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Universal relations among critical amplitudes of surface quantities are discussed for d-
dimensional semi-infinite systems near their bulk critical temperature T?. Based on the field-
theoretic renormalization-group approach, a general derivation of the expected multi-scale-factor
universality is given and various universal ratios involving critical amplitudes of the ordinary and
special transitions both above and below T? are calculated to first order in e=4—d. In addition, an
error in the published one-loop result for the universal order-parameter profile at the ordinary tran-

sition of the semi-infinite Ising model is corrected.

I. INTRODUCTION

As is well known, systems showing critical behavior can
be divided into equivalence classes such that all members
“of a class have the same (“universal”) critical properties.
Aside from critical exponents, scaling functions, and
equations of state, the set of universal properties includes
combinations of critical amplitudes (“ratios”). The
universality of most of these ratios was originally con-
cluded on purely phenomenological grounds.”? Subse-
quently, the general origin of universal relations among
critical amplitudes was clarified and a systematic deriva-
tion of them all was given using the renormalization-
group (RG) approach.3~% Such relations are not only in-
teresting from a theoretical point of view; they also have
experimental significance in that they reduce the number
of adjustable parameters of the theory, a fact which al-
lows a more rigorous confrontation between theory and
experlment
The purpose of the present paper is to investigate criti-
cal amplitudes of surface quantities. We have in mind
systems such as a seml infinite ferromagnet near its criti-
" cal temperature T for the appearance of bulk order. In
the past few years the theory of surface effects on critical
behavior has advanced considerably.””® In particular, it
has become clear that the concept of universality classes
can be appropriately generalized. However, since a ther-
modynamic description of surface effect involves, besides
the usual bulk fields (bulk magnetic field 4, temperature
T) and densities (bulk magnetization m,, bulk energy
density), additional surface fields (such as a surface mag-
netic field 4, surface interaction constant, etc.) and corre-
sponding densities (such as the magnetization at the sur-
face, m ), universality classes for surface critical behavior
are usually narrower than those for bulk critical behavior.
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For example, in the case of a semi-infinite Ising ferromag-
net with short-range interactions, m, behaves as ~ | 7| B
when 7=(T—T?)/T?—0+, with an exponent ;=3
characteristic of the ordinary transition if the interaction
between the spins at the surface is not enhanced too much
relative to the bulk, but with a different exponent 3;=/}
characteristic of the special transition if the enhancement
takes a critical value—even though all bulk quantities
have the same critical behavior in both cases. For still
stronger enhancement, a behavior of m, characteristic of
the extraordinary transition is observed.

The universal relations among bulk critical amplitudes
near second-order phase transitions can be understood as
the result of a two-scale-factor universality.>~> Roughly
speaking, this means that all nonuniversality of the singu-
lar part of the bulk free energy and of the asymptotic part
of correlation functions can be absorbed in two indepen-
dent nonuniversal scale factors, which are associated with
the two relevant fields 4 and 7 appearing in a scaling or
RG analysis. A description of surface critical behavior
requires at least one, or more, relevant surface fields in
addition to these bulk fields. [Note that we do not consid-
er transitions (such as the surface transition) at which the
bulk stays noncritical.] By analogy, one thus expects a
multi-scale-factor universality, namely a three-scale-factor
universality in the cases of the above-mentioned ordinary
and extraordinary transitions, at which three fields are
relevant, and a four-scale-factor universality in the case of
the special transition, which has four relevant fields. We
shall give a general derivation of this multi-scale-factor
universality using the field-theoretic RG approach.’ This
approach has been extended recently to semi-infinite sys-
tems!?~!® and lends itself particularly well to a systematic
investigation of universal properties.

Our analysis is based on the Hamiltonian
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for a scalar order parameter ¢(x). Here, x =(x,z) is a
d-dimensional position vector with x;, a (d—1)-
dimensional component, and z>0. The volume integral

dV extends over the d-dimensional half-space z >0, the
surface integral over the (d —1)-dimensional plane z =0.
The model is the Ising (n =1) version of the much-
studied semi-infinite n-vector model.!* Although we
shall, for simplicity, only consider the n =1 case, those of
our results that concern the O(#n)-symmetric paramagnet-
ic phase carry over to the general n£1 case; this will be
indicated by keeping track of the n dependence in the cor-
‘responding results. For the sake of simplicity, we shall,
moreover, limit ourselves to a computation of critical am-
plitudes (above and below ch ) for the ordinary and special
transitions. Critical amplitudes for the extraordinary tran-
sition can be calculated along lines similar to those we
take in the computation of the amplitudes below T?.

In contrast to critical bulk amplitudes, critical ampli-
tudes of surface quantities have scarcely been studied pre-
viously. The only studies we are aware of are the Monte
Carlo work of Landau,'!® a recent calculation of the
universal ratio C;,;'i,) /Cs(,jn)i to first order in e=4—d for
the model (1.1), where the Cs(,:rp}/md mean the amplitudes
of the singular part of the (excess) surface specific heat for
7—0+, at the special and ordinary transitions,!” and
some preliminary results of Eisenriegler'® concerning am-
plitude ratios for polymer quantities.'

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Sec. II we briefly recapitulate the necessary field-theoretic
tools which are used to derive the promised multi-scale-
factor universality. In Sec. III examples of universal ra-
tios involving critical amplitudes of various surface sus-
|

R N+M
G MM(p 2)2m)? 18 > bk sz(N'M)(x,r)exp
k=1

In order to absorb the ultraviolet singularities of
G'MM_ the following reparametrizations are needed:
¢=Z,§,/2¢>R , To=p*Z, 747, g=p2m"?Z,u ,
(2.3)
¢ [s =(Z¢Zl )1/2(¢ l s )R » Co =,U'ch +Csp .

Here, o is an arbitrary momentum scale. ¢ |, =¢(r,0)
means the order parameter at the surface. Z,,
w=¢,t,u,l,c, are bulk and surface normalization factors
which are given in Refs. 10 and 11 to two-loop order. 7,
and cg, are the critical values of the multicritical point
that describes the special transition; they vanish in dimen-
sional regularization.
The renormalized functions

g . — M2
GI((NM)(JC,I‘,U,T,C,[.L):‘-Z¢ (1‘l+1\’)/221 M/

X G MM (x r;g,70,¢0) (2.4)

satisfy the RG equations
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ceptibilities at the ordinary and special transitions, both
above and below T, are given, and the results we obtain
for these using the € expansion are summarized. In Sec.
IV some of the calculations are outlined. In addition, the
universal order-parameter profiles at the ordinary and
special transitions are given to order €. While in the case
of the special transition our result is in accordance with
Ref. 12, we find in the case of the ordinary transition a
discrepancy with the profile obtained by Wilson.?’ The
source of this discrepancy is explained in Appendix B.
Section V is reserved for concluding remarks and a brief
summary.

II. THE RENORMALIZATION GROUP, SCALING,
AND MULTI-SCALE-FACTOR UNIVERSALITY

We begin with a brief summary of renormalization-
group results. Details of the field-theoretic approach we
employ may be found in Refs. 10—12. With regard to no-
tations, we follow Ref. 21.

Let

N M conn
G(N,M)(x,r)E<H o(x) 1 ¢(rj,o)> (2.1

i=1 j=1

denote a connected (N +M)-point correlation function
(cumulant) with N points x,-=(x,-“,z,~), i=1,...,N, off
the surface, and M points (7;,0), j=1,2,..., M, on it.
The cumulant average { )°°™ has the usual meaning and
is defined relative to the thermodynamic average { ) with
the Boltzmann factor exp(—#{¢}). We use the abbrevi-
ations x={x; |i=1,...,N}, z={z |i=1,...,N}, and
r={r;|j=1,...,M}. Introducing N+M (d—1)-
dimensional parallel momenta p;, k=1,...,N +M—
one for each xi, (pr=p;) and one for each r;

(p=pn yi)—we define the parallel Fourier transform
G NM)(p,z), with p={p;}, by

N M N M
—i 3 pixy—i 3 pyayry | (Il dxi | (TLdr |- (2.2)
i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
[
10, +B,8, —(2+7,)70,
M M
——(1+~rzc)c<’ic+NJ2r Mg+ M=o, (.5

with B, =ud,|ou and 7, =ud,|nZ,, w=4¢,7u,l,.c,
where 0, | o denotes a derivative at fixed bare parameters
T0:8Co- The values 7}, =,(u*) of 5, at the infrared-
stable fixed point u* give us the usual bulk exponents
n=mnp v=024+n1%)"", and A=(v/2)(d +2—7), as well as
the surface exponents 7P =n+77, AP=(v/2)(d —7iP) of
the special transition, and the crossover exponent
D=v(14177).

Solving the RG equations (5) in the standard fashion,’
by characteristics, one obtains, for GR =G (RN M)

A dG"""E A o
Gr(p,z;u,7,c,pu)=1 EcGr(p/Lzl;u,7c,u) , (2.6)

where [ is a scale factor and the running variables %,7,¢
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are defined by

Inl/= fuwl)du'/ﬁu(u') ’
F)=1"YE,r, 2.7
c()=1"*"E,c ,
with
E.=E_(u,u)
=exp [—fuﬁdu’[2+n,(u’)—v‘1]/B,,(u')] )
(2.8)
E.=E_ (u,u)

=exp

_fjdu’[1+nc(u')—<l>/v]/ﬁu(u’)] .
We have used the notation dg for the p dimension of G
and 7§, with
N6 =[(N +M)ng+Mn,]/2,
for its anomalous dimension. Eg is given by

EG EEG(ﬁ,u)

—exp | [T du'notu) —n51/Buw | . @29

The result in (2.6) can be easily generalized to include bulk
and surface magnetic fields. Given the Hamiltonian

H—ho [dVe—hio [dS¢,

we can define dimensionless renormalized field 4,h; and
corresponding running variables %,k via

(2.10)

h=H_(d+2)/ZZ;5/2ho , h1=,u_d/2(2¢21)1/2h1,0 (2.11)
and
RD=1"2"E,h , Ry()=1"T"E, n,, (2.12)
where
Eh EEh(U,u)
=exp |—fuﬁdu’{%[d +2—mn4u")]—A/V} /B, (u') ] ,
(2.13)
Eh1=Eh1(u’u)
=exp |— [ du'{$1d —ngu’) —ny(u")]

— AP/} /B u") | .

Equation (2.6) remains valid if we add 4 and 4, or % and
%, to the variables appearing in the @R ’s on the left- or
right-hand side.

In the critical domain (7—0), which corresponds to
1—0, we may replace @ by u*, neglecting corrections to
scaling. Choosing / such that 7 is no longer critical,

namely by
=1, (2.14)

and using dimensional considerations, we find that @R
takes the asymptotic form
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A d, *~v(dG+77’é)
GR (P,z ;U,T,C,h,h 1;“)"’# GE(;T

XE(pT ~V/u, uz7%;
L BTN e
(2.15)
with
F=E;r, ¢=E;c, h=Ejh, hy=Ejhy, (2.16)

where the asterisk again indicates the replacement 7 —u*.
The function E§ =Eg(u*,u), as well as E}, EY, and E;’f],
depends on the initial coupling u# and are therefore
nonuniversal. By contrast, the scaling function =, which
is given by

EG\|

1]

u=u* r=1,pu=1"

is independent of u and p and therefore universal. Note
that

7% =+(Nn+MnqP) 2.17)

and

E§=E;"E;M . (2.18)

Two important results can therefore be read off from
(2.15): First, f\?R asymptotically takes the scaling form
expected from the phenomenological theory of scaling.’
This means, in particular, that the critical exponents of
the special transition can be expressed in terms of two
bulk exponents (v,A) and two surface exponents (A, D).
Second, we see that apart from the four nonuniversal
scales E7, Ej, E;, and Ej, (and the trivial u dependence),

the right-hand side of (2.15) is universal. This four-scale-
factor universality is the obvious analog of the familiar
two-scale-factor universality? of bulk correlation func-
tions.

To proceed, we need some information about the scal-
in various limits. If 7, ¢=&7"®,

—

ing function =

~_ ~ _ _ASP
A=h7~3, and 4;=h;7 ' are small, one observes a
behavior characteristic of the special transition. Thus the
limit ¢—0 of = should exist:

linz)E(/z,g;c,é,Al)=Eo(/¢,5;é,él) , (2.19)
as do the limits h—0,4;—0 at fixed ¢#0 or ¢ =0.
These statements can be, and in some cases have been,
checked by perturbation theory. However, as 7 decreases
at fixed small ¢ >0, c— « and one expects a crossover to
a behavior characteristic of the ordinary transition when
¢~1. The form of E for ¢— « follows from the require-
ment that (2.15) must match with the asymptotic behavior
at the ordinary transition (which was analyzed in detail in
Ref. 10). Reasoning as in Ref. 21, one finds that

E(s,5,¢,4,41) ~ c_MyEw(/L,g;é,élc—y)

—r§/e

+ 8,2 X const X e ,  (2.20)

with??
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— (5P __,01d rb—1 n+2
y=H—rir)/ +n+8

e+0(€?), (2.21)
where y$% and y{\ denote the familiar susceptibility ex-
ponent y;=w(1—1,) of the special or ordinary transi-
tion, and it should be recalled that M specifies the number
of surface points. [The additional term for M =2 follows
from the fact that limT_,o+@ 902)(p =0) exists for ¢>0
and h=h, =0; see, e.g., Ref. 21.] An easy way of seeing
that 4, appears in E_ in the combination £;¢ 7 is to note
that, upon taking a derivative 9/94, of (2.20), M should
be replaced by M + 1 because 0= /94 is the scaling func-
tion associated with G (VM +1),

Using well-known scaling laws,” we can rewrite 4™

as

A~ =Efh A (2.22)
where

EP° =Eg(u,c)=c Ej (2.23)

is a scale factor analogous to E,’,"I. When (2.20), (2.22),

and (2.23) are inserted into (2.15), one sees that, for
c—>w, G has a similar scaling form as for ¢ =0. The
only differences are (i) the scaling function = |
(2.15) is replaced by E, (ii) the surface exponents AP in
(2.15) and 7P in the definition (2.17) of 1 must be sub-
stituted by the corresponding exponents A"‘d,nﬂ'd of the
ordinary transition, and (iii) in the definitions (2.16) of 7,
and (2.19) of Eg,Ej is to be replaced by E"rd

The result conflrms what one would nalvely expect for
the ordinary transition according to the phenomenological
theory of scaling, namely that all critical exponents can be
expressed in terms of three exponents (two bulk ex-
ponents, v and A, and one surface exponent, AS™®) and
that all nonumversahty is contained in three nonuniversal
scales (E;, E%, and E;‘,”d) Thus, in contrast to the spe-
cial transition, the umversahty class of the ordinary tran-
sitions is, in fact, characterized by a three-scale-factor
universality.

c=0==p 1IN

III. UNIVERSAL AMPLITUDE RATIOS

Using the results of the preceding section, it is straight-
forward to construct universal amplitude ratios. The only
carriers of nonuniversality are the scale factors
E%,...,Ej and p. Consequently, a ratio is universal

whenever these scale factors and the powers of u cancel
out. We shall mostly be concerned with susceptibility am-
plitudes and therefore begin by recalling the definition of
local, layer, and excess susceptlblhtles

Let m(z)={(¢(x,z) ® r, be the renormalized order-

parameter profile and X(z) be the layer susceptibility

om(z)

. (3.1
oh  |h=h,=0

X(z)=

In the following we shall always assume that h =k, =0,
unless the contrary is said (or evident from the context).
In terms of m(z) and X(z), the bulk, surface, and excess
magnetizations m,, m,, and my, or susceptibilities X, X1,
and X, are given by
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mp=m(0), Xp=X(0),
m;=m(0) N XIZX(O) 5 (3.2)
mszfowdz[m(z)—mb] ) Xs=f0wdz[)((z)—
We also define the local susceptibility by
Xo= 20 (3.3)
n=3n, .

Writing the singular part of any of these quantities in the
form

,’,nrd/sp

X11~X(ui,1>rd/sp [7] , (3.4)

we introduce critical amplitudes X(lf)ord/sp, ms(;“’, /sp» ELC.
Here the plus or minus sign refers to 7>0 or 7<0, and
ord or sp to the ordinary or special transition. In the
analogous definitions of the critical amplitudes of the
quantities my, X;, my, Xi, mg, and X, the appropriate
bulk or surface exponents B, v, Bi, ¥1, Bs=B—v, and
¥s =Y +v must, of course, be substituted for y,.

As an example, let us demonstrate that the ratio
XEXF /() is universal. The susceptibilities X,, X1,
and X, can be expressed in terms of G 20 G 2, and
G @& respectively, and satlsfy the same RG equations as
these Let 2%(c), E{f ), and E{*)c) be the scaling
functions of X, X1, and Xy, i.e., the analog of E in (2.15)
for h=h,;=0. Using the well-known scaling law
¥Ys+711=2y; and (2.15)—(2.18), one concludes that

DTG 1 =EP(04)Z57(0+)
X[-—(‘H )]—-2 .

All nonuniversality has dropped out of
lim, o+ lim,_ o XX 11/X3, leaving a universal ratio. The
universality of this ratio at the ordinary transition can be
derived in an analogous fashion. According to (2.20), we
expect, for ¢— «, the asymptotic behavior

—-(+ —(t
EFNe)=EX) 10(%,

—( + - —_
EF N e)=EE) eV +o(c™?)

(3.5)

(3.6)

—¥R/P , —(+)

+EiT e P 4o0(c™?),

where :it‘,) , :(1+°f,, and E(ﬁ)w are (universal) constants and
the symbol o()—which should not be confused with
O ( )—has the usual meaning. [A function f(c¢) is said to
be o(g(e)) for e— oo if f(c)/g(e)—0; it is said to be
O(g(e)) if f(e)/g(c)—const.] We must now take into
account that because of ¥$\® <0, X;; does not diverge at
the ordinary transition. Its leading singular gart (for
c— ), XiT , m terms of which the exponent ¥} and the
amplitude X\T on{ are defined, follows from the term
xe™¥ of Ej (c) Upon inserting  (3.6) in
lim,_,o+lim,_, , X, X{7€/X3, one sees that all nonuniversal
factors (contained in ¢, for example) cancel again out, giv-
ing

(£)q ()1 (£)y—2 =(+) =
X=X (G ]ord:':Sw':l

—_(t
:(”—)( )=const X ¢

+ —(t)y—
T) (:(1_)) 2

(3.7

The universality of other ratios—in particular, of those
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presented below—can be derived along the same lines.

'We next present the € expansion of a variety of univer-
sal ratios. The results are based on the one-loop calcula-
tions described in the next section. We find?*

n+2 T

(+ ) () yl+)y—2 —

XD =1+ g €5 +0(€), (3.82)

[X,(g—)X(ll—)(X(l_))—z]Ol’dz —0.096+0(62) » (3‘8b)
_ n+2 T

X OGPy = gy +0(e), (.80

XX ) 2= —0.25e 4+ 0 () . (3.8d)

Note that the € terms in (3.8b)—(3.8d) are identically zero
because the Landau approximation’ predicts that X,; is
analytic in 7 for 7<0 and ¢ > 0, and yields
X;(7, ¢ =0)=0, both above and below T?.

Other universal ratios we have calculated are

(x§+>/xg~’>o,d=—i‘/—§(1_o 15€)+0(€e?), (3.92)
X X T p=—4V2e°400(e) (3.9b)
<x§+’/x§—))0,d=—}5(1+o.11e)+0(ez> ,  (3.102)
P /X =2(1+0.92€)+0(€?) , (3.10b)
T X T ora=3.1€71+0(€%) , (3.11a)
T = V3(140.56€)+ 0 () . (3.11b)

In each case, a calculation of the next term in the € expan-
sion [for example, the O (¢€) term in (3.9b)] would involve
a two-loop calculation.

Since ys=y+v, both at the ordinary and the special
transition, the ratios Xs /X s,sp are also universal. Their
€ expansion reads
-1

n+2 w
Xh/lh=— | 232l | 40, 32
X o/ X = —5.8¢"14+0(€) . (3.12b)

We also give some examples of mixed universal ratios
involving amplitudes of both bulk and excess surface
quantities. For ¢ = or ¢ =0 the order-parameter pro-
file m(z) and the layer susceptibility X(z) can be written
as

(3.13)
(3.14)

m(z) =mbaord/sp(2/2§) ’
X(2)=Xp X dssp(2 /28)

where E=£F) | 7| ~Vis the bulk correlation length. Since
aside from the scale £*, the scaling functions Osp/ord and
X g; /)o,d are universal, the following ratios are also univer-
sal:

Mo /My TE =2 [ 7 dllooas(O)—11,  (3.15)
XS5/ X E ) =2 [ o°° dEIX S E)—1] . (3.15b)
Our results for these ratios read

migm/my €7 = —21n2(1—0.05€¢)+ O (€?) (3.16a)

m;,;p’/(r‘n,g—’g‘—n:%e+0(e2) , (3.16b)
YR ) _n+2 |1 1 2
sord/(X &)= n+8 V3 > +0(e7),
(3.17a)
X o/ X TE ) =2(140.94€)+0(?) (3.17b)
(+) i (+) n +2 T
Xty /(X E ) = w182 —+0(&, (3.17¢)
Xigp’/()(f,_)g("))=——1——2“e+0( €. (3.17d)

As already indicated in the Introduction, no previous
estimates of the above universal amplitude ratios other
than Landau’s'>!'® Monte Carlo (MC) results
X /X Voram3.14 (d =2) and ~0.78 (d =3) of the
two- and three-dimensional Ising model seem to exist in
the literature. In Fig. 1(a) we compare these with our re-
sult (3.9a). The agreement is unfortunately extremely
poor. Particularly puzzling is the fact that these MC esti-
mates and the (exact) mean-field result for d =4 appear to
fall on a straight line whose slope differs appreciably from
the one predicted by (3.9a) at d =4. While we certainly
cannot expect that a simple linear extrapolation of our
first-order result, (3.9a), gives accurate results for d =3 or
even d =2, the slope at d =4 should come out correctly.
Landau also gives the estimates 4 | m:( o | =0.60+0.05

and mb '~1.20, for d =2, and 6msord | ~2.3+0.2 and
mi ) ~1.57,% for d =3. These can be combined with the

L]
3 (a)
v 2 .

OPER1

§ .

:f
2 3 d & 5

2973

b

21"21;2#":_-;::::;’—_

10 .

05

(=) (-) g(~)
=My, ord Imb g
L]

0

2 3 d & S

FIG 1. Universal amplitude ratios (a) (X!™/X{™))ora and (b)
mioh/my~ =) as a function of the space dimension d. The
straight lines below d =4 are linear extrapolations of the € ex-
pansions given in (3.9a) and (3.16a). The arrow and the dashed
line indicate the respective mean-field results which are exact
for d >4. The dots represent values which were obtained from
the MC results of Refs. 15 and 16 and the results of Ref. 26 for

5(_)~
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results £ ~Nd=2) =0.176+0.005 and &' ~Xd=3)
=0.24410.001 of Tarko and Fisher?® to obtain the esti-
mates m{gh/my 7€ ") ~0.71 (d =2) and ~1.0 (d =3).
The same d =3 estimate is obtained from the more recent
data of Binder and Landau?’ through numerical integra-
tion of their profile o,4(£), using (3.15a). In Fig. 1(b)
these estimates are compared with the linear extrapolation
of the O(e) result in (3.16a). While the agreement is
much better than in Fig. 1(a), it is again somewhat dis-
turbing that the estimates based on the MC data seem to
fall on a straight line through the exact d =4 result, with
a slope different from the one predicted by the € expan-
sion. It would be interesting to see whether the d =4 re-
sults in Figs. 1(a) and 1(b) can be confirmed by MC calcu-
lations. For completeness we also note that the exact re-
sults of McCoy and Wu on the two-dimensional Ising
model®® imply that (X{T/X{T)oa=1.

IV. OUTLINE OF THE CALCULATIONS

We next give a brief outline of our calculations, omit-
ting uninteresting technical details. The interested reader
may consult Refs. 10—12 and 29 for further information
on technicalities.

Being specifically concerned with susceptibility ampli-
tudes, we begin by recalling how the surface susceptibili-
ties X1, X1, and X, read in terms of the correlation func-

tions G ™M) introduced in Egs. (2.1) and (2.2). We have

~

X11=6 g?(p =0;0,0) (4.1)
and

Xi= [ dzG R p =020 . 4.2)
X, is given by the last line of Eq. (3.2), with

X(z)= fow dz’' G 29(p =0;z,2") . (4.3)

These relations hold above and below ch . We first
descrlbe the calculations for the disordered phase
T> Tc,c >0. These are technically easier because below
T?, as in any ordered phase (1nclud1ng the surface-ordered
and bulk-disordered phase), the G MM>g also depend (in a
functional way) on the order-parameter profile m (z).

A. The disordered phase (T > T?, ¢ >0)

The strategy outlined in Sec. III requires the calculation
of the scaling functions associated with X, X, etc. This
can be done in a perturbative fashion by computing the
latter quantities for ¥ =™ and arbitrary ¢ >0, 7>0, us-
ing the free propagator

K—Cqo

K+CO

e—x’z—z’! —k(z+2')

G(p;zz')=—=— e (4.42)
with

(4.4b)
In fact, to one-loop order, with which we will be satisfied
throughout, X;, X1, and X, can be worked out analytical-
ly; X;; may be found in Ref. 39, X, in Ref. 29, and X, can

k=(p+10)' 2.

be calculated along similar lines.

However, for the evaluation of the amplitudes, detailed
knowledge about the ¢ dependence of these quantities is
actually not needed. It is sufficient to know their asymp-
totic behavior for ¢ equal or close to the respective fixed-
point value ¢ =0 or ¢ = w of the special or ordinary tran-
sition. In the case of the special transition, the amplitudes
are, because of (2.19), entirely given by ¢ =0 quantities.
Since we use the dimensional regularization scheme, ¢ =0
implies c¢o=0. Hence, only Feynman graphs with the
Neumann propagator @N=€; | =0 have to be evaluated.

This procedure, in which one sets ¢ =0 from the outset,
gives the same results as the previous one of keeping the
full ¢y dependence first, then renormalizing, and finally
taking the limit ¢ —0.

The case of the ordinary transition is more subtle. Here
one would like to set ¢y =« from the outset, so that only
Feynman graphs with the Dirichlet = propagator®®
Gp=G | =, must be computed. While this turns out to

be possible, two interrelated difficulties are encountered.
First, the amplitudes cannot entirely be expressed in terms
of the functions G{"™ | __ because these vanish identi-
cally whenever M >0. Nevertheless, the asymptotlc
behavior of G{"™ can be related to co= oo quantities in
the way described in Refs. 10, 21, and 31: One expands
the bare G'VM’s in powers of co 1. The leading term in
this expansion is cO—MG( ), where G N:M) is the Fourier
transform of the ¢y = oo function
o)
Cop=o0

624 = (T1 o(x) T 3,0t
i=1 j=1
and 9, =0, means a normal derivative. The desired infor-
mation then follows upon renormalization of G
However, the two methods—first renormalizing, then tak-
ing the limit ¢— oo, or first expanding in powers of cg ',
then renormalizing the expansion coefficients GV"™ _do
not, in general, give identical results. The reason, roughly
speaking, is that the limits A— o and cy— o do not
commute. [The cg ! expansion fails to capture terms
«In(1+A/cy) which become singular in the limit
¢co/A—0. These are precisely singularities of the sort
that are absorbed by Z_..] Exceptions are quantities such
as GR ), whose limit ¢— oo exists and is nonvanishing.
For those, both methods yield the same results because the
contributions from the additional counterterms one has
for ¢ < o vanish as ¢— . For other quantities (such as
G{VM M0, or X;) the two methods yield different
nonunlversal amplitudes. The difference amounts to a
different choice of the scale factor E"rd in (2.23): Aside

from an overall proportionality factor (which depends on
the choice of Z,., Z,, and the corresponding renormaliza-
tion factor'® needed to renormalize 9,¢ for cy= « ), the
two scale factors Ef™ differ in that ¢~ in (2.23) is re-

placed by (co/u)™! 1f one uses the method based on the
¢ expansion. Of course, we are free to use either one of
these two methods for calculating the universal amplitude
ratios at the ordinary transition as long as we consistently
use the same method for all nonuniversal amplitudes in-
volved. However, caution must be exercised in calculating
universal ratios which involve amplitudes at both the spe-
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cial and ordinary transitions. Here, one must really insert
the values which follow from the large-c behavior of the
renormalized quantities for the amplitudes at the ordinary
transition. If one nevertheless wishes to use the cqg ! ex-
pansion, one must know the precise relation between the
respective nonuniversal amplitudes. In the case of the
amplitude ratios (3.12a) and (3.12b), no problem arises,
since lim,_, X ex1sts and is nonvanishing, both methods
yield the same X' 5, or)d

Our results for the susceptibilities at u =u* and ¢ =0
read

-5 n—+2
Xy=7 "0 et (5-3Cp+0(e) (4.50)
—yP n—+2 3 T 2172 2
= e l1—2Cr+ 23 o
X1 mr 1-5Ce+5 +0(€?)
(4.5b)
— n+2 2
=7 s 4.5
Xs="7 +82€+0 ) (4.5¢)

where Cr=0.577215... is Euler’s constant and we have
set u=1. The corresponding results for the ordinary tran-
sition are

as 2 —713
Xie=—(Eg™™ )*r
n+2
X 1+me%<3—¢E)+0(e2) (4.62)
__aord
X =Eqg®* 7" ll :+2€ (Cg+m3~12—3)
+ O0(e?) (4.6b)
X,=—r s 1+"+26[-(1 Cp)+m(L —37172)]
n+8
+0(e) (4.6¢)

The results in (4.6a) and (4.6b) were obtained using the

co ! expansion. E°'d* should therefore be interpreted as

Co ].

B. The ordered phase (T < T2, ¢ >0)

The computation of the amplitudes for the ordered
phase requires as a first step the calculation of the order-
parameter profile. Since one-loop calculations of the pro-
files at the ordinary and special transitions were already
described in Refs. 10, 12, 20, 29, and 32, we only give a
brief summary of the equations which must be solved. As
stated, we will only consider the case n =1. (The profile
for n >2 may be found in Ref. 29 to one-loop order.)

In the absence of bulk and surface magnetic fields the
(bare) profile (¢(x)) = ($(0,z)) satisfies the equation

r'Yx;{(s)})=0, 4.7)

with the boundary condition

3,(d)=cold|s) (4.8)

where T! is the usual (bare) one—pomt vertex func-
tion. Writing TWV=r{’+T"+---, ($)=(d)o
+{$)y+ -+, etc., we split all quantities into tree (=0
loop), one-loop, and higher contnbutlons We then ex-
pand Eq. (4.7) about (¢ ). Since T'{"(x;{{4)o})=0, we
obtain, to one-loop order,

aa§+7+§(¢>% ($(x))1=—T{"(x;{{d)o}) . (49

On the left-hand side the mean-field expression for the
(p =0) Fourier transform of the two-point vertex func-
tion is recogmzable, its inverse is the free propagator

G P(p;z,2';{{¢)o}) defined by
‘—a§+P2+T+§<¢>(2) @82)(p;z,z’;{(¢)0})=5(z —z'),
(4.10)
together with the boundary condition (4.8) for

z—0,2z’' >0, or vice versa. The right-hand side can also
be expressed in terms of G ). With the notation

[=[a%"prmi-t,

p
it reads
T (€8 }0)=$(80.0)0 [ & Ppiz,z;{()o})
p
4.11)

Using G, Eq. (4.9) can be solved for {(#);. Upon sub-
stitution of Eq. (4.11), the profile becomes

(¢(x))=(4(0,2))o
_.% fow dz' G

x [ G@p;z,2;{{do)})+0(2-loop) .
14

2(0;2,2"; {0} ){8(0,2') )¢

(4.12)

The mean-field quantities (¢ ), and G 2 are known for
all values of ¢y >0.3® Specifically for ¢y= o, they may
be found, for instance, in Refs. 10 and 20, and for
Co=Cqp, they are given in Ref. 12. In a s1m11ar fashion
the two-point correlation function G ®(p;z,z';{{(¢)}),
which, for z >0 and z’ > 0, is precisely the function G (2'0)
defined by Egs. (2.1) and (2.2), can be expressed in terms
of (¢)oand G . The result is represented graphically in
Fig. 2.

To obtain the renormalized profiles for ¢ =« and
¢ =0 from (4.12), we isolated the poles in € which occur
for co=ow or co=0 in the dimensionally regularized
theory and verified that these poles vanish when the bare
order parameter, temperature, and coupling constant are,
according to Eq. (2.3), expressed in terms of their renor-
malized counterparts. We then set # =u* and exponen-
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tiated the logarithms in 7 to arrive at (3.13) with
my=my~ |7 |?, (4.13a)

where

my ) =(6/2%79"2y*)1/? 1—%(ln2+CE—1)+0(62) )

(4.13b)
and
E=E) 1|7, (4.14a)
with
E)=2"1—(EHCr+e+0 (] . (4.14b)

(The bulk correlation length is normalized such that

Oord §) =N E) +ea I E)+O (),
owa(¢)=tanh{ ,

oM(E) =1 |F(mV3— 2 )E sech’— 253
with
R(O)=

where K, and K, are modified Bessel functions and (&)
is defined by

© 2 172
1o)=["apPl=25p +4H 7] 4.17)
©O=fo @ (
op(§) was already given in Ref. 12; it reads
Usp(§)=1+§‘ Ko(46)—3I(5)+ ‘?“e—zg +0(e?) .
(4.18)

[Note that the variable & of Ref. 12 differs from the one
employed here by a factor 1+ O (€). Nevertheless, the two
functions o,(§) are the same to first order in ¢, the im-
plied difference being of order €2 ]

The shape function o,.4(§) was previously calculated by
Wilson,?® who used a different method and obtained a
slightly different result. Instead of solving Eq. (4.9) by
means of the Green’s function G 3 Wilson made an an-
satz for (¢), in the form of a linear combination of hy-
perbolic functions and then tried to solve for the coeffi-
cients. In Appendix A we repeat the calculation of
0oq(§) along these lines and correct Wilson’s result. The
corrected result is given in Eq. (A11). We checked by nu-
merical evaluation that the latter is equivalent to Eq.
(4.15). In Figs. 3 and 4 extrapolations of o,4(£) and
0(£) to d =3 are depicted and compared with the recent
Monte Carlo results of Binder and Landau.?’ To ensure
that the extrapolation complies with the exponentiated
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9 tanh?¢[1 (£)(1+tanh®¢) — I'(£)tanhg] + 3K o(46)(1 45 tanh?6) + 12K, (4 Jtanh¢ + éx,mg)

<b>
o——ot—— +

<¢>

+o—o——o + 4<0 )L»"

FIG. 2. Expansion of G%%, for T <T?, to one-loop order.
The lines represent the free propagator G*. The weight of the
two-point vertex in the second graph is g{¢)¢(¢ ), and that of
the three-point vertex in the last graph is g (¢ )o.

G(Z'O) = o—o +

,_ alrZ(gin)

an q2=0 ’

where I'{2), is the renormalized two-point vertex function
of the translationally invariant ¢* theory in momentum
space.) Our result for o,4(&) can be written as

(4.15a)
(4.15b)

tanh¢ secht + + fo“’dz'R (&)tanh(£)2 | 7| G 210,2,2", {{$)o}) ] , (4.15¢)

, (4.16)

[

short-distance form!'®1>?° g(£)~¢ of Oora/sp(5) We
expanded the logarithm of (&), reexponentiated to obtain
o(&)=0"Yxp(ea'V/0'?), and then set e=1. In both
cases the one-loop result compares better with the Monte
Carlo data than the mean-field result. Perfect agreement
between our one-loop o..4(§) and the Monte Carlo data
calr(l)not be expected, because the one-loop approximation
to ‘

(B —B)/v=1—te— 15 +0(€)

(B,—B) /v

(4.19)

is not very accurate. If we neglect the O(e®) terms in

oord(g)

11 .

0 T T : —
0 1 2 ¢
FIG. 3. Order-parameter profile at the ordinary transition,
oord(§), in tree (dashed curve) and one-loop approximations

(solid curve). The dots are Monte Carlo results taken from Ref.
27. )
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(4.19) and then set e=1, we obtain (84— B)/v~0.83; if
we include them, we obtain instead =~0.73. Since this
latter value is much closer to the Monte Carlo estimate?’
0.67, a two-loop approximation should give much better
agreement. In the case of o4({) the corresponding O (€)
and O (€?) estimates for

(BP=B)/v=—~te+15€+0(€)

are =~—0.17 and =~ —0.16, and are virtually indistin-
guishable from the slope ~ —0.17 of the Monte Carlo
data [cf. Fig. 5(b) of Ref. 27].

Substitution of Egs. (4.15) and (4.18) into Eq. (3.15a)
yields the amplitudes

(4.20)

migh=—(3/2%"u*)""21n2[1—0.32¢ + O (¢?)]
(4.21a)

and

ms(,s—p):(3/2dﬂ_d/2u*)1/2 e%+0(€2) . (4.21b)

The susceptibility amplitudes can be calculated along
similar lines. One starts with the expression for the bare
two-point function given in Fig. 2. The computation of
X; and X, involves z integrals over external points. It is
advantageous to do these integrals first because the corre-
sponding external lines of the one-loop graphs in Fig. 2
are then simply replaced by the mean-field susceptibility

Xo(z)=(2| 7| )~ 'sech?y[sinhy cosh’y
+2(y +sinhy coshy) —cosh*y+1]
(4.22)
for co= o0, Or

Xo(z)=(2|79])~! (4.23)

for ¢o=0, where y = | 74/2 | /%z. External legs that con-
nect a surface point with an internal point z >0 corre-
spond to

¢5'9,G Pp =0;2",2; { ($)0}) | z=0,cy= o =C5 'sechy
(4.24)

in the case of the ordinary transition and to Xy(z =0) in
the case of the special transition. Care must be exercised
in the calculation of X to properly extract the divergent
bulk piece f 0 dz X,. By isolating the poles in € and re-
moving these via the reparametrizations (2.3), one can
bring the renormalized susceptibilities X, X, and X, into
a form which contains only convergent integrals. These
can then be evaluated by numerical integration. Since the
calculations are fairly lengthy, we refrain from presenting
them in detail. As an example, we only describe the cal-
culation of X; in Appendix B. [To make Appendix B
self-contained, there we use 0,4(§) in the corrected Wil-
son form (A11) as input. However, we checked again that
the alternative computational method outlined above and
based on Eq. (4.15) gives the same results.]
Our susceptibility results for u =u* and ¢ =0 are

2

0sp (C)

0 1 C 2
FIG. 4. Order-parameter profile at the special transition,

ow(8), in tree (dashed curve) and one-loop approximations (solid
curve). The dots are Monte Carlo results taken from Ref. 27.

Xu=|7| R AV2[1-0.294e+0(2)], (4.252)

X,=|7| T L[1-0.4319¢+0(e?)], (4.25b)

Xy=—|7| " ﬁ_;ﬁmez) : (4.25¢)
At the ordinary transition we find

= — (B 2| r| W [0.321e4+0(D], (4260

Xy =E™ | 7| 210,259+ 0())],  (4.26b)

X;=3%2"%2|7| " [140.177e+0(e)] .  (4.26¢)

From Egs. (4.13b), (4.14b), (4.21a), (4.21b), (4.25a)—
(4.25¢), and (4.26a)—(4.26c) the € expansions of the
universal amplitudes given in Sec. III follow in a straight-
forward fashion.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this work we have shown that universal relations ex-
ist among critical amplitudes of surface quantities. By
applying field-theoretic RG methods to semi-infinite
model systems we were able to elucidate the general origin
of these relations and to give a systematic derivation of
the expected multi-scale-factor universality. Within our
field-theoretic approach this multi-scale-factor universali-
ty arises as a natural consequence in much the same way
as the familiar two-scale-factor universality at bulk criti-
cal points. With each relevant field (A,7,h,c at the spe-
cial transition or h,7,h at the ordinary transition) is asso-
ciated one independent critical exponent (which follows
from the anomalous dimension of the bulk or surface
operator to which it couples) and one independent
nonuniversal scale factor. Similarly, as all critical ex-
ponents can be expressed in terms of the four (special
transition) or three (ordinary transition) “basic” exponents
7,v,0F, P or n,v,nﬁrd, say, all nonuniversal amplitudes are
expressible in terms of these four or three scale factors.
Ratios from which these scale factors drop out are univer-
sal.

We also worked out the € expansion to one-loop order
of a number of universal ratios. Owing to the shortness of
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the series, extrapolations to three dimensions are very un-
certain. This can, in principle, be improved by extending
the € expansion to the next order, a task which appears
feasible but extremely laborious. To obtain more accurate
estimates of the universal ratios that we calculated.
Monte Carlo calculations along the lines of Binder and
Landau®’ might be very useful. An experimental deter-
mination of susceptibility amplitudes is clearly difficult
but seems absolutely within reach of present experimental
techniques. In particular, the proposed x-ray scattering at
grazing angles3* should have some potential usefulness in
this respect. Another type of experimentally accessible
universal amplitude ratios are those for the surface ten-
sion of polymer solutions discussed recently by Eisen-
riegler.!® [The statistics of such polymer solutions is
described by the n—0 limit of the semi-infinite n-vector
model (1.1);”'%35 their nice feature is that the analog of
the surface enhancement ¢ may be experimentally varied.]

Finally, we have presented, within the one-loop approx-
imation, the universal order-parameter profiles at the or-
dinary and special transitions. These compare reasonably
well with the Monte Carlo results of Binder and Lan-
dau.”’
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APPENDIX A: ORDER-PARAMETER PROFILE
AT THE ORDINARY TRANSITION

In this appendix the order-parameter profile o,4(§) is
calculated along the lines taken by Wilson.?® The main
difference between his and our approach is that we again
use dimensional regularization, whereas he cuts off the
parallel momentum integrations at |p | =A.

To calculate the bare profile we set co= 0. At zero-
loop order we then have

($(x))o=(6]| 70| /g)!*tanhy, , (A1)
where here and below y, means
vo=Bz, B=(|1y|/2)"2. (A2)

The free propagator reads

GPp;z23{{d)o})=fp;z2)—f(p;z,—2z'), (A3)

with

—wp |z —2'| )/2wp(wp2-—Bz)(wp2—4Bz)]{[3B2tanh2Bz—B2+wp2+sgn(z —z')3w, B tanhBz](ze2z")}

(A4)

where w =p?+4B% This agrees with Egs. (12) and (17) of Ref. 20 up to an obvious misprint in the last line of Eq. (17)

[—-3 sgn(z —z) should have a plus sign].

We now wish to solve Eq. (4.9). Inserting Egs. (A1) and (A3) into Eq. (4.11), we obtain, for the right-hand side of Eq.

4.9),

6|70

_F(ll)(x;{<¢)0})=_§ tanhy,Q (y,) ,

Q o)/ || 2 %42 =e"}(

(AS)

—4+6sech’yy)+2Cg —2+421In| 27 | +(6—7312—3Cz—31n| 27, | )sech?y,

+m312sechyo — $J"(9o) +2J (o) + 67 (po)tanhyo — [ £1"(yg) + 127 (y,) Jtanhyq

+181'(yg)tanh’y, — 181 (yo)tanh*p,

The functions I and J are the same as in Ref. 20; I was
already introduced in Eq. (4.17), and J is defined by

T(po)= [ dp(p?+4)~ 1 2exp[ —2po(p?+4)1"7] .
(A6)

Equation (A5) may be compared with Eq. (A2) of Ref. 20.

In the latter the first term inside the curly brackets should

be increased by 1, so that it becomes 1 —21In(A/B). Aside

from some additional terms in our Eq. (AS5) resulting

from products of the form O(e~!)XxO(e), the O(€°)

terms then agree in both equations, as they should.
Following Wilson, let us take

($(x)) =82~ 4%6| 1, | /8)'/?
X 2[a(yo)+b (po)tanhyg +c (po)sech?yy

+d(yo)sech®pytanhy, ] (A7)

as a trial solution to Eq. (4.9). Inserting an ansatz of this
form in his Eq. (A2), the analog of our Eq. (4.9), and
comparing the coefficients of tanh’y,y, » =0,1,...,5, on
both sides, Wilson derived his set of equations, (A9). If a
solution to these latter equations exists, then the ansatz
clearly solves his Eq. (A2). However, since (A9) consti-
tutes six conditions for the four unknowns a(yg), b(yg),

.¢(yg), and d(yp), a solution to (A9) need not exist. Con-
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versely, if {(¢), in Eq. (A7) is a solution to Eq. (4.9) [or
Wilson’s Eq. (A2)], the coefficients a,(yg), . ..,d;(yg) do
not necessarily have to satisfy his six conditions (A9). In
fact, this is precisely what happens. We find that the
solution to Eq. (4.9) takes the form (A7), with

a;(yo)=a,(yog)—a;( )tanh2y0 , (A8a)
in which
¥y
Tivo)=3 [, dy'[4I (") +T (Y +3HGN],  (A9)

with
H(y)=f0m dp(p+3)~Hp24+4)~2exp[ —2p(p2+4)'/?] .

(A10)
The other coefficients are
b(yo)=(2€)"'—+(Cg—1+In| 27| )+ b,(yy) ,

i (A8b)
b1(yo)=—5[15I(yo)+J (yo)+18H ()] ,
¢(¥o)=73Yo(Ce+ 3 +In| 275 | —2/€)+¢1(yo)

(A8c)

1 Yo ' (! ’ ’
eiyo)=—7 [ dy'[181(2)+57(y")+9H ()]
+—;-y0(77‘/§_%) ’

di(yo)=31(yo)—(7/12)V3, (A8d)

where we have defined c; in such a way that o'}}(£) takes
the concise form given below.

The main difference between Wilson’s and our result
for (¢ ), shows up in a;(y,).3¢ His a,(y,) differs from
ours in Eq. (A8a) in that tanh?y, is replaced by
exp(—2yg)—1. To see that Wilson’s a;(yg) is incorrect,
note simply that the terms «exp(—2y,) to which it gives
rise cancel neither in his Eq. (A9a) nor in (A9c); they only

vanish in the difference (A9a)—(A9c), as a solution to
]

which his a;(yy) was constructed. On the other hand, re-
placement of his a,(yo) by ours does not lead to a solution
of his set of equations (A9); otherwise the terms that re-
sult from the tanh?y, piece of a;(yo) would have to van-
ish identically. While, therefore, our coefficients
a,(yo), - ..,d(yo) likewise do not satisfy the analogs of
Wilson’s conditions(A9), it is a matter of straightforward
algebra to verify that our result in Eq. (A7), with the coef-
ficients (A8a)—(A8d), is a solution to Eq. (4.9).

When Eq. (AS5S) is combined with Egs. (A7) and
(A8a)—(A8d), and the expressions from Eq. (2.2) are sub-
stituted for 74 and g (Z4=1) at this order), the poles in.€
are found to cancel. After setting u=u*, Egs. (3.13),
(4.13a), (4.13b), (4.15a), and (4.15b) are recovered, with

ood(§)="F[a1(§)+by(§)tanhg +c,(£)sech’s
+d;(§)tanhg sech?¢] . (A11)

APPENDIX B: CALCULATION OF X (T <T?)
AT THE ORDINARY TRANSITION

Following the strategy explained in Sec. IV, we expand
the bare susceptibility Xy pare in powers of cg !. This gives

X 1bare=€0 X1, +0(c3) , (B1)
with
Xio= [ dz2G LV p=052), (B2)

where G ‘' is the Fourier transform of
<an¢(x|’|,0)¢(x“’z) >c0=w .

The graphs of X, . follow from those given in Fig. 2 by
taking a normal derivative at one external point and in-
tegrating the other external point over z. One thus finds

X1,0=B"'—(g/B) [” dy[{(0,9))o($(0,9))1++Q (»)Isech?X(y)
+6g fowdyl fow dy,tanhy tanhy,sech’y 1 Xo(y2)R (y1,92) , (B3)

where X,(y) was defined in (4.23a), and

Ry1,y2)=[[6 P (p =0;21,22;{{$)0}) | )= o =297~
b

Bl-€ fzwr(X,yb}’z)dx . (B4)

d—1
2

4r” [T

The function r is symmetric with respect to interchange of y; and y,, and for y, >y, is given by

6y, =[(x2—4)"0B+72 /5 (x2_1 )z]e_zxy‘(B tanh?y; +x2—1+ 3x tanhy, )?

X [(3 tanh?p, +x2— 1)sinh(xy, ) — 3x tanhy,cosh(xy,)]? . (B5)

R (y,,y,) contains a bulk singularity, as may be seen from the fact that the x integral in (B4) diverges for e=0 when
y1=y,. We extract this singularity by rewriting the x integral as follows:

fzw dx r(x,y1,y,) =+ f;x—fexp(—Zx [¥y1—y2 | )dx+f2w [ (x,y1,y2)—Fexp(—2x |y, —y, | )ldx +0(e) . (B6)

The second integral is convergent, so we set é=0 there. The first integral, considered as a distributionin y; —y,, has the

expansion

T f:x* exp(—2x |y —y; | Jdx =273[2(e '+ Cg)8(y) —y2) + | y1—p2 | T'exp(—4 |y, —y, | )+0(€)], (B7)
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in which | y;—y, | 'i‘] is the generalized function denoted by | y; —y, | ~!in Ref. 37.

Another problem arises in the y integral in (B3). Aside from the explicit pole terms in (¢ ), and Q(y), there is a
singularity coming from the term «J"(y) in Q. To see this, note that since J'(y) ~y ~2 and sech?yX(y) ~y as y —0, the
integral diverges at the lower bound. In Eq. (A5) we gave the € expansion that results when Q(y) is considered as a func-
tion. The appearance of the above singularity—a typical surface singularity—tells us that Q(y), considered as a distribu-
tion, has an additional singularity «e~!8(y). To evaluate the latter pole term, we must go one step back and replace

| 7| oJ"'(y) by the corresponding d-dimensional term from which it originated, namely by

1 3 pexpl—2z(p’+2|7])'"%]
1—e/2n d_d/2
T Ji(y) =297~ — B8
| 7o | '~y > 822{ 0 42 70 12 (B8)
The y integration can now be done before the p integration. One thus finds
®© ” 2 ® ’
| 70| 172 fo dyJ; (y)sechzyXO(y)=:—CE+2—ln|27-0| —8 fo dy K (4p)[2 | 7o | Xo(y)sech?y —4y] . (B9)
Using this in conjunction with Egs. (B2)—(B8) and Eqgs. (A7)—(A9), one is led to
X1,0=(]70| /2)"V14u(e ' —tIn| 7o | + 4], (B10)
with
A=—1 fo“’ dy sech?2 | 7o | Xo(p){tanhy[ 240 1}(£) + +y (Cg + + +1n2)sech?’y] + Cx — 1 +1n2
+2(2—73~12—Cg —In2)sech®y + (7 /2)V 3sech*y +3J'(y)tanhy
—[=I"(p)+6J (y)]tanh?y +9I'(y)tanh®y —9I (y)tanh*(y)}
++—+In2—Cg/4—2 fowdyK'l(4y)[2]TO|X0(y)sech2y—4y]———;- fowdyKo(4y)2ITolXo(y)sechzy
H3I2 4+ 3Cp+30F —4m2)+3 [T dy [ dy fly) |y —y | Tl
w12 ["dy [T dy [ dx flylrGopy ) — e ] ®11)
[
where Aside from an elementary integral, we need
(»,y")=2| 70| Xo(y")tanhy tanhy sech?y . (B12) © _
fy | 70 [ Xoly y tanhy y fo dy e~My2=1K, __ (2y)
Numerical evaluation gives
1/241—€/2 I'(e—1)
A=~—0.77 B13 =74
~—0.77 . (B13) (2+MT((1+€)/2)
The renormalized function Xﬁ w is given byl e lie A—2
[1—(u/2€)]X, , at this order. At the fixed point X oFy |1, 7 5Ty (C3)
u*=€/3+0(€?), it becomes +2

Xﬁwzzl/Z(I_Au*) ITI —(1/2+€/6) .

This implies Eq. (4.26b).

(B14)

APPENDIX C: CALCULATION OF X{(T >T?)
AT THE ORDINARY TRANSITION

Above ch the calculations are much easier and can be
done analytically. Specifically for X, we have again Egs.
(B1) and (B2), where now

—1/2 U n—d_—d/2_—e/2
X1, =70 "[1— 582 %4 15

x [T dye(1—e0,(»+0?],
(C1)
with
Q1 =15"*2% [ G(p;p.y;mo=1)
p
=(e/2—1)=2p 12K, _ »(2p). (C2)

for A=1 and 2. Here, Eq. 6.621.3 of Gradshteyn and
Ryzhik®® was used. The e expansion of the hyper-
geometric function ,F; may be worked out as in Eq. (2.12)
of Ref. 39. It can be written in the form

3—e 1+4€ 3—€ / 1+€
F ; x |T T(e—1 X
2y 1, D) ; 2 X 2 (e )/ T 2
=(1—x)"%|— [21—6+1n2 (1+4x)
1 172
+x2m L0 o

From here on the calculation proceeds in a straightfor-
ward fashion. Upon going over to renormalized quanti-
ties, the result in Eq. (4.6b) is recovered.
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