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A self-contained analysis is given of the simplest quantum fields from the renormalization group point of
view: multiscale decomposition, general renormalization theory, resummations of renormalized series via
equations of the Callan-Symanzik type, asymptotic freedom, and proof of ultraviolet stability for sine-
Gordon fields in two dimensions and for other super-renormalizable scalar fields. Renormalization in four
dimensions (Hepp’s theorem and the De Calan—Rivasseau n! bound) is presented and applications are
made to the Coulomb gases in two dimensions and to the convergence of the planar graph expansions in
four-dimensional field theories (t" Hooft—Rivasseau theorem).
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. INTRODUCTION

The aim of this work is to provide a self-contained in-
troduction to field theory illustrating, at the same time,
most of the known properties of the simplest fields.

I shall develop some of the idéas and methods of con-
structive field theory whenever they exist, providing the
construction (nonperturbative) of various fields with one
of the few methods available (which I consider conceptu-
ally the simplest).

While I have no pretension of saying something new,
particularly to the theoretical physicists, I hope that this
review might be useful, as many mathematical physicists
have never worked on field theory and are not familiar
with its remarkable problems, and as many physicists
have never had any wish or need to look at the rigorous
version of a statement that they seem to consider obvious.

In this section I review some of the philosophy behind
the setting of quantum field theory, mostly for complete-
ness and with the hope that this might help some be-
ginners.

The special theory of relativity, in spite of its elegance
and simplicity, raises a large number of new problems by
imposing the rejection of the notion of action at distance
to describe interacting mechanical systems.

In fact, the electromagnetic field in the vacuum or the
free particles provide simple examples of relativistic sys-
tems, but it is difficult to describe a relativistically invari-
ant mutual interaction between particles or between parti-
cles and fields.

Within the framework of special relativity it is possible,
and quite simply so, to describe relativistically invariant
interactions between fields; however, in classical mechan-
ics there is only one field, the electromagnetic field (gravi-
tation is not considered here), and a variety of particles
which seem to interact only through it, being charged en-
tities. Their interaction with the electromagnetic field is

“hard to describe in a fundamental way because of the in-

*From the newly discovered Augustus’s meridian in Roma.
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finite self-energy that it implies.

There has been, and still there is, great hope that the
electromagnetic field’s quantization, or more generally the
quantization of a system of fields, would lead to the unifi-
cation of the field-particle dualism and to the possibility
of a description of relativistic quantum interactions be-
tween particles and fields. In the remaining part of this
section I summarize the heuristic reasoning behind this
hope.

Classically a field describes the configurational state of
an elastic body. As a primitive example, consider the case
of the one-dimensional vibrating string: describe it
through the value @(x) of the transversal deformation in
the point of abscissa x; see diagram 1,

T~ gm N
: (1)

|
1
X

 The string’s parameters will be the density u, its tension
uc? (with ¢ the wave propagation speed), and the restor-
ing constant pw?: i.e., the string’s Lagrangian is

2
——,uf @x)*—c? %%(x) —op(x)? |dx ,
(1.1)
where a, are the points where the string’s ends are at-
tached (@= — w0, B= 4 o if one wishes relativistic co-
variance).

The equation of motion is therefore

Plx)—c 25-921( x)+a’p(x)=0, &)
which describes a relativistically invariant field (if
a=— o0, 3=+ ), because if (x,t)—@(x,?) solves (1.2),

so does (x,?)—¢@(R(x,t)) for any Lorentz transformation
R:

coshy sinhy
sinhy coshy

, y=20,c=1.

The solutions of (1.2), with a= — o0, =+ o0, can be
developed in plane waves:

elllx—ekn]  peR | (1.3)
where
e(k)==*(0?+c*k)2. (1.4)

Via the correspondence principle and Bohr’s relations
p=*tk, E=#¢, (1.5)

with #%=(2m)~ !X (Planck’s constant), one sees that the
quantized vibrating string should describe particles for
which the relationship between momentum p and velocity
vis
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(&)

de c%k ¢

V=—r= =—

dk = (@A [

p

21172 »
2, | <P
w°+ ﬁ‘}

(1.6)

p=v wti/c?
(1—v2/c?)!72 °

i.e., the quantized string describes relativistic particles
with rest mass

mo=w#/c? (1.7)

It would be easy to convince oneself that such particles do
not interact mutually.

However, it is easy to introduce an interaction between
them which is relativistically invariant. The simplest way
is to modify the classical Lagrangian (1.1) by nonquadrat-
ic terms and then quantize it. Consider

2
1 2 dp
,u,f P(x) — O (x)
2 12
myc 2
— P p(x) —I(p(x)) |dx , (1.8)

where I (¢) is some function of ¢.

The nonlinearity of the resulting wave equation pro-
duces the result that when two or more wave packets col-
lide they emerge out of the collision quite modified and
do not just go through each other as in the case of the
linear string, so that their interaction is nontrivial.

It is important to stress one feature of (1.1): in order to
describe a particle of mass m it is necessary to consider a
string with restoring force constant w?=mgc?/4. It is
this dependence of w on # which provides that, in the
classical limit #—0, a particle with rest mass m, is no
longer described by a classical solution of the wave equa-
tion. The limit #—0 has to be discussed with more care
because of its very singular nature. The actual discussion
leads to the natural picture that the classical waves ob-
tained as limits of quantum states describing a set of free-
ly traveling quantum particles of momenta p,,p,,...
(“coherent states”) are a 8-function wave:

TI80x;—v(p)el, (1.9

i=1
with v (p) given by (1.6) (“point particles”).

There is, however, an obvious exception: the case
mo=0. This time the limit as #—0 does not have the
same singular character as before and the classical limits
of quantum states are generally correctly described by
classical fields verifying the wave equation.

The above discussion, which cannot be developed in
more detail here, is the basis for the solution of the
“wave-particle dualism”: the classical waves and particles
being in a natural sense the classical limits of quantum
fields (respectively, massless or massive).

But one should not think that the quantization of the
string or of a more general D-dimensional elastic body
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(D =1,2,3; see diagram 2 for the case D =2, with the
body being a discrete set of springs oscillating over the re-
gion AqCRPD),

()

with Hamiltonian

and it should be defined in the space L,(“d¢”), where the
scalar product ought to be

(F,G)= [ F(g)G(g)“dg” (1.12)

and

“d¢3”= H d‘P(E) .

x €A

Even though by now the mathematical meaning that
one should try to attach to expressions like (1.11) and
(1.12) as “infinite dimensional elliptic operators” and
“functional integrals” is quite well understood, particular-
ly when I =0, formulas like the above-are still quite
‘shocking for a conservative mathematician, even more so
because they turn out to be very useful.

One possible way to give meaning to (1.11) is to go
back to first principles and recall the classical interpreta-
tion of the vibrating string or elastic body as a system of
finitely many oscillators, following the brilliant theory of
the discretized wave equation and of the related Fourier
series due to Lagrange (see, for instance, Gallavotti,
1983a, pp. 252—283); see diagram 2.

Suppose that the region Ay is a parallelepiped of side
size L and, for the sake of simplicity, with periodic boun-
dary conditions; replace it with a square lattice Z, with
bonds of size a such that L/a is an integer. In every
point na of Z, put an oscillator with mass ua D
described by a coordinate ¢@,, giving the oscillator’s

elongation over the equilibrium position, and subject to a-

restoring force with potential energy
snal(moc? /%Y ek, ,
to a nonlinear restoring force with potential energy

Tua®I (@naq), and, finally, to a linear elastic tension cou-
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2
oo m(x)? “ | 2|0¢ moc? »
w=J,, o +2[c o &) K69
+ I(p(x)) ],dD)_c (1.10)

is an easy matter; it is in fact the scope of this paper to re-
view the related problems.

I start with the “naive” quantization: the quantum
states will be, by the ‘“natural extension of the usual
quantization rules,” functions of the function ¢ describ-
ing the configurational shape of the elastic deformations;
and w(x) will have to be thought of as the operator

i#5/8¢(x). So the Hamiltonian operator acts on the
wave function F as
5 2
mgoc 2 D
+ % px )y +I(p(x)) |Flp) |[d"x , (1.11)

|
pling between nearest neighbors n a,m a with potential
energy pc’a® _2((;7“ —@ma /2.

Therefore, the Lagrangian of the system is

¢2 D
(Pga_cz 2(¢ga+gja—¢ga)2/a2
=

L=5pa® 3

na€A

— (moc? /B0 ph s —L@ya) |,

(1.13)

where e ; are D unit vectors oriented as the lattice’s direc-
tions; if na +ae; is not in Ay but na is in A, then the
ith coordinate n;a is equal to L and na+e¢ ;a has to be
interpreted as the point whose ith coordinate is a—i.e.,
(1.13) is interpreted with periodic boundary conditions
with coordinates identified modulo L.

Of course there is no conceptual problem in quantizing
the system described by (1.13); it is described by the
operator on Ly([],ed®na):

# 32
H = —
quantum 2‘ua D n ‘1%1\0 agoﬂ a
a® 2 2 2,2
+.U'T 2 4 E(¢aa+gja“¢ga) /a
na€A, j=1
+ (moc2/B@2 o+ 1) |
(1.14)
with domain (of essential self-adjointness)

C&(Ilnee AR), provided I(p) is assumed bounded
below, as it should always be.
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The properties of the quantum vibrating string, or body
if D is larger than 1, which will be usually interesting will
be properties of the Hamiltonian (1.14) holding uniformly
in the “ultraviolet cutoff a.” In fact, in most applications
one is actually interested also in properties holding uni-
formly in the “infrared cutoff L” as well, with L the size
of the box A,.

It will become clear that in studying such “ultraviolet
stable properties” it will be necessary to put upon the “in-
teraction” I (@) very stringent requirements to avoid the
system’s becoming trivial in the limit a —0, the “ultravio-
let limit.”

Also, last but not least, it should be clear that the objec-
tive of field theory is to formulate a relativistically invari-
ant quantum theory of interacting particles, and it might
conceivably happen that the above way of trying to give a
meaning to (1.11) and (1.12) based on (1.14) may fail: i.e.,
in the limit @ —0 one is left with a theory describing only
free particles. Such a failure, in principle, would not
prove the impossibility of giving a nontrivial meaning to
(1.11) but only that the way proposed through (1.14) is
not appropriate.

In the next section I shall proceed to give a more com-
plete formulation of the ultraviolet problem in connection
with (1.14) (“lattice regularization). Later, in Sec. III, a
different approach naturally emerges which will be the
one which will be really investigated in this work (“Feyn-
man regularization”)—in the few cases in which the
theory can be pushed beyond formal perturbation theory
the two approaches turn out to be equivalent.

This does not mean that in the case of questions that
are still open the two approaches should be thought
equivalent; however, there is no reason why one should be
preferred to the other or to any one among many others
that one can a priori conceive [see Gallavotti and
Rivasseau (1984)]: therefore, I shall avoid entering into
regularization-dependent questions, and I shall use one
well-defined regularization only for definiteness. This
will preclude the discussion of some recent deep results
based on special regularization assumptions, but the
reader is referred to the literature on such questions
(Aizenman, 1982; Frohlich, 1982).

Il. FUNCTIONAL INTEGRAL REPRESENTATION
OF THE HAMILTONIAN OF A QUANTUM FIELD

A very convenient representation of the Hamiltonian
and a tool for the analysis of the ultraviolet limit is the
functional integral representation [this seems to be a rath-
er old representation; here I follow Nelson (1966,1973a);
see also Symanzik (1966,1969), Wilson (1971,1972) Guer-
ra, Rosen, and Simon (1975), and Glimm and Jaffe
(1981)].

Instead of studying the operator Hgyanwum itself, (1.14),

—t(H—E)/# _ —tH
(Fie G)Lz[e(g)zd(g]—(UF’e

= [ F(g(0)G(g ())P(dg) ,
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introduce the operator on Ly([],.d¢,q):
Tt:exp[_‘(Hquantum_E)t/h]y t>0, 2.1

where E is the ground-state energy of H gyantum-
Denoting 4 Z((PQ a )E a€A, and

e (p)=ground-state wave function for H guantum »
eo(@)=ground-state wave function
for (Hquantum )1—o=H, ,

E,=ground-state energy for H, ,

| § EI29
na

>

T,(p,¢’ )=kemel of T, on L,

TX(¢,¢' )=kernel of exp[ —¢(H,—Eo)]

Hd‘Pga

na

»

on L2

it is possible to introduce a probability measure on the
space of the continuous functions (t,n a)—@p4(t) such
that the sets

E(4;ty, ... t)={p|lelt), ..., pt,))EA]}, (2.3)
with 4 C (RAO)”, will have the measure
P(E(A;ty,...,t,))
n—1
:fAe[g_g(tl)]jI;Il Ty, (@ (1), 0(1; 1))
- n
xelet,)1T1de(z) , 2.4
=1
where !
d@(t]): H d¢ga(tj)
na€A
and ¢, . ..,t, play the role of indices.

One readily checks that (2.4) does verify the compati-
bility conditions necessary to interpret it as a measure on
the algebra of sets generated by the sets like (2.3) on the
space of the continuous functions t—>q£(t)ERA°, @(1)
=[@u(D]aaca, [ie, PE()20,PE(R""z, ...,

t,))=1, and, if for 4,4, it is E(A;ty,...,t,)
=E(Ao;t1, - -5t _1stj 41 - - - » Iy )—in other words, if the
value of @(t;) is irrelevant to decide whether
(@(t3), ..., @(t,))EA, then . P(E(A;ty,...,t,))
=P(E(Ag;ty, o -5 tj_trtj 1 -+ o5ty
If F,GEL,[e(p)’dp]l and if U  maps
Lz[e(g)zdg ]«»Lz(dé) and is defined by
(UF)(@)=e(p)F (@), (2.5)

and if H=U""HanumU, it is, by definitions (2.4) and
(2.5):

wnam UG ap= [ e(@F ()T, (@,9")e(¢)G (@' Ndpdg’

(2.6)
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which shows that the measure P contains all the informa-
tion needed to study the operator Hgupum Or its
equivalent U image H [see Nelson (1973)].

In the above formulas the notation ¢ has been used to
denote an element of the space of the continuous func-
tions t—»(p( 1) with values in R (while @ denotes an ele-
ment of R °) this notation will be kept consistent.

The object P is of course quite complex and needs, any-
way, the theory of H gyanyym to be really constructed.

It is easy to relate P to the measure P, defined as P
but with I(@)=0, and to find “explicit” expressmns for
P, itself [see Nelson (1973)].

The measure Po is a Gaussian measure because the
Green’s function T (@,@"), being the heat kernel for the
Laplace operator on L,(R"°) plus a quadratic potential,
is a Gaussian kernel [in fact, the heat kernel for the La-
place operator A is Gaussian, as it is well known, and the
addition to A4 of a quadratic potential B does not change
J

—_ A w/a + o0

1po(t—t) xp(x—y)d
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this because of the Trotter’s formula exp(A4 +B)
=lim(expA4 /n)(expB /n)", and because the composition
of several Gaussian kernels is still a Gaussian kernel].

Therefore P, can be completely described in terms of
its “covariance” or “propagator”; if £=(na,t)EA XR
and @e=¢@,,(?) and n=(m a,t’) the covariance is defined
as

Cen= f%(AOR)‘pE(pﬂdPO ’ (2.7

where € (ApXR) is the set of the continuous functions ¢
on AgXR.

A well-known elementary calculation allows us to find
an explicit formula for C; let £=(x,?), n=(p,?'); then

2 6(;_:+4L,t),(¥,;') (2.8)

gEZD

and

dpo

2
moc

#

C§TI=—(21T)D+1M —m/ad - ’ 2

see Appendix A for a sketchy proof.
Then the measure P is related to P, by

:P:ﬁg

— 1 —1
P(d(p)—Tll_{rLZ(L,T) Y 1

exp

T/2
—pa® I(@(r))dr

exp 2% —T/2

Z(L,T)= [

D —cos(p-a) ’
+pi+2C? 3 ———
j=1

T/2
I(p(t)dr

Poldg) .

(2.9

a2

Polde) ,
(2.10)

This is the “Feynman-Kac formula” [see Nelson (1966,1973a): recall that L is the infrared cutoff, i.e., the side size of -
the cube Ay with periodic boundary conditions, above which the oscillators vibrate]. The proof of (2.10) is not hard and

its rough sketch can be found in Appendix B.

Rather than using (2.10) to deduce the properties of the measure P as the ultraviolet cutoff a tends to zero, it is con-
venient to study a more explicit representation for P. This representation is a corollary of (2.9) and (2.10) and it is

P(de)= hm 11mZ

T— w0 b—0

33

na€Ag m

o

+ (mocz/h)2¢za,mb +I(¢ga,mb) ] ]

where m is an integer varying between — T /2b and T /2b
(supposed integer), the points =7 /2b are identified
(“periodic boundary conditions” in the time direction),
and Z is a normalization factor depending on L,T,a,b.
The proof of (2.11) is hinted at toward the end of Appen-
dix B.

Call A the parallelepiped with sides L,T in R?*!=R*¢
considered with periodic boundary conditions and call
Pr 7,4p the measure under the limit sign in (2.11). The
“ultraviolet problem” on the lattice is the problem of the
theory of the limit:
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(¢ﬂﬂ,mb ‘Pna,mb+b)2/b +c22(‘pga,mb —Pra+e a,mb) /a

j=1

I d9uams » @2.11)

n,m

lim hmPL T.ab=Pr7T - (2.12)

a—0b
Here I shall study only questions related to the ex-
istence of this limit, which is a problem typical of field
theory, while no attention will be devoted to the other
fundamental problem of analyzing the limit

lim PL T_P

L,T—w

(2.13)

called the “infrared problem.” The latter problem can be

-considered a “thermodynamic limit” problem typical of
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statistical mechanics (which does not mean that it is easy).
The existence of the limit (2.12) will be attacked by try-
ing to establish upper and lower bounds (“ultraviolet sta-
bility”) uniform in a,b, for quantities like
aPb 3 fle )pe
EEA

(e‘P(f))EfPL,T,a)b(dcp)exp R (2.14)

where f is a C®-smooth function with fixed support in
the interior of A. Equation (2.14) is usually called the
“generating function” for the “Schwinger functions” of
the measure Py 1, 5.

For simplicity it is convenient to fix the ratio a /b to be
equal to c, the speed of light, @ =bc; also, I shall choose
L =cT so that the measure Py 1 /. 44/, Can be rewritten:

d
Pro(d@)= |exp _% S Ige) | |PLade)/Z ,
seA 2.15)
d d
Pg:a(d¢))=z_l €xXp T 2 E(§D§+ae-_‘p§)2/az+m2(p§
27ic fen |/=h /

The measure (2.17) is called the “lattice free field” and
if 82 denotes the finite difference Laplace operator on the
lattice Z¢ one sees that Cp, in (2.16) is just the kernel of
the operator

C=[ucti ' (m2+582)]"! (2.18)

(by finite difference Laplace operator one means, here, the
nearest-neighbor second difference divided by a?), while if
Qi 1 denotes the finite difference Laplace operator on the

lattice ZZ with periodic boundary conditions on the boun-
dary of the cube A, it is

C=[uct(m?+82,)1°", 2.19)

i.e., C is the same as C apart from the boundary condi-
tions.

The problem of studying the limit as a—0 of (2.15) is
not exactly the same as that of studying the
lim,_,¢lim,_, in (2.12). The really difficult problem be-
ing the limit as a—O0, it turns out that setting b=a/c
does not make the problem any easier or any harder. All
the results that follow could also be obtained if one con-
sidered first the limit as b—0 and then the limit as a —0.

lll. THE FREE FIELD AND ITS MULTISCALE
DECOMPOSITIONS

It has become clear that the right way to look at the
measures (2.17) (free field) is to consider them as stochas-
tic processes indexed by the points of A; thus the free
field will be thought of as a Gaussian process.

Furthermore, it is convenient to regard the free field as
defined everywhere in A and not just on the lattice points
Z,:i N A; this can be done easily by observing that Cg,
makes sense, by (2.16), for all &,n€ R4 and therefore we
may actually imagine that it describes a family of Gauss-
ian random variables indexed by £ € A, whose distribution

Rev. Mod. Phys., Vol. 57, No. 2, April 1985
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where P,‘_{,, is the Gaussian measure on the finite space
R* with covariance, if p(§—m)=p(x—y)+c(t—t')p;:

Cen= > (_:'§+nL,n’

gEZd
(2.16)
¢ # w/a eip(é—vﬂddp
= (27T)d,lLC —m/a 2 d 2 ’
m*+2 ¥ [1—cos(p;a)]/a
j=1

where m =mgyc/#% [to understand (2.15) note the sym-
metric role of the d directions in (2.11) once a=bc,
L =cT], or explicitly

(2.17)

JH““Pg :
;

[
is still denoted Py ,.

Since Cg, is infinitely smooth, it follows from the gen-
eral theory of Gaussian processes that the “sample fields”
@¢ will be, with probability one with respect to PB,,,,C‘”
functions of £&. However, this does not really imply that
they are smooth in a physical sense: in fact, the expected
values of <p§, (6(p§)2, ..., all diverge as a—0 (if, as will
be always supposed, d >2).

This means that the fields ¢, are indeed smooth but to
see that they are, one has to look at them on a scale as
small as a. An easy calculation shows that in fact

O(a=%Hqg=4-2) g2

(k)P J(d )=
f Pel TLala® O(a=Mna~") d=2,

(3.1)
where 3 is any kth-order derivative of e

The relation (3.1) tells us that @, has to be regarded as a
smooth function which can be as large as a —‘¢—272, if
d>2, or as (Ina—1)'"2 if d =2, and which can have a
kth-order derivative larger by a factor a —k i.e., the field
looks smooth only on scale a.

In general, in understanding the structure of a stochas-
tic field, two main scales have to be specified: the scale on
which the field is smooth and the scale on which the field
is without correlations, i.e., the scales on which the field
can be regarded as a constant and those on which the
values that it takes can be regarded as independent ran-
dom variables.

In our case it would be easy to show that

L
2 b
(3.2)

| Cen | <Me 16771, WEmeZd, k1< |6—n] <

where M,k >0 are a independent; this can be interpreted
as saying that the field ¢¢ has an independence scale of
O (k™).
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If one calls “regular” the random fields with identical
smoothness and independence scales, it is clear that the
fields of interest here (free fields) are not regular; and this
is the distinctive feature of field theory with respect to
statistical mechanics of weakly interacting systems (i.e.,
away from the critical point). It introduces the new prob-
lems of ultraviolet stability characteristic of field theory.

In fact, a regular field is hardly different from a lattice
spin system of essentially independent spins located on a
lattice with spacing equal to the unique scale of regularity
and independence.

Since the techniques for studying lattice spin systems
have been well developed in statistical mechanics, at least
in some easy cases, the idea arose (Wilson,
1971,1972,1974,1983) of trying to represent irregular
fields as decomposed into sums of regular ones. This
leads to the “multiscale decompositions” of the free field
which are discussed below and which will be the basic
tool in' analyzing the non-Gaussian fields in which we are
interested and which are small perturbations of the

Gaussian field P ,.
_J

1 00

2, 2=
m-+€ ko

1 1
m27,2k+82 - m272k+2+82

mZ(,yZ_l),ka
47/4k+2+m2(7/2+1)}/2k£2+£4

Ms

3

k=0

2( 2 2k

. mAy =1y

It is, in fact, possible to write the field ¢ as

pe=> ¢t , 3.3)
k=0

where (p(gk) are independently distributed over the index k
and are regular on scale ¥ ~%m ~!, if ¥ > 1 is an arbitrarily
preassigned number.

The decomposition (3.3) can be done in different ways
and with different requirements on ¢'*.

In general, one desires that if y“km"IZa, i.e., if the
length scale of the field ¢'* is larger than the ultraviolet
scale a, then the samples of @'*’ should be smooth on
scale y ~*m ~1, with the kth derivatives being of the order
of y* times the size of the field itself [see (3.1)], for k <p.
Such a decomposition will be called a “class C? multi-
scale decomposition” of ¢ into regular random fields.

There is a simple algorithm to construct multiscale
decompositions of the Gaussian random field with covari-
ance operator (2.18). It is based on the following trivial
identities:

mZ(,}/Z_ 1 ),}/Zk

I
Y
Ms

h=0

I

m2y = Dy*m*(y* =1y

m4y4k+27/4h+m2(7/2+1)7/2k£2+s4 - m47/4k+27/4h +4+m2(7/2+1)’)/2k£2—|—84

6k,, —2h
Y

0 k
2 2
k=0h=

' m4,y2,y4k+m2(,y2+l)627/2k—2h+84][m4,y4k,y6+m2(,y2+1)y2k—2h82+84]

=---, (3.4)

where in the last equality a change of variables is made, changing k +4 into k.

The way to read (3.4) is the following: (m2+¢€?)~! can be written as a sum of reciprocals of fourth-order polynomials
in g, or as a sum of reciprocals of eighth-order polynomials, or of sixteenth-order, etc., by the algorithm displayed self-
explanatorily in (3.4).

Then to each such decomposition one can associate a decomposition of the random field ¢ like (3.3): if

d
€a(p?=23 [1—cos(ap;)]/a®

i=1

and if one defines

# T/a m2(7/2__1),y2keip(§—71)d4p

‘ , (3.5)
—m/a m4’}/4k+2+m27/2k(’}’2+I)Ea(p)2+8a(p)4

cw_
& (2m)°uc

and if C'® is defined as in (2.16), with C replaced by C ‘¥, one realizes that by the first identity (3.4) the field ¢ has the
same distribution as the sum of a sequence of fields ¢'* with covariances given by C'*',
Similarly, using the last identity in (3.4) and setting

# k fﬂ/a

— 6,,2(1,2 4 6k —2h ,ip(E—n) 7d
= mly (y*—1)(y*—1) e'Pis—Md
(2m) e & —nsa Yy Y Y p

X{ [m47/2’)/4k+m2(1/2+1)7/2k—2h8a(p)2+8a(p)4]
(3.6)

X[m4,y6,y4k+m2(,y2+1)y2k—-2h€a(p)2+8a(p)4]}-1
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and if C® is defined as in (2.16) with C replaced by 'é(k),
one again finds that the field ¢ has the same distribution
as the sum of a sequence of fields ¥’ with covariance
given by C'¥, etc.

"The fields ¥ with covariance C'*’ related to (3.5) or
to (3.6) or to the “higher-order generalizations” of them,
are regular fields for all values of k such that
y~km— >a and are basically independent fields, when
restricted to the lattice points, for the larger values of k.
Furthermore, if 'y“km‘lza, the fields ¢*' have essen-

tially the same distribution up to trivial scalings.
k

Renormalization of scalar fields

& 2)kg (0 (k) & (k)
Co=r""""" Tl Cli= 3 Cllyry,
nezd
) (3.7)
(_:(0): #% + o mZ(YZ_l)elp(g—‘I])ddp
n 2m)uc d —= m4y2+m2(y2+1)p2+p4

and it is easy to see that C & én ) is well defined and smooth
with its derivatives of order 2(1—¢) if d =2 and of order
2(5 —e) if d =3 and it decays exponentially for |&E—n ]
large on scale O(m ~!). This means that the field ¢¥,
with covariance C® in (3.7), is Hélder continuous on
scale y ~¥m —! with exponent less than 1 if d =2 or less
than % if d =3 (here £> 0 is arbitrary); it is, however, still

If one uses the second decomposition of ¢ introduced

(3.8)

To see the above properties of ¢'¥ for ¥ ~*m ~'> a one
can, heuristically, fix k& and let a—0 (so that . .
y_km -2 q). irregular if d > 4.
Then (3.5) becomes - A a
N above, associated with (3.6), one finds
(—:(glfl) (d— 2kh2 V_th“ig; by
CH=3 C&yim,
nez?
C'(Oh) f m6'y2(7/2 1) 4_1)eip(§—1])ddp
&n (27r) — [m ';/2+m2(7/2+l)y_th2+p4][m47/6+m2(y2+1)7/‘2"p2+p ] ’

and it is easy to see that -C’g,‘,) has the same qualitative

properties of y*@— ZC(Okg)Y ky and C 0.0 js well defined

and smooth together w1th its derivatives of order 2(3 —¢)
if d =2, or order 2(3 —¢) if d =3, of order 2(2—¢) if
d =4 (e being an arbitrary positive number).

This means that the field ¢'*' has second derivatives
which are Holder continuous with exponent (1—g) for
d =2, (%—e) for d =3, and first derivatives which are
Holder continuous with exponent (1—e¢) if d =4 [for
d =5 the first derivatives would be Holder continuous
with exponent (';‘—8) while for d =6,7 the field itself
would only be Holder continuous with exponent (1 —¢) or
(4 —¢), respectively, and for d > 8 it would be irregular].

The above statements can be made more quantitative
(see below); their proof is essentially a repetition, adapted
to the circumstances, of the famous proof of Wiener as-
serting the Holder continuity of the sample paths of the
Brownian motion and it will not be repeated here [one can

Z !exp 2 h Zl(qﬁg

EEA

under the condition that

0

=3 ¢
k=0

is held fixed; the Z’s normalize to one the measures in
(3.10).

Now there will be a change in point of view and the
fields ¢'® will no longer be regarded just as auxiliary
fields but as objects interesting in their own right: the sta-
bility problem will be extended to the problem of showing
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[1P(de*)= lim Zy}
k =0 N—>» K

r
use the classical method of Wiener as in Colella and Lan-
ford (1973); the cases (3.7) and (3.8) as well as the others
arising from the higher-order identities in (3.4) are specifi-
cally treated in Benfatto et al. (1980b), as a part of a gen-
eral theory of a class of Markovian Gaussian random
fields].

The above discussion on the fields (p‘k) suggests yet
another approach to the ultraviolet stability which will be
the one really followed in the upcoming sections.

Namely, choose cp(k) to be the random fields with co-
variance (3.7) [or (3.8) or any other associated with the
higher-order identities in (3.4)] and define

N
o= 3 o (3.9)

Then the measure (2.15) can be regarded as obtained by
integrating over the ¢'¥’s the measure

N
2 Igg) | | [IP(de™) (3.10)
k=0

f
that not only @ but also ¢'¥, for each k, have a well-
defined limit distribution as a—0, if they are given, for
a > 0, the distribution (3.10).

The plan is to attack the ultraviolet stability problem
by studying the measure

Mde)=Zy ] lexp

d
pna J el
2 ﬁ% (e

N .
x [P (d¢?) (3.11)
j=0
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uniformly in a,N, y ~¥m ~! <<a, allowing I (¢) to depend

on a,N, and on the derivatives of ¢, if this becomes neces-
sary in order to ensure the existence of an interesting limit
as a—O0 after letting N — .

Ultimately “interesting” should mean a field theory
susceptible to a physical interpretation as a theory of in-
teracting particles: it should verify various properties
‘among which the possibility of defining an operator for-
mally equal to & in (1.11). For instance, one could re-
quire that the field ¢ verifies the Nelson axioms or the
Osterwalder-Schrader axioms or that it should lead in
some way or another to the construction of Wightman
fields (which undoubtedly is the minimal requirement
thought so far) [for a critical discussion and a review of
the axioms of various type and their relations see Simon
(1974); see also Nelson (1973a,1973b,1973c), Osterwalder
and Schrader (1973), and Wightman (1956)].

In other words, one is free to change the rules of the
game provided one eventually succeeds in constructing a
Wightman field theory describing nontrivial interactions;
see also the comments at the end of Sec. I and in Sec.
XXII.

Of course, the more one changes the rules of the game,
the more one has to work at a later stage. For instance, in
passing from the lattice regularized-continuous time ap-
proach of Sec. II to the problem of taking the N— oo
limit in (3.11), we lose the “unitary character” of the
theory, because it is no longer clear (and in fact it is not
true) that the process P'<"¥(dg) can be generated by a
Hamiltonian as was the case in Sec. II, i.e., before starting
the chain of “slight” changes leading to (3.11). So once
the limit as N — o will have been taken, we shall have to
worry whether it has the properties which would allow us
to interpret it as generated by a Hamiltonian operator, i.e.,
whether a formula like (2.6) holds for some operator
H quantum*

In constructing a field theory, it may sometimes be
convenient to give up temporarily some of the properties
of the final theory; note, on the other hand, that the con-
tinuous time lattice regularization, although ‘“‘unitary,” is
not translationally invariant [a property holding at b =0
for (2.11), which is not unitary].

At this point, in view of the above remark, it is very
tempting to simplify the problem by interchanging the
limits on a and on N and let a —0 while keeping N fixed
and then let N— oo. This leads to the measures

_u (<N)

R RS )d§] l

P <N (dp)=Z""1 |exp

N
X [IP(de?), (3.12)

j=0 .
where now P(d@") denotes the distribution of the field
@Y with covariance associated with (3.7) or, alternatively,
(3.8) or any higher-order version of them, and I(@) de-
pends on N, possibly.
The advantage of studying (3.12) is that it is obviously
easier, in some respects, than (3.11), because the fields qy(j )
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are now really related by simple scalings, as the first of
(3.7) or (3.8) shows (i.e., (p(g’) has roughly the same distri-
bution as yk‘d =2/ an(ﬁ()g); note, however, that even in case
(3.7) there are small corrections, because, although in this
simple case C %) gcales exactly, the covariance C® does
not do so because of the imposition of the periodic boun-
dary conditions.

Furthermore, one does not have to distinguish between
the cases ¥ ~/m _’Za and y /m ! <a. However, notice
that the fields ¢! with ¥ ~/m ~! <a are somewhat trivial
(i.e., they are approximately independently distributed on
the lattice points) and thus one heuristically thinks that
the limits of (3.12), as N— o0, should lead to the same
measures as the limit, as N — o first and a—0 second,
of (3.11).

This remark could in fact be made more precise to the
extent that it can become “all the results discussed in this
paper and concerning the existence of non-Gaussian lim-
its of (3.12) as N— w0, or the existence of formal pertur-
bation expansions of various quantities, could also be ob-
tained considering the limits lim,_,olimy_, . of (3.11)”;
this statement should emerge quite clearly from what fol-
lows, but it will not be explicitly proved (to limit the ma-
terial presented here).

The theory of the limits as N— oo of (3.12), is already
complex and interesting enough, and studying (3.11), as
far as the problems discussed here are concerned, does not
lead to any new ideas but only to rather trivial technical
digressions.

Therefore, from now on I shall concentrate on the dis-
cussion of (3.12) with ¢'®) being defined by (3.7) or (3.8)
or their higher-order analogs, depending on the models,
the aim being to obtain a limit as N— « in which all the
variables :p(j ) are well defined, although they are not
described as Gaussian variables.

One says that the approach to field theory based on
(3.11) is a ‘“‘nearest-neighbor lattice regularization” ap-
proach, while the one adopted here, via (3.12), is a
“Pauli-Villars regularization” approach of some order;
more appropriately it should be called “Feynman
regularization”—see Pauli and Villars (1949). Both ap-
proaches are widely used in the literature: see for some
examples Bogoliubov and Shirkov (1959), Callan (1976),
Park (1977), Aizenman (1982), Frohlich (1982), and
Brydges et al. (1983).

Before starting the analysis of (3.12) it is important to
stress once more at the cost of being repetitious and to
avoid hiding important issues, that while the theories of
(3.11) and (3.12) are equivalent up to technicalities as far
as the results presented in this work are concerned, it is by
no means clear that they are equally suitable for pursuing
the quest of the results that we should like to obtain, first
among them showing the existence or the nonexistence of
a nontrivial @* field in dimension d =4. Furthermore,
there are other possible approaches most of which give
the same results as the one presented here, if applied to
the solved problems presented here, and which might be
better suited for the study of the hard open problems—see
comments at the end of Sec. I and in Sec. XXII [see also
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Gallavotti and Rivasseau (1984)].

The fields ¥’ with covariance (3.7) will be called
“first-order Pauli-Villars fields” of frequency index k,
while those with covariance (3.8) will be ‘“second-order
Pauli-Villars fields” with frequency index k (shortly
“with frequency k”); similarly one can define the mth-
order Pauli-Villars fields via the use of the higher-order
identities in (3.4) and with £ =p2—see below.

Formula (3.12) will define the mth-order regularized
interacting measure if @'*’ has the meaning of an mth-
order Pauli-Villars field—of course only functions I(¢)
will be allowed that are such that I (@'<") has a meaning,
at least with probability 1, with respect to the measure

I1)-oP(de).
The latter remark is very important: in fact, it shows
that
I(p) < g* (3.13)

is not admissible for d >4 if one uses the Pauli-Villars
first-order field [because the expected value of (p(,fN 2 is
infinite if d > 4, by the second of (3.7)]. However,

I (@) =Api+pgpi+ald @) (3.14)

is meaningful if one uses in (3.12) the second-order Pauli-
Villars regularization even for d =4, because the expected
values of (gg=™))? and (3@ =™)? are finite if computed
using (3.8) rather than (3.7).

This section will be concluded by listing a more quanti-
tative meaning to be given to the regularity statements
about the fields ¢'*) made after (3.7) and (3.8).

Let ¢'® be a sample of a Gaussian random field dis-
tributed with covariance C, 5,7 in (3.7). Then if A is imag-
ined paved by a lattice Q; of square boxes A with side
size ¥ ~km =1, one finds that, for d =2,3 and for all
choices of By >0,

| g | <Bpy*4-272 veeaeg,, (3.15)
[cp( §01,|<BYd2)/2?’|§ n|(4d/25’
VEEA, |E—q| <y~ m~!, (3.16)
hold with probability bounded below by
I (1—4e %% (3.17)

A€Q,

if 4,&>0 are suitable constants depending on the choice
of the arbitrary parameter £ >0 but k independent. Of
course one assumes here that the side of A is divisible by
y~%m—! for all k >0; this assumption could easily be
released for the study of the problems considered in this
paper—see, however, the comments in Sec. XXII.

More generally the chain (3.4) can be continued to ex-

press (m2+p?)~! as a sum of reciprocals of polynomials

of degree 2" +! in p% n=0,1,2,.... In this way one can
define a field
N
=3 ¢?, (3.18)
k=0

where @'<" is a very smooth Gaussian field which is
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decomposed into regular independent fields with covari-
ances C'® defined by “periodizing” a covariance C ‘¥ via
the second relation in (3.7) [or (3.8)] and with C ‘¥, veri-
fying

|8’C§,,’| < Agykiykid=2), —rgrk | E—n]| )

j=0,1,. ..,j()"—l ’
3.1
jo—1= (k) ~do—1% (k) klo=1) k(d—2) 1
|90 Cey—8° Cgyl < Aey 4
X(yk|E—& '~
Xe—xo‘r"lﬁ—n!

where Ay, A, Kk, are suitable constants and € >0 is arbi-
trary, and where j,=2"*t!—d. For instance, the case
n =2 is worked out explicitly in (3.8). The nth-order
Pauli-Villars fields defined by C'*' verify, with probabili-
ty bounded below by (3.17),

|a{‘(p<§’<)[ <Bpyiykd=272 5i i
(3.20)
a (k
(k) 1 9%
Pe — (E—n)*
2]al<jo @ a! §a
SBA'Vk(d_Z)/Z(Vk ’ E—nq | )(jo/Z)—E i

where &’ denotes any jth-order derivative and

d d
=I_Iai!? |Q|:20i,
i=1 i=1
9% is the derivative of order a;+ - -+ +ay of order a
with respect to the first component, etc., so that the
second of (3.20) is an estimate for the remainder of a Tay-
lor series.

For instance if n =3, d =4, the field ¢'*' admits five
derivatives (and the fifth is Holder continuous with ex-
ponent less than +) and C*) admits 11 derivatives.

Since periodic boundary conditions are being used un-
less explicitly stated otherwise, here as well as in the rest
of the paper, (§,—&;) will be a symbolic notation for a
periodic function on A X A equal to the vector from &, to
£, when the distance between £; and &, on A is small and,
for larger distances, equal to (&,—&)X( | &,—£&;|?) with
XeC® and X(r)=0, if r>1, X(r)=1 if r<%, and
| £,—&; | the distance of the torus A.

The inequalities (3.19) are elementary consequences of
the analysis of the asymptotic behavior of the integrals in
(3.7) and (3.8) and of their generalizations to order n.
Whereas the inequalities (3.20) and (3.16) follow, as men-
tioned above, via the classical idea of Wiener (for the
Holder continuity of the sample paths of the Brownian
motion) from the regularity properties of the covariances
C'® expressed by (3.19) [see Colella and Lanford (1973)
and Benfatto, Gallavotti, and Nicolo (1982b)] plus the
fact that the ¢'* form a Markov process.

In the literature other regularizations are also used
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which produce infinitely smooth fields ¢*' by using
“nonpolynomial” decompositions like

1 Xolp) = Xi(v*p)
= >

= (3.21)
1+p?  1+p? ) 1+4p?

where
Xolp)+ 3 X 1(v*p)=1 (3.22)

k=1

and X,,X, are C* functions positive such that X has sup-
port for 1 <p?<y. Such decompositions produce C *¥”s
which verify (3.19) with j, arbitrarily prefixed but with
the modification that the exponential decay factor is re-
placed by (1+y*|£—n|)~% with w arbitrarily prefixed
[i.e., the decoupling takes place on the same scale as in
(3.19), i.e., ¥ %, but is slower than exponential, although
still faster than any power].

IV. PERTURBATION THEORY AND ULTRAVIOLET
STABILITY

I shall try to be very general, not for love of generality,
but, rather, because perturbation theory is conceptually
very simple, and if one discusses it in the few examples in
which one is really interested, one makes it appear more
complex, as all the fine details peculiar to each model be-
come most inextricably mixed up with its structure.

The first thing to fix is the interaction I(¢): choose
I(@) to have the form
V((p(<N) }\«N)_' Ek(a f v(a) a¢7(<N))d§
=I(p) . 4.1)

If p=¢'<"), the function I(@) spans a finite dimen-
sional linear space # y as A=(A'*)),_, ., spans R'ora
linear subspace of R’, fixed a priori; one can regard 7 y
as a subspace of

N :
[12d¢e?)
j=0
It is convenient to assume that the spaces
Fn» N=0,1, ..., are so related that for all N' <N it is
fAv}v"f)(¢‘§5N'),8¢(§sN'))d§
_fp(d(p(N +0y. .. p(de™)
x [ NN, 8=V
(4.2)

or, in other words, v{® is the projection on . of

@ e £y executed by using as projection operator the in-
tegration with respect to the field components of frequen-
cy higher than N’. This property, which is verified au-
tomatically in all the models that are considered here
(since every model will be written in Wick-ordered
form—see below), is very convenient for the exhibition of
general structural properties of perturbation theory. In
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probability it is known as a “martingale” property.

The sequence £ =(# )k o, ..., Of linear spaces veri-
fying the martingale relation (4.2) will be called an “in-
teraction.”

Of course the choice of the free fields @', i.e., of the
regularization’s order, will always have to be such that the
integrals in (4.1) make sense [for instance, if v‘® is really
depending on dg; we shall use at least a second-order reg-
ularization for d <4; if v'® depends only on @ then we
could also use the first-order regularization, provided
d < 4—see (3.20)].

A field theory with interaction # can be defined in
two, usually nonequivalent, ways: nonperturbatively as a
probability measure which is the limit as N— o« of mea-
sures defined by

Pf’N(dqo(SN’): {Z lexp[ V(' A v,N)1}

N .
x [1P(de"”), (4.3)
. J =0
where A y is a given sequence of coupling constants called
“bare couplings,” for which

N
[1Pde"?)
j=0

exp[V()]EL,

or perturbatively—this definition is based on the follow-
ing idea (Schwinger, 1949; Feynman; 1949; Dyson, 1949).
Consider the following formal power series in the parame-

ters A=(Ay, ..., A )ER"
Av)= 3 Iym A =3 Ly(mrn,
my,...,m, m
(4.4)
where I y(m )ER’. Then compute
fe‘i’(SN)(f)P/,N(d‘P)
fqu(sN)(f)eV(q7(5N),k MN)I—IPd @)
i= 4.5)

(<N) A
f V(g A N (A )N)I—IP(d(p(J))
j=1
formally by expanding all the exponentials in powers and
then using (4.4) to express the results as a power series in
A by collecting terms with equal powers:

[e#SMIP  (dp)=(e? <)

=3 S(m,N, /L™ 4.6)
m
Then the perturbative field theory with interaction #
and bare constants A y(A ) given by (4.4) is well defined if
the limits

S(r_n,f)=1}im S(m,N.,f) 4.7)
exist for all smooth test functions f and for all m.

The theory will be called “perturbatively trivial” if the
power series '
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>S(m, A" (4.8)

formally converges to the exponential of a quadratic form
in f (Gaussian theory) for |A | small.

Similarly if the limits of (4.3) are Gaussian measures
for all possible choices of A y, one says that the theory is
trivial.

If it is impossible to find a formal power series (4.4)
such that the limits (4.7) exist, one says that # is a “non-
renormalizable” theory.

The power series (4.8) is called the “renormalized series
for #,” and the parameters A in it are called the “renor-

malized couplings,” while the corresponding formal series

(4.4) define the perturbative bare couplings [note that the
formal power series (4.4) do not necessarily converge].

It is perhaps worth stressing again that the real objects
that one is trying to find are more complex than a proba-
bility measure P limit of (4.3) (in a perturbative or non-
perturbative sense), so after such limits are constructed,
one still has to see if they have the right properties to al-
low their interpretation as relativistically invariant quan-
tum field theories.

However, in the few cases in which the measures P
have been constructed as limits for N— oo of (4.3) the
understanding of the problems remaining before a full in-
terpretation of the results, as relativistic quantum fields,
has been carried out without excessive difficulties [after
the basic techniques and tools to deal with this question
were developed in the basic papers—see Nelson
(1966,1973a,1973b,1973¢), Glimm (1968), Glimm and
Jaffe (1968,1970a,1970b,1973), Glimm, Jaffe, and Spencer
(1975), Osterwalder and Schrader (1972), and Guerra
(1972)], so I shall not develop this question further here,
after warning the reader of its paramount importance, on
the grounds that it should not properly be thought of as a
part of the main subject of this paper, i.e., of the ultravio-
let limit problem.

Perturbation theory plays a major role even in the so-
called nonperturbative approaches (Glimm, 1968; Glimm
and Jaffe, 1968,1970a,1970b,1973; Magnen and Seneor,
1976; Feldman and Osterwalder, 1976; Benfatto et al.,
1978; Benfatto, Cassandro et al., 1980; Benfatto, Galla-
votti, and Nicolo, 1980; Gallavotti, 1978,1979,1980;
Gawedski and Kupiainen, 1980,1983,1984; Balaban,
1981,1983; Federbush and Battle, 1982,1983; Brydges
et al., 1984).

Here perturbation theory will be treated from the point
of view of the renormalization group, expanding the ideas
developed and used in Benfatto et al. in the just-cited pa-

pers. I shall follow the theory presented in Gallavotti and -

Nicolo (1984), with some modifications here or there.
The first to treat completely, to all orders, perturbation
theory by literally applying the renormalization group
methods has been Polchinskii (1984), who adopts a
method slightly different from the one presented here (ob-
taining weaker results—e.g., the n! bounds are not treated
in his work, at least not explicitly).

The renormalization group approach to field theory
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grew out of several earlier works [e.g., Kadanoff (1966),
Wilson (1965,1971,1972), and DiCastro and Jona-Lasinio
(1969,1971); for reviews see Wilson and Kogut (1974),
Jona-Lasinio (1975), Ma (1976), and Wilson (1983)].

In this work applying the renormalization group
method will mean that one regards the fields
@9 ...,¢"%, ..., as real entities describing phenomena
taking place on their own length scale ¥ ~*m ~!, and one
defines the effective interaction on scale y ~*m ~! as

oV RUp <) _ f . Vg SM,A v (3),N)

- XP(deM) - Pdpk+D) (4.9)

In perturbation theory one fixes the formal power series
A n(A) in such a way that ¥'* turns out to be given by a
formal power series in A, which, order by order, has a
limit for N— oo if ¢'?, .. ., @'® verify (3.20) (n being the
order of the chosen regularization), and the limit has a
short-range structure allowing the interpretation of V¥
as a statistical mechanics interaction between spins (the
@'¥”’s) which are located on a lattice of mesh y —*m ~! (re-
call that the fields @' are regular and therefore can be
thought of as lattice fields on a lattice of mesh y —/m ~!
rather than as continuous fields—see Sec. III).

One might be worried that the fields ¢’ do not really
have a physical meaning (yet) and that knowing that they
are well-defined objects even in the presence of interaction
does not really tell anything about their sum qo( <N which
is the object with physical meaning; one could repair this
objection by imagining that the last term in (4.1) has the
form

7&(')V}J)((p(gsm,a@;sm)El(”f(é)(i?(gsm (4.10)

and show that the effective potentials are well defined
with a choice of  y(m) leading to A=A and to an ex-
pression of the other bare coupling constants
AW, L, A% Y involving only AV, ..., A~ (and not
A®); then the effective potentials and the coefficients
S(m,N,f) would be simply related and the problem of
proving the existence and ultraviolet stability of the effec-
tive potentials would be, in principle, harder than proving
that of the limit (4.7) (although it will be, in fact, an
equivalent problem in the cases studied later).

Alternatively one could decide to worry about this
problem after completing the theory of the effective po-
tentials: in fact, the formal connection between the effec-
tive potentials and the Schwinger functions will be briefly
discussed in Sec. X.

V. EFFECTIVE POTENTIALS: THE ALGORITHM
FOR THEIR CONSTRUCTION

Given an interaction # as defined in Sec. IV [see (4.1)
and (4.2)], let

t
Vig'sM =31 [ o (@=ViaptsMds . (5.)

a=1
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The effective interaction on the length scale y ~*m ~1 is

defined by
exp[ V(g )] = [ {exp[V (¢'=")])
P(dq?(N)) ce P(d¢(k+1))" (5.2)

To be slightly more concrete it is convenient to list the
cases which will be treated here or which can be treated
easily with the methods reviewed in this paper.

(1) Polynomial fields in two dimensions:

(<. | (5.3)

oA (@) = (g}
where the dots denote the Wick polynomials.

In this case, as well as in the cases below, the property
(4.2) is trivially a consequence of the properties of the
Wick polynomials. Such properties are remarkable and
the reader will be supposed familiar with them. For ease
of reference the definitions, their main properties, and the
ideas from which they are proved are provided in Appen-
dix C.

The notion of the Wick monomial will not be needed in
this section nor in the following sections, VI—X, where
everything is worked out without referring to Wick order-
ing or Wick monomials.

(2) Sine-Gordon field in two dimensions:

(<N)

3 B L

V( (<N))

= [ cosapt=V)ydE+v [ dE, a>0. (54

(3) Exponential field, d > 2:

V(g s = [ e dgtv [ dE . (5.5
(4) ¢* field in three dimensions:
Vgl V)= f [AA@sE ™) (=) 4 v1dE
(5.6)

(5) @* field with wave function renormalization for

d<4:
VighsM=— [ [ Mg =)
+a:(§(pg— 2:4v]dE . (5.7)

(6) @° field with wave-function renormalization for
d<3:

V(<M= — [ [o:@csV)0: 4 Au(@t=V)*:
A s 3

M. L v]dE .
(5.8)

+p e+ a3

All the above cases are examples of interactions # in
the sense of (4.1) and (4.2) (see Appendix C for the prop-
erties of the Wick monomials).

In view of the above ambitious models one might think
that it would be very hard to find reasonable expressions
for V'¥); this is not really the case, as the algorithm below
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proves, the reason being that the construction of V6 can
be carried out in general, without using the detailed struc-
tures. (5.5)—(5.8) or the Wick ordering properties, starting
from (5.1), (4.1), and (4.2).

The mathematical basis for the algorithm is a trivial
Taylor series. To define it introduce the notations

& ( )= expectation value with respect

to a probability measure ,

(5.9
&1 ( )= expectation value with respect
to the Gaussian measure P(dp'*) ,
and in general, given p random variables x, ..., x, and

p positive integers ny, ..., n,, one defines the truncated

expectations of x, . . . s Xp of orders ny, ... > p as
ETxy, .., X301, . a1p)
ny4 - +n
3™ ? Mg+ e +Ax
=————&E "' PP
L., 14
oA A, A= r =A =0

P

(5.10

The symbol &I will therefore have a well-defined
meaning if x,,...,x, are p functions depending on et
It is easy to prove by induction the Leibnitz rule:
Voi,...,0, ER:

Elwx,+ - +wpxpin)

n n
nlw - o,

Rpyeons n, nl!”'np!
ny+ o ny,=n
XET(xy, ..., xp3m1, ..., 0p), (5.11)
andif n=n,+ -+ +np,
ET(x;1)=&(x), &T(x;0)=0,

(5.12)
ET(x,x, ...

s x5ny, .., ny) =8 (x;n) .

Then the following Taylor expansion holds formally
(“cumulant expansion”):

i .

(5.13)
p=1 P'

& (e*)=exp

for any bounded random variable x.
Hence modulo convergence problems:

o EL(V;in)
2 s

fP(d(p(N))eVEexp '
n=1 n:

=exp(V WV -1) (5.14)

and



484 Gallavotti:

= &L _(vWN-Dip)

J P =V)P(dgN)e=exp
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1

h=1 h!

o 1
=exp | > Tl

heln +nyt - =n M2

X &L _ (&L W), &L(v;2),85(V;3), .. inpngns, . ) |,

once we have applied the Leibnitz rule (5.11).

It is clear that by combining (5.9) and (5.13) one can
easily find a formal expression for ¥* of the type (5.15):
its structure will be elucidated in Sec. VI by means of a
graphical interpretation of the general term arising in the
iteration of the above expansions.

VI. A GRAPHICAL EXPRESSION FOR THE
EFFECTIVE INTERACTIONS

The structure of V%), as obtained from ¥ by doing suc-
cessively the integrations over the fields of increasing
length scale, can be described easily in terms of a certain
family of planar graphs, actually trees.

, n (diagram 3)

Draw n points 1,2, . ..

(3)

n

and imagine that they are the end points of a tree ¥ whose
vertices v bear an index h,, with kK <h, <N and h, <h,,
if v <v’ in the tree’s order; the lowest vertex r of y, called
the “root,” bears the index k, denoted k (y), and out of it
emerges one branch only. All the other vertices v > r are
branching points with at least two branches. The tree’s
end points are not regarded as vertices.

Two trees will be regarded as identical if they can be
superposed, together with the labels appended to their
vertices, up to a permutation of the end point labels
(1,2,...,n) and up to a change in the lengths of the
branches and the location of the vertices which does not
alter the tree’s topological structure. In drawing trees we
shall agree to think that they are drawn in some standard
fashion which always leads to the construction of a given
representative in each class.

The number of end points of ¥ (n in diagram 3) will be
called the “degree of y.” A tree of degree 1 will be called
trivial, and it will contain only one line, from the root 7 to
the end point 1.

The first vertex after » will be called vy; it exists if and
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EE T THE I

(5.15)

[only if the tree y is not trivial.

Given a nontrivial tree v, let ¥1,7,, . . ., ¥s be the trees
which bifurcate in ¥ from vy, i.e., from the first nontrivi-
al vertex (in diagram 3 it is s =2). The s trees can be di-
vided into g classes of trees which are identical up to the
end point labelings, and let 7,75, . . . , 7, be the represen-
tatives of each class. Let py,p, . .., p, be the number of
elements in each class. Define a “combinatorial factor”
n (y) inductively as

q .
n(y)=[Lpin )", (6.1)

i=1
setting n (y)=1 if y is the trivial tree.
The index A, associated with each vertex of y will be
called a frequency index or the frequency of v.
If one stares, for a conveniently long time, at (5.13) and
(5.15) it becomes clear that

Viy)

pi—
yik(y)=k n(y)

> (6.2)
where the sum runs over the trees with root at frequency
k and with frequency indices A, <N; V(y) is a function
of the field ¢'<*, which, although it could be explicitly
written, is more conveniently defined by induction. If y
is trivial, let
V(Y)zgk_'_l""gN(V), (6.3)

and if y bifurcates on the first vertex v, following its root
rinto yy, ...,y at frequency h, =h, let

‘V(y)zgk-kll o gh—lg};(V(’yl)) v V(YS);I) ) 1) .

(6.4)

As a result of (6.3) and (6.4) one sees that each vertex of
v with index p corresponds to & I,T, while each line of y
joining two vertices v <v’ corresponds to

En+17 " Enper s (6.5)

the lines joining a vertex v to an end point correspond to
Enjr17 " En (6.6)

and, finally, each end point c¢orresponds to a function V.

The proof of (6.4) is obtained by combining (6.2) and
(6.3) with (5.9)—(5.14): one gets (6.4) immediately by in-
duction on the degree of the tree.

The above algorithm can be modified to obtain more
explicit expressions for V%

Let
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t
V=31 [ ofPg=, 8= Vde (6.7)
a=1

which is the case of interest here, and introduce what willJ

s

be called a “decorated tree,” which is a tree whose end
points bear labels (&,ay),...,(§,,a,) instead of
1,2,...,n,with§;€ER%and o, €(1,2, .. ., 0).

Then (6.2) and (6.4) imply that

Viy) V(y)
V(k)___zf S dg- - dg, > prooy =3 o (6.8)
n a,...,a, y:degy=n k(y)=k

! k()=k

6y =((£,a)), (Ep, ), . . )
where the sum runs over all the decorated trees y with
root frequency k and with vertex frequencies h, with
k <h, <N for v>r, and the value V(y) will have to be
computed by using (6.3) and (6.4) except that V has to be
replaced in the evaluation of the trivial tree’s contribution
by

A’(a) Vl(vll)( ¢(§$ N),Q ¢(§S N))

if the trivial tree is

K ‘ €.a 4

The third sum in (6.8) is performed by keeping fixed the
decoration 0(y)=((&1,a1),(&2,Q3), . .., (&,,a,)). Finally,
the combinatorial factor n(y) is defined as identical with
the combinatorial factor of the undecorated tree ¥ ob-
tained by stripping ¥ of its decorations.

In other words, one can say that the rule for evaluating
a decorated tree is the same as that for evaluating an un-
decorated tree but with a different interpretation of the
end points, which depends on the decorating indices.

For later use it is convenient to define a tree shape
which is a tree of the above types once stripped of all its
indices and decorations, except the indices o attached to
the end points, which will be called type indices.

This completes the discussion of the basic graphical al-
gorithm used to build V% for k>0. However, for
reasons that will become clearer later, it is convenient to
define V=1, also.

For this purpose one thinks of ¢!<" as being given by

¢’(SN):<P(—1)+‘P(O)+ ‘e +¢7(N) , (6.9)

where the field '~ is distributed independently relative

to the other ¢, j>0, and it has its own covariance
C (5,7“, which need not be specified, because it will eventu-
ally be taken to be identically zero whenever it appears in
some interesting formula. The introduction of ¥V~ al-
lows meaning to be given to some expressions that will be
met so that the case k =0 can be treated on the same
grounds as the cases k>0, and V'~!) should be thought
as void of any physical meaning or mathematical
relevance other than the just-mentioned one. V'~ will
be described by trees with root frequency k= —1 via
(6.8); see (6.9).

The following interpretation of a decorated tree is in-
teresting and important for later applications.

Each vertex v of y can be interpreted as a cluster of the
end points’ “positions,” and the tree ¥ provides an organi-
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r
zation, into a hierarchy of clusters, of the points

&, ..., &,, which are the position labels of the tree’s end
points.

To get a picture of such clusters first draw a box
around each point &, ..., &,; then consider a vertex v
highest on the tree: out of it emerge s lines with labels
Ej»aj)s - .., (85 ,a;) at the other end point. Draw a box
enclosing &, . . ., §; and do this for all the other highest

vertices. For instance,

& ay
©
&0, !
£, 2 o7 9
]
. 3 2 °
Qg 1)
64'(15 leads to o3
5 10
-1 S [
a 4
& T &y ag °s
&y0a0 g
qu'aw

: (5)
Then consider the next generation vertices and draw boxes
around all the end points that can be reached from each
of them, climbing the tree, etc.,

(6)

Actually, the above cluster representation of ¥ becomes
completely equivalent to the description of y if inside
each box one writes the frequency h, of the vertex v cor-
responding to it [(1) attribute, conventionally, index
N +1, or better no index at all, to the innermost boxes en-
closing only single points, (2) append to the jth innermost
box the index ¢, and (3) attribute to the outside of the
outermost box the index k of the root of y].

For instance, in the case of diagram 5 one gets
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where the frequencies N +1 have not been marked (being
obvious).

Therefore, to each decorated tree one will be able to as-
sociate with each vertex a cluster of “points” and to asso-
ciate to each cluster a frequency index in the above
manner; furthermore, each point is a position label of y,
and a type label can be attached to it in the manner
described above and exemplified in the above pictures.

The “order” of a vertex v will be the number of points
in the cluster corresponding to it: it coincides with the
number of end points that can be reached from v by
climbing the tree. So the degree of the tree coincides with
the order of its root vertex as well as with the order of the
first nontrivial vertex v, (if present).

VIl. RENORMALIZATION AND RENORMALIZABILITY
TO SECOND ORDER

Consider an interaction ¢, as defined in Sec. IV, (4.1)
and (4.2), and a formal power series like (4.4):

An(A)=A+ 3 Ly(m)A" (7.1)
|m|>2
and define—see (4.4) and (4.1):
Vig=| 3 W(mn=
|m|=j
X fU(a)((p(SN),aq)(<N))d§
(7.2)

From the general theory of the preceding section it is
easy to find the rule to compute the effective potential
V' corresponding to the ¥V in (7.2). The reader who
finds the discussion below too abstract for a first reading
can compare the abstract steps described here with the
concrete corresponding steps done in studying the specific
model (p“, as described in Sec. XVII, or the sine-Gordon
field, in Sec. XIL :

One merely allows trees whose end points are decorated
by

(&,a,j), EER? a=1,...,t, j=1,2,3.... (7.3)

Then if the trivial tree
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k &.a,j (8)

is interpreted as [see also (4.2)]

uFA)E oy & nlvy” (¢7§ a‘P(<N))]
' =puf(A (a)(¢(<k) a¢ <)y
‘ (7.4)
pi(A)= 3 Igm)A",
lm|=j
it follows [see Sec. VI] that
& V
=3 facas 333 2y
n=1 nJ1 iy ViK(Y)=K n(7/)
degree‘y n
(7.5)

which expresses V¥ as a power series in A: the pth-order
term being obtained by selecting in (7.5) the contributions
such that j, +j,+ - +j,=|j | =p.

If one defines, given a tree ¥ with decorations
(&Epar,j1), 2, (Eqyy,jn), the degree D(y) of ¥ as

then the contribution to V¥’ of order p is obtained by re-
stricting the sum in (7.5) to the trees y with D(y)=p. If

we denote it V52 it is
V(k),p_fdgzz 2 (1.7)
a J k(y)= (7/
D(y!—p
Define
V(k),p((p(<k )_A}lm 145 ’P(¢(Sk)) R (7.8)
where

(<k) E(P

is supposed such that each @'/ verifies the smoothness
properties (3.15), (3.16), or (3.20), depending on the regu-
larization used for the free field.

The existence of the limits (7.8) clearly depends upon
the choice of the coefficients I y(m) in (7.1). According
to the discussion of Sec. IV, the theory is renormalizable
if there is a choice of the constants [ y(m) such that the
limit (7.8) exists.

It is worth pointing out here a trivial property of the
renormalized series: if A is expressed as a formal power
series with N-independent coefficients in terms of new pa-
rameters A’', then A y(A)—see (7.1)—becomes a new for-
mal power series in A’ with new coefficients I y(m); it
should be clear that if the power series (7.5) in A is renor-
malized, i.e., if the limits (7.8) exist, then also the power
series in A’ is renormalized in the same sense (provided
the series expressing A in terms of A’ has no constant
terms, of course). This shows that the coefficients I y(m)
cannot be uniquely determined by the requirement that
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the theory is renormalized [i.e., that the limits (7.8) exist].

Now the problem is to decide whether a theory is renor-
malizable and, if so, to find a choice of the coefficients
1 y(m) and to estimate in some way the size of V%7 and,
if possible, of V¥ itself.

It is easy to find a general renormalizability criterion
and general renormalization rules [i.e., rules to build the
coefficients I y(m) in (7.1)]. The whole theory stems
from the simple examples considered below.

Clearly V*®(@!<k) will always admit a limit as
N — o0, being N independent, because of property (4.2) of

Therefore, the requirement of existence of the limit
(7.8) can put nontrivial restrictions only on
Van>V3n, - .., and one can start by looking at the con-
ditions on V, y [i.e., on I y(m) with |m | =2] imposed
by the requirement of existence of the limit (7.8) for
p =2: it should be clear that if the theory is renormaliz-
able it must be possible to fix ¥V, y so that ¥ %2 exists,
su(rg)ly because V3 n,V4n, ..., do not contribute to
V

Clearly V'¥2 is determined by the sum of the contribu-
tions of the second-order trees, i.e., graphically

&hant
NERS
k &a,2 Z2h5k k h
€005, 1
C))

where the summation over the « indices and the integra-
tion over the & indices is understood.
In formulas, diagram 9 becomes

Erir1  Ex(Von)
+2,h§k5fk+1 CEn 1 BE (V1) E (V)
(7.9)
where &, 4=, " &y and &T(xy,...,x,)
=&T(xy, ..., x5 ..., 1),

Two cases arise: (1) the second term in (7.9) converges
to a limit as N — oo [for ¢ <¥”s satisfying the smoothness
mentioned above, see (3.20)]; or, (2) this does not happen.

In the first case one can take ¥, y=0 without affecting
the finiteness of the theory to second order.

In the second case one must choose V), y conveniently,
if possible at all, to compensate the divergence present in
the second term.

Since V;, ~@' =™ will always have to be in the interac-
tion space # y, the divergence of the second term in (7.9)
can be compensated by a suitably chosen ¥V, only if
such divergence arises because the second term in (7.9)
has some very large component on # .

It is, however, unclear how to define, in an abstract
context, the component to be considered: for the time be-
ing, and to remain on very general grounds, one can just
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say that there should be an operation .#°; with range in
/ x such that the two expressions

2(1 LE s En1ENE V), E (V1))
h>k
(7.10)
Exy1" " & (VzN)+ 2 L&k En

h>k

XENE .V, & (V1)) ,

(7.11)

are convergent as N — oo, if @' =¥ is smooth [in the sense
of (3.20)].

If such an .Z; exists for each k it is clear that it must
depend on k in a special way, because one can compute,
for p <k, the effective potential ¥?"2 in two necessarily
equivalent ways, as graphical relation of diagram 10 ex-

plains (summations over &, indices understood):

Epapt
L3
+ 4
P €az2 mp P h
&yt
. N Eprapt N yrapd
= + = +5 2
%H gk(k &a,2 2 hz>k Kk h 2psp P h ’
&prapt
&orap!
(10)

where the right-hand side (rhs) is obtained by integrating
(to second order in A) the exponential of the expression in
(7.9), using (5.13).

Since the convergence of (7.10) and (7.11) should imply
convergence of both sides of the equation in diagram 10
for fixed k,p, k >p, one finds after a brief calculation
that

1 N
—2'z(gpgp+l”'gk_gp-kl“'gkgk)
*h>k

XEpp1 " Ep_1&y (g>h(V1) & (V) (7.12)

should admit a limit as N — .

A simple way to enforce such a property is, of course,
to require that for all p <k

Ly B =y

L - (7.13)

This leads to the conclusion that one would like .} to
be defined so that (7.13) holds. Then, proceeding heuristi-
cally, note that the limits of (7.11) as N— « exist for all
fixed k if they exist for just one k, as the above argument
implies. One can thus determine ¥, y and ., by impos-
ing the existence of the limit as N— o« of (7.11) for
k= —1 and, at the same time, imposing the requirement
that ., make (7.10) convergent as N — co.

For instance, one can require that
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(& EnVaon)e (-”H“_ 2[f—1g0

To continue in great generality, suppose that there is a
way of defining the operation .7, verifying (7.13) and
(7.14) and making (7.10) convergent: its existence, or
nonexistence, will turn out to be a very easy question in
the concrete models to be examined later. Once such a se-
quence of operations . is found one can produce a new
sequence with the same property by setting

LiF =L F+3 | 3 T¥mns
a=1 ||m|=2
x [ugEagEag,  (7.19)

where the coefficients 1 ‘®(m ) are arbitrarily chosen; note

|m|=2

l S 4fm )Am]fv@

. gkfkgk—f—l"'

By (7.14) the second term in the rhs is — & -

C G\ EINE L, V), E
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(PN [ =) =0. (7.14)

F 00k Mg+ o S £ 1%

h>—1

_ _ 1 &
J o, 00 Nd§+ o 3L 1B
*h=0

En_1EHE L ,(V)),&

|
that £} verifies (7.13), if .£°; does, because of (4.2).

The remarkable and interesting fact to be pointed out

- now is that if the initial interaction V| is changed to

V14V, N, there are very simple graphical rules that allow
one to compute the effective interaction generated by
V=V,+V, y to any order in terms of new types of trees:
“partially dressed trees.”

The idea of defining such trees comes from computing
V, n defined by (7.14), thought of as a (trivial) linear
equation for the ¢ coefficients [see (7.4)] ’

S IP(m)Am

|m|=2

in VZ,N((Pwl).
Using (4.2) and (7.13) we find (7.14) becomes

G\ ENE VL), E (V)
En_ (& (V1), & y(Vy)

Sa(V1)) . (7.16)

* & (V,,) which implies, using again (4.2) and paying some attention to

the following important identity, crucially dependent on the definitions

Ergr " S I¥m)

|m|=2

t
EnVon= D, l

—V2k—‘“23k$k+1

Then, inserting (7.17) in (7.9), one finds Eq. (7.9) equal
to

V2k+_—2[ l—fk)gk+l “En_1Eh

X(& ,(V1), & (V] (7.18)
with V), ; defined by (7.14), with k replacing N.

Relation (7.18) together with the graphical representa-
tion in diagram 9 suggests the representation of (7.18) as

&y
N
+ _4_ > R ’
k 2 b5k k h
£,.0,

(11)
where the summation over the &,a indices is understood,
the first graph represents symbolically
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gh—lgl{(g>h(V1)’g>h(Vl)) .

J i< 0= g

(7.17)

(7.19)

and the second graph represents symbolically the second
term of (7.18).
Relation (7.18) becomes the graphical identity

Eprayd
N
k a2 2 15k k h
62:‘12:4
&y
N
- 4 R
k T2 hgk k h
§.a L
(12)
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where in the rhs two new indices a,,a, appear inside the
frame, reminding us that V) j is naturally defined as a
sum of #2 terms indexed by a;,a, and the symbols in dia-
gram 13 allow us to identify them: '

s&apnt

Lo ExVa i) E_‘E

&pran0t
(13)
To explain how to compute the higher-order effective
potentials generated by V=V +V, y the identity in dia-
gram 12 above suggests introducing the notion of decorat-
ed trees “dressed to second order.”

These are objects constructed from an ordinary tree
with no appended indices: first, one considers all the ver-
tices out of which bifurcate exactly two branches ending
in end points and one either appends a decorating index R
or encloses the vertex together with the branches emerg-
ing from it into a frame; second, to each framed end point
one appends an index a=1, ..., furthermore, to each
frame and to each unframed end point a pair £ER? and
a=1,...,tis appended; finally, all the unframed vertices
receive a frequency index h,,. ‘

For instance, diagram 14 illustrates three trees dressed
to second order:

{4»04

fz'az

§4'a4

(14)
Given a partially dressed tree v, dressed to second or-
der, the ¥V (y) will be defined so that

(7.20)

V(k):fd§2 > 14val

()’
a ykip=k PV

where the rule to compute ¥ (y) is simply the same as the
one used so far, except that the final lines of the form

a,

Qa
%¢,a
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have to be interpreted as representing the contributions to
V', described in connection with diagram 13.

Also, the R over a vertex has to be interpreted as saying
that the rule to combine the two V;’s in the computation
of the truncated expectations &.(& Sa(V1), & n (V1))
has to be modified and produces, instead, the term in
square brackets of (7.18).

The factor n(y) in (7.20) is now defined by defining it
as identical to the combinatorial factor »n (%) of the tree 7
obtained from y by stripping it of all its frames and their
contents as well as of all its @ decorations.

The above discussion is rather long, although conceptu-
ally simple; however, it has the advantage of suggesting
the procedure for construction of the higher-order coun-
terterms and for describing the results of their presence in
the effective potentials.

VIIL. COUNTERTERMS, EFFECTIVE INTERACTION,
AND RENORMALIZATION IN A GRAPHICAL
REPRESENTATION (ARBITRARY ORDER)

The discussion of the preceding section can be extended
naturally to provide an algorithm to build
Vin:Vans - - -, i.e., the formal series (7.1).

Again, if the reader finds the discussion below too
abstract for a first reading, he can compare the abstract
steps described here with the corresponding ones worked
out in Sec. XVIII for the ¢* model.

The basic objects are the “dressed trees” and the “trees
dressed to order p.”

A tree dressed to order p will be an object obtained by
considering a tree with no labels appended on it.

(1) To each end point append an index a € (1, . . ., 1).

(2) To each vertex different from the root and of order
<p (i.e., followed eventually, though not necessarily im-
mediately, by <p end points) append an index R or, alter-
natively, enclose it in a frame together with the part of
the tree following it, excluding the preceding vertices.

(3) Append to each frame an index a €(1, .. ., ?).

(4) Append to each outer frame (note that, in fact, some
frames may be inside others) and to each unframed end
point an index £ ER?.

(5) Append to the unframed vertices a frequency index,
increasing along the tree.

Diagram 15 provides a few examples:

<

where the first is a tree dressed to order 6, the second to
order 4 (or 5), the third to order 3. The above notion is
the obvious extension to p >3 of the p =2 case met in
Sec. VIIL.

To each partially dressed tree ¥ one associates a func-
tion V(y) so that

(15)
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pie — d L452) C@8.)
[ 3 S0

v dressed to order p

would be the effective potential for ¢'<¥ obtained by
starting from Vi 4+ Vo y+Vin+ - +Vpn-

The definition of V;y, ..., is inductive and so built
that the last statement is true. Having already construct-
ed V, y in Sec. VII, one has to explain how ¥, y is ob-
tained from V,V,y, ..., ¥,y so that (8.1) holds once
V(y) is appropriately defined.

Call y, a shape of a degree-two tree

a,

az

and call .& <kro) the sequence of operations introduced in
Sec. VII and called there simply .£;.

In general, one looks for a sequence .¥}°’ of operations
indexed by the shapes o of the trees dressed up to order
p =(degree of 0—1) (a “shape” of a tree y dressed to or-
der p is the tree obtained by stripping ¥ of all the frequen-
cy labels as well as of the & labels, leaving only the
frames, the R labels, and the « labels). The operation
#$?) is meant to define the divergent contribution to the
effective potential due to the trees with shape ¢ and arbi-
trary frequency labels.
The operation .}’ will be subject to the following re-
quirements (see Sec. VII).

(i) Z§¢) acts on certain functions of the field ¢'<¥ and
has range in the interaction space # ;. Also, if Fis in the
domain of .Z{’’, then & 441" & Fis in the domain of
f;"), for g <k.

(ii) The following extension of (7.13) holds:

LECk Ey=8y - &y LY.

(o)
k

(8.2)

To evaluate the function V(y) associated with a par-
tially dressed tree one will have to interpret a branch of
the tree emerging from a vertex with frequency label k
and ending in a frame containing a shape o and carrying
frame labels &,a [see conditions (3) and (4) above] as
representing a function which, if integrated over &, is in
k-

For instance,

(16)

Qs
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encloses a shape

o)
o = R__as
Qs

and counts in the evaluation of V(y) as

IS (KA 0P (@e=P,09<F)) 8.3)

where l}ff,(k) are certain coefficients, “form factors of
shape o,” to be defined later and L":Hk(a’, with the
product ranging over the indices @ appended to the end
points of o (in diagram 16 they are a;,a,,04,a5).

In other words, once the coefficients in (8.3) are defined
and the meaning of R is specified, the meaning of V(y) is
essentially the same as would be attributed to a decorated
tree (with decorations which are more complicated, as
they can be framed shapes of trees).

With the meaning of the framed shapes explained, it
remains to explain the meaning of the R superscripts and
the rule to determine the coefficients I§7) (k) in (8.3).

For uniformity of notation it is convenient, in this sec-
tion, to consider the unframed end points of a partially
dressed tree as framed end points containing the trivial
shape, i.e.,

K Ta K @f.a . an

In this way a partially dressed tree ¥ can be regarded as
always ending in “endframes” containing tree shapes; the
name end point will be reserved for the end points of the
tree obtained from y by deleting all its frame.

The “bare degree” 6(y) of y is the number of end
points of y, while the “dressed degree” of y will be the
number of external endframes.

The meaning of the R superscripts, as well as the con-
struction of the coefficients /{%) (k) and of the counter-
terms V), v, is described in terms of the operations .# o)

The definition of Iy (k) and of £’ is inductive on
the (bare) degree of o. Since these objects have been al-
ready defined for o of degree two, suppose that they have
been defined also for arbitrary shapes o of degree <p.

Let v be a tree dressed to order p +1 and with degree
p +1. Suppose that its first nontrivial vertex v, carries a
superscript R and is the origin of an s-fold bifurcation
into s dressed trees; suppose that the frequency index of
Vg is h; the situation is described in diagram 18:

(18)
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Then if o is the shape of ¥ one interprets diagram 17 as
representing

VY)=Eryr - Epi[(1—-LF) )]
XEF Wy, ..., Viy)), (8.4)

where .Z{° has to be defined verifying requirements (i)
and (ii) above and so that the summation of (8.4) over all
the trees ¥ with the same shape o and root frequency k is
ultraviolet finite (i.e., has a limit when N — oo if ¢'<¥ is
smooth).

In the present general context one cannot discuss the
existence or nonexistence of such .}, although in each
model considered in the following sections this will be a
very easy problem; here, to continue, assume that at least
one such .Z\¢ exists. Of course, as already remarked, the
operation .#\¢, which basically isolates the “divergent”
part of (8.4), will not be uniquely determined, if existing
at all.

This completes the definition of the meaning of the R
superscripts.

The next step is to define the coefficients Iy ,(k) in
(8.3). This will be done via the following prescription.
Consider the tree shape o of degree p + 1 dressed to order
p and enclosed in a frame attached at frequency k;

K 6 >§,a =k €.

(19)

t
S [ Alykw g V09 dE= [dE 3 S
a=1 h h

0

ocu M=

where the second sum runs over the frequency assign-
ments to the other vertices of the tree y.

Finally, again in analogy with the second-order case,
the “counterterms” ¥, y of order p will be a sum of con-
tributions V), y , each coming from a tree shape o of de-

gree p:

Vono= | Ay o(N i (@<, 005V )dE ,  (8.6)

where A? has the meaning described after (8.3).
Proceeding exactly as in Sec. VII, one proves that using
the above rules to interpret diagrams 15 and 19 one deter-
mines, via (8.1), the effective potential corresponding to
Vi+Vyn+ - +V,n simply by interpreting a partially
dressed tree of arbitrary degree as computed using the
above rules starting from the highest vertices and inter-
preting the lower vertices with no R superscripts as sim-
ply representing the truncated expectation of the func-
tions defined by the s-ple of trees branching out of a ver-
tex. The proof is by induction, once more, and it is left to
the reader with the warning that the definitions above
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and assume that o bifurcates at its first framed vertex v,
into s completely dressed shapes oy, . . ., o, (a “complete-
ly dressed” tree is one dressed to an order equal at least to
its degree). .

As said above, the framed shape in diagram 18
represents a function of the field ¢'<* of the form (8.3);
to define it, the procedure of the preceding section is fol-
lowed, in a rather natural sense, as described below.

Delete the outer frame enclosing o and insert frequency
indices at all the unframed vertices of o as well as pairs
&,a at all the new external outer frames (formerly next to
the outer frame); the root of o is given frequency —1 and
the indices (&,a) attached to the deleted frame are also de-
leted (compare diagram 20 below with diagram 13):

(20)

s
(no R superscript is above v, because o was supposed
dressed only to order p and of degree p +1).

Since one is supposing inductively that
V(vi), ..., V(ys) are already defined, one can evaluate
the tree in diagram 20 above giving the usual interpreta-
tion of truncated expectation to the vertex vy, which car-
ries no R superscripts. Then one can define the coeffi-
cient Iy ,(k) in (8.3) in terms of the value of the tree in di-
agram 20 (see also diagram 13):

LNEo &4 8L, Vi), VD], @9
0

have been conceived with the aim of making possible this
inductive proof.

It remains to define -’ in a more concrete way in
each model.

As already remarked elsewhere, the ambiguity in the
coefficients of the counterterms [and therefore in the defi-
nition of the operations .#{°’ of identification of the
divergent parts] has its deep origin in the trivial fact that
if '

A=A+L("), (8.7)

and L is analytic near the origin with a second-order zero,
then inserting (8.7) into (7.1) and rearranging that formal
power series in A into a formal power series in A’ one
necessarily obtains another power series which will enjoy
the same properties as the former one as far as the stabili-
ty as N— o is concerned.

This situation is very much reminiscent of the state of
perturbation theory in classical mechanics where there are
formal power series for various objects, which are am-
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biguously defined for trivial reasons and even “divergent”
and which can be “renormalized” by suitable prescrip-
tions (Gallavotti, 1983b).!

An interaction # for which the operations .#’{’’ can be
taken identically zero for trees of bare degree > p, will be
called “super-renormalizable.”

The basic idea of the above construction of the counter-
terms is from Zimmerman (1969), who introduces the no-
tation of “forest” (here called tree); however, here the no-
tion of tree is independent of the notion of Feynman
graph, not yet introduced, while in the literature the
forests are always associated with given Feynman graphs.
It seems conceptually simplifying and practically advan-
tageous to be able to introduce the notion of forest
without any reference to Feynman graphs.

That perturbation theory can be perhaps done in a
neater way by avoiding as much as possible the use of
Feynman diagrams has been clearly pointed out by Pol-
chinskii (1983), who presents a method quite similar to
the one introduced here to deal with perturbation theory
using multiscale properties and effective potentials work-
ing in the momentum space (here configuration space is
used, instead). The method outlined here has been used in
various super-renormalizable cases already in Benfatto
et al. (1978), Gallavotti (1978,1979), Benfatto, Cassandro
et al. (1980), and Benfatto, Gallavotti, and Nicol6 (1980).
In the latter papers, however, the super-renormalizability
masks the power of the method [which becomes clearer in
Benfatto et al. and in Nicol6 (1982,1983), even though
the theories treated are still super-renormalizable].

IX. RESUMMATIONS: FORM FACTORS
AND BETA FUNCTION

Before starting the real work, i.e., the analysis of con-
crete models, there are still quite a few remarkable
abstract considerations that can be made.

If an interaction # is super-renormalizable, the renor-
malization leads only to a slightly more complex structure
of the trees (which have to be dressed up to a finite order
Ppo if the subtraction operators are chosen to be zero when
the degree of the trees is larger than the convergence
threshold po—see Sec. VIII) and there is little to discuss
about them.

But if # is only renormalizable or even if it is super-
renormalizable and one chooses to define .’ to be
nonzero for o’s of large degree, i.e., if one “oversub-
tracts,” the graphical representation of V¥ is enormously
more complex and one wishes to simplify it as much as
possible by collecting together as many terms as possible
without losing control of what may be going on.

The trouble is that one would naturally like to collect

IAlthough the main result of this paper has been previously

obtained by Rissman (1967), the connection with renormaliza- .

tion theory is somewhat new and relevant as a reference here.
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together infinitely many trees but, as will become sadly
clear, there are no chances that the resulting series will
converge in a naive sense. Nevertheless it is possible to
devise a simple “summation rule” permitting us to give a
meaning to important resummations.

A concrete example on the abstract and general discus-
sion below is in Sec. XX, where the reader who finds too
abstract, on first reading, the contents of this section can
see the same ideas worked out concretely in the case of ¢*.

The idea leading to such developments can be best illus-
trated via an example in which it is even rigorous: the
well-known “resummation of the leading divergences”—
see Landau (1955), Landau and Pomeramchuk (1955),
’t Hooft (1982,1984), and Rivasseau (1984).

One defines a “pruning operation” on the dressed trees,
consisting of isolating the final bifurcations of a tree y
which have the form of diagram 21, called a “most-
divergent branch” or a “most-divergent endframe.”

The pruning will just delete the “most divergent
endframes” of ¥ and their contents, as diagram 21 shows,

2n

but this will not be all, because after the deletion of the
most-divergent endframes of y new most-divergent
endframes may appear in what is left of y: then the prun-
ing will be pursued until no most divergent branches are
left. This defines a “pruning mapping” y —7y.

The idea is to define

VRy)y= 3 V). (9.1)
viTy'=y
where 7 is a tree with no most-divergent branches (i.e.,
Ty =7v); clearly in (9.1) the sum runs over infinitely many
trees (even if the ultraviolet cutoff N is finite).
For instance,

u, ry
(22)

However, it is also clear that the result of the resumma-
tion in (9.1), if convergent in any sense, cannot lead to
anything other than the conclusion that V®(y) is evaluat-
ed by “slightly modifying” the rules to build V(y): this
follows from observing that the sum (9.1) leads to a
change in the meaning of the lines reaching the end points
with index &,a of a pruned tree y (i.e., such that 7y =v)
and representing, according to the usual rules, the func-
tion

)\’(a) (a) ((P(<k) a¢(<k)) 9.2)

The modification is explained below.
Consider a tree ¥ which is pruned: 7y=y. Then all



Gallavotti:

the trees ¥’ such that 7y’=y are obtained from y simply
by considering each end point of ¥y with index a and
growing on it a tree of arbitrary size with simple bifurca-
tions in two branches at each vertex and then drawing a
frame around every new vertex, as in diagram 23,

(23)

attributing to each vertex and to each new frame indices
a',a, ... (not drawn in diagram 23).

An end point of ¢ can be either “framed,” bearing an
index a (and no index &), or it can be “free,” bearing a
pair of indices (£,a); in diagram 24 end points of dif-
ferent type are marked on an example of a pruned tree:

Pt
az
Qs
R &.a . (24)
k p Qs
€,

They are the end points with labels a, (say), and as.

Consider first the case of an end point which is free
and attached by a tree branch to a vertex of frequency in-
dex p.

We shall now assume, throughout this section and in
the sections following Sec. XVI (where applications of the
following considerations are presented), that the opera-
tions .Z‘?) depend, for a general o (not necessarily a
most-divergent one), only on what remains of o after de-
leting all the frames that it may contain as well as their
contents. This property is very convenient and natural,
but it has not been assumed since the beginning in order
to develop a formalism flexible enough to permit the
simultaneous analysis of the super-renormalizable and the
just renormalizable cases. What follows here is not
relevant for super-renormalizable theories, unless one is
interested in studying the effects of “oversubtractions” (as
will become clear).

Since a frame with index a attached to a vertex of fre-
quency index p and enclosing a shape o (whether most
divergent, as of interest here, or not) represents, by the
general theory of Sec. VIII [see (8.5)], the function

AL (poy® (@E=P,d9E<P) . 9.3)

It is clear that summing over all the y’, with 7y’'=¥ and
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obtained by adding to each free vertex of ¥ any framed
most-divergent shape o just means interpreting the end-
branches which are like the

P €, a
as meaning

S AU p) o=, 3pP)
o

=Ap)o, Y (@<P, 3E=") ,  (9.4)

where the sum runs over all the shapes o that can be at-
tached to the end point and are most divergent.

Similarly consider a framed end point of y with index
a (like the end point with index «; in diagram 24. In this
case the addition of a most-divergent tree shape enclosed
in a frame and attached to the considered end point just
modifies the meaning of the frames of y as follows. Re-
call that the form factor A%ly 4(p) corresponding to a
framed shape O is evaluated (see Sec. VIII, diagram 19)
recursively by reducing, eventually, oneself to the evalua-
tion of the function representing the simple trees

q £,a

corresponding to the end points of G (once, in the evalua-
tion process, they become unframed) and having the
meaning of }J“’v;‘”. If to each end point of & is added a
most-divergent framed shape o and one performs the
summation over all possible such ¢’s, it is clear that one
simply gets the same result that would be obtained by in-
terpreting

9 £.a

as meaning again (9.4).

In other words, one may consider, in computing the ef-
fective potentials, only the trees ¥ such that ry =y, pro-
vided one interprets the end points of ¥ attached to a ver-
tex with frequency index p as having the meaning (9.4):
this meaning has to be kept, for consistency, even when
the end points of y are inside frames (as in diagram 24).
This means that when one computes the form factors for
the framed parts of ¥ and, in doing so, eventually reduces
oneself to the case of the tree

P £,a ’

one interprets it as meaning (9.4) instead of simply
A @ (=P, 3pE=P").

If we give to the end points of a tree y =7y the new in-
terpretation and represent this by using heavy dots at the
end points of y, it is clear from the above discussion that
the form factors Al%)(k) verify the graphical relation of
diagram 25,
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az /€,a E.a'
(25)

where the left-hand side (lhs) can be taken as a symbolic

representation of (9.4) and where the rhs has a summation

over the indices a,a,, . . ., understood, in each term.
The equation in diagram 25 can be written pictorially,

o
\.‘12

— e = +

k €,a k E,a k

(26)

which is, actually, a simple recursive relation for the form
factors A(k): its iterative solution leads to expressing A(k)
as a power series in A. This power series, once substituted
into the VR(y), defined, as explained above, interpreting
the end points of y as bearing a heavy dot and as meaning
that in the evaluation of V' (y) a line

k &, a
has to be interpreted as in (9.4), yields the representation
2* VR ('V
n(y) ’
where the sum runs over the trees y =7y (i.e., over the
pruned trees) only.

On the other hand, it might happen that the relation in
diagram 26 thought of as an equation for the form factors
admits true solutions, not just formal solutions in the
form of power series generated by iterating it: then one
can use this solution to define the “summation rule” that
the sum (9.1) is by definition the expression ¥VX(y) com-
puted with the same rules as ¥ (y) but interpreting the
end points as bearing heavy dots, which means that they
must be interpreted as in the rhs of (9.4), with A(k) de-
fined by the given solution of the equation represented by
diagram 26.

In other words, the equation in diagram 26 has two dif-
ferent well-defined possible uses. One is to generate by
iteration the various terms graphically represented in dia-
gram 25 [i.e., the formal power series for the form factors
A(k) in (9.4)]. The other is to provide a nonperturbative
meaning to the sum of the series in diagram 25 for the
form factors, i.e., a summation rule for the most-
divergent graphs. The first use is also quite interesting,
being equivalent to the direct definition of the various
trees in diagram 25 described in Sec. VIII; this is, mani-
festly, a conceptually simpler way to build the coefficients
A'®(k), although, as is clear from the principle of conser-
vation of difficulties, this does not really save any work if
one wishes to perform a real calculation (the point being,
as will be explicitly illustrated in the case of the models
considered later, that diagram 26 can be converted into an

(9.5)
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analytic equation only at the price of doing all the calcu-
lations necessary to evaluate the trees in diagram 25, i.e.,
the formal power series for the form factors).

Following the rules of Secs. VII and VIII for the
evaluation of the coefficients of the element of # associ-
ated with a frame (see diagram 19), one gets, for 0<k <N

A =A@ S s B, (WA (WA (h)
h= Oal,az—l
(9.6)
where Bﬁ,‘jf,z( A2 is the coefficient of
St 0 ag
in
[ LYy & B0, G )
(a,)
v 2(¢§7Sh) (<h)))d§dn
9.7)

The factor 5 comes from the combinatorial factor associ-
ated with the tree shape

I

4}

™~

The coefficients B are manifestly N independent.

To proceed any further one needs explicit expressions
for the B’s: the ideal situation arises when the B’s have a
structure allowing one to conclude that, possibly adjusting
the initial values A'®), there is a solution to (9.6) such that

y—”“)kk<a’(k)k_> 0, (9.8)
where v(a) is some “dimension” suggested by each con-
crete model (in fact, as will be seen in the models treated
later, one can expect to have a k dependence of the form
factors which goes exponentially at a rate characteristic of
each form factor and, usually, the order-by-order behavior
of the perturbative coefficients of the form factors is es-
timated to be much worse than the a priori guessed ex-
ponential).

When this is the case, and this depends upon the in-
teraction #, it is clear that the above simple resummation
can produce a great gain in the expressions of ¥V (y) and
in their estimates, because it may introduce a damping in
the contributions from the trees having in them bifurca-
tions at too high frequencies. Furthermore, this damping
results as a consequence of summing, by a well-defined
summation rule, a series which might be divergent (as in
fact happens in the simplest applications described later).

The above method to build resummation rules can be
extended to cover more complicated sets of trees by modi-
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fying conveniently the pruning operation.

The pruning operation can be extended by prescribing
the pruning of a given set of shapes; for instance one can
prune all the framed endbranches like

In thls case the equation in diagram 26 is modified into

= + +
k ¢.a k £,a .cx k ,f!

(28)
where the summation over the indices a;,a,,a; is under-
stood in each term.

Or if one prunes out also the endbranches like

R~ Q4
az (29)
Qs

then the equation in diagram 28 is replaced by

e,

(30

In the case of the equations in digrams 28 or 30 Eq.
(9.6) is replaced by a similar one in which the rhs also
contains cubic terms; their coefficients are still N in-
dependent. However, the N dependence is implicit
through the fact that the frequencies are bound to vary
between O and N. It should also be clear that, if the cut-
off is N, only trees with at most N 41 vertices between
any two successive frames are possible (and therefore can
be considered in the resummations; for instance the
resummation in diagram 30 makes sense only if N>1,
while the other two are meaningful even for N =0). The
N dependence of the B’s will not be explicitly marked ex-
cept when necessary in Secs. XX and XXII; note that
each B becomes N independent for N large enough.

The ultimate greatest resummation can be associated
with the “total pruning operation” whereby all the frames
are pruned and one is left just with dressed trees without
frames in the formula corresponding to (9.1).

The graphical representation of this resummation rule

1S
all possible framed dressed
trees of any order and
— o = + 4| with heavy dots on the
k £a k £.a k end points and no inner |9
€,a | trames

(31)
indices

where again all the summations over the
ay,a,a;s, . . ., are understood.
The equation in diagram 31 becomes explicitly, for
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k<N,

A@(f) =) ar(h;hl,...,h,)

(ay)

<A nyy A,

9.9
where the coefficients B must be computed according to
the rules of Sec. VIII—see diagram 19—and are expressed
as sums of the coefficients of

REREY S I[P ol W v 1

in Z_v=Yo)/n(o), o being one of the trees with r
end points in diagram 31 deprived of the first frame and
bearing no R superscript on the first vertex vy, and with
frequency indices h appended to vy and hy,h,, . . ., h, ap-
pended to the vertices out of which emerge the r-final
branches of o.

By the assumption of renormalizability and of existence
of the operators ., it follows that the coefflclents in Eq.
(9.9) will be such that 1f the form factors A'% (h ) are re-
placed by constants 7'’ then the summation at fixed r
converges uniformly in N.

The problem is that, as will appear in the concrete case
of <p4, the sum over r is not well controlled.

Introduce the functionals #Z y, 4% acting on the space
of the sequences A of functions A'®'(k) are defined for-
mally as

(ey) |

k o) N
(ByDK)=3F 3 3 B a(hihy .. k)
h=0r=2 ;> h
=1
“Vnyy--- A,
(9.10)
and
k © =3
(BL) @k §§ z B o (hshy ... k)

>

a; 1,...t

Dhy) - A,
(9.11)
and rewrite (9.9) as

AMK)=A+(ByA)(k), O<k<N . (9.12)

The difference with the preceding “rigorous” resumma-
tion schemes is that the rhs of (9.12) does not really make
sense other than as a formal power series in A‘*)(4), be-
cause, as mentioned above, there is no control over the
summations over # in (9.10) or (9.11).

Therefore, the only use, already very interesting, of
(9.12) is that it can produce, by a formal solution by itera-
tion, a well-defined power series in A, obtaining a formal
power-series expression of the form factors associated
with the resummation. Furthermore, as N — oo the coef-
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ficients of a given order in such power series for the
form-factor solutions of (9.11) converge to the corre-
sponding coefficients of the formal power series obtained
by iterating

ME)=A+(Z LK) . (9.13)

The result of the above discussion is quite nontrivial:
through the knowledge of all the coefficients B (h;h)
one can compute the form factors A(k) to any order
desired in the renormalized couplings and then reduce the
computation of V¥ to the computation of ¥ (y) for all
the trivially dressed trees, i.e., for the trees with only R
superscripts on the vertices and no frames at all, provided
their end points are interpreted as meaning the rhs of (9.4)
with A(k) being now a form factor defined by (9.12) to
‘any order in perturbation theory.

In other words, the knowledge of the coefficients in
Egs. (9.12) and (9.13) allows one to reduce the calculation
of V% to essentially the same calculations that would be
necessary in the absence of renormalization. The econo-
my of thought gained in using this approach in comput-
ing perturbation theory coefficients is obvious. However,
it is worth stressing that, as already remarked, in practice
the calculation of the B coefficients is exactly equivalent
to the evaluation of the trees with frames; it is perhaps
better to regard Egs. (9.12) and (9.13) as a convenient way

0 N
(ByM(K)=3 3 3B ak+Lhy, ..

r=2h>k+1 o;

BUVK)=3 3 IBF . . a(k+Lh..
1 a;

r=2h>k+

v

and B is basically the “beta function” [see Callan
(1970,1975), Symanzik (1970,1973)], which therefore can
be used to simplify conceptually the perturbation theory
in the sense explained above.

Usually Egs. (9.14) are more homogeneous if written
for other form factors trivially related to the ones just dis-
cussed by

}»(a}(k)=’}/vm)k}\-;¢a) , (9.16)

where v(a) is a suitable dimension (this will become clear
in the treatment of the concrete model ¢3).

To conclude this section it is useful to point out that
the constants A(k) verifying the first of (9.14) can be
naturally called also “effective coupling constants at fre-
quency q/k,” because they represent the trivial trees

k &, a

in the same sense in which the renormalized couplings
represent the trivial trees

k E,a
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(ay)

RO

L hOA

to organize the calculations of perturbation theory by
separating the “true calculations” (corresponding to the
trees with no frames) from the form-factor calculations.

Unfortunately, unlike the simple cases of the
“moderate” resummations described by diagrams 26, 28,
or 30 or, more generally, involving a finite number of
“pruned shapes,” no rigorous use of (9.12) and (9.13) can
be made to prescribe resummation rules, because no infor-
mation is available on the nonperturbative meaning to be
attached to the rhs of (9.12) and (9.13): one can say only
that if on the rhs of (9.12) and (9.13) the second order
“dominates,” then A(k) should behave for k— o in the
same way as the A(k) that would be obtained from the
most divergent resummation [i.e., from Eq. (9.6)].

Many triviality arguments for <p4 are based on this as-
sumption (domination of the most divergent graphs), and
this point will be discussed in more detail in Secs. XIX,
XX, and XXII below. )

It is customary to write (9.12) and (9.13) as difference
equations obtained by “writing them for k and k +1 and
subtracting”

Ak +1)=Mk)+(ByA)k), 0<k+1<N,

(9.14)
Mk +1)=AMk)+(BA)K), O<k,
where A(—1)=A, and
(hy) - A*(h,), 0O<k+1<N,
(9.15)

) Ay, 0<k 41

[
By definition it is true that A(N) is precisely the *“bare

coupling” (7.1): note that it is the formal power series
(for k =N) generated by the recursive solution of the first
of (9.14) starting from the zeroth-order approximation
Mk)=A.

It is convenient to label the formal power-series solu-
tion of (9.12) and (9.13) [or (9.14)], by the symbols
Mk;N), k <N, or, respectively, A(k;c), to avoid any
confusion between them.

Clearly the bare couplings are, in this notation,
A(N;N), and they should not be confused with A(N; w0 );
note also that, while A(k; ) can be (and will be in the
cases treated later) regularization independent, the form
factors A(k,N) may be strongly dependent on the regulari-
zation used.

The latter statement requires some more detailed ex-
planations, since the use of a different regularization
seems to yield results which just are not comparable with
the ones coming from another regularization. Therefore,
to illustrate the above statement it is convenient to “com-
pare” the results of the Pauli-Villars regularization at a
given order n and the corresponding results for a radically
different regularization, e.g., the lattice regularization (see
Secs. II and III). The comparison of the two approaches
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can be made by thinking that the lattice free fields are
also decomposed into a sum of independent fields associ-

ated with a hierarchy of scales y*, k =0,1,2, ..., via the

identities (3.4) of order n using

d
e(pP=g,(p)*=2 3 [1—cos(ap;)]/a?
i=1
rather than e(p)=p?.

Then one proceeds, exactly as in the Pauli-Villars case,
to study the effective potentials for the fields ¢'<¥.
Their effective potentials will be described by Eq. (9.13)
with the B coefficients depending on the cutoff a (here
N = from the beginning, because one does not need

N < « for regularization purposes when one is assuming
a >0): such coefficients converge to the coefficients of
(9.14) as a—0 term by term, but for a > 0 they depend on
a and for large r [see (9.11)] their dependence on a itself
is strong.

It is even conceivable that A(k; ) could be defined as
nonperturbative solution of the second of (9.14) [or (9.13)]
while A(k;N) could admit interesting nonperturbative
solutions only for suitably chosen regularizations [because
the terms of (9.12) are regularization dependent on the
sense above, while those of (9.13) are not]. This question
will be discussed in more detail in Sec. XXII.

X. SCHWINGER FUNCTIONS AND EFFECTIVE POTENTIALS

If £ is a smooth test function, one considers the following formal chain of identities:

s<f;p>ssf£t<¢<f>;p>za—ag;lnffimw%"’) oo

= 3 #L@u, .. e
Kppooork

P
P 0, p!

my, ..., my
my+ - +my=p

[
™M

my!l- - my,

pr
=2 > giﬁt((p(kl)(f)"" s +tp(k")(f);p)

—% (w(k‘)(f), .. -,q)“k")(f);ml, ...

,mg)

. ) k)
PY; Efzo(e"[“’(kl (f)+"‘v+zp( (N ¥y

gz()(ey)

(ky) (k,) (k
. gkq(eehp D+ 4+ TNV 1

6=0

p 0, N | T (
=2 2 2 G Cox e
q=

1 ky< o <kg s=17"°

ky)

where &, is the expectation with respect to the “interac-
tion measure”

N
(expV) [] P(d¢")
j=1
and

=88 " &,
p()= [ pef(£)dE .

In some sense, the crucial step in (10.1) is the identity
preceding the last, where V is replaced by the effective
potential.

The functions S(f;p)
Schwinger functions of order p for the interacting mea-
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V(kq)
Eo-r- Brle’ )

D+ +

are called the truncated

<;o(k")(f), V(k");p,s) R (10.1)

'sure: they are trivially related to the nontruncated

Schwinger functions of Sec. IV. The relevance of (10.1) is
to show that the Schwinger functions can be expressed in
terms of the effective potentials [and, as can be easily seen
from (10.1), at least formally, vice versa].

Even though (10:1) might present convergence prob-
lems a priori it will be easy to check that, in fact, the rhs
of the series in (10.1) will converge, order by order, in per-
turbation theory in the renormalized constants A: this will
be so in the cases which will be encountered in this paper,
provided convergence problems do not arise already in the
perturbative definitions of the effective potentials them-
selves. '

Sometimes one wishes to study more complex “observ-
ables” like
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plf)= [, coslape):f (£)dE (10.2)

through their average values and the average values of.

their powers with respect to the interaction measure.

A way to analyze such quantities via the effective po-
tentials technique, which in particular can also be applied
to the Schwinger functions, is to include p(f) in the in-
teraction potential and to try to show that if
V=V +Vyn+ - yields a well-defined ultraviolet
stable effective potential, then so does p(f)+ V.

Examples of how this could be done are provided by
the theory of the sine-Gordon interaction.

However, for reasons of space I shall not dedicate
much time to questions of the above type.

It is worth stressing that the convergence of the
Schwinger functions of a theory with cutoff N to their
limit values as N— « need not be pointwise but might
take place only in the sense of distributions or even worse,
at least if one expresses the results in terms of S (f;p), i.e.,
of smoothed expressions involving the truncated averages,

&l @, - - - s PesL D) (10.3)

It is probably important to avoid putting any specific
convergence requirements on how the expectations (10.3)
should approach their limits as N— oo; in the absence of
physical reasons to prefer one type of convergence to oth-
er types, one should leave this question aside, allowing for
any type of convergence which will a posteriori be subject
to only one constraint, namely, that of leading to a proba-
bility measure P;,; on the space of the fields in a sense
suitable to infer the existence of, say, a Wightman field.

XIl. THE COSINE INTERACTION MODEL IN TWO
DIMENSIONS, PERTURBATION THEORY
AND MULTIPOLE EXPANSION

The ideas and methods of the preceding sections can
now be applied to the actual theory of the simplest fields.
If

N .
PN= 3 o
i=—1
denotes a regularized free field as defined in Sec. III via a
first-order Pauli-Villars regularization [see (3.3) and (3.7)],
consider the interaction # y:
(<N

ioagis™
Vitg)= [, LA R AR T

2 o=*1

= fA[A:cos(acpgsN’):+v]d§ , (11.1)

which will be called the “cosine field” or the “massive
sine-Gordon field” with “open boundary conditions”: the
latter specification refers to the fact that in Secs. XI—-XV
the field ¢'® will be supposed to have covariance given by
C ¥ in (3.7) and not by its periodized version denoted in
(3.7) by C® (“nonperiodic open boundary conditions”).
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Nevertheless, to avoid complicating the notations we shall
denote simply by C'* and not by C * the covariance of
@'®), since there is no possibility of confusion, in Secs.
XI—XV. We shall also set fi=c =u=1.

It will turn out that the interaction # in (11.1) is renor-
malizable (actually, trivially super-renormalizable (in the
sense defined at the end of Sec. VIII), for a® <4x and
slightly less trivially for a> €& [44,87]).

By the general theory of Sec. VI the effective interac-
tion ¥®), as given by (6.8), will be described in terms of
trees with end points bearing, besides the position index
E£ER?, the index a=+1, —1, or 0 representing, respec-
tively, the three terms in the intermediate term of (11.1).
Since a=0 represents a constant and the trees represent
truncated expectations, the index a=0 can appear only in
the trivial tree

k £,0°

The indexes a=+1 will be denoted o, and they will be
called “charges.”

Using the cluster interpretation of the trees (see dia-
gram 7), one can interpret each vertex v of a tree as a
cluster and can define the “charge” Q, of the vertex v as
the sum of the indices o associated with the points in the
cluster defined by v.

Given a tree ¥, let v be one of its vertices with frequen-
cy label A,, which, if thought of as a cluster, contains the
points §; P & j, with indices o; g0 then one sets

o= ajkcp(gj) , “cluster field,”
[

(11.2)
o= Tjp> “cluster charge.”

When v =r =(root of the tree y), the ¢,,Q, will also be
denoted @(y)and Q(y). Given any h > —1, it makes
sense to consider the fields @\<" and ¢{*.

To find the rules for the computation of V(y), one
proceeds empirically trying to find an appropriate ansatz.
After a while, it clearly emerges that a reasonable ansatz
is that the contribution to the effective potential of the

tree y is

V(y)ela ). | (11.3)

-where V(y) is a suitable function of the tree y.

Let yy, ..., ¥s be the s subtrees, with root vy equal to
the first nontrivial vertex of ¥ branching out of v, in ¥;
symbolically this is depicted in diagram 32, where
k =h, =(frequency of the root of y) and h =h,;

(32)




Gallavotti:

Renormalization of scalar fields 499

Then, combining (11.3) with the general recursion relation (6.4), one finds the following relation between the various

V(y), for k <h:

(< k)

Py)e'® 0. =Py ) Py )Epr - Ep_1E e

iagt <My .etaqz(gh)(y >.)
..

(<h

(11.4)

.y s )y

which, using the rules on the Wick monomials [see (C15) and (C16) in Appendix C], yields (note that the term in large

square brackets below is ¢ independent) for k <h

s Pl <h=D . _ _o2cth
Vi) =Py Py | | T] " i, /(:e’“"’(sh Yoy | S e Y —, (11.5)
j=1 reg* AET
I
where 77 is the set of simple graphs connecting the sym- K _
bolic objects ¥y, ...,7¥s (i.e., graphs with no repeated 4 2 E f gy

bonds and such that for any two 7;,7; there is a path of
bonds connecting them), which may be regarded as the
clusters of points determined by the vertices vy, ..., Vs
following v, in y; furthermore, if A=(y;,¥;), one means

¥ =&, (e"(y), "y ))=Cy,

= 3 00,Cly
£EY;
nE€Y;
(11.6)
CEnl@ My My ) =CEY

C(sh)

(< _@ ..

= 3 ooy
§€Y;
n€Y j
Notice that the two relations in (11.6) have the interpre-
tation of electrostatic potential between the char%ed clus-
ters ¥; and y; relative to the electric potential Ci e
If we use the definition
iaop. —e

e <a2/2)ff(<p2)eiaa¢>

(see Appendix C), Eq. (11.5) becomes

Viy)=P(y1) - Viyylexp | —

i<j

2 <h—1)
@3 s ]

e N 1) (11.7)

x X Il

rE€ET*AET

which, considered together with

= A
Viy)= 2
f =
or y k g' o N
— (11.8)
Viy)=v
f = ,
or ¥ K E.O

provides a recursive definition of ¥(y) and proves ansatz
(11.3).
The effective potential then has the form
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~ 2* —I_/(?’) :eiacp(sk)(’;’): ,
yk(y)=k n(y)

(11.9)

where the third summation runs over the trees ¥y with n
end points (i.e., of degree n) carrying the end point labels
&1,01 ..., &,,0, and root frequency k.

Expression (11.9) will be called the “multipole expan-
sion” for the effective interaction on scale ¥ ~%. This
name comes from the following simple and interesting ar-
gument.

.Consider the quantity Z below and compute it by ex-
panding the exponential in powers and using the proper-
ties of the Gaussian integrals (see Appendix C):

Z= [ (expl V(g )]} P(dgt <)

© (k (<k)
= 2 f V_up(d(p(

= pod,lX, wdg Xpw(Xy,02) w(Xp,ap)
Xexp |[—a? 3 V, 2 (X;,X;) (11.10)
l<] .
where
fdaX 3 > fd& - dg,
n=0o0,"
X=(&,..., &), o=(oy...,04),
(11.11)
w(Xo)= 3 o)
degree y=n n(y)
aly)=g
I (<k)
Voo (X, X)= 3, 000¢Cee
4
gex’

i.e., Z in (11.10) is indeed, formally [i.e., modulo conver-
gence problems in (11.10)], the partition function of a
multipole gas in which the multipole with charges
Oy ...,0, located in the volume elements d&;- - - d§,
has activity -

w(&y, ... E, -+ dé,=w(X,g)dX .

(11.12)

2 €m0, o, 0y
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To complete the analysis of perturbation theory for the
cosine interaction one has to show that the theory is ultra-
violet finite. This is indeed the case for a? <4, but if
a?>4, this is so only for a®<8r and, perhaps, for
a*=8sr. This problem is studied in Sec. XII below.

Xll. ULTRAVIOLET STABILITY FOR THE COSINE
INTERACTION AND RENORMALIZABILITY
FOR a2 UP TO 87

Let
(p( <k _ S (p(j)

be a sample field in which @' verifies (3.15) and (3.16)
and let the covariances CY, j=—1,0,...,N, verify
(3.19) (jo=1 in the present case) being defined by C ' in
(3.7) [see comment following (11.1)].

To study the ultraviolet stability of the effective poten-
tials ¥®(p'<*)) one bounds [see (11.3)] the quantity

M(Ay, ..., A;P)
= A,...,A
yis(y)=7y ! n nl(y)
k(y)=kgly)=¢
2/2)C sk
xe M ag - dg,
(12.1)
having estimated the Wick-ordered exponentials
ela(p(Sk)(y).= (a2/2)C(},<k) iagt <F)(y)

by exp[(a2/2)C( <K)1; and the sum runs over all trees with
fixed shape s (y)——y [to avoid confusion the shape is here
denoted s (y) rather than o(y)], fixed root frequency in-
dex k, and fixed charge labels g=(0, ..., 0,) and n end
points. Hence the sum runs over the frequency labels 4,
that can be assigned to the nontrivial vertices v > r of the

2 (<k—1) (a2 (<h—1)_ct<k—1)
(@*/2)C3 _ (@*/2)(CL5 Cs )

V(y)e

where the relation

(<h—1) (gh—1)
Zcr,y, =Cy;

is used and C‘~V=0.

Let v > r be any vertex of ¥ and denote v’ the vertex of
v preceding v; denote y, the subtree of ¥ with root at v’
and first vertex v; for instance, in diagram 33 y, is the
tree consisting in all the branches of ¥ that can be reached
climbing the tree starting from v’ and passing through v:
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IIV(rvie
i=1

Renormalization of scalar fields

shape . Finally, A, ..., A, are n cubes extracted from
a pavement of A with cubes of side size ¥ ~*; we shall
denote this pavement Qy, supposing the side of A divisi-
ble by ¥ —*.

Of course one looks for bounds uniform in N and uni-
formly summable over the choices of A, ..., A, in Q.
In fact, this is motivated by the observation that the con-
tribution to V¥ from the trees with shape  and charges
o can be written

Viy) (@2/acish
A"; 2 fAl,...,Ann(y)e

(< k)

Xe'®=Ndg, - - - dE,

(12.2)
so that a bound, valid for all N and all k <N, like

vk
MA,...,A;P)<m®@P)e kykd(A,, ..., A,)

Xy{[(a2/41r)—2](n —1+(a?/4m)}k

»

(12.3)

where m (9) is a suitable constant depending only on the
shape of %, would be sufficient to show that the effective
potentials are well defined order by order in perturbation
theory, so that they converge to limits as N— « on
subsequences; actually, it will be very clear that one could
also easily prove plain convergence without need of subse-
quences.

The estimate (12.3) shows more, as it shows that the ef-
fective potential has a strong “short-range” property on
the scale ¥ —* naturally associated with the frequency k;
the short-range property is expected to play an important
role in the infrared stability, but, as will become clear
later, also play a role in the ultraviolet stability.

In trying to prove (12.3) it is convenient to rewrite the
recursive relation (11.7) as

(a?/2)cish =1 )
it > Ilte acy —1) fork <h , (12.4)
reg*AET
T
€2y
V V .
r ) (33)
En + Op
Call &y, ...,&,,0p .. .,0, the end point labels for the

positions and, respectively, the charges.
Equation (12.4) implies [see below]
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where v; is the tree’s vertex directly connected to the end point &;, 4" 5 Ko> 0 are constants, and
d*(X,)=graph distance of the points of X, modulo the clusters inside v , (12.6)

i.e., d*(X,) is obtained by drawing lines connecting points in the clusters X, and belonging to distinct maximal subclus-
ters of X, (which are the clusters corresponding to the vertices of ¥ following v immediately; see diagram 7) in such a
way that any subcluster can be reached from any other by walking on such lines and jumping inside the subclusters:
d*(X,) is the minimum of the sum of the lengths of the above lines over the possible ways of drawing them.

The exponential factor in (12.5) requires an explanation; it arises from a bound on the last product in (12.4) and from
the exponential decay of Cy (") =c'9 ey [see (3.19)] for some k > 0:

20 2| ol 2.26(0)
acy < I (e° <X ‘aZIC(;Lh) D< IT |e?” "Ceo > Ae— " 1E=nl || (12.7)

AET AET &n

-1

II Ce

rAET

where n, is the numbers of vertices in X, (n, <n), and the sum runs over the pairs £,7 in the subclusters joined by A,
whose number is bounded by n2<n? Since |£—mn | is larger or equal to the minimum distance between the two sub-
clusters, (12.5) follows, with ¢ 5 being a coefficient depending only on the family of numbers n,, i.e., on the shape
P=s(y) of v only.

To proceed one has to find a reasonable bound on the first product on (12.5).

Let Cé, 7, denote the same expression as C;, .,)Yu when all the points in the cluster corresponding to v are collapsed in

one of them,; it is

LY:% =C\02, (12.8)

where Q, is the charge of the cluster v.
Then the first product in (12.5) can be written

(<h,—1) (<h,—1)

—(a? — 2 ( h,—1) (<h,—1)
Ile (/20 Cop Coo 2 I1{ expl —(a?/2)(C » C?j?,, )]
v v
(<h,—1) (<h,—1)
Xexpl(a2/2)(Coy = Cy3”™ D1} | (12.9)

and the term in curly» brackets can be bounded by using (3.19) and

(<h,~ (<h,— (<hy, (<h,—1)
S (Cgq Yoo+ +1Cg U _coy 1) <2n2d, ,(1—y =)~ [y™d (X,
&EMEX,
=A[y"d(x,)]'2, (12.10)
. ' K
where Hence using the easily proved inequality
d(X,)=length of the shortest path connecting
h, h,
all the points of the cluster X, . 2vd*(X,)> 3 yrd(Xx,)/nk. (12.12)
v v
In the last step of (12.10) use has been made of (3.19)
via
< ) (<h) [hint: (12.12) does not hold “without the sums”; see
| C —Co 2 l C?,pg,,p,7 (18.15) for a similar but deeper inequality], one finds that
<Aip EOW" |[§—n )" — 3 3 X)+A DX P <AR) <+ oo
p= v v
<A ,(1—y V) (yh | g—qn )2, ' (12.13)

(12.11) and one can bound (12.5) as
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(@?/2)Cigk=1 (<hy 1)
e

[ V()|

v>r

, —(a?/2)QAC -c
<./V? [ I1e v

The integral (12.1) can now be estimated using (see Appendix D)

h
—(k/4)y Yd¥(X,) —2h,(s,—1)
fszn.szdé‘Zdé‘ﬁi."dé‘nHe v SBn H?’ re >

v v>r

if s, =number of branches emerging from the vertex v in ¥ and if B, is some constant.

Using also Co5" =(h +1)CY, we see that

~ w —(/8)d(Ay, ..., 4,) 1
M(Ay, ..., AY) <A e ! > {He

2 0
(@®/2)h, cy

" (shv‘—l)
y— h 2 i
v ) —(k/2)y d¥*(X.) n (a /Z)Cg_gb
e 4 v e 51 (12.14)
i=1
(12.15)
—2h (s, —1) —(a?2/2)QXh,—h )CQ)
v\y e v "y v 00 s (1216)
v>r

where the sum runs over the frequency labelings of the shape 9 such that k(y)=k.
Taking into account the relation between the number s, of branches emerging from v in ¥ and the number n, of

points in the cluster X, corresponding to v

> (s,—=n,—1, (12.17)
v>w
one easily checks, denoting C =C =(Iny) /2
a2 a2 2
> “2‘C(hu,. —k)—Iny ¥, |2(h,—k)s,— 1)+ —2—~CQv(h,, —hy)
i v>r
o? az & .,
=1 L 2|\, -1+ & —h, )
W 3| g 2 = D g = O (=), (12.18)
so that, using again (12.17) and (12.16),
— k ; - Ny
M(A, ..., Anﬁ’)é/’/;',"e (k/8)d(A, ..., Ay (,y[(a2/47r—2)(n—1)—a2/41r]k)2 2 y pylh,—hy) , (12.19)
.’.‘. v>r
I
with v: Q,=0. Let v’ be the vertex preceding v, and let 4,,h,
5 ) ) be their frequency labels.
Po=— a__2}(nv_1)_g__+a_sz ) (12.20) Then in the evaluation of V(y) the subtree y, of ¥
4 4 Am with root v’ and containing v and all the following ver-

The summation in (12.19) is over the frequency label-
ings of P and therefore over the h’s such that N>h,
—h,>1.

Clearly (12.3) follows, provided p, >0 for all v. In fact,
since v >r implies n,>2 and |Q, | >0, it is clear that
Po> —a?/2mr+2—ie., p, >0if a? < 4.

This proves (12.3) and the ultraviolet stability for
a? < 4. Since one can easily check, as the bounds (12.19)
and (12.20) hint, that for a?> 47 the contribution to yK)
from the trees

is in fact divergent as N— o, the problem for a’> 4w
has to be reexamined—i.e., renormalization is necessary.
The key observation for studying the case a?> 4 is
that the bounds (12.19) and (12.20) can be directly im-
proved.
In fact, let v be a “zero charge” or “neutral” vertex of
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tices has the meaning, according to the general theory of
the tree expansion in Secs. IV and V,
(h ) ; (hv‘)(

T, iag Yy, tag
?a”hu,(:e V.., e

Yy)

), (12.21)
if Vg, - .
ly.

However, when all the points of the cluster X, coincide,
it is ¢(y,)=0, because Q, =0, and it is clear that (12.21),
being a truncated expectation, must vanish [in fact, the
first argument becomes identically 1 and &7(1, ...)=0].

Therefore, (12.21) will be equal to exp[iaq)M”'_”(’}/,,r)]
times a factor which will be proportional [given e €(0,1)
arbitrary; see (3.16)]

., vg are the other vertices following v immediate-

h. 1—¢ '
> (12.22)

§,1]EXU

[€—m|

However, if one collects. together the contributions to
V%) from the trees having the same shape up to the
charge indices and having fixed clusters of zero charge,
then it is easy to realize that this improves the estimate
producing a result which is a finite sum of terms which
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can all be bounded by the same bound that can be put on
the “worst” among them, namely, the one obtained by re-

. . (<hy) (<hy) .
placing :expliag ~ ¥ '(y,)]: by :cos[ap (y,)]:, which
in turn will introduce in the evaluation of the expressions
analogous to (12.21) a factor proportional to

(" | g—m | 212, <12.23)I

2 (<k)
e(a 72)C5 e

Ay 0)=3 [, 3 T
. g "
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if Q,,=0 (because the cosine differs from 1 by a second-
order infinitesimal). The details will not be discussed
here, as a much more complicated similar analysis will be
presented and treated in Sec. XVIIL. This leads, via some
simple algebra, to replacing (12.3) by a bound on

which, if vy denotes the first vertex of  following the root 7, is estimated by .

—(k/B)d(Ay, . ..

|A~4(A1,...,A,,)|g/7f?e

>4, )(7(a2/417—2)n +a2/41r)k E

because in the intermediate steps the integral (12.15) will be replaced by

h
—(k/4)y Pd*(X,) h,
Jd&---dg, | T1e N | BN A
v>r vip, =0 £MEX,
u>v0

by using the remarks leading to (12.23): the first nontrivi-
al vertex of 9, vy, plays a special role, because if Q,,=0
the expression :cos[aq)(sk)(yvo)]: will be proportional to
the result obtained after the last truncation and no further
truncation will be done at frequency k. Therefore, no fac-
tor like (12.23) can be contributed by the first vertex v,.

The integral (12.26) obviously leads to an extra factor
in (12.15) of the form

= —2(1—¢)h,—h,)
Bn H v v (3 ;

V>0,

in fact, the product of exponentials in (12.26) f(zrces the
points in the cluster v to be within a distance 7/_ s hence
(12.23) can be replaced in the integral (12.26) by

(,yhv',y'"hu )2(1—E)hv2(B:)”v ,

provided «/4 is replaced by /8 and B’ is conveniently
chosen (see Appendix D).

The bound (12.25) proves that if one collects together
several trees of the same shape and if use is made of the
charge symmetry, then all the trees with nonzero charge
Q,,70 (note that this implies | Q, | >1) yield p, >0 and
Pv+2—2e>0 if € is taken small enough, for all a < 8.
Hence (12.25) proves that the ultraviolet stability can be
violated, for a? <8, only by the trees which have zero
charge: Q, =0. :

For a? <8 not all the neutral trees have ultraviolet
stability problems, only the neutral ones with n end
points, n =n, , such that [see (12.20)]

2 2
2 _2ln—1+%co0. (12.27)
497 41

So, for a? <8, there is a sequence of thresholds ob-
tained setting the lhs of (12.27) equal to zero:

Rev. Mod. Phys., Vol. 57, No. 2, April 1985

iatp(sk)”')dé‘z ce-dE, (12.24)
B B h —p, (B, —k)
I_I y (p,+2—e)h, —h,) y 070 , - (12.25)
h v>Uy>r
2—¢
|§_,7 | (12.26)
I
a? 2n —1
n _ 3 3
—_—=2 =19—’_’ 12.
o ) s (12.28)

As a? reaches a2 and beyond it, the trees with n ver-

tices and zero change “become ultraviolet unstable”’—i.e.,
their contribution to the effective potentials are not con-
vergent as N — oo.

However, the reason for the instability is somewhat
trivial and it is due manifestly to the fact that the first
nontrivial vertex vy of ¥, when ¥ is neutral, gives a con-
tribution to ‘¥ (y) of the form :exp[iag‘'<*(y)]:;, which
does not vanish when the position labels &, ..., &, for
the end points of ¥ become identical.

But if one defines .#\Y’=0, unless Q,,=0 or a?<al
and

(<k)

2 [ =D P ag= [ Viyrag,

if @, =0 and a’<a?, and, if one collects together the

(12.29)

trees ¥ of the same shape up to the charge indices and
with the same frequency indices and the same vertices of
zero charge, one sees that the operators .2y’ define re-
normalization operations, according to the general theory
of Secs VI—IX, such that the dressed graphs have two

types:

(35)

Either they contain an index R as a superscript on the
first vertex v, after the root » or they are entirely con-
tained in a single frame with an index 0 =0 appended to
the frame [meaning that they contribute a constant to the
effective potential, because .#{"’ takes values in the space
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of the constants, by (12.29)].

A tree with an R over the first vertex will mean a con-
tribution to the effective potential which is equal to the
one that would be given by the tree without the R but
with :exp[iag'<¥(y)]: replaced by :[expiap'S¥(y)]
—1.

Collecting again the contributions to the effective po-
tential from all the trees with given shape, up to the
charge indices, and summing their contributions over all
the possible frequency labels and charge labels at fixed
neutral vertices, one sees that the contribution to the ef-
fective potential sums up to the same quantity (12.24),
with
By —1:, (12.30)

and the latter expression vanishes when the points
&y, ..., &, collapse into one single point and the zero is of
the order of the square of the zero of ¢'<*(y). The latter
can be evaluated by recalling the basic smoothness proper-
ties of @< described by (3.16) (recall that the space di-
mension is here d =2): it is of the order of

) ) 2(1—¢)
vy -]
&n

:e'@'<¥W); replaced by :cos[agp'S

; _ (12.31)

if B =supB,, and € > 0-is prefixed arbitrarily.

This improves the bound (12.25) by replacing also Pu,
by Py, =Py, +2—2e.

The arbitrariness of € implies that, if a® <8, £ can be
chosen so that g, 0>0, and, therefore, all the unframed

dressed trees are ultraviolet finite in the sense that, col-
lecting together the contributions from the trees with
given shape, up to the charge indices, one obtains a total
contribution to the effective potential which is ultraviolet
finite.

The framed trees contribute only to the constant part of
the effective potential and therefore need not be studied.
However, their theory would also be simple, and they turn
out to be ultraviolet finite: in fact, the sum of the contri-
butions to the effective potential coming from the neutral
trees of a given degree is a constant which can be written
as f vid§, and, from (12.25) and the general theory, one
can find

[vie | S‘]/'(’,)))(y(az/hr—-l)(n—I)+a2/41r)k}\'n (12.32)

Since, given a?< 8w, £’ =0 if n, the number of end
points (“degree”) of v, is large enough, it follows that the
cosine interaction is super-renormalizable in the sense of
Sec. VIII (see final comments of Sec. VIID.

Exercise: study the exponential interaction (5.5) and
show that it is ultraviolet finite up to a?<4s. Show that
it is not renormalizable for a®> 4 (hint: just repeat the
same steps and estimates used for the cosine case).

Xlil. BEYOND PERTURBATION THEORY
IN THE COSINE INTERACTION CASE:
ASYMPTOTIC FREEDOM AND SCALE INVARIANCE

Having completed the perturbative analysis for the
cosine field theory in terms of formal power series with
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no control on convergence one wonders what it really
means to study an interacting field theory.

The simplest type of result that one can think to try to
prove for the interacting measures P;, is the following.

“There exist (infinitely many inequivalent) one parame-
ter families P, of measures on s'(R?), the space of the
distributions on R?2, whose Schwinger functions admit an
asymptotic expansion in the parameter A near A=0 coin-
ciding with the formal perturbation theory expansion” of
the cosine interaction discussed in Secs. XI and XII (with
v=0). .

Super-renormalizability is the deep property behind the
methods so far known to obtain a proof of the above pro-
position in the cosine interaction case as well as in the
proof of its version for many other super-renormalizable
field theories (e.g., —k:q)4: in two dimensions or
—A:p* —p:@*: —v in three dimensions; in fact, the ideas
and methods involved do not distinguish between the
above theories).

The first idea is to try to build P; as limit of measures
of the form

N . N .
z! l ITx;(@Y) |exp[ V(g <™)] [ P(de),
j=0

(13.1)
j=0

where X; are characteristic functions selecting fields hav-
ing so large a probability that

1>f2[x P P(dg')]
>exp[—e(A)|A]], (13.2)
with
8(7») — 0
A—0

faster than any power and, of course (see Sec. XI) (11.1)
with v=0,

Vig'=")= [ [hcostagts™):+vy(WdE,  (13.3)
where vy (A) is the sum of the counterterms due to the re-
normalization described in Sec. XII [see (12.31)], if any
(i.e., if 47 < a® < 877).

The characteristic functions X; will be so chosen to al-
low one to treat “naively” the flelds ¢ when Xi(@W)=1;
i.e., X; will be the characteristic function of the set

{osin(a/2)(@f — @) | <B;(y/|E—n )¢,
VENEA], (13.4)

where
B;=B(1+j)In(e +j+A"")

for some B>0,e>0,a>7, if |£—7| denotes the dis-
tance.

The probability of the above event is bounded below, by
using (3.17), for all @ > % by
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T (1—4 exp[ —aB(1+)][In(e +A+)]} >
ACA

{1—4 exp[ —aB*(1+j)]In(e +k+j)2}72f|A| ,

Renormalization of scalar fields 505

(13.5)

where the product on the lhs runs over the cubes of the pavement Q; of A with cubes of side size ¥ —/, whose number is

r7IAl.

Clearly in (13.2) one can take, when X is chosen as described in (13.4),

e(A)= z y¥n[1—

j=0

i.e., e(A)—0 as A—0 faster than any power of A.

Since the amount of phase space thrown away by the
insertion of the characteristic functions in (13.1) is, if
measured with the free-field measure, very negligible, see
(13.2) and (13.4), it is quite clear that the perturbation-
theory expansion for the Schwinger functions of the mea-
sure (13.1) and those of the measure obtained by taking
away from (13.1) the characteristic functions are identical
uniformly in N.

Therefore, if one succeeds in showing that the measure
(13.1) has a limit as N— oo (possibly only on sub-
sequences), the one-parameter family claimed to exist in
the above proposition is constructed.

This is in fact true and it is the way which will be fol-
lowed in proving the proposition at the beginning of this
section.

Of course, since the construction clearly depends on the

arbitrary parameter B in (13.4), one must expect that the
family P, of measures obtained as limits of (13.1) is B
dependent.

The measure (13.1) will be called a “restricted cosine
field”: it is an object of limited physical interest even in
the limit N— o. Its importance lies only in the fact that
its understanding is preliminary to the understanding of
the interesting case (essentially obtained by letting
B— ).

Before we continue, it is important to make the follow-
ing remark: the restrictions (13.4) do not imply that the
field ' < is constrained to be smooth for large N; actu-
ally, a simple computation shows that the cutoff on rough
or large fields 1m§)osed by the inequalities (13.4) is such
that cp <N _ have essentially the same covariance,
and hence the same average Size, with respect to the free
Gaussian measure and in the free restricted Gaussian
measure [i.e., the Gaussian measure restricted to the en-
semble of fields described by (13.4)]. This means that the
problem of taking the limit as N— o of (13.1) is still
nontrivial and that some new idea is necessary for its
solution.

Arguments on field theory are often given, in the litera-
ture, treating the fields as if they verified (13.4). And the
problem of controlling what happens when the field
violates the conditions imposed in (13.4), i.e., the problem
of controlling the large fluctuations, is often solved by
handwaving methods, saying that the large fluctuations
“are depressed” by the “positivity of the action.”

In fact, it will be clear that, in practice, many real prob-
lems arise in trying to give a rigorous meaning to such ar-
guments; in my understanding the situation is, in general,
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1+]+k‘1) —aB2(1+)In[1—A(1+j +A~!

M=0(r>) (13.6)

very subtle and I cannot see the actual solution of the
above large-fluctuation problem (in the cases where it is
known how to handle it on a mathematical rigorous basis)
as just a refined way of rephrasing the mentioned argu-
ment based on the positivity of the action. Furthermore,
this is a case in which it makes no sense to appeal to
“physical arguments,” because the issue is precisely
whether field theory has anything to do with physics.

In any event, the problem of the relevance of the large
fluctuations seems to have been clearly perceived as a
deep one, even in field theories with a formally positive
action, in constructive field theory, and it should be re-
garded as one of its contributions; see Nelson (1966,1973),
Glimm and Jaffee (1968,1969,1973), Osterwalder and
Feldman (1976), Magnen and Seneor (1976), Gallavotti
(1978), Benfatto et al. (1978,1982), Benfatto, Cassandro
et al. (1980), Benfatto, Gallavotti and Nicol6 (1980), and
Nicol6 (1983).

The new ideas needed to deal with the problem of prov-
ing the existence of the limit of (13.1) as N— oo, at fixed
B, are two: (i) asymptotic freedom and (ii) scale invari-
ance. Their role and interplay in field theory seems to
have been clearly realized as early as 1969 by Wilson
(1971). It turns out that they are best illustrated in the
theory of the cosine field.

Suppose that one wishes to study the distribution of the
low-frequency fields @', . . ., @' in the restricted ensem-
ble. Then the function

F(N)(qJ(O), . ,¢(N))E l IEIXJ(¢(]))

Jj=0
% f H X—((p‘j)) o V(@ =M)
N .

x [I Pde?) (137

J=p+1

is the density of the distribution of ¢'?, ..., " with
respect to the measure P(dg'®) - - - P(dg'P).

The first step is to show that the integral in (13.7) is an
integrable functlon of ¢, ...,¢"P with respect to
P(deg'®)--- P(d (p P)). and, furthermore, that the inte-
grable function can be bounded uniformly in the ultravio-
let limit, N— oo.

From the above discussion on the relevance of the
phase space “neglected” [see (13.2) and (13.6)], it is natur-
al to think that the result of the integration in (13.7)
should simply be
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exp[ VF(g! <F)] (13.8)

up to corrections negligible as A—0 and due to the pres-
ence of the characteristic functions in (13.1).

However, this does not really make sense, because the
theory of the preceding sections provides an asymptotic
expansion in A for V¥ which has little chance of being
convergent. .

The next best guess is that instead of (13.8) one gets, for
any integer ¢ >0

exp{[V<k)(<p<Sk))][']—}—k""lR,(tp(Sk);)»)} , (13.9)
where [ ]! denotes the truncation of a power series in A
to order t and R, represents a “remainder.”

Therefore, [V'®]*] will be given just by the perturba-
tion theory developed in the preceding section counting
only the trees with at most ¢ end points; the choice of ¢ in
(13.9) is arbitrary, provided that the remainder can be well
estimated for the chosen ¢.

The validity of a result like (13.9) means that the in-
tegral of exp[ V(¢'<™)] over 'V, ..., ¢®?+V can be per-
formed successively by using perturbation theory; there-

> AfA:cos[a(q;gsN—”+¢‘§”’)]zd5= 3>
AEQy AEQy

= 2 Ky(a2/4y—2)NSA’

AEQy

where use has been made of C{3™ =(N +1)(Iny)/2w,
| A| =y 2V, and by the preceding arguments one regards
the variables S, (which have “order 1,” because they are
averages of a cosine) as random variables of the field ¢!
parametrized by the field ¢'<¥ ~1), and ¢/, j <N —1, are
supposed to be in the set defined by (13.4).

The variables S, can be thought of as continuous spins
sitting on the lattice Qx and the calculation of the in-
tegral

[ Xy (@™exp Pde™)  (13.11)

2 }\,;,(az/41r—2)NSA
A

can be thought of as the problem of evaluating the parti-
tion function of a spin system, on the lattice Qp, which is
a perturbation by an energy

2 M,(a2/41r—2)N§A
A

of the “free measure”:

P|I14d54s |= [ TI8(Sa—SaXn(e™)Pde™),
A

A

(13.12)

which, intuitively, can be thought of as an almost-
factorized measure with respect to the variables S,.

So the problem of computing the integral (13.11) in
terms of its value for A=0 can be interpreted as a statisti-
cal mechanics problem problem for a spin system of
bounded uncorrelated spins with a local perturbation
whose size is
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e(az/z)cggm

fore in order to have any hope of proving (13.9) with
reasonable bounds on the remainder it is necessary that
V' @(¢'<?) regarded as a “potential” on ¢'? at fixed
qo(q_”, e, cp‘O) has a very small size, at least on the re-
stricted ensemble (13.4); actually, not only should its size
be small, but it should even go to zero as ¢— oo (“asymp-
totic freedom”), if N = .

In order that the above property hold for all g <N it
must of course hold for ¢ =N. Hence the check of the
property of asymptotic freedom starts with a check of its
validity for ¢ =N.

To explain what the above words mean concretely one
considers the field @'V and observes that, as discussed in
Sec. III, it can be regarded as smooth and essentially con-
stant on cubes A of size ¥ ¥, which will be thought of as
extracted from a pavement Qy of A with cubic tesserae
of side length ¥ V. Furthermore, the values of '™ on
different tesserae are almost independent because of the
exponential decay on scale ¥ ™V of the covariance of ¢V,

This suggests writing the nonconstant (i.e., nontrivial)
part of the interaction as a sum of contributions each
coming from a given AEQy, i.e., as

1 -
[A]) Tal fAcos[a(qo(gsN N AR 13

(13.10)

T
Ayl AT=DN (13.13)
If a? < 8, one sees that the “effective coupling on the
fields with frequency N is (13.13) and it goes to zero as
N— o0, which means that the spin system is at “very
high temperature” for large N, and one can very reason-
ably hope to use the high-temperature expansion tech-
niques of statistical mechanics to estimate perturbatively
the integral (13.11): the result of such estimates is in gen-
eral that

t ap
[ exp(AW dp)=exp | 3 %TEfT(W;pH-RS (13.14)
p=01L"
and
| R, | <A'+!X(system’s volume in lattice
spacing units) X const. (13.15)

It is therefore clear that the result of the integral (13.14)
gives rise to a very complex new function of @<V —1),

For this reason one does not say that a theory is asymp-
totically free just if the computation of the effective cou-
pling constant for ¢ gives a result tending to zero with
N — w0, as in (13.13).

The correct definition of asymptotic freedom is set up
by considering the main term of (13.9) and by interpreting
it as a potential for @'®¥ parametrized by ¢'<¥~"; one
then computes the “effective coupling constant Ay(k)”
and says that the interaction is asymptotically free if

lim lim Apn(k)=0. (13.16)

k—>wo N—>w
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The self-consistent nature of this condition being clear,
one can hope to be really able to check (13.16) and use it,
afterwards, to obtain good estimates for R,.

Although the calculation, or estimates, of Ay(k) looks
a priori much harder than the evaluation of Ay(N) per-
formed above [see (13.13)], it turns out that one can easily
estimate Ay(k) by using the general theory of perturba-
tions developed in the previous sections.

To obtain an estimate of Ay(k) one first needs its pre-
cise definition: in fact, [ V'¥(¢'<¥)]l*] no longer depends
on a single constant, which, as done above when k =N,
can be naturally related to N, but it is rather a “many-
body” nonlocal interaction being a finite sum, over the
trees with <t end points, of terms like [see (11.9)] (12.31):

I3 3 v .. gipnlcoslag =K~ 0):

aP)=g

Xdgy - dg, , (13.17)
where 9 denotes a tree shape of degree n (i.e., with n end
points), g are the charges at the end points of 9, and

Q;= zai

is the total charge of 9.

To interpret (13.17) as a spin-spin interaction for a lat-
tice spin system one has to recall the main property of
¢@* of being approximately constant and smooth on the
scale ¥ % and of being independently distributed on the
same scale (approximately, of course).

Therefore, following the same philosophical principles
already used above, one splits (13.17) into a sum over all
possible n-tuples of tesserae A, ...,A,EQ; of terms
like

Ja, a ViEn o i) {coslgf K (P)]—8g,0):
Xd& - dy, . (13.18)

Then one will interpret (13.18) as a many-body interac-

tion between the spins (S, ...,S4, )E(cp‘;’]‘), c.. ,<p(§t))
and check that (13.18) is bounded by
ok
Cohy(kyre "V 4 Br - o8p) (13.19)

uniformly in N and with Ay(k) and « independent on the
particular term like (13.18) contributing to the effective
potential, and also independent of the considered expan-
sion order t, C,,k >0 being suitable constants.

Then the constant Ay(k) will naturally be called the
“effective coupling constant” for the field ¢'*: the in-
teraction (13.18) becomes susceptible to the very same in-
terpretation as (13.10) in terms of continuous lattice spin
systems.

All the technical work necessary to study bounds
(13.19) in the cosine field case has already been done in
the proof of its renormalizability: in fact, estimate (12.25)
with p, replaced by p, +2—2¢, as explained after
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(12.31), immediately yields a bound on (13.18) of the form
(13.19) with

C,=C,B?,
(13.20)
7\,N(k)=7\.’}’(a2/4ﬂ_2)k(l+k)2a(1ne +k+7\,_1)4 ,

and k=ky/4 >0, for all N, provided ¢ in (13.4) is chosen
so that p, +2—2e>0—i.e., € <<(2—a’/4m).

Therefore, the cosine interaction is asymptotically free
for a®>€[0,8), provided it is correctly renormalized for
a?E[4,87).

Notice, however, that there is a deep difference between
the cases o <47 and a*€[4m,8m): in the first case con-
ditions (13.4) are not necessary to obtain (13.20) because
bounds (12.19) and (12.25) can be used and because they
had been obtained without using any smoothness (or
boundedness) property of ¢'<¥.

Such properties are necessary to obtain the improve-
ment on (12.25) (i.e., p,;— ~p,,+2) needed to have the

ultraviolet stability for a® < 87. Recall that the improve-
ment  follows, after renormalization, only if
:cos[ag'<¥(y)]—1: is bounded by (12.31) and this is pos-
sible only if the smoothness condition in (13.4) holds [the
boundedness condition in (13.4) is not really necessary and
one could proceed without it].

Actually, this remark shows that (13.20) can be im-
proved by replacing C, by a B-independent constant, if

‘a?<4m. Also, one can observe that while the proof of the

proposition at the beginning of Sec. XIII on the existence
of the P’s easily implies, by the arbitrariness of B in
(13.4), the complete construction of the cosine theory in
the ultraviolet limit for a? <4, this is no longer so for
a? >4, when the presence of the field cutoff introduced
by the characteristic functions in (13.1) is really essential
to have asymptotic freedom. In the Ilatter case,
a’€[4m,87), new ideas are necessary to control the
B—> oo limit.

The discussion of the B— oo limit will be postponed to
Sec. XIV and in this section no more differences will arise
between the cases a® < 47 and a* € [47,87).

Having proved the asymptotic freedom for the cosine
interaction, one realizes that the partial solution of the ul-
traviolet problem provided by the proposition stated at
the beginning of this section still requires the analysis of
many statistical mechanics problems of weakly coupled
continuous lattice spin systems.

One can, in fact, regard as such the problem of per-
forming the successive integrations over @'? of

X((p( Sp))exp[ V(P)((p( sp))][t] (13.21)

forp=N,N—1,...,k+1.

The reason behind the feasibility of the above feat is the
second important idea on the problem: the fields
¢(°), e, <p(N ) are identically distributed up to trivial scal-
ing (see Sec. III).

This means that, whatever p is, the integral (13.21) can
be regarded as the computation of the partition function

of the same spin system on a fixed lattice affected by a
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perturbation which is p dependent and which, by the
asymptotic freedom property, has a p dependence becom-
ing weaker as p becomes larger.

Therefore, as a matter of fact, one can perform the in-
tegral of (13.21) over ¢'? by trying to use the naive for-
mula
LA T [2]
> —T?fp([VP] 37)

gp()(pe“/(p)]['])zexp
j=1J

+O0AN(p) TRy A |

(13.22)

[see (13.14)], where | 8| <1 and R, is a positive constant
depending on C, and « [see (3.19)]; the factor y? in front
of the volume | A| comes from the fact that the volume
has to be measured on the scale on which lives the field
@'? (see below).

The validity of (13.22) rests on the following lemma.

k
FR(@O . W)= ll_IXj(¢7(j)) exp
j=0

N
[V(k)][t]+ 2 6§t72plA|AN(p)t+l ,
p=k+1

Lemma 1. Formula (13.22) is valid for p =0, replacing
[V©]l#] by a finite linear combination of expressions like
(13.17), with k=0, such that the integrals (13.18) are
bounded by (13.19), with p =0 and Ay(0) replaced by a
free parameter A.

By the scale invariance of the multiscale decomposition
such a lemma would then imply (13.22) for arbitrary p.

Accepting the above lemma, and hence (13.22), one ob-
serves that

tq (2]
[2 =&V ) | =[re o, (13.23)
j=0J*
which is evident if one recalls the definition of the formal
power series in A for ¥?—1) in terms of that for V'? [see
(5.13) and (5.14) and the relations following them in Sec.
V]. '

Then, since [V?~D]l verifies the bound (13.19) with
p —1 replacing p, provided ¢'©, . .., " =1 verify (13.4),
it follows that the integral (13.7) is, recursively, estimated
by

(13.24)

where | 0| <1 and the remainder is simply the sum of the remainders produced by successively integrating the fields

o™, ..., @*+1 using (13.22), i.e., Lemma 1 above.
So the remainder in (13.24) is bounded by

Ek |AI — |A|Et 2 [Ay(a2/41r—2)p(1+p)2a(1ne+k+k——l)4]t+l,y2p .

p=k

This proves that F* [see (13.7)] is well defined and
bounded uniformly in N if a® < 8w: in fact, it is enough
to choose in (13.24) and (13.25) the arbitrary integer ¢ >0
to be not smaller than ¢,, where ¢, is the first integer such
that (/47 —2)(to+1)+2<0, so that 7o=1 if o <4,
to=2 if a®> €[4, 167/3), to=3 if a>’E€[167/3,6m), to=4
if a*€[6m,32w/5), etc.

If F'® is well defined and bounded in N, it follows
from abstract analysis that there is a subsequence of the
sequence of measures (13.1) which converges “weakly” to
a limit P, as N—oo for all values of AER; any such
one-parameter family will verify the properties in the pro-
position stated at the beginning of the section [there are
many sequences of measures (13.1), since one can change
the parameter B in (13.4), or, more generally, since one
can modify the choice of the characteristic functions]. I
shall not discuss the details of such an analysis, since I
consider it not too relevant to the heart of the matter
treated here.

So the discussion of the proposition at the beginning of
this section is complete for the cosine interaction and
rests on the above technical lemma; this lemma will not
be proved here (although to do so is not particularly diffi-
cult, since it is a “mean field theory bound” in its statisti-
cal mechanical interpretation, as the reader familiar with
statistical mechanics can convince himself). The
relevance of Lemma 1 for the ultraviolet problem from
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(13.25)

T

the constructive field theory point of view has been point-
ed out in Gallavotti (1978,1979,1980), Benfatto et al.
(1978, 1982), Benfatto, Cassandro et al. (1980), and Ben-
fatto, Gallavotti, and Nicolo (1980), and then used by
many workers who have often built it in as an important
ingredient necessary in the development of new more dar-
ing and deep ideas [see Gawedski and Kupiainien
(1982,1983) and Balaban (1982,1983,1984); see Westwater
(1980) for related ideas]. Some of the methods in Galla-
votti (1978) had been previously introduced in the bril-
liant papers on the hierarchical model in statistical
mechanics [see Bleher and Sinai (1974,1975) and Collet
and Eckmann (1978)] [these are the methods used to at-
tack a model similar to the model called the hierarchical
field in Gallavotti (1978,1979)]; in some sense the role of
the application of such methods to field theory was to
point out the path to follow to apply the renormalization
group in constructive field theory using techniques al-
ready developed in statistical mechanics and taking al-
most literally the ideas introduced in statistical mechanics
and field theory by Wilson (1969).

The proof of Lemma 1 can be found in a rudimentary
form in Gallavotti (1978,1979) and in a complete form in
Benfatto et al. (1978,1982), Benfatto, Cassandro et al.
(1980), and Benfatto, Gallavotti, and Nicolo (1980), where
a much stronger version (see Lemma 2 of Sec. XIV, of
this paper) is derived; in Gallavotti (1979) Lemma 1 is ob-
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tained by literally reducing it to a classical statistical
meéchanics problem of high-temperature expansions for a
system of weakly coupled spins, using the techniques of
Kunz (1976) and Sylvester (1977), and later improved in
Cammarota (1982) [see Seiler (1982) for a review].

The proof in Benfatto, Cassandro et al. (1982), Benfat-
to, Gallavotti, and Nicolo (1980), and Benfatto et al.
(1982) has been criticized as complex and unnecessarily
so, being based on ‘“‘delicate” properties of higher-order el-
liptic boundary value problems; I do not think that this
criticism is justified. While it is true that one relies on
properties of PDE’s, interesting in themselves but techni-
cally involved, it should be stressed that the proof pro-
posed in the above reference is conceptually very simple
and intuitive and also provides a nice general technique
for the theory of Markov fields. The basic ideas behind
the proof are explained in a simple form and in simple
cases in Gallavotti (1980). A simpler account on the oth-
er earlier ideas can be found in Gallavotti (1979). The de-
tailed proofs of Lemma 1 presented in the above-cited pa-
pers should not mislead the reader into believing that they
are much more than technical developments of a very
simple probabilistic idea. I also believe that the so-called
simpler proofs are either weaker or equivalently difficult,
not surprisingly so by the well-known law of conservation
of difficulties.

Field theory is a technical domain, and I believe that all
proofs there are equivalently hard and equivalent to the
first proofs ever given; it is useful to devise new ones, be-
cause they can lead to the more efficient organization of
the proofs and to the intuition behind them, which seems
essential for further progress.

XIV. LARGE DEVIATIONS: THEIR CONTROL
AND THE COMPLETE CONSTRUCTION
OF THE COSINE FIELD BEYOND a?=4r

The work done in Sec. XIII solves in some sense the
problem of the ultraviolet stability when the random
fields into which one decomposes the free field are con-
strained to fluctuate by a finite amount, albeit large com-
pared to their average fluctuation. The amount of the al-
lowed fluctuations is described by the parameter B in
(13.4).

One cannot easily take the limit B— « because (see
Sec. XIII) the error estimates in (13.24) diverge with B in
general (R,—g_, , o0).

Actually, this is the case for a’€[4,87), while for
a? <4, as already mentioned in Sec. XIII, the properties
(13.4) are not necessary to obtain bounds on the effective
potentials and the error term in (13.24) is uniform in B
[because in (13.20) the constant C, can be taken indepen-
dent of B; see the remark after (13.20)].

For a? <4 it is therefore easy to let B— oo and build
a family P,, AER, of probability measures on the fields
on R?, which verifies the properties of the proposition at
the beginning of Sec. XIII but which is not concentrated
on an ensemble of fields restricted by (13.4); this is a fam-
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ily of measures that can naturally be taken as defining the
interacting cosine field for a? < 44r; with some extra work
it could also be proved that the limit as N— « of the in-
teraction measure (13.1) with B= + « exists without any
need of passing to subsequences, and hence no nonunique-
ness problems arise.

A complete theory of the cosine interaction for o < 4w
has been first worked out in Frohlich (1976), where the
infrared limit is also studied.

Much more interesting, as a field theory problem, is the
case a’E€[4m,87). So far the possibility of removing the

- “field cutoff” B has been really proved only in the inter-

val a®?€[4m,327/5)C [41,87); the values a*E€[327/5,87)
have not yet been reached, because, as will become clear
soon, one has to find some suitable positivity property of
the effective potential, and in Benfatto et al. (1982) and
Nicolo (1983) the positivity has been checked “by hands”
rather than on the basis of a general algorithm; since the
positivity requirements become stronger and stronger as
a?— 8, it is impossible to take a? too close to 87 unless
one understands in a simpler way why things seem to ad-
just to produce the right signs at the right moments.

I shall first discuss in some detail the mechanism which
allows one to remove the field cutoff (B— ) for
a26[477-,1677'/3): this is the case in which the minimum
value that can be given to ¢ in (13.24) is ¢ =2, as discussed
in Sec. XIII.

Since ¢ is so small, it is easy to write explicitly
[V®(@ =k in terms of the graphically eloquent tree
language or as a plain old-fashioned formula.

In the trees’ picture one has
[ V(g k)21 = f Viy)

rkp=k n()
degree y <2

dg , (14.1)

and the V(y) are represented, if c=*1, by

_ A jiaogisk)
k g' "2 e :,
(14.2)
k o= (14.3)
&%
R
k h
Ez ’ 6’2
2
= l& (e ‘kazc(ﬁ';)éz"l"z__ e —alo,0,C45f Y
2
iala, @<k +o ‘p(gk)) ,
X (e & 2%, —80 100, (14.4)
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£,0

2

A k +a2C(§’:)§ +a2C(§1< —1
[ &

X 801+02,0d§1 ’ (14.5)

J

A 2 20(<N)
*i2) = : (<k)y, A —aciEY

[V _fA[k.cos(a(pg JHvIdE+ || IRC 7

2 (<N) 2 k)
_;i f (e F°CE ot cs {cos[a((p(<k

Renormalization of scalar fields

and in (14.4) and (14.5) the subtraction affects only the
zero-charge trees (01 +0,=0) as expressed by &, \+0,,0; the
combinatorial factor n(y) is 1 for (14.2) and (14.3) and 2!
for (14.4) and (14.5).

If we sum over the frequencies and the charges, the fol-
lowing analytic representation for [ ¥*¥]2) emerges:

aZ
) coslalgd<R +g§S¥)1dE dn

2

— @) —11}dedn— [ E _dgdn .

2

(14.6)

In this special case one recognizes the features of the general cases discussed in Sec. XIII: the only “dangerous term”
is the third, big because of the +a? in the exponential. However, using the ideas of the preceding section, one can see
(as already seen in general in Sec. XIII) that its contribution to the effective coupling is

A
2

where exp(a®Cis ") has been bounded, uniformly in N,
by C(§—<N)<(27T “!In|&—m| ! and it has been assumed
[see (3.16)] that

| sin(a/2)(@E=" —gy=*) | <Bi (¥ [ E—m |)'~F,

&EnEA (14.8)
for some By; A is a cube of the pavement Qp of A by
cubes of side length  —*. Then the integral (14.7) is easily
evaluated by a scale transformation of A to a unit box
and, in conformity with the general bounds of Sec. XIII,
yields

An(k)P=A%y _4"7/("2/2”)ka -const

~(Ay@/4m=Dky2p2 (14.9)
expressing the asymptotic freedom of the second-order
contribution to ¥®, for a? < 87.

The problem of going beyond the formal perturbation
theory is that one cannot neglect the regions where (14.8)
does not hold with By given by

B, =B[ln(e+k+A"H](1+k)* (14.10)

2
S |6=m | /T2 Bi 0 | E— | P ¥dgdn =y (k)

|

azc(gN)

}\,ZI{I—COS[G (<k) ¢(sk))]}(e &n

2c(<k)
__ea an
n

< const X Aa 2f((p =k

)dgdn‘

(14.7)

r
as one would like to do on the grounds that, for a > %,
the probability of field fluctuations’ violating (14.8) is
exceedingly small, as described by the phase-space esti-
mates (13.6).

In fact, although such fluctuations are irrelevant in the
description of the free field, they might be enhanced in
the interacting field case, because the potential
[V ®(p'<k)]2] becomes very large (and, worse, its size is
even N dependent, even for k small) in the regions
(£,1) € A? where (14.8) is violated.

At this point one is usually confronted with the state-
ment “well, the free field ¢'<¥ will have a distribution
which depresses the phase-space regions where the free-
field measure contains, among other things, a term like
exp[—+ A(B(pg)zdg].”

More precisely, one refers here to the possibility of
bounding the third term in (14.6) by using the inequalities
(1—cosx)<x2%/2 and

20(<N) 2c(<k) —xrk|E—7]
("G _e"E ) coonstx C— | (14.11)
—7 { a“ /2w
which follows from the properties of C(g%). One finds the

bound

(p(<k))2 |E—7| »az/zare—y"xﬁ—nldgdn

< (use here Lagrange’s theorem) < const X AZa?y2(@”/4m—2)k f | 9gE=*' | 2de  (14.12)

Rev. Mod. Phys., Vol. 57, No. 2, April 1985



Gallavotti:

[the Wick ordering in the third term in (14.6) has been
neglected, as it is not very important, since the term
comes from a zero-charge tree], expressing the notion that
the “bad term” in (14.6) is dominated by f (dps=F)2dg
times a small constant, if k is large. :

However, the proof that follows controls the large part
of (14.6) by a method not reducible just to the inequality
(14.12) and making use of more detailed properties of the
expression (14.6); this seems to be the reason why the
proof below cannot be immediately extended to cover the
whole range a?€&[4,8m); of course, this does not mean

I
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that a proof based just on the validity of the inequality
(14.12) is not possible—and, in fact, one should look for
it.

In fact, one can see that the region of the ¢ fields where
(13.4) fails gives only a very small correction in the com-
putation of the error terms via the following argument.

F1x B>1 in (13. 4) once and for all [see below] and
a > 3 large (say, a = 2 ; this parameter could probably be
taken even equal to 5 by suitably refining the estimates
below).

Given <p(°), .. ,(p(k"“

S <p”‘>, define

Dp={Em|EMEA and [sin(a/2)(@=* — @i =*) | > Br(y¥ | E—n|)' ¢, (14.13)
where € > 0 is the number in (13.4), fixed so that (13.20) holds [i.e., e <<(2—a?/4m)]. Let & _,=o0.
Define also R _; =g and
Re={A|AEQy, 3£ with EEA, v¥|£—n| <1, and |sin(a/2) (@l —@f) | > By /o)y |E—n )}, (14.14)
where o > 1 is conveniently chosen later.
Then for £ >0
D CD _1U(RXRy) . (14.15)
In fact, let (£,7)EZD, and EEA,MEA. Suppose that (ENED,_;U(R,XRy); then (*|é—n])
<BY" 9 B <1,and
lsm(a/2)(¢)(k) ”‘))l < (y |E—m| )¢
(14.16)
| sin(a/2)(@E=* " — @<k =) | < By _((y* 1 E—m|)7F;
otherwise AER; and A’ER;, hence (§,7))ER; X Ry or (§,7)EL _,.
But (14.16) implies, for k > 1, the contradiction with (§,17)E Y :
| sin(a/2) (@ — @l<*)) | = [sin(a/2) (@~ — @<k~ V)cos(a/2)(gf — @)
+cos(a/2)(g=* " — =k~ sin(a/2)(g — ) |
B e ) Gk g )
< By T4 B /o)y * [ E—m )
<Bi(Y*|E—n | )y =4 1/0) < Bi(y* | E—m | )¢ (14.17)
provided o is chosen so large, as it can and will be, that
y~ =84 o-1ch<1, Vk>1. (14.18)
The casé k =0 is analogous, if ¢'~!=0.
Coming back to (14.15), assume, inductively, that it has been possible to prove that
fey(¢(sN))P(d¢(N)) . P(d(p(k_,.l))Se[ﬁ%)+R+(k)|A|] , (14.19)
where [see (14.6)],
vR=2 fA:cos(a¢§<k))d§ + [2 ] f (e O et )cos[a((p(<k —i—gvifk))]:dé‘dn
A ? a2CiEN)  Q2cisk)
+ {? fAZ/gk & e 6W )cos[a(cp“’” (Sk))'——l]:dé‘a’n
2
-3 [ e agan, (14.20)
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i.e., one assumes that the part of the interaction which caused the worst problem in (14.6) is actually missing in (14.20)
[and of course one will also assume a good bound R  (k); see below].

The reason this is not a terrible approximation is related to a special property of ¥ ¥'=[ V' R(@ <F)]2] whereby such
bad terms, if present, would be very negative, and therefore they could be really thrown out of the integration of the ex-
ponential of (14.20), because one is interested only in upper bounds (the lower bounds having been discussed in Sec.
XIID).

The negativity of ¥ * — IA/X‘), i.e., of

ZC(SN) 2c(5k)
f@k (ea & &n )COS[a(¢>§ (<k )—I]dgd'r]

2(<N) 2c(<k) 2(c(<k) __ol<k)
( aC;n acg,, ) a“(Coy CE )
=lo e —e e
k

—a k) (<k)
n ({COS[G(@%S’C) ¢)£7<k) 1]}-{"(1—-9 aX(chgk) —cis

& ))dgdn (14.21)

holds, because in & it is

—2sinXa/2)(@e=F — @ =) +aHClFF — Ci5¥) < —2BRy* | E—n | 72 4+a2C | yME—7) |27, (14.22)
where
. . k 3 ) _
Cis"' —Ce5"'= T (CH—Cé< 3 Col |E—n [ ¥ <Cly¥|§—n |7 (14.23)
j=0 j=o0
T
(C, and C being suitable constraints) has been used. sulting expression. _
If B is supposed to be so chosen that B}> a?C, it fol- Then for a suitably chosen 4,4 (AL):
lows that the rhs of Eq. (14.22) is bounded b ~ ~
q. y PR <Py p, + N Ry (A Am—2k
—BAy*|E—m | )P%<0. (14.24)

) ) . A2 2P /Ar—2)kp2y 4
This observation makes it possible to neglect the in- +AY k)

teraction, or at least its bad part, in the regions where the ~ - (D2
field is rough and one can use the free-field properties to =Vy/r, + A (R)AR)y B~ (14.26)
prove this via rigorous bounds.

The precise way in which one uses the above ideas to
study the integral

which follows immediately from the asymptotlc freedom
bounds (13.20), which in turn hold because @i=*’—g{<*’
is considered only in the region J2/ %2 ; #(Ry) is just the
2 (k) number of boxes composing R
14.25 k-
f e " Plde™) ( ) Therefore, (14.25) can be bounded above by
is the following. Py @ a2k
The first step in estimating (14.25) is to replace /VX‘) by > fe A/R")((Rk )P(d(;)(k))eA(MB Y AR ) ,

a simpler function, at least as far as the functional depen- Ry
dence on @'¥ is concerned; note that the ¢'® dependence

of (14.20) is neither polynomial nor trigonometrical, since (14.27)
@'¥) enters in a most complex way into the integration where X recalls that ¢ is constrained to be such that the
domains. rhs of (14.14) is precisely Ry.

To find the simpler form that is sought, think that A in Then call H, the expression obtained from ’[?'J by re-

(14.20) is replaced by an arbitrary set J and call /I}J the re- placing & by & _y; it is therefore, by definition,
|

H/r, =M fA/R cos(agi<*)):dg
2

4 % f(A/Rk)z(e—aZC(g%M— —a? gnk))cos[a((p(<k +@ =) dgdn
+ % zf(A/Rk)z/@k_l(e"zcﬁm 5" )cos[a(¢‘<" P=F)—1]dédn
_ % 2LMRk)2(eaC‘§%"’_1)d§d,7_ (14.28)
It is easy to check that ,
?A/RkEHA/Rk+ ]5— fSk(eaZdﬁN'_ aC(g’s'k)cos[a = @K —1]dédn , (14.29)
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where Sk =(A/Rk)zﬂ(@k_1/9k) as
UA/RO/ D 1= {[(A/R) /D _ 1US} /IA/R PN D /D 1] (14.30)

and the set (A/Ry)’ND /D _, is empty because of D, C D _ U (R XRy) [see (14.15)].
Let (£,71)ESk C D _1N(A/R)?, k > 1; then it is

(Y E—m )N By_ 1 <1, e, (PF|E—m | )<y B, (14.31)

(because the sine is bounded by 1).
Hence for all k >1 and (£,1) € Sy

|sm(a/2)(<p(<k ¢($k))!

(<k—1) (k))l

> | sin(a/2)(@g <p(,,5k“1))| | cos(a/2)(@f —piF) | — |sin(a/2)(<p(gk)

21172
>B_(y* [ E—m ) ] —-fr“s(y""|§~n!>“5

_?L k 1—¢
1— [ - Y lE—=m])

172 1

Y —€

o

Bf 1
Bl%—l 0'2

By _;
By,

> By 1— Yl e—m | ) > B0y~ E—m| ) (14.32)

and, if we suppose (as we can) that o is large enough and use (14.11), 6 is
172
1—e

r -

o

>0. (14.33)

The inequality between the first and the last terms can be checked, also, for k=0, directly.
Therefore, the integral in (14.29) is for all k >0 nonpositive, provided [see also (14.22) and (14.23)]

—2sm2(a/2)(<p‘<k tpﬁfk)) aX(CiER C(<k))<(_20232 —20-) 4 28 (k| E—m | P10 <0, (14.34)
i.e., if B is supposed large enough, as is possible. Hence for all k >0 |

Vasr, <Ha/r, » v (14.35)
which implies, if we go back to (14.27),

Sk H ~
[e"Fpagh<S [ [f X(Rple "™ P(d@™) |exp[ A (R, )A(W)y @/ 4m=2k] | | (14.36)
R

The advantage of replacmg v A /Rk in (14.27) by H /g, is that the function H /R, 18 a “simple trigonometrical ex-

pression” in the fields @'*' [see (14.28)], and no dependence is any more present on the very complicated set Zy; of
course there is a dependence on Ry, but R; is a union of cubes and therefore this dependence is not so bad—besides, one
wishes to keep it fixed, as the integral (14.36) is performed at fixed R (because of the presence of the X functions).

At this point one needs a way of estimating integrals like the one in (14.36).

What is known about the integrand is that H; can be written as

(<k)y 461 2 (<k) (<kn, 461 dE;
H,_Aezkxfmj (£cos(agE=*)— N +A1,A§Eg,‘k f(Ale2)mz oy (En,E)cos[ (o= + o) ] =2 AL TAT
o,0,=%1
1—cos[a(ge= — =] 4 d
+ 3 nf A D(ELE) b TR £ d&
ALy EQ Ajxa,nt (r*|&1—&21) [Ay] [Az]
d§, d&,
+ A2 O)g,,&) —, (14.37)
AI,AZZ,er A;xp,NJ2 Eé> |Ay] Ay

where the &'’ functions are A independent and where the &, _; dependence can be thought as included in the A func-
tions. Furthermore, the theory of the preceding sections or the explicit expressions for the 4 functions [see (14.28)] im-
ply that
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S A 1D | dg < Ary'@r-Dk <

f A2 RN E) | dEdE, < (A @ AT—Diy2gp2,
AyxA,

where 4,4,H, are suitably chosen constants.

In other words at fixed R, the integral in (14.36) looks
like the partition function of a classical spin system on
the lattice Q.

The reason the estimates (14.38) and (14.39) do not de-
pend on @' <*¥—V js that in the “bad terms” of H, no pair
(£,M)E Y _, appears, so that (14.39) is obtained by the
same estimates leading to the proof of asymptotic free-
dom (and actually follows from them) in Sec. XIII.

It is possible to formulate a rather general version of
the Mayer expansion allowing one to estimate naively the
integral (14.36).

Let X4, X 2=1—X% be the characteristic functions of
the events on ¢'¥, given A€ Qy,

—ykd(A,,4,

(14.38)
'<H, (14.39)

[
{p®|3EmEA, | ¢ —@y| <bY*|E—m|)'7F) (14.40)

and its complement.
Let R be a subset of A pavable by Q, i.e., union of A’s
in Qy, and let R€ be its complement; denote

X R= H X A >
ACR

if R is the disjoint union of the cubes A CR; then the fol-
lowing lemma closely related to Lemma 1, Sec. XIII,
holds.

Lemma 2. Given t>0 integer, there exist constants
G,8,8',b* depending only on ¢ (and on the parameters
v,&,k) such that if H, verifies (14.38)—(14.40) then

[

t
S L H;p)p!!

o o 172
fP_(d(pm)XzeX%eHA/Rs [fXZP(dGO(k))] leXp
p=1

+[8(b, H )y | A | +8'(b,H )N R)] | |, (14.41)

where the errors have a value close to the one which
would be naively expected from the point of view of sta-
tistical mechanics:

—g'b2+gH, b8
e

8(b,Hy) < G[(Hyb%e "'y +1 4 1,
: (14.42)
6'(b,ﬁk )< Gﬁkbg s
and #(R) is the number of cubes A in R. Furthermore,
if b is large enough, b > b*:
. ELHpp) |1

fP(dcp(k))Xf’\eHA >exp ;
p=1 p:

—8(b,Hy )y* | A | ] , (1443

and finally, for suitably chosen, k independent, constants
aOrBO:

° — 2
[ Pag®)ikh < (age ™"y

The k dependence of the constants is trivially due to
the scaling properties of the field. The first bound in
(14.42) could be easily improved: here it is given in the
form in which it had been found in Benfatto et al.
(1978,1982), Benfatto, Cassandro et al. (1980), and Ben-
fatto, Gallavotti, and Nicolo (1980) where Lemma 2 is
proved under the extra assumption y close to 1 (an as-

(14.44)
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sumption which can be easily released but which is any-
way sufficient for our purposes, since ¥ is restricted only
tobe ¥y >1).

Clearly (14.43) implies as a special case Lemma 1 of
Sec. XIII. Lemmas 1 and 2 will not be proved here, be-
cause their statistical mechanics character makes them
somewhat foreigners to field theory; also, a detailed proof
would be very long in spite of its conceptual simplicity;
the reader can find this proof in the references given
above.

At this point it is easy to conclude all the estimates, if

- one observes that in the present case

2 1 2l k-
z;g,{(ﬂ,\;p) <V (@'Y (14.45)

p=1£"

This is because, the lhs being a Gaussian integral of
simple trigonometric functions, one can explicitly com-
pute the lhs; after a simple calculation one finds that the
difference between the rhs and lhs is given exactly by

20(<k) 2c(<k—1)
( acg_,l - acg,, )
2 e e
k—1

x cos[al@E=* 1 —@lsk=) _11dEdy, (14.46)
which is not positive for the same reasons (14.21) and
(14.22) were not positive.

Therefore one applies Lemma 2 to evaluate the integral
(14.36), choosing t=2 and b=By; the result, using also
(14.45) and (14.46), is
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f;(k—l)

fei;(k)P(dQ(k))Sz {e

Ry

Il

e

and, by (14.42), (14.39), and (14.38), > _e(k)=0(M").
This means that if one assumes (14.19) for k=N —1
and (14.29) holds for all k > K(A), with

R, (K)=R , (k+1)+e(k) . (14.48)

Hence the ultraviolet stability will be proved as soon as
one is able to check (14.29) for k =N — 1—i.e., one is able
to estimate

[ " ¥ =P . (14.49)

2
ka:cos(a¢(§-SN)):d§+v fAdg— %

2k, i 2
+y“*8(By,H, ) BoBi V(R )/2
Y ke k (aoe k) k

plk—=1 y2ks(B, \H, ) —(By/2)B} &(B;,Hy) 2% k=1
vV e?’ k k(l+‘/g()e 0 ko ko )}A|y =eV +e(k)|A] ,

exb[/V(Rk )8' (B, Hy )1}

(14.47)

-
In this case the V(@'<™)) is just the sum of the trees

N fo MW €0
(36)

ie.,

20N
fA(e & _1)dEdny

=3 M,(az/w—zw fACOS(a‘p(sN))_di_i_vz,y—ZN_Zh(}\'y(az/fhr—Z)/N)Z . (14.50)
AE€Qy A A

where
h= fo,\ y—(GZ/Zﬂ)NeazcéﬁN)( 1—e _azcﬁm)
X—did'ngconst . (14.51)

lA|

Hence in the first step one does not have to worry
about Iy, y_,, because there is no obstacle in using
Lemma 2 in evaluating the integral (14.49): assumptions
(14.38) and (14.39) are verified with H,=V"'=V, by
(14.50) and (14.51); i.e., in the first step there is no need to
worry about the smoothness of @'Y in order to get the
asymptotic freedom bounds, as explicitly remarked in Sec.
XIII [see comments following (13.13)].

The validity of the inductive hypothesis for k=N —1
is completed by checking that
[2]
<PpW-D ,

(14.52)

2
S %(V‘M;p)%
p=1 p:

which is proved as (14.45) by (14.21) and (14.22) written
for k=N —1.

This completes the proof of the ultraviolet stability for
a®<16m/3.

There would be no problem in applying the above tech-
niques to evaluate the integral of exp(¥'"Y)) to an arbitrari-
ly fixed order ¢ > 2.

If «?€[16m7/3,6m), still nothing changes, basically, in
the above scheme of proof except the series of the errors,
both in the upper and in the lower bounds, will converge
only if 't > 3; the positivity of the “bad terms” was used in
an essential way in the above proof in two steps and now
it can be used in the same way. In fact, the two steps
were first to remove the region &, _; from /VA /R, [done
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|A]

r
in (14.35)], and second to reintroduce it to “rebuild”
¥ ,=1 [done in (14.45) and (14.52)].

The just-mentioned two ‘“‘positivity steps” are now, for
a’E€[16m/3,6m), carried through in the same way, be-
cause it turns out that no new positivity property is need-
ed on ¥ ® besides the one, already pointed out and amply

used, present in the second-order part of P, the
second-order dominates in the inequalities necessary to
control the third-order terms and its positivity properties
are enough for the estimates.

The situation changes for a?>6m: now the second-
order dominates only in the inequalities necessary to carry
out the first of the two steps of the proof where the posi-
tivity is needed. In the second step it is not known wheth-
er it dominates; in fact, the proof has been carried
through in the interval [6m,(V'17—1)7) and later up to
327/5 by using other ideas, slightly improving on the
above ones, based on detailed properties of the effective
interaction to fourth order in Benfatto et al. (1982) and
Nicolo (1983).

In order to obtain ultraviolet stability up to a®< 8w
some new idea seems necessary, and the paper by Nicolo
(1983) seems to go in the right direction; see also the com-
ments after (14.12) above.

The above difficulties are also an indirect consequence
of the fact that the large-fluctuation problem has not been
solved in the naive way, by free-field domination [see
comments after (14.12)], and a better understanding of
this point seems important and desirable.

The techniques used for the sine-Gordon equation can
be used also to treat the exponential interaction (5.5) for
a? < 41 [see Frohlich (1976)]; the exponential interaction
can be treated also for a?>>4, for d =2, and for d > 3,
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which are cases in which it can be proved to be trivial [see
Albeverio et al. (1979)].

XV. THE COSINE FIELD AND THE SCREENING
PHENOMENA IN THE TWO-DIMENSIONAL COULOMB
GAS AND IN RELATED STATISTICAL MECHANICAL
SYSTEMS

Before studying the ¢* fields it is appropriate to con-

clude the theory of the cosine fields by pointing out their
I

“surprising” connection with the two-dimensional classi-
cal statistical mechanics of Coulomb systems and Yu-
kawa gases. .

The “neutral Coulomb gas” and the “charged Yukawa
gas” describe charged particles of charge +1, presenting,
for some values of the temperature and of the density,
very interesting and nontrivial “screening phenomena.”

In general, a system of charged particles interacting via
a potential C,, will be defined by the grand canonical
partition function

ZIABM= A L' > , €XP [hﬁz 0;0;Cy & de, ceedx, (15.1)

n=0 2 ni Tpees Oy A i<j w
where 0= 1 1; or, in the case of a priori neutral systems:
n
& A 1
0

ZoAABA) =3 S > fAexp —B 3 010;Cxp, }dxl cedx, . (15.2)

n=0 Opeees Oy i<j

20;=0
i

The cases which can be studied in terms of the cosine in-
teraction are
(a) the regularized Yukawa gas, with C,, given by
(my,M) 1

¥ Q)P

(15.3)
(b) the “regularized Coulomb gas” with C,, given by

(m,,M
Vay
where the rhs has to be interpreted as the limit of

(m,mo)

(m,M)
ny -COO

(0,m)

)
=CyM—Co °, (15.4)

as m—0:

(m,

Vyi

M) 1 1 M?
=—— | — |——5cos[p(x—y)
(277,)2 f p2 M2+p2 [p y ]

m2
o _ldp. (15.5)

mi+p?
Note that when the regularization parameter M is let to
+ oo it is

(15.6)

Zhwm(AB= [ [exp [x S, costap®):pydé

]P(d«ﬁ(‘))) . P(dlp(N)) ,

I
where a >0 is a suitable constant (a=In2—g, g being a
Euler-Mascheroni constant).

The partition function for the above systems can be
easily written in terms of a Gaussian random field
PR sum of N+R +1 independent fields:

N Py
PN =3 g (15.7)
j=—R
and in terms of the functions
(mgy,myyN +1)
2)2C, O © .

:cos(az/}(g_R’N)):UVEe(a/) 0o

X cos(ayy®N) (15.8)

The covariance C"Y of the random field ¥ will have
the Fourier transform (see Sec. III) (free field with open
boundary conditions)

1 1
myy¥+p?  moy¥ti4p?

(15.9)

Then it is easy to prove that the regularized Yukawa
gas partition function is, if we set a=V'8, M =myy" +},

(15.10)

while the regularized Coulomb gas partition function in the neutral grand canonical ensemble and with potential (15.4)

with M =myy"N +!

Z20)(A,B,) = i [
C(N)( B ) Rl—l;noof eXp

—1

and m replaced, for notational convenience, by moy ~ ', is

A fA ZCOS(alp(g——R’N)):UV

(15.11)

[Py = Py

It is convenient to introduce also the auxiliary partition function

ZCI"(R,N)(A?B’}‘-): f €Xp
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P(dy'=R) - - P(dy'™) ,

A J oos(a™ ™) gy dé |

(15.12)
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which will be called an “infrared regularized (non-neutral)
Coulomb gas” partition function, and (15.11) can then be
written
zg(N,m,B,A):an ZER(ABA) . (15.13)
Finally, observe the following relation between the
Coulomb gas and the Yukawa gas [see (15.10)]:

Renormalization of scalar fields

517

The proof of (15.10)—(15.13) has essentially already
been explained in Sec. XI (and called there the “multipole
expansion”); however, the interpretation work necessary
to derive the present claims from Sec. XI is such that it is
simpler to derive the above relations from scratch.

Consider the integral in (15.10) and expand the ex-
C(—R,N)EC('"OY—R’VAH—‘"’O)

ponential in powers: calling ,

Zhwm=Zkon - (15.14) for simplicity, the covariance of ¥'~%®") we see that
|
S P 2 ©.N) [ p iao oM
> A L‘ > e'® PPCs fdxl-”dx,,?a” I1e 7
p=0 2 p‘al,...,ap Jj=1
0 2), C(0,N)
=3 % L3 N ey dxgenp |- L . 0,0,C%Y | =Zhin(ABA) (15.15)
p=0 p: Opp-ees0p ij=1

because the diagonal terms in 2:‘ =1 (“self-energy terms”) are canceled by the exponential factor outside the integral; in
the first step of (15.15) the formulas for the Wick ordering of the cosine and for the expectation & of the exponentials

have been used (see Appendix C and Sec. XI).

Recalling that the cancellation of the self-energy terms in (15.15) was due to the exponential factor due to the chk
ordering, we see that the evaluation of the integral (15.12) by the same technique will lead to expression of the rhs of

(15.12) as

i % > f dx; - dx,exp

Opeees 0

_1_
) P!

i<j

because :
only the “ultraviolet part of the potential”, i.e., C,(CB'N ),
Expression (15.16) can be rewritten as

oM _
—a EU,UJC

2 Cono~Vaioy | (15.16)

2 ,J~1

:py in (15.8) is a partlal chk ordering” and therefore it can produce the cancellation of the diagonal terms of

P
S 1 | A a? ,—1 —R,—1
> 3 > fdxl - dxpexp | —a za,ojC(O N -2— 2 (Cxx '—Ci® ooy
p=0P: Opeensa, i<j i,j=1 .
X exp 20, C&?R’_”
i=1
21 |a 2 ZRN)_ (—R—1) —(a?/2)Q3CH5 R
=3 13 > fdxl dxl,exp —a?3(C5 = —Cy "7 ojoje o , (15.17)
p=0p‘ Opees0p i<j
T
with. Qg= Y ;0;. In this way one obtains an expression and interact through nontrivial screening phenomena

for Z¢(r,n), (15.12), implying (15.11) with Coulomb po-
tential V"™ with M=myyN*t, @mo=moy~! (the
latter choice is a matter of notational convenience, ¥ be-
ing fixed).
It is expected that the “neutral Coulomb gas” described
by
Z2(A,BA

)= lim Z2n(A,BA) (15.18)

is a well-defined thermodynamical system, exhibiting
some kind of screening phenomena, for a? < 47; basically
it should behave as a neutral Yukawa gas with m, deter-
mined by A,a (and M =+ ), at least for @’ small [see
Brydges (1978), Frohlich and Spencer (1981)].

For a’*€[4m,87) one expects that the Coulomb gas
“collapses in the ultraviolet,” remaining nontrivial in the
sense that the collapse produces just a background of mul-
tipoles, with infinite density, on which free charges move
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(note that in two dimensions the Coulomb gas interaction
does not go to zero at infinity and, for a®*€[4m,87) it
even diverges too fast near zero, making the partition
function infinite, because it involves integrating the non-
summable factor | x —y | —a?/am) |

The same collapse is expected to happen to the Yukawa
gas in the same region of a? except that no screening in
the infrared is necessary in order for the system to exhibit
well-defined thermodynamic behavior (in fact, the poten-
tial decays exponentially at infinity as a consequence of
the choice mgy >0, which gives a meaning to mg ' as a
natural screening length); however, screening phenomena
are expected to occur in the ultraviolet region where the
Yukawa gas should collapse in the same way as the
Coulomb gas, i.e., by producing an infinite density back-
ground of multipoles on which free charges move.

In other words, the conjecture is that the Coulomb gas
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(nonregularized in the infrared and in the ultraviolet) and
the Yukawa gas (nonregularized in the ultraviolet) with
parameters A,a,mq describe the same physical phenome-
na, or at least have partially overlapping physical inter-
pretations, if the Yukawa range m ! is suitably chosen as
a function of A,a for a®>€[0,8m).

For a?> 8 it is believed that the nonregularized Yu-
kawa gas is trivial (i.e., it collapses without hope) and the
Coulomb gas no longer exhibits infrared phenomena of
any kind; at least not so strong as to produce an exponen-
tially decaying effective interaction or correlations.

The work done in Secs. XI and XII on the cosine in-
teraction allows one to make rigorous some of the above
conjectures, though much work remains to be done to-
wards the complete understanding of the whole theory.

In the case of the Yukawa gas the above-mentioned
connection (the sine-Gordon transformation) between the
Yukawa gas and the cosine field allows one to translate
the properties of stability of the cosine field into the prop-
erties of stability of the Yukawa gas in the region

Zl g m(ABN= [PEy®) - - Pldy™) | [ P(dy—R)- - P(
xexp |3 [ (5h
= [P@y")--- P(dy'™)
(OR =D _ p(—R—

where £=£"yR and Lo

2 vd

with covariance C'9) ;.

rRe

OR—l)

—(a2/2)Cig R =1 jgayl®N)
e w0 e S

ioapO-R—1)
fP (de) - - - P(dp®)exp 2 f ,,,R(é"):el > :dg’]
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a?€[0,32/5), where the cosine field’s stability is under
control. And for a?€[4m,327/5) the above-mentioned
interpretation of the Yukawa gas as gas with an infinite
density of collapsed dipoles (for a?€ [4,6m)) and of di-
poles and quadrupoles (for a?€E€[6m,327/5)), with zero
total charge, emerges quite clearly; I do not enter here
into the details of this interpretation of the results of the
theory of the cosine interaction: the work is begun in Ben-
fatto et al. (1982), and Nicolo (1983).

In the case of the Coulomb gas some of the above con-
jectures also follow as corollaries of the theory of stability
of the cosine field, but the connection requires some ex-
planations.

The first remark is that the problem of studying the
Coulomb systems with “no infrared cutoff,” i.e., with
R =+ o in (15.12), can be reduced to the theory of the
cosine interaction in the ultraviolet regime by the follow-
ing chains of identities and arguments.

Rewrite (15.12), using the factorization :e* t¥:=:e*::e”:
for x,y independent Gaussian variables:

d¢(—l))

e igayf R—”.dg’ ]

,  (15.19)

D so that ¢'%®~1) has the same distribution as a sum of independent fields o

(15.20)

This follows immediately from the definitions by computing and comparing covariances;

actually one could put qo(gi):;b“i—,f ). Furthermore, in (15.19) Ao r(&') means

a/z)c( R,—1) tam/;(ON)
e g

Aor(E)=FAyRe ™ (15.21)
The interpretation of
"= [Pag®) - - Pdg'R=D) exp 3 [, xhen&re o9 ”.dg’” (15.22)
(
meed n he receding sections on fiad theorys it showtd Vo= J €S 3 T, (1523

describe the Coulomb gas on scales mg' (through an
equivalent gas of multipoles; see Sec. XIII for this inter-
pretation; see also below).

To describe (15.22) one can try to find an expansion for
V(%) in powers of A.

The work for such an expans1on has already been done
in Secs. XI and XTI, because the integral (15.22) can be in-
terpreted as an integral of the type studied there.

Using the results and the notations of Secs. XI and XII,
one expresses it in terms of trees:
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g yigly)=g n(y)
sr=§

where the V(y) are computed with exactly the same rules
of Sec. XI provided that we interpret the elementary trees

k §,0 (37)

as A, gr(£), defined by (15.21), rather than A/2; the index
o is *1, while the index O is not allowed, because in the
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exponential in (15.22) there is no constant term. n
All the results and bounds of Sec. XII carry through 11 Kaj,R(§ i) }W,,(é' be-sbn), (15.24)
with essentially no change, besides the mentioned change Coou=t
of interpretation of diagram 37.
One therefore finds that V(y) can be expressed, to a
given order in A, as ‘ and W, will verify [see (12.5), (12.8), (12.9), and (12.14)]

(LA SIPV | (15.25)

(<h, —1) A
(a?/2)C i He—(aZ/z QX h,—h, >c(°> —(k/4)y Pd*(E,)
’
j=1

v>r

where 1, % depends only on the shape of y. Actually, one will be interested only in expressions like (15.24) summed on
the indices of y: in particular, one is interested in the summations of (15.24) over the different indices g,§ that can be
appended to the end points of trees otherwise identical. In this way the charge symmetry is used and some cancellations
appear, as explained in Sec. XII, which allow one to improve the bound (15.25) by replacing Q2/4r by
[Q,,2 /4 +2(1 —E)SQU,O] if v > vg=/(first nontrivial vertex of the tree); this cancellation, in fact, takes place already when

one sums only over the charge configurations which attribute the same absolute charge to each vertex v and integrate
over &.

According to the discussion of Sec. XI the lhs of (15.22) via (15.23), can be interpreted as the Boltzmann-Gibbs factor
in a gas of multipoles, each represented by the trees with the same shape up to the charge indices which vary subject to
the restriction that the absolute charge | Q, | of each vertex v is fixed. The activity of the multipole will be defined,
quite arbitrarily [see Gallavotti and Nicolo (1984) for a deeper discussion]:

20 NERRIRT LR o |11 Aoy €)) ] A6 6n) [rexp Sl | (15.26)

j=1

where the >* runs over all the charge configurations ¢ which attribute given absolute value of the total charge Q, to
each of the clusters associated with the vertices v of ¥ (called above, simply, vertex charges); the sum zh runs over all
the possible frequency labels that can be appended on the shape of ¥ and A is a fixed unit cube.

The collection of the terms with the same vertex charges is natural for physical reasons (charge symmetry), and
mathematically it produces the just-mentioned cancellations.

If we reexpress (15.26), by “going back to scale 1,” (15.26) becomes

(0,N)
dE. -+ dE. (A2 R—(@ATR) TT -0 fac ¢§,r W )
E y=RAX(y—RA—1 §1 gn( Y. Hl Y §1, S ,é‘n
J=
—a?
=Sy [ dx Oy TR (R Ly R )eTTNES L 1527)

where > =375, [see (15.26)], and Yy(x,...,X,; Op,. . .,0,) is the Yukawa potential, with ultraviolet cutoff N, of the
charges 0y, . . . , 0, at positions xy,...,x,.

Therefore, the activity of the multipole will be bounded by [using (15.24) and (15.25) and the cancellation remarked
after (15.25) and recalling that € >0 is an arbitrary parameter which can be chosen as small as necessary]

Sy [ QTR (e, oy TR [y d
h .

2R (e A — 2R (a2/41r——2)(nV—1)+a2/4ﬂ—a2/41er2+2(1——E)SQv'O hy—hy;
<Ay 2Ry~ r=DRn S T (y )

' b o>,

(a®/47—2)(n—1)+a? /4w —a2/ATQ} h
X(ya n a®/Ar—a* /4T "0) UOUN,n , (15.28)
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where the sum over the frequency indices is of course
bounded by the infrared cutoff: A, <R. For more details
see Gallavotti and Nicolo (1984).

Before discussing formula (15.28), let us note that if
N = —1—i.e,, if the Coulomb potential has no ultraviolet
part (which is the case usually considered in the
literature)—the effective potential becomes a constant and
it is no longer a random variable and has the interpreta-
tion of (grand canonical) pressure of the gas. Therefore,
(15.28) becomes a bound on the Mayer coefficients of the
gas (see below for some consequences of this remark).

To examine the remarkable formula (15.28) one distin-
guishes two cases: either a’> 87 or a®<8w. Below one
uses the arbitrariness of € by taking it conveniently small.

In the first case the rhs of (15.28) goes to zero as
R — w0, as can be checked elementarily, for Q,,07&0: the

gas is a gas of “neutral multipoles” [i.e., in the infrared
limit one is in a multipole phase; see Frohlich and Spenc-
er (1981)]. If Q, =0, then one can check that the rhs of

(15.18) is uniformly bounded in R.
In the second case let

2 2
a a
— =2 — =2
4 4
then either p <0 and the rhs of (15.28) diverges in general
as R— o0 or p>0 and in this case the bound (15.28) is
uniformly bounded in R, and tends to zero if Q, ,70-

The conclusions from the above estimates are as fol-
lows.

(1) If &*> 8 (hence p > 0), the picture of the Coulomb
gas as consisting, as far as its properties on scale mg Vare
concerned, of neutral multipoles is consistent, because the
activity of such multipoles is finite. This will be called
“the multipole theorem” [see also Frohlich and Spencer
(1981)].

(2) If a®>a?, where a2 are the thresholds defined by
setting p=0 in (15.29), then thinking that the gas contains
neutral multipoles of p charges with p <» but that no
multipoles with more than n charges can be well-defined
entities (“molecules,” of course, should be their name) be-
comes consistent.

(3) It is remarkable that the above thresholds af,, above
which the Coulomb gas (with ultraviolet cutoff) generates
molecules of p bound atoms, were precisely coinciding
with the thresholds a?, where the Yukawa gas charges
collapse into clusters of p <n particles (in the ultraviolet
limit) [see Frohlich (1975)].

This is a confirmation of the above implicitly conjec-
tured “duality” between the infrared properties of the
Coulomb gas and the ultraviolet properties of the Yukawa
gas for a? in [0,87).

If we call pc(A,B) the pressure of the Coulomb gas
with ultraviolet cutoff, as a function of the charge activi-
ty A and of the temperature B=qa?, the above analysis
proves, as is easily checked, that if

pcMB)= 3 MfP(B+A"RP(A,B) ,

p<n

1y & (15.29
pP= n+2= (n—‘ )+ 4 ) . )

RP(\B)— 0, (15.30)
A—0
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then the coefficients f (C" '(B) can be shown to be uniformly
bounded in the infrared limit R — « for a?> af,, and that
only the even ones have a nonzero limit.

In other words, the Mayer coefficients of order <n are
formally well defined by convergent integrals for a®> a?.

The latter property follows immediately by considering
the case N= —1, in which, as remarked above, the effec-
tive potential coincides with the grand canonical pressure.
It should be obvious that the general case N> —1 (but
finite) can be reduced always, and in a trivial way, to the
N = —1 case.

This leads to the natural comjecture that po(A,B) is
smoother and smoother in A at A=0 as B=a? grows.

For a? <4 not much can be said about smoothness;
for a®€ (41r,6) the function should have two derivatives
[actually, three if a®€ (167/3,6m)]; for a? € (6m,407/6) it
should have four derivatives [actually, five for
a’€(327/5,40m/6)], etc.; for a®> 87 the pressure should
be infinitely smooth at A =0.

By derivative one means here that (15.30) holds as an

asymptotic formula with R‘™(A,B) tending to zero as
A—0. ,
- This conjecture suggests that while a? grows (i.e., while
the temperature decreases), the Coulomb gas presents an
infinite sequence of phase transitions in which it passes
from the “plasma phase,” small a?, with Debye screening
phenomena, to the “multipole phase,” a? large, with no
screening in the infrared: the Kosterlitz-Thouless regime
would be the last stage in a sequence of increasingly com-
plex phase transitions in which bound states (“neutral
molecules”) of increasing size become possible in thermal
equilibrium.

So far the bases of the above conjecture are the esti-
mates of this section (15.28) which imply the finiteness of
the coefficients of the Mayer expansion; such estimates
have been pointed out in Gallavotti and Nicolo (1984a).
Further work towards a full proof of (15.30), i.e., with es-
timates on the remainder in (15.30), is in progress [Galla-
votti and Nicolo (1984b)].

I think that the beautiful properties of the cosine in-
teraction exhibited in this section justify its inclusion in
this work, although they are not strictly an example of a
problem of field theory: they show that field theory is not
just a theory of quantum relativistic objects but that it can
be relevant to very different matters—Coulomb gases are
only one example out of many more, in solid-state physics
and in physics of fluids, for instance.

XVI. NATURE AND CLASSIFICATION
OF THE DIVERGENCES FOR ¢* FIELDS

In order to see how to build the operators . }c") realiz-
ing the renormalization of the theory # defined by

2
Vi= f[—?»:(p(fm“:—,u:qy(fm :
— (3@ —v]dE (16.1)

@* field, it is useful, albeit not strictly necessary, to have a



Gallavotti: Renormalization of scalar fields 521

clear idea of how divergences arise in it and how strong
they are.

I shall consider in detail only the four-parameter in-
teraction (16.1) in four dimensions, calling Al
a=4,2,2'0, the parameters —A,—u, —a,—v, respectively.

If d=2,3 one could consider theories simpler than
(16.1) which in some cases can be constructed as true field
theories, going beyond the formal theory of perturbations,
by literally repeating the arguments of Secs. XIII and
XIV [e.g., if d =2 one could consider the interaction
(5.3), or, if d =3 one could consider the interaction (5.6)].
Some more details on these simple (“super-
renormalizable”) cases will be presented in Sec. XXI.

Suppose that the field ¢'<"’ with ultraviolet cutoff y%,
v > 1, is decomposed as a sum of independent fields living
on scales y‘k, k=0,1,...,N and verifying (3.17)—(3.20)
with n =3 (say):

¢(§SN)=‘P(§_1)+¢(§O)+ .. +¢)(§N) , (16.2)
where (p“” is a degenerate field with covariance C (=1

which will be eventually put equal to zero, so that
@'~V =0, and which is introduced only for the purpose of
unifying certain notations. ‘

The use of a Pauli-Villars regularization of order n >2
is necessary to give a meaning to (16.1) if d =4; actually,
the third term in (16.1) already requires n >2 even for
d =2, while the first two lose meaning only if d >4 when
n=1. Here the choice n =3 is motivated by the fact that
in the subtraction algorithm built to renormalize the
divergences it will be convenient to be able to say that the
fields have two derivatives and therefore can be developed
in Taylor series to second order included. It is not impos-
sible that one could perform the work with n =2 but it
would certainly be harder: in any case, this question ac-
quires importance when one tries to go beyond perturba-
tion theory; when one is dealing only with perturbation
expansions it would be even better to have fields so regu-
lar to have derivatives of any order, e.g., the ones arising
from regularization (3.21).

Fixed A=(—A, —u,—a, —v) in (16.1), the effective po-
tential V¥ on “scale k” will be expressed in terms of
simple trees as explained in Sec. VI: the end points will
be marked by a pair (§,a) with EER? and a=0,2,2',4 ex-
pressing which of the four terms in (16.1) is represented
by the end point under consideration.

J

An expression for V(y) can be found by the same tech-
nique used in the cosine field case in Secs. XI and XII,
namely, let a tree ¥ bifurcate, at the first nontrivial vertex
vo after the root r, into s subtrees v, . . ., ¥s, and let & be
the “frequency” of the vertex v

(38)

As in the case of the cosine interaction, one has to
guess first the form of V(y), and an obvious guess is the
following very general one:

Viy)= S VR, ..., Es7.p)P(@' sF,089'<K) ,  (16.3)
P

where the summation runs over all the possible Wick mo-
nomials of the form P= :(84)5)2: if y is the trivial tree, or

n n,
P=:¢§ill ... ¢§iaa¢£iq+ Ce aqoé-’_ .

1 m

O<g<n,l<n; <4, (164

where the derivative d means a derivative with respect to
one of the coordinates of the field’s argument; the above
assumption is made only for the trees having nontrivial
vertices.

In fact, (16.4) is not true for the trivial tree

k &, 2

representing —a:(3¢, )%; this will be the only (natural) ex-
ception.

Assuming (16.3) and (16.4) are true, with the above-
mentioned exception, we find the rules for the evaluation
of the truncated expectations of products of Wick mono-
mials, see Appendix C, yield the following recursion rela-
tion, deduced from diagram 38 after recalling that a tree
vertex has the meaning of a truncated expectation (see
Secs. VI and VII):

s
(k . . h—

VR, . L Esy,P)= S [Mv*PqveP)| 3 3 1 c?|| II c& "), (16.5)

P...,P |j=1 T€ETp TCT AET AET/T

connected |A=(a,b) AE(a,b)

‘ I
where 7,. .., ; are the s clusters into which the points § each of them.

are decomposed by vy, ..., Vs, i.e., the s clusters corre- It is convenient to think of the points §il, R ,§im~as

sponding to the vertices vy, . . ., vy of the tree ¥ immedi-
ately following v, and such that v; Ey;. Jp is the set of
graphs obtained as follows.

Represent a Wick monomial P like (16.4) by drawing gq
points §,~],. . .,g,-q in R? and Ri,N2,. . . 0, DAiTWiSE distinct
lines, respectively, emerging from each of them, and m-g¢q
points & i -»&i, with one line, labeled d emerging from
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enclosed in a box out of which emerge the lines just de-
fined. For instance, the monomials

2 3 3
:(p§1¢§za¢53:’ :¢§1(p§28‘p§3a¢§4:

are represented as in diagram 39, where 1,2,. . ., stand for

§Ia§2y- eyt
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J

3 A

(39)

and each of the above objects will be called a “Wick clus-
ter.”

Then given s Wick monomials Py, ..., P, the symbol
Z p will denote the set of the graphs obtained by joining
pairwise some of the lines associated with the Wick clus-
ters representing P;, ..., P; in such a way that (explicit
examples are worked out in diagrams 40—43 below): (i)
two lines emerging from the same cluster cannot be joined
together; (ii) there should be enough lines paired so that
the lines plus the sets inside the boxes associated with
each P; form a connected set; (iii) the set of the points as-
sociated with Py, ..., P together with the lines emerging
from them and still “free” (i.e., not paired with other
lines) represent, once the points from which they emerge
are enclosed into a single box, the monomial P.

In the above definitions and constructions, as well as in
the upcoming ones, one has to bear always in mind that
the lines emerging from each point are regarded as pair-
wise distinct (and this will eventually give rise to a com-
binatorial problem).

Furthermore, 7C 7 with the subscript “connected” [see
(16.5)], means a subset of the lines of 7 which still keeps
the connection between the boxes. A line A obtained by
pairing (“joining” or ‘“‘contracting” will be synonyms of
“pairing”) two lines is identified by its two extreme points
together with the field indices (3 or nothing) which will be
kept and appended to the line near the end point from
which they emerge (so that it might happen that a line
carries two, one, or no indices 9; if it carries only one it
will be appended near the appropriate end point).

Therefore, A=(a,b) with a=§£,b=¢£" represents a line
obtained by joining two lines without labels emerging
from £ and &'; similarly, if @ =(£,3),b =&, then A=(a,b)
represents the line obtained by joining together a nonla-
beled line emerging from &’ and a labeled one emerging
from & The resulting line will be represented by a seg-
ment joining & with & carrying a label 0 near £ (or,
equivalently carrying a label 3g); and similar interpreta-
tions are given to the cases a=&b=(£,0) or
a=(§,a),b=(§’,a)_ _

The symbols C}’'=C.; denote the appropriate covari-
ances

Ca =% (pk's)), Cil=(g'3,9)) ,
(16.6)
Cas=FBp'py)), Cat' =8 (3¢9t 3,9),))

if (a,b)=(§,1),(£,(1,0)),((£,0),m),((£,d),(n,3)), respec-
tively. Recall that here 3 or d; means a derivative with
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respect to some component of £ whose index is omitted
for simplicity of notation.

For instance, consider diagram 40, where the integer j
stands for §;:

) < , §
P ) * ' P4 ) ! P2=
2 X[ NN

(40)

Then one possible element w& .7 p is depicted as

(41)

where the dotted box represents the box corresponding to
P.

A possible 7C1 is any nonempty subset of the inner
lines, inside the dotted box, diagram 41.

Similarly, if

\

(42)

a simple possible 7 is

(43)

and 7 is any subset of the five inner lines which contains
at least one of the first two and one of the last three.

Relation (16.5) defines recursively and completely the
coefficients ¥'¥(y;P) once one specifies the meaning of
V%) (y;P) for the elementary trees y:

k €, a

Of course V®(yy;P)=0 unless P is :p! Sk, 1p(<k?,
@' <¥)2, or 1; and in such cases V¥(yy;P) is just
—A, —u,—a,—v, respectively, for a=4,2,2',0 (no con-
fusion should arise between the renormalized coupling
constant o and the end point index carrying the same
name).

To find bounds on V'¥(y;P) one can proceed as fol-
lows: first by using (16.5) recursively one decomposes this
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quantity into a (very large) sum; each term of the sum
will correspond to a fixed selection S of one index for
every possible summation arising by applying recursively
(16.5). One has to imagine that one such special selection
S has been fixed (say, one special choice of P, of
Py,.. ., P, of 7, 7, etc., with similar choices made for each
of the successive vertices of y which appear while
disassembling ¥1,¥2, - - - , Vs, €tc.).

The bases for the bound that will be derived shortly are
the estimates (3.19), (3.20), and (3.17), and the following
notions which have already been introduced in Secs.
IV—IX above and in the preceding lines of this section,
but which it will be convenient to collect again and organ-
ize in the form in which they will be used below.

(1) Each vertex v of a tree y is associated with a cluster
of end points of y; this cluster will be denoted £ ,.

(2) The selection S of the summation indices just intro-
duced permits one to associate with each vertex v a mono-
mial P, which can be thought of as graphically represent-
ed by a box containing the points §,, with lines emerging
from them and out of the box itself: some of the lines
may bear an index 0; the lines emerging from the box
represent the graphical image of the monomial P,.

(3) The number n; of lines emerging from the box en-
closing the cluster £, will be the sum n{,+ng, of the
number of labeled lines, n$ ,, and of the number, n§ ,, of
unlabeled lines (e: external; 1: labeled; O: unlabeled).

(4) A selection S of the summation indices leads to
graphical representation of the corresponding contribu-
tions to V'®(y;8).

Out of each end point £ of y emerge either four unla-
beled lines or two unlabeled lines or two labeled lines or
no lines at all, depending upon the value of the appended
type index @=4,2,2',0. The case a=0 can appear only in
the trivial trees

k £,0 7

which will be disregarded for the time being; in fact a=0
corresponds to a constant P =1 and the truncation of the
expectations eliminates it unless the tree is trivial, i.e., in-
dicates no truncations.

The structure of y encloses the end points into a
hierarchically arranged sequence of boxes, each corre-
sponding to a tree vertex v, and it is possible to make the
convention that the pairings of the lines are drawn in the
graphical representation so that the lines contracted
between the clusters v,v,, ...,V representing
P,,l, Cee, va’ to build the monomial P, corresponding to

the cluster v (v being the vertex immediately followed by
vy, . .., Us) are all contained inside the box corresponding
to v, as in diagrams 40—43 above.

For uniformity of notation it is convenient to imagine
that the end points of ¥ also represent clusters of a single
point and that they generate little boxes around it (recall
that, however, the end points of a tree are conventionally
not regarded as tree vertices).

For instance, three possible selections corresponding to
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the tree
£,,4

52 '4
(44)

(where v,v’ are vertex names, p,h,k, are frequency labels)
are represented by

QU
e
o

(if 1,2,. .. stand for £,&,,. . .).

(5) If in S there is a line paired to another, there will be
a smallest box containing the contracted line, i.e., the two
end points (this is enough by the above drawing conven-
tion); if v is the corresponding tree vertex and 4, is its fre-
quency index, then one says that the contracted line has
frequency 4, and one attributes the index 4, to each of
the two lines giving rise to the contracted line of frequen-
cy h,; the uncontracted lines will be given the frequency
index k=k(y)=(frequency of the root of the tree); they
are called “external.”

So to each box one can associate a frequency index
which is the frequency index A, of the vertex v corre-
sponding to the box. As a consequence one can associate
to each line in S a frequency index which is the frequency
index of the box which first encloses the line. Note that
the association of a frequency index to a line depends on
S and not just on the tree ¥. By convention the box asso-
ciated with the root r of the tree y is the whole space.

(6) The above set of indices still does not specify com-
pletely the selection S: one has to mark, for this purpose,
each line which belongs to the sets called 7 in (16.5) by a
label—say, 6—recalling its origin (as a line in a set 7):
“character label”; lines with the label 6 will be called
“hard” or “high-frequency” lines.

(7) It is important to stress, again, to avoid combina-
torial errors, that in the above construction two lines
emerging from the same vertex still have to be regarded as
different and distinguishable; to keep track of the com-
binatorics it is convenient to imagine that the lines emerg-
ing from the innermost vertices (i.e., from the end points)
are numbered [from 1 to 4 if the vertex represents
—A:@*, from 1 to 2 if it represents —:p* or —:(3¢@)%:].
Such labels will be called “identity labels.”

Of course, selections S which differ just by the distribu-
tion of the identity labels yield identical contributions to
Viy).

It is also clear that the number of selections differing
just by the identity labels is bounded by 4" if the tree has
n end points.
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Before we continue, it is important to stress that, by
our definitions, a selection .S of summation indices yields
a connected graph joining all the end points £ of y with
lines marked by , ' B

(a) a frequency index,

(b) a character index or no index per internal line: if
the index is missing, the line is “soft”; if it is present, the
line is-“hard,”

(c) an index 3 or no index per each end point of the
line, and

(d) an identity index per each end point of the line
(internal or not).

The frequency indices and the character indices are not
random: they are organized by tree ¥ in such a way that if
we draw the boxes corresponding to each vertex of y, the
lines internal to each box form a connected graph and so
does their subset formed by the hard ones among them.

The lines which are external, together with the points

kld=2)/2]nf,  Kk{l(d=2)/2]+1)ng,

| V(y;:S) |y <"

[«
I1r
lO

where d > 2, for simplicity, A represents an “inner” line of
frequency A, associated with S, and | A | is the distance
between the end points of A; regarding the contracted
lines of S as composed by two half lines, and regarding
the external lines also as half lines, we find that the first
product in the rhs'is over the half lines bearing no 9 label
and the second product is over the half lines bearing a d
label. The first nontrivial vertex of ¥ is denoted by v,
and B, k> 0 are suitable constants.

The factor multiplying the lhs, | V(y;S) |, has been in-
troduced for convenience [it will be clear shortly that it is
a natural multiplier in the lhs of the inequality (16.7)].

Bound (16.7) is really trivial “power counting,” once
the presence of the exponential factors is understood. It
arises from bounding C§{¥’ contributed by the hard lines A
in S, with frequency index . :

Recalling (16.6), one sees, for instance, that there is
B > 0 such that if A=(a,b), a=§&, b=n:

| G| < (yld=2/20h)2 e —r"1£=n] (16.8)
orif a=§, b=(£,9):
| Céi”l Sy[[(d—?)/2]+l}h7[(d—2)/2]hBe—K‘y"|g-—n| (16.9)
orif a=(§,3), b=(&",0):

Koid S(7/[[(:1—2)/2]+I;hi)zlqe-_.q/"yg_T,| i (16.10)

while C.£"~, contributed by the soft lines, can be
bounded only by (16.8), (16.9), and (16.10) without the last
exponential factor [or, rather, with that factor replaced by
exp(—« | E—mn | ), useless], provided d >2 (if d =2, an ex-
tra factor A has to be added in bounding C.=" V).

One could write the exponential factor in (16.7) as

1T expl —Kyh”d*(Xv )7,
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d—2)/2hy,

'y 4

out of which they emerge and the largest (finite) box,
form a graphical representation of the Wick monomial P
selected by S.

The reader familiar with Feynman graphs will recog-
nize in such a representation of .S something which can be
called a “decorated Feynman graph,” the decorations be-
ing the above collection of labels listed in (a)—(d). One
also recognizes the connection between the above decorat-

. ed graphs and trees and the basic notion of forest in Zim-

mermann (1969). To proceed to obtain bounds on V¥

one considers the contribution to it by a choice of the
summation indices S.

Denoting - ¥V(y;S)Ps such a contribution, where Pg
denotes the Wick monomial selected by S, and using
(3.19) and (3.20), one finds after some meditation the
(“good”) estimate in terms of E=max(|A|,|u],|a],
v ]):

([(d—=2)/21+ 1}k,

Y
L

h
[ Be—*r *121 ] (16.7)
A

lusing the notations introduced in Sec. XII [especially Eq.
(12.6)] to treat the cosine field; however, this remark has
been made only for the sake of comparison and will not
be needed in what follows. . .

It remains for us to cast (16.7) into a more usable form.

Select a vertex vEy and let m,,,my4,,my , be the
numbers of vertices in the cluster £, associated with v
and bearing an index a=247", respectively:
my ,+my,+my ,=n,=(number of points in £,), and
note that if v is a nontrivial vertex of the tree, nzz 2 be-
cause v represents a truncation operation.

For each v also introduce

n(s = number of lines without d label before the con-
tractions, contained in the box corresponding to v but not
in any smaller one,

ny" = number of lines with label d before the contrac-
tions, contained in the box corresponding to v but not in
any smaller one,

the number of lines being counted before the contractions,
each inner line of a graph S counting twice in the evalua-
tion of n'™°" and

ng,,= number of lines without 9 label before the con-
tractions, emerging from the box corresponding to v,

n{,= number of lines with 3 label before the contrac-
tions, emerging from the box corresponding to v.

Then a simple counting allows us to rewrite (16.7) as

1 Be—~"" 141 ]
A

[d—2)/21kng, (d/2)knS,

X ,  (16.11)

1 ?/hu[(d —2)/2]nio‘}3"yhv(d/2)nii"l‘,"e’ ]

v>r
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where r is the root vertex of the tree y.

Let ¥ have n end points labeled &, . . ., &, and let the
external lines of the graph S emerge from the points
£y, ..., £p, as can be assumed without loss of generality.

Then one is interested, according to the general ideas
)

MDAy, 0= [,

e n—p
X XA, XA

where Ay, ...,A,EQ, are cubes of side size ¥ in
which the points appearing as labels to fields in Pg vary
in (16.12): these cubes are extracted from a pavement Q,
of A.

The supremum in (16.12) is over the fields

Z<P

(<k)

with @V verlfymg (3.20). If one denotes B=sup |B, |
[see (3.20)], one finds (setting n&v0=n6,n‘i’,vo=n‘i’,ne

=n§+nf)

(d—2)/2)kn§ (d/2)kné =~
[ 1 ”0,}/ B neJ/ ,

sup | Py | <y (16.13)
and the constant .4~ depends only on the degree of the
polynomial Pg [hence it depends neither on k nor on the
degree n of y: in fact /" =0(n®)].

|

—(k/2)7kd(Ay, .. AL
Y

M,(Ay, ..., A< e"B vy

The latter estimate can be elaborated using the identity

S (s, — D =(n,—1)

U<U

[see (12.17)].
e e e th
my,My,My,Ny,N0,N € mz’vo,m‘;’uo, e

My, ..., A) <e"B" By~ |[17

| V(y;s) | sup | Py(@ =¥, 99 <K)) |dg, - - -

—d(h,—k)(s,—1 )y[(d —2)/2](h, —km,{',;nery(d/z)(hu —k)nipner
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developed in Sec. XII in connection with the asymptotic
freedom notion and the interpretation of the effective po-
tential as a potential for a continuous spin system, in
bounding

d§, , (16.12)

I

Inserting (16.13) into (16.12), one finds that (16.12) is
estimated by B"# times the integral over A;XA,
X +++ XA, X A" 7P of the rhs of (16.7) [and this explains
also why the factor in the rhs of (16.7) is a natural one to
consider]. »

The only term in (16.7) which is not constant is the last
factor: its integral over the set indicated in (16.13) has al-
ready been considered in Sec. XII [see (12.15)]—see re-
mark following (16.8)—and the result is expressed by

—dh,(s,—1) _
I‘Iy w8y ,V

v>r

T —(k/2)d(A,, ..., A YK
B? do t P (16.14)

where B, >0 is a suitable constant and s, is the number
of branches emerging from v in y [see Appendix D for a
proof of (16.14)].
Using (16.13), (16.7),
integral (16.12) by

(16.11), and (16.14), we can bound

—kd, K[(d=2)/2In§+k(d/2)n§ ho[(d —2)/2]n80er  h(d/2)ni0eT  —h d(s,~1)
Y 11~ Y vy U

v>r

(16.15)

Remembering that the end points of y are not considered as vertices of ¥ and denoting simply
, if vg is the first nontrivial vertex of y following the root, one finds

v>r
—dk3 (s, —1) [(d—2)/21k(2m +4my—n8) (d/)k(2my—nS)k [(d—2)/21n8k (d/2nk —(k/2v*d(A, ..., A)
X,y ZU v v 1 4 O,V 2 1 v [ ,)/ 1 e 1 Py
— ”E"‘B"/ —(K/Z)ykd(Al,..‘.,Ap)y—k[2m2+(4——d)m4]
_ _ _ mner h —k mner
<IIv~ d(h, —k)(s;—1)+[(d—2)/2k(h, —k)niner 4+ (d /2)( miger (16.16)
v>r

Denoting v’ the vertex preceding v .in ¥ and denoting
73y, j=0,1, the number of lines, before contractions
(i.e., half lines), inside the box corresponding to v (which

is not necessarily the first box containing them; i.e.,

737> niW" in general) and using
3 (hy =k, = =3 (hy —hy)n, 1) ,
v>r
2 (h —k)n lﬂﬂer_ 2 (h ')ﬁ_iil,lger’ .] =0,1,
v>r v>r

(16.17)
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~inner _ e
Moy =2my,+4my,—ng, ,

inn

~ — e
. nl 22”12 R nl,v ’

one realizes from (16.16) that

—(k/2)7%d(Ay, . .., Ay)

M(Ay, ..., A) <A E"B"Be »

—k[2m,+(4—d)m,] —p,(h,—h,)
X,y 2 4 H,}/ Py'hy )

’
v>r

(16.18)
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with
d—2
po=—d+2myy+(4—dimy,+ nov+§—niv.
(16.19)

Therefore, recalling that the contribution to V¥ of the
trees of given shape is obtained by summing over all the
possible choices S and over all the possible frequency as-
signments to the vertices of the trees (i.e., over all the pos-
sible values of A,—h, >0, h, <N), one realizes that the
estimate (16.18) and (16.19) for (16.12) implies ultraviolet
finiteness if for all .S and all tree shapes it is p, > 0.

However, clearly, there are plenty of cases with p, <0
for some v, for d > 2.

The situation would be slightly better if one had started
with a more restrictive interaction—e.g., if # had been
replaced by

Sy (™ sy

In this case it is easily realized that one has to take in
just (16.18) and (16.19), n{,=0,m, ,=0. This implies
that

(16.20)

d=2=p,>0, Yo
d=3=p,>0

unless ng,=2 and mj,,+my,=2 or ng,=0 and
my ,+my,=0, ie., the theory (16.20) is ultraviolet finite
in dimension d =2. However, if d =3, it is not ultravio-
let stable and one has to check whether it is renormaliz-
able.

Going back to (16.1) for d =4, we discover many cases
with p, £0; in general it is, however, clear that p, >0 if
there are too many external lines to the box corresponding
to v, i.e., if ng, >5.

The above discussion completes the analysis of the ori-
gin of the divergences and of their strength. In the next
sections the problem of renormalizing the theory (16.1)
will be studied and solved for d < 4.

A final but, as it will turn out, very important remark
is that the above method allows producing estimates of
(16.12) when the rule to compute V(y;S) is modified by
replacing the A'® contributions from the end points of y
with constants r‘®(h ;) with h; being the frequency of the
vertex to which the jth end point is attached by its tree
branch.

Suppose that

(4—d)hd, 4+2h8, ,+dhd
r(a)(h )27/ a,4 a,2 2,07(01)

and repeat the power counting argument leading to the

(h) (16.21)

bound (16.18). In this case the result will be, for n > 1,
R - e k
Ms(Al, e, Ap)ﬁ JVB'IIae (k/2)d(Ay, . An)y>
—py,(hy—h,)
X II.V Pypliy —My
v>r
n
7 hy) (16.22)
j=1
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and

¢ _Zné,u+%n‘f,v .
i.e., the lines coming from vertices of type a=2 acquire
the “same dimension” as those coming from the vertices
of type a=4. '

In the bounds (16.22) and (16.23) the values a; must be
nonzero so that the factor ¥~ 2° plays no role in deduc-
ing them. It has been inserted only for later reference.

po=—d+ (16.23)

XVIl. RENORMALIZATION TO SECOND
ORDER OF THE ¢* FIELD

The application of the general renormalization theory
(see Secs. VII and VIII) to cure the ultraviolet instability
pointed out in Sec. XVI follows the same scheme met in
the case of the cosine field, in Sec. XII.

It is slightly more complex, because the polynomials do
not have nice multiplication properties, not as nice as
those of the complex exponentials’ multiplication rules
which played a (hidden) role in simplifying the algebra in
the discussion of the cosine interaction.

However, it is still true that, to proceed, one has to
understand in detail only the renormalization theory to
second order i.e., the definition of the subtraction opera-

tors f k. w1th

the other cases being easily understandable in terms of
this special one.

However, a detailed understanding of the above simple
case is absolutely essential and the inexperienced reader
should check the minutest details of the following few
straightforward but lengthy calculations, which are the
heart of renormalization theory (contrary to what is
sometimes asserted about the true difficulties being con-
nected with the “overlapping divergences,” a term which
will not be even defined here).

To proceed as in Sec. VII one starts by defining the
trees dressed to order 1: i.e., they are just the trees con-
sidered in Sec. XVI. Then one considers the trees of de-
gree two (i.e., with two end points); actually, they are

&, ay
Qy,Qz =2,2,4 - (46)

=
>

€.Q,

They have been estimated in Sec. XVI, but it is easy to
compute them explicitly from their expressions in Sec. VI;
after integration over the end pomts position labels £;,&,
they contribute to V
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(k,a,a,)

Vi “%ngkﬂ'
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(17.1)

A simple calculation which the reader should perform at least once in his life, in spite of its length (after all, not so

bad), gives

(1) V(k’2’2)=p,2

2
(2) V‘k’z’z"z,ua

' 2
(3) vR29=pa | [ :¢1¢§:C§’i’d§1z+ﬂ7»2'
2' 2
@) v || [ 3p8gy0hClidEn+a?2 [ [(3hC
) 2| |4
(5) V(k’2’4)=a)\ 1 1]f:a¢1¢%lalc(}g)d€12+a)\,
4]’ ’

(6) V(k44) }\'2

. 4
1 [ ig3:Clidé+12 ‘2

+A2

where @;,p, means <p1<k),¢7(2<k), and C;

(8,€')?2=9,C' -3 ,C"’; the symbol y oo genotes YL

f @3 (C(gh

2
4 4
3] 3!_[:¢1‘P2=(C(12Sh)3—C(12<h)3)d§12+}‘2 4

means C§1§2’ d§y=d§d&;, 0=

2
2 2
1] [ opCBden+u?2 [ (Ci5" —Ci5Mde,,

[ 18¢,:8:,Cde+pa2t [ [0,C15" 12— 0,Ci5" 1dé,

(<h)2
12 )dgll ’

(17.2)
(<h))2 (aZ C(<h )2]d§12 ,

2 f qoz [(a C(<h))2 (d C(<h))2]d§12 ,

2 [ @lpR(CiE? —Ci5 M dgy,

2

4 [(CiEM =i,

8/0§;, 0,=03/0&;, 01,=3,"0

) with y given by diagram 46.

Some of the above integrals are not ultraviolet stable, once appropriately summed over 4 (i.e., for 4 in [k +1,N]), as is
easy to check, using the bounds of Sec. XVI and showing that they are “good bounds” or by direct computation; see the

following table:

first term second term third term fourth term
(1) stable unstable for d =4
(2) stable unstable for d >2
(3) stable for d >2 unstable for d =4
4) unstable for d >2 unstable for d >2
(5) stable unstable for d >2
(6) stable for d >2 unstable for d =4 unstable for d >3 unstable for d >3

Using (17.2) and proceeding according to the theory of
Sec. VII, we can find counterterms V, n to ¥V, so that the
effective potentials V3 of V;+ V,,n are ultraviolet finite
to second order.

Following the ideas developed in Sec. VII, one can start
by trying to define the operations .#; making (7.10), i.e.,
(1—-ZL%) applied to (17.1) and summed over
h € [k+1,N], finite as N— o0.

From (17.2) it appears that the divergences arise be-
cause some integrals obtained after summing (17.2) over
h € [k+1,N] diverge for £;=§,. :

Therefore, one can think of defining .#; by specifying
its action on functions F having the form of the rhs of
(17.2) with the kernels in front of the Wick monomials re-
placed by general kernels w(&,&,):

F= [ w(&,&)PdEdE, (17.3)
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with the restriction that the w kernels are translation in-
variant on A (recall that periodic boundary conditions are
imposed on A) and rotation covariant with respect to the
rotations by 7/2 around the .coordinate axes (which are
the only meaningful rotations on the torus A). The co-
variance here refers to the fact that the Wick monomials
in (17.3) may contain derivatives of the fields: each
derivative bears an index denoting to which component it
refers and hence will bear corresponding indices—i.e., it
will be a tensor; this fact does not explicitly show up in
(17.2) or in the upcoming formulas because of the con-
venient convention used here that suppresses the indices
of the derivatives, for simplicity of notation.

Once the action of .& is specified on the functions of
form (17.3) it will be extended to their linear combina-
tions by linearity, some more comments on ., as an
operator will be made later after discussing its action on



528 Gallavotti: Renormalization of scalar fields

Fs like (17.3).

To produce the cancellation of the divergences which
appear once the rhs of (17.2) are summed over A, generat-
ing expressions which are linear combinations of expres-
sions like (17.3) diverging for &;=§&,, the action of
(1—.;) should result in replacing the monomial P in
(17.3) by a new expression RP vanishing as £,—&,;—0 to
an order so high that the integrals are no longer divergent.

An examination of the integrals in (17.2) shows that the
following choice of RP would produce ultraviolet finite
integrals:

R1=0,
R:p1p:=:@i[ @2—p1— (52— £1)"3¢,

— 3 (E—EDX(5,— 6% ],
R:@13¢:=:¢1[ 3¢, — 3¢ — (£, —£1)°30¢1]:

R :3¢0¢,:=:0¢(3¢, —0@y): , (17.4)

2y [wienEdedes= [ wiELEdEdE,

R:pip3:=@1(@)—@)): ,
R:p1p3:=@3(@1—@,): ,
RP=P otherwise ,

and using (3.20) (recall that the regularization being used
here has n =3), one sees that the replacement of P by RP
replaces P by a Wick polynomial which has a zero of or-
der, respectively, o, third, second, first, first, zero.

Hence if there is an operation ., such that (1—.%)
acting on the integrals in (17.2) just changes P into RP,
then %’y has the property that (7.10) is, in the present
case, ultraviolet finite because the above-mentioned orders
of zero of RP are sufficient, in the worst cases, to make
the expressions (17.4).ultraviolet finite.

From (17.4) one deduces that the operation . “which
identifies the divergent parts” of Vi to second order has
to act on the integrals in (17.2) or more generally in (17.3)
as

Ly IW(§1,§2)1¢7§,(P§2=‘1§= fW(gl,é'z):{fpgl[@gl+(§2—§1)3‘P§1+%(§2—§1)2X32¢51]}5d§1d§2 ,
L fw(§1,§2):¢g]a(p§2:d§_= f w(&1,62):0¢ [0 +(£,—&1) 30pg 1:dE

L [ w(£1,6:):00 0 dE= [ w(&,E):(pg ) dE

L [ wEn&) et et de= [ wi&,&)ef dE
Ly [ wEnE) e ptdi= [ wiE,E) el dE

Z =0 otherwise ,

so that the action of (1—_.7;) on the integrals like (17.3)
is precisely obtained by replacing in them P by RP.

One has to check that . takes values in the space of
the interactions; this is in fact the basic reason the theory
is renormalizable.

Possibly integrating by parts or using the rotation in-
variance properties of the coefficients w(1,2), one can
easily check that the action of ., on the integrals in
(17.5) is equivalent to the action of the following operator
~Z on the Wick monomials inside the integrals (here
e=¢'<k;0,0'=1,2,...,d;39g=03/03£9, if £9 is the 6th
component of the point &):

ZL1=1,

— (&~ &1
f:qoglcpgzzzz(pz-l:— T od

(dgg )%,
L g Bope,:=—(Er— £ (dopg, )
?kzaecpglaggogzz:893::(899051)2: , (17.6)
—>. 2 2 4

f:gvgltpgzzzzqogl: R

- 3 4

f:<p§1¢7§2:=:(p§2: ,

Z =0 otherwise .
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(17.5)

r

This proves that the range of .£°; is in the space of the
interactions if one takes ., to be defined by acting on
expressions like (17.3) by replacing P inside by -ZP [see
(17.6)].

The above analysis shows also, that, trivially, the action
of (1—.Z;) on expressions like (17.3) is precisely the sub-
stitution of P by RP.

It is convenient to stop to point out the following. The
operation £’} defined above is not unambiguously de-
fined as an operator in the sense of functional analysis: to
let .£; act on a function like (17.1) one has, by definition,
first to express it as a sum of functions like (17.3) and
then to act term by term replacing P by _Z P [see (17.6)].

However, the expression of (17.1) as a linear combina-
tion of expressions like (17.3) is not unique.

Therefore, in order that the above definition of £
makes sense one has also to prescribe how one writes
(17.1), or more generally a function in the domain of .,
as a linear combination of terms like (17.3). Expression
(17.2) is the prescription used here for the functions of in-
terest. Also, later on we shall have to use a well-defined
prescription for the decompositions of the effective poten-
tials as sums of terms on which the action of the higher-
order subtraction operations .7’ is defined. The
prescription for the decomposition of the effective poten-
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tial has therefore to be thought of as a part of the defini-
tion of 2.

Taking into account the above comment, we then check
relation (7.13) first by verifying that the prescription to
decompose the interesting functions (i.e., the effective po-
tentials) as a sum of terms in the domain of the £
operations commutes with the expectations &, &
and second by asking whether .} also commutes [in the
sense of (7.13)] with them.
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Both the above checks are very simple in our case; actu-
ally, the systematic use of Wick-ordered interactions and
of Wick monomials has the basic motivation of making
this check an essentially trivial consequence of (4.2) (im-
plied by Wick ordering) and the definition of .Z.

From (17.6) and (17.4) and applying the general theory
of Sec. VII [see (7.14) and (7.16)], one finds easily the fol-
lowing expression of the counterterms V, y; if p=¢'<V
it is

2
_ A 1502w ' 41 cmn l<hn 4 (<h)2 (<h)2
Von=— fd§1 > ~§0g1-f S Cia +pd2! |, [(Ci3"7 =Ci3" ) +ak |5 |2[(8,C157 ) —(8:,C157 7)]
h=0
A2 (<h)3 )3 2 21 )
+5 13 3UCy3 )+ua |y “alzclz dé,
2| 6=t 2 2] o=t
2 2751 (hy M~ 2751 (h)
+:(3¢g,) f —pa | p 3,C13 — > |1 2d —5; Cou
2 [a L EG—a?
A 2—61
— 53| ¥y (G = CiEM) 4+ 701,CY |dés
. 2 4 )\’2 4
+aob: [ ph || |1 |CH+5 |, 2!(c‘1§’”2—c‘12<’”2)]d§2

%#22“ C(lzsh )2

1

~2'[<auc1 M2 (3,CisM 1+ -

It should be stressed that for some terms in (17.2) rule
(17.6) produces needless subtractions, as far as the ultra-
violet stability is concerned; in fact, rule (17.6) coincides
with the “usual rule” in the literature only in the ‘“usual”
case a=u =0, d=4; if d <4, then (17.6) is oversubtract-
ing even in this case.

Nevertheless, “universal rule” (17.6) will be used for
simplicity of exposition; it would probably be not difficult
to make the theory of Secs. VII and VIII more flexible so
that more refined subtraction methods become possible
permitting one to introduce counterterms only for “really
divergent” parts of the effective interaction.

It is easy to compute in the above cases the meaning of
the trees dressed to second order,

R 51’
Sar g h<

&0,
@7

a,

According to Sec. VII [see (7.19)], the framed tree
represents one of the terms in (17.7) with the summations
over h ranging from O to k (rather than to N) and with ¢
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—CiM) +ua2l[(3,C15") —(3,C15)]

2

4
4(cism

4

2
k (17.7)

45 ]dgz] )

r

now meaning @' <’

contribution to (17.7) from the term 12
V(k e a‘), whichever is present m (17.2)] containing vy
a=4,2,2',0, i.e., containing :@*,:0%,:(3¢p)*,1; then the
frame in diagram 47 means

r(“)(a,k )Ulia)(q)( sk)’Q(P( gk)) ,

, up to a factor 2. Pre01se1y select the
bere) in (17.2) [or

(a)

(17.8)

where the r coefficient is the coefficient of the term in
(17.7) just selected but with the summation over 4 ranging
from O to k; here o is a symbol for the tree shape framed
in dlagram 47. Clearly, »'*No,k) is proportional to
al)}\’(az
The unframed dressed tree in diagram 47 represents, if
we follow the rules of Secs. VII and VIII, exactly (17.2)

with the replacement induced by (17.4), P—RP [see
(7.18)].
Thus if one introduces the new fields
D§1§ZS¢§1_¢52 ’
1
Dg ¢, =3¢pg, — ¢, ,
Sélgz=a¢§l—a¢§2-—(§l—§2)'§a¢7§2 ’ (17.9)
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S§1§2 :‘P§1—¢’§2—(§2—§1)Q¢§2 ,
T§1§2 = ‘P§1‘¢’§2—(§2—§1)'§¢§2

—7(52—61)* X Py, ,
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d
> 5,5;(92/95V3EY) ,

Lj=1

then the contributions from the unframed tree in diagram
47 to the effective potential V¥ due to V', + V, n at fixed
h,ay,a; are (if p=¢'<*))

where 82X 82 means, if 8 is a vector in R¥,

2
Lol g T € ayman=2 (17.10)
2 1] Ped 66,05t G1=0=2, :
2
2 1 (h) ’
ua 1 Z@gls’gzgl Za§2C§1§2, a1=2, a2=2 ) (17.11)
20141 5 (h)
,u,k 1 1 :¢§2D§1§2:C§1§2’ a1:2, (1224 ’ (1712)
) 2
1 5 1. (h) ,
Ea 1 :a¢§lD§2§l .a§l§2C§l§—2, a1=a2=2 5 (17.13)
2| |4 3 (h)
ak 11l :8(p§l<p52:851C§l§2, a;=2',a,=4 (unchanged) , (17.14)
2 2 2
_1_ }\’2 4 1t 3 3 ‘C(h) }\'2 4 21 2 ( )D ,(C(Sh)Z C(<h)2) }\‘2 4 3! T _(C(gh)3 C(<h)3)
2 1 --(P§1¢7§2- £16; + 2 "‘P§1 ¢)§1+¢§2 661V 818 T VE S, + 3 u§0§l 561V 65 TVES
(17.15)
I
A simple way of describing the construction of f ,a
(17.10)—(17.15) from (17.2), i.e., to interpret the R over
the vertex of the tree in diagram 47, is that the tree in dia-
gram 47 is computed from the values of the same tree S31Q3
without the R followed by the replacement of P by RP in 4104
the result. : 7 = £ a, (49)
It is also easy to compute the meaning of the most gen- 575
eral tree dressed to order 2 (see Sec. VIII for this nota- f 6:0¢g
tion), as with the example in diagram 48 below: g a
77

According to the general theory of Sec. VIII the first
act will be to “trim” the tree ¥ of the frame and its con-
tent (if there are more frames, one trims all of them), ob-
taining a simpler tree 7; e.g., in the case of diagram 48 the
result would be
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Then one proceeds to write the truncated expectation
formula for the evaluation of the contribution to V¥ of
tree ¥, ignoring the presence of the R superscript (see
comments in Sec. VII after diagram 13).

The vertex bearing the R contributes

(a;

(SI)) v
»

a@;

6

(St)))

£ (17.16)

&7 " (gis?, (p=",0¢

in the above example and a similar expression in general;
then one just replaces in (17.16) the Wick monomials P by
RP according to (17.4). Finally one replaces factor A‘®
contributed to the effective potential by the end point
(&,a) with factor r'®(o,q), o being the shape
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framed, according to (17.8).

This completes the analysis of the second-order renor-
malization. It justifies calling (17.8) “form factors with
structure 0.”

It will be clear that a detailed check of all the above
formulas is the heart of renormalization theory and there-
fore the inexperienced reader should proceed only after
having well understood the details of the above calcula-
tions.

As an exercise the reader can consider the theory of re-
normalization to second order in the following problems.

(1) Let # be

—A [ o=V hdeg

and show that if d =2 one can take .2}’
normalization is necessary.
2) Let # 5 be

SN (<N)2
fA(—k.cpg — Qg

and work out the renormalization to second order in the
case d =3, proving that one could use as a definition of
& instead of (17.6) the following:

Z1=1, PE: - (17.19)

(17.17)

=0, i.e., no re-

—v)dE (17.18)

?:¢§]¢§22=
3) Let £y be

f[ — <V — a3tV 1dE (17.20)

work out in detail the renormalization theory showing
that, unless a=0, one still needs nontrivial renormaliza-
tion. However, the theory can be rigorously built if u,a
are small, or non-negative.

(4) Show that the theory with interaction (17.18) is not
renormalizable if d =4, not even to second order, in the

'sense of Secs. VI—VIII (not identical although trivially re-
lated to it to the one usual in the literature).

XVill. RENORMALIZATION AND ULTRAVIOLET
STABILITY TO ANY ORDER FOR ¢* FIELDS

Section XVII has shown that renormalization to second
order suggests representation of the effective potential in
terms of Wick monomials more general than the ones
used in Sec. XVI (16.4) and precisely as a sum of contri-
butions like

V(y;P
Ef%l’dé’

18.1
) ( )
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where P has the form [p=¢'<*) and see (17.9) for the

symbols]

t

1r; .
x| TIS.% [ | TIT) . |- (18.2)
j Ad) j 7T

with n; <4, p; <2, mj,n;,q;,tj,t; <2.

The most naive way to proceed is to define recursively
the localization operations .Z\° associated with tree
shapes of degree p +1 (i.e., with p +1 end points) partial-
ly dressed to order p simply by using again the localiza-
tion prescription (17.6) and the corresponding renormali-
zation prescriptions for the interpretation of the vertices
with R superscripts (17.4), the idea being that, as suggest-
ed by (16.18) and (16.19), the divergences are caused by
the contributions to V(y;P)P from the vertices v of y
describing a Wick monomial of degree <4.

However, if P is given a general form (18.2), it is clear
that there will be plenty of monomials of order <4 which
do not appear in (17.4) and for which the operations R
and .Z are not defined yet. The first task is to classify
them.

One assumes, inductively, that the renormalized effec-
tive potential corresponding to an interaction renormal-
ized to order p:

Vp:Vl—f—Vz’N—f—V:;’N—f—"‘ +V,N (18.3)
is still described in terms of decorated Feynman graphs S
as

V(y;S)
—==dE, 184
n(y) £ (184

N DD

n=1 y:degree y=n S

where now the graphs S will bear more decorations (com-
pared to the cases treated in Sec. XVI) to describe the “ef-
fects” of the renormalization.

One checks this inductive assumption in the case p=2
first, where it can be checked, because ¥V, y has already
been studied in Sec. XVII.

Let y be any tree dressed to order 2, e.g., see diagram
48. Trim y of the endframes and consider one decorated
Feynman graph S corresponding to the evaluation of the
effective potential due to the trimmed tree 7 but ignoring
the superscripts R.

Draw a box B, around the cluster of position labels of

7 corresponding to the vertex v of 7: the box B, will be

drawn so that the lines of S with frequency index 4, are
inner to B, but not inner to v’ if v’ > v, as in Sec. XVI.
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Therefore, out of each box B, emerge lines of S possi-
bly carrying 90 labels, as in Sec. XVI; the notations intro-
duced in Sec. XVI will be systematically used below; for
instance, n{, and n{, will be, respectively, the number
of lines emerging from B, and carrying or not carrying a
d label; n; will be defined to be the sum of the above two
numbers.

So each box B, represents a Wick monomial P,, as in
Sec. XVI. Consider the vertices v bearing in 7 an R: ob-
serve that they must correspond to some innermost non-
trivial clusters and precisely to those with two points in
them. ‘

Let one such v represent, in the given S, a Wick mono-
mial P,: one replaces it by RP, [see (17.4)].

If RP,=P,, nothing has to be said; but if RP,#P,, one
has to interpret that the vertex v contributes, via the
graph S, RP, rather than P, to the evaluation of the trun-
cated expectations corresponding to 7.

If RP, is a Wick mononial in the fields
¢7,8cp,D,D1,S1,S,T [see (17.9)], then one denotes this
operation of substitution of P, by RP, by simply adding
an index O to the box B,; but in some cases—actually,
only one in the cases considered so far—RP, may not be a
Wick monomial in the above fields. In fact, the R:(pé(pf,:
is, by (17.4),

W n—2): = @D g+ PePrDrg:

(i.e., a sum of two monomials).

If RP, is a Wick polynomial sum of various monomials
numbered from O to m, then one attaches to the box B, a
label B,=0,...,m to recall which term in RP, one
selects in the evaluation of the truncated expectations as a
contribution from v.

One takes into account this index 3, by changing ac-
cordingly the meaning of the lines of S emerging from
the box B,—e.g., the line representing ¢, in :@;¢,: is re-
placed by T, that representing d¢, in :@;3¢;: is replaced
by S%l, that representing d¢, in :0¢;0¢,: is replaced by
Dil, that representing one of the two ¢,’s in :q)%(p%: is re-
placed by D,; if the index 3, appended to the box B,
(which now takes values 0 or 1) is 8, =1, while, if 8, =0,
then one of the two lines representing 3 is replaced by a
line representing ¢; and the other by one representing D
(which is replaced by what is irrelevant—e.g., one can de-
cide on the basis of the identity indices appended to the
lines emerging from a point, say, lexicographically); in the
:<p1<p%: case the line representing ¢ now represents D ;.

Then the evaluation of V(¥;S) proceeds as before with
the consequent change of meaning of the covariances as-
sociated with the contracted lines (when two lines are con-
tracted, they give rise to the covariance between the two
fields that they represent, of course).

Clearly, at the end of the computation one still has to
replace the A‘® contributed by the end points of 7 (com-
ing from trimmed end frames bearing inside the shape o
and attached to a vertex of frequency h) by new factors
r'®(o;h), as explained in Sec. XVII; see (17.8) and the re-
lated discussion:
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The result of the above procedure is a formula like
(18.4)  for V) —(effective  potential due to
V2 = Vl + VZ,N)‘

Hence the inductive assumption is verified for p =2.

Assume (18.4) for p=2,3,...,p, and let y be a tree
dressed to order p, and of degree p,- 1; assume to have
already defined operations .Z{°’ for all the shapes of de-
gree <pg. ,

Assume also that the result of the action of such opera-
tions leads to a rule of evaluation of the trees with no
frames (and possibly with some R indices), which consists
in examining successively the boxes B, corresponding to
the vertices of a tree, starting from the innermost ones,
and changing successively the monomials P,, which each
of them represents, into a new monomial in the fields
qo,aqo,D,S,T,DlS ! appearing in the polynomial RP, de-
fined as follows.

If P has one of the forms contemplated in (17.4), then
RP is defined as in (17.4)—i.e., if ¢j=¢gf’”, 8 =& —&j,

R1=0,
R:¢1¢2:=:¢1T21: ’
R:@d¢y:=:0:18}: ,
1 (18.5)
Ria¢16¢22=la¢1D212 N
R:@i@3:=@iDs1:+:@ig;Do:
Ripip3:=:D 103 ,

where (18.5) is just a way of rewriting (17.4) in the new
notations (17.9) and the D,S,T,D',S! fields have indices
Jj which mean £; and have also frequency indices which
are the same as those of ¢ and which are not explicitly
written. :

With the same notations the action of R on other mo-
nomials of degree <4 is defined by

R:pyDp:=:,T 15,
R:p)S1i=:@T1,:
R:1893:=:D 13823+ R:y873:
R:p1S1:=1D S+ DT +:@1 T2
R:¢D3:=R:D13D3:+RipyDiy:
= —:81283:+:812D3:+:D1283:

+: D T3+ T3,

R:D3D3p:=—:S1383:+:S12D3:+:D 12831,
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RD;D3y= —:S1,834D34:4:D13834°D 35
— 38128341 +:812D34:+:D183:
R:3¢,3¢y: =3¢ Dk, | (18.6)
R:@d¢y=:¢1S}:
R3¢ Dy :=:0915y: ,
R:¢1D%1==!¢1S%13 ’
R:@3D3y:=:D3D3y:+:D 1385493531+
R:3¢Epy:=:D13Dy;:+:39382: ,
R:@1@5p3:=:D 1,033 +:D31 93D 3:+:¢193D3;:
R:010203¢4:= :@1D21@3¢4:+:¢1D 12 D314
+:@192D3194:+:p1 D13 D 13Dy
+:0192D13D41:+:¢1D 293D 41::
+:@19293D 4y .

The action of R on the monomials which differ from the
ones listed above by a sign (e.g., ¢,D5) is that R acts by
changing the sign to the rhs; for the remaining monomials
one puts RP=2P.

The basic idea informing the definitions (18.5) and
(18.6) is to subtract from each monomial P its “value at
coinciding points” (defined below by the .Z operation) to
an order such that RP contains a zero of order:

1 if degree of P=4 and ni,=0
3 if degree of P=2 and nt,=0
2 if degree of P=2 and nt,=1
1 if degree of P=2 and ns,=2
o if degree of P=0

In other words, if we call 5, the above order of zero, p,
is defined as the smallest integer for which p, +p; >0 [see
(16.23)].

Furthermore, the definition of R is such that each of
the monomials on the rhs can be thought of as obtained
by substituting for one of the factors in P an “improved”
factor climbing the chains ¢—>D-—->S—T or D—S—T
or D—>D'—»S'or3p—D'—>S'or D' >S'or S—T.

In analogy with the second-order case of Sec. XVII it is
natural to try to define the operation .\’ on the contri-
bution of the tree y with shape o to the effective potential
V;(’)‘), assuming that the tree has degree py+1 but that it

is dressed to order p, only (this is the situation that has to
be considered according to the general theory of Sec.
VIID). If this contribution is denoted

S [ viy;8)Psde, (18.7)
s

then, in analogy with Sec. XVII, . }:’) should act on
(18.7) by just changing Pg into .ZPg and .Z should be
defined so that for any kernel w verifying the translation
invariance and rotation covariance (for rotations of 7/2
around the coordinate axes only, since A is taken with
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periodic boundary conditions) it should be

[ wl(1-2)Pldé= [ wRPdE .

After some thought one realizes that this aim can be
achieved by defining the action of _Z to be that of replac-
ing a nonlocal Wick monomial P by its Taylor expansion
truncated to an order p, — 1.

Since P is nonlocal, it will have to be decided which of
the points appearing as indices of the fields in P will be
made the Taylor expansion. For instance, one could
choose any of them and then symmetrize the result on the
choice; however, it is notationally and practically simpler
to choose the one among them giving the simplest form to
the result; sometimes this may still leave some ambiguity;
the ambiguity will be solved by arbitrary choices guided
by the labels j in the points §;. Of course this implies
that one has to be careful in imagining to draw the trees
on the plane always in a standard way (a precaution ig-
nored so far), i.e., picking up systematically one represen-
tative from each equivalence class and numbering the end
points also in a standard way (e.g., from top to bottom).

In the expression below the indices of the fields in P are
always supposed to be §;,§;,,€;,,§;,, but the shortened

notation cpjzzp(gjsk) will be used as well as 8,~j=(§ji—§jj).
Also, if 6,0" are component indices,

d aZ
8 X 2, = (8:;)6(8:j)e oo -
X@e= 2 Bdb Gp o,
Then, with the above conventions,

Z1=1,
Z:p1pr=:¢1(@1+8210¢,+ 783, X)),
?:818¢72:=:8¢>16<p1: s
Z 139 =:1(391+821°39¢)): ,
Z:\Dy1:=01(82391 + 5831392
Z:D13D13:=813'3¢3823°3¢3
L :@1Dy3:= :813°8¢3830@s:

+ 382333+ 5 833 X B23):
LD 13D34:=:81"3¢2834°3¢s:
Z:1Sa1:= 701821 X 1, (18.8)
Z:@1S1i= 790X %y
Z:@1S03:= 793023 X @3
Z:@1D31:=1918," 3¢,
:7:¢>1D53:= 3023093 ,
L3¢ Dy1:=:3¢18,1°391:
L3¢ 1D23:= 093823093
Zppr=9r, Zolor=w0l,

Z:010303 =93, P00 =19,
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ZP=0 if P does not differ by a sign from one of the
above monomials, .¥'P=—_7 —P if P differs by a sign
from one of the above monomials.

If the above is taken as definition of -#, one can find
#$9) and hence by the general algorithm of Sec. VIII, the
counterterms of order py+1 as well as the meaning of the
tree

k ®€,a |

Recall that one is proceeding inductively and the defini-
tion of the counterterms (and the meaning of the dressed
trees) is supposed known for trees of degree <p,. Of
course one has first to check that the operation .}’ has
range in the space of the interactions (see Secs. VII and
VIII). This follows, as in the case of second-order renor-
malization, by studying the integrals of expressions like
(18.8) times kernels verifying the translation invariance
and rotation covariance properties mentioned above (and
possibly integrating by parts to obtain expressions of the
appropriate form).

It is perhaps worth saying why £}’ bears an index o
in fact, .Z is defined independently of o. However, .7’
acts on the functions of the form (18.7) and a function F
can be written in several ways in the form (18.6). As dis-
cussed in Sec. XVII, the operation .Z{’’ acts on the effec-
tive potential written in the form (18.7) as it arises from
the prescriptions of calculation to be followed in evaluat-
ing the contribution of the graph S to the effective poten-
tial once the tree y is given (such prescriptions are the
ones discussed in detail in Sec. XVI): the prescription de-
pends on the shape o of y; hence so does .Z. To be
more precise, in Sec. XVI the prescriptions for the evalua-
tion of the effective potential in terms of decorated Feyn-
man graphs were given in the absence of renormalization;
but renormalization just allows more complex Wick mo-
nomials and therefore a possibility of giving to the
graphs’ lines the meaning of more complex fields and one
can still use the same graphical rule to build the evalua-
tion of the expectations via the Wick rules.

Therefore, it will be decided to choose as definition of
79 on the expressions (18.7) the action of the operations
Z in the integrands. Then, by the above construction,
the action of (1 —_7) generates an interpretation of the R
superscripts in the trees dressed to order py-+1 as mean-
ing that the Wick monomial represented in a given graph
S by a vertex v of order py+1 has to be replaced by RP
defined by (18.5) and (18.6).

This means that the inductive assumption is indeed ver-
ified for p=py+1 and hence for all p. It also means that
#$7) depends on o only through the tree shape 7o ob-
tained by deleting the frames of o as well as their con-
tents, a necessary property in order to apply the resumma-
tion theory of Sec. IX to the present problem.

For later use it is convenient to recall the meaning of
the tree ‘
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)
k £,a

It is obtained by the rules of Sec. XVI; see diagrams 18
and 19 and Eq. (8.5).

One starts by erasing the frame around the shape o and
its labels &,a. Then one attributes frequency indices to
the vertices of o which are outside the remaining frames,
and one also attributes position indices to the unframed
end points of o and to the endframes of o: in this way one
builds a partially dressed tree y = (0%, £), because the first
vertex of y bears no superscript R (because before erasing
the frame it was enclosed inside it and therefore had no R
superscript).

Suppose that the indices 4 are such that the root fre-
quency is —1: h,=—1.

One proceeds by computing, with the rules explained
above, the effective potential V(y;S), where S is a
decorated Feynman graph,

> (50

with enough decorations on every box B, to allow recog-
nizing which choice among the monomials of RP, is
made at that vertex (as explained above, this is done by
adding an index [3, at each box B, corresponding to a ver-
tex v bearing a superscript R and 3, can take only a few
values [from (18.5) and (18.6) one sees that
B,=0,1,2,3,4,5,6 are enough in the most complex
cases]). ’

Since the rhs of (18.8) is made up of local expressions
in the fields and the coefficients are kernels with transla-
tion invariance and rotation covariance (in the sense con-
sidered above), it follows that the integrals over the posi-
tion labels of V(y;S)Ps summed over S can be cast in the
form “of an interaction”:

R R A COP
+1(gt):(3pE )4+ 10t dE,  (18.9)

and this means that [see (8.5)] the form factor corre-
sponding to

o

k £,a

is

l(a}(trb)k

k
rok)=3 3 (18.10)
h=0 h'

n(o) ’



Gallavotti: Renormalization of scalar fields 535

where h denotes the frequency index of the first vertex of
ot after the root and h' are the frequency indices on the
higher vertices (and the root frequency is supposed to be
—1).

Naturally the N dependence of (18.10) is in the fact
that the summation indices over A’ run with upper
bounds equal to N; nevertheless, it will appear that
r®(o, k) admits a limit as N— oo, at fixed k.

This completes the inductive description of the counter-
terms and of their effects on the tree representation of the
effective potentials.

The final result is that after complete renormalization

v=3 [ 3 S8 pge,  asan
n=1 yik(y)=k s nly) -
degree y=n,£(y)=§£
¥ dressed

where the sum runs over the Feynman graphs S associat-
ed with the trimmed tree 7 (i.e., ¥ deprived of the outer
frames and of their contents), decorated by boxes (defin-
ing the clusters associated with the vertices v of 7) bear-
ing indices S, explaining the selection to be made in
evaluating RP, (the index B, can take at most seven
values). Furthermore, the graph S bears all the other
decorations already possible in the nonrenormalized cases
(i.e., frequency, character, identity, and 3 indices—see
Sec. XVI).

It remains for us to check that, with the above defini-
tions of the subtraction operations, the new theory is ul-
traviolet finite.

Given a dressed tree 7 with no frames (i.e., with every
vertex of y bearing an index R), one has to study, given
@' <k) verifying (3.20) (with n =3), the expression [see the
analog (16.12)]

Ms(Al,...,Ap)= fAX"
1

Xdé’AJ EQk,PSn ’

XX AT l f’(y:S)lsuplPsl

(18.12)

where S is a given decorated Feynman graph: #» is the de-
gree of y, k is the root frequency.

Clearly the integral (18.12) is evaluated by just the same
type of analysis leading to the bounds (16.18) in the case
of no renormalization. One has only to replace some co-
variances with new covariances due to the fact that some
lines have the meaning of new fields (D,S,T,D Lsh.

However, a few remarkable improvements are generat-
ed by such changes.

Call a line of S representing fields like (17.9) a “renor-
malized line.” Below 7 and S will be fixed.

Looking at the graph S, one can see which is the vertex
v “causing” the change of meaning of a renormalized line

fAlx---xAp -

v

XE" VBB By
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[(d—2)/2}kn,

compared to the meaning that the line would have in the
graph S, obtained from S by erasing all the decorations
which allow one to interpret it as a renormalized graph.
It must be a vertex v corresponding to a box B,, which in
S, would determine a monomial P, on which R acts non-
trivially (RP,=P,) [see (17.4), (18.5), and (18.6)]. The ac-
tual meaning of a renormalized line cannot, however, be
determined by v alone. In fact, as (18.6) shows, it may
happen that its meaning is changed again in correspon-
dence of a vertex v’ <v such that B, contains two exter-
nal lines.

But the change of meaning cannot take place more than
four times, because the meaning of the line keeps “im-
proving” (i.e., the corresponding order of zero in the RP
polynomial keeps increasing): a ¢ line can become a D, S,
or T line, a D line can become an S or T line or a d¢ line,
an S line can become a T line, a d¢ line can become a D!
or S! line, and a D! line can become an S! line; and R is
the identity when acting on Wick monomials containing
S!or T fields.

So, given ¥, S, and a renormalized line of S, one can
define the first vertex v responsible for its change of
meaning with respect to the meaning it would have in S;
one can also define the vertices v{,v,, ..., following v
where the line again changes meaning before acquiring its
final meaning; from (18.6) and (18.5) one sees that this
change of meaning cannot take place more than a fixed
number of times (e.g., four). Finally, one can define the
vertex w where the line becomes internal to a box B, for
the first time: w=r =root of y if the line is external.

Call p, the parameter associated with the vertex v [see
(16.18) and (16.19)] in the graph S,. Then it is clear that
the fact that the line has changed meaning introduces in
the basic bound (16.7) an extra factor given, at least, by

R (AT L (EREY

where B, is a suitable constant and §, is the variation of
the order of zero of P,, as d(§,)—0, introduced in P, by
the R operation via the change in meaning of the line
under consideration.

Therefore, every time a given line changes meaning at
vertices vy >V, > * - - new factors like (18.13) arise in the
bound on Mg(A,, ..., A,), and by construction the sum
over the lines A that change meaning and over the vertices
v of the quantities §, is such that

2 2 8v(hv _hw)Z Eﬁv(hu _hv’) k]
A v
if v’ is the vertex immediately preceding v in ¥y, and
Py=—py,+1if p, <0 and p, =0 otherwise.
Eventually the bound on Mg(A,, ..., A,) becomes

By[y™d(g )1 =By

(18.14)

He—x‘}’hl|7»| } [H,y_(hu_hu’)ﬁu ’ I‘I [’)’hud(év)]au dE

(d/Z)kn‘i”v h [(d_z)/Z]ninner h.(d /2)ninner
OH (,}/ v O,v 7/ v 0O,v ) ) (18.15)

v>r
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where it is defined by a formula like (16.13) in which Pg Y 3 4n §

has the new meaning [and the rhs is changed accordingly 1y d(E )] — | exp [T 3 yd(£,)

in the natural way: note that the new rhs will contain, in h g v>r -
general, factors like (18.13) when Pg contains renormal- (18.16)

ized fields and use is made of (3.20) to exhibit the order of
zero in the D,S,T,D!,S! fields; the constants 9 can, in
principle, be read by comparing (18.13) and (18.15)].

The exponents 0, can be bounded by the maximum of
Py (i.e., three) times the number of times a line can change
meaning (i.e., four at most) times the number of lines that

(where the 4n arises from the fact that the lines changing
meaning at v can become internal at different vertices w:
at most 4).

This is used to choose £ so that (T <w(1—y~1)/4,
which can be used together with the inequality

“do change meaning at the vertex v [by (18.5) and (18.6) at zy & A >0—y H 3y "d(g,, , (18.17)
most three: actually, this happens only when P, looks like v>r
@ 19293@s—see (18.5)]. Call T the above bound (T =3%4). a consequence of Y'>(1—y " H(1+y~l4y—24--
Hence for all £ > 0 it is, if d(§) is the graph distance be- +97 ")y and of elementary geometry, to bound (18. 15)
tween the points of §=(&y, ..., §,), by [see Appendix D for the bound (16.14) on the integral]
J
T 4n
h , —(e/a)ykd(ay, . ..,A) | T
fAIX...xApeXP —K§7A|7\|]H[V d(§,)]ldé<e : ? 3
X J v exp —f S A ’dgz e dE,,  (18.18)
A

‘ which, inserted in (18.15) and after the appropriate power counting, becomes

ex~n — 4d(Ay, ..., - - — B —h,
MS(AI,...,AI,)ST:"/VB"Bg’e (k/4)y*d(A, Ap)y k[2m,+(4 d)m4]II7/ (py +P, (b, —h,) (18.19)

v>r

for a suitable B, if v’ denotes the vertex immediately before v in ¥ and with py defined in (16.19), using the graph S,
obtained from S by erasing all the labels referring to the renormalization, and

d—2 d
2 nO,v+_ 1

+38, .8, ,+28, 8, +18, 8, >+=p (18.20)

e e e e e e
"0,»2 ng 0 ng 1 ng,1 no’vo n{ 2

Pv +pu“ _d+2m2 v+(4 d)m4 v

(here n,,n$ ,ng, are counted as they appear in S). where the factors r‘®(o;h) are the form factors associat-

Actually, for later use, one can observe that if 2m,, ed with the shapes o [see Secs. VIII and XVII, and
+(4—d)my, is replaced by 0 in (18.20) one obtains a new  (17.8)], defined by (18.10), '*(a,h)=A‘® if the shape o
expression p, +p, which, nevertheless, is still larger than enclosed in the frame is trivial.

p=7 [see (16.20)—(16.23)]. Consider d =4 and suppose that one could prove that
Expressions (18.19) and (18.20) prove the ultraviolet @ ‘ 218, Whd s

finiteness for the trees which are dressed but contain no [ r'®(a,h) | <y™ %y T eRTESC (18.22)

frames. ) where s is the degree of the shape o and
If y bears frames enclosing shapes oy, ...,0p,

m <n =degree of y, attached to the trimmed tree 7, ob- E=max(|A|,|u]|,|al|,|v|)= max A,

tained from y by trimming it at the vertices of frequency

hi, ..., h,, (allow here the convention that the unframed Then, as already noted in Sec. XVI and after (18.20)

end points are regarded as framed by a frame contaiffing above, the factors ym""z would affect the bounds (18.19)
the trivial shape, as already done in the previous sections), and (18.20) by replacing 5, +p, by p, +p, and 2m, , by O,

then bound (18.17) is obviously replaced by so that (18.19) becomes
e - k 5 e sy . e — k vy
M,A,...,A)< VBB (c/2vkd (A, A,) MA, ... A)< VBBl (k/2)vkd(A,, A,)
—[2m,+(4—d)m 1k —plh,—h,) ;
X'}/ 2 4 X;H Ly, v Hhis'csl ,
—(py 4By )k, —hy) B o>y i=1
X Hr?’ (18.23)
v>
ﬁ ( ok and the ultraviolet finiteness would follow also for the
—1 P frame-bearing dressed trees.
(18.21) It is convenient to observe that bound (18.23) can be
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considerably improved at no cost if one notes that, by the
nature of the bounds leading to the d(Ay, ..., A,) in the
exponential, one could have obtained instead the quantity
ds(Ay, ..., A,), where this is defined as the sum of the
distances between the cubes A joined in S by a hard line.
It is clear that this is a much better bound for very struc-
tured graphs.

It remains for us to prove (18.22); however, in Sec. XIX
a much stronger bound compared to (18.22) (easy, as it
will appear) will be proved. Therefore, the proof of
(18.22) is postponed to Sec. XIX.

The results of this section basically contain the “Hepp
theorem” (Hepp, 1966,1969): this theorem provided the
first completely rigorous proof of ultraviolet stability [see
also Zimmermann (1969), Speer (1974), and Eckmann and
Epstein (1979)].

XIX. “n! BOUNDS” ON THE EFFECTIVE
POTENTIAL

It is now possible to find concrete bounds on the coeffi-
cients of the effective potentials. In this section we take
d=4, for simplicity (the cases d <4 are similar and
slightly easier).

From the preceding analysis emerges the following or-
ganization of the contributions to V' of the trees of de-
gree n.

A dressed tree y will be described by its trimmed part
7, obtained by cutting out of y all frames and their con-
tents, and by the actual contents of the external frames of
v: one per end point of ¥ which bears a frame; for unifor-
mity of notation one imagines here that all the end points
of the dressed trees are framed so that if

k €, a

is an endbranch of ¥ which bears no frames one imagines
to transform it into

k O&a |

The degree of y will in general be larger than or equal
to the degree m of 7, which will be called the “renormal-
ized degree of y.”

So a dressed tree ¢ will be described by 7 and m shapes
01,0 . ..,0m, Which have to be enclosed in frames at-
tached to the end points of 7 to rebuild y: if y has degree
n and o; degree n; it mustbe n= > n;.

For instance, the following picture shows a tree ¥ to-

gether with its trimmed part 7 and the shapes
015025« - -5
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R €91 Qs
R_ P 55-05
k h q 65 1Qe

&,

Qj j=5,6,7.

(51)

The number of shapes of degree s can be easily estimat-
ed by D3 for some D, (one can take D; =2%.

Consider the contribution to V¥ from the trees of de-
gree n:

V(y;S)
ylon— [ 3 zﬁdg, (19.1)
k(y)=k S 14
degree y=n
gr)=§

where Pg has the form (18.2) and S is a decorated Feyn-
man graph as described in Sec. X VIIL

The aim of this section is to show that if &, ..., &,
are the endframe labels of 7, then there are y-independent
constants B,k,D,b such that if B=supaB, in (3.20) and
E=max, | A | itis

V(y;S)
M(A, ..., A)= :
p fg(A]""’A")k(y)=k,§(y)=§ <~ n(y)
degree y=n Pg=
Xsup | P|d§
—1 i
< nEne-—K-y"d(Al,...,Ap)n!" (b{c)' ’
j=o J!
(19.2)

where Z(Ay,...,A,) is the product A;XA;X - --
XA, XAX -+ XA or a domain obtained by permuting
such factors; A; € Q; and the supremum of P means
supremum over the fields

k
(<k)__ j)
¢<t= 3 ¢V

i=o

with @' verifying (3.20); .#" depends on the degree of P
only: #/'=0(n).

Equation (19.2) will be called the n! bound: this bound
was obtained in a slightly different form (i.e., as a bound
on the Schwinger functions rather than on the effective
potentials, and in “momentum space” rather than in “po-
sition space”) and with a somewhat different method in
the remarkable work of De Calan and Rivasseau (1982).
The approach presented below follows essentially Galla-
votti and Nicolo (1984).

The first problem is to find explicit combinatorial esti-
mates on the number of terms in (19.2).

Since S has the interpretation of a decorated Feynman
graph with m vertices, m being the renormalized degree
of y (i.e., the degree of its trimmed part), and since the
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decorations consist of finitely many indices attached to
each line and vertex of the graph (see Sec. XVIII for an
explicit description of such indices, each of which can
take a number of values which is finite and graph in-
dependent, except for the frequency indices), it follows
that one can bound the number of terms in 3¢ in (19.2)
at fixed ¥ by a constant of the form D3’ times the number
of Feynman graphs, i.e., connected graphs, which can be
built by joining pairwise (4m4+2m,+2m, ) lines emerg-
ing from m=(mg4+m,+m,) vertices out of my of
which emerge four distinct lines, while out of the other
(m,+m,) emerge only two lines, possibly leaving a few
lines unpaired. This number is clearly bounded by

2my+my+my

(2my+my+my)4 <(2m)nm

and this is therefore an estimate of the number of terms
in the ¥ .

However, the above number is too big, and it can be re-
placed by a better bound. This is so because the (2m )12*™
ways described above come from multiplying the < mi124m
connected graphs built with m unlabeled points (“topo-
logically distinct graphs”) times the m! ways of labeling
such points by &, ..., &,,. But the rules of construction
of a graph S associated with a tree y are such that if a
graph S is given and can arise in the sum (19.2) for a
given 7, i.e., 7, then the same graph with the vertices rela-
beled does not necessarily arise.

Given a graph G with no labels, one can consider the
number N of ways of labeling G compatibly with 7 and
with given numbers n; of external lines (of any type)
emerging from the subgraph of G associated with the ver-

M(A,, ..., A)< L. sup m!D} 3, > exp
oTp e Om {mg} ()
_e—Kykd(Al,A..,AP)./V‘m!DZ‘y~2m2,) E

if D3,D, are suitable constants and the notations of Sec.
XVIII are used; furthermore, the summations over n;
from O to « can be controlled by

e enf —(h,—h,)B,+p,)

—(hy—h, p+2m, )
v <constxy 0T vIPTM2

T Ms

(19.4)

because of (18.18) and h, —h, > 1, if € (arbitrary so far) is
chosen small enough. Here the notations of Sec. XVIII
are used: in particular, v’ denotes the vertex immediately
preceding v in y.

Therefore, bound (19.4) reduces the problem to that of
the coefficients »'®(o;h), which end up, in this way,
playing the central role in the quantitative theory of re-
normalization.

The theory of the coefficients »*(o;h), to a degree of
depth allowing the proof of the n! bound, is in fact easy
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tices v of 7. Then N is bounded by

ey n |,
v

n(o)Cgexp

for all £>0 and suitable C,, if o is the shape of 7 and
n(o) is the corresponding combinatorial factor. This
bound replaces an incorrect one of a previous version, and
I am indebted to G. Felder for pointing out the error and
its correction (see Appendix F, by Felder). The bound
will be combined with the remark that the summation
over 7 can in fact be thought of as a sum over the shapes
o and the frequency labels A assigned to the vertices of o.
However, various frequency assignments A to the vertices
of o produce the same 7 =(0,k), because of our conven-
tion on the trees’ equivalence, and the correct, relation be-
tween the sum over 7 and that over (o,h) is

Snp) =3 30!
7 o h

Let then y =(0y,h,0,§) be the dressed tree obtained by
choosing a trimmed shape oy, labeling its vertices with
frequency indices h, and then choosing m dressed tree
shapes oy, . . ., 0,,, of given degrees ny, .. ., n,, such that
Zn,-zn, framed inside endframes attached to the end
points of o and bearing position indices £=(&, . . ., &, ).
Let S be a decorated Feynman graph, compatible with v,
such that Pg is a given P and such that the number of
external lines n; emerging from the subgraph of S corre-
sponding to the vertex v of o are given. Then M( ) in
(19.2) can be obviously bounded, by taking into account
the above combinatorial considerations, as

| V®y;s) | sup | p | dE

vy +py) (19.3)

le (U,, ),

|

as soon as one makes the right guess as what to prove; the
guess has to be made by trial and error methods, and it is
pointless to repeat the search here. The result is that one
should try to prove that there exist constants b >0,
D5 > 0 such that (always for d =4)

| r03k) | <E"DE (n—1)

bk (bkY 2kéa 2 +4k8,

é :

(19.5)

where n is the degree of o and, as usual, E=max, | A'?|.
Before proving (19.5) we shall find it reassuring to
check that (19.5) is really what one needs.
In fact, inserting (19.5) in (19.4), one estimates the rhs
of (19.4) by using the remarks following (18.20) and lead-
ing to (18.21); it follows that
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— —p(h — %1 (bh; )
M(A, ..., A)<e Vv B ypmenpn— "S1Iv Pk =y H -1y —2 |, (19.6)
hovsr =1 p=0 p!
[,

where n; is the degree of o;: the trimmed tree inside the frame f, it is

i”j=n . (19.7) n—1=3 (ms;—1), (19.9)
j=1 !
This gives immediately (19.2) via the inequality where the sum runs over the frames of o and on the
™ =1 bk frame f, enclosing o (so that m; =m), which one imag-
2 11 H —1 2 : ines to have erased in setting up the computation of the
b ovsr ji=1 p=0 P: form factor r'®(o;h) as prescribed in Sec. XVIII [see
’ e n=m (pk P (18.10) and the discussion preceding it]. Relation (19.9) is
<Dg(n—m) 20 ol (19.8) basically the same relation used several times [see, for in-
s !

valid for suitably chosen b,Dyg.

The latter remarkable inequality can be proved by in-
duction on the number of vertices, and its (simple) proof
is in Appendix E.

Coming back to the proof of (19.5), one shall again
proceed by induction. Consider a shape o enclosed in a
frame f and fix it.

Therefore, the shape o will have no R superscript on
the first nontrivial vertex. Let o, be the shape obtained
by trimming o of the outer frames and their contents, let
n >m be the degrees of o and oy: of course no confusion
should arise with the quantities with the same names used
in the first part of this section. It is convenient to avoid
proliferation of the symbols, but the reader should bear in
mind that what follows is the proof of (19.5), quite in-
dependent on the first part of the section.

If f is any frame in o and if m; denotes the degree of

stance, the comments before (16.16) or (12.17)].

As discussed in Sec. XVIII [(18.9) and (18.10)], it fol-
lows from the general theory of Secs. VII and VIII that

g k) can be estimated in terms of the coefficients
V(y;S) corresponding to the Feynman graphs S such that
Pg has degree 4, 2, or 0 and y = 0-,§ ) is the tree obtained
by attributing to o frequency labels 4 and endframe posi-
tion labels § so that the root of y receives frequency —1
and the first nontrivial vertex of y receives frequency in-
dex h <k. Note that y is only partially dressed, because
by construction the vertex v, bears no R superscript, hav-
ing been obtained by deleting the frame f|, originally con-
taining it.

Assuming, inductively, that the r coefficients »® veri-
fy bounds (19.5) when the degree of y is less than n
(which is trivially true for n =1), one sees that (19.4) and
(18.21) together with the previous counting estimates im-
ply (if d =4 and just applying the definitions)

a)

_J
—plhy—hy) | ~Pohy n! (bhyY
| F @ (a3k) | 5D7m!D4 2 Iy 7%y ™ OH -y —i— |, (19.10)
=0 &' V>, p=0 P:
I
where 0<p<p,+p, is fixed and p, 2—4+nf,  |r'“(o;k)| < D;m!DY
+2n1,, = —4850—284, [see (16.19)], because the first 4h8 g+ 25

vertex vy has no superscript R; hence no improvement on
Py, is provided by the renormalization (“no renormaliza-
tion is operating on v,”); in (19.10) h; denotes the fre-
quency of the vertex at which the jth endline of oy is at-
tached in o('—;.

Using the inequality (19.8), one can easily estimate the
sums over A'={h,},

Suppose that at v, bifurcate 7 branches, each of degree
Ay, ..., "y so that > #;=n; then by (19.8)’s being ap-
plied to each branch

~
~.

(bh)

q as ( bh 2 as
ag!
sI=Il j§0 r§0
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k
X 2 v aZTEmD(Sn—m)
h=0
A, —m
. s s bh
—agn S A ')pD;"

p=0

% T (7

s=1

’

(19.11)

where i, is the number of end points of the sth branch,
after trimming it of its endframes: Y, /iy =m.

Then one can use the following bound valid for all
non-negative integers a, . . ., a,:

s (bh)

s
<| S]] 3 o (19.12)

’
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following from the fact that the large parentheses in the intermediate step is bounded by the square bracket on the rhs; a
proof of this elementary combinatorial inequality can be found by induction.

Bound (19.12) can be used in (19.11) to infer

4k8o0+ kB

| HNo3k) | <D;m'DFE™DE "Dy

and using
k k
> hT<k’+ fo h'dh =k"+k" T /(r+1), (19.14)
h=0
implying
r 1 n—m+1 bk r
,,2 2 (bh) : 20 ( r') ’ (19.15)
= r= M
one deduces the bound
| F (o) | < D, 2L b+1 DIEDD, D5 ymy ot Ko
n—m+1 r
X(n—Dm 3, (b::) , m>1, (19.16)
where D4 > 0 is a suitable constant.
Thus, if D5 is chosen so large that
D51>7”;rl (DD DT )"m <1, ¥Ym>1, (19.17)

then (19.5) follows by induction from (19.16): in fact,
bound (19.5), as already remarked, holds for m =1 (trivial
shape o), and the above chain of inequalities proves that
the bound holds for trees of degree n, if it holds for trees
of lower degree.

The constant b is not arbltrary, because it must be such
that (19.8) holds.

The constant D5 can be taken € independent.

By repeating the same argument and taking into ac-
count that n —m +1 can be considerably smaller than
n — 1, one could improve (19.6) by the following inequali-
ty:

| r'¥o;k)| <E@D)" " Hn—1)

f
bk)] y R0t Bk (19 18)
j=
where f—1 is the number of frames in o: this bound
shows that the number of frames in o measures the rate
of growth of r'®(g;k) with k, or at least bounds it.

XX. AN APPLICATION: PLANAR GRAPHS
AND CONVERGENCE PROBLEMS—A HEURISTIC
APPROACH

" Consider the power series for the effective potentials
and, given a dressed tree ¥, consider the contributions
V(y;S)Psd§, associated with y, to the effective poten-
tial coming from a decorated Feynman graph S, as ex-
plained in the previous sections.
Most of the graphs S will have a complicated topologi-
cal structure and it will be impossible to draw them on a
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)'EE

h=0r=0

(19.13)

I
plane (without causing line intersections which are not,
actually, graph vertices or without enclosing one of the
external lines inside a region surrounded by internal lines).

For instance, the graphs below are nonplanar (if the
bumpy crossings are not graph vertices):

(52)

The planar ¢* theory is the set of power series for the
effective potentials (as well as for the Schwinger func-
tions) obtained by restricting the summation

f 22 V(Y,G)

to the planar graphs G only; of course, such a restriction
also applies in the graphs arising in the evaluation of the
counterterms and of the “form factors” r'®(o;h) (other-
wise, one would lose the ultraviolet stability).

For what concerns the physical as well as the
mathematical meaning of such a planar theory perhaps
the best interpretation is that of “leading order” in an
N~! expansion in a vector (¢?) theory, where @ is a
N XN matrix with (¢?)*=Tr( @ (p) this interpretation
will not, however, be discussed here [see °t Hooft (1982,
1983,1984); Rivasseau (1984)].

Therefore, in this paper the planar field theory for ¢*
will be considered only as a set of formal power series and
as a protoype of a situation in which the resummation
ideas of Sec. IX can be applied.

The main property of the planar graphs is that the un-
labeled planar graphs, “topological planar graphs,” are
not too many and their number can be bounded by Ng,
where Ng is some constant and n=my4+m,-+m, is the
number of vertices. One can take No=3° [see Koplik
et al. (1977)].

Without our entering once more into the details, it
should be quite clear, or at least reasonable, that the
whole theory of the preceding sections for the shape form
factors r‘*(o;k) remains essentially unchanged, except
that factors like n!n(y) estimating the number of graphs
relevant for a tree ¥ with n endframes are now replaced
by factors like Ngn(y).

The basic bound (19.5) becomes, as is proved in the
same way,

Pgd§ (20.1)

~ f ;
| ritnar(o3k) | <EED IS _(_b;]%)_ ’

j=0

(20.2)
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where (f—1) is the number of frames inside o: in other
words, instead of (n—1)! one finds f! (note that
f <n—1); compare this with the improved bound (19.18)
to understand a little more how this is possible.

The improvement over (19.5) and (19.18) is clearly very
strong when f<<n. However, f can be as large as
(n—1), and therefore the sums (20.1) still present conver-
gence problems of a major nature being a power series in
the renormalized couplings A=(—A, —u, —a,—v) with
factorially growing coefficients coming from the trees y
with f of the order of the number of vertices of y—e.g.,

(53)

To understand better the problem of convergence one
can consider the resummation procedures outlined in Sec.
IX.

Precisely consider the pruning operation 7 (see Sec. IX)
cutting out of a tree all the frames.

The resulting resummation equation (9.9) for the fully
summed coefficient »®'(k) [called in Sec. IX A'®(k)] be-
comes

rR)=A"+ 3 ¥ X
r=2h=0hy,...,h,>h
a,...,a,

B o (hshy, ... k)

< TL 17 (h)] .

i=1

(20.3)

The simplest rigorously correct, interpretation of (20.3)
is that it can be used to generate recursively a power-
series expansion for the functions »'®(k) in the renormal-
ized coupling constants.

It is convenient to recall that in the previous sections
this expansion was studied in some detail and led to the
representation

rOk) =0+ 3 rg;k) , , (204

2 !B(a)

ayp, ...
h;>h !
h fixed

o (Bshy, . ) |y

2 (Zaai,2+45a‘-.0)hiy—(26ay2+48a’0)h

where o are all the possible shapes of trees (see diagram
24).

Clearly, (20.4) is a power series in A and »®(o;k) is
part of the polynomial of degree equal to the degree of o
in the expansion of r'®(k).

From the general theory of Sec. IX it follows that
(20.4) must verify, if thought of as a formal power series,
relation (20.3) and therefore (20.4) can be generated just
by solving recursively (20.3) as an equation for r(k) with
A as input.

Of course it is not surprising that once the coefficients
B in (20.3) are known one can reduce the problem of com-
puting

> r'ok)=r{%(k)

degree o=m

to a simple “algebraic” problem, i.e., that of iterating m
times (20.3), retaining only the mth-order monomials in
A. From the definitions it is clear that the computation
of the coefficients B is a necessary prerequisite for the
computation .of r'®(o;h), since computing the B factors
amounts precisely to computing the dressed trees with no
frames. In fact, recall that the computation of »*(o;h)
for general o is reduced inductively to the no-frame case;
on this fact are based the n! estimates of Sec. XIX. But it
is quite evident that (20.3) provides a very economic and
systematic way of organizing the calculations of the fac-

“tors ' ¥(o;k).

Equation (20.3) is similar to the Callan-Symanzik equa-

- tions (Callan, 1975; Symanzik, 1973).

From the work of Secs. XVI—XIX the coefficients B
can be easily computed for small r and estimated for large
r, uniformly in the ultraviolet cutoff N (in fact, they are
independent on N, as the reader should eventually
realize—but they depend on the regularization chosen, as
it will be pointed out later).

Coefficients B can be bounded following the same pro-
cedures used in Secs. XVIII and XIX; one just has to take
into account that only planar graphs will ever be con-
sidered. The work is a repetition of what was done there,
and it will not be reproduced here. The coefficients B
arise from the computation of trimmed trees, i.e., of trees
with no frames so that f=1, by keeping in all the compu-
tations only the planar graphs, so that the factorials
m!n(y) are replaced by Ng'n(y). And no factorials arise
produced by the frames, so that no factorials arise in the
estimates of B. It is [see also Gallavotti and Nicolo
(1984)] for some C;

<ci— (20.5)

For r =2 one can perform some explicit easy calculations starting from (17.7):

B2 (h;h,h)=—

2
1

1
2
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J cWdg,=—y=[B% +o(y—M],
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1 |4
B Ushm=—2 || [ ("2 —Clis"™)ag,= —[FF+0(r ],
4
BE sk, =~ |, |2t [ [OCIE" P~ (,Ci5" lag, =~y [BF=0(r =],
4 2
Bk, =~ |3| 3 [ (CiF" —Cl5 g = —y M BE +0tr M1,
2
1|2 §—¢ - -
B (hi=—= |1 | [ 2 —auClde=—yMBE + oM,
2
. 1|2 (&—&) _ _
BE (shy=— ||| [ == Clde=y="185 +0(y ],
2
B (hsh,h)=1 N 3'f('§i§‘—)2—(c(S —Ci5Mag,=[BE +0(y—M)] (20.6)
44 3Tty _2 3 : 2d 12 2= ’ .
) 1 4 ) —24r p4) —2h
324(}!;1’!,}1):—5 1 fC12d§2=—7/ (B +O(y—"N],
2 . )
1 -
BE (hsh === |, | 2 [ (Ci5—C dgz_—[ﬁ““ r=Mi,

B (hsh,h)=— 32 [ (C1572 —Cl5" =~ (B +0(y =] ,

B&%*(h;h,h)=——2'f[<a CiE")?—@,Ci5")ldé= —y B +0(y ~M],
B} (hshih)=— 22! f [(312C15")? = (31,Ci5" 1= —y B +0(y 1],
Qshh=—— |4 | 4 [ (5" —Clsag= —y MBS + 061,

where 0( _2") denotes something bounded by hPy 2" for some p; all the other B’s with =2 vanish or reduce to the
above by B alaz =B ;‘;311 )

It is convenient to introduce new form factors, more naturally depending on k; they are the “adimensional form fac-
tors” defined by

r(a)(k)EK(a)(k) (25a,2+45a,0)k (20.7)

and one can rewrite (20.3) in terms of new functions ﬁ ..... ahshy, ..o hy)

o0 k _ r )
@(f)=p@y P2t S O iy, kTP e TS gy 208)

.....

r=2h=0 hy,..., h,>h i=1
. ap, .., a,
and it can be checked that
hhm Bat .. alhshy, . h)=BE o (hy—h, ... h,—h) (20.9)

S 1B o hshy, . k)| <CTT (20.10)
h;>h
h fixed

Therefore, if we call
Mk)=—A¥k), uk)=—-A2(k),
alk)=—A2k), vik)=—Ak),

(20.8) can be written explicitly:
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k
ME=A+ 3 [BLRARR+280Mpr)] + - -+,
h=0

alk)=a— 2 [BE(h

(k)'—‘l_l,’]/_Zk—’— 2 ,V2(h k) [BZ)(h

(h)2+2BZ (WA R)(h) +2BEA Ak )a
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(R —2B8%u(halh)+ B2 w(h ]+ - - -,

vik)=vy %4 2 P E =L B R (h)? + 28R b ath) + BBl h P+ BL AR+ - - -

h=0

and the functions BL‘?LZ(h) will have a well-defined posi-

tive limit as h— o0, as follows from (20.6); the dots
denote the “higher-order terms,” r > 2.
The limits Bﬁ,"::,z of Bﬁ,";g,z(h) are reached exponentially

fast [O(y~%F) ] and are not all independent, e.g.,
Bud =865 =363, . . . -

Obviously, because of the truncated expectation mean-
ing of the vertices of the trees, it follows that no v(k) ap-
pears in the first three of (20.11); this means that the
fourth equation in (20.11) decouples from the first three
and determines v(k) completely as soon as A!*)(h) are
known for a=4,2,2’ [because, also, no v(k) appears in the
rhs of the fourth term in (20.11)].  For this reason the
fourth equation in (20.11) is not too 1mportant in setting
up the theory of renormalization.

The power series in (20.11) [in the variables A(k)] can
be used, as already mentioned, to generate expressions of
A(k) as a power series in A.

As proved in Secs. XVIII and XIX, this power series
has coefficients which are uniformly bounded in the ul-
traviolet cutoff and this also follows directly (but not in-
dependently of the theory of Secs. XVIII and XIX) from
the bounds (20.10).

However, it is clear that the coefficients one gets must
coincide with the ones estimated in Sec. XIX, and which
grow with the order n as O(n!), even in the planar case
being considered here [because of the contributions that
these coefficients receive from the trees with many
frames—see (20.2)]. One can convince himself that such
estimates are not pessimistic unless some cancellations
take place.

In fact, the bounds are reasonable and “optimal” on
each individual graph, as one can easily identify graphs
(planar) and trees giving contributions to the nth-order
coefficients of A(k) which are of the order of n!; this was
pointed out by Lautrup (1977).

However, cancellations between several big terms can
take place and in various possible senses.

A way of exhibiting such cancellations is to find a se-
quence (A(k))F_o=A verifying (20.11). This sequence
could then be taken as a definition of the sum of the
power series in the A’s which define perturbatively A(k) as
a (probably divergent) power series in A.

To make sense of the rhs of (20.11) it seems natural to
impose on the sequence A a decay condition at k= 0, in
apparent contradiction with the bounds (20.2) which are
strongly growing with k.
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(20.11)
(W) +BE MR+ -+,
I
So one introduces
— q
[Alg Is(\;%(l—{—k) |Ak)] . (20.12)

Bounds (20.10) allow one to define an operator % on
the A’s with |A|, < oo for some g >0; in fact, bounds
(20.10) imply (recall that they hold in the planar case
only) that the operator #,

(BL D)= S, S BY.a(hhy, ..., k)
r=2 hy,..., h,>h
al,. ,a
T (a)
X TIA“(hy) (20.13)
i=1 .
has the property
|gf?;|qgci(cl|é|q)2, g=0,1...,  (20.14)
1

and therefore % is well defined on the space (20.12) if
| A |, is small and C, is introduced in (20.10).

More generally % is well defined if for some 7>0,
B >0, and a suitably chosen K, 5,8

|[A|ly,<B, sup |MK)| <8, (20.15)
k<K

<Ky,B
as follows from (20.10).
Equation (20.11) becomes

A@(k)= A’(a)y—K(Zﬁa,2+45a,0)

. ‘
2 (h— k)26a2+48ao(@;£)<a)(h), (20.16)

)7(25a,2+45a,0),

ie., if A9(—1)=Ale

—(28a’2+46a’0);\‘

(a)(k+l)=}/ (a)(k)

HBLVDk+1), k>—1, (20.17)

and one looks for a solution A such that, say,

|[A]l1<1 and sup |AK)| <8.

k<Kjy,1
In studying (20.17) one is thus interested in solutions
AMKk) —i_, ., 0; therefore it is natural to replace # by its
second-order part %, for the purpose of getting first an
approximate solution:
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(B0 ()= BO WA WA (h)  (20.18)

ap,a
[see (20.11)].
In turn, since Balaz(k)
study first the relation

koo Bff:,’,z, it is convenient to

N

Mk+1)=AKk)
alk+1)=a

+B‘4’Mk 2+2ﬁ‘4> (k) ,

—B% u(k
plk+1) =y~ 2u(k)+ B (k) + 2B M h)u
vk + D)=y (k) + B u(k) + 28k

This relation can be regarded as an iteration of a map
T on R* [or R* if one disregards the last (decoupled)
equation].

One can therefore apply the techniques developed in
the general theory of maps to analyze (20.20).

One looks for data A,n,a,v for A(0) such that
Alk) —,_ . 0. Their existence can be proved by using the
general theory of the central manifold [see Lanford (1973)
or Gallavotti (1983a), Chap. 5, Secs. 6 and 8, and related
problems]; there exists a surface =, in general nonunique:

p=wla,A)=Ada®>+ LA +Iar+ - - ,

(20.21)

v=va,A)=A'a>*+L'\N+I'ar+ - ,

where the dots represent terms of higher order, which is
invariant under the map T defined by (20.20) and such
that the T images of any point A close enough to the ori-
gin evolves under repeated iterations of T by approaching
exponentially fast the surface 3 as long as they stay close
enough to the origin.

A simple exercise [“substitute (20.21) in (20.20) to find

A,A',...”] yields
I1=2830—y=)", A=—pH1—y )",
L=—BF0—y=~",

(20.22)
=0, A'=—BH(1—y=H7",
=—B(1—y=H7",

and the map (20.20) becomes on =
Mk + D =AE) +BEAMK? + - - -,
(20.23)

alk+ 1) =alk)—BE MK+ -,

where the dots represent terms of higher order.

Neglecting the higher-order corrections once more, and
setting B= B(‘” >0, B’——-Bﬁ ’> 0, one considers the rela-
tions

AMEk+1D)=ME)+BMEME+1),
(20.24)
alk+1)=alk)—B'Alk)AMk+1)
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- uk>2+2ﬁ<222 uk)alky ,
k)+2BG A h)
)+B(292)'a(k) +BYAK)? .
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—( 28a2+46a0)

Ak +1)= AYk)y

+(Z,\M) k), k>0, (20.19)

with Z , defined as (20.18) with /3(“) ,(h) replaced by their
limits 3:312 as h— oo. Explicitly the last equation is

(20.20)
a(k)+BEAK)?,
[
which admit solutions with data A, &= —8'8""A, A <0
x(k)~—~7‘—— alk)=—B'B~ lx (20.25)
1—BkL’ ’

From general consideration of stability theory it fol-
lows that Eqgs. (20.23) also admit a solution behaving as
k—ow as (2025 with initial data 1<0,
a=—BB "A+0(? and such that A(k)—3_,0 at
fixed k.

This means, via (20.21), that (20.20) admits a solution
with data A,a=—BB8""A+0Q?), z=0(1%), v=0(1?)
which is such that A(k),a(k)=0(k~!) and
w(k),v(k)=0(k~2%) as k— o and such that A(k) — O at
fixed k when A—O.

Hence one finds a solution to (20.20) depending on one
parameter A such that |A|;<O(B™") for A small and
such that A(k) is as small as one wishes for any fixed
number of k’s, say k <K;.

Hence such A is in the domain if the “beta function”
% defined in (20.13) and by some more efforts of abstract
perturbation theory it could be proved that there is a solu-
tion to (20.17) depending on one parameter A, with
Alk),u(k),a(k),v(k) given approximately by (20.25) and
(20.21).

Such a solution will not be such that |A|; is small
[rather, the above discussion suggests | A | 1=0(B~ 1), al-
though A(k) at fixed k will be small for small A(O) or for
small values of the parameter A on which the solution de-
pends. This “nonuniform smallness” is related to the fact
that A cannot be found perturbatively, although it has, by
construction, the correct asymptotic expansion in A.

Note also that (20.25) shows that (at least the approxi-
mating) A has singularities at points accumulating at
A=0, as a function of A.

The renormalized couplings are defined by the (conver-
gent) series:

M= 3 (BL) (k) (20.26)
k=0
if A is small, obtained by setting A‘“)(+ 0 )=0 in (20.16).

Alternatively one can use
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AD(0)=A'" (2 1)(0)

— M@ =7@(0)—(Z1)*(0) (20.27)

which determines A'?,1?, as well.

The family of solutions to (20.17) constructed above is
a one-parameter family; however, one could alter the coef-
ficients in front of the few covariances or their mass
terms so that one has built a many-parameter family of
field theories “like @} planar”; however, it does not seem
possible to choose @=0 nor, by (20.27), z=0, because
A0 in (20.22) if one wishes that a(k),u(k)—0 as
k—o0.

The meaning of the statement that one has built planar
@4 theory is explained below and can be summarized in
the statement “the resummed tree expansions for the ef-
fective planar potentials converge for small negative cou-
pling.”

The solution to Eq. (20.17) discussed above is roughly
like (20.25) and (20.23), i.e., is such that

[Alo=sup |Alk)]| =% — 0. (20.28)
- Kk A—0

Therefore, the effective potential of the planar theory
corresponding to the above definition of A(k) will be
described by dressed trees with no frames but with “heavy
end points” contributing to the effective potential the
form factor r(”‘)(h)zk("‘)(h)7/2"8"2”}'8"‘O when they are at-
tached to vertices of the tree bearing a frequency label A.

Furthermore, since one is considering only the planar
theory, one evaluates the contributions of a tree y to the
effective potential by using the “few”

NIM =Ngn(y)Ciexp e > ny
v

planar or graphs compatible with ¥ (see Sec. XIX).

This means that, by the theory of Secs. XVIII and
XIX, bound (19.2) is replaced, if D, is a suitable constant,
by

W BrEnDe T e By (20.29)
with no n!, because n! arose for two reasons: one was that
the number of Feynman graphs associated with a tree y
were bounded by Mn!, where r is the number of end
points in the trimmed tree y, and the other was the n! in
the form factors r‘®(ojh) [see (19.5)] due to the
endframes of o,

However, in the planar theory the graphs are far fewer,
and the form factors, still badly dependent on the degree
of the shapes (as pointed out at the beginning of this sec-
tion), are “resummed” to yield new form factors:

FO(h) =1 (h )y

48,0+28,,)k ’ (20.30)
with A®(h)—,_ .0 (this quantity was not only not
small in perturbation theory, but even divergent with 4 as
h— ). And at the same time the resummation leading
to the form factors (20.30) eliminates the necessity of con-
sidering contributions from trees with frames to V*:
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hence (20.29) is really a simple consequence of the esti-
mates of Secs. XIX [(19.19)] and XVIII [(18.21)].

Since for € small the (20.29) can be summed over n, one
gets the effect, in the above-considered planar theory, that
the resummed series for the effective potentials is really
convergent for small A <O [i.e., small negative A(0)—i.e.,
small negative renormalized coupling]. Therefore, in the
planar theory the effective potentials can be defined
beyond perturbation theory.

The series defining the effective potential is a power
series in the resummed form factors (20.30), the form fac-
tors being nonanalytic near A=0 [in the sense roughly ex-
pressed by approximation (20.25)], it is clear that one can-
not expect that the effective potentials be analytic in the
renormalized coupling constant near zero.

The resummation procedure induced by the beta func-
tion allows one to express the effective potentials analyti-
cally in the new effective coupling constants or “form
factors,” (20.30), and provides a well-defined resumma-
tion prescription. It seems highly plausible that among
the above solutions there is one which is the Borel sum of
its perturbative nonresummed series; this was proved in
the case a=p=v=0 [not covered here because I have
chosen for simplicity, the initial @ and @ so that A(k)—0
as k— o] [see 't Hooft (1983a,1983b) and Rivasseau
(1984)].

Another interesting possibility is that the series may
converge even for some A > 0: the formula (20.25) allows
the possibility that for >0 the effective potentials are
defined for “most” values of A. The resemblance with the
situation arising in classical mechanics in the Hamiltoni-
an stability problems in connection with the appearance
of small denominators seems interesting: maybe here one
needs some imagination.

XXI. CONSTRUCTING ¢* FIELDS
IN DIMENSION 2 OR 3

The theory of renormalization in dimension d =2,3 can
be done in a much simpler way, compared to the d =4
case.

Of course there is no problem in repeating word by
word the four-dimensional theory in dimension 2 or 3
(and in fact in Secs. XVI—XX one had never really used
the case that d =4 but only that of d < 5).

The real simplification arises when one remarks that if
d=2,3 one can study much simpler theories which lead,
or may lead, to nontrivial fields (i.e., the fields with non-
quadratic effective potentials ¥*)) of ¢* type.

What is more important is that the simpler theories
(which would not make sense if d=4) can be treated
rigorously for “small couplings” and really shown to exist
beyond the level of formal perturbation theory.

The theories which make sense if d =2 and that are
simpler than the ones considered so far are those generat-
ed by the interaction # y:

Vi=—A fA;¢>§,SN’4:d2x, 21.1)
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while if d=3 a theory simpler than the one arising from
(16.1) is provided by the interaction # y:

f (— K¢(<N)4 (<n v)a'x.

The main reason (21.1) and (21.2) are much simpler
than (16.1) is that no resummations have to be devised to
organize the corresponding renormalized perturbative
series, because only finitely many trees lead to diver-
gences.

The renormalizability in the above case with d =2 fol-
lows immediately from the formulas and estimates of Sec.
XVI setting n{,=0,m,,=m, ,=0, so that (16.19) be-
comes, for all m, , > 1

(21.2)

Pv=—2+2m>0 (21.3)

and this not only shows renormalizability of the “pure ¢*
field” but also shows that no renormalization is ever
necessary (this same remarkable conclusion would hold,
when d =2, for the most general Wick-ordered polynomi-
al interaction).

If d=3 and (21.2) is considered, one can still use the
general bounds of Sec. XVI setting n{ ,=my ,=0 so that

po=—342m,y,+my,+5n§, >0, (21.4)

1]
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unless (recall that m, ,+my, 2 2 in the nontrivial cases)

my,=1 my,=1 n;=0 (in fact impossible)
m4,v=2 mz,v:O n5=0,2 (pOSSible)
Mapy=3 my,=0 n,=0  (possible) .

(21.5)

So only trees of degree 2 or 3 need the definition of the
#'%) localization operations, and the only nontrivial case
is my,=2, n;=2 (“mass diagrams”) yielding p, =0, and
therefore it can be cured by a simple subtraction:

v= [ PV 2dx (21.6)

Formally . (% is defined in terms of the action % on
Wick monomials, as in Secs. XVII and XVIII:

ZL1=1 if degree y <3, o1
?@x%:::wi: if degree y=2, .

which leads to a simple expression for V, y,V; y, i.e., for
the counterterms [note that V3 y is a constant and that
the nonconstant part of ¥, y must have the form (21.6)]:

2
A2 |4
Van=—" [1] 3 [ c‘gfg”:(pgfm%dgldgz— 2 [ e agde,

(<N)4,
Vin

The theory of Secs. XVI-XIX now becomes much
simpler and one can prove that the effective potential has
the form

IEES‘,

where S represents the decorated Feynman graphs and Pg
has the form [if p=¢'<¥, D=D<¥):

n; m,
: H ¢"7,’ I_IDQ']JQ'; P
i j

Psd§ ) (21.9)

(21.10)

M(A,, ...,

A= fy

XAPXAX e XA

where the supremum of |Pg|=|P| is over the fields
¢(sk) verifying ‘p(gk)=(p(0)+rp(l)+ V. +(P(k) and (3.20)
with regularization of order 1, and B=supB,. Finally,

A4 is the “adimensional bound” on P:
sup | P| <B™ [T v*|(&;—&p) v 2r
IR
and .#" depends on n° only because there are only a finite
number of Wick monomials P of degree n¢ of the type
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> 3 ;Lsuplmdg

degree y=n PG =P

(21.8)

N= T3 fg<N P "P(§2SN)4~’ f Dd&1dErdEs .

T

where, as in Sec. XVII, D¢, =@ —@,,.
The same techniques of Secs. XVI—XIX (easier now, in
practice) yield the bound

M(Ay, ..., A,) < A nIEED)" ~K?
By —mkp"  (21.11)

with the same notations as in Secs. XVI-XIX, i.e.,
n =(degree of y), E=max(|A|,|u]|,|v|), k=(root fre-
quency of the tree),

(21.12)

-
(21.10), apart from the values of the position labels.

The presence of the factor ¥~ in (21.11) proves that
the theory is asymptotically free.

In the case d =2 one replaces, basically, ¥ "% by ¥

The above bounds were found in special cases and by
using techniques of the previous sections, in Benfatto
et al. (1978), Benfatto, Cassandro et al. (1980), and Ben-
fatto, Gallavotti, and Nicolo (1980); for the Schwinger
functions expansions analogous to bounds hold and were

—2nk
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well known; see, for instance,
(1968,1973,1981).

Since in the approach presented here there is little
difference between :@*, and :@*3, I shall focus only on
the d =3 case, (21.2), in this section.

The actual construction of the theory can be easily per-
formed by taking advantage of the asymptotic freedom
just pointed out [see the factor ¥ "% in (20.11)] and fol-
lowing, basically word for word, the procedure adopted in
the cosine interaction case (which is, in fact, equivalently
hard). For simplicity of exposition it is convenient to
choose the values of the renormalized coupling constants
p and v=0; of course this does not mean that the three-
dimensional space in (21.2) is replaced by the one-
dimensional space (21.1) but only that the theory has only
one renormalized coupling, namely, A, but still the coun-

terterms can generate nonzero constant and mass terms

(which will be of higher order in A).

The strength of the asymptotic freedom shows that if
the integrals over the “small fields” are computed via the
cumulant expansion, i.e., via expressions like (13.22) [see
also (5.13)], the expansion must be carried out at least to
third order, since only the remainders of order, in A,
larger or equal to four give rise to an error of controllable
size; such remainders at order ¢ + 1 are now estimated by
a bound analogous to (13.25)

A 3 [Ay~®(1+p)nte+p+A~H]) +ly ¥
p=0
convergent for ¢t >3 (if d=2, one could control errors of
order >2 so that the cumulant expansion could be carried
out stopping only at order ¢ =1, in practice a good simpli-
fication).

The other hand problem is that of the “large devia-
tions” or “large fields.”

The D factors (D¢, =@g—@,) present in the effective
interaction are dangerous _much as the
{1—cos[a(@s—@,)]} factors were in the cosine field case:
they are treated exactly in the same way, because they ap-
pear with the right sign (i.e., the corresponding effective
potential tends to — co when the field ¢ becomes so rough
that Dg, is too large compared to its covariance).

In this case there are also other dangerous terms in the
third-order effective potential, namely, all the others. In
fact, the field ¢ can be very large and make P itself very
large; this was not a problem in the case of the cosine in-
teraction, because there the fields appeared only inside
trigonometric functions and therefore in a “bounded
form.” The large fields have also to be treated by posi-
tivity arguments.

The positivity properties needed in the theory can all be
extracted from the fact that the effective interaction con-
tains the following two terms:

W= —A fA:¢(§5k)4:d§

2
Az |4 (<N3 A(<k3y. i<k
A HE fAz(cg;j- —Cis*3).Diskn,

T2

xdédn , (21.13)
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Glimm and Jaffe

cbrresponding to contributions from the trees

and

due to the Feynman graphs

the first term being very negative when ¢, is large and the
second being very negative when D¢, =(@s—¢@,) is large
compared to (y*|&—mn|)!/% here one uses A>0, A>>0
(which must be a further restriction, although no restric-
tion on the size of A is necessary).

The details are essentially identical to those explained
in the cosine case and they will not be repeated here; and
the reader is referred to the literature [see Benfatto et al.
(1978), Benfatto, Cassandro et al. (1980), and Benfatto,
Gallavotti, and Nicolo (1980)]. It is, however, important
to stress once more that nothing is really different from
the case of the cosine field treated in detail in Secs. XIII
and X1V, as the reader can check by a glance at the above
references.

The result of the analysis is the existence of a constant
E >0 such that for all f € C* with support in a set Ay it
is

Vi@ SN 4o <N) p) AlE+|IfI% 1A
fe e @ P(d(p(SN))ge[ [E+|1fI5 [Af] ,

(21.14)

which proves, up to technicalities, the existence of the
limit of the “interaction measure” at least on subse-
quences as N — co: i.e., it proves the “nonperturbative ul-
traviolet stability.”

With some extra work and using the same ideas plus
abstract arguments one could prove the actual existence
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of the ultraviolet limit (with no subsequences involved);
this is not written explicitly in the literature but, at least
for A small, the result is known also by other methods
[see Glimm, Jaffe, and Spencer (1975,1976), Magnen and
Seneor (1976), Feldman (1974), Feldman and Osterwalder
(1976), Federbush and Battle, (1982)].

As in the case of the cosine interaction the other limit,
A— «, the “infrared limit,” has to be treated under extra
assumptions (like A small), because, contrary to the ultra-
violet limit, in the cases considered so far, it may be af-
fected by nonuniqueness phenomena: “(infrared) phase
transitions” corresponding to the ordinary phase transi-
tions of statistical mechanics. Such transitions have to be
expected here, t0o, as the main idea of the multiscale ap-
proach is that field theory can be reduced to the theory of
a spin system on a lattice of scale 1. And such systems
are known to exhibit, in general, phase transitions in the
infrared limit (also called thermodynamic limit) A— .

Finally, let me mention that in some cases with d =2,3
the theory can be performed completely—i.e., up to the
extent of really constructing a field theory verifying the
Wightman axioms, hence with the proper interpretation
of a physical quantum field theory describing in some of
its states, interacting relativistic quantum particles [see
Glimm, Jaffe, and Spencer (1975,1976a,1976b), Ma
(1976), Koch (1980)]—however, these kinds of questions
go beyond the scopes of the present review.

XXIl. COMMENTS ON RESUMMATIONS,
TRIVIALITY, AND NONTRIVIALITY.
SOME APOLOGIES

The reason one cannot perform the resummations,
described in the preceding section, in a rigorous way is
simply that the coefficients B of the “beta function,”
(20.13), formally defining the resummed “adimensional
form factors” ?»(‘”(k), a=4,2,2',0

@V =5 S B,k

-----
r=2al,...,

< I1 W-p(h —h")k(a")(h,»)]

i=1

(22.1)

are badly behaved in r as r— o0: i.e., they are bounded
by r!C” [unless one restricts oneself to the planar theory
where (20.10) holds (see Sec. XX)].

This is in conflict with the fact that the idea of using
the equation (of “Callan-Symanzik”)

Ak +1)=AAk)+(B L) Pk +1) (22.2)

to define the adimensional form factors in a nonperturba-
tive way requires the existence of a sequence
A=[A9k)],x of form factors for which ZA makes
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sense and verifies (22.2).

Because of the bad bounds on the 3 coefficients and be-
cause, as emerges from considering only the second-order
part of (22.2), a solution to (22.2) cannot tend to zero too
fast as k— oo [see (20.25)], the only way in which ZA
could make sense for interesting sequences A is that there
are cancellations in the B’s (which are sums of many
terms of uncontrolled signs) and, possibly, the existence of
such cancellations might depend upon the sequences A(k)
chosen in (22.1) and not just on the 3 coefficients.

In this section I elaborate on what could happen if
(22.2) admitted a solution verifying A(k)—_, ., 0 and pro-
viding the necessary cancellations needed to make sense of
the rhs of (22.1) and, consequently, of (22.2).

In this situation one should reasonably expect that the
solution of (22.2) behaves as #— « exactly as the solu-
tion to an equation like (22.2) but with Z replaced by its
second-order part [i.e., by the terms with »=2 in (22.1)];
see Coleman and Weinberg (1973).

Such an equation was the basis for the theory of the
adimensional form factors in the “planar theory” of Sec.
XX and, as discussed there, one expects that it has a solu-
tion in which —A'*)(%) behaves as [see (20.25)]

~ AM1—pBrA)! (22.3)

h
and similarly should behave a(f), while pu(h),v(h) ought
to go to zero as the square of (22.3).

Then the following remarks can be made.

(1) In itself a solution to (22.2) behaving like (22.3) does
not yet yield a solution to the problem of showing that the
effective potentials V¥ are well defined as sums of
resummed perturbation series [see *t Hooft (1983)].

In fact, the resummation operation just permits one to
describe the effective potentials in terms of dressed trees
“with no frames” and with end points (£,a) providing an
adimensional form factor A‘®)(h) rather than A®), if & is
the frequency index of the tree vertex to which they are
joined by a branch of the tree.

Although this is a big improvement, as far as the k
dependence of ¥V'® is concerned [it suffices to recall that
the nonresummed adimensional form factors were diverg-
ing with A as powers of an order depending on their de-
gree of complexity and with no a priori bounds—see
(19.5) and (19.18)—while the resummed adimensional
form factors even go to zero with the frequency 4 as
h— ] one is still confronted with the problem of sum-
ming the contributions to V0 of the above “simple” (i.e.,
frameless) trees.

One finds, in doing so, a power series in the resummed
adimensional form factors (coming from the trees of or-
der n) whose nth terms can still be bounded only by n!.
If we use the bounds of Sec. XIX, the effective potential
is now given by an expression like (19.1) with a sum run-
ning only over the trees with no frames and such that the
contributions from the trees of degree n can be bounded
as in (19.2) with the last sum (divergent, a priori) re-
placed by k ~"—a rather minor gain as far as the n
dependence is concerned.
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However, the structures of the beta-function coeffi-
cients and those of the V(y;S) coefficients in (19.1) are
obviously related, and “basically the same,” so that if one
is willing to accept the existence of cancellations allowing
giving a meaning to # (A) one should also accept that the
very same mechanism might produce cancellations in the
expression of the effective potential in terms of the
resummed form factors A.

However, this cancellation mechanism is totally unclear
(as this time the beta function cannot help, as it did in the
planar case of Sec. XX, to exhibit such cancellations) and
it can only be hoped to exist.

(2) It might be that the parameter y plays an important
role in the theory: for instance, in (22.3) the singularities
in A are located at y-dependent positions (in fact, one
could check that B/Iny—,_,By>0, by explicit calcula-
tion).

This leads to the possibility that the theory could be de-
fined for many but not all A’s near zero, e.g., for the
values of the renormalized coupling constant which avoid
a suitable set of small measure [union of small neighbor-
hoods of the points (B8k)~! in the case (22.3)] where the
form factors could be singular functions of A. Such a sit-
vation is not uncommon in perturbation theory in classi-
cal mechanics and it might appear also in field theory.

(3) The possibility of the existence of cancellations
mentioned in remark (1) above is hinted at also by the
“triviality proofs,” where, via some very special assump-
tions on the regularization and the form of the counter-
terms, one shows that the adimensional form factors
A®(k ;N) defined in the presence of an ultraviolet cutoff
at length ¥ ~% vanish as N— o0: A'¥(k;N)—y_, 0.

The fact that A'®(h; e )=0 is a property that can be
proved nonperturbatively under special assumptions [see
Aizenman (1982), Frohlich (1982)] hints at the existence
of nontrivial cancellation mechanisms in the summations
involved in the construction of the effective potentials and
of the beta function. Paradoxically the “triviality argu-
ments” might be interpreted as nontriviality arguments.

If we go back to a slightly more concrete frame of
mind, some comments on the cutoff dependence of the
above discussion, brought up in the last remark, as well as
on the classical triviality arguments of Landau [see Lan-
dau (1955), Thirring (1958), p. 198, Landau and Pomeran-
chuk (1955), Bogoliubov and Shirkov (1959), p. 528] seem
appropriate here. In fact, they hinge upon the
just—brought-up question of the cutoff and of the regu-
larization dependence of the whole theory.

The form-factor resummations can be studied with no
formal change in the presence of an ultraviolet cutoff 3.
In the previous sections the N dependence of the form
factors was seldom made explicit because one was in-
terested in properties which were uniform in N.

Contrary to what is sometimes stated, fixing N does
not make the theory well defined; in fact, one can easily
see that there is a simple relation between the form fac-
tors of the theory with ultraviolet cutoff N, denoted
AM®(k;N) and the bare couplmg constants. Precisely,
the bare couplings are A *(N;N)y 2at Vo0
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The reason the bare coupling constants are undefined
even in a theory with cutoff is simply that A y =A(N;N)
are still power series in the renormalized couplings with
only n! bounds on their coefficients—i.e., they are formal
power series, probably divergent.

One can use the resummation ideas of Secs. IX and
XIX to try to say something about the bare couplings A y;
in fact, A(h;N) is formally defined by the same recursion

relation as A(A)=A(h; » ):
—— = — + +.¢ .
k ¢a k &a k E,Cl
’ (54)

(see also diagram 31) the difference being that k <N and
that everywhere only some tree shapes can appear. Thus,
if one fixes a frame and deletes all the inner frames and
their contents, the tree shape left inside the selected frame
has to be a shape which can arise in computing the effec-
tive potentials in the presence of a cutoff y¥—for in-
stance, :

impossible if M >N + 1

possible if M < N+4 or if N<+
impossible if M > N +1 or if N <4

possible if M < N+4 or if N<1
impossible if M > N+ 4 or if N <1,

(55)

In diagram 55 the first tree is impossible if M >N + 1,
because one cannot attach allowed frequency labels #4; to
the vertices of oy, with h; <h; | and root at —1 (as
should have been the case had o, been a tree which could
have arisen in the presence of a cutoff y%).

Note that A(N;N) is a (probably) divergent series, be-
cause there are infinitely many trees compatible, even
with a finite cutoff N, e.g.,

M>1.

The equation in diagram 54 is very similar to the equa-
tions discussed in Secs. XIX and XX, and in fact it coin-
cides with them if one restricts the k and 4 indices in
(22.1) and (22.2) tobe <N.

It is therefore clear that in the theory of (22.2) per-
formed in the approximation in which the second order
“dominates,” i.e., in which (22.2) becomes equivalent to
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(20.19)—and hence eventually to (20.20) and (20.24), one
can manage to find a solution to (20.2) with

k“"(h;N)] ~ AM1—pBrA)"!,

arge

(22.4)

which would lead to [setting A'Y(V;N)=Ay = (bare cou-
pling)] the following surprising relation:

- An :

A=——7—"i—), 22.5)

11BNy (
where A=A(0;N) is a “renormalized coupling constant”
expressed in terms of the bare coupling Ay.
Triviality follows from (22.5), which implies that
A — 0=Mh;0)=0,

N—ow

(22.6)

no matter how Ay behaves, provided Ay > 0.

On the other hand, Ay <0 is obviously not allowed, as
this would make the theory in the presence of a cutoff un-
defined.

Of course the above argument is based on the identifi-
cation of A(N;N) with A(N; ) which, to say the least, is
not proved (even in an approximate sense).

To understand better the structure of (22.5) one can re-
mark that the bare couplings A(N;N) are a formal power
series in the renormalized couplings (for simplicity take
p=a=v=0 so that there is only one renormalized cou-
pling). The coefficients diverge with N as N— oo like
powers of N: precisely as N” ~! to order n.

The latter statement can be proved by going back to
(19.19), which tells us that the bare couplings A(N ;N) can
receive the “most divergent contribution” from the trees
v containing the largest number of frames. Such a num-
ber is, if n is the degree of ¥, f —1 <n. Furthermore, the
trees which contain the maximal number of frames,
f =n, really give a contribution to the form factors like
AMAD)* ~Y(bN)" ! to leading order in N.

This can easily be seen by observing that f =n implies
that each vertex of ¢ is framed and gives rise to a bifurca-
tion in just two branches (otherwise, f < n).

In other words, the resummation of the most divergent
contributions is obtained simply by considering what in
Sec. IX was called the resummation of the most divergent
graphs. In the language of Sec. XX and of this section
this means replacing # by %, in the beta function [so
that one also finds the interpretation of the approxima-
tion in which & is replaced by &% ,: it just means count-
ing only trees simplest in structure and completely
framed, i.e., with no renormalization vertex (no unframed
vertex) allowed].

Since, as was explained in Sec. XX, one knows that the
well-behaved solutions to

Mk +1)=AKk)+ (B ANk +1) (22.7)
behave like (22.4), one sees another interpretation of
Landau’s result: it leads to triviality if one neglects every-
thing except the most divergent contributions to the (adi-
mensional) form factors.

At the same time it also allows one to compute
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rigorously the most divergent contributions to the coeffi-
cients of the expansion of the bare couplings in terms of
the renormalized ones. For example, Ay has, to order n
in the renormalized coupling, a most-divergent contribu-
tion exactly equal to

ABNIN T, (22.8)
while ay has the contribution:
—(B/BABN)" ! (22.9)

with the notations of Sec. XX, see (20.24).

A more detailed analysis allows one easily to select the
Feynman graphs which, in the evaluation of the most-
divergent trees contributions, really give the - leading
behavior in N: in the language of classical perturbation
theory they are the so-called “parquet graphs” and one
could find (22.8) and (22.9) also starting from the con-
sideration of such graphs. This involves quite hard work
but is very interesting [see the appendix written by
Rivasseau in the paper by Gallavotti and Rivasseau
(1983)]. This point will not be discussed further here be-
cause it involves too many new definitions necessary to
establish contact between the formalism developed here
and the classical language of the Feynman graphs.

I collect now a few concluding comments to stress
some of the ideas and problems already foreshadowed in
all the sections of this work.

(a) The assumption that the form factors A(h;N) verify
essentially the same equation as the A(k; ) seems hard
to accept [at least if one wishes to claim from this that
the A(k;N) and the A(k; o) have the “same” properties]
if one accepts that perturbation theory gives correctly the
asymptotic expansion for the beta function when the re-
normalized couplings A,u,a,v are suitably chosen (say, as
functions of A).

In fact, in order that this could be true some important
cancellation effects must be present (to compensate the
factorially growing coefficients) and the recursion rela-
tions for A(k;N) being “slightly different” from those of
Ak ; o0 ) may just miss the cancellations.

(b) It is clear once an ultraviolet cutoff is specified to-
gether with the bare Lagrangian, the coefficients A(4;N)
are well defined and can be expressed in terms of the bare
coupling constants A(N ;N) both as formal power series or
as true functions (of the bare couplings) or as formal
power series in the renormalized form factors A(O;N) or
in the renormalized coupling constants.

On the other hand, the functions A(%; o0 ) are perturba-
tively well defined as a formal power series in the renor-
malized constants and, thought of as a formal power
series, are completely independent of the regularization
used.

The approach in which one prescribes the bare con-

" stants A(N;N) and tries to study the renormalized con-

stants A(O;N) looks conceptually clearer; however, it
suffers from the drawback of necessarily relying on spe-
cial assumptions on the cutoff and on the regularization
and on the bare Lagrangian.
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For instance, the well-known lattice approximation' in
which d¢ is the nearest-neighbor difference and the La-
grangian is taken to be

‘;/"4N2[—KN:cpg:—uquag:—aN:(atpg)z:—VN] (22.10)
&

with the free field defined by
exp (22.11)

—y =3 [(30*+ 4] | | [T dee
; £

has the drawback of making “indistinguishable” the
“main” (d¢)® term from the similar “counterterm”:
whether this point is relevant is not known but it is cer-
tainly one of the main properties necessary in the existing
triviality proofs of the lattice regularization of @4 [in the
sense of (22.10) and (22.11)].

A sign that something might be wrong with the lattice
regularization, with respect to the old problem of finding
a meaning for the perturbation-theory formal series, is

that the most divergent contributions to the expansion of .

the bare couplings Ay,ay in a series of the renormalized
couplings A,u,a,v are (when u=a=v=0 for simplicity)
all positive for Ay and all negative for ay [see Gallavotti
and Rivasseau (1983)] hinting at the possibility that in the

bare theory the counterterms on (d¢)? might be antifer- -

romagnetic and therefore a detailed description of their
form [e.g., whether ay(d¢)® is the nearest-neighbor
difference or a many-neighbor version of it] might be
essential.

This also hints at the possibility that the convergence of
the fields @g on the lattice to the continuum fields might
be more complicated than the naive pointwise conver-
gence of the Schwinger functions (even at distinct points).

(c) Expression (22.4) hints at the possibility that A(k;N)
could be defined only for some values of A which accu-
mulate to zero together with other values of A for which
A(k;N) cannot be defined. Such regular and singular
values of A may depend on ¥: i.e., the parameter y itself
may play a nontrivial role in defining the theory. The ex-
istence of another relevant parameter is somewhat neces-
sary if one believes that the antiferromagnetic effects dis-
cussed above may have some importance: such a parame-
ter should describe on which scale such effects are
smoothed out (an event that should happen, since the fi-
nal Schwinger functions, as defined order by order by per-
‘turbation theory, are smooth except at coinciding points).

(d) Of course one cannot even exclude the possibility
that A should be negative [which might eliminate the
singularities in A for A small, as shown in the approxi-
mate formulas (22.10)].

In fact, from the observation that A(N;N)#£A(N; o0 ),
there seems to be little (or no) relation between the signs
of A(N;N)=(bare coupling) and those of the effective
form factors A(0; ) (which for small renormalized cou-
pling should have the same sign as the renormalized cou-
pling itself, called above A): at least unless special as-
sumptions on the bare interaction Lagrangian are made
[see Coleman and Weinberg (1973), who prove that

Rev. Mod. Phys., Vol. 57, No. 2, April 1985

A0,N) <0 implies A(N,N) <0 in a class of nonperturba-
tive lattice-regularized ¢* models with a ferromagnetic ki-
netic term; see also Aizenman (1982), Frohlich (1982), for
a rigorous version of a similar result]. ‘

(e) If d=2 or 3 one could still perform the (mostly un-
necessary if d=3 and totally unnecessary if d=2) sub-
tractions that one would perform in the case d=4, as
described in Secs. XVII and XVIII. Contrary to what is
sometimes stated, the problem is far from being easy in
spite of the strength of the asymptotic freedom.

The bare couplings are still given by nonconvergent
(a priori) series and the same happens for the form fac-
tors.

The only gain is that the dimensionless form factors are
bounded or grow with a power of the frequency index at
any fixed order of perturbation theory and the power is a
number independent of the order ».

However, the dependence of the perturbation series
coefficients for the form factors is, at order n, bounded
only by nl.

Understanding whether, in spite of this, one can still
make sense, beyond perturbation theory, of :p*: fields in
dimension d=2 or 3 with the subtractions of :¢*:; would
help in understanding the role of the asymptotic freedom
in constructive field theory. By ‘subtractions of :p*:,”
one means here essentially the usual zero-momentum sub-
tractions “to fourth order for the four-external-lines dia-
grams and to third order for the two-external-lines dia-
grams.”

This problem, surprisingly, does not seem to have been
considered in the literature.

I apologize for this section, which has a somewhat dif-
ferent character from the rest of the work, mostly dealing
with open or ill-defined ‘problems. The main reason for
including it is to stress a fact that I think is a rather im-
portant one, namely, that the problem of the construction
of a nontrivial :@*;, field theory, or a proof of its triviali-
ty, is still very open and hard.
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APPENDIX A: COVARIANCE OF THE FREE FIELD; The operator H gyuneum =H has a simple lowest eigen-

HINTS value, because V— o at infinity [see (1.14)]; therefore if
Let Hquantum = — TAA+Y, where A is the Laplace $x denotes also the multiplication operator on % by @,

operator on the space L,(R“/@") =97, A =#/uaD [see  't1

(1.14)].

Cg"r, - (eo,¢)—c Tt¢y‘eO ) = (eO’ T'rq);_c Tt¢7T'r—te0)
= lim T(T ¢4 T,cpi T,._p)

T—> 00

= lim [ T{@ _»@o@o)sT(@o@ M@ )Tr @ rp _de _doode, , ‘ (AD)

T—> 00

where @ = (@, )xeAnZDa and £=(X,0), n=(7,1).
Using Trotter’s formula [see comments before (2.7)], one finds (if 5> 0 and 27/b =N is an integer)

Cep= lim limezEOT/ﬁf (‘e(b/Z)AAebV)r/b((p @)@ o)l ob/2)48 bV)t/b((Eo,gl) ]

700 b—0 .

X((Et) (e(b/Z)AAebV)(t—-r)/b((Et’(ﬁ ~T)d(£ —fd(f()d(_et

I

N N
b (@)
I (ett7248 s
f (e (@ —ribp @ —rrbj+b)e " Pz oPn IL d0—rip
j=0 j=0

= lim

b N b/4A Vg4, T
RIS W@ —ribjsP —r+bj+b)e 1[I do—rijp
j=0 j=0

where one assumes that 7/b is also an integer and the fields in the kernels have been denoted, for reasons which will be
soon clear, with a “time index” —7-+bj rather than by j itself. Also, one writes (@ ¢)x =@(x,0) and @=(@x) a2

The denominator within the last limit is essentially exp(—2Eq7/#), being, after the limit b—0, equal to the trace of
exp( — H guantum 27/#).
Using the explicit form of the heat equation kernel:

11 X
He(b/z VAN @ —ribjsP —rtbj+b) =EXP ~ b > > ((Px,—r+jb—§0x,—r+jb+b)2 (A3)
j=0 x€EA
and
N bV, 1 ba? 2
H bj =exp 27& 2 2 2 Px +ae,, —r+jb — Px, —r+jb)
j=0 XEAj=0i=
1 baPu moc '
— 5 7 2 2 ¢)x,—'r+b] ’ (A
xXEAj=0

one finds, if £ denotes a point on the d =D + 1 dimensional lattice with spacing a in the first D directions and b in the
last one, and if ¢;, j=1,..., D,0, are unit vectors in the lattice directions, one finds that the integral in (A2) has the
form

li t —(172)(Q, ¢, ) _ d , ,
irlr,1><cons fe <p§<p§H Po i (AS5)
where the constant is a normalization constant and Q =(Qgy)e ,ex, Where A is [(AﬂZd )IX[(—7,7)NZb] with
“periodic boundary conditions” and £=(x,0), n=(y,t) is given by
D <Pg+e =P (@grep—@e) (mgc?)?
Qp.p)=Lba”| 3 |23 +—= + 3 —>—g¢t|. (A6)
E€ER j=1 b EER 7

But the integral (AS) is simply (Q '), and Q™! can be easily found by explicit diagonalization: because of the
periodic boundary conditions the eigenvectors of Q are complex exponentials.
In the limit A—> 0, 7—> oo the eigenvalues fill the Brillouin zone and Q ~? becomes, if p = ,pO)ERD +1
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m/a /b eip(§—~n)
QE" )d f—fr/a P —w/b dpo 2 (A7)
o€ 122 i 1—cos(ap;)  2[1—cos(bpg)]
c
% = a2 ’ ’b2

and (2.8) follows from (A7) by letting b —0.

APPENDIX B: HINT FOR (2.10)

For the proof of (2.10) one proceeds as in Appendix A.
Everything is the same up to (A4), where, in the present
case, an extra term appears:

exp (B1)

D
——&21((/)5)
3

Setting T =1, one sees that the proof of (2.10) is the
proof of the admissibility of an interchange of two limits.

This problem should be studied by the reader as a test
of understanding of the theory of Brownian motion. On a
heuristic level the reader can accept (2.10) and proceed to
see that is done with it.

The identity of the P in (2.10) and (2.11) is a byproduct
of the above discussion.

APPENDIX C: WICK MONOMIALS AND THEIR
INTEGRALS

Let xy,...,x, be Gaussian random variables with co-
variance matrix
C,jzfop(x,-xj) . (Cl)

One defines, for any of the above variables x,
xP:=[28 (x*P]'H, (x /28 (x))]'?] , (C2)

where H), is the pth Hermite polynomial defined by the
generating function:

< ‘_Z_I_J_ __,—a*/4+a
> P!H,,<§)—e tat (C3)

p=0

More generally, one defines inductively

x'll +1x;2 <o x:":le:x';‘x;z2 <o x:”:
. i Cljnj:x’lll e x;'j_l Ce x:p: ,
ji=1
(c4)
interpreting the last term as O if n ;=0 and setting
:x?---x,?::l, :x?---x,i'-'x,?:=xk . (C5)

Expressions (C4) and (C5) are a natural extension of the
recursion relation for the Hermite polynomials expressed
by [if C=&(x?)]

Pt lh=xoxm—

ny+n,

. . . n n
Note that if x;=x,=x it is :x;'x,>:=:x :. Expres-
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nCx" 1. . (C6)

sion (C4) implies by induction
q

! q q

Sox|= 3 —L 0ol or

iNi 1eo. '1 D
i=1 ql+---+qp=qql‘ qp'
q q

Xxq' e xfr,  (CD)

which is the “Leibnitz rule” for Wick monomials.

The basic property of the Wick-ordered monomials is
the “Wick rule” for the expectations of products of Wick
monomials.

Let Dy,..., D, be s subsets of (1,2, ...,

=: I1 xa:;

aED

n) and let
(C8)

then the integral

IIxD

j=1

is computed as follows.

Draw, say, on a plane, s clusters of | D; |, , | Dy |
points each and arbitrarily label the points in the cluster
D; by the elements in D;.

Draw one line out of each of the vertices a €D; and
think of it as representing the variable x,,.

Let .7 be the set of the graphs obtained by joining pair-
wise all such lines in all possible ways so that no lines
constituting a pair emerging from the same cluster are
ever joined together. Denote (a,f3) the elements of 7€.7~
obtained by joining (or “contracting”) a line
emerging from the vertex a with a line emerging from the
vertex f3.

Then, denoting (a,f3) the lines in 7 _yommg a and f3, we
have

(C9)

E H CaB'

T€ET (a,B)ET

[

j=1

Equation (C9) is the “Wick rule” and it is easily proved
by induction from (C4) and its special case when D; con-
tains one point for each j.

The latter case is treated directly from the relation

Eq' {wa]l

0 i
"
Wy CL) n
= > q ?f(x - x,7)
nyl - n a
ny+ccc g U1 g
1
=& [exp [Ea)ixi ] ]:exp 5 > 0;0;Cj |,
i ij '

(C10)
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where the last integration is the general integration for-
mula of the exponential of a Gaussian variable x:
&(e*)=exp[ & (x2)/2].

The formula that one is seeking follows from (C10) by
developing the last exponential in powers and by identify-
ing the coefficients of equal powers in the second and
fourth terms of (C10) and then interpreting the result
graphically.

But the most remarkable property of the Wick mono-
mials is related to the possibility of simple formulas for
the truncated expectations.

In fact, ‘

?fT(:xDl:,...,:xDp:;sl,..’.,sp) (C11)
can be computed via the following rule: draw s; clusters
of |D,| points each, s, clusters of |D,| points each,
etc., and label the points in them by the elements of
D,,D,,...,D,, respectively, plus another index identify-
ing which cluster is being considered among the s; clus-
ters of | D; | points.

Then consider all the possible graphs 7 obtained by
joining pairs of such points, avoiding drawing lines join-
ing points belonging to the same cluster and with the
property that each graph 7 would be connected if all the
points. inside each cluster were considered identical or—
the same thing—connected (i.e., m should be connected
“modulo the clusters”).

Then, if A is a line in 7 joining the pair of points
(a,B)=A, it is

fT(:xDI: y e (C12)

"SP):E H Caﬁ .

s :xDpZ;S] 5.
T AET

In particular, it is remarkable that &7( )>0 if Chp>0
(which, however, is a property not necessarily true, be-
cause C is constrained only to be a positive definite ma-
trix).

The (Cl12) can be generalized to the case where
'x;=y;+z;, with y; and z;, i =1, ..., p being two sets of
independent Gaussian random variables with covariances
C,~(])~ and C,»}, and one considers

ng(:x()l:,...,:xDp:;sl,...,sp), (C13)

where &, means expectation (i.e., integration) with
respect to the z variables at fixed y.

If .7~ denotes now the set of the graphs obtained by .

joining pairs of points of different clusters as before but
now allowing that some points stay disconnected from the
others provided the set of lines joining the points still
makes the sets of clusters connected (if each of them is re-
garded as connected), let :x,: denote : [} x,:, where the
product is over the points which in 7E.7 are left uncon-
nected with other points.

Then
ng(:xDﬁ’ S XD BST, »Sp)
= vr> [IChs II C%, (Cl4
TET TCm AET AET/T
TET
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where the second sum runs over the subgraphs of 7 which
are still elements of .7~ (i.e., which still form a graph con-
nected modulo the identification of the points in each
cluster).

One first checks that (C14) is an immediate conse-
quence of (C12) by writing x; =y; +2z; and developing the
sums using the Leibnitz rule: actually, it is convenient to
note from the beginning that (C14) is true in general if it
is true for s;=s,=--- =s,=1. This is seen by using
the identity valid for truncated expectations:

g T(x1 > oo

XX e XDy Xpry e Xps 150000 1)

=&T(x,,... » Xp3S1see-sSp),  (C15)

if x; is repeated s; times in the lhs of (C15). .
Then one checks that (C14) follows from (C12) by
developing the summations as mentioned above in the

case sy ="' =s,=1.
Finally, one checks (C12) as a consequence of another
remarkable formula (in the case s;= " " - s, =1, which is

not restrictive, as noted above):
w1 X @, X
ETe ™, e PP, ..., 1)

. o, wsC,
= 3 I @,
reg* AET
A=(a,B)

(C16)

where .77 is the set of graphs with lines joining p points
and forming a connected set in which there are never two
lines joining the same pair of vertices. Below, the nota-
tion A=(a,B) is used to identify a line with its end points;
and one also defines

o 0% — i @V p._ @2/2)C,0x , (C17)
!
- p=0 P
where the latter equality follows from (C2) and (C3).
More generally, if x;=y;+z;, and y,z are independent
with covariances C°,C/, respectively,

ng(:ewlxl:, - ,:ew"x”:;l yeoos 1)
P Y, ; 1
= [T:"":| 3 II *“*“*—-1), (C18)
j=1 reg* AEm
as a consequence of (C16) and [see (C17)] of
e =1eY:e%: (C19)

Equation (C12) follows from (C16) by expanding both
sides in powers of ® and identifying equal powers of w.

Therefore, the only formula that one must prove is
(C16). One possible proof of (C16) can be given as fol-
lows. Consider

z- [

where P(dx) is the Gaussian distribution of x and A;j>0,
®;ER,and i =V —1.
Then, expanding in powers of A, one finds

2 iw;x;
> Aje Y| | Pldx) , (C20)

exp

j=1




Gallavotti: Renormalization of scalar fields

555
2 ICZX' "
21 Ape
0 i=
zzzo [ — P(dx)
1 ! i i
=25 2 T Ay AP B T (e )]
n=0""n 4" pm,=n M np:
n n .
_ E A'll . )Vpp ei(w1n1x1+"' +a)pnpxp)e(l/2)(w%n1C“+"' +w‘2,anPP)P(dx)
Ay,.eon nl! n,! -
p Anj 2 2j
i ~(n}—n)o¥/2
= 3 |1 |55 777" exp [— 3 minjw;0;C; (C21)
LTERRREY 8 j=1 J° i<j
Therefore, one has to study APPENDIX D: PROOF OF (16.14)
o
————— InZ One has to show that
A - - A, A=0
h
) ) _ —(x/4)y M |4 .
=&, e PP, D), (C22) I fA" lee derttrdin
and one realizes that, for this purpose, one can replace Z <|A| B! 11 ,y“‘dhv(sv‘”, n>1, (D1)

by

z= 3
nl,...,np=0,1

n n
Al AP exp [— S w;0;n;n;Cyj ]

i<j

= X {H’»g]exp[— 2 Cén“’é“’n]’
XCfl,...,p} {E€EX (&m)CX

(C23)

where the last sum is over the pairs (&) in

X =(xy,...,x,); this fact follows from the last expres-
sion of (C21) (because njz——nj:O if n;=1).

One realizes that Z’ in (C23) is the grand canonical
partition function for a system of particles with variable
activity A sitting on a finite set (1,2, ..., p) and interact-
ing with a pair potential Cg,egw,.

The theory of the Mayer expansion teaches that the
logarithm of Z’ can be expanded in a series of the activi-
ties and the coefficients of this series are well known and
can be obtained via a graphical algorithm: the coefficient
of Ay,...,A, (which in any event is easy to compute in-
dependently of the theory of the Mayer expansion) is pre-
cisely

(C24)

S II (e e 1),

reT* AET
which proves (C16) replacing w, by iw, [the imaginary
unit has been introduced in (C20) to avoid convergence

problems in the definition of Z as an integral].
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v>r

which is clearly equivalent to (16.14). Here one imagines
to have fixed a tree (with no decorations or frames but
just frequency indices A and position labels &, ...,§, at
the end points). The vertices v of the tree organize the
end points into a hierarchy of clusters § ,.

The lines A are drawn so that the ones which join pairs
E,mEE, which are not both located inside any smaller
cluster &, with w >v are enough lines to connect all the
points in the cluster £, modulo the smaller clusters (i.e.,
imagining that the points inside the smaller clusters are
connected): for such lines A it is 4, =h, =frequency in-
dex of the vertex.

Define I(yo)= | A| if n=1, i.e,, if the tree is trivial.

Assume that the tree ¥, has root frequency k and has a
first nontrivial vertex v, where it bifurcates into s sub-
trees Yy, ..., Vs, > 1.

Clearly in proving (D1) it is not restrictive to suppose
that the lines connecting the clusters £, , ..., £ vy associ-

ated with the vertices immediately following vg in v, do
the connection in a simply connected way; otherwise, one
just deletes the extra factors in (D1).

Once this is supposed it is clear that one can perform
the integrals in (D1) by keeping first all the points in
£v,>---» &y, fixed and the positions of the points in the
first cluster fixed relative to the point £, which is linked

by a line A to the other clusters; here one is supposing that
&y, is one of the (at least two) clusters connected to only
one other cluster (which is no loss of generality).

The result of the integration, followed by the integra-
tion over the remaining coordinates, yields the inequality
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I(yo)= {fA st ""dp]l(w IM

dh
»

<B,———I(y)I(y" )y~ (D2)

1
[A]
where ¥’ is the tree obtained from y, by deleting the
branch y; and B;y~% is a A-independent bound on the
integral in (D2); in deducing (D2) the translation invari-
ance of the problem has been used; furth.ermore, the above
inequality holds even if one of the trees in the rhs is trivi-
al, provided one defines, as above, I = | A | for the trivial
tree.

Hence by iteration

I(yo) <BS™! (D3)

I(yy) - Iys) .

.
A |
Obviously (D3) implies (D1) for y, if (D1) is supposed
valid for ¥4, ..., ¥s; hence the theorem follows by induc-
tion being true, by definition, for n=1: note that here the
relation used several times,

> (s

v'>v

is useful [see (12.17)].

y—1=n,—1,
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APPENDIX E: PROOF OF (19.8)

Given a tree shape o without any frames and with
m >2 final lines each carrying an index n;, so that
21 nj=n, n; >0, consider the sum

n;—1
- m (bh; P
S |y n! - s =
h |v>r =1 p=0 P

(E1)

where m is the degree of o and A is a frequency assign-
ment to the vertices of o with root frequency k.
Consider first the case in which o is

In this case one has to study, changing for convenience
of notation n; into n; + 1,

=371

t=1

n;! 20 [b(z +k)]” l

=i7/_7" ﬁn.l > Pt i Uit AN it iy,
t=1 ji=1 ! Jxreeorim St m! r=0 r!(jl""” +jm—r)
< il 21 2 it i U1t ) §h+ e N % E2)
I s e DL e N =R 4.0) b R o MR iy
and for all 6 > 0 the rhs of (E2) is bounded by
m n, n,, Jit oty . Got e 4
b Ui+ Him) 2 ! ™ (6k)
< [ IIn! - , : y Pl , (E3)
ji=1 ! j12=0 jmz=() 0 Jil e Jm! ,§ rgo r!
so that if ¥y Pe®< 1 and b <6,
. 1S n.
Eq. (E3)<y Pe+0 [E' R ok mit o
- 1—y=Pe® 25 ¢! (ny+ - +ny,)
q9 n n . .
b ‘ z Uit 4im)
X 2 ) 2 o Pl lm
q>r Jj1=0 Jm =0 J1: Jm
2
[En '7/ peez i r —p,0 En’ '2"
) Ok) 1511 -t ‘e > (E4)
Tod—yPe® Sy rl 6] 1—-b/60 T )0 1—b/9 o ’
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where we have used the inequality (to be proved by induc-
tion)

nyleeeon,! n Tm !
: — 3 —L—— 1,
(ni+ - +ny) Jji=0 jm=o]1!"']m!
i+ i =a
Vn,',q. (ES)

Finally, let
Dg=7"Peb(1—yPe®)~(1—b/0)"", (E6)

and (9.8) follows with b =6/2 suitably chosen [e.g.,
b=(p/4)Iny] and with D¢ replacing D¢, which is
correct in the special case just considered.

Consider next a general tree,

Ny
nx
N3
(57)
Ng
Ns

Ne

nz

Using recursively the bound found in the case of dia-
gram 56, one reduces the problem of estimating (19.8) to
the problem of a similar estimate for a simpler tree. In
fact, summing over h,, where v is one of the highest ver-
tices of the tree, and if m, >2 is the number of branches
emerging out of v, we find the estimate (19.8) to be re-
duced to that relative to the tree o’ without the vertex v
and with the line v'v joining v to the preceding vertex v’,
being a final line bearing an index ¥, n;, where the sum
is over the end points’ indices (of o) of the end points
linked to v by a final branch. For instance, in the case of
diagram 57 one gets, if v is taken to be the vertex with
frequency h,,

where the last ratio is the Cayley formula for the number
of rooted trees T, with fixed coordination numbers [see J.
W. Moon (1967), Enumerating Labelled Trees, in Graph
Theory and Theoretical Physics, edited by F. Harary
(Academic, London)], and
Sp dv._l
I1 () "

i=1

is a bound on the number of ways of choosing external
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Every time the procedure is repeated one gets a factor
D¢ and an expression similar to the one to be bounded but
for a simpler tree. Since in m —1 steps at most one
reaches the case drawn in diagram 56, (19.8) is proved.

APPENDIX F: ESTIMATE OF THE NUMBER
OF FEYNMAN GRAPHS COMPATIBLE WITH A TREE

This appendix is due to Giovanni Felder, Ziirich, who
proves the following. :

Lemma. Let G be an unlabeled Feynman graph with n
vertices, and let ¥ be a tree with n end points. Then the
number N(G,v,{n,},e,) of labelings of G compatible
with ¥ and such that for all vertices v the subgraph of G
corresponding to v has n, external lines, is bounded above
by Cin(o)expe( 3, n,), for all £>0 and some constant
C,, if o is the shape of the tree y.-

Proof. Consider G,v,{n,},e, fixed. Let v, be the sub-
tree of ¥ with root v, and N,(j) the number of ways of
choosing and labeling a subgraph of G compatible with
7, and having an external line connected to the vertex j of
G. Furthermore, let vy,..., Vs, be the vertices following

vin y. Since the subgraphs G, , ..., G,, corresponding

v

to vy, .., have to be connected together, there exists
at least one tree diagram T, with vertices v;,... » Us,

correspond to propagators connecting
Let d, be the number of lines of T, em-

whose lines
va""’Gvs'

erging from v;. We have the estimate

Sy(s, —2)!

II (dy,— 1)

i=1

’ (F1)

T
lines of G, corresponding to the lines of 7,. The sum
over d,,i can be performed explicitly:

11 [mngvi(j') lsv
J

i=1

s, —2

N,(j) < ,  (F2)

2m,
1

and, using x“gk!s“‘kexp(sk), Ev (s, —1)=n —1, we get

e ny

vEY

N(y,G,{n;},e,)<Ct [ > syt J exp (F3)

vEY
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But

[Hs,,!

/n(a)= 1| [s,,!/[[t,.,,,!]

vey vEYy i

(where t;, are the multiplicities of the different tree
shapes of the trees that start from v) is just the number of
ways of drawing the shape o by choosing at each vertex
how to order the trees starting from it: this number is
bounded by the number of ways of drawing all the trees
with n end points, which, by the same argument used to
count the trees, is bounded by C” for some constant C.

APPENDIX G: APPLICATION
TO THE HIERARCHICAL MODEL

A very simple and particularly interesting example of
field theory is the ¢* hierarchical model.

This model is defined by an interaction like (5.6), i.e.,
“pure @*” but with a different interpretation of the free
field ¢' <Y and with d being any integer <4.

In this appendix I discuss very briefly the minor
changes necessary to treat this new case; in fact, it will be
a useful exercise for the reader to check the statements
made below, while reading various parts of this paper.

To define the free fields ¢'<" with cutoffs at scales
y“N one introduces a sequence Qy,Q01,0,,..., of com-
patible pavements of the unit cube A: the pavement Q; is
built with cubes of side size 7, where ¥ > 1 is the “scale
parameter.”

Each point § is in one cube AEQ;, for j=0,1,2,3,...,
with the obvious (and trivial) exception of the points on
the boundaries of the cubes. Then one defines

. .
(<k - P _
PisP= 3 yl@ 2)/2112Aj= S |A|@-Ddg,
=1 ADE
|A| >y—Ke
(G1)

where A; is the cube in Q; containing £ and the z, are
Gaussian-independent variables with covariance + except
for one among them, Zp,, corresponding to Ag=AEQ,,

which will be assumed to have covariance
1/2(1—y~9=2)_just to simplify some formulas.

The fields @' <"’ behave roughly as the Euclidean free
.field with cutoff at y %,

Hierarchical models in field theory were introduced in
the papers of Wilson [see Wilson (1971,1972)? and Wilson
and Kogut (1974)] as approximations to the Euclidean
theory and called, therefore, “approximate recursion for-
mulas.” In statistical mechanics they were introduced by
Dyson (1969,1971) and studied also by Bleher and Sinai
(1973,1975) and by Collet and Eckmann (1978).

Model (G1) is not the one studied in the above-
mentioned papers; its relevance and importance for field
theory were pointed out in Gallavotti (1978,1979b), and it
was applied to constructive field theory for Euclidean
fields in a series of papers by Benfatto et al. (1978) [see
also Benfatto, Cassandro et al. (1980)]. It is mentioned
earlier in Wilson and Kogut (1974, p. 120, line 11) [see
(G3) below for comparison] without comments except
perhaps the implication that it may be not too relevant;
see Wilson and Kogut (1974, p. 119, line 11). Many of
the results that follow would apply as well to the
hierarchical models considered in the above-mentioned
papers after some obvious changes; for some earlier pa-
pers on such “classical” hierarchical models see Gawedski
and Kupiainen (1981,1983,1984) and their references.

The theory of the ¢* field with interaction given by
(5.6) for d=4 can be pursued exactly as in Secs.
XVI-XX with a few remarkable simplifications; the re-
sults, and ‘the simplifications just mentioned, are listed
below. The reader who has followed Secs. V—IX and
XVI-XX will find them very easy to prove; their proof
is, however, very instructive, as it shows the true prob-
lems of perturbative field theory deprived of most techni-
cal complications which accompany them.

(1) Classifying the divergences leads to the same results
of Sec. VXI, provided one sets everywhere my =0,
ny,=0, thus disregarding the d¢ fields (which are not de-
fined in this model and which are absent from the interac-
tion).

(2) The renormalization is also done along the same
lines. It is, however, much easier in practice, because the
effective interaction (very peculiarly for this model)
remains “purely local” on each scale: i.e., the effective
potential on scale k has the form

(<h)_ < L (<kn,
vV —nglco(k,n)fA Py dx

= 2 'Q'x(XA)? (GZ)

AEQ,

where X, =@ <% /[28(\<¥?)]'/2 if x €A, and in the
second step use has been made of the fact that @\=* is
constant over boxes A of side size y . The function
Q;(x) is defined implicitly by (G2) as well as the coeffi-
cients w(k,n). The normalized field is introduced for con-
venience.

(3) In fact, one can see, independently of perturbation
theory, that the functions Qg (x) are related by a recursion
formula, namely, it is Q, =TQ; 1, k>0, where T is [see
also Gallavotti (1979b)]

d

(TQ)(x):yd]nf {exp[Q(az +Bx)]}e_227jr , (G3)

2See in particular footndte 8. This paper introduces a hierarchical model and deals mainly with @3%; other similar hierarchical
models had been introduced earlier in Dyson (1969) and later in Baker (1972) in statistical mechanics and in Gallavotti (1978) in field
theory—a general theory of the recursion relations associated with certain hierarchical models can be found in Collet and Eckmann
(1978), who extend the work initiated by Bleher and Sinai (1973,1975).
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with a=(1 _32)1/2, B= ,y—-(d —2)/2.
Therefore, Q; =TV ~kQ n if k>0, and a simple calcu-
lation shows that the interaction

IR

can be written as (G2), with

(<N)?

RNy vy )dx

N(X):[}\N"}/~(4_d)NC4H4(x)+,U,N‘}/“2NC2H2(X)

+vyy M, (G4)
where C =(1—y~4=2)~1/2_ The reason k=0 is special
is that z,, for A€ Q,, has a slightly different covariance.
If zp, AEQy, had been taken with covariance %, too,
then a,f in (G3) would, however, have turned out slightly
k dependent.

(4) Because of remark (2) the .¥ and R operations of
Sec. XVIII need only to be defined for 1, :(pf:, :(p‘l‘:, and
are simply

Ll=1, L=k, f:q_o‘}::
ZL:p:=0 ifn>4,

4,
P

(G5)
R1=0, R:¢}:=0, R|¢}=0,

R:pl:=:97: ifn>4.

No D,, fields arise: because of the locality remark (2),
above, x would be equal to y, so that D,, =0.

Since the Dy, fields vanish, there is no need to increase
the order of subtraction, because D,, “has clearly a zero
of infinite order.”

Therefore, the above theory is renormalizable, in spite
of the absence of (d¢)? terms in the interaction. This is
my proof of a theorem by Wilson; in fact Wilson (1972,
line 26 from bottom of p. 424) proved th1s result (just by
stating it) in (p3 theory (and hence in <p4 theory also, the
argument being the same in the two cases). It seems that
this deep result of Wilson went almost unnoticed, prob-
ably because he failed to stress its interest, very high in
my opinion. The difference between the models used here
is irrelevant, and the above proof can be repeated verba-
tim in the “classical” hierarchical models.

(5) Finally, consider the resummations. The equation
for the form factors, diagram 32, and formulas (9.9) and
(20.8) can be written in terms of the “beta functional”

BLDK)=T 3 BIk+1Lha)

—exp EXQ’CGHG'(az +Bx) ||,
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where we have explicitly exhibited the decomposition of
the B coefficients of (20.8) in terms of the contributions
from the various trees.

Then, as the reader can easily check, the bounds on 3
are, if vy =first vertex of o,

—Zusup
| B2k + 1,0 | <Conty T
—o(h. —h.,—
| % plhy—hy=1) (G7)
V>
with the wusual notations and with Cy>0,

p=—d +(6—e)d—2)/2, €>0. The 6 in p is explained

by the fact that the vertices of o carrying a superscript R
generate [because of (G5)] only Feynman graphs with at
least six external lines (in fact, the R operation just deletes
the contributions from nontrivial Feynman graphs with
two or four external lines emerging out of clusters gen-
erated by the vertices of the tree o).

Expression (G7) suggests that the hierarchical model
may have a “1/y expansion” for the beta function B in
(G6). One sees that the right-hand side of (G7) is of order
O(1), as ¥— oo only for the trees ¥ which have only one
nontrivial vertex vy, which we can call the “simple” trees.
For the other trees the bound (G7) contains terms of
o(1/vP).

Therefore, it might be of some interest to analyze the
equation for the dimensionless form factors (G6) in the
approximation in which only “simple” trees are con-
sidered in the right-hand side of (G6). This approxima-
tion is not equivalent to taking an order-by-order dom-
inant term in the ¥ ~! expansion of the B, for the o of
given order n, because even for simple trees o the B, de-
pend on y and have subleading corrections in y~

Therefore, the above approximation has the same char-
acter as the “leading log” or “most-divergent graphs”
resummation or as the “planar graphs” resummation dis-
cussed in Secs. IX and XX. However, it is in some sense
to be clarified (one hopes) a deeper resummation, as, un-
like the cases of the “most-divergent graphs” or the *“pla-
nar graphs” resummations, its beta function has an
asymptotic expansion which has zero-radius of conver-
gence: the contribution from the tree with n end points
being proportional to n! [see (G7) and (G8) below].

But the really interesting aspect of the above resumma-
tion is that the beta function can be computed “exactly.”
In fact, from the graphical interpretation of Egs. (5.13)
and (5.14) in terms of “simple” trees one can easily recog-
nize that the contribution of the simple trees to the right-
hand side of (G6) is just the power series expansion of a
function B,[A(k +1)] in formal powers of A(k + 1), and
B, A& is

(G8)

o hh >k+1
x I A, (G6)
end point
of o
1
6
B AP =p12C0 [ Holwe ™ 25 |In [ e~
where 6=2,4, Cz(l__,y—(d-—2))—l/2’ a=(l—[3’2)1/2, B:,}/—(d~2)/2'
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Thus, if we set A= —AY(k +1)C*, u=—A2(k +1)C?, M= —AD(k)C?*, u'=—AP(k)C?, it follows that the dimen-
sionless form factors on scale k are expressed in terms of those on scale k£ + 1 simply by

4
k':-yd% fH4(x)e_"2j.~—x lnfe
! T
22 2 dx
. __adE H,(x)e * —=
w=—y'Sr [ Hyxle ™ 7=

This formula [which I derived, with some algebraic er-
rors, later corrected by Nicold, from the remark that
(5.13) and (5.14) imply that B, can be summed explicitly]
gives a recursion relation somewhat interesting in itself.
But more interesting would be to see in what sense (if at
all) the above resummation provides a good resummation
rule up to O(y~!). Such problems have not been investi-
gated yet.
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