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The mean-field expansion of a four-fermion scalar-scalar interaction is reconsidered in two- and four-dimensional
space-time. We study the model with positive and negative signs of the coupling constant. If the coupling constant is
negative, the generating functionals allow the Laplace expansion after reparametrization with use of the collective
boson variables in the fermion-fermion sector. If the coupling constant is positive, collective variables should be
introduced in the fermion-antifermion sector. In two dimensions the theory is consistent for positive, coupling
constant, in four dimensions for negative coupling constant. Even in four dimensions the theory is renormalizable by

power counting.

I. INTRODUCTION

It has recently been recognized that a class of
theories describing fermions with quartic self-
interaction can be considered renormalizable by
power counting even in four-dimensional space if
the standard perturbation expansion in powers of
the coupling constant is replaced by Hartree-type
expansion techniques. The simplest four-dimen-
sional model of this kind with scalar-scalar four-
fermion interaction is

L =T - m)p— 5% F0)? , (1.1)

and the positive coupling constant g% has been
studied with the use of the 1/N expansion,''?anda
handful of results is already available. A similar
technique turns out to be also useful as a tool for
studying more complicated models such as non-
polynomial scalar interactions in four dimensions.?

In a smaller number of space-time dimensions
these techniques, when applied to the model (1.1),
yield results bearing no apparent marks of incon-
sistency.*® In four dimensions the situation was
far from being clarified because all existent find-
ings exhibited ghost poles in propagators of the
collective excitations. Even with unwanted poles,
the model (1.1) was particularly appealing mainly
because of its unexpected renormalizability in the
framework of the new expansion technique.

In this paper we shall attempt to reconsider the
theory in order to find the possible origin of un-
wanted poles. We shall use the integral version
of the mean-field expansion as formulated in Ref.
6 and applied to fermionic theories in Refs. 2 and
5. This expansion, however very similar to, is
more general and more elegant than the ordinary
1/N expansion. At least formally, it can be used
even for single (or few) component fields which
are indeed the case of final physical interest.

The common feature of the mean field and the
1/N expansion is the introduction of auxiliary col-
lective fields which appear as intermediate bosons
turning the original quartic coupling into the Yuk-
awa-type coupling. In both methods auxiliary
fields are introduced in such a way that the ef-
fective-action functional remains unchanged.
Originally constant, the propagators of auxiliary
fields acquire kinetic terms from radiative cor-
rections. These kinetic terms are responsible .
for the change of the power-counting rules, as
well as for the appearance of additional physical
or unphysical poles in the theory.

If the number N of field components is large,
then the sector in which collective fields should
be introduced is fixed by combinatorics which
picks out a class of diagrams contributing to the
leading order in powers of 1/N.

In the model with the interaction Lagrangian

3@, (1.2)
=1

Z|=

collective fields are introduced in the () sector
and the quartic interaction is replaced by the Yo
Yukawa interaction. If the interaction Lagrangian
has the form

N LW, L.3)

then collective variables are defined in the ()
and (J9) sectors and Pyo and oy trilinear vertices
replace the original quartic vertex.

Therefore, the insight gained from the analysis
of the 1/N-expanded theory may be misleading in
the N=1 limit as, for N—~o, (1.2) and (1.3) de-
scribe completely different theories. Extrapola-
tion of Green’s functions from N large to the N=1
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region is dangerous at least because for N large,
order by order in 1/N, different diagrams contri-
bute to Green’s functions of models (1.2) and (1.3).
There are diagrams which contribute to the first
order of the 1/N expansion applied to (1.2) and to
the infinite order of the same expansion applied

to (1.3), hence on the N=1 level, transition from
(1.2) and (1.3) corresponds to the essential re-
ordering of the (divergent) series.

In the mean-field expansion collective fields are
introduced in the very same way but with no ref-
erence to combinatorical arguments. The ambig-
uity connected with the possibility of the free
choice between two ways of introducing intermed-
iate bosons was the main obstacle in understanding
the significance of the expansion. In this paper
we show that the mechanism creating neutral col-
lective fields in the (J7) sector cannot compete
with the mechanism which assembles (39) or ()
in double-charged collective modes. If one is
consistent, the other is not. Which is the correct
one depends on the sign of the coupling constant
and the number of space-time dimensions. It has
already been recognized* that the model (1.2) al-
lows the 1/N expansion only in the case of the pos-
itive coupling while for (1.3) the expansion is cor-
rect only when the sign of the coupling is negative.
Otherwise, the reparametrized Lagrangian would
be equivalent to the Lagrangian of the Yukawa
model with infinitely heavy mesons and imaginary
coupling constants. The above statement is inde-
pendent of the dimensionality of the space-time
but does not eliminate the ambiguity of the choice
between reparametrizations corresponding to
(1.2) and (1.3). In particular the Lagrangian of the
free theory can be written in the form

L =8 - m)Y+g*Py)* - g2(FY)* . (1.4)

Expanding the first interaction part with the (Jy)
collective field and the second with (¥3) and (33)
modes we cannot obtain the complete mutual can-
cellation of terms unless all order contributions
are evaluated and summed up. As a result, the
theory remains ambiguous because contributions
stemming from the expansion of the free theory
written in the form (1.4) can be freely added to

7

Green’s functions obtained from (1.2) or (1.3).

There is one possible way out of this trouble.
The expansion will be unambiguous if for some
reason (1.2) or (1.3) will disallow the viable ex-
pansion in 1/N (or analogous mean-field expan-
sion).

Searching for such an argument we have per-
formed direct calculations in the first order to
complete the existing results obtained in (1.2) and
its mean-field analog.

In two dimensions the model is consistent if the
coupling constant is positive and neutral collective
(¢9) and (¥P) fields are introduced.® We show that
with negative coupling and double-charged collec-
tive (y¢) and (PP) states the expansion fails be-
cause the ghost poles are produced in intermed-
iate propagators. Then we pass to the four-dim-
ensional case and find that the ghost pole disap-
pears when the interaction Lagrangian enters
with a negative sign and neutral bosons are re-
placed by double-charged collective states which
resemble Cooper pairs in the theory of supercon-
ductivity.

II. THE MEAN-FIELD EXPANSION IN THE SECTOR
OF COOPER PAIRS

We shall consider a theory of the spinor field
with quartic scalar self-interaction given by the
Lagrangian density i

Ly =P(i8,5— m0,) U+ My, (2.1)

in two- and four-dimensional space-time and for
both signs of the coupling constant A. Our discus-
sion is intended to complete the analysis of the
model (2.1) which has already been extensively
elaborated with use of the 1/N (Refs. 4 and 1) and
mean-field®:® expansions, but only for positive
values of the coupling constant.

We shall use the integral version® of the mean-
field expansion which is a path-integral general-
ization of the Laplace method of the asymptotic
evaluation of ordinary integrals. The vacuum
functional of our model is

20,91 Jf (0TDvIen (¢ [ are it o mou iy BRI + T+ i) (2.2

Here and in the following we omit normalization
factors but it should be understood that all inte-
grals defining generating functionals are properly
normalized.

To perform the mean-field expansion we intro-
duce auxiliary Bose fields in such a way that the

r
integration over fermionic degrees of freedom in
(2.2) becomes Gaussian. This allows us to per-
form the integration over ¥ and ¢ variables ex-
plicitly and leaves us with integrals over auxiliary
degrees of freedom. The integral over the Bose
fields is not Gaussian but can be expanded with
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use of the Laplace method which yields a series
of moments of Gaussian integrals which can be
explicitly evaluated. The resulting perturbation
expansion is essentially different from the expan-
sion in powers of the coupling constant and its
main virtue is that its renormalization properties
are dramatically improved.

Auxiliary fields can be introduced in several
ways; however, the requirements of consistency
may exclude certain possibilities. This situation
is well known from the 1/N expansion where in-
termediate fields are used as a convenient device
which simplifies the 1/N power counting. For ex-
ample, in the Gross-Neveu version of our model
the interaction Lagrangian is

NI T,

where a enumerates the species of fermions and
a their spinor indices. The 1/N power counting
is simplified by introducing intermediate scalar
collective field 0 whose equation of motion is an
equation of constraints of the form

o= NAPE

This pattern of construction has been adapted to
the mean-field expansion in Refs. 2 and 5. Ojima
and Fukuda’ have investigated a similar two-dim-
ensional model with double-charged complex col-
lective fields o and o' satisfying

o=\ /2¢$C , 0.1' =) /szpc ,

where the superscript C means charge conjuga-
tion. This choice is appropriate to the interaction
Lagrangian

T

As before, Latin indices enumerate fermions and
Greek indices their components.

Here we are considering the interaction of a
single-component field and the combinatorics does
not point out any particular method of the repara-
metrization. The quartic term is ¥,3,%, and aux-
iliary collective modes can be introduced in 9,9,
¥,% as well as in 3,3, sectors. Although the prob-
lem requires the discussion of all possibilities,
we shall confine ourselves to the latter case and
only to the scalar intermediate modes.

Let us rewrite (2.2) in the form

z[7,J])= f [Da][pzp][pa][po]exp(i f AW[T 1B = 16 o)y gx@a¢3¢a¢ﬂ+,7d¢u+ana]), (2.2')

or equivalently,

217,7)= [ (DTDID)Dolexs(i | d[FiBuu= mop)ie 256,70

+ 2d/2-1gzpad)ﬁaaﬂ— aaﬂoaﬂ.*-jazpa + aatJo:]) * (23)

Equation (2.3) was obtained from (2.2) by adding to it a Gaussian term

—[%(—’\)maﬂs— aaﬂ][%(_x)”zwad)ti— GaB] ’

and defining g0=2"’2“””2 where d is the dimension of the space-time introduced here to compensate later

the factor produced by the trace of the unit matrix.

1t is obvious that consistency requires that ¢, be antisymmetric in @, 8 and G ,,0,,, P00 as well as
G,40,% should be real. All these requirements are met if we impose that

—o-d/2 = _og-d/2p=1l .t
Oap=27"Cpg0, Tog=270"C7 0",

(2.4)

where C,; is the operator of charge conjugation and ¢ is a scalar field. Adding source terms of the auxil-
iary fields and rewriting the entries of (2.3) in the matrix form we obtain

z[J,d,j,jTl= f [DF][Dy][Do][DoM]exp f [—o’fo+j to+j ot + 2, Pe) <goc°“’ K ><¢3>

wn(: )
6&5 0 ‘-ft

%

K,s g07C™1,

(2.5a)

where T means transposition and K ,,=i#,,—m,0,, The shorthand for (2.5a) is
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Y

In order to perform the integration over fermionic degrees of freedom we change variables to get rid of
the linear term. Defining

OHO)=)

we obtain

2[7,7;5,5"= f (D[ DY][Do][Do"|expi f l:%(¢,$)ac<¢>+(z/),$)A(J)— afo+j*o+ja'] . (2.5b)
J, A

2[7,5:,i"= J (DwIDvlIDolDMex i [ [%umm-m(") 50, @x@ - a*o+j'o+jo*]

J U

The inverse matrix x™! is

tr=1 ;9T
x1=[8°€ T +m (g%ofo+m2-0)*.
—if—-m goC

We can verify this by inspection if we notice that C,,#,,=Cg#,,.- Now the integral is Gaussian and can be
explicitly evaluated. The result is
Z[J,d;7,i']= f[Do][Do*]exp[ifd"x (itr In(g®oto+m? - D) — o'o+jlo+jof

-1 f A" [ J()S,, (6, )W) +I(%)S,,0x, )T (y) +T(x)Sy (2, y)I(p)

+T00S y)i(y)])] . (2.6)

The S; R functions will be identified as fermion 'form
propagators and they are 4 X 4 elements of the 8
x 8 ATX YA matrix. Their exact form is

Z[J,J;7,5%= f [Do][Do']
Splx —y) =go'(x)C (O, - m? - g2 (x)o(x)) o(x - y) ,

Sual = 3) = (=i +m) (O, = mi® = g2 ()N 6x =), x exp (i Flo, o's7, 7,3,3')
(2.7a) (2.8a)

Syilx =) =(E8T - m) (D, = m® = g% (x)o(x)) *o(x — y) , . Rotating to Euclidean space we obtain

Spolx —9) =goC-1(0, - m® - gcto)™,

or, in the momentum representation, Z{J,733,3"1= f [Do][DoT]

Su( P) =g0'fc-1( pz - m? -—gZO'TO)'l ,

1 LT oot
= 2 2 2 t.\-1 XeXp(—sF[o,o YR Y ]) .
S12(p) =(B+m)(p? - m? - g?cT0)?,

(2.7b) (2.80)
Sy (p) =(=B7 = m)( p? = m? - g%cT0)!, In the end of calculations the expansion parameter
Syl p) =g0C(p? = m? = g2a )1 . is set equal to unity. It was introduced in the same

way as the loop expansion parameter and in the
In diagrams S, will be represented in the form of

single directed lines as shown in Fig. 1.

In order to perform the mean-field expansion
we introduce the arbitrary expansion parameter
€ into (2.6) which we now rewrite in the abridged FIG. 1. Fermionic propagators.

X > y < —_———  —————
S ix,y) Syix,y) S, (x,y) S,lx,y)
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% +( ) i—«—]rp—i + n—»qr«-
(a) + ;—j‘l—»«-+ n—N-H—»—i

* b ! - -
ézb'os ﬁ + x«-»—lr-»-x+ n—»-U-(—u

diagrammatical language our expansion is actually
the intermediate field-loop expansion. The nth
order collects contributions stemming from graphs
containing » loops involving at least one ¢ line.

The dominant contribution to the integral (2.8)
comes from the path on which F; assumes mini-
mal value. Let such a minimum exist for o(x)
=0,(x) and o%(x) =0}(x). The mean fields o,(x) and
ol(x) are thus defined by conditions

OF
50 (x)

_0,

oV (x)=0} (x)

50'(x)

¥ (x) =0} (x)

We also require that either

(2.9) + * + vy
_OF =0. . (b) || II

FIG. 2. Diagrammatical representation of the gap

equation.
5F
— >0 -
AN 25505000 |y O

*F and

Azz(x,y)zm u"av>0’ (2.10)
=00
C,..\x,y,z,w)= 'F
det(A,-k) >0, T IAYZ R ES) = 50’;’(%) 50";(3)) 50U 2) 50";(1,0) wech ’
or (2.13)
Aylx,y) = Aglx, y)=0, where
(2.11) ' )
o(v), ifi=

5F ov) = {

Alz(x,y)5m| p g>0- : o'(v), ifi=2
A =0,
e.g.,
bet us detine Byalx,y,2) = 53F/50‘0(x) 80,(y) 80d(2) .
)= BF iip=1.2 Making a Laplace expansion of the functional
Biyx,9,2 60%(x) 80%(y) 604 2) | gvagu’ JaRE S, integral (2.8b) and then returning to Minkowskian
° momenta we obtain

(2.12)
J

- .. i - ..
Ze[']’Jy]:]T]N exD(EF[oo’ OJ;J’J:Js]f])
x exP(Zz-tr ]'nD) {1 _g f d" d" d"zd"w Cijkl(x’y9Z’w)(¢4_1)¢j(x,y)(A_1)k;(Z W)
+§ fd

x[2(47Y),,(x, a)(A™Y,, (¥, DA™Y, (2, c) +3(A™Y),,; (6, ¥I(A™Y,, (2, @) (A7Y),,,(B, €)]

" d"z d"ad"™ d"c B;;{x,y,2) By, a,b,c)

+0(€2)} , (2.14)
where D=det(A4,,). The derivation of (2.14) follows the steps described in Ref. 6 with only minor modifica-
tions which are due to the presence of two intermediate fields.

Before we proceed to the calculations of the effective potential and several Green’s functlons we fmd it
convenient to redefine the auxiliary field and the coupling constant g so as to make g d1mensmn1ess and
o’ to acquire the canonical dimension of the scalar field. We define
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o=Mo, g=gM™, g>0. (2.15)

This redefinition does not change our previous formulas except for the free o'oc mass term which now gets
a more conventional M?¢'o form.

The mean-field conditions (2.9) yield the gap equations which are represented in Fig. 2. Their analyti-
cal form is

53’& =08 +516) g e,
-3g f dg dE[I(S (L - x)CSYP (x = E)I(E) +I(EST (£ - x)CS Y (x — £)T(8)
+J(O)SE(& = x)CSH(x = ET(£) +T()SY(& - x)CSY(x - )T (£)]=0 (2.16a)
and
OF

== MZ20,(x) +j(x) —igtrC-* S (x,x)

~ig farad ISP (£ -0 C S (x - HIR) +IQ) S P (E-2) CS (2 - T (2)

+J(£) SN - %) C1 S, (x = £)I(E) +T (2) SL (L —x) C-1S,(x - £) T (£)]=0, (2.16b)

where the propagators S; ("’ are obtained by replacing ¢ and o' by o, and ¢} in the expressions for S;,. Spi-
[ 0 ik

nor indices have not been shown explicitly. The summation over them follows the standard matrix con-
vention [notice that in the definitions (2.7) certain matrices are transposed].
Higher derivatives of F can be immediately obtained from (2.15) with use of the identities

50(2) Su(x y) gbu(x,z)CSu(z,y), ‘ @.17)

[
80—,(2—)8“(::,}’) = g8;,(x,2) C18,,(2,y) .

Again, these identities can be derived immediately if we remember that C,, gd ¢p 18 symmetric.
For example, the leading-order contributions to the inverse o propagators are

62
An(x-y)= 80,(x)60,(y)
=—ig?tr S (x-y)CS(y~x) - gfd:dg[J(:)S“”(c x) CS12(x = 9)CS P (- £) J( &)
+J(@)SP(L-x)CSP(x-9) CSP(y- )T (&)
+T (@) S -2 CS P (x-y)CSD(y—-8) I (&)
+d (@) S (e-x)CSP(x-9)CSD(y- 1) T ()],
(2.18a)
2 F
An(x_y)z—_——éoo(x)ﬁof(y)

=-M?25(x~1y)-ig?trCS P (x-y)C- IS(°’(y %)
~3g® faraglsO SR -0 CS P (x-5)C 8, (y - HIE)
+(£)S {26 - x) CS P (x = 9)C1Sp(y - £) T (2)
+J(£) S (£ - %) CSQ(x—9)C-1S (v - £) J(E)
+T(€)S(E-x)CS P (x-9)C2S2(y =T () +(& — )], (2.18b)
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52F
A -—y) =
= =) e0Ty)
=—ig?tr C-18 0 (x - 9) C-1S{2(y - x)
~g* [arad J©) S P x) C15,5(x - 9) C15,,(y - ) I(¢)
+J(8) S (¢ —x) C-1S,(x—y) C-1S,,(y - £) T (£)
+JT(£) S (€ = %) C-1S,,(x —y) C-1S,, (v - £) J(£)
+J (£) S (& —x) C-1S,,(x —y) C-1S,,(y - £) T (£)] . (2.18c)

In Fig. 3 we have translated the above formulas
in diagrammatical language. It is straightforward
to calculate higher derivatives with respect to ¢
and 6'. To represent the (#+m)th derivative
o"*™F/ 60 150" graphically, we draw all possible
(7 + m)-sided polygons and (z + m +1)- sided open
polygonal paths. Then, in all possible ways we
attach Fermi sources and sinks to the ends of
open polygons. To the n +m apexes of each dia-
gram we attach, also in all possible ways, m
outgoing and z incoming double arrows represen-
ting differentiations. Finally, we orient Fermi
propagators according to the orientation of arrows
in apexes and species at the ends of open paths.
Having expressions for A, B, and C is trivial,
however, space consuming to calculate the va-
cuum functional by direct substitution of these
quantities into (2.14). The rules of the calculus
are similar to those of Refs. 2 and 5, except for

FIG. 3. Diagrams contributing to the ¢ two-point
functions.

lcomplications caused by the presence of three
kinds of Fermi propagators and three kinds of
intermediate propagators. Although A-! xx and

S,k are nonvanishing functions, this must not mean
that the charge (Fermi number) is not conserved
in our model. All propagators used in our ex-
pansion are 0, dependent and o, satisfies the
mean-field conditions, thus it is manifestly source
dependent. What we really need here is that

A“KK and S, . disappear when sources are switched
off. This may take place if 0%(J =J=j =j' =0) =0.

III. TWO-DIMENSIONAL MODEL
TO THE LOWEST ORDER

In the lowest order of the mean-field expansion
the generating functional of connected Green’s
functions is

Wo=Flo},00; 7 ,d,5,i'], @.1)
with o, and o}, given by the mean-field conditions
(2.16). Considerations of the preceding section
have revealed that in general two-point S;; and
A-1;, functions do not vanish. This implies the
possibility of the charge nonconservation and
casts doubt on the physical meaning of our model.
Therefore, we should check whether the mean
field develops nonvanishing values when sources
are set equal to zero. Let us recall that the mean-
field conditions are actually conditions for the
minimum of — F. With sources off, at least to
the lowest order, the mean-field conditions are
identical to the conditions for the minimum of the
effective potential. The lowest-order unrenor-
malized o-effective potential is

Vy(0y,08)=M20 {0,
e
v [ nlgo oyt k). 5.2)

Differentiating it with respect to o, and o} we
obtain
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vV, a’k 1

Vo _apegt _in25t

80’0_M T0=187%0 | (o7) m® +g2lo, k2"’
(3.3a)

v, a'k 1

! St =M?%3, -ig®,

@m" m2+golo,-k%’

(3.3b)
so that the minimum may occur either for o,
=0$=0, or for

d"k 1 2M*2

= . 3.4
@m)r rE-mi-gilo,  g* ©.4)
, The second derivatives are
9%V, d"k 1
9 Vo _ s 4515t
30,2 =18040, @n) (RE-mZ-gPoio R’
(3.5a)
3%V, 1
I Yo .4
60;2 =14 Uooof(zﬂ)n (kZ _mz _gzo(f)oo)z ’
(3.5b)
and
PV f
aaoao* =M -ig @m)nm?+g o'oo -k
, a'k 1
+zg40003 ./(211)" (kz_mz_ggcgao)z .
(3.5¢)

Subtracting pole parts of dimensionally regularized
integrals we obtain in two dimensions

e oy (e + Lpn£LGT) g g0)
%&:00 (Mz + Z%gﬂn%) , (3.6b)
aazozgzﬁ 40(*:7:0—:,”2’ (3.7a),
%:i‘g‘l 0{:100+m2’ 3.7b)
ey = (v e )

1 4_0329_ (3.7¢)

+ —
478 olo, tm?’

where u is an arbitrary scale parameter of the
dimension of mass. In the massless (m2=0) case
the lowest-order effective potential has the sym-
metry-breaking, charge-nonconserving minimum
at

olo,= p?exp(- 87 M?/g2)". (3.8)

If fermions are massive from the beginning, we
normalize (3.6) and (3.7) in the standard way:

v

— 2=t
R
[} uo=0,00=00
3V 2n
a0t| + L =Mpo,, (3.9)
0loy=0,00=09

2y
30,008

ug=0
Setting 1?=m? we find that V,, has a single mini-

mum at 0g=0. First derivatives of V are posi-
tive for positive values of the classical field 0,:

v 1 010,
s oo )

90,

(3.10a)
Vg 2, 1 ( , alo )]
__._ — + .
201 g [MR +4ﬂg In(l +g —Mmz , (3.10p)

and the effective potential is
Ve=M 32000 :)

L2 2t 2 980,
+E(m +g2%dto,) [In(1+g oz .(3.11)

Now, except for the minimum at 0{=0, V, has no
other extremum and increases up to infinity. Se-
cond derivatives are everywhere positive hence
the first derivatives are monotonic and the*gap
equations determine single-branch functions which
are defined for all positive values of 0,0}. The
effective action functional of the ¢ and ot fields is

Tolog, 0 81=Wylo,,08;d,d,7,4']

—_[jof,—fj"oo.

We define
J(x)=d(x), J(x)=d(x), 5.12)
) =9°(x), ¥3(x)=9°(x),

where
Zﬁ?(")=fdys?j<x,3v)J,-(y), i,j=1,2. (3.13)

Then
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Lo(0y,00) ==-M?320}o, +itrin(g20lo, +m? - 0)
3U0(SOrY,, 40, (3.14)

so that the inverse Fermi propagator is (S°)Y%;, as
expected. With all sources off we have o, =0,
=0 and only the mixed 9 § lines persist in the
diagrammatical expansion.

Setting ¢,=0 in (2.18) we find:

6T
o0 X6a,

=D, (pP) = =M 2 - ig? trf

@)

(D 5 (x,9)= D¢ (x, )
:—Mzé(x—y) .
-ig?tr[ Sy (x - y)Cs,,(y-x) C] .

(3.15)
Fourier transforming to the momentum space we
obtain

S(o)(k +p)C‘IS‘°’(k)C

g/' "k tr[(f+E+m) CH(= BT - m)C]

(217)" [(B+pP -=m?](RE -

Only terms even in y contribute. trmCmC-!
=2"2_ put tr[(p +#) C-* BT C] contains the trans-
posed y matrices. We diminish this inconvenience
using again the identities C,, §,,=C,,4,, and C,,
=-C,,. Wehave

(¥ +.5),“, Ct nkon Cpu =-(¢ +k)uu c, n Cup Kon
=- (ﬁ+%)uv C-lvncﬂpﬁpu
=-tr[(k+ A ¥]=-2"2(kp+1) .

Hence

m? = (kp) -

D)= =M e [ G T - )

= - M*+g%I(p?,m?) . (3.16b)

The main difference between our model and the
model with collective fields in the fermion-anti-
fermion sector manifests itself in the numerator
of the integrand in (3.16b). In the model with
($9) intermediate fields all terms in the numera-
tor would have a positive sign. In the language
of diagrams this difference is caused by the in-
version of one fermion propagator forming the
collective self-energy loop (see Fig. 4). Evalua-
ting I (p*,m?) in two-dimensional space and sub-
tracting on zero momentum we obtain

oUW,

FIG. 4. One-loop diagrams contributing to the self- -
energy of the collective fields. (a) In the model with
(%) and ¥ collective fields. (b) In the model with the
PP collective field.

) . (3.16a)

r

1
subgMI (p?, m?) :51; 2[ dx[1 -m?/p2x(1 - x) ]
0

1
+| dxln(1-p?x(1 - x)/m?)
0
(3.17)
Since
Dy (pP) = = M2 +g211(0, m?)
+ g% sub, TI(p?, m?), (3.18)

we define the renormalized constant M2 by the
equation

D, 0)=-M2 . (3.19)

The integrability condition (2.11) requires that
M?>0, in agreement with our previous assump-
tions. We are now able to examine spectral pro-
perties of the renormalized intermediate propa-
gator whose inverse is

D,"Y(p?) = = M* + g2 sub, 1 (p?, m?). (3.20)

The second integral in (3.17) equals B(k?/4m?) - 2,
where

2(1 - 1/x)/21In[(1 = x)/?+ (- x)¥2] for x <0,
(¥)=¢2(-1+1/x)"2arctan[x/(1 - x)]¥2 for 0 <x <1,
(1=-1/x)Y{~im+ 2In[(x ~ 1)¥2 + xY/2]} for x> 1.
(3.21)
The first integral in (3.17) can be written in the
form
j;l dxx*(1 = x)°(1 = ux)"°(1 - vx)™¢

and hence can be expressed in the form of the
sF',-generalized hypergeometric function. For
our purposes it is enough to observe that this
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integral is equal to zero for p*=0 and tends to 1
in the limit p®~. On the other hand, B(0)=2
and increases up to infinity as p®— 0, It is then
obvious that (3.20) assumes zero values some-
where between p?>=0 and p%= ~ = and therefore
the propagator develops the tachyon pole. When
£2%-0 the site of the ghost approaches minus in-
finity as — m?exp(27/g2). It is worthwhile to note
that the same kind of ghost would appear in the
propagator of the collective field if we would

blindly expand using the auxiliary field in the (Jy)
channel and the negative coupling constant.

Our result shows that in two-dimensional space-
time the model (2.1) is inconsistent when forces
between fermions are repulsive.

The analysis of the mean-field expansion applied
to the model with positive coupling is already
available. Without going into detail, let us only
mention that neither ghost pole nor other apparent
mark of inconsistency occurs in the theory.

IV. FOUR-DIMENSIONAL CASE

In four-dimensional space, after the dimensional regularization, the Eqs. (3.3) and (3.5) yield

oV Gl . ., [dfE 1
80, 0 \_M ) d mPigiolo, -
- 2 2

= a}; M? - ;—gﬂT(— Y- 1)(m2+gzo;oo)(1 - -;—»ln
oV _ [ 2 gz 2 2 2 T
o0f =0, -M v Gl +-y—l)(m +g crooo)<1—2
BV ao ot (4R 1
3002 =187040, 47t (kz_mz_gzo.goo)z

1 2 €. m?+g2lo
g olol| (7)1~ smereie)],

?v 1, 2 ‘ €. m?+gila
s~ ¢ o] (¢ -7) (- g )]

VY s s o [ A4 ¢k 1
80,907 =M -ig 41 m?+g20lo, - k?

2
=mr- L (— %— +y —1) (m2+gzo;oo)(1 - gln

T 4

where 7 is the Euler constant and u? is arbitrary.
We have written down all relevant terms of the
expansion to make apparent the fact that there

is no way to tame pole parts by adding counter-
terms to the existing parameters M? and g. We
could add an extra parameter corresponding to the
(0'0)? coupling (the fourth derivative of the effec-
tive potential is also divergent) and then proceed
formally as in the perturbative Yukawa theory.
When dealing with Green’s functions we would
then be forced to also introduce the o-field re-
normalization constant. This way, for all it seems
to be tempting, would render us directly or in-
directly, with methodological problems which

are typical for the nonrenormalizable theories

€

+z'g“ag a,

m?+g2lo
'___5‘2—0'"0')] , (4.1a)
m2 2 T
_%o_%)] , (4.1b)
(4.2a)
(4.2b)
d*" ¢k 1
4t (B -m?® - g%lo,)
2 2 T
ﬁ__zz_z_%zl) , (4.2¢)

'in standard perturbative approaches.

We must remember that we are in the first
order of the mean-field expansion and we do not
have any finite “free” or “tree” theory below this
order which could offer us normalization condi-
tions for Green’s functions in the ¢ sector. As
(2.11) told, all higher-order Green’s functions
are generated by the leading-order A, functions
used as nonlocal propagators and B, C, and other
functions of this type used as nonlocal vertices.
A, B, and C are divergent, so is F[o},0,,J,J,7,5'],
thus we should make an attempt to regularize them,
subtract divergent parts using a procedure which
possibly keeps g2, M?, and m® parameters being
fixed numbers to the first order of the expansion.
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We can accomplish this by allowing the arbitrary
u? parameter to be the e-dependent quantity. All
divergences present in the leading order cancel
if we define

u2=g2exp(-2/€), (4.3)

with arbitrary «®. There is nothing mysterious

in this fact. In the standard approach the changes
of the (then finite) scale parameter u? can be com-
pensated by appropriate redefinitions of the re-
definitions of the renormalized parameters (in-
cluding the ototoo coupling). There is no reason
which would a priori forbid us to repeat the trick
also for the pole parts in order to see that subtrac-
tion procedures for all simply divergent diagrams
are in fact connected and can be reduced to the
singular rescaling of all dimensional quantities
which are expanded in powers of the regulariza-
tion parameter €.

We do not need this property to persist in higher
orders when overlapping divergences will occur.
What is crucial for us is that we have reduced
the number of arbitrary constants in the leading
order to one (x°) keeping the parameters of the
Lagrangian being fixed numbers of the lowest
order of the expansion. The finite parts of Eqs.
(4.1) and (4.2) are

9 2 2.t
oV _ ;[Mz__(m + gl %)mwnzo],

90, K?

(4.4a)
1

2 6
D, (p? =—M2-f—f dx[m (—§+7—1)+P2x(g-37+

€ mP-pi+ szz)
X (1 -3 In e .
Using (4.3) we obtain
gz 1 ‘
Do.l(P2)= M2 __472_/ dx(mZ - 3p2x+ szxZ)
0
2 _ 52 2,2
x lnw_ﬁ__zm . (4.8)
K
The integrations performed, we find that

D, (p?)=M?~ g——ln(m’/x)z

+ _g;r_:pz [T(p2/4m?) - 2+ In(m?/k)] .
(4.9)

This expression for the propagator still depends
on the undetermined parameter x? which should

14 o
W“’{M ___(m g Gooo)lnm_n],
) K

(4.4b)
8%y g* mZ+ g%to
80‘02— 47 zUo ol __5_.0_0 (4.53.)
9%y m? +g o-non
ac.foz‘_‘ f;rzo'oc'oln (4.5Db)

82y g° m?+ g%'o
——=M2 -2 (124 0%t m_+£040
aateo, 4112( +£°0,0,)In P

t
+g%'o
_& ooooln—ﬁi—u

~ 4 (4.5¢)

In the following we shall argue that x?=m?2, thus
in both massive and massless cases we find only
one minimum at o4=0 and we need not worry about
the possibility of the charge (fermion-number)
nonconservation. Integrating the above equations
we obtain:

V=Moo,

1 m?+ g%to, 1
7rz(m +g%0%0,)? (ln——’z—ﬂ—-n 2). (4.6)

In 4-€ dimensions (3.16b) equals

SRR

(4.7)

{)e eliminated by use of the suitable normalization
condition. As we have already explained we do
not want to impose any condition which would not
refer to parameters of the original Lagrangian.
In particular, we avoid assuming that the propa-
gator (4.9) has the “traditional” form

D, Y (p?%) = —-M, 2+ p%+ g¥(radiative corrections),

(4.10)

and then fixing ? appropriately. This procedure,
however “natural,” cannot be justified by any
argument referring to the original quartic inter-
action.

. Another tempting possibility is to follow the
pattern of Ref. 2 and use the gap equation. This
method would be inconclusive here because of
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the lack of the symmetry breaking, but we shall
devote some interest here because, slightly
modified, it will offer us a certain consistency
condition for the renormalization procedure we
use.

The gap equations with Fermi sources off and
constant meson sources are

M?0,(x)=7j(x) —igtrC™S(x,x), (4.11a)
M?Y(x)=4"(x) - igtr CS{? (¥ ,x) . (4.11b)
Defining
floy,0h)= —ig;lgtrCSS’(x,x)
= -ig(—,l;trc“s;g’(x,x) , (4.12)

]

o™i oo(4,4"), 045,134,457
8"0'0(]' ’j" )3"0B(j ,j')

or, in the momentum space,

f(ao,o;)=ig2f(2‘::‘?,,,z m2+g2;3%_p2. (4.13)
We rewrite (4.11) in the form

M20,=0,f(0,,0%)+7, (4.14a)

M?o} =0} f(0,,05)+ 5. (4.14b)

Differentiating (4.14a) with respect to o, we obtain
5
M2=f(oo,or,)+oo§;f(oo,af,)+ 8j/80,. (4.15)
0

Using the relation

I 4 ommElofz53(2), i (2 Dolz;i(z), 5" )] |
- d 1. . 'd 'ld l. . 'd m . K o . R
f * %y k I‘{“ 11 0000x,3306,),5" (6, D600 435 (94), 57 (9D o8t 3o sTeorratin, o

h=l

For F=j we find that 3j/60,= —D,™(0). Thus (4.15)
gives

9
f(0,,01)=M2+Dy™(0) -0°r%f(g°’ ol).

If the symmetry would be broken we could now
use Eq. (4.14a) directly to conclude that with sour-
ces off

Ao"(0)=005%—f(00,03). (4.17)

Examining the derivatives of (4.17) with respect
to oy we would beable, asinRef. 2, to find relations
between the bare parameters and masses due to
symmetry breaking, but now, with sources off
0,(j=0)=0, and not necessarily f(o,,0%), ,=M2.
Now, with sources off, we have

£(0,0)=M2+D,™(0)= g (0,m?) . (4.18)

Formally (4.18) was an identity, the integrals
defining (o} =0=0) and g% (p2=0,m?) are identical,
though divergent. When regularized, they of
course yield the same pole parts. The finite parts
depend on the arbitrary scale parameter, thus
(4.18) is the consistency condition which tells us
that the scales used in the regularized gap equation
and Green’s functions should be equal. If we im-
pose the normalization condition on the propaga-
tor, e.g., fixing its value on zero external mo-
mentum, we are able to satisfy this condition by
fixing k2. This will also determine the scale in

(4.16)

&he gap equation which does not depend on any
momentum. This is not strange, the gap equation
coincides with the condition for the minimum of
the effective potential which is the generating
functional of Green’s functions on zero external
momentum and thus must satisfy the same re-
normalization conditions as Green’s functions.
The fermionic propagator remains unchanged
due to the lack of the symmetry breaking and lead-
ing-order radiative corrections. The direct quar-
tic coupling between fermions has been replaced
by the exchange of the intermediate boson and
the only reasonable condition fixing? is that which
relates the four-fermion amplitude to the original
quartic coupling constant A= - g2/M2. If we do
it on zero momentum, this implies that

g°D(p*=0)= - g*/M*. (4.19)
This is satisfied if
kZ=m?, (4.20)

thus I1(0,m?)=0, and in view of (4.18) £(0,0)=0.
The substitution (4.20) should also be done in the
formulas for the renormalized effective potential
and finite part of the regularized gap equation.
The normalized inverse propagator (4.9) is

D, Y(p?)=-M>+ —g‘%pz[B(pz/mz) -], (4.21)

For p2=0 B=0 and increases as p®— —« thus
(4.21) is free of tachyon poles, in contradistinc-
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FIG. 5. Classes of diagrams which are divergent in
four dimensions and lowest-order one-particle-irreduc-
ible graphs belonging to these classes.

tion to the theory with positive coupling and neu-
tral intermediate collective modes.

Changing the sector in which collective fields
occur and improving spectral properties we have
not spoiled the improvement of the renormaliza-
tion properties which have been found in the (J%)
sector. Also in our case the fermion propagator
has the usual high-momentum behavior S,(p)
~#/p?, while the intermediate propagator behaves
as D,(p?)~1/p%np?, thus we encounter only a
finite number of kinds of superficially divergent
diagrams. All of them are shown in Fig. 5. No-
tice that the conservation of charge exculdes dia-
grams with three external meson lines and that
graphs with four external Fermi lines are super-
ficially finite (see Fig. 6). This means that the
original four-Fermi vertex which was eliminated
in the very first step of our construction does
not reappear in the result of the renormalization
procedure. The same holds also in the model
with (%) modes but here we get something more:
it requires particular emphasis that in our model
the three-point (o99) and (o'¥p) effective vertices
are superficially convergent. The reason is that
if the charge is conserved then the vertex can
join an intermediate line with two fermion lines
or two antifermion lines but not with one fermion
and one antifermion line. In such a theory it is
topologically impossible to construct triangle
loops consisting of one bosonic and two fermionic

. [ 5
» > 2 7
v
I
L - > (-
Ll L4 >

FIG. 6. Lowest-order diagram contributing to the
superficially finite four-fermion vertex function.

FOUR-FERMION INTERACTION IN THE MEAN-FIELD... 1659

FIG. 7. Diagram contributing th the (09 ¥) vertex
function.

propagators. Integrations corresponding to such
loops would be slightly divergent because

A dBp
jo‘ W~ InlnA .
This kind of divergence is typical for the theory
with a neutral intermediate (%) state which allows
us to construct triangle loops. In our case the
simplest one-particle-irreducible graphs contrib-
uting to the three-point (o99) function has two loops
and is nonplanar, as shown in Fig. 7. Subintegra-
tions corresponding to both loops are manifestly
finite, the overall degree of divergence is zero,
but the integration is superficially convergent
because the diagram contains two intermediate
propagators. Each of these propagators contrib-
ute a p2lnp? term in the denominator. Introducing
the cutoff A we find that the contribution from

the upper limit of the integration behaves as

A dsp ~—1\_

', PEIn%? InA’
Thus the diagram of Fig. 7 is free of overlapping
divergences and does not require renormalization.
The general topological rule which eliminates
certain kinds of graphs is the following: Each
loop containing an odd number of internal fermion
lines contains an odd number of lines of the inter-
mediate collective field. If the number of fermion
lines is even, then the number of intermediate
lines is also even (or zero). Notice that this con-
dition restricts the number of lines in a loop, not
in a diagram. In the model with neutral inter-
mediate particles the number of lines of a given
species in a loop was unrestricted.

The quartic (o'0)? vertex function is superficially
divergent, but again, in consequence of our condi-
tion there are only two superficially divergent
diagrams which contribute to,this function. One
has been represented on the bottom of Fig. 5,
another will contain one self-energy insertion
on the fermion line. The diagram with two inter-
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mediate internal lines will be superficially con-
vergent for the same reason as the diagram of
Fig. 1. '

The coupling strength corresponding to this di-
vergent function, which we define as the finite
part of the (o%0)? amplitude on zero external
momentum is fixed by conditions (4.20) and (4.15).
Differentiating (4.15) twice, with respect to o,
and o} we obtain

8% &
(80,)%80% 2 aooaof,f(

00,03)

3
t
-0y ——5f(0,,0%) - (4.22)
0(80‘0)230‘r,f 0rY%
With sources off, 8%/(80,)%0%,=T2=" (0,0,0), the
last term in (4.22) vanishes as 0,=0 and the first
gives

Zlf(m—zdi%

The pole part of this integral cancels if we sub-
stitute (4.3). According to (4.20) we should set
k*=m? and then the finite part also vanishes, thus

r=='0 0 0)=0. (4.23)

We should remember that (4.23) is the consequence
of the normalization condition (4.19) imposed on
the intermediate propagator.

V. FINAL REMARKS

Our results show that the mean-field-expanded
quartic fermion interaction is as consistent in
four-dimensional space-time as it was in two
dimensions. There is no need to search for ar-
guments justifying the occurrence of tachyon poles
in auxiliary propagators. Tachyons disappear
when the sign of the coupling constant is changed
and intermediate collective fields suitably rede-
fined. This fact together with the observation
made in the Introduction that the expansion would
be ambiguous if it could be used for both signs
of the coupling constant leads to the unique con-
clusion: In two dimensions the model is consis-
tent for g2/M?> 0, in four dimensions for g2/M?
<0. In two dimensions collective states are formed
in the (P3) sector while in four dimensions Cooper-
type (¥9) pairs are binded. The signs of the para-
meters of the theory were crucial for the argu-
ment of consistency. The sign of the coupling
constant in the Lagrangian was important when
we were introducing intermediate fields—the
wrong choice would lead to the imaginary coup-
ling at the vertex joining the intermediate field
to fermions. It was also important in the study
of the spectral properties of the propagator of the

o field. We have used the renormalization pro-
cedure which has kept the parameters of the La-
grangian as fixed numbers so that we were able
to combine both conditions. We have used rather
unusual renormalization procedures in which pole
parts of divergent integrals were compensated
by suitable redefinition of the scale parameter
rather than by introducing counterterms to all
couplings corresponding to divergent Green’s
functions. This has allowed us to treat all signs
seriously as all parameters were fixed numbers
of the first order of the expansion.

The use of this procedure requires some com-
ments. As we have already stressed before we
are using the mean-field expansion as the alter-
native procedure for evaluating the path integral
defining the effective-action functional. Our ex-
pansion reduces the problem to the workable ser-
ies of integrals being just Gaussian moments.
The same can be done with use of the standard
perturbation expansion but then the asymptotic
expansion would be completely different. In the
conventional approach the quadratic term enter-
ing in the Gaussian integrals would be just free
part of the Lagrangian while the moments would
be given by the expansion of the exponent invol-
ving the interaction part of the Lagrangian. First
order of such a series does not contain any diver-
gent integration over internal momenta. Higher-
order divergences can be eliminated by suitable
subtractions and then normalization which must
refer to finite parameters present in lowest or-
ders. The renormalization fails for obvious rea-
sons if the coupling constant has the dimensionality
of the inverse power of mass.

In the mean-field expansion the point vertex
which in four dimensions would have the dimen-
sion of mass™ is replaced by the intermediate
propagator of the same dimensionality, but now
the mass? term in the denominator appears to-
gether with the p®lnp® term gained from the radi-
ative corrections. Now dimensionless polyno-
mials built from such propagators, powers of
external momenta, and fermion mass cannot have
positive power-momentum behavior and the tra-
ditional argument stating nonrenormalizability
does not work. Of course, the term “radiative
corrections” was applied here by abuse of lang-
uage. As long as we are in the first order of the
expansion we cannot add corrections to anything
and this is the most dangerous point of the method
we have used. In the mean-field expansion diver-
gent integrals occur in the leading order. In two
dimensions we have only one logarithmically di-
vergent integral; theory is renormalizable anyway
so that we were able to use the standard pattern of
the renormalization although we could avoid this,
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as we explain below.

In four dimensions the situation is more com-
plicated. We need several subtractions, several
normalization conditions, and the o-field renor-
malijzation constant. The fact that we do not have
any finite “free” approximation could mean that
as a matter of fact we are defining our four-fer-
mion theory to be just the Yukawa theory and, as
long as we are using standard renormalization
prescriptions, such suspicion is more than justi-
fiable. This is why we have tried to get rid of
the leading-order divergences by introducing a
singular factor in the scale parameter rather
than by adding counterterms: This is justified
by the fact that the scale parameter should be
introduced even before we write down diagrams
because dimensional quantities occur in the argu-
ment of the tr In term in the effective action from
the very beginning. For example, when writing
the effective potential (3.2) it should be understood
that its actual form is

2.t 2 2
V=M2to, —fd"km‘ﬂﬂ‘—’ﬂizﬁ—”*—k. (5.1)

[We have performed the notation to the Euclidean
space and neglected the (27)™ factor which is in-
essential for the following argument.] The inte-
gral in (5.1) is divergent, we have calculated its
finite part by subtracting pole parts from the di-
vergent derivatives of (5.1) with respect to ¢¥
and then integrating the result over ¢*. Doing

S50 we remained in agreement with the traditional
approach though it was not necessary. We could
as well rewrite the integral in (5.1) in the form

- g 2 2
fd"k In& %%tk ;2’” +k

%o #mi) /u?
.,u'f da? fd"r (5.2)

+a?’

with @ and 7 being dimensionless. Evaluating the
integral over T we obtain

0!20 @ ~|-»|2)/u2
p."l"(l _g)n—n/z[ 0 do?(a?)/?1, (5.3)

Expanding in powers of € =2 -# in two dimensions
and € =4 —# in four dimensions, again neglecting
the m factor we obtain

(% —7) (g%t0,+m )(

and

1w> for d=2

2
;(— -ty - 1)(g2‘70‘70+ m?)?
2 t 2
x(1-S€l0) o ges. s

In two dimensions we can renormalize in the con-
ventional way because (5.1) contains the M?s%g,
term. In four dimensions we cannot because
(5.1) does not involve quartic coupling. In both
cases we are able to get rid of the pole part by
assigning

p2=g2e /e ' (5.5)

Now we can see that (5.5) can be given clear in-
terpretation. Returning to (5.1) we find that we "
have just subtracted the infinite constant from
the effective potential which can be interpreted
as the energy density of the ground state. The
essential singularity of the exponent in (5.5) at

€ =0 is not of great importance because u2 occurs
only as the argument of the logarithm.
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