PHYSICAL REVIEW D 82, 125038 (2010)

Strange mass dependence of the tricritical point in the U(3); X U(3)g chiral sigma model
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We study the strange quark mass dependence of the tricritical point of the U(3); X U(3) linear sigma
model in the chiral limit. Assuming that the tricritical point is at a large strange mass value, the strange
sector as well as the  — a, sector decouples from the light degrees of freedom which determines the
thermodynamics. By tracing this decoupling we arrive from the original U(3); X U(3)r symmetric
model, going through the U(2); X U(2)z symmetric one, at the SU(2); X SU(2)g linear sigma model.
One-loop level beta functions for the running of the parameters in each of these models and tree-level
matching of the coupling of these models performed at intermediate scales are used to determine the
influence of the heavy sector on the parameters of the SU(2); X SU(2); linear sigma model.
By investigating the thermodynamics of this latter model we identified the tricritical surface of the
U(3); X U(3)g linear sigma model in the chiral limit. To apply the results for QCD we used different
scenarios for the m, and u, dependence of the effective model parameters, and then the ,ugcp(mx)
function can be determined. Depending on the details, a curve bending upwards or downwards near
g = 0 can be obtained, while with explicit chemical potential dependence of the parameters the

direction of the curve can change with my, too.
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L. INTRODUCTION

The phase diagram of QCD is a much-studied phenome-
non, but still its characteristics, at finite baryon chemical
potential, in particular, are far from being settled [1-4].
While at zero chemical potential all the Monte Carlo (MC)
and effective model studies tend to support a common
picture, at nonzero chemical potential the MC results are
inconclusive.

At zero chemical potential the widely accepted phase
diagram in the m, ;-m, plane exhibits both at small and at
large quark masses regions of first-order phase transition
each bounded by a line of second-order critical end points
(CEPs). In between these regions, the transition is of the
analytic crossover type. If we introduce a nonzero quark
baryon chemical potential u,, the second-order CEP lines
extend to a critical surface. If the critical surface lying
closer to the origin of the mass plane bends upwards, that
is, to larger quark masses, then there is a possibility that a
crossover transition becomes at larger chemical potential a
second- and subsequently a first-order phase transition.
Direct MC simulations [5,6] and also the estimates in
[7.8] give a finite uSEP value, and similar conclusions
can be drawn from other lattice techniques, too [9-11].
However, the second-order surface seems to bend down-
wards, to smaller quark masses, according to studies of the
curvature performed on N, = 4 lattices for Ny = 3 and
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Ny =2+ 1 cases in [12-16] using imaginary chemical
potential. These lattice studies performed at imaginary
chemical potential seem to exclude the existence of a
CEP for g < 166 MeV even on a finer, N, = 6 lattice
used in the Ny = 3 case [17], although there the curvature
of the critical surface is consistent with zero, but the sign of
the curvature is not yet constrained because the cutoff
effects appear to be larger than finite density effects.
Although all these lattice results do not necessarily contra-
dict each other, they could imply a scenario in which the
critical surface has a nontrivial shape. Some numerical
evidence for such a possibility is given in [18].

Beyond direct simulations one can approach the study of
the phase structure of QCD through effective theories; see
e.g. [3,19] for reviews. At finite chemical potential there are
several results on the chiral phase transition for two flavors
in Nambu—Jona-Lasinio models, as well as in linear sigma
models [20-23]. Using the SU(2); X SU(2)g linear sigma
model an interesting phase structure with two CEPs in the
tg — T plane was reported for low values of the pion mass
in [23]. Considering three flavors, one can study in these
models the properties of the chiral critical surface [24-29].
In [24-26] the authors used the U(3); X U(3)g chiral
sigma model near the physical point and found that in the
available parameter space the critical surface bends up-
wards, supporting the direct MC result. In [27-29], in the
framework of the extended Nambu—Jona-Lasinio model the
authors found a down-bending surface for a small chemical
potential which eventually turns back at higher values of
4 This behavior would conciliate the two MC scenarios
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within a single critical surface if the turning happens at
positive values of m,,; and m, and finite values of u,. Other
possible behaviors of the critical surface were discussed in
[30,31] using the Gibbs’ phase rule for phase coexistence.

In the chiral limit (m,,; = 0), there are two well-known
limits: the w, =0 and the infinite strange quark mass
(m; = o0) limits. At u, = 0 we have a first-order phase
transition region for small mg, a second-order transition
region at large my, and a tricritical point (TCP) separating
them, with a characteristic value mI“?. At m, = oo and
small chemical potential we have second order, for large
Mg a first-order phase transition, with again a TCP in
between. The line of TCPs is the intercept of the critical
surface and the m,, =0 plane of the m,; —m, — pu,
space. According to the above scenarios the two TCPs at
the p, = 0 and m; = oo can be connected by a single line
with definite curvature, a backbending line, or they may
belong to two distinct TCP lines. In the latter case there
must be two disjunct critical surfaces in the m,;, — m; —
M4 space, of which these two TCP lines are just the end
points in the m,; = 0 plane [30,31].

In this paper we attempt to describe the behavior of the
tricritical line in the chiral limit of the U(3), X U(3)x
sigma model [24,32,33], assuming in addition that the
mass of the constituent strange quark and the anomaly scale
are much larger than the critical temperature. The study of
the chiral limit has some advantages, since one can work
with much less parameters than in a generic situation. A
disadvantage, though, is that in this case there are no direct
measurements which could connect the effective model
parameters with the QCD (although, strictly speaking, there
are no such measurements anywhere, apart from the physi-
cal point, especially not for a possible chemical potential
dependence of the parameters). The goal of this study is to
explore the parameter dependence of the TCP line.

The assumption that the constituent strange mass is much
larger than T, is based on the observation that even at the
physical point of the mass plane the constituent strange
quark mass is above 450-500 MeV (see Ref. [34] and
references therein), while 7. ~ 160 MeV, and the critical

.. 2
line in the m,; — m, plane behaves as mI* — m, ~ muf,

as one approaches the m; axis, which predicts for m“" and
for the mass of the strange constituent quark a higher value
than the corresponding mass at the physical point. Actually,
in the lattice study of [35] it was estimated that m!°? ~
2.8T,, while in [33] using the U(3); X U(3)y sigma model
mI? was estimated to be 1 order of magnitude bigger than
the value of m; at the physical point. A similar observation
can be made for the anomaly scale, which is connected to
the mass of the ' meson. In this physical situation we have
a multiscale system, where a simple one-loop analysis
would lose the contribution of the heavy sector. Instead,
we have to work with decoupling theory [36], which results
in a hierarchy of effective models describing the physics at

lower and lower scales. First the m, strange quark sector

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 82, 125038 (2010)

decouples with the corresponding bosonic degrees of free-
dom, and we obtain an effective U(2); X U(2)r symmetric
theory. Then the 1’ sector (which has semilarge masses at
mg — o0 because of the anomaly) decouples, and we are left
with the SU(2); X SU(2)g chiral sigma model consisting
of pion and sigma mesons, as well as the u and d constituent
quarks. Here we can use the results of [22] to determine the
position of TCP for a given parameter set. The effect of
the strange sector on the position of the TCP is only through
the modified parameters of the SU(2); X SU(2)y chiral
sigma model. To determine the parameters of the different
effective models involved in the analysis we use the one-
loop B-function-governed running of these parameters and
matching of the corresponding n-point functions in the
common validity range of the models. Some extra assump-
tions on the original parameters of the U(3), X U(3)g
sigma model are unavoidable.

The setup of the paper is as follows. First, we discuss the
model in Sec. II. Then, we overview the generic ideas how
the decoupling works in Sec. III. Next, we perform the
decoupling in the U(3); X U(3)gx model in Sec. IV. We
study the thermodynamics in the resulting effective
SU(2); X SU(2)g linear sigma model in Sec. V. We close
with conclusions in Sec. VI.

II. THE MODEL

We first construct the starting model [24,32], which is
the U(3); X U(3)z symmetric linear sigma model defined
by the Lagrangian:

Lya)y = Plid — 28T (o, + iysm,) ]
+Tr(a, P19, ®) — UWD), (1)

where T¢ are the U(3) generators, T, = A,/2 for a =
1,...,7, and T = T*, T® = T¥ [33], with

1(100) 1(000)
m=-lo 1 0], m=—[000] @
2\o 0 o V2\o 0 1

The meson matrix ® = o + i = T (o, + i7,) is given
in terms of the physical degrees of freedom as

(\/%(O'X + af) ag K"
1 1
o=— ay (o, — ad) P
\/E 0 75 X 0
K K ’—(0 O'y (3)
(715(’% + 7%) mt Kt
1 1 0 0
= 7w (-7 K
V2 2
K~ KO My

Finally, the potential for ® reads
U(®) = M2 Tr(®PTD) + N [Tr(DT D) > + A, Ti[ (DT P)?]
— 2C(det® + detdt) + TH{H(® + )] (@)
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Here, C governs the U(1) anomaly which breaks the
symmetry to SU(3); X SU(3)g. The last H-dependent
term explicitly breaks also this symmetry. As a conse-
quence we consider the case when vacuum expectation
values develop for those scalar fields which belong to the
center elements of the symmetry group. These are taken
into account through the shifts: o, — o, + x and o, —
oy + y. In this paper we are interested in the regime where
the vacuum structure of the theory contains a heavy
s-quark sector and a light ud sector, with a corresponding
meson sector. For the constituent quark sector this mass
hierarchy can be fulfilled with y >> x, since at tree level the
s-quark mass is m; = \/Egy, while m,; = gx. We assume
that the mesons containing s quarks have a mass of order
my, while the rest have a mass of order m,,;. No splitting is
assumed between u and d quark masses.

After having made all these assumptions, the mass spec-
trum, and correspondingly the physics, splits into a heavy
and a light part. The light sector influences only very little
the symmetry breaking pattern of the heavy sector; there-
fore we may set x = 0 when dealing with the determina-
tion of the heavy masses. Then we find the following mass
relations:

m? = M?* + A,y* — Cy, m: = M? + Ay? + Cy,
m% = M? + (A, + X))y, m? = M? +3(A; + M)y
m; = 2g°y?, (5)

where m? is the mass squared for 77; and o, m2 is the mass
squared of 7, and a, m% applies for 1,, K, and x modes,
m§ is the mass squared of o, and finally, m; is the strange
quark mass. In the case of a large strange quark mass, i.e.
large y values, the lightness of the pion-sigma sector
requires that m2 << m2. This can be achieved only with
fine-tuning m>—after all, this is the manifestation of
the hierarchy problem, where the high energy sector
influences, through radiative corrections and spontaneous
symmetry breaking, the light sector. To circumvent the
problem, we parametrize everything with the light x mass:

m2 = m?2 + 2Cy,
m% = m? + A2, (6)
m2 =m2+ 21, + 31,)y%

We see that there is a third mass scale, associated to Cy.
Since C has the dimension of a mass, we can relate its value
to y or m,, and it is a matter of the low-lying dynamics
determining the details of the effective model to know
which is the “true” ratio between them. In this work we
try to play around with the possible values of C to see its
effect on the thermodynamics.

So, after all, we have three possibly very different mass
scales: mg, m,, and m,. The thermodynamics of the sys-
tem, which is related to the spontaneous breaking in the
nonstrange sector, must take place at the light scales, that
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is, at T ~ m,. To treat a physical system with vastly differ-
ent mass scales is possible only using the fact that for the
light physics the heavy degrees of freedom decouple, and
their presence can be identified through the values of the
parameters of the Lagrangian containing the light degrees
of freedom. How this decoupling works in detail is sum-
marized in the next section.

III. DECOUPLING OF MASS SCALES

Here we review the generic principles of decoupling
incorporating ideas of heavy mass decoupling (cf.
Ref. [36]) and, whenever we switch to a new theory with
different degrees of freedom, matching principles (cf.
Ref. [37]).

Let us start with a theory with Lagrangian L, coupling
constant set {g;};—; , (this includes also the masses), and
field contents generically denoted with @ and ¢. Let us
assume that ® is much heavier than ¢, and their masses are
denoted by M and m, respectively.1 Then we want to
establish an effective theory based exclusively on the light
degrees of freedom. Let us denote the Lagrangian of this
effective theory by L, its couplings are {g;}i—; » (4 = u),
and the field content is ¢ with mass 7z ~ m. We emphasize
that, although ¢ corresponds to the light degrees of free-
dom ¢ of the complete theory, they can differ by wave
function renormalization. In general the wave function
renormalization and the renormalized couplings of the
effective theory depend on the coupling constants of the
original theory:

i = [i(g). (N

If we assume that the couplings of the effective model at
tree level are linear combinations of the original couplings,
then we can write

¢ =7"%(g)e,

8= Gig +Agile),  i€li..al  ®)
j=1

where Ag;(g) denotes the loop corrections which depend
on all of the original couplings.

In order to determine these relations we use matching.
We take # + 1 correlators of the light fields at some
external momentum and require that their physical value
be the same in the original and in the effective model. If we
denote the n-point functions of the original and effective
model by

G"(x1, ... x,) = (To(xy)... @(x,)),
G"(xy, - x,) = (TG(x)) .. p(x,)),

then we require in Fourier space

€))

"For the sake of simplicity we only consider one heavy and
one light degree of freedom.
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G'(ky,... k) =7"*G"(ky, ...k, (10)

for fixed k, ... k,. The right-hand side contains, as radia-
tive corrections, the effect of heavy modes.

In perturbation theory the n-point functions depend also
on the renormalization scales w and &, respectively. In
general, we expect to obtain all types of logarithmic cor-
rections In® u/E, where E is any energy scale which shows
up in the given n-point function. In loop integrals we
typically find E? ~ max(k?, mass®), where the mass can
be m and M on the right- or 7z on the left-hand side. In
order not to have multiple mass scales in the n-point
functions (which would lead to large logarithms) we shall
choose |k;| ~ M, and then all scales are of the order of M.
This means that for the best convergence of the perturba-
tive series we shall also choose u, i ~ M. In consequence
the relation (7) is in fact established at scale M:

600 =3 Gy, + Ag(s). (1)
=1

In the original theory the couplings may be defined on a
different energy scale M,. Then, we have to run the cou-
plings according to £ in order to find g;(M) which is
needed above. On the other hand, (11) defines g; on the
scale M. If we need them on a lower energy scale M’, then
we have to run them according to Z, the effective model
Lagrangian.

If there are multiple scales to decouple, we have a
series of effective models £@ with coupling constants

{gﬁ“)},-:lmua where the heaviest field has a mass M,).
Then the matching conditions described above lead to the
series of equations

U,
g M) =Y Ggl M) + Mgl (g(M(,). (12)
j=1

M; M, M, My

FIG. 1. Schematic plot of the running of a coupling constant.
The running between M, and M, is governed by L 4.
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This defines the new couplings gl

; at the mass scale
M,y which, from the point of view of the a + 1th effective
model, is a high energy scale. Then the running of the
couplings between M, — M) is governed by the
Lagrangian £ This process leads to the schematic
running depicted in Fig. 1.

In the most simple version we use tree-level matching,
which means that we neglect the Ag; terms. We use this
approximation throughout this work. Moreover, we use the
lowest-order (one-loop) beta functions for running.

We start with the U(3), X U(3)r symmetric linear
sigma model which is parametrized at the heavy, strange
mass scale in order to avoid the need for running. After
the decoupling of the strange sector we are left with a
U(2), X U(2)g model, starting at m, scale. The beta func-
tions of this model determine the running of the coupling
down to m,, when we switch to SU(2); X SU(2) model
containing only the o and 7 mesons and the u and d
constituent quarks. We perform in this model the running
of their couplings from m, down to the T scale, where the
finite temperature study is performed.

A separate treatment is needed when we treat the light
masses of the system. On one hand, due to the renormal-
ization group (RG) running, they acquire logarithmic de-
pendence on the heavy scale. On the other hand, because of
the hierarchy problem discussed in the previous section,
the light mass squared m? has to be fine-tuned by M? in
order to keep the light sector truly light. Therefore in
bosonic models the logarithmic corrections from the RG
running are subleading, and so they should be neglected.

IV. DECOUPLING OF THE HEAVY SECTOR

We use (1) with a background y taken into account via
the shift o, — o, + y. The first step is to parametrize the
heavy sector by determining the parameters of the model at
scale m,. Then, as a next step, we perform the decoupling
of the heavy (strange) sector.

A. Parametrization of the heavy sector

We should fix the parameters of the heavy sector by
measurements, but there exist no direct mass measure-
ments in this regime. Therefore we are forced to make
some assumptions. Since we are in a large quark mass
regime, we cannot use the results of the chiral perturbation
theory. Instead, the heavy constituent quark model ap-
proach, where the masses of the heavy particles are simply
the sum of the constituent quark masses, seems to be more
adequate. In case of the light-heavy mesons this works
nicely, since we can require

mg = m, = Ay, = 2g% (13)

In the doubly heavy sector there is a mismatch between the
scalar (o) and pseudoscalar (7,) meson masses, although
the constituent quark model would give the same mass for

125038-4



STRANGE MASS DEPENDENCE OF THE TRICRITICAL ...

both. The reason in this model is that there is a symmetry
breaking effect in addition to the constituent quark masses.
To treat this situation we introduce a free parameter A and
require that some average of the two masses squared is
(2m,)*:

Am? + (1 = A)ymy = (2m,)?, (14)

which results in a relation between the two quartic cou-
pling constants A; and A,:

3
A= (ﬁ B I)AZ'

If A =1, ie. when my, = 2mg, Ay = g% is the smallest

5)

value for A;. Another plausible choice is A =1/2;
then A = 22, = 4g?. Therefore, introducing A = —2 +
3/ A we may set

A= ﬂgz,

where A € [1, co]. (16)

The parameter range A € [1, 4] will be used later in the
analysis.

For fixing the other parameters we will use the infrared
(IR) sector. We will determine m, at its own scale, and this
will give the mass unit in the study. For fixing the m, value
at u = my scale we also use an IR observable. This will be
that mﬁ(’) value where we have a TCP at zero chemical
potential (but, of course, at finite temperature). Through
the decoupling equations this value will determine the
original, zero temperature strange quark mass.

B. Tree-level decoupling

The next step is to eliminate the strange sector and
determine the parameters of the resulting effective model.
The effective model will contain the following degrees of
freedom: the upper two (u, d) components in ¢, denoted
by 5, and the upper left 2 X 2 submatrix in ®, denoted by
@, and containing the o = o, ay, 1,, and 7 fields:

w=<?)

1
P N an
ﬁKJL ﬁ(o'y +iny)
kt +iK"
K. =k iK=< )
K+ iK°

We split the Lagrangian (1)—(4) according to this charac-
terization of degrees of freedom. The shifted Lagrangian
reads

L y3) = Ly@) + Lheavy T const. (18)

Here, L., contains the heavy part, the “const” term
refers to the y-dependent part of the potential, while
L5 contains the terms which consist of the light fields:
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Ly = tolid — gri(0y + iysmy) s + Tr(a,u,q);ra,uq)Z)
— (M? + Apy?) Tf[q);r b, ] - Al[Tr(cI);f D,) P

— L Ti{(PID,)2] + Cy[detd, + detdI]  (19)

Tree-level matching means that we simply neglect the
heavy part and go on with the Lagrangian described
above. We can argue for this simple choice as follows. The
parametrization of the heavy sector of the model could
be done only very heuristically, in which case only
the leading-order effects could be taken into account.
Therefore, it would be inconsistent to work with a detailed
decoupling scheme, determining Ag ~ O(g?) or O(g?)
corrections to the tree-level values which are not known
precisely. For this reason the leading-order approach is the
most consistent here. As a result of this approximation we
shall trust only the most robust consequences of this study.

C. Running in the U(2); X U(2)g linear sigma model

In component fields (19) can be written as

- . ) 1 m2
Luey = Dolid = gles = iysas)lira + 5 (0,08 = =F 2
"
2

_h -
> (¢%a — (gaP),

1 A
+ E(aﬂat)2 - —2a? - Z((p2 + a?)?

(20)

where we introduced the following notations: ¢5 = o +
T;0;, a5 = — 1y — T;7;, With 7; being the Pauli matrices,
A=A +A/2, ¢ =(0,7;), and a = (—mn,aqa;). The
squared masses are m_, =m’¥c, where m’=
M? + A,y? and ¢ = Cy [cf. (5)].

The running of the couplings are determined by the beta
functions given in Appendix A, under Eq. (A32). By solv-
ing (A32a) the running of g can be obtained explicitly:

g*(mo) 1247

_ 582(M0) ,u_z a /_\3 ’
1277.2 lnﬂg 5 lnP

g () = ’ 21

where A} = udexp[1272/(5g%(u))]. This has an UV
Landau pole, while it goes to zero when u — 0.

For the other two equations, (A32b) and (A32c), we
introduce the ratios

[\
>
>

=5,  uy=-3 (22)

oq
o

and a new function X(u) monotonous in u which satisfies

1 dx
g2 dlnu

1
—. 23
47 23)

Using (21), this equation has the solution
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10 ;
. u(4.0) —
gl u, (4.0)
L u(10.0) ----
L Uy (10.0) -
6 2 (10.0)
4,
2 [F: N T .
o N
-2 L
0 0.5 1 1.5 2

In(ug/) 7 In(Ag/1tg)

FIG. 2. Running of the ratios u =2A/g?> and u, = A,/g>
starting from different initial conditions.

X(/-L) _ i ln[ln(‘/EO/MO)],
ln& = lnﬂ(e*(loﬁ))( _ 1) — lnﬁ(l _ 610/3)()‘
Mo M

Here we have chosen the condition X () = 0, where w
is chosen to be the strange quark mass m,. Then we find
ou 14
ﬁ=4u2+3uu2+3u2—4—?u,
oL, 1 ©5)
aix = Juu, us ?lftz.
Conforming to Sec. IVA, the phenomenologically moti-
vated initial conditions are u, =2 and u = 2(A + 1) =
4...10, at the scale of the s quark. The solution of (25) is
depicted in Fig. 2. As this plot also demonstrates, for a wide
range of u, u, stays in the interval [1, 2], while u decreases
continuously as we lower the scale u from wy = m,; down
to u < my. Sooner or later (depending the initial condi-
tions) u crosses zero which signals the instability of the
theory. Probably it means that in order to maintain stability
higher-order corrections are needed.

D. Running in the SU(2); X SU(2)g linear sigma model

If we are well below the m, scale, then we can use the
model containing the o — 7 sector of (20) and the u, d
constituent quarks. This model is the SU(2); X SU(2)x
linear sigma model defined by

_ 1
Lspo) = olid — glo + iystm) ], + 5(%@)2

m2

M 5 Ay
S P Te (26)
where ¢, and m2¢, were defined in the previous two sub-
sections. The parameters of the model are defined at scale
m,, so we have to apply renormalization group running to
find the values of the coupling at the phase transition
temperature 7' ~ m,,.
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The RG equation is determined in Appendix B,
Eq. (B14). The running of g can be solved:

2(1g) 2472
S =—L =0 )

where A3 = ulexp[—247?/(5¢%(1o))]. This has an IR
Landau pole, while it goes to zero when w — oco. The
definition of A, is RG invariant. Comparing (27) with
(21), and taking into account that the change of scaling is
at uo = my, we find
m;
.A.O ’
For the running of A we introduce again X(u) defined in
(23) where now g is the coupling of the SU(2); X SU(Q2)
linear sigma model. Using (27) we obtain

A} = (28)

3 [ In(p/Ay) Mo Mo
X(u) == 1n[7], In— = In"> (1 — &°/3%).
75 Mlin(ue/Ao) poAg
(29)
We introduce the same ratio as in (22): 2A = ug?, and find
ﬂ=3u2—i-u—4. (30)
170.4
The solution of this equation reads

u—1 _ u—1 ( ~ In(uo/p) )21/5 31)
3u+4 3uyt4 In(eo/Ap) '
This equation has a fixed point at ¥ = 1, as is shown in
Fig. 3
In the SU(2); X SU(2); linear sigma model we can
follow the running of the light mass, using (B14). The
same running is true for the tree-level sigma mass m?2 =
—2m?. Then we find

S [ g )

x @ u(u!) — 1)] (32)

2 (1) = m2 (s1o) exp[

1.8¢
16+
1.4+
1.2}

0.8}
06}
04t
02F

0 O‘.2 0‘.4 0‘.6 0‘.8 1
In(ug/w) / In(ug/Ag)
FIG. 3. Running in the SU(2); X SU(2)g linear sigma model

starting from different initial conditions, showing the presence of
a fix point at u = 1.
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With the help of (27) and (31) we obtain

) = (g exp S B0 [
7 7 247*  Jo 1+ bg?*(uo)s
1+ 6Yoz(s)] (33)
1 —3Ypz(s) S
where z(s) = (1 + 2755)*"/%, b = 5/(1277), and Y, =

(u(po) — 1)/ Bulpmg) + 4).

V. THERMODYNAMICS OF
THE TRICRITICAL POINT

The one-loop study of the tricritical point in the
SU(2); X SU(Q2)g linear sigma model was done in [22]
using an expansion in the number of flavors. We quote
below Egs. (12) and (14) of that work which determine the
position of the tricritical point in the w, — T plane. Using
the present notation for the couplings these equations read

2
m3, + Tz[g + g2 +3i2a2i| =0,
7 (34)
3g*
A+ [In(Bp) — Fla)] =0,

where 8 = 1/T is the inverse temperature and a = 8 g
with u, the quark baryon chemical potential. The function
’F reads

F (@)= 1= yp + 2 =2 [Liy(=e) + Lig(=e g
(35)

This is a monotonously increasing function of its argument
and F(0) = 1.5675.

We choose the scale u = e¢T, where ¢ is a number of
O(1). Then the logarithm yields &, which effectively modi-
fies F — F = F — &. In the case of spontaneous sym-
metry breaking mi < 0, and it is useful to rescale all the
masses with the tree-level sigma mass m2 = —2m? at

scale w. Then the equations to solve will be

020 10 0

9
mg/m
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1 u(u) 3
5= T2g2(,u)[—6 1+ — az],
(36)

u(w) = 2 g2 Fla).
7

In the complete problem therefore there are 5 + 2
parameters. At the UV scale m, we have m,, m,, g°, u,
and u,, and also we have w and T at the IR scale. The light
mass m,, or the corresponding m,, is used as a mass unit. At
the TCP @ = B, and T can be determined as functions of
the UV parameters:

Go: my, my, g% u, uy —> a, T.. 37)

The final output of the investigation should be, of course,
a.(my) and T,.(m,). But as we just have seen, even in the
chiral limit of m,; = 0 the problem is five-dimensional
instead of one-dimensional. For a sensible prediction we
have to say something about the strange mass dependence
of m,, g%, u, and u,—these functions should come from
the underlying theory, now QCD. Since we do not have this
information, we have to assume something sensible.

In the light of the previous subsections we make
some approximations. We can fix u,(m,) = 2, and for u
we consider two cases: u(m,) = 4 and u(m,) = 10. The
remaining function

g: mS’ ma’ g2 = aC’ TL' (38)

can be plotted as shown in Fig. 4. The detailed numerical
strategy to solve the system and obtain this plot is given in
Appendix C. Figure 4 shows surfaces in the m;, m,, and g>
parameter space leading to some fixed value of «,.. The
w,/T = 0 critical surface is a limiting one, in the sense
that surfaces with /T > 0 all lie on one of its sides; they
never cross each other. Moreover the normal vector of the
surface pointing to positive u,/T always has negative m;
component—in this sense we can say that going on the
direction of the largest w,/T change, the surfaces bend
downwards in m.

u=10 -
u=6 —
45¢F
3.5¢f
25¢
1.5F

50 40 30 20 10 o 0 2 4
mg/m my/m

FIG. 4. The dependence of a, (u,/T at the TCP) on the parameters for u,(m,) = 2. The left panel is obtained with u(m,) = 10.
The value of A, is fixed along the lines of the surfaces directed towards the origin of the m, — m,, plane. For further information see the

main text.
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In order to show that different values of # do not change
qualitatively the result we plot the u,/T = 0.8 surface
obtained using u(m,) = 10 and u(m,) = 6 and rescale
the g? values of the latter by a factor of 1.5. The two
surfaces can be seen in the right panel of Fig. 4. As the
plot shows, the surfaces have the same characteristics.

Implication of the results for QCD

In real QCD we cannot change m,,, m;, and g indepen-
dently. If we knew the m, dependence of m, and g2, then
we would have a curve in the m; — m, — g? space parame-
trized by my. This line would go through the critical
surfaces characterized by fix u,/7T, and then we could
determine the m(u,/T) function. Since we do not have
any information on the m, dependence of the parameters,
we explore several possibilities by fixing the value of one
of the parameters.

For a constant value of g? the m, dependence of
the critical w,/7T is shown in Fig. 5. One can see that the
behavior of this curve depends strongly on how m, de-
pends on m,. Characterized by dm,/dm, at u, = 0, there
is a limiting value, and tricritical curves with smaller value
of dm,/dm, bend downwards (negative curvature); for
larger values they bend upwards (positive curvature).

The standard characterization of the behavior of m(u,)
near u, = 0 is through the Taylor series [1]:

m(py) _ g\
mS(OL; =1+ ];Ck<77;) .

The first two nontrivial terms ¢, and ¢4 are shown in Fig. 5
in the case of a constant g2. The singularity corresponds to
that value of the m  for which the curvature changes sign. It
is remarkable that by changing continuously from negative
to positive curvatures (¢, values) we have to go through a
singularity.

To have a hint on which curve could be the physical one
we recall that the anomaly is mainly a gauge effect,

(39)

0.4
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connected to the presence of the instantons [38,39]. This
suggests that the dependence of m, on m, should be quite
small, so the physical line is near to dm,/dm; = 0. Note
that all tricritical surfaces in this model with m, =
constant bend downwards.

We see from Fig. 5 that for a wide range of parameter
space the ¢, and ¢, are roughly correlated with ¢, = 10c¢,
if ¢, <0 and ¢4 = 20c¢, if ¢, > 0. In the rest of the cases
¢, has a large negative value, in which case ¢, is positive.
This qualitative behavior can be compared with the re-
sults of the numerical simulations. In [12] the authors
found ¢, = —3.3(3) and ¢, = —47(20) with N, = 3 de-
generate quarks, which seems to be in the first regime. In
[16] with ny = 2 4 1 the coefficient ¢, decreased to —39
which means that the results are off the above scaling
regime, and we expect a large positive ¢, coefficient—
from the behavior of B, in the given work ¢4, = 10000
with large error bars. Closer to the continuum limit (cf.
[17], Ny = 3) the value of ¢, is not yet known exactly, but
the sign probably remains the same and it is small. This
would suggest then again the scaling, ¢4, = 10c¢, case. We
note, however, that our results are at the chiral limit, and
therefore the lattice results may not follow this chiral
scaling behavior.

In Ref. [29] it was shown that if the strength of the U(1)
anomaly, parameter C in the Lagrangian (4), is made
p4-dependent, then the critical surface can have a non-
monotonic shape. Since C influences m,, we can observe
the same effect by considering the following dependence
of m, on u,, when solving (36):

=1+ (—m“(o) -~ 1>e‘”5/ﬂio.

mg

m,(py)

me

(40)

For most of the curves with this chemical potential depen-
dent anomaly parameter the results are very similar to what
was obtained earlier; however, one can observe more ex-
otic behavior, too, for some cases. For u, o /m, = 0.17 the
result is shown in Fig. 6. Here the surface starts to bend

0.35}
0.3
0.25F
02
0.15

He/T

0.1F 0.32

0.05r
0.31

10

O 1 1 1 ! 1 1 1 1
10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28

mg/mg

-10 : : ‘ i : : :
-4 3 2 A 0o 1 2 3 4

dmg/dmg(i,=0)

FIG. 5. Left panel: The m, dependence of the critical u,/T obtained for u = 10 and g% = 3. The labels on the curves indicate the
value of dm,/dm,(u = 0). Right panel: The first two coefficients of the Taylor expansion in Eq. (39).
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0.5

m,/m;=6

0.4t

03}
tc'
=5

0.2+

0.1f

} A/m, =208

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
mg/mg

FIG. 6. Effect of a u-dependent m, on the m, dependence of

the critical u,/T obtained for u = 10. From the two pairs of

lines having the same values of A /m,, and m,/m,, the one at the
right is obtained by solving (36) with a w-dependent m,,.

upwards, and later it turns back. This behavior can be very
mild (as in our example with A/m, = 208). In this case
the coarse lattice measurement would only detect the
negative curvature; a high precision lattice measurement
is necessary to reveal the positive curvature near u, = 0. It
is interesting that, considering the global behavior of the
curve, the coarser lattice would give a more reliable result
in this case.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We discussed the behavior of the line of TCPs in the
chiral limit (m,; = 0) of the U(3), X U(3)g quark model.
We assumed that the value of the strange quark mass, where
the TCP hits the ., = 0line of the m; — u,, plane, is much
larger than the critical temperature 7,.. This is a good
approximation in QCD, where the critical temperature is
of order 160 MeV, while the constituent strange quark mass
is about 450-500 MeV already at the physical point, and we
expect that the second-order line reaches the chiral line
(m,, = 0) at much higher m; masses. To estimate the value
in the chiral limit we can use the results of [33,35], where
the authors estimated mTP =~ 3-15m™*. Since we do not
know exactly this value, we scanned a wide parameter
range m!F(u, = 0) ~2-50m,,, where m; > T, is ful-
filled. We also assumed that the  — g, meson sector,
which is heavier than the o — 7 sector because of the
anomaly, is also much heavier than T7.. This is again
plausible, since already at the physical point m, ~ 1 GeV.

Under these circumstances the strange and the n — q
sector decouple from the point of view of the thermody-
namics, which is completely determined by the light
degrees of freedom, the o — 7 sector. This means that
the nave one-loop perturbation theory would have an ex-
ponentially small sensitivity to the strange and anomaly
scale. The only way the heavy sector can influence the
thermodynamics is through the values of the parameters of

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 82, 125038 (2010)

the effective theory, i.e. when we include the renormaliza-
tion group ideas into the analysis. We have to follow the
running of the different parameters as well as the change in
the degrees of freedom from the heavy scales down to the
thermodynamic scale. This can be performed by following
the RG flow with given degrees of freedom and determin-
ing the parameters of the effective theories by matching
when the degrees of freedom change. The former yield
logarithmic dependence on the heavy scale, and the latter
effect is power-suppressed. Therefore in this work the RG
flow is determined at one-loop level, and the matching is
kept at tree level.

With the decoupling of the strange and 1 — a; meson
sector, respectively, there are two stages of effective
models in the U(3); X U(3)y linear sigma model. The
first is the U(2);, X U(2)g, while the second is the
SUQ2), X SU(2)g linear sigma model. We determined
the corresponding beta functions in these models and
solved the RG flow down to the scale of the temperature
T. The thermodynamics is determined at one-loop level in
[22]—we now included the running coupling constant in
the result.

As a result we can determine the free energy for any
given parameter sets, and we can determine the location of
the TCP on the p, — T plane. With some plausible as-
sumptions, the TCPs with fixed « = u,/T (where w,, is
the quark chemical potential) form a surface in the m, —
m, — g* space in the U(3), X U(3) linear sigma model.
Surfaces for different « never cross; therefore the o = 0
surface is a limiting surface.

If we want to draw consequences for QCD, we have to
specify how m, and g? depend on my in the chiral u, d
regime. Since it is not known, we explored several
possibilities. Depending on the details, this improved
SU(2) X SU(2) linear sigma model can describe an up-
ward bending (positive curvature) surface or a downward
bending (negative curvature) surface. Taking into account
the explicit chemical potential dependence of the anomaly
constant, the curvature can change from positive to nega-
tive values along the curve. In this case the value of the
curvature at u, = 0 would yield false information about
the global behavior of the curve.

We hope that future MC studies shed more light on the
so far unknown dependencies of m, and g> on m,.
Although it would be a hard task at the chiral limit, a
qualitative understanding could be gained with a fixed
m,,, variable (but large) m, measurement. If such infor-
mation was provided, we could decide between the various
scenarios described in this paper.
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APPENDIX A: RENORMALIZATION GROUP
EQUATIONS IN THE U(2); X U(2) MODEL

We start from the renormalized Lagrangian of (20) and
introduce the counterterm Lagrangian, which in Fourier
space reads

8Ly = 8Zyhokipy — 8gir(es — iysas) Py

0Z 0Z
+ Tgp(kz —dm)e + Ta(k2 — dm?)a

=2 g7 + a2 = 22 (g2~ (pa?), (AD

where we used the shorthand 5mi o = ém? ¥ 8¢ and the

observation that the wave function renormalization for the
¢ and a sector is the same.

The goal is to determine the counterterms at one-loop
level. To this end we work at zero temperature in the
symmetric phase. The method is to determine the expecta-
tion value of some physical observables and require finite-
ness. In order to simplify the treatment we introduce
a background field for the o field through the shift o —
o + x. The expansion in x is used for zero momentum
external legs. The new Lagrangian obtained from (20) reads

2

m A -
[U(Q)Z—%xz—zx“—a'x(m(zp-l-/\)ﬁ)—l-¢2(15—m¢)l/f2
1 1 m? m? m?
+—(9 2+_ 9 2_ o 2 w2 TN 2
L0u0P (0,02 =" g2 T Ty

2
m - .
__2A a? — gy(@s —iysas) i, — Axo(e* + a?)

A
_ /\zxa'a% — /\2x7777-iai _Z(QDZ + 612)2

- 20¢ta - (pa?] (A2)
where
m, = gx, m% = mk + 347, m3 = m% + Ax%,
m3 = ml + Ax%, m% = m2 + Ax? + A2 (A3)

with m2 and m? defined below (20).

1. The fermionic wave function and g renormalization
We calculate on the x background the fermion self-
energy %, = iTt52)amp. Introducing the notation [, =

f 57’34 and using standard Feynman rules we find
|
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S,(k) = —08Z,k + x8g — ig? f [(iG,(p — k)
P

+ 3iG,(p — k))iG(p) — (iG,(p — k)
+ 3iG.(p — k) ysiG(p)ys],

where G and G are the bosonic and fermionic propagators
defined as

(A4)

1 p+m

G(p)=— , (AS)
p

Gp) p>—m?>+ig’ —m?+ie
with the corresponding masses.

Since the integral has mass dimension, the parts propor-
tional to £ or x are dimensionless, which means that they
are at most logarithmically divergent. Therefore the masses
should be taken into account only through a Taylor expan-
sion. But the expansion in the bosonic masses yields
m? ~ x? terms, which are convergent, so we can forget
about the bosonic masses. The same is true for the fermi-
onic mass in the denominator. What remains for the diver-
gent piece is

E?/}V(k) = —6Z,k + xbg + 4ig?
x f G(p — KIG(P) — vsG(p)ysh  (A6)
P

In the numerator we find p + m — ys(p + m)y, = 2p,
which results in

Sg=0. (A7)

For 6Z, we have to calculate the remaining integral.
Doing this with standard techniques (cf., for example,
[40]) using cutoff regularization we find

2 2
4 (k) = (—5z¢ -8 ln%>k, (A8)

412
and so, the counterterm ensuring the finiteness of Ew(k) is

2 AZ
_ &N

0z, = .
U4 477.2 /‘LZ

(A9)

2. The bosonic wave function and A renormalization

We calculate next the o self-energy on the given x
background. We find

3, (k) = —8ZKk* + 8mk + 36Ax* + 3/\/ iG,(p) + 3/\j iG,(p) + A[ iG,(p) +3(A+ )lz)f iG,(p)
P P 14 P

— ig? f THG(p — NG(p)] + 18iA%2 f Go(p — WGy (p) + 6i1222 f G (p — NG (p)

LI f Go(p = KIG(p) + 6i(A + A2 f G.(p — G, (p).
P 14

(A10)
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The minus sign is because the fermionic bubble involves a
closed fermion loop. To determine 6Z and 6m, we need
only the x = 0 sector:

S (kx = 0) = —8ZK2 + Sm? + 6)\[ iG,(p)
14
b4+ 3)@] iG,(p)
P

—ig? [ THG(p — HG(p)]
p

After evaluating the integrals, without writing the A2
corrections we find

(A11)

' ms,
S8 x = 0) = —87ZK" Tom2 "o I
AN+3N, . md g2 K
+ T 2 1 —4 k21 —.
6 AT 24720 A2
(A12)
Therefore
2 A2
27 (A13)
, 1 A2 5 2
Smy = 1672 hl? [6AmG, + (44 + 325)my].

For the determination of §A we need the self-energy at
k = 0. After evaluating the integrals we find

. A2
SV(k=0) = 6m? — —16#2 1n—2[6Am§, + (44 +32,)m2]
3x

2
ln—[13)\2 +3(A+ A,)% —4g4].
672

+ 38 x2 — ;

(Al14)

We obtain for Bm%‘, the previous result given in (A13), and
we also have
1

SN =—
1672

A2
lnP[B/\2 +3(A + 1)? —4g*]  (A15)
3. Renormalization of A,

We apply the procedure above, but now for the a self-
energy. Since the wave function renormalization is the
same as for ¢, we need only the k = 0 case. We find

S (k= 0) = Sm2 + (5A + SA,) + 5/\[ iG,(p)
3N+ 2A iG, A iG
+(GA+ g[p () + ] ()
A+ A G — jg? T
A+ A) [ iGy(p) — ig [ {G(PG(p)]
+4i(A + 0,0 [ Go()Ga(p)
P

i f Go(p)Gr(p). (A16)
14
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After evaluating the integrals we find for the divergent
pieces

SV (k= 0) = 6m2 + (A + 8A,)x

1 A?

X

A2
- ln?[16)t2 + 18X, + 503 — 12¢*] (A1)

1672

For the a-mass counterterm we find the following expres-
sion:

dm2 = ln— [6Am2 + (4A +3Ay)m%]  (A18)

167
which is the same as the expression for the o mass, with the
mg, < m, interchange. This shows that the sum and the
difference of the masses are renormalized multiplicatively.
Since mi/a = m? ¥ ¢, so we find

20— 31, . A?
oS¢ = CTZZ ln—z,
— K (A19)
5 , 104 + 34, A2
om~ =m — ln—z.
167 M

From (A17) we can also read off the counterterm for
A+ /\2:

1
T ln—[16/\2 18AA; + 5A2 — 12¢4]
e

(A20)

Comparing it with the expression of 6A given in (A15)
we find
2

N = ——
T

2
1n%[/\2(6)\ + Ay) — 4g%]. (A21)

4. 3 functions

The bare-field Lagrangian reads

1
Lyeyo= olid — golees — 175005)]1/’02"‘5(3#@0)2

1 m% m

+ (9 2__ Yo 2 _ "0a

( ao) 2 L) 2
/\02

A
=3k + aip?

[‘Poao - (GDOaO) ] (A22)

where all the fields and couplings are bare. The bare
couplings are RG invariant, since they depend only on
the regularization:

2
dgo _ dm()(p _ dm(z)a _ d)lo _ d)l02 _ 0) (A23)
dlnp  dlnp dlnp dlnp  dlnp
where
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d ) 0 d
= +8,—+
Bg ag B/\ EY :82 7go am

dlnp  Jdlnu

ad
T Va7 (A24)
om2’

To obtain the bare quantities from the counterterms, we
first have to change to renormalized fields ¢y, = Z}/z o,
=720, and ay = Z'?a:

Ly=4,[Z,id - Z¢Zl/280(€05 —iysas)|y,
z z Zmj Zm?
+ —(6 90)2 + E(a,ua)z _ 20¢’ ¢2 _ ’/’21011 a2

——(p? +a?)? - [p%a® — (pa)*]. (A25)

Comparing it with the renormalized Lagrangian defined as
the sum of (20) and (A1) we find Z,, = 1 + 6Z,, and Z =
1 + 6Z, so that the relations between the bare couplings
and counterterms read

Z¢Z1/2g0 =g+ 0g, Zm%‘p =m% + ém3,
Zm}, = m2 + om2, Z?dg = A+ 84,

Zz/\oz = )Lz + 5)\2

(A26)

These relations can be inverted, and at one-loop level we
obtain

go=8— (36Z + 6Z,)g + dg,

mg, = mg — 8Zmg, + dmy,
m}, = m2 — 8Zm? + Sm2,
Ao = A — 28ZA + 8A

/\02 = )lz - 262/\2 + 8)\2

(A27)

Perturbative hierarchy requires that when there is a Inu
dependence in the quantity, then only the 9/(d1Inw)
derivative acts on it. Then, using (A24) we find

ng Jd 1
=B, — —0Z + d6Z —0g|=0,
ding ¢ 61n,u|:<2 "’)g g]
(A28)
and in consequence
B, = g [(1 6Z + 67 ) -6 ] (A29)
¢ dlnp L \2 v)E o8

In a similar way we find
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Yo = T[éZm — ém2],
-_% 2
Vo = 81 [6Zm2 — 6m2],
(A30)

Using the expression of the counterterms determined in
previous subsections of this sections we have

>

dlnu 2P
06z g

_6772’

dlnu
06g
dlnu
96N
dlnu B
961,
dlnu B

1
- W[13A2 + 3(/\ + /\2)2 - 4g4],

1
- m[/\z(@\ + 1) — 4g*]

65m¢/

4= [6)\m¢/a + (41 + 3)\2)mi/¢]. (A31)

dlnu

With these expressions, we obtain from (A29) and (A30)
the following one-loop B functions:

dg 5¢°
ding Pe T o (A32a)
dA 1 8
- 1302 +3(A+ 4y)2 —4g*—2 2/\],
ding PA 73 2[ ( 2)” —4g 38
(A32b)
d\, 1 4
=By =——| A(6A+Ay) —dg* ——g2A ]
ding B 477_2[ 1t 2) 8 38 2
(A32¢)

., 1 4
<,D/ = 7(p/a Zﬁ[(6)\—§g2>mi + (4/\+3)\2)ma/¢i|

(A32d)

APPENDIX B: RENORMALIZATION GROUP IN
THE SU(2);, X SU(2)g LINEAR SIGMA MODEL

We start from the renormalized Lagrangian (26) and add
to it the following counterterm Lagrangian:

_ Z
5£SU(2) = ‘ﬂ[zlpiﬁ — 6g(o + iTiWi)]l// + 5(3;#7)2

Smg 5A
- _n21¢ @* — T(O'Z + )2 (B1)
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The goal is to determine the counterterms at one-loop level.
To do this, we will follow the same strategy as in
Appendix A. To facilitate the discussion we introduce
again the background field x. After the shift 0 — o + x
the Lagrangian reads

2
My ,

£SU(2) =TS X T

5 4x2—a'x(m<20+/\x2)+17/(i6—m¢)1,[/

—gtp(a'—i-n'ﬂ')tp-i- (6 o) — ” 2+ (8 7)?

m2

— 7= Axo(o? + 77) —

> —(0' + 7?)?,

(B2)

where
2 _ 2 _ 2 2 2 2 2
my, = gx, mg = mg + 3Ax7, my = my + Ax".

(B3)

1. The fermion wave function and g renormalization

We calculate the fermion self-energy on the background
X:

S,k x) = —8Zyk + dgx — ig? f [iG.(p — K)iG(p)

—3iG,(p — k)ysiG(p)ys)

where G, G, and G are the bosonic and fermion propa-
gators introduced in (A5) with the corresponding masses
given in (B3). Taylor expanding the bosonic propagators in
x and using that y5 anticommutes with all the other gamma
matrices, we find

3, (k) = 6gx — 8Z k

(B4)

+ 2ig? ] - —.

p (p = ) = my + ig)(p* — m}, + ig)

(B5)

After evaluating the integrals, finiteness of the result re-

quires the following expressions for the counterterms:

2 AZ 3 A2
8T 8T

(B6)

2. The o mass, wave function, and A renormalization

Next, we calculate the o self-energy:

3, (k) = —8Zk* + dm + 36Ax* + 3A[ iG,(p)
14

3 f iG(p) — ig? [ THG(p — HG(p)]
V4 V4

+ 18i/\2x2f G,(p
p

1 6iA2x2 ] G.(p— G (p).
P

—kG,(p)

(B7)
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The minus sign is because of the fermionic bubble.
After evaluating the integrals we find, neglecting the A2
corrections

S0 -

/\
- (2m2 + 4Ax?)

A? 2 (k2 A2 33X A?
><1n—+g—2<g+3g )ln———ln—.

—8ZK* + 8m? + 38Ax* —

#2 4 /.L2 2,”_2 MZ
(B8)
Therefore, the expression of the counterterms is
2 A2
87 = =5 In—,
24
_3A A?
302 — gt A?
oA =25 =
411 7

3. 8 functions

We again use the fact that the bare couplings are renor-
malization group invariant:

d dm? dA
So T _ SR _ (B10)
dlnp  dlnp  dlnp
where
d d d
—. (BI11
dlnp Bln,u ﬁg ag 'B’\ e am} 1D
This leads to
g, = [(6z+152) —5]
$ aln,u 200w)E 08 |
Y= T[ﬁZm — dmy], (B12)

B, = —[ZSZA — SAJ
dlnu

Using the counterterms determined in the previous two
subsections one has

06Zy,  g* 06z g adg g
dlnu  47?’ dlnu 1272’ dlnu 47>’
adA  —3A + gt ddm?> 3Am?

= & Mo e (B13)
dlnu 21 dlnu 41
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Then, we find the following one-loop B functions:

dg 5¢°
=B, =- 2
dinpu 247
dr . 9A% —3g* — Ag?
ding By = P , (B14)
1 dm}, =y=9A—g2 )
m2 dlny 1272 ¢

APPENDIX C: NUMERICAL STRATEGY TO
SOLVE THE TCP EQUATIONS

For numerical purposes it is advantageous to choose «,

g% = g*(u), and m,, as parametrization variables. Then we

can proceed as follows. From (36) we find
6f(a) 2 7 — _ 1 ’
2g%[8 5% 7}:2(“) +1+ %az]
(CDH

ulp) =

and then from (27)
26— (2477 /587 (n))
282 (WD + 1+ 2 a?]
(C2)

Once we know g2(w), T, Ay, and u(u) we can compute m,,
by solving m2 = m2(u = m,) using (33). Since now

A2 = ple= 47 /58w =

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 82, 125038 (2010)

m,(u) = 1 is the mass scale, in view of (33) we have to
solve

7¢3 [mmﬂ/u ds 1+ 6Yz(s)]
2472 1+ bg*(u)s 1 —3Yz(s) S
(C3)

m, = exp[

where Y = (u(w) — 1)/Bu(u) + 4). If we know m,,, then
we can have g*(m,,) from (27) which can be kept fixed.
From the running of g (27) and u (31) we find

2 _ g

g°(mq) = 1+152g7r 1n’"7
2u(mg) =1 _ 2u(p) =1 ¢, In(m,/m)\21/3 )
3u(m,) + 4 3u<m+4( 1H(M/A0))

From (28) we find

Aé _ 6 2( )I:g (M)f(a)

+1+ = a2:|624”2/5g2(").
i)
(C5)
Having AJ, u(m,), and u(m,) we can use the solution of the

U(2); X U(2)g RG running (25) to find m;. Finally from
m, and g(m,) we compute from (21):
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