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Light-front ¢ theory with sector-dependent mass
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As an extension of recent work on two-dimensional light-front ¢* theory, we implement Fock-sector
dependence for the bare mass. Such dependence should have important consequences for the convergence
of nonperturbative calculations with respect to the level of Fock-space truncation. The truncation forces the
self-energy corrections to be sector dependent; in particular, the highest sector has no self-energy
correction. Thus, the bare mass can be considered sector dependent as well. We find that, although higher
Fock sectors have a larger probability, the mass of the lightest state and the value of the critical coupling are
not significantly affected. This implies that coherent states or the light-front coupled-cluster method may be

required to properly represent critical behavior.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In a recent calculation [1], two-dimensional ¢* theory
was solved for the lowest mass eigenstates of the light-front
Hamiltonian. The eigenstates were represented by trun-
cated Fock-state expansions, with momentum-space wave
functions as the coefficients. This work included estimation
of the critical coupling, where the ¢p — —¢ symmetry of the
theory is broken [2]. At this critical coupling, one would
expect that the probabilities for the higher Fock sectors,
computed as integrals of the squares of the Fock wave
functions, would increase dramatically. In particular, the
probability for the one-particle sector of the lowest massive
state should go to zero. This was not observed.

The expectation that the one-particle probability would go
to zero is important for the calculation of the connection
between equal-time [3-8] and light-front estimates [1,9] of
the critical coupling. This is determined by the relationship
between the different mass renormalizations in the two
quantizations [10], which is fixed by tadpole contributions
computed from the vacuum expectation value of ¢?. The
behavior of this vacuum expectation value is dominated by
the product of the one-particle probability times the logarithm
of the mass [1]. The mass goes to zero at the critical coupling,
making zero probability a necessity for a finite result.

In the previous work, the explanation proposed for this
apparent paradox was that the calculation did not use
sector-dependent bare masses. This meant that the highest
Fock sector kept in the calculation used a fixed bare mass
even as the eigenstate mass approached zero. Excitation of
such Fock states is then very unlikely.

The use of sector-dependent bare parameters, or “sector-
dependent renormalization” as it is usually called, has a long
history [11-13]. A Fock-space truncation forces self-energy
corrections and vertex corrections to be different in different
Fock sectors. This makes sector-dependent counterterms a
natural choice. In addition, the truncation causes divergences
that would have been canceled by contributions from higher
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Fock states that are now absent. Sector-dependent counter-
terms can take these divergences into account. However, in at
least some theories, the sector-dependent bare couplings can
lead to inconsistencies in the interpretation of wave functions
and Fock-sector probabilities [14]. Thus, use of sector-
dependent bare masses can be a compromise. Of course,
for two-dimensional ¢* theory, divergences are not the issue,
and it is only near the critical coupling where sector-
dependent masses could be a useful approximation, as
already indicated by some preliminary work [15].

The use of light-front quantization [16] is important for its
simple vacuum and well-defined Fock state expansions as
well as for the separation of relative and external momenta.
We define light-front coordinates [17] as x* = ¢ & z, where
xT is the light-front time. The light-front energy is then
p~=E—p., and the light-front momentum is p™=E+p..
In what follows, we will drop the superscript from p* to
simplify the notation. The inner product between momentum
and position is p - x = % (p~x" + px~), and the mass-shell
conditionis p~ = m?/ p. The light-front Hamiltonian eigen-
value problem is then P~ |y (P)) = MTZ lw(P)), where |y/(P))
is the eigenstate with mass M and light-front momentum P.
The eigenstate is expanded in a set of Fock states, which
converts the formal eigenvalue problem into a system of
equations for the Fock-state wave functions. Numerical
approximations then transform this system into a matrix
eigenvalue problem. Our chosen numerical approximation is
an expansion of the wave functions in terms of symmetric
multivariate polynomials [18].

The content of the remainder of the paper is as follows.
Section II provides a brief introduction to ¢* theory and
formulates the system of equations for the Fock-state wave
functions. These equations are modified in Sec. III to
accommodate a sector-dependent bare mass; the results
from their solution are presented and discussed. The work
is summarized briefly in Sec. IV. Details of the numerical
methods are left to an Appendix.
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II. LIGHT-FRONT (]5; THEORY

The Lagrangian for ¢* theory is

@) =302 =

1 A
= 53—¢5+¢ 3 (aﬁb)z - 5/42452 - 5474’ (2.1)

where 0, = % and u is the bare mass. The conjugate

momentum is 7 =6L/6(0,¢) = 16 ¢. Therefore, the

Hamiltonian density for translatlons in light-front time

x* is
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When restricted to two dimensions, there are no transverse

degrees of freedom, and the Hamiltonian density reduces to

1 A

=P’ + " 2.3

H=pd + 24 (23)

The field ¢ is expanded in terms of creation and
annihilation operators aT( p) and a(p) as

—i1)x'/2 T ipx~/2
Pt T + ' (p)eir ),
(2.4)
The operators obey the commutation relation
la(p).a*(p")] = &(p = p'). (2.5)

Substitution of the mode expansion and integration of
the Hamiltonian density with respect to x~ yields the light-
front Hamiltonian P~ = Py, + P5, + Py; + P53, with

Pi= | dp§0-=-<,,>a(p>, (26)

P _%/ dp,dp,
24 4rm\/P1P2

X 8(py + p2— P}

dp'dp)
\/ PP

— ph)a’(py)a’(pa)a(py)a(ph),
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P- /1/ dpidp,dp;
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(2.9)

The eigenstate of P~, with eigenvalue M?/P, can be
expressed as an expansion

ZPM I/de, <1—Zm:yi>wm(yi)|yi;P,m>

i

(2.10)

in terms of Fock states

1 m
lyi: P, m) :ﬁil:[la*(yf)loh (2.11)

where the coefficient y,, is the wave function for the Fock
sector with m constituents. The wave function depends on
the momentum fractions y; = p;/P, which are boost
invariant, unlike the individual momenta p;. The leading
factor of P“T allows the normalization of the wave
functions to be independent of P; we require
(w(P)|w(P)) = 6(P — P'), which yields

1:zm:/ﬁdyﬁ(l—Zr::yi)|wm(y1,---,ym)|2-
(2.12)

The probability of the mth Fock sector is then just

JTI dyis(1 =320 yi) W (yis oo ym)?. Because  the
Hamiltonian changes particle number by zero or two,
never an odd number, the sum over Fock sectors is either
even or odd, depending on which state is chosen as the
lowest Fock state." We will focus on the odd case.

The eigenvalue problem becomes a coupled system of

(2.7) equations for the wave functions:
|
Am(m=1) [dx;dx,
V1o oo Ym) +— Oy +yo — X1 — X)W (X1, X0, V3, .0, Y,
(32 )+ = [ 0 =3yt v0)
m dx dx,dx;
__\/ﬁ 46 - - - ) 5 5 seces Ym
Tis6 (m+2)(m+1) it Y1 = X1 = X2 = X3)W g2 (X1, X2, X3, Y2, oo V)
Am=2 m(m—1)
- Wi (V1 + 32+ Y3040 V) = MW, (1 V) (2.13)

4z 6 \/)’1)’2)’3 (v +y2 +y3)

"This is, of course, a consequence of the fundamental ¢ — —¢ symmetry of the original Lagrangian.
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This is an infinite system and requires some form of
truncation before a numerical solution can be attempted.
The standard truncation is a Fock-space truncation to some
maximum number of constituents N,.,.. However, as
discussed in the Introduction, this causes self-energy
contributions to become sector dependent. For the sector
with m = N, there is no self-energy because no loop
corrections are allowed; any intermediate states would have
more than N, constituents. Therefore, the bare mass
in the top sector is reasonably equal to the physical mass
M of the lowest state. As we step down from the top sector,
the complexity of the self-energy contributions
steadily increases, and the bare mass can be adjusted to
compensate.

ITI. SECTOR-DEPENDENT MASS

To implement a sector-dependent bare mass, we replace
u in the first term of Eq. (2.13) by u,, and compute the
u,, for a given eigenmass M by steadily increasing N .-
For N, =1, we have immediately that y; = M and
lw(P)) = a’(P)|0). For Ny =3, we set u3 =M and
solve the following two equations for u; and w3/ :

A1 dxdx,dx
) 1dXrd X3
S(1=x; —x, —
ﬂ1‘//1+4ﬂ\/6 SR, (1=x; = xp = x3)y3 (X1, %2, X3)
=My, (3.1)
3 M2
E — Jws(y1.52.¥3)
i Vi
/1 3 dxldX2
- 5 - - 5 )
+47t2\/)Tyz Tt (y1 +y2 = x1 = x2)y3(x1. X2, ¥3)
A1 1
+__7 :M2 . , . 3.2
Zve Ao w3(y1,¥2.3) (3.2)

For N.« =5, we set us to the value of y; obtained for
Npax =3, set us =M, and solve a system of three
equations for u;, w3/y,, and ys/y,. We continue in this
manner until g#; has converged with respect to the Fock-
space truncation fixed by N,,.

As described in the Appendix, the equations are solved
numerically, with the wave functions expanded in a
polynomial basis [18]. The principal result of the calcu-
lation is a set of eigenvalues and coupling strengths for
different Fock-space truncations, listed in Tables I-IV and
plotted in Fig. 1. These values are extrapolated in the
polynomial basis size for each Fock sector, and the Fock-
space truncation is varied from N,,, = 3 to 9. With respect
to the Fock-space truncations, the results converge, in an
oscillatory fashion, to within the numerical error at a given
truncation.

These results are consistent with those from the standard
parametrization, with no sector dependence in the bare
mass, as reported in Ref. [1]. This can be seen in Fig. 2,

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 95, 096016 (2017)

1_0A P S S S IS S S S S S S S SN SN ST ST S B SR
T,
] ®
0.8 €4 i
] Q@
1 £
o 0.6 £ i
= 8 )’63
~ ] 9@
Z0.4] [
] wo®
0.2 @ L
: o —ee®
0.0 L S R R B L A ﬁ" T T T T [ T T
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
)
FIG. 1. Lowest mass eigenvalue for odd numbers of constitu-

ents for different Fock-space truncations to three (circles), five
(triangles), seven (diamonds), and nine (hexagons) constituents.
The values of M?/u? and g = A/(4zu®) are obtained as extrap-
olations in the orders of basis polynomials, and the error bars
estimate the range of fits for the extrapolations. For weak
coupling, the results for different truncations are essentially
the same; for stronger coupling, approaching the critical value,
the results indicate convergence, to within errors. The conver-
gence is oscillatory, with the nine-constituent results between the
five- and seven-constituent results.

where the previous results are added to the plot from Fig. 1.
The numerical values are listed in Table V. The critical
coupling, as indicated by the point where M? reaches zero,
is again estimated to be 2.1. The sector-dependent results

TABLE I. Mass eigenvalues M and the associated dimension-
less couplings ¢ for a chosen set of M values and for a Fock-space
truncation to a maximum of N, = 3 constituents. As described
in the Appendix, calculations with sector-dependent constituent
masses are done at fixed M = M+/4x/2 with the one-

body constituent mass p; = ji;/4/4x computed in a recursive
process. The error estimates are made based on extrapolations in
the size of the polynomial basis sets used in the numerical
calculations.

m? i g M? /i
10.00  10.0375 0.0996 0.9963

500 5.0689 0.1973 0.9864

250 2.6183 0.3819 0.9548

125 1.4349 £0.0001 0.6969 0.8711

.00 1.2085+0.0001 0.8275+0.0001 0.8275 = 0.0001
090  1.1198+0.0001 0.8930 £ 0.0001 ~0.8037 = 0.0001
0.80  1.0323+0.0001 0.9687 £ 0.0001 0.7749 = 0.0001
070 0.9465 +0.0001 1.0566 = 0.0001 0.7396 = 0.0001
0.60  0.8624+0.0001 1.1595+0.0002 0.6957 = 0.0001
050  0.7807 £0.0002 1.2808 £ 0.0003  0.6404 = 0.0001
040 07019+ 0.0002 1.4247 +0.0004 0.5699 = 0.0002
030  0.6268+0.0003 1.5955+0.0006 0.4786 = 0.0002
020  0.5567+0.0004 17965+ 0.0011 0.3593 = 0.0002
0.10 04942 +0.0006 2.0236+0.0025 0.2024 = 0.0003
0.05  0.4687+0.0010 2.1338+£0.0046 0.1067 = 0.0002
0.02  0.4595+0.0016 2.1762+0.0076 0.0435 =+ 0.0002
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TABLE II. Same as Table I but for N,, = 5. TABLE IV. Same as Table I but for N,, = 9.

it P g M2/ it P ; M2/
10.00 10.0374 0.0996 0.9963 10.00 10.0369 £ 0.0003  0.0996 0.9963

5.00 5.0692 +0.0001 0.1973 0.9863 5.00 5.0688 +0.0002 0.1973 0.9864

250  2.6214+£0.0002 0.3815 0.9537 £ 0.0001 250  2.6177+£0.0192  0.3820 £0.0028 0.9550 £ 0.0070
1.25  1.4466 £0.0009 0.6913 +0.0004 0.8641 £ 0.0006 1.25  1.4450+£0.0021  0.6920 £ 0.0010 0.8650 £ 0.0013
1.00  1.2248 £0.0013 0.8165 = 0.0009 0.8165 £ 0.0009 1.00  1.2221 £0.0030  0.8183 £0.0020 0.8183 % 0.0020
090 1.13844+0.0016 0.8784 £0.0012 0.7906 £ 0.0011 0.90 1.1351 £0.0034  0.8810 +0.0027 0.7929 £+ 0.0024
0.80  1.05394+0.0019 0.9488 +0.0017 0.7591 £ 0.0013 0.80  1.0497 £0.0040  0.9527 £0.0037 0.7621 £ 0.0029
0.70 09716 £0.0022 1.0293 +0.0023  0.7205 £ 0.0016 0.70  0.9661 £0.0048  1.0351 £0.0051 0.7246 £ 0.0036
0.60 0.89194+0.0027 1.12124+0.0034 0.6727 £ 0.0020 0.60 0.8847 +£0.0057  1.1303 £0.0073 0.6782 £ 0.0044
0.50  0.8155+0.0033 1.2262 4+0.0049 0.6131 £ 0.0024 0.50 0.8053 £0.0072  1.2418 £0.0111 0.6209 £ 0.0056
0.40  0.7433 £0.0040 1.3453 £0.0072 0.5381 £ 0.0029 0.40 0.7307 £0.0084  1.3686 +0.0157 0.5474 £+ 0.0064
0.30  0.6765 +£0.0050 1.4782 4+0.0109 0.4435 £ 0.0033 0.30  0.6683 £0.0073  1.4963 +0.0164 0.4489 £+ 0.0049
0.20 0.6166 +0.0062 1.6218 +0.0164 0.3244 £ 0.0033 0.20 0.5858 £0.0166  1.7070 £ 0.0482 0.3414 £ 0.0097
0.10  0.5659 +£0.0078 1.7671 £0.0242 0.1767 £ 0.0024 0.10  0.5248 £0.0207  1.9054 £0.0751 0.1905 £ 0.0075
0.05 0.5438 £0.0085 1.8390 £ 0.0288 0.0920 £ 0.0014 0.05 0.4970+0.0236  2.0122 £0.0953 0.1006 £ 0.0048
0.02  0.5300+0.0088 1.8868 +0.0314 0.0377 £ 0.0006 0.02 0.4815+£0.0255 2.0767 =0.1098 0.0415 £ 0.0022

do converge more slowly; they require N,,,, = 9 compared
to the N, = 5 required for the standard parametrization.
This is to be expected, even desired, because we expect that
higher Fock states should become more important as the
critical coupling is approached.

To understand what might be happening in the structure
of the eigenstate, we plot the relative Fock-sector
probabilities in Fig. 3. These are computed as
JTI7 dyid(1 = 327 i) W (1 oo ) P/ lyra 2, for both
the sector-dependent and standard parametrizations. In
the former case, N, =9 and in the latter, N, = 7.
For the sector-dependent calculations, results do not extend
beyond the critical coupling, because negative M? is ill
defined for sector-dependent renormalization; the bare

TABLE III. Same as Table I but for N, = 7.

M’ i g M? /i
10.00 10.0374 0.0996 0.9963

5.00 5.0693 +0.0001 0.1973 0.9863

2.50  2.6216 +0.0002 0.3815 0.9536 + 0.0001
1.25  1.4461 £0.0009 0.6915 4+ 0.0004 0.8644 + 0.0005
.00 1.2236 £0.0012 0.8173 +0.0008 0.8173 £ 0.0008
090  1.1177 £0.0557 0.8947 £0.0446 0.8053 £ 0.0402
0.80  1.0517 £0.0011 0.9508 4+ 0.0010 0.7607 £ 0.0008
0.70  0.9682 +0.0013 1.0329 +0.0014 0.7230 £ 0.0010
0.60 0.8868 +0.0015 1.1277 £0.0019 0.6766 + 0.0012
0.50 0.8077 £0.0017 1.2381 +0.0027 0.6191 £+ 0.0013
040 0.7311 £0.0020 1.3677 £0.0037 0.5471 £ 0.0015
0.30  0.6573 £0.0023 1.52154+0.0053 0.4564 £+ 0.0016
0.20  0.5857 +£0.0027 1.7073 £0.0078 0.3415 £ 0.0016
0.10  0.5154 +0.0032 1.9403 +0.0121  0.1940 + 0.0012
0.05 0.4800 +0.0037 2.0834 +0.0158 0.1042 + 0.0008
0.02  0.4588 +0.0040 2.1796 +0.0191 0.0436 + 0.0004

mass in the highest Fock sector would then be imaginary.
The relative probabilities are essentially the same in the
three-body Fock sector, indicating full convergence with
respect to the Fock-space truncation. In Fock sectors with
five and seven constituents, the relative probability for
the sector-dependent case rises above the probability in
the standard case as the critical coupling is approached. The
greater probability is expected; however, the full expect-
ation was that these probabilities would have a much more
striking increase. In fact, as relative probabilities, they will
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FIG. 2. Same as Fig. 1, but with the standard parametrization
results (filled circles, triangles, and diamonds) of Ref. [1], which
include up to seven constituents, and the light-front coupled
cluster results (filled hexagons) of Ref. [15] added for compari-
son. Without sector-dependent masses, the Fock-state expansion
converges more quickly, and the five- and seven-constituent
results are nearly identical, between themselves and with the
nine-constituent sector-dependent results. Thus, the converged
results are consistent between the two parametrizations, and the
sector-dependent parametrization does not change the estimate of
the critical coupling.
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TABLE V. Mass eigenvalues M as computed for various dimensionless couplings g without sector-dependent
constituent masses [1]. The value of N, sets the Fock-space truncation at a maximum of N, constituents. The
errors are estimated based on extrapolations in the size of the polynomial basis used for the numerical calculations.
The last column includes results from a lowest-order LFCC calculation [15].

M2/
g Npax =3 Npax =35 Npax =7 LECC
0.2 0.9862 0.9856 + 0.0001 0.9858 0.9861
0.4 0.9528 0.9478 + 0.0007 0.9489 + 0.0001 0.9502
0.6 0.9069 0.8914 £ 0.0012 0.8934 + 0.0002 0.8963
0.8 0.8526 + 0.0001 0.8168 £ 0.0030 0.8214 + 0.0006 0.8252
1.0 0.7925 + 0.0001 0.7311 £ 0.0043 0.7343 + 0.0010 0.7347
1.2 0.7280 + 0.0001 0.6281 £ 0.0075 0.6328 + 0.0018 0.6183
1.4 0.6601 £ 0.0002 0.5060 + 0.0155 0.5181 £ 0.0030 0.4503
1.6 0.5897 + 0.0002 0.3826 £+ 0.0180 0.3906 + 0.0045
1.8 0.5172 £ 0.0003 0.2407 £ 0.0258 0.2506 + 0.0065
2.0 0.4431 £ 0.0003 0.1081 £ 0.0275 0.0986 + 0.0088
2.2 0.3675 + 0.0004 —0.0580 + 0.0386 —0.0653 + 0.0121
24 0.2908 £ 0.0005 —0.2205 £ 0.0423 —0.2409 + 0.0158
2.6 0.2131 £ 0.0005 —0.3920 + 0.0498 —0.4287 + 0.0205
2.8 0.1346 + 0.0006 —0.5776 £ 0.0595 —0.6284 + 0.0261
3.0 0.0553 + 0.0007 —0.7676 + 0.0700 —0.8408 + 0.0328
tend to infinity as the one-body probability |y|> goes to IV. SUMMARY

zero, and obviously this is not happening, and the original
hypothesis, that sector-dependent bare masses would
resolve the paradox, must be incorrect.

The finite one-body probability also prevents any
improvement in the calculation of the difference in mass
renormalization between equal-time and light-front quan-
tization, as attempted in Ref. [1]. Therefore, no new
calculation is attempted here.
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FIG. 3. Relative Fock-sector probabilities for three, five, seven,

and nine constituents with sector-dependent masses when the
truncation is N, = 9 (filled circles, triangles, diamonds, and
hexagons, respectively) and for three, five, and seven constituents
without sector dependent masses when the truncation is N, = 7
(open symbols).

Contrary to expectations, we have found that a sector-
dependent bare mass does not provide any significant
improvement in the solution of ¢3 theory. In particular,
the incorrect behavior of a finite one-body contribution at
critical coupling remains, and the vacuum expectation value
of ¢ is not finite there. The sector dependence does allow
higher Fock states to have a larger contribution, but the
contribution to the lowest massive state is not large in an
absolute sense, and the one-body contribution remains
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FIG. 4. Plot of the scaled bare mass i} = 4zu?/A versus the
Fock-space truncation at N, constituents, for three values of
M?: 1.0 (circles), 0.5 (triangles), and 0.05 (diamonds). The error
bars represent uncertainties in extrapolations.
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dominant, even at the critical coupling. Convergence of the
bare mass in the lowest sectors, as the Fock-space trunca-
tion is relaxed, is quite rapid, as can be seen in Fig. 4.

There is, however, a hint as to what might be needed in
earlier work [15] that explored the light-front coupled-
cluster (LFCC) method [19]. In this method, all of the
higher Fock states are kept. To keep the calculation finite in
size, the relationship between Fock wave functions is
truncated, so that wave functions of the higher Fock states
are related to those of the lower states in a simple way. The
wave functions are then determined by a nonlinear equation
that sums over contributions from all Fock states. In this
calculation, a relative probability shows a rapid increase, in
Fig. 5 of Ref. [15], although at an unexpected value of the
coupling.2 The hint is that coherent effects across all of
Fock space are important, something that ordinary Fock-
space truncation would not be able to reproduce. That this
would happen at the phase transition to broken symmetry is
actually not surprising.
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APPENDIX: NUMERICAL METHODS

The coupled system (2.13), modified to use sector-
dependent masses, is solved numerically, with each wave
function expanded in a basis of symmetric multivariate

polynomials [18] P,(:f)(yl, ...»Ym)- Here k is the order and
m is the number of momentum fractions; the index i
differentiates between linearly independent polynomials of
the same order. The expansion for a wave function is

Wi (V1o oo Vi) = VY192 ymz PO (31w Y-

(A1)

Projection of the system of equations onto the basis
functions then yields a system of matrix equations

m,m) (m,m+2) m+2)
'um§ : nln’t’+Vntnz n'i +: :anl

(m,m=2) (m=2) 2
+E anl c,, =M g an/t’cn'z"

”l

(A2)

with  Ji,, = p,\/47/2, M= M\/4x/2, and matrices
defined as given in the Appendix of Ref. [1].

*The unexpected value of g = 1.5 may be due to the simplicity
of the particular LFCC approximation; a higher-order LFCC
approximation should be investigated.
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The matrices B come from the overlap between basis
functions in each Fock sector. If the basis was orthonormal,
B would be the identity matrix; however, due to round-
off errors that would be associated with the construction
and use of orthonormal combinations, the basis functions
are not chosen to be orthonormal.® Instead, we implicitly
orthonormalize the basis by using a singular-value decom-
position B =yt pmMytmT  The columns of the
matrix U™ are the eigenvectors of B"). The matrix
D™ is a diagonal matrix of the eigenvalues of B("). We
then define new vectors of coefficients ¢/ = D'/2yT¢(m)
and new matrices, such as 7" = p=12yTm)yp-1/2,
with the V matrices defined analogously. The equations
now become

(m,m+2)1 m+2)/
,um§ : ntn’z’+Vntn1 n'i +§ :anz Coi

+Zvn’j’n"j 2 m=2) _ fp2e (’”). (A3)

In exact arithmetic, this transformation is well defined.
The overlap matrix B is a symmetric positive-definite
matrix, and the eigenvalues must be positive, making D'/?
real. In practice, though, round-off error can produce small
negative eigenvalues. Also, at high orders, some of the
original polynomials are nearly linearly dependent, which
is signaled by small positive eigenvalues. In some sense,
the basis is too large and not fully independent. A robust
linear independence is restored by reducing the basis size,
keeping in U only those columns associated with
eigenvalues above some positive threshold [20]. The trans-
formation is then implicitly a projection onto a smaller
basis. For the results presented here, the threshold was
10713, because the need was driven by round-off errors in
double-precision arithmetic.

In order to solve for ji;, we define a set of matrices G
recursively, from m = N, down to 3, as

_ [ﬁ%T(m)/ + V(m,m)/ _ MZI(m)
_ V(m,m+2)/G(m+2) V(m+2.m)/}—l , (A4)
with the initial form given by
G(Nmux) — [MZT(NmaX)/ + V(Nmax’Nmax)/ —_ MZI(Nmax)]_l (AS)

and /(" is the identity matrix in the mth sector. The bare
mass in the lowest sector is then simply

3For low orders, orthonormal combinations become practical
because they can be constructed and used analytically, avoiding
the round-off errors associated with a numerical process.
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i = [MZ _ V(l,l) _ V(1’3)/G(3)V<3'1)/], (A6)

where 7)) is a 1 x 1 matrix and therefore just a number.
The coefficients for the wave-function expansions are
constructed recursively from m = 3 up to N, by

cmy 1c(D) = Glm)y(mm=2)rzm=2)1 /(1) (A7)

with the value of ¢(!) set last by the normalization (2.12),
which becomes

1= Zg(m)TB<m)g(m> =]cM]? + Z|g(m)/|2_ (A8)
m=1 m=3
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The values of intermediate j1,,, are set by values of jz; obtained
in calculations with smaller N, again recursively.

As N .« 1s increased, the j1,, converge to the dimension-
less bare mass j = u+/4n/1 obtained in the standard
parametrization, where the bare mass is not sector depen-
dent. This is just the reciprocal of the dimensionless
coupling g = A/(4zu?) used in Ref. [1]. This allows us
to estimate g as 1/42. The ratio M?/u? is then obtained
as gM* = M*/ji3.

The convergence of u; is illustrated in Fig. 4 for
representative values of the mass scale M>. At
Npnax = 1, the points correspond to ji; = M; most of the
change as self-energy contributions become active occurs
immediately at N, = 3.
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