatively. ,/g is an H-independent factor, so
we need it only to the 2™ order, i.e. to (g")*. *®

We first write it in the form

g=det(l+¢e) e= ( Fam Bl ) = (eap)

Ekn Eki
where all the matrix elements e,, = gop — 8.5 have the magnitude L?¢. Hence:
¥ Lire—Llgpe? -
\/g . (etr In(1+ ))1/2 — eatre—jgtre + O((Lz d)S)
6In order to be very precise we had to say that actually in 0'* order the integral over [d7]’ does not

even occur, so g=1 is already the first order and the numeration of the orders is shifted by one. But such a
notation would cause considerable confusion.
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This is the form of ,/g we need in order to add —In,/g to the action.

Gaussian integration yields the contraction rule

1

< w(2)r*(y) >= 85 G(= —v) , (3.7)
where G(z — y) is the propagator, which satisfies
_ 8G(z) = §(z) — %7 . (3.8)

The measure can be expressed in terms of G. Hence all the contributions to the partition
function Z are determined by the propagator G and its derivatives.

The most obvious choice for the mode functions «! (z) is plane waves (Fourier decompo-
sition). We are going to refer to this decomposition in the forthcoming when we deal with

momenta p, : p,uf = —iVuk. This implies the form
1 €7

(again the prime at the summation sigma indicates that we omit the zero mode). The choice
of the complete orthonormal system is unimportant and we will often refer to plane waves
only for convenience.

The traces in In,/g, however, contain UV divergences - e.g. the undefined term 4(0) -
so the system needs regularization.

Many regularization schemes are known. They all violate important physical properties
— if this could be avoided, regularization would not be needed. Since the violated properties
vary from one regularization scheme to an other, the question of their equivalence in the
final limit is highly non-trivial.

Our model is very sensitive for the type of regularization; e.g. a sharp cutoff in momentum
space or the Pauli-Villars regularization turn out to be unsuitable, see subappendix A.1.

A better possibility is dimensional regularization [1]. It has been used in [9] and [14],
and also in this work we apply it.

Its essential peculiarity can be demonstrated if we decompose the two-point Green func-
tion into the limit at infinite volume and a volume-dependent correction:

Gz —y) = G(z — y)lvaw + 9(z —y) - (3.10)

The first term is a distribution that takes in Fourier decomposition the form

(21)4 J ddp‘i’(:,_"). Regularization reduces it to a function G*(z — y), whose Laplacian is a
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regularized §-function : |
Mz —y) = —0°GMz —y) (3.11)

At = =1y this is in general a function of the regularization parameter that diverges when
the parameter is removed, whereas in the particular case of dimensional regularization it
simply vanishes. This happens to all the singularities, which — in case of a momentum cutoff
— contain powers of the cutoff (such as G*(0) for d > 2); there remain, however, logarithmic
singularities (like G*(0) for d = 2). For a discussion of dimensional regularization on compact
manifolds, see [17].

Whenever we deal with the singularity structurerefpropzerleg) of the propagator and
refer to dimensional regularization. For technical reasons, however, we are going to consider
a more general construction which keeps track also of the leading power divergence of each
term occurring in other regularization schemes. We will see that the essential properties
of the result still hold for this generalized singularity structure: we show in appendix A
that perturbative renormalization still works and in appendix B we verify the invariance of
the entire partition function under the field transformations (2.11) ... (2.13). As far as the
power divergences are concerned, we consider only those with the highest possible power of
the UV cutoff (that we denote by A, see appendix A). In divergences of the second order,
e.g., we only include the term o A%(9~2) and drop the one & A%~ which is sensitive to the
used regularization. Of course the logarithmic divergences that also occur in dimensional
regularization are not discarded.

As a consequence, throughout the main part of this work we assume §4(z) to act under
the integral like an exact 6-function. This means an interchange of limits, which 1s justified
for dimensional regularization, but which would be dangerous in other regularizations (the
results without of this assumption are discussed in subappendix A.1).

So we will permit ourselves the luxury of including power divergences such as §2(0); they
will reveal some aspects hidden by dimensional regularization, in particular it provides us
with very significant consistency tests.

Using the relation,
1 11 k ik A 1
7 S U@ Wl = 6% (A2 - 1) - 57 ) (312)

a lengthy calculation leads to:

Arpy AQY
g =~ VO (0)2VN+1/12($)dz+2V6 (OQVN“f(f(r))zd:c

—% (%fﬁz(m)dm)z (3.13)

As a consistency test we compare our result (3.13) to the one of [14] (section 6), where —
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also in the framework of dimensional regularization — the Faddeev-Popov method yields 17 :
Z = Ng [ du(ri) f [dn)| M|V -1eS
So |M|¥- should be the measure for §4(0) = 0. With |M| = L [ x%z we get:

|M|V-1 = W-1)in(} [/1-2%de) (3.14)

~ ezp ((N - 1)[— 511—/— n’dz — %{% xdz}? — %/{f}zdz])

This is indeed the §2(0)-independent part of /8, so we can affirm the consistency and write:

VB ldn] = [dg)| M|V 5 [dg] = A O[Tt (=) del[gry

In contrast to the Faddeev-Popov method, the integration over the collective variable
here only extends over a subset of the rotation group. This difference is inessential, however,
for the following reason. Perform the change of variables 7i(z) — R*x*(z), where R is
an element of the little group belonging to € = (1,0), and replace Z by an average over
the little group. Both, the magnetization and the measure [dg] are invariant under this
transformation. Since every 2 € O(N) can be decomposed as 2 = RQ,; (where Q.3 belongs
to the subset specified above), an integral over all elements of the little group followed by
an integral over all directions 7i amounts to an integral of the full group. Finally, exploiting
also O(N) - invariance of the action: S(QT#, H) = S(#&, QH) we arrive at

Z=N f dn f (dn)'/g e~ J CF0R (3.15)
where dQ2 is the Haar measure on O(N).

The procedure of [14] was first applied in [11] where Hasenfratz finds for lattice regular-
ization the measure

[dn] lf[IE(Zwi) ea:p(— Zlnwg) emp((N - 1)ln21r2)

(X4: sum over lattice points).

In the continuum limit, the last factor becomes const.|M|¥~1. The factor ezp(— ¥, inx2)
has been omitted in [14] because for dimensional regularization the exponent vanishes. In
the present case, the leading power divergencc corresponds to

1
§4(0) = pr (a = lattice constant) (3.16)

17We discuss here the analogue to the Polyakov measure (3.1). Of course a generalization with non-leading
terms is possible for the Faddeev-Popov measure too.
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so this factor becomes:
exp (—6A(O)fln1r°da:) = ezxp (%6A(0) [/Ez + %f(f)zdm =z D = [[;:]};

The only difference between the lattice regularization in [11] and the regularized ex-
pansion in a complete orthonormal system of periodic functions used here is, as far as the
functional measure is concerned, the representation for the regularized volume element as-
sociated with the non-zero modes.

We have seen explicitly to the second order that the measures of Polyakov and Faddeev-
Popov coincide.

An important motivation for testing the Polyakov method is its applicability to a larger
class of symmetry groups than it is the case for the FP measure. In particular it can be
applied to every symmetry breaking SU(N) x SU(N) — SU(N), in contrast to the FP
method; for those symmetry breakings it is not known how one could apply the FP method
if N > 2 (as we mentioned in section 1, the case N = 3 is of interest for chiral QCD with
three flavors). ®

4 1-Loop calculation of the partition function

For the 1-loop calculation of the partition function we have to consider:
to the 0** order (= 1), So, So(H) and Si(H). Inserting this in (3.15) we get: '°
g

Z~N f 4o / (dn]le~ 5 J ousddztan® 35" [ xtas

where we defined:
v=XHV « O(1)

The evaluation of the generating functional is more convenient than the study of individual
Green functions [5]. d = 3 and d = 4 needn’t be distinguished yet.

With the substitution ¢ = \/FTszi + 3%03 g™ « O(1) , the second integral only con-
tributes to the normalization constant, hence

1
2 00 —2
Z~N f Qe / [dae= = Ny / dQe™ (1‘[ '[fz_vpg + %])

18That the transition to the unitary groups is not straightforward can be seen from the fact that for
SU(N) x SU(N) there is not such a simple invariant as |S| in the case of O(N), but there is a set of
invariants, which is not easy to handle.

19Here, we clearly recognize the GB mass m? = 2H



Bietenholz 649

Now we have to expand the Jacobian: FTzV( i 4 19—— = 114 (a, + 3&5) , where
a,,3 x O(1), a, being independent of H.

lﬂ],{%Ld—ﬂ(an + Ldﬂ_z )} =N’ [1 + L_dﬂ‘gzi‘;l: + O((L2—d)2)]

Inserting this, we obtain:

7 ~ Na f dQe™™ (-5 v Lol /Pl va( [1 T Top? Gl]) (4.1)

The last step is an identity of the ‘modified Bessel function’ ?°, obeying
N-1

Yy(z) + Yi(z)—Yn(z)=0 , (4.2)

and G; = G(0) = Lyt (pn)2 We expand this definition to Gj = E(Vﬂ 3o (7;—); , see figure
1. "

a) b) c)

Figure 1: Diagrams representing the terms: a) G; b) G, «¢) Gs  etc.

Eq. (4.1) is the result Hasenfratz and Leutwyler found with a different method [14].
But the ‘Jacobian method’ demonstrated here is not applicable beyond the 1-loop level. So
for the 3-loop calculation we will follow the straightforward procedure (expansion of the
exponential, Wick contractions).

5 The partition function to 3 loops in 3 dimensions

We first consider d = 3. If we insert the results of section 2 and 3, the partition function
takes the form :

=N fdﬂf\/_ [dr]/eSo—S1-52-5(H)
= Nedvh f 4T+ ka0 f [dr]'e™ 37 [ d=

20The identity is [ dQe* 0% = I‘( )¥n(z) for 2 € O(N). The modified Bessel function has the expansion

Yn(z) =3 2o W(f)zk , which is not oscillating, in contrast to the common Bessel function.
' Ty \ 2
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0-2 [tz - L [ v
L st + PR o B fanaton
—F?z n*(x8,m) dz — -S%/(f 4
_E :ggoo( j’ waﬂ )2d)*( j x2dy) — -i—%z-gz-( f (z8,1)*dz)( f n’dy)?

BET SN ) [ a4 X f (x0,x)do)( [ (=)' dy)

F 27’”00( [xe)( [ 2 (xd,m)dy) + Lo ew ([ xda)( [ (x*)dy)

167 / (2°)de - 71{32?1 JRELESY &

where
B=~40®+N-1-V&*0) and p=pg-VE0) . (5.2)

In the expansion {...} only the y— (i.e. H—) dependent contributions to the 3" order have
to be included. The rest has been omitted, rsp. absorbed by the normalization constant.
Accordingly for the coefficients 82, 3(3% — 3(N — 1)) and Bp in the 3" order - that is: in
the last four lines - only the y-dependent part needs to be included.

flan)'e” 177 [toun)?e il (O

W :
e denote: < >= [dnye 1P [(0,m)2 4z

With < 1 >= 1 there remain 15 terms to be evaluated. To this end we use:

1 N -1
<—I;'/7_r-7_rd:c> = 7z Gy
N-1 N-1
< f b,xd,m da> = ————VO'G(0) = — (V&'(0) - 1)

Together with the contraction rules this enables us to calculate the terms in eq. (5.1).
We repeat that throughout these calculations (i.e. throughout section 5 and also section 6)
§4(z) is treated like an exact §-function under the integrals. For the moment the difference
between the dimensionally regularized system we actually refer to and the more general

singularity structure we also want to consider manifests itself only in the presence of the
term §4(0).

From the contraction rules we obtain:

F? in iy ko _k N -
1) < -5 (7O, )(x Oy )de > = — VT

B [.2
2) <= e e —-—(N -1)Gy (5.4)

(V&“(O) - 1)Gy (5.3)
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Here we recognize the 1-loop result again.

3) & *F-S:( f(Eaul)(zauz)dm) (f(g@,,z)(lrﬁ,,g)dy) >=(N-1)-I (5.5)

We leave it like this because — as we will see — we don’t need to know Z explicitly. We just
mention that it contains the term

I, e f (8,G8,G)%dz | (5.6)
which can not be expressed in terms of G-functions at z = 0. 2!

BP-N+1 1 , o B -N+1
) < ([P ="ag

F? ; : ; ;
5) ZTTﬁ < [/(w’auvr’)('fr’aur’)dz] [/ rErkdy] >
There are two types of pairing that contribute: we can either contract the two derivated

fields — this situation is similar to 4) - or contract each of them with one 7*(y). The sum of
these two contributions is :

(N-D[(N 16+ 5G] (57)

- 4?14( VEL0) - 1)(N — 1)[(N - 1)G3 + écz] 3 2F4(N ~ NGt (5.8)
6) —F? < f (i) (18,7 ) ("8, 7" )d >

= —mg')—_l < (5,',;6_7'1' + 26;3') f(‘ll‘iTl'i)(Trj?Tj)dI >

o VéMNo)y -1, )

= _T(N -1)G; (5.9)
N — < [t e >= - (N - 1) (5.10)

Now we have finished the first and second order. (A term of order £ can easily be recognized
by the factor F~%¢.) Except for Gy, G, that were already represented by diagrams in fig. 1,
there occurs G? | see fig. 2. J;, which is included in 7 is represented in fig. 3.

0 OO Y

Figure 2: Diagrams to: a) G} b) G} etc.

21For completeness we give the result nevertheless. The calculation yields:
T = ghe [{(V - 1)(V64(0))* + 8V54(0) — NV — 9}G3 + {2(V64(0))? - 4V64(0) + 4}3-G2 +2(N — 2)V 5]
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Figure 3: Graph for the term J,. Here and in the following diagrams, greek letters denote
partial derivatives.

The remaining 8 terms are of third order and require more effort. We show the treatment
of the most difficult one that includes all the steps we used for the third order. Then we
satisfy ourselves for the rest by quoting the result of each term.

4,,()00
- Fl‘;g < '/.(wiagvri)(wjaﬂ'/rj)d:c ](w"@,ﬂrk)(rtaﬂrt)dy ](r‘"ar"’)dz >

8)
We can reduce the effort remarkably by inserting the Z of definition (5.5).

(N _ 1)2 F4‘)IQOU

= -T. 256 - L < [(ab)(cd)][(ef)(gh)][(rls)) > (5.11)

in an obvious notation: a...s: momenta, [ |: same space-point, ( ) same flavor, bold/roman:
84,0, |: pairing r = s is excluded .
Thus r, s have to be paired with a...h. For this there are 7 equivalence classes:

t) a=r, c=3s (class with 4 variants) v) a=r,e=3s (8)
1) a=71, b=s (8) vi) a=r, f=3 (16)
) a=r,d=3s (8) vis) b=r, f=3s (8)
w) b=r,d=s (4)

1) We further distinguish 3 subclasses and get:

‘790:“‘“““;]:1/_ 2 (N = 1)(V64(0))? +2(VE*(0) — 1) +2 f 8,/G8,,Gdu] G1 G, =
= :gg; D - n)(ver©) - 2N VA Q)+ N —5|GiGr  (5.12)

11) and ¢12) include the factor §,G, =0 .
tv) Again there are 3 subclasses. Using [8,G8,Gdr = G; we find:
YQ(N — 1)
4Fs

((N _1)(VEM0) — 1) + 2(V6A(0) — 1) 2

+ 263) (5.13)

In the remaining classes, r and s are connected in a mixed way to the z— and y—block, i.e.
the factor [ G(z — z)G(y — z)dz occurs:

1 , e'Pn(==2) , ePn(y=2) 1, ePn(z-v) .
— - _ = —) = G(zx —
vz [ (E" P} ) (zm Pk =y (p2)? St

n
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a) b)

Figure 4: Diagrams for : a) J; b) T

Explication of the notation: G(z) = ¥, LR ey G(a:) = —#G(m) = -8%G =

Lon m?4p; !
G, G(0)=G,, G(0)=0G; et (see appendix C).
As in 7) we denote u = 2 — y. Then in v)...vii) there occur integrals over 4 G-functions of
u, whereby one dot and four partial derivatives (two by x and two by v) are distributed in
all possible ways. So we have to deal with the terms:

To = [ G(8,,G)*Gdu_ I = [8,G8,G8,,GGdu
2 = [G8,G8,,G8,Gdu Ts = [ 8,G8,G8,G8,Gdu (5.14)
T, = [ G?3,,G8,,Gdu s = [ G8,G8,G8,,Gdu

With partial integrations all these quantities can be expressed in terms of one of them; we

choose I's (= j2/4).

Tpb = —-1GY+ (5A(0) 57)G1G2 — 73Gs — oyds+Ts
Iy = %(—%G Gy + 313 Ga + 37Js + T's)
Fs = —%(G:; + %Ja) - %I‘;;

where J3 = [ G*(u)du

Thus we can express everything through G, G;,Gs, J3 and T3, represented in figures
1, 2 and 4. The occurrence of precisely these terms in the 37¢ order is consistent with the
massive expansion in [9], as we show in appendix C.

We continue to decompose the equivalence classes in subclasses. Each of them contributes

a summand to:
v) —T(N - D[(VEA0) - 1)* s + NTo + (N +2)T3]

vi) —L—(N —1)[(VE(0) —1)2 GG, + EE2(GE — L75) + (5 — 1))
vit) —ZL(N —1)[G3+ NTy + (N + z)rs]

If we insert the identities of the I'’s and add up we arrive at

~T2 < [(ab)(ed)]{(ef)m][(rls)] = ~ T (N 1) -
{{&v = 1yvet(o) + %[ 17]03 + [(V = 1)(VE4(0))* + 12V 84 (0) — N —13] %GIG2
+[(V64(0))? — 2V E4(0) + 2]WG3 - N3;5J3 +4(N - 2)l's} (5.16)
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9)...15) can be treated in the same way following Wick’s theorem: determination of the
classes that avoid summation over linear momenta, decomposition of each class in subclasses
corresponding to the possibilities to pair the remaining fields. No further term is as lengthy
as 8), and exept for 11) the results include only propagators at 0. We write them down such
that each line stems from one equivalence class.

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

2
_lgFG(WA(O) —1)(N — )[(N - 1)°G} + 6(N - U%Glaz + Viz‘Gs]
B’ 9
(V- D[V =16t + 566y
2 i,
e

(There is a fourth class but its contribution vanishes )

B8 -3V 1))

~1)[(N - 1)G} + (N - ) eNe gt —-G3]

48V3 \7g)
~§00 4
opa(VEM0) = Y(V? — )[(N —1)G} + ;GG
,),QDO

2

For the latter we used :/GzapGadeu = %(G? - %;Jg)

QOO(V(s!\( 0) — 1)(N? — 1)[(N — 1)G} + %Glcz]

4F¢
,73'200

o (N? - 1)G?

o (w2 )|V - 1)@+ 266

1epelly — DV -1)G1 + =G 2]

11 ), 12 2), and 13) are essentially based on the same calculation.
,YQOO

_16F6(N2 — 1)(N +3)G}

,YQUOkl
b2l

(N - 1)(VE4(0) - 1)

Having completed the evaluation, we add everything up and the factor < {...} > in eq.
(5.1) takes the form:

<{..}>=1+(N- 1)[,&1 + p2 + Q% + vz + vs) + (Y9%°)?(p2 + ps) + (‘7900)30’3]

where the indices correspond to the order of magnitude. If we lift this up to the exponent

we get
& i} B
ay =1,

where the const. is H—independent and

a; =vy — (N —Dpyvy, a3 =vs— (N —1)(vape + pava) + (N —

> const. - ezp{(N — 1)[(a1 + a2 + a3)¥Q% + (B2 + B3)(v2%°)? + v (v2°°)°]}

1)’uin
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N-1
Bz = p2— —V12, Bz = ps — (N = 1)(p1p2 + 1) + (N — 1)2;141_1/12

2
(N“l)z 3

Y3 = o3 — (N —1wp + T M

The most complicated contributions, x, and v3 only occur in a3z. There the ugly term T
cancels, so it was justified not to insert its evaluation.

Now we actually have a representation of Z, but we prefer to have the same form as
in section 4, i.e. we want to transform the integral on the unit sphere in the iso-space,

00 J 00y2 00 ' ] !
[ dQe™ + k(1) ezp{...} , to the form efit5+5s [ Qe (+eiterte),

This can be realized making use of the differential equation (4.2), as we outline in ap-
pendix D. The result is

=0, &=(N-1)8, &=(N-1)(Bs—(N-1)p3)+ 2
e1=(N—-1)a1, ey =(N—1)(a;— (N —1)5)
ey =(N—-1fas— (N-1)8s+ (v + N(N = 1))ys + (N — 1)* 0,8, — %]

Inserting everything we arrive at the final result:

7 = N eribatyrbs) ( [1 + =4 F + F]) (5.17)
e = _Nz‘lc;1 (5.18)
N-1
- TN =
€, = (¥ )8( 2. (mcf + %Gz) (5.20)
N-1/N-3 2N — 5 ky + ks
= — 5.21
b3 1 ( v G1G, G Ga) + v ( )
B (N-3)3N-17), _, 6 Gy
g = (W =16} + @G~ (¥ - 3)(¥ 4 & Vs
N-3 (VEA0) — 1)ky + ks
_ (N — _ 5.22
2v 98~ (V= 2)Ts % } (5.22)

It is not surprising that all the contributions are proportional to the number of flavors,
N — 1, except for the terms with k;, and ks, which do not stem from a coupling of z-fields.
On the other hand we notice a repeated appearance of the factors (N — 3) and (3N — 7) that
can only be interpreted in the context of renormalization. Even more striking is that there
are many terms occurring in the course of the calculation that cancel at the end. Already in
the first order the (H-independent) §4(0)-contributions of the measure and the action just
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compensate each other. Further examples for such terms are in §, : NG? and G2. We write
62: (N,1)G? etc.

(N,1)G?  e,: (N,1)V&*0)G?, (N,1)6%(0)G,, (N? N,1)VJ,
(N?,N,1)V§4(0)G3, (N3 N2, N,1)G:, (N,1)6%(0)G1G:, N3G1G:/V
(N2, N,1)(V§24(0))2G3, (N, N,1)VEA0)G3, (IV,1)(64(0))?V GG,
(N%,N,1)84(0)G1G2, (N,1)62(0)Gs/V, (N,1)VJ.G,

This long list of canceled terms exhibits a remarkable property of the system. The vast part
of it would have been ignored if we would have restricted ourselves to the terms that really
appear in dimensional regularization. We will see that all these cancellations of measure and
Lagrangian are strictly required by the perturbative renormalizability of the structure that
includes the leading power divergences.

6 3-Loop expansion of the partition function for d=4

The difference in the expansion of d = 3 and d = 4 is due to the magnitude of the terms
with the coupling constants k; ...ks. Generally, the terms with k; ...ks are all o 5>, which
means of 374 2" order for d = 3,4 respectively, and the kg-term is o« L™%, i.e. of 4”‘ g
order for d = 3,4. Thus for d = 3 only the H-dependent terms with ki, k2, k3 had to be
taken into account. For d = 4, however, those terms contribute to the 2”4 and 3™ order and
additionally contribute mixed terms with the first order in the exponential expansion. The
latter is also true for the k4. .. ks-terms, so we have to include three coupling constants more
than in section 5.

We write down the expansion of the partition function as in (5.1):

2 ( 00)2
7 = Nerv f daem™" f (dn]te T J@unide.
e N-1-p2 2
{1 -== [ x%dz - = (r8,x)*(1 + x*)dz — _p_/‘ 7?)?dz — _—-gi-/_?_@_ (/Ezdw)

2 00
V(s a) -8 i 2 [ e [

1 2
~1 f[k4(5‘u13“£)2 + kg(8,x8,7)% + kﬁfz—((?“@zg)z]d:c

() -] ) fanare- 5 ] ) o)
+ﬁ4FV flzdw f(ﬁayi)zﬂzdy + IGVZ.[ rldz /(‘nz)zdy - B(fgva ) (/ 2cl:c)

00 00
+ﬁ~yﬂ ki ’/‘Ezdfcjauga#j_r_dy-l- oY) / Zdzf[h 8,18,x)? + ks(8,x8,x)%|dy

2F?V?
’YQO ki

Fz 2 2\2 2 2
+ﬁ (z8.m)*dz f (z*)’dy + == [ (xdux)’de f (8,m)*dy
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7ﬂookl 5 5 7900 3 ,YQODklf 2 7900)21‘:2 "
. - 8,x)*dz — d
+ 3 | T0a)ds wov J (&) de = Tpy [ (@dua)de - S e
k i Qook
e f rirkde + Zv P f x’de j (8,6°)*dy} (6.1)

where 8 and p keep the meaning given in definition (5.2).

Most of these terms have already been evaluated in section 5 (identically or only with
different coefficients). We just discuss the new ones.

First we define two new distributions :
DA (z) = —0%6%(z) = 8%8°G*(z) = 8%8%G(x) and A*(z) = -8’Dr(z) . (6.2)
In the framework of our decomposition G = G* + g, where —8?G = §* — 1/V, we find
d*g(z) =1/V and DA(z), A%(z) are volume independent.
At z = 0 they are pure power divergences, stronger than those introduced before:
=7 Tk . A0 = T
They vanish in dimensional regularization but as in the case of §4(0) we do not omit them.

In addition we define:
G,_w = BHBVG(:L')I;:()
Then we find to the

2™ order
—% < [(8,m8,1)(8,18,m)dz >= — L (N — 1)(V5A(0) — 1)* + 2V(G )?]
—& < [ 88, mia,mk,m e >= Uzl [(VEA(0) - 1)? + NVH(G)]

— 5 < [8,0%18,0%rdz >= ke =1V AL(0)

3™ order

< B0k [ nde [ B,m,mdy >= GIE(N — 1)[(N - 1)(V64(0) — 1) + 2| Gy
T < J L w(2)m(2)0,m7(y) By (y) ™ (y) B, w* (y)dody >

= anmi (- 1[{(WV = 1)(V64(0) — 1)? + 4(VEH(0) — 1) + 2V*(G,u)*}(NV ~ 1)G

+8V GG
where we have used : [8,G8,Gdu = G,
WG < [ [ () (2)8,m (y)8,m (y) B (y) B, m*(y )dzdy >
= 20k (N~ [{(V — 1)(VEH0) — 17 + 4(VEA) — 1) + N(N — DVA(G ) }Gs
+4N G G|

W0k < [(z8,x)(xd,x)dz [ 8,18,xdy >
BN — 1)[(V = 1)(VEA(0) — 1)2 + 4(V64(0) - 1)] G
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where we inserted [ 8,,G8,,Gdu = §2(0) —1/V.

T < [ 2}(8,xd,x)de >= Yo (N — 1)Y(V64(0) - 1) Gy

2 < JI00Qknint — (0°)57)de >= Fl1 - N(@Y) G

W < ndz [ 8,0%8,0%ndy >= k(N — 1) — (N = 1)G,VAA(0) + 2DA(0)]

So we found in connection with the new coupling constants k4. ..ks also new kinds of
terms: (G,“,,)2 and G, G, - see fig. 5 — are associated with k4, ks and include a regular
contribution. Their occurrence is again consistent with [9], see appendix C.

M
2

Figure 5: Diagrams for G,, G, and GWG'W

ke contributes the remaining new terms VA*(0), G;VA*(0) and D*(0) that vanish in
dimensional regularization (i.e. they can not be found in [9]); so the coupling constant kg is
physically irrelevant. (It can easily be seen that this is true to all orders of magnitude.)

But the new terms don’t prevent us from following exactly the same procedure as in
section 5. We add all the summands of the integrand of Z, heave it in the exponent and
remove the parts with (Q2°)% and (Q2°)* according to appendix D. Thus we arrive at the
result:

7~ Neblrtirs) y, (7[1 + % + % + % ) (6.3)
& = —A;I;IGI (6-4)
5 = N4;1G2 4 he ; ks (6.5)
5 = = 1)8(N —3) (G';* - %Gz) - N; ! [(V64(0) — 1)ky + k] (6.6)
55 = (N —1) (N4;3G1G2 - 2?;—;25@3 k1 ;kz Gl) (6.7)

es = (N-— 1){ e SL(;’N - 7)(G? - EGle)

_(N—3)(N~—4)+'726, N-3
12V2 8 1oV

Js — (N — 2)Ts
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+2LV[(N — L)VEM0)kr — (N + 1)(ky — ka) + (V4(0) = D{(N = 1)ka + ks }|Gr

N L1
(ks + 5 hs) GG + Ekﬁpﬂ(o)} (6.8)

Now we have completed the evaluation of the partition functions for d = 3 and d = 4 to the
3¢ order. We repeat that for dimensional regularization we can omit §4(0) and D*(0), and
as a consequence the coupling constant k.

If we want the 2-loop result we simply neglect §3 and e3. Then the difference of d = 3
and d = 4 are only the additional terms of the latter with k;, k3, ks. The 2-loop result has
been given already in [14]. There one finds in the appendices also a description of methods
and results for the numerical determination of g; and g;, the regular parts of Gy, G,.

As new cancellations for d = 4 we can report:

53: (N2, N,1)84(0)k, G,
(N2 ,1)64(0)k, Gy, (N?, N)kyG,/V
L. )V(6A(0))2G1(k4,k5) NZ(§4(0), +)kaG1, N(8%(0), 7 )ksGn
(N,l)k4 (Gw)?G1, (N? N,1)ks(GL)2G1, (N2, N,1)G1ksVA%(0)

Again the power singularities are strongly represented in this list, in particular there are
very few §2(0) in the final result — even though we met whole polynomials of V§4(0) in the
calculation — and A%(0) does not show up at all.

All this is part of a sensitive consistency check, because only due to this cancellations
even the generalized singularity structure we consider is perturbatively renormalizable, see
appendix A.

7 Perturbative renormalization

Now we are going to verify that the results obtained in sections 5 and 6 fulfill the con-
straints imposed by renormalizability *2. We repeat that for the singularity structure we
refer to the decomposition (3.10). Most singularities of our system of leading divergences
are power divergent (i.e. physically irrelevant). In this section we restrict the consideration
to the relevant singularities that really occur in the dimensional regularized system. The re-
markable property that even the generalized structure we dealt with so far is perturbatively
renormalizable is discussed in appendix A.

We apply the “mass independent” renormalization prescription, that sets all the finite
parts of the counter terms zero [20]. This prescription is preferable especially in view of the

22For brevity here we write sometimes “renormalizability” where we actually mean “perturbative renor-
malizability”, as specified in section 1.
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B-functions [19]. In the path integral formalism, the rescaling of the fields to be integrated
over can be absorbed by rescaling the source accordingly [19]. But since H only occurs in the
product ¥ H | it suffices to renormalize all the coupling constants, where £, H actually means
(XH), (the subscript r denotes the renormalized quantities). On each of the three levels, the
couplings should be able to absorb the divergences without picking up a V-dependence (see
section 2). The volume independence of the counter terms is the constraint that provides us
with the non-trivial check of our results.

For the subsequent discussion we introduce a measure for the degree of divergence. Let A
be a characteristic regularization parameter with the dimension of momentum, so the non-
regularized system corresponds to 4™ . (In the naive momentum cutoff “regularization”, A
would be the cutoff, or more generally a characteristic length of the support in momentum
space, e.g. for a smooth cutoff. In a lattice regularization A would be proportional to the
inverse lattice constant, etc.) Then we can express the degree of divergence in powers of A.
We recall that for dimensional regularization only the singularities o< InA remain and that

we only consider them in this section.

It is required by the concept of low energy expansion and included in our Bessel repre-
sentation that after renormalization the leading coupling constants ¥ and F coincide with
the bare couplings, so we don’t need to renormalize them here.

This is not true, however, for the non-leading coupling constants k;. There we make the
ansatz:

k_;;,. = k_,' + Ko j Ko,j & InA 5 (71)

where in the counter terms g ; the “mass independent” renormalization prescription excludes
additional (finite) terms.

The partition function has the form Z = Ne #* ?* Yy(XHVp,) . Hence the renormal-
ization has to provide:

E-,- *Pir = . P1 (72)
»2 x?
=3P = e (7.3)

where in p;,, pz. all the singularities are removed. We are going the evaluate these two
equations order by order.

In the first order there are no counter terms available since only the leading coupling
constants are involved. This is in accordance with the fact that the 1-loop result does not
contain singularities; G* o« A?~? vanishes in dimensional regularization (both, for d = 3 and

d=4).

For the second and third order, d = 3 and d = 4 have to be discussed separately. We
start with d = 3 :
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Gn|voo divergesif 2n < d. Then we regularize it to 2 G* o« A%"?® and G, = GA+g.(V)
This concerns for d = 3 just G,, whereas Gy, Gs. .. are regular V-dependent functions.

As a consequence the partition function has no divergences even to the second order, in
agreement with the observation that there are still no counter terms available.

For the remaining terms that contain integrations over V, a corresponding decomposition
is more complicated. Let J be such a term: J = [, T(z)d%z , which shall be brought to the
form J=j(V)+Y,J25(V) , J} being V-independent divergences (that can be absorbed
by the renormalized coupling constants), and j, j, being regular. T is some combination of G-
functions. Their decomposition into GA(z)+ g(z, V) yields the form T = ¥, TA(z) - tx(z, V)
, where the ¢, are regular functions, whereas the T depend on A but not V. If TA A% and
tr o< L7%  then (ar + bx) will be fixed for all k, since A has the dimension of a momentum.
This also means that close to the origin T*(z) o« z7® . Thus only the summands with
ax > d are really singular for A — oo (if #,(0,V) #0) ?*, the rest contributes to j.

For the treatment of those singularities, let’s call them [, TA(z)ty(z, V)d%z, we apply a
technique that was similarly used in [9]. Let S be a sphere around the origin inside the box
V. If we decompose [i,...into fg...+ fy_g..., only the first integral is singular (at £ = 0);

the second one can be added to j. Let tgo) be the Taylor expansion of t,(z) around z = 0 to
the order a; — d (its coefficients depend on V'); then we write the singular term as:

[T @)td= V) - (e, Vidte + [ TA@ (e, V)i

The first term is regular and contributes to 7. Finally:

JsTA(= )t(o)(z V)diz Jire T (x)t(o)(m, V)diz — Jirt_g -+ - We include the last term i.n
j again, and the mtegral over the entire Euclidean space is the desired JPj, (V) ; J} is
independent of V, with a leading divergence oc A2, 25

That this procedure corresponds to the decomposition of the Gj described above can be
confirmed if we apply it on [, (G(z))2d% = G;; we arrive at the same G2 (for d > 4).

With this concept, we investigate the structure of

1 1
VJS = V L[GAs + 3GAzg + 3GAg2 + 93]d3$

We look for singularities close to the origin where GA(z) o 1/z. Only the first term is
singular. We find:

Js=J"+ 55, where J* « InA .

23For d = 2n G2 becomes « InA, i.e. relevant for our discussion. This is also the meaning of A with
vanishing power in the following.
?4The generalization for the case t;(0, V) = 0 is straightforward.

#We introduce the sphere S instead of just writing b T,j“tgo)da: = [Re Tt‘\tgo)d:c——fRa_V Tj‘tgo)d:c because

it permits an additional selection of the singularities, as we will see.
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The singularity J4 survives dimensional regularization, so it must be renormalized, see below.
Our most complicated term is I's = [ 8,(G* + ¢)8,(G* + 9)8.(G* + 9)8.(G* + g) &¥z. g(z)

is an even function, so 8,9 = cz, + ¢ zazgz, + - -+ (from section 3 we know: 9,,glz=0 =
bV — e=3).
About g(z) we know: 8,9(2)|z=0 = 0, 8,9()|le=0 = —8,.91 , s0 8, has the expansion:

8.9 = —qiz, + Pz 25z, + - -+ . Applying this we find:
1
[3=T24+T}g +T2= +~3 where: T? « A3, T} « A?, T2 x InA, 73 regular

It might seem that there is also a singularity oc A associated with ¢/, but the corresponding
volume-dependent factor vanishes as we see when we integrate over S. This happens to all
the non-covariant terms. In addition only I'} is relevant for the present discussion.

The 3" order of p1, pp is denoted by Fzes, 7503 Inserting the result of section 5 we
see that in 63 there are no logarithmic singularities, so we find for the counter term the
constraint:

Ko,2 + Ko3 = 0o . (74)

Exploiting in the same way the 37 order of (7.2), we arrive at:
N -3
12
We conclude that the set of counter terms {ko,1, ko2, Koa} is submitted to the two (in-
dependent) constraints (7.4) and (7.5), so the counter terms keep one degree of freedom.
But as we mentioned in section 2 we could have used the transformation (2.12) to eliminate
either k; or kj: if we do so, 1.e. if we exploit maximally the freedom of choice of the fields to
reduce the number of coupling constants in the Lagrangian (for H= const.), then the two

remaining counter terms are uniquely determined.

JA 4 (N —2)Th (7.5)

Ko,2 — Ko =

Now we carry out the procedure for d = 4.

In the final result of section 6 there are three terms that contain a singularity in dimen-
sional regularization:

Gy = G$‘+gz

J3 = Jﬁ‘.‘h + 73
1
I, = ‘=
3 dVgl +7s

and the renormalization involves already the second order of egs. (7.2) and (7.3). We insert
the results for §; and ¢, :

N -1

Koz t Koz = 4 Gy (7.6)
N -3

Kogp — Koz = v GQ (7.7)
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The 2-loop results of d = 3 and 4 are alike, only the k;-terms are one order higher for d = 3.
It 1s remarkable that on the other hand the mechanism of renormalization is much different.
Here G, is divergent, but the counter terms &g ; allow it to occur in §; and ¢, .

Third order

If we insert 63 in (7.3) we make the interesting observation that the constraint (7.7) is
identically repeated.

In the third order of eq. (7.2) also the counter terms associated with k4, ks occur %6,

If we insert €3 and apply eq. (7.7), only the new counter terms remain and and can be
determined:

Koa | _ 2 ~N/2\ ((N-3)(2N-3), , N-3_, i
(Ko,s)_N(N—l)—2( 1 ){ 2 G = 6 Jb_z(N_z)P(dT}S)

Actually there are three constraints imposed on {x¢1, %032, Ko}, but only two of them
are independent, so the set {kq ... K05} keeps one degrees of freedom. However, if we elim-
inate k; or ks, then all the counter terms are uniquely determined, as for d = 3.

In summary we repeat that perturbative renormalizability can be affirmed on all the three
levels of magnitude, for d = 3 and d = 4. This we could demonstrate in the framework
of dimensional regularization without determining the singularities (nor the regular terms)
explicitly.

If we reduce the number of coupling constants in the Lagrangian by means of field trans-
formations to its minimum, then renormalization can only be realized due to the coincidence
of various constraints imposed on the counter terms, which are associated with the remain-

ing coupling constants. In this case, all the counter terms are determined uniquely, both for
d=3and d =4.

8 Conclusions

We have investigated the non-linear ¢-model in 3 and 4 dimensions, describing a system of
Goldstone bosons in a large but finite volume and in presence of a weak magnetic field of
the order of the inverse volume (such that the Goldstone bosons feel the finite size strongly).
The corresponding partition function is perturbatively renormalizable as we have shown
explicitly to 3 loops.

26Here and to all order no counter terms of kg are involved in the renormalization.
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We can also confirm the applicability of Polyakov’s functional measure that contains rel-
evant contributions in terms of the finite size. Referring to dimensional regularization, an
arbitrary linear combination of further invariant terms can be added to this measure without
yielding any contribution to the action.

The explicit three loop results for the large volume expansion of the source dependent
part of the free energy are given for spatial dimension d = 3,4 in section 5, 6, respectively,
without specification of the isospin space dimension N. They take a particularly simple form
for N = 3 (Heisenberg model). They provide a basis for the interpretation of Monte Carlo
results, in particular for their extrapolation to infinite volume.
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A Perturbative renormalization with power
divergences

In this appendix we are first going to show that the results of sections 5 and 6 are pertur-
batively renormalizable, even if we include the leading power divergences of all the singular
terms, as specified in section 3. In the second part we add some remarks about other at-
tempts to regularize our model.
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The property of perturbative renormalizability with leading power divergences is much
more general than the one shown in section 7 where we restricted the discussion to the
terms that occur in dimensional regularization. The latter could be deduced from this
appendix as a corollary. The generalization, however, suffers from the problem that we do
not know a regularization scheme that leaves us exactly with the divergences we include here.
What we consider are the terms that all regularizations displaying power divergences have
in common. So we are not very surprised that this structure is meaningful. On the other
hand the generalizability is remarkable, since there are many divergences involved with many
different volume dependent prefactors. Hence the constraints imposed on the counter terms
become very narrow; in particular various counter terms are actually overdetermined by the
number of constraints and renormalizability only holds due to the coincidence of several of
them. This coincidence requires very special relations among the coeflicients of the terms

occurring in our results, which provide us with the highly non-trivial check announced in
the introduction.

Like in section 7 we use the “mass independent renormalization prescription” which does,
however, not affect the additional counter terms we include here. They will be expressed
in positive powers of A®"2/F? where A is the characteristic regularization parameter (of
dimension of a momentum) introduced in section 7.

We will proceed in a manner that does not only show the renormalizability by determining
the counter terms explicitly, but also the significance of this property. Starting from the ¢
loop result (£ = 0,1,2) we make a quite general ansatz for the (£ + 1) level - including
all the terms occurring in the calculation to this level — and examine, which constraints
renormalizability imposes on its coefficients. Although some coeflicients are arbitrary from
this point of view, a lot of them are determined exactly: from the beginning many of them
must be zero (in accordance with the long list of canceled terms given at the end of section
5 and 6) and for £ = 2 we can even “predict” non-vanishing coefficients. ** This clarifies the
meaning of the result and gives a sound basis for the conclusions about the multiloop terms

(£ > 3).
As a general ansatz for the renormalized leading coupling constants we write:
., = ¥l+oy+os+03...) (A.1)

A(d—?.)n
Ff = F(1+f1+f2+f3) Tn, an( an

where X, F' are the bare couplings and o, f,, their associated counter terms. The renormal-
ized non-leading coupling constants can also contain logarithmic counter terms (known from

27As we will see, the renormalizability does not depend on any special ratio between different singularities
of the same power. This justifies the predictions mentioned above. If we could assume this independence
of singularity ratios also to higher orders, we could immediately predict the coeflicients of various multiloop
terms, such as G¥, G'{‘ZGZ/V, (k =4,5...) etc. However, we have no prove for this assumption.

Hence for exact predictions we would need a general prove of this assumption as well as the assumption

that the singularity structure we consider is really renormalizable to all orders. So we write “predictions” in
inverted commas.
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section 7), so there we write:

A(d~—2)n
an

kir =kj+ Ko+ K15+ K25+ ... Ko x InA | Kpj o

(A.2)

Again we discuss order by order eqs. (7.2) and (7.3).

First we consider the 1-loop result of section 4; here only (7.2) is involved. It takes the
form:

B1l+o1+...) (1—2(F[1f);—1|-...])2 gl) =z(1—%(c;f+gl))

This may be exploited to the first order (oc F72) :

N-1_,
g = —'—é—F—z—Gl (AS)
So the 1-loop result is renormalizable and fixes o;. Now we wonder, how significant this is,
1.e. which subset of the possible 1-loop results can be renormalized.

A general ansatz is:

a1 + Py

pr=1+ 7z

Gy, where Pay =) oy (V8 (0))
k>1
a, and ai; being arbitrary constants. The V-independent part yields:

o1 = %G} , and the V- dependent part: ax; =0 (V k) . Thus we already have non-trivial
constraints, although the renormalizable class is quite large up to now.

We consider d = 3 and list the singularity structures of the divergent terms occurring in
the 3-loop calculation:

G, = GR+4g; Gf x A, ¢ regular

b = I} ¢ Ié‘% +72; IMx A, I} x A%, j, regular

Js = Jh43;; JY < InA, js regular

I3 = T24+Tig + I‘f% + 73 ; T o A3 TP o« A%, T* x InA, =3 regular

Presuming the already exploited 1-loop result, a general ansatz for the 2-loop result is:

p1=1- 532G + fe{(02 + Pap)Gi + 572Gy + (t + P)V y}
Py = (82 + Pa2)G + —H2Gy + (E+ Pr)V I,

where the P’s are again polynomials in V§2(0). For p, we have to consider the second order
of (7.2) :

N-1
2F

o2 — 91(0'1—2f1)=
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1 P -
Fil (02 + Puz)(G? + 261 01) + Pasgl + 57Ga + (¢ 4+ P)(VIY + 1) + Pria)

We conclude: P, = Pg =t =P, =0, 05 = a,GY2/F*, fL = (% - :—T)G{\ ay and b
are arbitrary. The required cancellations are achieved, thanks to the compensation of the
84(0)-contributions of the measure and the Lagrangian. Inserting a;, a; we get:

(N -1)(N -3)
B 8F4

N -2
2F?

G?, h= GA (A.4)

09 =

Now also (7.3) must hold to the 2" order (x F~*). The renormalized side can not
compensate any divergent terms, so the general renormalizable ansatz is just: p, = b G,/V.

This is indeed what we found, with b= (N —1)/4 .

Third order

Here the constraints imposed by renormalizability develop for the first time their full
power. They no longer only exclude certain terms and cut off the polynomials in (V§4(0))
in the coeflicients, but also “predict” the exact values of non-vanishing coefficients.

The 3" order of p;, p; is denoted by %53, F—},—&;. As a general ansatz for €3, 83 we take
an arbitrary linear combination of the terms :
G:l” "17G1G2, Flz‘G;;, %/-kj (] = 1,2,3), "17J3, F3, and VG1J2 )
where again the coefficients include polynomials in (V§4(0)). Presupposing the 2-loop result,
the 3¢ order of (7.3) requires that in 83 a lot of contributions vanish and fixes the form:

(N-1)(N-3)

5. =
3 4V

¢ 1 _ =
G1G2 + %Gs o v(T‘Ja + zj:djkj)

which is in accordance with section 5. ¢ is arbitrary and if we insert the result in the
remaining constraint: Y, djko; = 7J* we arrive at eq. (7.4).

Exploiting in the same way the 37 order of eq. (7.2), we find for e3 the form :

(N —1)(N - 3)(3N - T7) 6 e
€3 = 18 (— G:: + VGIGZ) + Vz‘Ga
1 r
e ; (d; + V8M(0)d;)kj + 575 + sTs

where ¢, d;, dij, r and s are almost arbitrary. Again the specified coefficients are in
accordance with the result of section 5.

So to the 34 terms that had to vanish non-trivially for d = 3 we can add 3 more coefficients
that precisely take the only value that permits renormalization of the structure we consider.
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The counter terms are :

i #NF_G 1 ((N - 3¥:N — 7)GiL3 of 5A(0)k1 o (N - 2)1‘“‘\) (A5)
N-2/N-2
h= =& ( 4 @’ +P£) (A0
3
Zdjng,j = TJA+SPCA (AT)
j=1

Inserting the explicit result in eq. (A.7) yields constraint (7.5). We note that for N = 2 and
for N = 3 the counter terms take a particularly simple form.

Now we carry out the procedure for d = 4.

Since no confusion is possible, we denote the parameters equally as for d = 3, as we
already started to in section 6 and 7. So ai, b, c etc. have a local meaning for the dimension
we are discussing at present.

The singularity structures of the terms occurring up to the 3™ order take the following
form:

G, =Gi+g, G4 o« A? (first degree of divergence)
G: =G} +g., G2 x InA
Jo =2+ AL+ 1A+ 5., IA o AB I} ox A T2 o InA

J3 2J£+Jé‘gl+]3, Jé\ocAz,chxlnA
s =P} +T8g+T25 +T0301+7s
A TA TA TY o« A% A% A%, InA  (respectively)
G = =6, §0)+gu. , §2(0) o< A*
Guw =8 Gl4gn, G=E820)xA?
DA(0) o« A®; AM0) x A®

where the last term is regular everywhere.
The general ansatz for €, has to be extended to:

b+Pg

€2 = (a2+Pa,2)G§+ v

1 3
Gr+ 5 3o (dj + Pay)ks + (t+ POV, + (r + P,)VAA(0)
j=1

and again the same for é,, with a, etc.

From the 2™ order of (7.3) we see: ) )
&,z=P&2=P‘B‘—'—“Péj:£=P.,-:F=Pﬁ=0, Ejdjrag'j:bG‘z\

(except for this, Jj and b are free). Inserting what we found in section 6 we arrive at eq.

(7.6).



Bietenholz 669

From eq. (7.2) we can only conclude: P,, = Pg=dis1;=t=P,=r=p,=0.
This time already in the 2"¢ order §*(0) can occur, and indeed it does. The rest is almost
free, and:

o2 = F4 a,G1? + 64 O)Zlek}
S 1 ‘zfu - )sz‘N—F_Z‘l‘SA(O)kI (A.8)
o= {2 2at) = -1l (A9)
_Esidjno.j = Gy (A.10)

Eq. (A.10) contains the slight restriction of the freedom announced above and leads to con-
straint (7.7).

Third order

This time the ansatz for €3, §; is a linear combination of the following terms:

) J37 P31 VG1J2; le(Guy)zk (J = 4$5)1

GGk, (7 =4,5), keD2(0 ) VAA(O).

G?i VGIGZ) V2G3) qv'k (J
(0

In 63 once more most terms have to vanish. Omitting them it just remains:

F2(20'1 oo 4f1)('_‘92 + k2 + Koo+ ks + K30) + K12 + K1s+ D €iKo; =
bg(GAGA + G g2 + glGA) + GA EEJ

Inserting the counter terms known from the 2"¢ order, we find :

- (N —1)(N - 3)
b3 =
) 4
Eéjh‘,o.j = baG;\ (All)
1
mipt s = (N =1)(k — k)G (A.12)

As we mentioned in section 7, eq. (A.11) reproduces identically the constraint (7.7). In
addition we see now that also constraint (7.6) has been repeated.

Eq. (7.2) causes more work; generally there we can exclude less quantities because it
starts from the tree-level. A lengthy book-keeping yields in the pure G, sector what we got
for d = 3 before, but beyond that some novelties:

£3 = (N—l)(N—S)(SNMT)( Ga GGle)-{- V2G3+ 2 j(€j+€1,jV5A(0))kj
+ J3+5P3+GuuGuvz ka +Pk6DA( )
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c,e;,€1,5,7, 8, w; and p are almost arbitrary, as we see if we compute the counter terms:

gy = 221 [ — (M=SIBN=TIGAS | L[N — 1)k; 4 [N + 1][ks + ks))G264(0)
—(N — 2)T4 + ks DA(0)]

fo= e [FU22GA2 L (N 4 3]k, + (N + Ulke + ks])6A0) — (N —2)TA]  (A13)

K1z — K1y = 21?[{2(1\7 — Dky — 2(N — 3)ky + (N + 1)(kq + ks)} G2
+8=2 A 4 (N — 2)T2]

where on the logarithmic order eq. (7.8) has to be added.

In summary we repeat that perturbative renormalizability can be affirmed even for the
singularity structure with leading power divergences on all the three levels of magnitude, for
d =3 and d = 4. This we could demonstrate without determining the power singularities
explicitly. This property imposes very narrow constraints on the coefficients of the 3 loop
result.

The treatment of power divergences becomes in part applicable when we discuss conclu-
sions about the renormalizable case d = 2 in appendix E. There, e.g. the singularity G2 is
logarithmic, so it must be included in the renormalization.

A.1 Constraints on the regularization

In this subappendix we add some remarks about the problems that occur if we try to regu-
larize our model in a way different from dimensional regularization.

In the main part of this work we have treated the regularized §-function &*(z) like an
exact §-function under the spatial integral without worrying. If we don’t choose dimensional
regularization, this is risky since we anticipate a limit which we ought to take only at
the very end, after renormalization. First we are going to give generalized results for the
measure and the partition function without any assumptions about §*(z) (rsp. G2(z)).
Then we observe which properties have been used in the first part of this appendix and how
far they are necessary for perturbative renormalizability. As an example, the Pauli-Villars
regularization fails to fulfil the required properties. Concerning the physical properties, it
maintains covariance but violates unitarity (the opposite is the case for lattice regularization).
At the end we outline why also a sharp momentum cutoff is unsuitable for this model. We

are not much surprised about this when we consider that it violates both, unitarity as well
as covariance.

First we consider the measure and only use relation (3.12), which is now understood
as a definition of §2(z). No further properties of this function are presupposed. Then the
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measure takes the generalized form:

Ing = V‘SA(O)z;N“/zr_z(m)dH V5A(O) f( ))2dz (A.14)
V-1 (if (:c)d:n) - — /6A (z — y)x?(z)x?(y)dedy

——Z [ [ -9y ()w*(y) (y)dady

Here we already observe modifications in the second order.

Let us consider the partition function for d = 3 and generalize the result of section 5. We
insert eq. (A.14) and - in accordance with eq. (3.12) — we use eq. (3.11) when performing
the Wick contractions. In the evaluation of the contracted terms, we always maintain the
generality of §4(z), except for the following three assumptions about the regularized system:
a) The regularized propagator is translation invariant : G%(z,y) = G*(z — y).

b) Partial integrations are permitted everywhere without causing extraordinary terms.
c¢) The regularization does not require additional terms in the Lagrangian.

For example on the lattice all the three assumptlons are not fulfilled: e.g. the non-
covariance requires to include terms like g§* (8 ) S)(B 58 S) in the Lagrangian.

As a consequence of assumption a) an odd number of derivatives of the propagator at
the origin has to vanish. This property has been used very extensively:
Already to the first order, the evaluation (5.3) only holds with the (non-trivial) constraint

auGA(wNm:O =0

This would be violated for “regularizations”, which are not symmetric around the origin
in momentum space, e.g. a sharp cutoff [p — po| < A. We see easily that it is required
from the 2-loop renormalization; else it would cause there a non-vanishing contribution

(8,G*(2)|2=0)?G*, which can not be absorbed.

On the 2-loop level we find modifications for the following terms:
, Ft 0, \2
I, = < -—8-(f(13“1_r_) d:c) o
N-5
L = < f5A($ — y)x’(z)x’(y)dzdy >

< —i Z[[(éA(m - y))27r‘(:c)wk(m)wi(y)wk(y)da:dy >

I,

<i—:f([( 8, )dz)(/fdy)> = %_z}—)[(VéA(O)—l)((N—l)Gf+%Gz)
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+2G; f 64(2)G(z)de]

The source independent terms I, I, I3 do not enter the final result because their product
with S1(H) is cancelled on the 3-loop level. So we don’t need to evaluate them.

On the 3-loop level we focus our attention again on the troublesome term

_F:zgoo(/(18#3)2dm)2(f12dz) > == —7900]\;F2 GiI, -
00

Z(?Fs < [(ab)(cd)][(ef)(gh)][(r]s)] >

with the notation introduced in eq. (5.11). In particular the functions I'y...TI's defined in

eqs. (5.14) can not be expressed in terms of I'; as easily as in section 5. Instead of egs.
(5.15) we have:

IFo=T34+7+ %(71 — 74) where : .
Ty = —3(Ts+ ) M = [(=6* + 3)0,G0,GGdzx
Fz ;(’)’4 - Pg) Y2 = fB“GBFb'AGde
Fa=Ts+v—7 vz = [8,64G?8,Gdz

Ts =74 — 3(Ts +7s) Ta = ([ 812Gz — 3 Js)

Also in the remaining nine H-dependent 3-loop terms there are numerous modifications.
Some of them include again the quantities 7; . ... Following all the steps of section 5 with
these generalized terms we arrive at a partition function of the form (5.17) with:

gy = ——Jy—z:-—- G,

iy = % G

€2 = Ns" = [-(V+1)G% + M—%—?’—)Gz + 4G, faA (2)G(z)dz]|

By = Nz;l[_zévVHGﬁ N - sza )G(z)dz] + kz:;ks

s = (N =1){ = (N + (N +3)63 — —[(V = 3)( - 4) +7] Gs
+W[N2 BN 4] =d¥ f(&A(:c))zd:c +2(N? — 6N +7) / 64(2)dz| G1 Gy

JﬁV%le [ #(2)6(z)dz + o V3sz6"(w)G z)dz
+lc:1 / (84(2)*Cle)de + 5 [(54(2))'6(2)C e)de
2v f&A £)C(z)dz — —01 [6 (2)G(2)dz)’

1
—1[4(N —2)l3 =27 + 2Ny + (N - 2)y13 + (=N + 6)’74]
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1

= [ver©) - b ]}

Comparison to the corresponding result of section 5 (eqs (5.18) ... (5.22) ) shows that:

> & and 6, are unchanged.

> &3 and 43 coincide with the corresponding quantities of section 5 only if

j §4(2)G(z)de = Gy . (A.15)

>  For e3 the analogous transition requires eq. (A.15) and 8 further constraints:

[5Adz = 1 (A.16)

[ (64)2de = 64(0) (A.17)
f(eSA)zC}’d:c = §40)G, (A.18)

f (4)2GGdz = §M(0)G1G, (A.19)

/ fAGGdz = GiG, (A.20)

f §49,G0,GCdz = 0 (A.21)
f §4G8,G8,Gdz = 0 (A.22)
f AG¥z = G (A.23)

So the nine properties (A.15) ... (A.23) of §* rsp. G* are required for the transformation
of this 3 loop partition function to the former, simplified form.

Note that in the evaluations of section 5 we have additionally used two more relations of
that kind, but since they affect only I; and I3 (which cancel separately), they are not needed
for the final result.

We have, however, not answered the crucial question, which among those constraints are
really necessary for the perturbative renormalizability of the 3 loop result.

To handle this question we procceed as follows: we assume that we are dealing with
a regularization in the proper sense, i.e. if we remove the regularization parameters the
propagator and all its derivatives return to the original form. We consider now the constraints
(A.15) ... (A.23) for such a proper, but general regularization and list the additional singular

terms that might occur. Using in particular the symmetry of the regularized propagator in
momentum space, we find that
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1. A discrepancy on the level of the leading divergence is possible in egs (A.15), (A.17) .
(A.20) and (A.23).

2. Additional (non-leading) divergences can occur in
/(5")% , f(6A)2de , [(5A)2GG‘dm and f&AG3dw

Their possible, non-leading contributions are of order A, InA, A, A, respectively. Thus ;3
can receive an extra term of the form

CIlAL—zGI G2 + azlnA Lthl + NOC;;AL_Z + (N = 6)0’.4AL_2

(e = const.). Obviously all these terms contain a singularity with the volume dependent
prefactor L2 o g2, which can (in general) not be renormalized: the only counter terms that
can absorb singularities with the same prefactor in €3 are o, and f;. But they are uniquely
determined from the 2 loop level and therefore not able to absorb further singularities.

For the analogous reasons all the constraints about the leading divergences are necessary.

If in a regularization such additional divergences exist, they have to fulfill very special
relations to preserve perturbative renormalizability.

For d = 4 the generalized partition function has again the form (5.17), where
N -1

& = - 5 G1
s o N-1 ks +
2T gy TP %
B N+1 , N-— 5 (VEA(0) — D)ky — k2
e = (N-1[-——61+— 6+ Glfé Gdz — = ]
N_-1(N- 1 IN —
b = [ G1G2~§G2f5Adew e G3+k1f6AGda:—k2G1]
1 3
e = (N—l){—E(N+1)(N+3)G1 2V2[(N—3)(Nm4)+~/]G3
jLSLV[N2 — 8N +11 — 4V f(&A)zd;n +2(N* - 6N + 7)f5Adw G1G,
3N -
+1G2f6AGd NV3G2/5AGdz

1 ;
+3Gi [(&‘) Gdz + —g[(aﬁ)zeadm

GGde — %Gl( [ 54 Gdz)’

1
- [4(N — 2)T5 — 29, + 2Ny, + (N — 2)7s — (N — 6)4

1 N -3 A A A A
ok [ (V8M0) - 1)y —/5 Gdz-|~G1f5 (V8" — 1)da]
A
+ky N;f Lo+ [(N — 1)ks + ks]wfﬁ‘(}’dx
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N : 1
+(k4 + -2_k5)Gvauv + EkﬁngDAdx}

In its evaluation, the assumptions a) ... ¢) — and the comments about them - remain
unchanged. For the simplification to the result of section 6 we still need eqs (A.15) ...
(A.23) and in addition:

f §ADAdz = DA(0) (A.24)

Concerning the egs. that have to hold non-trivially on the level of leading divergences, eq.
(A.24) has to be added to the list given for d = 3.

The variety of possible non-leading divergences is much larger here than in the 3 dimen-
sional case. *® The following terms can cause additional contributions, the form of which is
given in the right column:

[(6*yGédz, [§'G%dz, [6'D*s } AL+ AL + aglnd L7
f (6*)dz | f (64'Gde } auA’L~? + asinh L™
§2Gdz | §2GGdz , V | 6*G6,G8,Gdz azlnA L2
Ty

(a; = const.). To see that we can not permit all these terms to occur with arbitrary coeffi-
cients, it suffices to look at the contributions o« L=* i.e. o g7 : like in the 3 dimensional
case, the only counter terms with the same volume dependent prefactor that enter €3 are
uniquely determined from the 2 loop level.

A possibility to regularized the power singularities without eliminating all of them is
provided by the Pauli-Villars regularization. Referring to the Fourier decomposition the
propagator is manipulated to take the form:

Gpv(z Z [-— o W]e""*’c (A.25)

(the ¢; are constants and the M; are heavy regularization masses that go to infinity in the

final limit). We only regularize G(z) and do not try to construct a correspondingly extended
Lagrangian. *°

This is a proper regularization in the above sense. To regularize a singularity of power
A*™ we have to introduce at least n + 1 different regularization masses. If we choose this

28This can be understood from the fact that in the Laplacian expansion of G* every step corres-ponds to
2/(d — 2) loop orders.

29Such a construction is not to be feasible: the only way to introduce masses M; is to break again the
O(N) symmetry. After angular integration we do not end up with the desired form.
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minimal number, the appropriate coefficients are given by:

[ 1 ;A (N Nl Q..

1 M} M: ... M 0
_ | M M} ... M 0
Cp . . . - 3
\ Mzk—z MZk-2 M:k—Z ) \ 0
1 2 DR
(3;¢ = —1 is the minimal condition to have a regularization at all). Since the strongest

divergences (to 3 loops) are of order A%, A® for d = 3, 4, respectively, we have to introduce
at least 2 rsp. 4 different masses.

It turns out, however, that the Pauli-Villars regularization does not obey the constraints
listed above. To illustrate this we consider eq. (A.15) for d = 4: we find the difference

1

Gipv — féf;v(:z:)G’pV(m)dm =7 Z

c; 1 M2InM? — M2inM?
1 ; MZ 1 1 k k
ME T 16 iz,;c bl M? — M?

which diverges quadratically. For renormalizability it is not sufficient that this difference is
volume independent: as we saw the counter terms are overdetermined and have solutions
only because their constraints are not independent. In the presence of such discrepancies,
the additional terms would have to match in a very special manner to keep the regularization
applicable.

At last we give a brief illustration, why a sharp cutoff in momentum space turns out not
to be a suitable regularization. More precisely: the sharp momentum cutoff does not even
deserve the name “regularization” because its limit A — oo does not always reproduce the
non-regularized quantities.

This can be illustrated by considering the contribution to a scattering amplitude at low
energy, illustrated in figure 6.

Figure 6: 2 loop contribution to a scattering amplitude at low energy

If we apply a sharp momentum cutoff A >> |k| and require that the incoming momentum
at every vertex vanishes, this contribution will include

: 1
J:/dme'szA(m)32GA(:c) o /; Eddp
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where B = {p|(|p| < A) A (]p — k| < A)} is the intersection of the balls with radius A and
the centers 0 and k. In the 0** approximation (k = 0) we get

27/ d—2

& = I(d/2)(d - 2)

The “moon” to be subtracted from this is to first order in |k| proportional to the sphere of
the ball B|x—o, hence

J = Jo — aA¥3|k| + O(|k|?) (a > 0)

In particular we find for d = 4 :
2,2 4T 1 5,02

Remembering that the available counter terms have magnitudes A=2" (n € IN), we see
that already the second term is not renormalizable for d > 3, i.e. this term is an artifact of
the sharp cutoff (“echo effect”), which destroys locality.

The troublesome difference J — Jj stems from the difference §*(z) — §(z); the occurrence
of odd power differences in the expansion of J shows the violation of the basic symmetry
properties that the correctly regularized G*(z) must have.

For the free energy the situation is a little different since the diagrams have no external
legs. The role of the perturbation |k| has to be played by 1/L. Note that e.g. eq. (A.15)
holds in this case; however we run into trouble of the kind illustrated above on the 3 loop
level when dealing with the integrands that contain more than 2 momenta: the cutoff acts
on each of them, hence also on the sums of them but one.

B Generalization of the Polyakov measure

In section 3 we have calculated the measure according to the definition (3.1) containing
only the simplest invariant term. The application of this measure in the following sections
has been successful, particularly in view of the the perturbative renormalization (section 7,
appendix A), which could only be performed due to cancellations of singularities stemming
from the measure and from the Lagrangian.

We repeat that from a physical point of view, it is reasonable to require the following
properties for terms entering the measure:
a) locality
b) Euclidean translation invariance
c) rotational invariance in isospin space
- Just like the terms in the Lagrangian. Now we are going to generalize the measure by
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adding an arbitrary linear combination of all additional terms fulfilling these conditions.
The generalized measure takes the form:

d=3: ds! = V[{ds [1+bE(Hs)]+ (0,45 +...}d=  (B.1)
d=4: ds? = 7/{ d3)? + ﬁ(a d3)? + -ﬁ-;z(alsf(a,,:?)2 (B.2)
+F4(32d5)2
+51%(43)2(ﬁ§) + bz%(a“dsy(ﬁs") Yz

where we wrote down the terms that might contribute to our three loop result, with dimen-
sionless coefficients. The selection of these terms has to be performed with some care, paying
attention to the relations

- — 1 -, - — —
(SdS) = 5«1(52) =0=(58,5) and 8,5 = Q8,7 L™ .

It appears quite natural to include the further invariants that can be built purely from S
(with a coefficients), whereas the source dependent terms (with b coefficients) might surprise
a little. To us it seems useful to observe the consequences of such terms too. We consider it
physically plausible that an external field might influence the metric in configuration space.

Moreover the reduction to the first term is a priori not acceptable since we have exploited
the freedom of choice of the fields already when simplifying the Lagrangian in section 2. We
recall that we got rid of three coupling constants by suitable redefinitions of the fields. Two
of the redefinitions included the magnetic field, which also supports the consideration of the
source dependent terms in the measure.

To be explicit, let us start from the generalized measures (B.1), (B.2) and perform the
substitutions (2.11), (2.12) and (2.13) of section 2. Then the coefficients of ds? change in
terms of the dimensionless parameters «, 3, A as follows:

{a,b} — {a—2a,b— 20} (B.3)
{a1,aq,a3,b1,b:} — {ay — 20,0, + 20, a3 + & — 2a;q,

We see that for d = 3 the full generalization (B.1) has to be considered. Also for d = 4 all
the parameters of dsZ get activated, but the changes in the three H -independent parameters
depend only on a, thus they are not independent. 3 Nevertheless we consider the completely
generalized form (B.2).

30If we want to eliminate non-leading couplings in the maximally generalized measure instead of the
Lagrangian, we can reduce it with these transformations to Polyakov’s form for d = 3, whereas for d = 4
there remain two of the a; coefficients.
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In his original paper [18], Polyakov did not consider such a generalization. He had renor-
malizable models in mind and there it is not motivated to include additional invariants, not
in the Lagrangian nor in the measure. The two dimensional non-linear ¢-model corresponds
to the renormalizable case Polyakov refers to. There he mentions that his measure (for
bosonic strings composed of two terms) is unique, where he requires locality in a stricter
sense than it is done here, i.e. in the sense that also derivative couplings are excluded.

Here the situation is different: non-leading couplings are needed and instead of adding
them only in £ (as it is usually done), we can do so in [dS] as well. In which way those
extensions are related to each other is not evident and will be discussed explicitly.

Of interest is, how far this generalization is physically permissible and to which extent
the non-leading coupling constants k; in the Lagrangian can be replaced by new parameters
from the measure. At last, for d > 2 those terms were included in order to enable a per-
turbative renormalization. It will be observed if we need less of them for this purpose after
generalizing the measure.

Now we are going to consider the maximal generalization mentioned above. If we insert
the collective variables introduced in section 2, expand everything in terms of the transversal
fields m(z) and consider that non-diagonal elements of the metric tensor only enter the
determinant quadratically, we arrive at the form:

d=3: ds* = fdz {(d7 — w)?[1+ b = _HQ™) + ——(a dr)?} (B.5)

d=4: ds? = vfdm (47 — w)?[1 + ﬁaﬂaﬂ (B.6)
+by ;H(n‘“’u - -w?] +0%)] + % [(8,dm)? + (B, (xd))']
+b2ﬁHQ°°(8 dr)? + Bzdvr) }

We begin with d = 3. For the generalized determinant g, we get :

N —
P = ge:cpb HQOON 1)V&r(0) + a
o = 2F4

where /g is given in (3.13) and we have defined D*(z) in (6.2).

VDA(O)} (B.7)

The most important property displayed by eq. (B.7) is that the non-leading couplings in
the measure do not yield any physically relevant contribution. To be explicit: in dimensional
regularization the determinants simply obey the relation:

B¢ =8 - (B.S)

We recall that there are relevant measure terms, but they are all included in the leading
term that defines Polyakov’s measure (3.1).
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If we apply our ansatz for the renormalized non-leading coupling constants also on the pa-
rameters of the measure, the new counter terms do not enter the renormalizability conditions
because they do not multiply any regular term. Thus the non-leading coupling constants
of the measure do not contribute new degrees of freedom to the set of counter terms, con-
strained by renormalization.

For completeness we also show the renormalizability of the leading power divergences
involved in this generalization:

D2(0) o< A%*? can be absorbed by the normalization constant N of the partition function.

The b-contribution shifts in the final result (5.17) €3 in the following way:
b A

Qualitatively this term is not new: a term « §*(0) was already found with k;. So we can
interpret b as a shift of k;, where k; has to perform the same shift in order to keep the regular
term (k; — k2)/V unchanged. We conclude that indeed a and b are completely arbitrary,
even if we include the leading power divergences.

To be explicit, we just have to replace in eq. (A.5)

- 1)§%(0)

g3 — 03 +

2F6(

Let us consider the more complicated case d = 4. We find:

In\/gg, = %trsg— it'rs;
1 g .
= —tre — —tre
2 4
N — a;+ (N —1)a

s VD“(O)+ : (2F2 ) 254(0) f 8,8, xde
N - A ‘YQOO A 1 2

+2as — a}) " Ly ar0) + by D (N = 1)54(0) (I_W Ed:c)
7000

+(by — a1b;) ST D*(0) (B.10)

A is also defined eq. (6.2), and ¢, is the generalization of the matrix ¢ = g — 1 introduced
in section 3. We note that there occur three cancellations in the considered order from the
trace of the linear and the quadratic matrix €,. They concern the terms

’TQOU a

2F4V ' 2RV

A 2
L (8um)dz  and SDA( 0)[ dz (B.11)
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Eq. (B.10) reveals that our central observation of d = 3 — that the non-leading measure
couplings do not contribute any physically relevant term - still holds for d = 4. Here eq.
(B.8) for the dimensionally regularized system is confirmed on a highly non-trivial level. In
particular the first two terms of the list (B.11) would have destroyed this property.

Hence it was justified to evaluate only the leading measure term in section 3.

Since none of the non-leading coupling constants in the measure multiplies any regular
term, its meaning is already exhausted with their contributions to the (powerful) counter
terms. In particular the measure can not provide any counter terms that enter the renormal-
ization equations (they behave like kg), so the number of non-leading coupling constants in
the Lagrangian required for the renormalization of the three loop result remains unchanged
(as we observed for d = 3 before).

Concerning the power divergences, we note that the last term of the cancellation list
(B.11) would have been forbidden by perturbative renormalizability.

The factor

N-1 2a; — a?

of ./gy can be absorbed by N. The rest changes €3, £3 in the following way (referring to

(6.6), (6.8))

N-1

2
N-1
2

€2 — €3+b

§4(0) (B.12)

€3 — €3 —

[{a1 + (N = 1)(az + b1/2)}8(0)G1 + (arby — b)) DA(0)]
(B.13)

where again a forbidden term (o< V(6%(0))2G;) cancels in €.

The singularities in the additional terms can be renormalized by generalizing the formulas
(7.8). The counter terms of the leading coupling constants receive the following additional
summands (with respect to eqs (A.8) and (A.13)) :

N -1
oy — 0'2+ 2F4 blﬁA(O)
7 = 03— = [{ar+ (N = 1)(az + 5:/2)}8 )G + (aby — 52)DA(O)]
fr = o= S o+ (N = 1o + b/2)}6(0)

Since an important motivation for considering d®s, was given by the transformations
(2.11)...(2.13), let us at last take a look at their actual effect, i.e. we want to observe the
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outcome if the three terms
9)(8%S)* ; KIJHSS) ; AYHS)O*SY

are included in the Lagrangian. From power counting we see that for d = 3 all the three
terms can affect our result only to the third order, unlike d = 4 where g4 ) and h ) could
appear already to the second order.

Next we recall that the elimination of the hg?g-term is only motivated by the possibility

of a space-dependent magnetic field A (z). In the case of a constant external field considered
here, this term does not contribute to the action.

Let us discuss the influence of the remaining two terms, provided with dimensionless
coupling constants K;, K, (we recall that we choose F' to be the only dimension-carrying
coupling). We modify the Lagrangian of section 2 as follows:

— 252 =
& £+K12F2(3 S) (d=3)

Lo~ L+ K(68) - Kz%(HS)(Bzg)z =)

For d = 3 only the K;-term is relevant to 3 loops. In the final result, this alters the
argument of the Bessel function such that

€3 — €3+ %Kl(N -1) (6A(0) - %)

The same kinds of terms were also found with the k; couplings. In dimensional regularization
the singularity structure does not change due to K;. However, in contrast to the non-leading
couplings in the measure, K; creates a regular contribution.

As a consequence, the new counter term introduced by K, rises the degree of freedom of
the set of logarithmic counter terms from 1 to 2.

Referring to the renormalization of the leading power divergences we first note that a
forbidden term oc (N — 1)V G;D?(0) cancels in e3. Hence it suffices to replace o3 —
os + %Kl(N = 1)5A(0)

For d = 4 the action to three loops changes as follows:

5S4+ %Kl f [(68°2)? + (8,18, + m6°x)?]dz — K,1 f 8?18 ndz

Fiv
Here the modifications are much more complicated, mainly because the K;-term is of first
order. A lengthy calculation — along the lines of section 6 — yields:

o —i g} ;—KI(N -1) (5*(0) - %/-)
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N -1
2V

1 .
es — e3+ (N — 1){K ([N +1]V§*(0) - 3N + 5)577C1 + 2K1Gu G

63 — 53—K1

Gy

1 A
+(Kalky — 5 K1) + K2) DY0)}

The result for €3 in d = 3 is shifted down to e, here, since 1/V is classified in the second
order now. Also for d = 4 only K, is relevant in dimensional regularization. K, does not
contribute to the considered order, i.e. it behaves like kg and all the non-leading couplings
in the measure. Also the observation still holds that K; does not change the singularity
structure but it does change the regular part. Its associated (logarithmic) counter term rises
again the degree of freedom of the logarithmic counter terms from 1 to 2. (Note that this
counter term enters constraint (7.7) ~ which was identically imposed by e; and 5 — both
times in such a way that the constraints due to £, and &3 remain identical.)

In the notation used at the end of section 5 and 6, the terms occurring in the intermediary
results and cancelling at the end are:

ez : (N? N,1)K,G,VD*0)
& : (N® N%* N,1)VDA0)G?, (N? N,1)D*(0)G,, (N?, N,1)6*(0)G1, N?G,/V
es : Kqi: (N3 N% N, 1D{G,V(6*(0))?, V62(0)D*(0)G?, V D*(0)G?, G, D*(0)},
(N%, N,1)VD*(0)6%(0)G,, N3{G,/V,6*(0)G,}
K?: (N® N? N,1)G,(VD*(0))?, (N? N,1){G.VA*(0),V§*(0)D*(0)},
N?D*(0)
Kk, : (N* N,1)VéA(0)DA(0), NEDA(0)

Most of these cancellations are required by renormalizability of the structure with power
divergences (in particular there are no counter terms available with volume-dependent pref-

actors, whose powers of L are larger than zero; in the é-sector even pure singularities are
forbidden.) |

The exceptions are N2G,/V in §; and N3{G,/V, §4(0)G:1}, N2D*(0){K?, K1k} in e3: here
the singularities could be absorbed, but each of these terms would be a strange novelty
to compare with section 6, 3 whereas existing terms just shift the regular and the power
divergent contributions of the coupling constants k;. About the renormalization we remark
that since the singular contributions associated with K; and K, consist of terms we found

before in section 6, their renormalization — along the lines of appendix A - works without
any problems.

The transformations (2.11)... (2.13) alter the non-leading coupling constants of the La-
grangian like this:

ki -ki—a—-p8, k—k -8, k—k+p

31Such terms would not permit the field transformation invariance of Z, pointed out below.
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k4 — k4 +4C! ) kﬁ — kﬁ +a2 = 2C!K1 (Bl4)
1
K1—>K1——2a, K2—>K2—§a2+2ak1+ﬁK1—2aﬁ+)\

and we can confirm our claim of section 2 that K; and K, can be chosen to be zero, as well
as ky or kj.

If we include in the partition function (for d = 3 and d = 4) all possible couplings
in the Lagrangian and in the measure and apply the transformation rules for both sets of
couplings, we observe that Z(§ H ki, K, a, b;) - including the leading power divergences
— is invariant under the transformations (2.11) ... (2.13) for arbitrary a, 3 and X. 32 This is
a very sensitive consistency test for our results.

Thus we have found an other remarkable aspect that supports that the structure with
all the leading divergences still fulfills the important properties. This invariance is due to an
exchange of terms among all the non-leading coupling constants, except for ks.

As a corollary we can conclude that the overall invariance of Z under the discussed field
transformations also holds for the dimensionally regularized system. There, however, the
consistency test is less sensitive; only k; ...k4 and K, participate in an exchange of regular
terms and transformation (2.13) is irrelevant.

The conclusion of this appendix is that the maximal generalization of the measure -
including all the terms fulfilling the three physical properties listed in the beginning of
this appendix - is permitted by perturbative renormalizability and only affects the power
divergences in the Lagrangian, i.e. in dimensional regularization they do not yield any
contribution at all. Hence they do not reduce the number of required non-leading coupling
constants in the Lagrangian.

Since the coefficients for the non-leading terms are completely arbitrary, there is an
infinite set of equivalent measures of the path integral for our model — each measure corre-
sponding to a particular type of quantization — that all yield the same physically relevant
contributions. The Polyakov measure belongs to this set and has the advantages of its
simplicity and its compatibility to renormalizable theories.

Without the transformations eliminating some terms in the Lagrangian, in the regular
part the coupling constants k; ... ks would have been shifted. The singularities, which are
present in dimensional regularization, however, are not affected by these transformations.
The leading power singularity structure would have been altered without destroying its
perturbative renormalizability.

32To the considered order there occur no mixed products of non-leading coupling constants from the
measure and from the Lagrangian. So to verify this invariance one just has to insert the transformation rules
in the results given above.
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C Identification of the terms by massive expansion

If we assume the GB to be massive, their Green functions take the form

Gn(e) =3 3

A m2+p,2-,

eiPaz

For small masses we can expand this in terms of the massless G(z):

1 9 2 m? .
Gol2) = g + Gla) - m* o) + T C(e) +
where G = —;,',%Gm|m=o etc.
In our case we have to insert m? = PF—EI- = ke o di ~m2ﬁ|m=g x F’.’;Lz‘d lowers the

magnitude by one unit.
Thus we get e.g. the series Gl, 77 G2, 7955Gs ... (index = order).

Gerber and Leutwyler carried out a 3-loop calculation with G,, for d=4 [9]. There only
the temperature was finite, not the spatial box, but still the type of terms ought to coincide
with ours. They found, except for G;, G,, G; the terms:

m* i) 1
F;/and;c, i f(a GrnBuGrm)'de ,  22(0Grn(2)]a=0)?

We want to show that this corresponds to the type of terms we found up to the 3"¢ order.

1 i 4, s
i) m4[(vm2+G—m2G+m—G...) dz

1 4m
= - -—v—G @)
V3m4+VG2+ |4 (J3 2V 3) +O(m’)
If we proceed one order by —mzﬁ; and put m = 0, we can identify J; as a 3" order term,

which is relevant for us since m? introduces an H-dependence. (The singularity at m = 0
corresponds to the 0-mode.)

i) f 8,Gm,Gm8,Gm8,Gmdz = Jp + 4m?T'3 + 0(m*)
Here we can confirm in exactly the same way the term T's.
iii) For d = 4 : 2:(Guw)? x L%, so %G, G, can enter the 3" order, but not w1th a
factor m?. As we know from section 6, it does occur, with factors Zk; instead of m?. For

d=3 thls term is only of 4" order, in contrast to the results of i) and i) that are cla.ss1ﬁed
equally for d = 3 and d = 4.
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To look at %7i) one might wonder if one couldn’t include terms of even lower orders that
one gets by further dot-derivatives.

But introducing such terms - or also the corresponding terms that could be produced
in 1) and 72) — would contradict our low energy expansion based on two leading coupling
constants as well as the perturbative renormalizability.

D Transformation to the modified Bessel function

The differential equation (4.2) and its first derivative state:
[dne=“°° (202 4 (N —1)20° -] = o0 (D.1)
f dNe ™ [0 3 + N220% 2 - #0° — 2] = 0 (D.2)
We apply on ¥

/ A (M+ar+az+as)+(¥01%0)? (82483 )+(vA°) s

>~ [ dQe™” [1 + 0%y + oz + a3) + (‘7900)2(3‘;01&2 + B2 + Bs)
+(102%°)(La? + a2 + 75))|

the transformations enabled by (D.1) and (D.2) with the factors —a, —b respectively:

= [dQe"™” [1 + 9% a+b) + 0% a1 + a2 + a3 — (N — 1)a + 4%b)
+(vQ%)*(F + awas + B2 + B3 — a — Nb)
(Y (% + s + s — b))

~

w

This shall take the form: e®1%2+8 [ JQeY8"(1+erteates) Expanding this and comparing the
coefficients to the orders of (702%?) we get four equations for the unknown a,b,§,e. On the
3 levels these are 12 variables to be determined by the 3 levels of the 4 equations, which
impose 12 constraints. ¢ and b we don’t need to know explicitly, so we first eliminate them.

From the remaining 2 equations we can determine on the level £: §, and ¢,.
b= 0 €1 =
b2= 7B g2 =0a;— (N —1)B,

b= (B (N —1)%)  ea=as+(N—1)(c1fs — fa) + (7’ + N(N - 1))

This has been inserted in sections 5 and 6 in order to transform the row result for the par-
tition function into the desired form.

33As usual the index coincides with the order of magnitude.
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Corresponding transformations into this form are possible for results to any order.
For the order { we derivate (4.2) £ — 2 times, get a differential equation of degree £ that

allows to eliminate the term with (yQ°)‘, etc. Thus we arrive inductively at the desired
from.

E Conclusions about the non-linear o-model in lower
dimensions

For the three and the four dimensional case that we discussed in the main part of this paper,
all the O(N)-invariant terms had to be included in order to enable a perturbative renormal-
1zation. This is different for the lower dimensions; there it is sufficient to include the leading
coupling constants ¥ and F'. Thus in one dimension all singularities disappear (in the source
dependent part we consider); in two dimensions all the singularities become logarithmic and
can be renormalized solely by these two couplings.

E.1 The one dimensional case

Since we expand generally in powers of L9"2/F2, here the quantity that has to be small to
permit our expansion is L/F?, i.e. in contrast to the higher dimensions L must be small
(one could ix/n"agine it to be a time slice) oxy‘t}hse energy must be high when we translate our
considerations to a scattering process. With respect to the partition function we deal with
a high temperature expansion. Thus physics is turned upside down (note also that there are
no GB’s any more) but the mathematical methods remain applicable. In particular the zero
mode is not weighted strongly any more, but its contribution still diverges and its treatment
with collective variables is still a solution of this problem.

The explicit, finite terms that remain if we include only £ and F are easily obtained:

L i I? 1 L3
G, = — —G, = — Gy = ——— E.l1
! 30 v T oy 7r9R T qagss g (E.1)
1 1 9
v-]s = 5‘75@3 ) Iy = mGa

Clearly, including non-leading derivative couplings — or higher powers of the magnetic field
— does not make sense if we expand in positive powers of L. (This concerns also non-leading
couplings in the measure.)

Hence we let k; = 0 and find the partition function to be of the form (5.17) with

B =]
€1 = — 233 L (E2)
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€3 = _LF _21:)%(_]\;“3)1,2 (E.3)
L o W) ;1;13:1;051\'r71L 843 - 167) , (E4)
5 = J;’G:;;Lz (E.5)
o - oo,

This model describes a free quantum mechanical spin 0 particle moving on a N dimensional
unit sphere where L is the inverse temperature (or the time for a short time transition am-
plitude). Turning on the external magnetic field means geometrically a shift of the center
of the sphere away from the origin. (Higher powers of H in £ would additionally deform
the sphere).

E.2 The two dimensional case

This case has attracted very much attention in the literature because it is renormalizable
and it represents an interesting toy model for QCD, see below.

We consider again the simplification k; = 0. Then the three loop partition function can
be taken from section 5 or 6. The only terms that remain singular in two dimensions are G,

and F3 :

Here dimensional regularization looses its special meaning since all the divergences are
logarithmic. In particular:

Gh = c-In(A/p)

where A refers to the regularization parameter introduced in section 7, ¢ is a positive constant
and g determines the mass scale. G; is independent of this scale, so

9 . 8
_ = —py— ) E.7
.ua#Gl s (E.7)

I's contains a term quadratic and a term linear in InA, so it can be written in the form:
I's = CAG{” + CBQ1G}1x + Ta

where ¢4, cp are constants and 3 is regular. Analogously to (E.7) we find

o}
Rg Y3 = —crcBg (E.8)
i

2CA = ¢Cp . (Eg)
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Now we come to the renormalized coupling constants I, and ®,, where we rename
® = 1/F?. They can be taken from appendix A with slight modifications:

T = 2[1_%@(;11\_ (N—I)S(N—-3)

= 1)(N;;33)(3N - 7)@3(;1“ — (N = 1)(N - 2)ca°G2? + 0(3*)]

P = @[1 + (N —2)®G2 + (N —2)2@*G2? 4+ 2(N —2)cpd’Gh + 0(q>3)]

$*GA?

Hence their B-functions are :

8%, N -1
B = u = c-Z,®, +0(32) (E.10)
o 2
Ps = ua(f’ =—(N—-2)-c-92 - 2(N ~2)-c-cp®? + 0(¥}) (E.11)
v

The cancellation of the second and third order in the B-function of ¥ is a consequence of
our choice of the renormalization prescription.

If we include only the leading order of B3 , we find the solution:

@r,s
‘ﬁr(nu’) = 1+ (N - 2) . C- ‘I),.,;ln(.u//#J)

(E.12)

where p, is a particular scale (i.e. the choice of one among the trajectories that solve the
differential equation) and &,, = &,(p,) .

For N > 2 this solution has a “Landau pole” at

pr = peezp(~[(N —2) - c- &,,]7")
but of course in this regime the perturbative expansion is not applicable.

For large u, however, ®, goes asymptotically to zero and perturbation theory becomes

reliable. We clearly recognize asymptotic freedom for high energies (large p), just as in
QCD.

For higher orders in @, the fact that the 8-functions must be independent of A yields in
Y., ®, immediately the 2, 3 counter terms (respectively), which are leading in the power of

In(A/p).

The renormalization group equation also provides us with some knowledge about the
partition function itself. Z has to be independent of u and a variation of the quantity
v = L HV shows that this independence holds separately for the argument of the modified
Bessel function and the exponent of the Q-independent prefactor. Also there it determines
the coefficients of the leading divergences to higher orders of .
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But in this way we do not get any information about the regular contributions of the

multiloop terms, which are actually of physical interest. Work about the way to deduce such
information and its limits is in progress.
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