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The Thirring model, that is, a relativistic field theory of fermions with a contact interaction
between vector currents, is studied for dimensionalities 2 < d < 4 using the 1/Ny expansion, where
Ny is the number of fermion species. The model is found to have no ultraviolet divergences at
leading order provided a regularization respecting current conservation is used. Explicit O(1/Ny)
corrections are computed, and the model is shown to be renormalizable at this order in the massless
limit; renormalizability appears to hold to all orders due to a special case of Weinberg’s theorem.
This implies that there is a universal amplitude for four particle scattering in the asymptotic regime.
Comparisons are made with both the Gross-Neveu model and QED.

PACS number(s): 11.10.Gh, 11.10.Jj, 11.10.Kk, 11.15.Pg

I. FOUR-FERMI THEORIES IN d € (2,4)

It has been believed for some time that a renormaliz-
able expansion for four-Fermi models exists for dimen-
sions larger than two, which is naively the upper critical
dimension [1-5]. Rather than using the coupling con-
stant g2, which has inverse dimensions of mass for d > 2,
to organize the expansion, the dimensionless parameter
1/N¢, where Ny is the number of fermion species, is used.
The standard example is the Gross-Neveu model:

L= B — S () (11)

- 13 3 2Nf 1YV . .

In this case, which has been widely studied [1-8], spon-
taneous fermion mass generation occurs for values of
g2 > g2 = O(A?79), where A is some ultraviolet cut-
off in the model. It is preferable to discuss the problem
with d a continuous parameter, d € (2,4); the scaling
properties of the model are then more transparent. Of
course, only d = 3 can correspond to a physically real-
izable system. If the coupling is now fine-tuned to the
neighborhood of g., then light fermions propagate and
interact via exchange of a composite scalar state of mass
2m, where m is the fermion mass. (Actually a perfectly
acceptable model also arises by approaching g. from the
massless phase.) Because the model is strongly inter-
acting at g = g., the ultraviolet asymptotic behavior of
the scalar propagator, obtained by resumming a sequence
of fermion-antifermion bubble diagrams which are domi-
nant at leading order in 1/Ny, is nonstandard:

1

(1.2)
k2 — o0

The behavior (1.2) of D, when input to a standard
power-counting analysis [4,5] implies that the superfi-
cial degree of divergence of Feynman diagrams describing
corrections of higher order in 1/Ny does not depend on
the number of interaction vertices, which in turn sug-
gests that the expansion is exactly renormalizable. This
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property has been explicitly verified at O(1/Ny) [5,7-9].
Physically, the renormalizability of the model may be
understood as a consequence of its being the infrared
fixed point under renormalization group flow of a model
of fermions interacting with elementary (i.e., not auxil-
iary) scalar fields via a Yukawa interaction [3,7,10]. This
model is superrenormalizable. The IR fixed point of
the Yukawa model is identical to a UV fixed point of
the Gross-Neveu model as g2 — g2Z. The relation be-
tween renormalizability and hyperscaling relations be-
tween the model’s critical exponents (which are polyno-
mials in 1/Ny) was stressed in [7,8]. The exponents are
currently all known to O(1/N7) [11], some to O(1/N})
[12], and have been verified for d = 3 by numerical simu-
lation first for Ny = 12 [8] and most recently for Ny = 2
[13]. The situation is analogous to that in interacting
scalar field theories; there the IR fixed point of the super-
renormalizable ¢* theory in d € (2,4) is identical to the
UV fixed point of a corresponding nonlinear ¢ model
[1,3], which once again has an unexpected renormaliz-
ability in 1/Ny [14,15].

In this paper I wish to concentrate on another, dis-
tinct interacting fermion theory, a generalization of the
massive Thirring model. The Lagrangian is

2
L= i@ +m)ds + 51— (Bevuvh)? - (1.3)

f
This model has also been studied in the 1/N; expansion
[16-19]. In this case there is no phase transition cor-
responding to spontaneous mass generation, but instead
the “vacuum polarization” fermion bubble diagrams cor-
recting the intermediate boson propagator prove to be
UV finite, despite a superficial A?~2 divergence, due to
fermion current conservation. The situation is analogous
to QED, where due to current conservation, the trans-
verse projection operator (8,,k% — k. k,) can always be
factored from the vacuum polarization, reducing the ef-
fective degree of divergence by two. In QED the result
is that the photon remains massless at each order of per-
turbation theory.
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It is interesting to contrast the Thirring model with
the Gross-Neveu model. In the latter case the superficial
A4-2? divergences do not cancel, and result in an addi-
tive renormalization of the coupling g2, and hence the
need to fine-tune to recover the continuum limit. In the
Thirring case, the A%~2 divergences vanish for essentially
kinematic reasons, the coupling g2 is not renormalized (as
shown below), and the continuum limit appears to exist,
to leading order in 1/Ny, for all values of g2. As in the
Gross-Neveu model, the expression for the intermediate
boson propagator in the Thirring model, which is now a
vector, can be resummed, to give the same asymptotic
form as Eq. (1.2). Therefore the power-counting argu-
ments also suggest that the 1/Ny expansion is renormal-
izable. However, the underlying physics is different; there
is no phase transition corresponding to a fixed point con-
dition. It is plausible, as we shall briefly discuss, that
there is a superrenormalizable model which yields equiv-
alent physics in its IR limit, namely, large-Ny QED. In
this paper, however, we shall discuss renormalizability
entirely within the context of the 1/Ny expansion of the
four-Fermi theory.

The potential problem which might arise for renormal-
ization at higher orders in four-Fermi models was high-
lighted in [8]. At next-to-leading order, the corrections
to the boson propagator are given by two-loop diagrams,
exemplified in Fig. 4. These are superficially A9~2 diver-
gent, as discussed above, but there are also subleading di-
vergences of the form (on dimensional grounds) k4~ 21In A,
divergent contributions which are nonpolynomial in ex-
ternal momentum, and which hence cannot be compen-
sated by the addition of a local counterterm. These
terms, if not removed by explicit cancellation with other
divergent graphs at the same order (which was demon-
strated for the Gross-Neveu model in [8]), would spoil the
renormalizability of the model, and result in a nonlocal
interaction being generated as the cutoff is removed. As
we shall see, this constraint on subdivergences is a fea-
ture of a graphical expansion in which diagrams of one
and two loops appear at the same order. It will turn
out that the cancellation of nonpolynomial divergences
is a natural consequence of Weinberg’s theorem [20] ap-
plied to theories with nonstandard propagators. There
appears to be no barrier to extending a renormalizability
proof to all orders using standard arguments.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec.
IT we review the work of [18,19] in setting up the 1/Ny¢
expansion for the Thirring model at leading order, ex-
tending their work, which was for the special (but phys-
ical) case d = 3, to the interval d € (2,4). We shall give
a closed form expression for the auxiliary vector prop-
agator, and examine it in various limits, including the
important deep Euclidean limit k2 — oco. The mass of
the resulting vector boson is discussed as a function of
g and m. In Sec. III the divergence structure of the
model is discussed, O(1/Ny¢) corrections computed, and
the renormalization of the model at this order given. The
condition that the fermion current is conserved translates
into a requirement that the vacuum polarization is two-
loop finite: this is verified explicitly. In Sec. IV we com-
pare the Thirring model with the Gross-Neveu model and
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show why the cancellation of nonpolynomial divergences
is to be expected as a result of Weinberg’s theorem: the
result is that both models have a very similar asymptotic
structure corresponding to an interacting UV fixed point,
despite the contrast at low energies. Finally, comparisons
are drawn between the Thirring model and QED, and
possible implications for a nontrivial fixed point for the
latter are discussed.

II. LEADING ORDER RESULTS

Consider the Lagrangian for the Thirring model in the
bosonized form

£ =P + mbii + \}—%—;Amnm + 34,4,

(2.1)
where sums on repeated spacetime indices p and flavor
indices ¢ are understood. The field A, is a vector aux-
iliary: it may be integrated over to recover the origi-
nal Lagrangian (1.3). In d-dimensional Euclidean space,
d € (2,4), we define {y,,7} = 26,1, 0, = d, trll = 4;
that is, we assume four component spinors and hence
avoid complications due to parity violation and gener-
ation of a Chern-Simons term in d = 3 [18,19]. The
Feynman rules are thus

fermion propagator : Sp = (ip+m)~ !,
(2.2)
ig
SN
To leading order in 1/Ny the auxiliary propagator re-

ceives a contribution from “vacuum polarization,” that
is, a fermion-antifermion bubble (Fig. 1), so we write

interaction vertex: I', = —

vector propagator : D;,,l (k) =6up — (k) , (2.3)

where the leading order vacuum polarization is given by

2
g 1
M, (k) = =Ny [ tryy,——m——
) = 581 [
1
XYy = .
Vilb+t@-DA+m
The constant a defining the momentum routing is kept

arbitrary at present. For d € (2,4) momentum integra-
tion is defined as

Lf@ﬂ=S{wa”f@5®,

(2.4)

(2.5)

with

FIG. 1. Leading order contribution to the vector auxiliary
two-point function. Solid lines represent fermions, wavy lines
the vector auxiliary.
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/pupuf(p ) = 67/,,1’ @,

(2.6)
Juuaz\n + 6;4A5uh‘. + 6un6V)\
d(d + 2)

XAﬁﬂf%

/pupvp)\pnf(pz) =
P

etc., and

2

Sq = w_(47r)d/2I‘(g) .

(2.7)

At this stage no regularization is specified. We now per-
form the trace and then apply Schwinger parametriza-
tion:

(k) = 4* [ dads [ exp{=a((p-+ak)? +m?) - B(lp + (o — DA +m?))

X[—=2pupy + 2a(1 — a)k, k., + (1 — 2a)(puk. + po

ku) + 6 (p® + a(a — 1)k® + k-p +m?)] . (2.8)

Since fp is now finite, the momentum p may be shifted and the integration performed; the result is

dad
0, (k) = xdf

2a,3 2 _
x{ (a+p)? 3 (¥ 0

4g e
(ar )d/Z/o (a+ﬁ)d/2eXp[_(a+ﬂ)m2- +ﬁ

wky) + 0 {mz +

of

d—2
2(a+B)

af

2
(a+ﬂ)2k +

} . (2.9)

Note that all dependence on the momentum routing parameter a has disappeared. Now the integral of the second
term in curly brackets, proportional to §,,, may be reexpressed as

dadB 1

a oo

a+p

of

k? — z(a+ ,B)mz] (2-10)

z=1

However, it can be seen that the integral in (2.10) is formally independent of z, by rescaling o and 3. Strictly,
the integral diverges and must be made finite by use of a Pauli-Villars regulator field (e.g., see [21], Chap. 7). Its

contribution to II,, thus vanishes and we can write

H;w = 'P“,,(k)l'[(kz) )

with the transverse projection operator P, (k) defined as

Kok,
pry k2 .

Poun(k) = (6

(2.11)

(2.12)

The remaining integrations over @ and 3 are straightforward, and the result for I1(k2) is finite:

8g%k? z(l—z)

H(kz) —

“m

(o) [

where F' is the hypergeometric function.

For d < 4 we see that the vacuum polarization tensor
I1,. (k) can be evaluated exactly at leading order, with
the assumption of a regularization which respects current
conservation. It is interesting to compare (2.13) with
known results in d = 4 and d = 2. In the limit d - 4_,

2
My (k) = —(f?<(4id)

where vg is the Euler constant. This is almost the text-

- %E) k2P, (k) , (2.14)

(1 — z)k? + m2]2—4/2

4ar (2 - 9) d 5 k®
=gt "2 2 ) Rl iy S 2.13
9 3(am)3/2ma- ak F(2’2 2’2’ ) » (213)

book result for one-loop vacuum polarization in dimen-
sionally regularized four-dimensional QED (QED,), ex-
cept that since we have had no need to introduce a renor-
malization scale to make the coupling g dimensionless,
then there is no term in Ink2. If we use the linear trans-
formation proporties of F' to examine the limit m? — 0
(e.g., [22], Chap. 15), it is also possible subsequently to
take the limit d — 24 with the result

My (k) = ~22 P () (2.15)



This is exactly twice the result for the one-flavor massless
Schwinger model (in that case Fig. 1 generates a dynam-
ical photon mass g/+/m); the extra factor of 2 arises from
our insistence on four component spinors.

Now we set d = 3 to obtain

I,.(k) = —‘—;];’P,W(k) [m + W(kzz _ 4m2)
xarctan ( (k;Z;/z ) ] . (2.15")

This is identical to the result of Yang [18] and Gomes
et al. [19], with the momentum k analytically continued
to Euclidean space. It is important to note that for the
whole range d € (2,4) the asymptotic form of II,, (k) is
not polynomial in k2: viz.,

2 (kZ)d/z——l
with the numerical constant A4 given by
_ d/2
d-1 (4m) (2.17)

Ag = ’
T d-24ar(2-9)B (4,2 1)
where B is the beta function. The form (2.16) was first
found by Hikami and Muta [17], modulo a difference of
definition of trll, and a factor of d.
Let us now return to expression (2.3) for the inverse
vector propagator. Using (2.11) we can invert to yield
the propagator

1 kyk,

DHV(k) = PFV(k) 1— H(’Cz) + k2

(2.18)

As argued in [16,18,19], the second term in D, (k), which
is longitudinal, behaves as a constant in the limit £ — oo,
and might naively be expected to lead to poor ultravio-
let behavior. However, since the vector auxiliary inter-
acts with a physical current which is conserved, S-matrix
elements and observables constructed as gauge-invariant
combinations of the fields ¢ and A, (in the sense used in
QED) should not be affected by this problem, although
Green functions in general might be. We shall see this
when we calculate O(1/Ny) corrections in the next sec-
tion. To aid calculation (but not to define the vector
propagator, as would be the case in QED), following [19],
we introduce a gauge-fixing term (1/2u2)(8,4,)? to the
Lagrangian (2.1), which has the effect of moderating the
UV behavior of the second term for finite y, which has
dimensions of mass. The vector propagator becomes

1 Ilzz kp,ku
— H(kz) #2 + k2 kZ

Do (ks ) = Pouw (k) 7 . (2.19)

The scale p is in effect a regulator which should not ap-
pear in final expressions. The limit g — oo recovers the
original Thirring model, whereas the limit p4 — 0 spec-
ifies a “Landau gauge” which will render the two-loop
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calculation in the next section much easier.! Note also
that in the limit k% — 0, II(k?) — 0 and D, (k) — d,.:
hence the infrared problems associated with QED are not
present here.

On the assumption that the longitudinal piece of D,
has no physical consequence, we focus on the transverse
piece and identify a pole condition for the mass of the
vector My :

4ar (2 - ¢) d 5 M
1—g?°M2——— 2/ g% 2. My ) _ .
I My 3tmyarzma—at (B2~ 533 gm2

(2.20)

In general this is a transcendental equation. It can be
solved in two limits. For strong coupling g2 > m?2?~¢
the vector channel will be dominated by a tightly bound
fermion-antifermion state, so MZ < m?. Therefore we
can expand F' to obtain

M—‘Z/ N m2—d 3(471.)11/2
m? — g2 \4I'(2-9)

(2.21)

For arbitrarily weak coupling, real solutions of (2.20) can
only exist if the hypergeometric function is able to grow
arbitrarily large. We expect a weakly bound state to have
mass given by

My =2m —¢ . (2.22)

As My — (2m)_, the hypergeometric function diverges
only for d < 3. In this case we can once again perform a
linear transformation on F' to get

- 3—d . (d—3)/2 R
o ) o))
(2.23)

i.e., the binding energy is
—d 2/(3—d)
e =m| g?md2 F(iz_) .
9d—2,(d—1)/2

The case d = 3 must be handled separately; we use ex-
pression (2.15’) to find the binding energy is essentially
singular in g2:

e=2mexp|——=] .
mg

Finally, for d > 3 the hypergeometric function remains
finite as k2 — —4m?2. In this case the bound state van-

(2.24)

(2.25)

'The invariance of the Thirring model under local gauge
transformations has recently been put on a firmer footing [23].
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ishes (i.e., the would-be pole coalesces with the branch
cut in F) for values of g below a critical g. given by

g2 =m?d (4m)?/2(d — 1)(d - 3)
¢ 16T (2 — ¢) '

(2.26)

In the subcritical region D,, has no poles on the physi-
cal sheet; the vector can only be regarded as a resonant
intermediate state in four-Fermi scattering.

In the deep Euclidean region k2 — oo things simplify
considerably: the vector propagator has the form

Pu(k) 1

lim D“V(k) = g2 (_k-éj(‘d‘ﬁ)—: .

Jim (2.27)

In this limit the four-Fermi scattering amplitude has
the form AqJ,(q)J.(q + k)/Nsk?=2. As we shall argue
in the final section, this interaction receives no correc-
tions in the 1/Ny expansion, and is thus a universal form
characterizing the short-distance structure of the model;
in other words it defines a UV fixed point. In this re-
spect it resembles the Gross-Neveu model as discussed
in [8] (though note the definition of A4 is distinct). In
the next section when the renormalization of the model
at O(1/Ny) is discussed, the form (2.27) will be used
throughout.

III. RENORMALIZATION AT O(1/Ny)

In this section I will discuss the renormalization of the
model to next-to-leading order in the 1/Ny expansion.
First let me review why we might expect such a pro-
gram to be feasible. The short-distance fluctuations of
the model are encoded in the asymptotic form for the
vector propagator (2.27). Suppose we analyze the super-
ficial degree of divergence of a higher order diagram with
Ny external fermion lines, N4 external auxiliary lines,
and V vertices. If we use the form (2.27), then standard
power counting analysis gives the superficial degree of
divergence w:

d—1
w=d===Ny—Na.

(3.1)
It is interesting to compare this result with that for
canonical boson asymptotics, D(k) ~ 1/k2%, which ap-
plies, say, for QED:

d—1 d—

wcan=d——2——N¢— 2

—d

(3.2)

For d < 4 the degree of divergence falls as the number of
vertices increases: this is characteristic of a superrenor-
malizable theory. Only when w is independent of V' can
a perturbative expansion be exactly renormalizable (i.e.,
divergent graphs appear at every order of the expansion,
but can always be made finite by retuning a finite set of
counterterms).

Using (3.1) we can compile a list of potentially dan-
gerous graphs for d € (2,4). The O(1/Ny) contributions
are shown in Figs. 2-4. The fermion self-energy 97 (Fig.
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FIG. 2. O(1/Ny) contribution to the fermion self-energy.

2) has w = 1, as in QEDy, but since that divergence is
odd in loop momentum, the true divergence is logarith-
mic (w = 0). The vertex correction ¥ A (Fig. 3) also
has w = 0, but the four-vector AAAA scattering, which
is superficially divergent in QEDy, here has w = d—4 and
so is safe. One-point and three-point vector scatterings
vanish by Furry’s theorem, leaving the vector two-point
function AA (Fig. 4), with w = d—2 as the only other su-
perficially divergent case. One can then argue [19] that in
a regularization which respects current conservation, one
can always extract a factor k2P,,, (k) from these diagrams
to give w = d — 4, and hence no new divergence. The
model (2.1) can then be renormalized simply by rescal-
ing the ¢ and A fields, and retuning the fermion mass. I
shall show in this section that this conclusion is correct,
though the argument is not quite so straightforward. Be-
cause the vacuum polarization is nonpolynomial in k2, it
is in fact only permissible to extract Py, (k) from inside
the graph, which does not improve the power counting.
As we shall see, there are divergent contributions both of
degree w = d — 2 and w = 0. The applicability of power
counting to four-Fermi models is discussed further in the
final section.

It is worth contrasting the four-Fermi case with the
situation in pure scalar theories. In the renormalization
of the nonlinear o model in d € (2,4) [15], the power
counting gives

d—2
w=d—“-=Ny —2N4 (3.3)

where now 1 denotes the elementary scalar field and A
the auxiliary scalar boson. The only superficial diver-
gences are Y(w = 2) and PP A(w = 0); the auxiliary
propagator AA has w = d — 4 and hence is superficially

convergent. On dimensional grounds there is no reason
to expect any nonpolynomial divergences.

A

FIG. 3. O(1/Ny) contribution to the vertex.
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FIG. 4. (a)O(1/Ny) contribution to the vector two-point
function. (b) O(1/Ny) contribution to the vector two-point
function.

The procedure for renormalizing the model follows the
treatment in [8]: first we redefine the Lagrangian

L= Zy0:(@ + M) + —9— 2,225, g

VN

1 1
+§ZA (Aﬁ + ﬁ(a“A“)z) . (3.4)

The constants Zy, Z4, M and in principle g and p are
all cutoff dependent, and must be adjusted at each order
of the 1/N; expansion to keep physical matrix elements
finite. As we have seen, at leading order an adequate
choice is Zy, = 1; M = m, the physical fermion mass;
p — oo; and g, Z 4 unconstrained. Z4 simply defines the
scale of an auxiliary field at leading order and hence has
no physical relevance. The first divergent Green function
we must examine is the fermion self-energy (Fig. 2):
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Note that with the definition (3.4), the vector propagator
at leading order is Z;'D,, (k;u), with D, defined by
(2.19). On rearranging we find

2 —i
(k) = _‘J%;Zrﬁ /pw(—p(%% [A(pz)P#u(p)

+B(p2;u)p—;f”] , (3.6)
with
A 2
: 2y d 2y _ H
Jim AR ~ e B = s ()

We will treat the parts depending on A(p?) and
B(p?; 1) separately. For the first piece, apart from a term
which is odd in p and hence vanishes on fp, the leading
contribution is O(p~ldp), and hence logarithmically di-
vergent. With the choice of a simple momentum cutoff
|p| < A, and the definitions (2.5) and (2.6), we find

Cq(d—1)2|. d—4 A :
ALy = 7, =2 In— + finit
>4(k) Z¢Nf2(d—2) ik 4 +M nor + finite ,
(3.8)
with the constant C4 defined as in [8]:
Ca= 1 (3.9)

2 ZZZA 1
(k) = *Z%_ZIIJ—Z /’Yum’)’uD;w(P; M) Note Cy is positive definite for d € (2,4). For d = 3, Cy
Fovaa e has the value 4/7%. The piece depending on B(p?; u) can

(3.5)  be recast in the form
J
2 2 d 1 .
B _ 9 Zyp F(2_§) 2 2 21d/2-2 | ; 2t d—6
2B(k) = - N, amis J, dz[z(1l — z)k? + aM? + (1 — 2)p?|Y* 2 |iQl 4+ z) b+ M — SR +OW0).
(3.10)
In the limit p? — oo,
2 d—27 (2 -4

B(k) = -2 Zup (2-3) 2 (i f+ M) +O0(ui*). (3.11)

Ny (4m)d> (d—2)

Note that 34 and B have different characteristics: 34 is cutoff dependent but independent of the coupling constant
g, whereas B is finite for finite u, but depends on both p and g. The Thirring model limit x? — oo cannot be taken
for ¥ in isolation.

We can now write for the full inverse fermion propagator

Spl(k) = Zylik+ M -X(k)|=ifk+m, (3.12)
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thus defining the wave function renormalization constant Z, and the renormalized (i.e., physical) mass m in terms of

the bare mass M:

Ca (d—1)*(d—4) g?ui? 2l (2-9) .
o =1oN, 2ad-2) MmNy (@men(d-g) Tnes (3.13)
_ Cq2(d — 1)2 A
m——M(l N_f d(d—2)l +ﬁn1te >M. (3.14)

Thus we find an expression for the physical mass m independent of the regulator p, and a wave function constant

Zy which depends on p. This is, of course, very similar

to what is found for QED: the physical parameter m is

renormalized in a gauge-invariant fashion, whereas the unphysical Z, is not. The term proportional to Cy in (3.13)
was derived in [17], but the p-dependent piece was neglected.

The results (3.13) and (3.14) for the wave function and mass renormalizations are identical to those obtained
in large-Ny QED in d € (2,4) evaluated at its critical point [24]. This is strong evidence for the equivalence of the
Thirring model to large-Ny QED considered at its infrared fixed point. Both mass and wave function renormalizations
(in arbitrary covariant gauge) are now known in QED to O(1/N?) [25]; presumably these results will also be valid for

the Thirring model.

Next we calculate the O(1/Ny) contribution F&I] to the vertex (Fig. 3). For zero external momentum we have

ig® Z3 z3?

1‘\[1] —
A N?/z ZiZa

' Z¢Z1/2

\/fo

before, we find, for the full vertex,

I‘,\ZFE\O]-FI‘[AI]
1/2 2
| 747 1, (d—1)%(d—4)
=— 14— |, 2 =283
YT N, ”[ +Nf( 4 2d(d - 2)

However, the constant Z, has already been determined
in (3.13), and is found to exactly cancel both A- and
u-dependent terms in (3.16). Hence

T'x 2251 + O(1/Ny) x finite] .

(3.17)

\/_

Once again, this is familiar situation from QED: current
conservation plus gauge invariance ensures that the di-
vergent and gauge-dependent parts of the self-energy and
vertex corrections cancel, i.e., Z; = Z; (as noted in Sec.
I1, there are no problems with infrared divergences in the
Thirring case). We expect this cancellation to persist at
higher orders. So, to maintain the finiteness of fermion
self-energy and vertex corrections to O(1/Ny), our only
requirement of Z, and g so far is that the combination
Z;/ 2g be finite. However, we have not yet exhausted the
list of superficially divergent graphs. We next consider
the O(1/Ny) corrections to the vector propagator, which
consists of two two-loop diagrams [Figs. 4(a) and 4(b)]:

[ % Dy (03 1)
pﬂyuiil-{-M’YAij)—*-M’yu % D

| ey

where the second line follows because we are only interested in the divergent part.

Do (05 )Y YA Y0 (3.15)

Using the same procedure as

A 2r' (2 - 9)
In— 2, d—2 2 : . .
nm+g;t @n¥2(d - 2) + finite (3.16)
[
4 Z4z2
g A a
WMP—Exéhxmwmﬂwmmm

1
u(k) -/p (7“21)%11'(,{)4- ,4)

1 1
7} E”"W) Dag(q) ,

b o [l L 1 1
o (B) = /pqt (”‘iﬁ%’(iw A+ AT F)

1
B m) Dagp(q) -

The fermion masses, which have little impact on the ul-
traviolet behavior of the integrands, have been neglected
(see below). Now, given the asymptotic form (2.27) for

Dog(q) ~ Aa/g?q?72, it is easy to see that the combi-
nation of renormalization constants multiplying I“j;f’ re-

(3.18)



duces to Z4g2%, which from previous considerations must
be cutoff independent. The conclusion is that HE,], must
be UV finite if the model is to be consistently renormal-
ized at this order. The constant Z 4, being just the scale
of an auxiliary field, is undetermined in the model, and
the value of g also appears to be irrelevant as regards
the UV behavior of the model (Yang [18] points out that
g cannot be renormalized, since it appears in the La-
grangian (3.4) in a gauge-variant manner after rescaling
A, AL/9).

Now, as shown in [8], diagrams such as those of Fig.
4 generically have divergences of two forms, one inde-
pendent of k, proportional to A?~2 + const x M9 2InA,
and the other proportional to k%~2InA. We must show
that for the Thirring model both occur with zero coef-
ficient. First we deal with the momentum-independent
piece, following the technique used in the Appendix of
[5].

Consider the expression (2.4) for the one-loop vacuum
polarization HE?,],(k), and in particular the result of dif-
ferentiating it with respect to external momentum k. By
using the identity

I
Ok i(p+ k)+ M

1 1
T b R+ M ipT R+ M

(3.19)

we see that each differentiation is equivalent to a zero mo-
mentum insertion of —iA, (modulo a factor of g/,/Ny).
Thus

82 o] 2, 0 2 7a
mnaﬂ(k) - _[2(1 - a‘) + 2a ] yuaﬁ(k)

+2a(1 - a)J},o5(k) , (3.20)

where J:;/l;ﬂ (k) are represented in Fig. 5. However, as
we showed in Sec. II, HL?]Bv and hence Ja;,ba , are finite
analytic functions of £ which are independent of the mo-

mentum routing a. Hence
" Oa Ok,0k,
= 2(1 - 20’)[2Jzuaﬁ(k) + szaﬁ(k)] .
Now we contract the right-hand side (RHS) of (3.21) with
Dop(k) and perform [, to obtain the two-loop integrals

I"j;,b at zero momentum. Since the RHS must vanish for
arbitrary a, we conclude

1 (k)

(3.21)

a b
21;,(0) +1,,(0)=0, (3.22)
This argument shows that the momentum-independent
part of HLI,],(k) is identically zero, and hence that we
do not need to worry about A?~2 divergences. How-
ever, each diagram is individually divergent, as can
be seen by setting a = 0 in (3.20), then evaluating
Jx Jivap(k)Dog(k); we find, for the leading divergence,
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v

FIG. 5. (a)Diagram representing Jj;,,5(k). (b) Diagram
representing J:,,aﬂ(k).

4042
(4m)/2T ()

(d—1)%(d - 3)
dd—2)

2111221 (0) = 6,

v

(3.23)

where A is a momentum cutoff for fk

Of course, we might have anticipated that the A9—2
superficial divergence vanishes due to current conserva-
tion, as it did at leading order, and indeed as it does in
QED to all orders, where II,, (0) = O ensures that the
photon propagator retains a zero mass pole, as required
by gauge invariance. However, no such argument con-
strains the momentum-dependent divergence k% 21nA,
for instance, in QEDy4, k%21n A divergences are physical
and responsible for charge renormalization, and it is not
a priori clear what will happen in a model with non-
standard asymptotics in d < 4. To examine this case it
is necessary to perform an explicit two-loop calculation,
using the techniques developed in [8], which are now out-
lined.

After performing the trace over Dirac indices, each in-
tegral may be reduced to several components of the form

constx/// Puvap(a; k; #i) Dap(g; 1)
qJp JE;z; [p2+Q(Q7k;mi)]n ’

using Feynman parametrization and momentum shift in
p. Here P and @ are polynomial functions of momenta,
z; are Feynman parameters which are to be integrated
over a domain X;z; < 1, and n is integer. The algebra is
considerably simplified by the choice of “Landau gauge”
42 — 0, which means that all terms proportional to g, g
can be discarded. The integral over the fermion loop
momentum p can always be performed for n > 2:

(3.24)
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1 _ QY?"I'(n—$9) 3.95 with A = 4ac — b2. The exact expression on which this
» P2+ Q" I'(n)(4m)4/2 (3.25) approximation is based is given in the Appendix of [8].

Momentum dependent divergences arise when there are
two or more Feynman parameters, in which case there is
an intermediate integral of the form

1-%jxizj A+ Bx; +Cz? +---

d:ci 2
L (a + bz; + cx?)®

where s is noninteger, and the coefficients b, c are O(q?),
where ¢ is the remaining locp momentum, but the coef-
ficient a is O(q°k?). The contribution to (3.26) from the
z; — 0 limit of the integral is then

Ab 1+3—23@
(s —1)Aa=? 2—s A

B 1
G- D0 -2he2 +O(q—6) , (3.27)

|

, (3.26)

Note that all factors, including A, must be expanded con-
sistently to O(1/g*) due to the presence of O(g?) terms
in the numerator polynomial P. Once this limit has been
isolated, the remaining integral over g is of the form

af (q) )

d—4
/ —R"“"‘”(kz’ ALY (3.28)
q

q

where R is O(k2¢°). The form (2.27) for D,g is now suf-
ficient to evaluate fq with a momentum cutoff: it yields
a logarithmic divergence. Any remaining integrals over
Feynman parameters give combinations of beta functions
in d. The final result is

20155 (k) = 150 (k)
_QZZ F(z—%)r(é)Ad:ﬂ(d“l)(d_‘l) 2 2)—17,. A
- NfA (47r)dI‘(d2) d Pow (k) (%) /D
2\(d/2)—1 _1)\2( 4 _
= g2ZA7>,“,(k)(k )Ad %(d d(ld) _(‘12) 4) 1n%) (3.29)

on rearranging. We note that each diagram is individu-
ally transverse and equal and opposite, respectively, to
twice the p-independent parts of the self-energy correc-
tion (3.13) (a), or the vertex correction (3.16) (b). The
main result, of course, is that the two-loop vacuum po-
larization I'IE,],(k) is UV finite in the massless theory.
Strictly, we have not demonstrated the independence of
this result on the “gauge fixing” parameter p, and must
rely on reasoning that the vacuum polarization, which
yields charge renormalization in QED, is gauge invari-
ant. Perhaps more importantly, we have not considered
divergences of the form M9 %k21n A: these probably ex-
ist and correct the mass of the vector My following the
discussion (2.20)—(2.26).

We have now exhausted the list of divergent Green
functions at O(1/N¢), and proven that the model is
renormalizable at this order (at least in the massless
limit); indeed the only physical (i.e., gauge invariant)
renormalization that must be made is that of the fermion
mass (3.14).

IV. DISCUSSION

We begin the final section by thinking about why the
cancellation of k4~21n A divergences in the two-loop vac-
uum polarization takes place. The way the calculation
has been presented here suggests a cancellation between
the two diagrams I} and II}}Y (Fig. 4). However, a
similar analysis of the Gross-Neveu model (1.1) [8] sug-

gests it is more natural to think of a cancellation between
HLI,',‘ ! and twice the self-energy (3.13), and between HE},’]
and twice the vertex correction (3.16). For the analogous
diagrams in the Gross-Neveu case (note the constant A4
is different),

(kz)(d/Z)—l azlll(k)

mitel(k) = —2

Ad o(i k)
_ ()@ (d—2) Cay A
- Aq d N; &k’
(4.1)
H[lb](k) — _2(k2)(d/2)—1 F[I](k)

Ag  (—g//Ny)
(BT Cay A
A; N; kK

In fact, what has occurred is a cancellation between the
subdivergences of Fig. 4 and the diagrams which would
result from inserting local counterterms arising from the
divergences of Egs. (3.13) and (3.16) in the leading order
vacuum polarization Fig. 1; factors of 2 come because
there are two fermion lines and two vertices to correct.
In a treatment of renormalization which proceeds
by subtraction of divergent parts in an ordered
fashion, the Bogolubov-Parasiuk-Hepp-Zimmermann
(BPHZ) scheme, this cancellation is transparent. In the
presentation here I have chosen a physically more intu-
itive approach, rescaling the fields and coupling parame-
ters in the bare Lagrangian to keep Green functions finite



at each order, but of course the two schemes are com-
pletely equivalent. However, it is important to note that
the argument depends on a novel application of Wein-
berg’s theorem [20]. The theorem states, in effect, that a
one particle irreducible (1PI) graph such as HLI,], with pos-
itive degree of divergence w will be balanced by an overall
counterterm which is polynomial in external momentum
[in this case O(A%~2k?)], provided that its subdivergences
are first subtracted, in this case by applying the appro-
priate vertex and self-energy corrections. These subdi-
vergences may be nonpolynomial in momentum, but the
theorem guarantees that the cancellation will be exact.
The crucial point is that Weinberg proved the theorem
for a wide class of integrands; the usual integrals built
from the standard Feynman propagators proportional to
(p®2 +m32)~L, (i p+m)~1, etc., form just one class. There
is no general requirement that the propagators be alge-
braic in the internal momenta, and integrals including
the resummed propagator o k2~¢ are also included.?

To the reader familiar with the calculation of the two-
loop vacuum polarization in QEDy4 (e.g., [21], Chap. 8),
it is worth making a further comment. The analogue
of the k?~2In A divergences are not (as one might first
think) the k2In A terms which lead to a physical charge
renormalization (these are polynomial in k and “belong”
to the diagram as a whole), but rather the nonpolyno-
mial InkInA divergences, which in general are canceled
by counterterm subtractions, and in the particular case
of QED cancel between the two diagrams (4a) and (4b).
The discontinuous behavior as d — 4 illustrates why this
is a critical dimension for the model.

So, we see that in a sense the main achievement of
this paper is simply the verification of a peculiar case of
Weinberg’s theorem. There appears to be no fundamen-
tal obstacle to formulating a proof of renormalizability of
the 1/N; expansion for four-Fermi theories to all orders.
The only complication arises, as we have seen, because
graphs with different numbers of loops arise at a given
order, which means that counterterm subtractions of the
same order must be applied to yield a finite result, or
in the language of [8], nontrivial cancellations between
divergent graphs at the same order must occur. As we
argued in the last section, this does not occur in the 1/Ny
expansion of the nonlinear o model.

We deduce that if the expansion is renormalizable,
the logarithmic corrections to fermion and vector prop-
agators and the vertex always cancel at each order in
1/N;. An important physical consequence, which also
follows from Weinberg’s theorem, is that in both Gross-
Neveu and Thirring models, the amplitude for four-Fermi

2In fact, one requirement of Weinberg’s original proof is that
the momenta are defined in an integer-dimensioned vector
space; the extension to noninteger d has not been established
to my knowledge. There are two responses: either set d = 3
at this stage to yield a “physical” theory, or note that it is
always possible to route a simple loop momentum through
any internal auxiliary line, in which case it may be possible
to analytically continue the integrand to d = 3 where the
theorem holds. We shall not pursue these rather abstract
issues further.
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scattering receives no 1/Ny corrections in the deep Eu-
clidean limit [8]. In both cases it assumes a universal
from Aq/(Nyk9%), which thus characterizes an interact-
ing ultraviolet fixed point of the renormalization group.
Both models resemble each other at high energies. At
low energies they differ, and now we return our focus to
the Thirring model. In Sec. II we saw that at leading or-
der the coupling g is completely unconstrained, and that
the model can be formulated either as weakly or strongly
coupled. After radiative corrections, this may no longer
be true. Due to the mass renormalization (3.14), the
fermion mass operator acquires an anomalous dimension
of O(1/N¢). The result is that

(Ca/Ny)[2(d—1)?/d(d—2)]
m A
M o8 (—) ) (4.2)

m

that is, for fixed physical mass m, the bare mass M must
be tuned to zero as the cutoff is removed. Accordingly
the ratio g2/M?2~¢, which governs whether the model is
weakly or strongly coupled at leading order, must grow
small. However, since the low energy nature of the model
is characterized by the ratio My /m, it will be neces-
sary to compute O(1/Ny) corrections to My to determine
whether the model is driven to strong or weak coupling
at higher orders. It would also be interesting to examine
the stability of (4.2) under corrections of O(1/N?) [25].
Finally we speculate on the relevance of this model
to strongly coupled QED, both in 3 and 4 dimensions.
This paper has been concerned exclusively with 1/N¢
perturbation theory. Indeed, we saw in Sec. III that
the coincidence of O(1/N¢) corrections for the fermion
mass and wave function with those obtained in large-
N; QED suggests a correspondence between the models
exactly analogous to that between the Gross-Neveu and
Yukawa models discussed in the Introduction. However,
in [19,23,26], the leading order vector propagator (2.15’)
was used in the Schwinger-Dyson equation to solve for dy-
namical fermion mass generation self-consistently. The
result, < exp(—Ny¢), is nonperturbative in 1/Ny. It is
suggested that the solution may shed light on sponta-
neous chiral symmetry breaking in QEDj3, which is sus-
pected to be critically dependent on N [27]. Since QED3
is superrenormalizable, the continuum limit is thought to
exist in the limit of weak coupling; so far we can reach no
conclusion for the Thirring model. It is also worth noting
that since all O(1/Ny) corrections to the vector propa-
gator are UV finite, then in the asymptotic regime the
quenched approximation (which must be made to solve
the Schwinger-Dyson equation) is exact. This is therefore
a model with many similarities to QED in which charge
screening is naturally switched off at short distances, an
effect which must be postulated in studies of a nontrivial
fixed point of QED4 due to fermion mass generation at
strong coupling. This deserves further study. Another
possibility is to introduce both scalar and vector current
interactions with independent couplings, to generate a
fermionic analogue of the gauged Nambu-Jona-Lasinio
model, which would be renormalizable in d € (2,4). It
would then be interesting to examine the limit d — 4_
and compare the results with other approaches [28].
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