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Abstract. The Euclidean massive Gross-Neveu model in two dimensions is
just renormalizable and asymptotically free. Thanks to the Pauli principle,
bare perturbation theory with an ultra-violet cut-off (and the correct ansatz for
the bare mass) is convergent in a disk, whose radius corresponds by asymptotic
freedom to a small finite renormalized coupling constant, Therefore, the theory
can be fully constructed in a perturbative way. It satisfies the O.S. axioms and is
the Borel sum of the renormalized perturbation expansion of the model

1. Introduction

The Gross-Neveu (or Mitter-Weisz) models in two dimensions (in short the GN,
models) are among the simplest physical field theories which are asymptotically
free, hence are among the most obvious “laboratories” to investigate the
perturbative behavior of non-abelian gauge theories in four dimensions, and non-
perturbative phenomena like spontancous symmetry breaking [1,2]. They are
models of N-component fermions (with N=2), with a quartic interaction;
therefore their graphs are topologically the same as those of the familiar &*
bosonic theories.

Although the models discussed by Gross and Neveu were massless, and their
paper [2] was mostly devoted to the discussion of chiral symmetry breaking and
dynamical mass generation, the massive version (i.c., with non-zero bare mass)
makes perfect sense. In contrast with the massless case these massive GN,, theories,
while still asymptotically free [1], should have a purely perturbative content (by
this we mean that all the physics of the model could be extracted from ordinary
perturbation theory). Therefore, they are the simplest candidates for a rigorous
construction of a renormalizable field theory, and it is slightly surprising that they
were not often presented as such by “constructive field theory.” (Of course these
models are only two-dimensional; we remark also that the case N =1, which
corresponds to the massive Thirring model has been solved by means of the sine
Gordon transformation [3].)
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In this paper we construct the Schwinger functions of the models by “brute
force”, relying on the asymptotic freedom of the model and on the existence of a
non-zero bare mass to get a small parameter of expansion. An outline of the
construction can be found in [4] (although the bare mass flow is not correctly
discussed there). In fact it is not harder than the construction of planar — g@% field
theories [5-7] and is certainly casier than the control of infrared @3 [8,97, since
there is no “domination” or large fields problem. Its main interest is to prove on a
“physical” example that asymptotic freedom is truly an effective tool, which like
superrenormalizability provides rigorous control over the continuum limit of a
quantum ficld theory. The recent construction of a hierarchical version of (non-
planar) —g®j (but without physical positivity) [10] had the same motivation. All
these results make us confident that asymptotic freedom will control in the same
way the ultra-violet limit of four-dimensional non-abelian gauge theories,
although the technical problems related to gauge invariance have not as yet been
solved.

The organization of this paper is as follows: in Sect. 2 we introduce the model
and the notation, we establish its perturbative renormalizability and we show,
using Gram’s inequality on determinants, that the bare unnormalized perturb-
ation expansion of the model with infrared and ultraviolet cutoffs is absolutely
convergent, no matter how large the bare coupling is. Therefore, the unnormalized,
unrenormalized Schwinger functions in a finite volume, with finite ultra-violet
cutoff, are entire functions of the bare coupling. Although the proof is extremely
simple and certainly known to many experts on fermionic theories, we feel that this
marvelous fact will never be over-emphasized. ‘

In Sect. 3 we introduce first a single cluster and Mayer expansion. It allows us
to perform the infinite-volume limit and to show that the normalized, unre-
normalized Schwinger functions with an ultra-violet cutoff still have an absolutely
convergent perturbation expansion for small enough bare coupling (depending on
the cutoff). Since there are ultraviolet divergences in the theory, the radius of
convergence shrinks to zero as the ultra-violet cutoff is removed. To push further
the analysis, we introduce a phase-space expansion, with momentum slices 1, M,
M?2, ..., M® M being a fixed integer, and cubes of corresponding size as in [9], and
we repeat the cluster and Mayer expansion in each slice.

Now in Sect. 4 starting with a given bare coupling and the correct ansatz for the
bare mass', we can reshuffle the bare expansion into a “partly renormalized”
expansion with effective coupling constants, masses and wave function constants
which depend on the highest slice of momentum entering a vertex or flowing
through a line. The transformation from bare to effective couplings is a
renormalization group transformation, controlled by the first orders of perturb-
ation theory. Let us remark at this point that for us “partly renormalized”
expansions are more than a tool; since they lie at the right point between bare and
renormalized expansions, we think that they should become the modern way of
using perturbation theory (see also [5-7]). We call them PRPSE (partly
renormalized phase space expansion).

1 We thank K. Gawedzki and A. Kupiainen for explaining the importance of this point to us
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In Sect. 5 we prove that this partly renormalized perturbation expansion is
absolutely convergent, uniformly in the u.v. cutoff M?, provided the bare coupling
A, 1s positive and chosen according to the formula obtained by retaining the first
orders of perturbation theory:

(O =1f(e,C)"", where f(o,C)=—p,(LogM)o+(B4/f,) Loge+C,
(1.1)

C being a large enough positive constant.

Moreover, as the ultra-violet cutoff is removed, the limit of the Schwinger
functions which are the sums of this expansion does exist.

In Sect. 6 we investigate further the theory built in this way. We rewrite the
partly renormalized expansion into an expansion in which the two-point
subgraphs are “fully renormalized,” and the four-point subgraphs are “partly
renormalized;” therefore this expansion is expressed in terms of effective coupling
constants and of renormalized mass and wave function constants. We prove that
this expansion, with an u.v. cutoff, is still absolutely convergent, but now for any
complex bare coupling in the disk of radius f(g, C)~?, as announced in [4]. This
expansion, although of a somewhat mixed nature, is a beautiful tool, which could
have been in fact taken as our starting point; it allows a particularly simple
verification of the Osterwalder-Schrader axioms, and it allows also to identify the
theory with the Borel sum of the (fully) renormalized expansion of the model, with,
e.g., B.P.H.Z. subtractions at O external momenta (this expansion is expected to be
divergent, due to the presence of ultra-violet renormalons).

Let us summarize what emerges at the end of our analysis as our recipe to
compute the Gross-Neveu model in terms of Feynman amplitudes:

Take two values C and m (C large), and sum up all connected Feynman
amplitudes of the theory on a lattice of mesh M ¢ or with a momentum cutoff M?
of Pauli-Villars type and vertices 4, where 4, is defined by (1.1), and the two-point
subgraphs are renormalized according to the BPHZ prescription (actually in this
case this prescription is particularly simple: you don’t even need to know about
forests to use it since proper two point subgraphs never overlap). Although this
was not obvious at first sight, tremendous cancellations occur at each order, so
that the sum is absolutely convergent. Let now ¢ tend to infinity; your sum
converges to a continuum theory satisfying the axioms.

Finally, let us remark that our PRPSE, as well as the closely related formalism
of [7], can be easily adapted to the construction of non-renormalisable theories,
with fixed point close to the origin (see [11, 12]). For instance the construction of
the Gross-Neveu model with propagator (p+m)/(p>+m?)! ¢, which mimics
dimension 2 +¢, is certainly possible and was not included here only because of
lack of energy. Even somewhat harder problems like the construction of the GNj
model at large N or the dynamic mass generation in GN,, at large N seem within
reach of our methods.

During the preparation of this paper, we learned that Gawedzki and
Kupiainen had obtained results which overlap strongly with ours [13].
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II. The Model
1. Notations

In this paper any unimportant numerical constant will be called O(1).
The massive two dimensional Euclidean GN, model is a theory of N
component fermionic fields (N > 1), the lagrangian density being:

L(, p)=9pGLd +myp — A - y)* @1
with ¢ - = 3 9%- % the letters a, b, ... will be used for spinor indices and take
the value 0 or 1; the letters o, o', ... will be used for fermionic indices and take the
values 1, ..., N. Since they are largely irrelevant to our analysis, we will forget them
most of the time. In (2.1), we will perform a mass, a coupling constant and a wave-
function renormalization; as will be explained below, the wave function re-
normalization which shows up in perturbation theory will turn out to be finite. In
(2.1) mis the mass and the parameter { will be called the “wave-function” for short.

In the rest of the paper A will denote a compact square box in R?, of area ||,
with integer side size, and some specified boundary conditions (which will be
irrelevant). We pick a number M > 1, and consider the sequence of energy scales 1,
M, M?, ..., M?; the parameter g is the index of the ultra-violet cutoff. We choose a
cutoff of Pauli Villars type [so that we can easily factorize the propagator as in

(2.8)1,
4P, 1, §)
=(@P+m) (CpP+md) T T, R M) T, (PP AM )
+J3,Q(p2+8M2g+2)~1 +J4’Q(p2+16M29+2)71}
ZJS,Q(pZ+M29+2)—1(p2+4M29+2)71(p2+8M2g+2)71
_(p2+16M29+2)71’ (22)
where the constants J,; are uniquely determined by (2.2):
J5!Q=512M8(9“)(1—m_Z/M2@+2C_2)(1—m2/4M2"”C_2)
C(1—m?/8MP 22 (1 —mP/16M?¢* 2 2),
512 2 20+252 2 20+2¢2
Tr0== 515 ) (1= m2AMP 20 (LM 202)
-(1—m?/16M>¢72(%),

J2.0= (i> (L= M2 02) (1 =2 /8 M2 2)

oL
S(1—m?/16M?e*2?),
Ja,0=~ (%7) (1—m2/M? 722y (1 —m?[AM>e "2 [2)

(I—m?/16M* 7212,

J4

5@

— 1 2 o+ - e+
—@(I—E/MZ 202 (L—m?/4M*e "2 (2)

(1—m?/8M?"22).
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The fermionic propagator with momentum cutoff ¢ and bare mass and “wave-
function” m, and {, is:

CranX=1)= [ (D, my CJe? I op+my)a /(GG p? +m)d’p, (2.3)

where our conventions for y matrices are:

(i 0 R
o=\ ~i)> T A\o1 o)

P=DPoYo+P1¥1: Y= -7 Vo b} = _25a,b' (2.4)
The normalized 2p-point Schwinger function (with cutoffs ¢ and A} is:
SZQ,A,Q(yl,Cl’ cees yp,cp; Zl,dp LERE ] Zp,dp) =SZP,A,Q({y}’ {Z})/ZA,Q . (25)

(These functions are in fact distributions and should be smeared against test-
functions.) The unnormalized Schwinger function S,, 4, has a perturbative
expansion:

SopaeVhizh)= % { dxpd?, [ 1] 3 .

0,... o A ai, by

yl, -y s xl,a xl,b "“xn,a,1 xn,b
{ (51 ps¢p 1 1 n , (26)

Zl,dl"'ZP,dp Xl,al xl,bl"'xn,an X’n,b,l

where Z , ,is the normalization, 4, is the bare coupling constant, the indices a, b, c,
d take the value 0 or 1, and we use Cayley’s notation for determinants

ui,a
< > = det(CQ;a’b(ui—Uj)) . (2.7)
vj’b
Also we decompose the fermion propagator in two parts:
CQ; a,b(-x - y) = .[ Ag;a,b(x -1, my, CQ)BQ(t — Y, My, Cg)dzt (28)
with
Ap,m, ) =Cp+m) (Cp*+m®) "~ (PP + M) (PP + 16MP¢ %) T IMPe?,
(2.9)
and
BQ(PM,Q :JS,QM*QQ/Z(I# +4M29+2)~ 1 (p2 + 8M2@+2)~ 1 . (210)

In the rest of the paper it is convenient to consider the A and B terms as “legs,”
or, with some abuse of language, as “fields.” We remark indeed that a propagator is
made of two “legs” and also the contraction of two fields y and §.

2. The Perturbative Renormalizability

In this subsection we show that the theory is perturbatively renormalizable. It
seems indeed that this has been checked only to lowest orders in [2].

Let us write the Schwinger functions as integrals over the anticommuting
(Grassmann) field variables ¢ and y:

S2p. 4,010} {21)= X [(A)'/nl] §9e,01) w04, (2)). .

Pa,(21) & (- w)z(X)dzx}"dug(lﬁ, v, 21D
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where, by definition of the gaussian measure du,:

j Y, (X) ’ U—)b(J’)dﬂg(lﬁ» 1P) = Cg;a,b(x - y) .
Lemma 2.1. The counterterms of the theory are of the form:

{Z l/'-)a ! wa}z s Z 1pa “Pao and Z 1/—ja(i(ﬁa,b)lpb . (212)

Proof. Itissimilar to Furry’s theorem. By power counting the counterterms of the
theory can only be quadratic or quartic in the fields ¢ and . We consider first the
quartic case (coupling constant renormalization). In any graph we can define
chains of fields: at a given vertex we will say that two fields are in the same chain if
they belong both to the same scalar product >, -y, in the quartic term
{32, - v} * at the vertex; we will also say that they are in the same chain if they are
joined by a propagator.

If we consider a 4-point function, the external fields can obviously be divided
into two pairs, each containing one field y and one field {, that are at opposite ends
of a chain.

Now let us expand cach propagator (p+m)/(p>*+m) as the sum of
(Poyo+m)/(p* +m) and p,y,/(p* +m); since 7y, is diagonal and 7, is antidiagonal,
the external fields of a chain have different indices a and b if and only if there is an
odd number of y’s in the chain. Moreover, by parity considerations if the zero
momentum value of the graph is non-zero, it contains an even number of y, and
y,’s. By construction, apart from the two chains connecting the external fields, the
diagram consists of closed chains, each of which contain an even number of y,’s.
Therefore, the only two possibilities for the two chains connecting the external
fields are:

— Aneven number of y;’s in each chain; the corresponding counterterms is then of
the desired form {3 ¢, - ,}7;

- An odd number of y,’s is on each chain; the corresponding counterterms are of
the form ¥, P, or PP, a=b. By permutation:

lpawblpaIPb == @a‘PbU}aWb =0 ) and lpawblpbwa = u_)alpau_)bwb . (2 1 3)

Thus in the first case the counterterm vanishes, and the second case, if we add
the terms ¢, P, p, which are zero by permutation, it can be reexpressed as
S PsP.= — {2, w2 Therefore, the quartic counterterms are of the
,b+a

a

form announced at least for the case of one colour. For the case of more than one
colour, the divergent part of the terms which are not of the form (py)? cancel in
pairs using appropriate combinations; this is because this divergent part is the
same as for the massless theory of which the propagator is odd. It remains to prove
the Lemma for the quadratic counterterms. But for the mass term, only the chain
connecting the external fields can contain an odd number of y,’s, and this
possibility would give O by parity considerations on p,. The remaining possibility
is an even number of y,’s in the chain, which gives a counterterm of the form
> 1P, .. Finally for the wave-function term the argument is similar to the mass
term and we leave it to the reader.
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The terms with four fermions which are not of type (py)?* are convergent and
will not be renormalized. The terms with two fermions which are not of type py or
Pp@yp vanish at zero momenta and so are renormalized by construction.

3. The Convergence of the Bare Unnormalized Series

Gram’s inequality tells us that:
[det(§ fi(x)g;(x)dx)| < LTI lgillz - (2.14)
If we apply this inequality to the r.h.s. of (2.6) we obtain:
1925, 4.,(Iy} {ZDI S % i dx .. dPx,[(4,)"/n1]..

[(Z Mackz) (2 1Baello)i T A4pedz 1Boalss (2.15)

.....

where

[ Agall2= {; £ Ag;a,b(X)/Tg;b,a(X)dzx}”z—S-O(I)M"/";
the same formula is true for B. Therefore:

825,000} {22 2 [(4)" /] LO(MMP 21 (A", (2.16)
and we have proved:

Lemma 2.2. The unnormalized Schwinger functions S,, , ,({yv},{z}), in a finite
volume A and with a finite ultra-violet cutoff M?® are entire functions of the bare
coupling A, (i.e., analytic in the whole complex plane ), for any ( finite!) value of the
bare mass m, and wave- function {,.

Thanks to the Pauli principle, the radius of convergence of the expansion (2.6)
is therefore infinite, in contrast with the case of bosonic theories like @* in any
dimension, where the radius of convergence of the unnormalized and unre-
normalized Schwinger functions with cutoffs is zero.

4. The Approximate Renormalization Group Flow

We want to discuss in elementary terms the flow of the bare constants 4, m,, and {,,
under a “renormalization group” transformation which integrates the momenta in
the o' slice. For the moment the reader may take it as a purely heuristic analysis,
which will be justified rigorously by the next sections. By parity considerations, the
mass renormalization is only logarithmic. Although there exist, at any order,
infinite (logarithmically divergent) mass and wave function perturbative re-
normalizations (i.e., corresponding to divergent graphs of the two-point function),
after asymptotic freedom is taken into account, only the mass renormalization
generated by the “tadpole” (linear in the coupling constant) leads to non-trivial
effects. Indeed any other two-point graph has at least 2 vertices, hence, by
asymptotic freedom, has a “convergent logarithmic power counting” at large
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energy. We remark that planar —g®$ theory was more complicated in this respect
since for any two-point graph the mass renormalization was quadratic and infinite
even after renormalization group improvement.

Taking into account the most divergent graphs, the renormalization-group
equations tell us that, at lowest orders in 4, [1,2]:

Ag— 12, {1 —(Log M) [B,(4,/(3) + (= B3(Log M) +73) (4,/05)* 1+ 0(4))}

(2.17)
m,_y ~m,{1 —y(LogM) (2,/t2) + 0(A2)}, (2.18)
(oo = {1 +y,(LogM) (2,/0)* +0(20)} s (2.19)

where ,= —2(N — 1)/= is negative, as is characteristic of an asymptotically free
theory, and y= —(2N — 1)/, 7, =(2N —1)/(2n)? [1, 2]; one defines B3 =75 +2y,,
B3 =2(N—1)/7? has been computed in [23], and so 75 =(N —3)/n*.

It is therefore elementary to compute the following asymptotic behavior of A,, m,,
and {, for large g, starting from finite values A, positive, m, and {:

Ay 0?[—pr(LogM)o+(B5/,) Logo+Cl 1 =f(e,O) 7, (2.20)
mymm. g~ (N7 UN D (2.21)
{~{, 2.22)

where C, m, and  are three constants, which parametrize the theory; the constant
m simply fixes the energy scale of the problem. (We may choose the system of units
so that it has the value 1.

Remark. Since there is an overall scale invariance ({—1, m—m/{, A—Ai/{?), it is
convenient, without any loss of generality, to choose {,={=1 in (2.22) and (2.1).
We will always assume from now on that this choice has been made.

Our initial strategy [4] was to construct the GN, model by summing the bare
series, since this would allow a particularly clear verification of the axioms (see
Sect. IV). This is unfortunately not possible in this simple form since the mass flow
(2.21) gives a renormalized mass of order 1 only for positive 4, chosen according to
(2.20). We found after an elementary analysis that the ansatz (2.24) for m, will
always give a finite non-zero mass m,, which is necessary for our last cluster
expansion in Sect. I1I to converge. Therefore, it is not the usual bare series, but the
bare series with mass renormalization which has a radius of convergence
corresponding to asymptotic freedom, as announced in [4]. (Of course it
corresponds to a bare theory, but with a /,-dependent ansatz for m,, which is
therefore more complicated than (2.21); one can check by an elementary analysis
that this 4,-dependent ansatz is asymptotically of the form:

my=m- {1 —[f(LogM)+ f(e, O)JA,} "~ 1/2/¥ =D, (2.23)

We remark that for 4,=f(g, C)" ', (2.23) is asymptotic to (2.21).
Therefore, the final ansatz under which we will work is the following

my=m-{1—[B,(LogM)+ (g, C)]A, ;¥ " 1/2/V =1, (2.24)
,=1. (2.25)
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Then we will prove that under the condition |1,|< f(g, €)', C large enough, the
perturbation series in 4, converge absolutely (and uniformly in g), and we will use
this result to construct a two parameter family of theories, parametrized by C and
m, and relate it to the renormalized perturbation series in the usval BPHZ Scheme
of subtractions at 0 external momenta, where the BPHZ renormalized parameters
Avens Mren, and (.., are complicated (but finite!) functions of C and m.

ren

I1. The Phase Space Expansion and the Thermodynamic Limit

1. The Cluster Expansion for the Theory with Fixed u.v. Cutoff

In this subsection we will work at fixed u.v. cutoff M, hence under the simplest
possible ansatz

m, fixed; {,=1 3.1

for the bare mass and wave function of the theory. We will prove that the bare
expansion for the normalized functions S, , , with fixed ultraviolet cutoff, which are
the limits of S,, 4, as /A tends to R?, has still a non-zero radius of convergence
(which depends of the ultraviolet cutoff M?). One can obtain this result with a
single cluster and Mayer expansion which we present now as a simple pedagogical
example (we will perform in the next subsection a sequence of cluster expansions,
one for each scale of momenta 1, M, ..., M¢ as in [9] and call “phase space
expansion” this more complicated expansion).

Let us consider the lattice D of the squares 4 in A4, centered on Z?, and having
unit side. The set of pairs of different squares {4, 4"}, 4"+ 4 of D is called B. To cach
such pair b we associate a link variable s,, 0 <s, <1, which we use to expand the
coupling between 4 and 4’; but we introduce the s, dependence on the “legs” 4,
and B, of (2.8) in order to preserve the symmetric form of the determinant (2.7) and
Gram’s inequality. Hence we define:

Adishx )= [ £ 1000+ % sute)]den 62

with (X, )= 1 4(X) 14 (¥) + 22 ()24()-

We have A,({s},x,y)|s=1=A4,x,y) and [4,({s}, x, y)| £|4,(x, »)|. We define
also the obvious equivalents for the B fields. The propagator C,({s}x, y) is defined
by replacing 4,and B, by 4,({s}) and B,({s})in(2.8),and S,, , ,({s})is defined by
replacing Cy(x,y) by C,({s}x,y) in (2.6)+2.7). Also the gaussian measure
corresponding to the propagator C,({s}x, y) is called du,({s}).

The cluster expansion that we use is similar to the one used in [8]; slightly
simpler than the “tree” expansion of Brydges, Battle, and Federbush (for a review
see [14]) but not as powerful, it is nevertheless sufficient for theories with
exponential decay of correlations as here. We will try to be both self-contained and
reasonably brief. To compute S,, , , we apply inductively, for each “bond” b, a
Taylor formula to first order in s, to S,, 4 ({s}). More precisely let I, and J,, be
defined by:

LE{sH)=F({s))s,=0>  JpF({s})= (fl) (dF({s})/ds)ds, . (3.3)
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Then the cluster expansion may be written symbolically as:
Sop.e=S2p a.0lsy= 1408 = bq} (I +J5)S2p,4.0({s}) - (3.4)

Let us compute:
(d/dsy) det(f A,({s}, u;— t)B,({s}, t—v,)dt)
= 3 (=Ditodet(f A,({s}, u;—DB({s}, t—v)dt]; 10, ;4 j)

ig, jo

(dfdsy) [ A({s} i, — OB,({s}, t—v; )dr], 3.5)
or with the field notation:
(d/ds,)§ U P(u;) 1:[ p(v;)du({s})

= — [(dC ({s}x, y)/dsy)d/0(x)0/3(p()
11 9(w) l:I p(v)du({s})dxdy . (3.6)

We remark that since 4,({s}) and B,({s}) are linear in each variable s, a given
propagator can be derived at most twice. Now we expand (3.4):

IL (G082 0a(sD= % (1 B)(IL92) Sonaetsh, G

and we say that two squares 4 and A" of D are connected if there exists a link from 4
to A’ through bonds of H. (Remark that in contrast with the “tree” cluster [14]
there might be loops in H.)

A set I' of one or more squares of D will be called a “vacuum polymer” (f-
polymer) (see [ 14, 15]). Let us define B{I') as the set of those subsets H of B such
that each bond in H joins two squares in I” and altogether they connect all squares
of I'. Using the field notation as in (3.6) we define the “activity” K(I') of a §-polymer
I

KD)=[ % (H Ib> (ﬂ; Jb) ) 12'“’00 (4)"/n! {; (@'w)z}" dpy({s})

HEB,(I) \b¢H =
(3.8)
or, with the determinant notation of (2.6):
K= ¥ @)n!] dx.d’x, ¥ <H Ib> <H Jb>
n=1,...,00 r HeB.(I') \b¢H beH
Xi,a, Xtby-Xnay Xnb,
> ( " e b)(S) (3.9)
ai, b Xl,al X1,b1++%Xn,an xn,b,,
with
ui a
< ’)(S)=det(CQ;a,b({S},ui—v,~))- (3.10)
b

The sums in (3.8)-(3.9) start at n=1 since we do not want to consider “empty”
polymers reduced to a single square without fields, whose activity would be 1. if '
is a set of squares of D plus some (possibly not all) of the external variables y;, z;
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localized in these squares, we call it an external polymer (e-polymer) and define its
K(I'), by introducing in (3.8) the ficlds corresponding to those external variables
(starting now the sum over n at n=0). One has by a standard counting argument

{i (ig)(lﬁ-w)z}”/n!: I H; (4g) (u?-w)z}"r/nr!}

(rriZap=n

for any family of disjoint polymers with |J I'=4A, and therefore using (2.6),
r
(3.4)-(3.7), and (3.9):
Sap.ao (0} {zh)= FD{Z }0 [1 K, (3.11)
Y2

IFelD{y, z}

where the sum is performed over the set I'’{y,z} of all sets made of disjoint
polymers (vacuum or external) such that any external variable y or z is contained in
exactly one of them. (Two polymers, vacuum or external, are called disjoint if they
have no common squares and are called “overlapping” otherwise.) The symbol O
stands for the sign required to permute the external variables of the K(I')’s to their
order in S, r ({y},{z}).

We are ready to perform now a Mayer expansion, i.c., to rewrite (3.11) in a
suitable form to perform the division by the normalization Z, , and to compute
the normalized Schwinger functions S,, ,= Flirgz Sup.r.o/Zr, - First we introduce

the notion of a “Mayer graph It is a finite (ordered) sequence M=(I, ..., I,) of
polymers (- or e-) which is linear in the external variables (i.e., for any such
variable y there is at most one polymer [ in the sequence M which contains y). We
may index a Mayer graph by the set of all external variables present in its polymers
and speak of a )-Mayer graph, of a ({y}, {z})-Mayer graph, etc.... The integer
p=p(M)is the length of the Mayer graph. It is also useful to introduce the set C(M)
of all pairs (i,j) 1 i<j<p(M). The Mayer graph is called disjoint (respectively
connected) if, for 1 <i<j<p, [NI;=0 (respectively if, for 1<z< j=p, there is a

chain of overlapping polymers in the Mayer graph, (I;=1;, 12) I, 12), ..
(I;, ., I, =T), joining I to I). The “amplitude of the Mayer graph is defined as:
K(M)=[1/p' H K(F)} (3.12)

Then we may write in (3.11) the constraints I'nI” =0, for two polymers I" and
I"in I'{y, z} in terms of a two-body repulsive potential V, defined by V(I', ") =0 if
I' and I'" are disjoint and V(I',I"")= o0 if " and I"" are overlapping. Therefore
(3.11) may be written (since all polymers in a disjoint Mayer graph are distinct):

Sapa iV} 2D = 0O K(M)
disjoint ({y}, {z})-Mayer graphs M
= > OKM) I e V0ld  (313)
(¥}, {z})-Mayer graphs M (i, HeCMm)

since the product in (3.13) is 1 if M is disjoint and 0 otherwise. The Mayer
expansion consists in writing e Ve T) = (¢~ V@19 1)1 1 and in expanding

e VT~ ¥ 1 [eAV(r,,r,)__lj' (3.14)

(i, j)eCM) JCCM) (i, j)ed
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The result of this expansion is well known [ 14, 15]. A subset J in (3.14) defines
subsequences of M which are the maximal ones that are connected by the “bonds”
of J. These subsequences may again be considered as Mayer graphs but, in
contrast with M, they are connected Mayer graphs [otherwise the corresponding
contributions in (3.14) vanish]. The (truncated) “amplitude” K*(M) of a connect-
ed Mayer graph M is simply T(M)- K(M), where T(M) is an explicit com-
binatoric factor:

TM)= Y T [e"¥eld—-17, (3.15)

JeJTM) (i, j)eJd

JT(M) being the set of all subsets of C(M) connecting M into a single component
[14]. Therefore, the result of the Mayer expansion may be expressed as a sum over
“super-Mayer graphs” which are finite sequences of connected Mayer graphs and
which, again, are linear in the external variables (i.., each such variable appears at
most once in one single Mayer graph of the sequence). Super-Mayer graphs may
therefore also be indexed by their external variables. The “amplitude” K(S) of a
super-Mayer graph S=(M,, ..., M,) is simply [I/r!

takes the compact form: k

,,,,,

S2p.4.o(}: {2h)= > OK(S). (3.16)

(¥}, (z})~super-Mayer graphs S
Although this is not obvious at first sight the normalization Z, , is directly
factorized in (3.16). Indeed super-Mayer graphs may be reordered to put, in the

sequence, their external Mayer graphs first, and then their §-May graphs. With a
little trivial use of multinomial coefficients, (3.16) becomes:

S2p.a, (W1 2N = { 2 O II { by KT(M)}

Mw,-Mayer graph

(3.17)
2 l/n!{ 2 KT(M)}”,

n=0,..., 0 M ®-Mayergraph
where the sum is taken over partitions @ of all external variables into p subsets
Wy, ey Oy In (3.17)

Zio,= 2 1/mn! { > KT(M)}"

n=0,...,0 MO -Mayer graph

is factorized, and therefore:

Szp,A,g({y},{z})=Q Zw}Oi:lmm{ )y KT(M)}. (3.18)

={w1,..es M w,-Mayer graph

Moreover, one can easily verify that the usual truncated (normalized) Schwinger
functions are just given by the case, where the partition Q in (3.18) is trivial:

8200} {zh)= 2 KT(M). (3.19)

M({y}, {z})-Mayer graph

Lemma 3.1. The expansions (3.18)—(3.19), for fixed bare mass m,, as power series
in A, have a non-zero radius of convergence r (A, m,), which satisfies:

[r (A, m)] * SK(m)M'%°=C,. (3.20)
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This bound is uniform in A. The thermodynamic limits of S and S” exist, uniformly in
g for 1A S(C) |
Sap.o(0} {21 = Algn Sapa,0({y}:{2}), (3.21)

SEa(Lh 2D = lim S3,.0,,(0) (2. (322

Therefore as power series in A, these normalized functions have a nonzero radius of
convergence r,(m,), satisfying r(m,) =(C,)~ 1

Remark. The g-dependence of the bound (3.20) on r, ' is in fact very sloppy and
will be greatly improved in Theorem IV.1 below, using the phase space analysis of
the next sections [and choosing m, according to (2.24)]. In what follows, K will be
used for a m,-dependent constant.

Proof. Let |I'| be the number of cubes of the lattice D in a polymer I'. By the
convergence criterium of [ 14] (which uses the Battle-Federbush theorem on tree-
probability measures, the translation invariance of K(I') and Cayley’s theorem on
the number of trees with given coordination numbers), the lemma follows from
these two statements:

1) K(I') is analytic in 4, (in the whole complex plane). (3.23)
i) For |1J<K-M"'%, onehas Y IK(I)le" < 1. (3.24)
I's0

Remark. This convergence criterion is rather sharp. With easy combinatoric
arguments which do not use Battle-Federbush theorem, one could replace
condition (3.24) by a weaker one, still satisfied in our case, where the theory is
massive and the correlation decay exponentially at infinity.

Let us prove (3.23)-(3.24) for I' @-polymer, the proof for I' external polymer
being similar. From the explicit formula for 42 and B® one gets easily:

sup{|4,({s}, x, Yl 1B, ({s}, x. y)I} S O(1)M342 ¢~ melx =112 (3.25)

Letus prove first (3.23). Wecall 4, ..., 4, the squares of I'. In (3.9), for n> q(qg — 1)/4
we can bound the sum over H € B(I') by a factor 294~ 12 and, by (3.5) and (3.25),
the action of the derivations d/ds, for be H by 0(1)%™ 12 (2p)1ta~1) ppiela@— D2
times a reduced determinant, at most 2n by 2n, which can be evaluated by Gram’s
inequality as in Sect.2.3. The factor 1/n! in (3.9) is therefore preserved, and the
analyticity of K(I') and K (I') follows.

To prove (3.24) let us bound the “choice” of I'={4,,...,4,}, such that Oe T,
using the decrease of 4 and B at large distance (3.25) due to the bare mass of the
theory. For any fixed H € B(I') we write (recall from now on that the sum is over
0-I’s):

> KDeM=3 e ¥
I's0

s
q I's0 ny,..., ng HeB(I)

I1 {(},g)"'/ni! J dzxil...dzxf,i} <b1:¢1H 1,,><n Jb>

|i=1,...,q beH

1 1
(e o

1 q q
xl,al xl,bl"'an,a,, an,bn

(3.26)
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withn= 3 n. Keeping 4,,...,4, and H fixed, we compute the action of the
i=1,..,
derivations on tqhe determinant by (3.5). We can choose (paying with a factor 2%
whether a given d/ds,, b= {4, 4;}, in (3.24) derives a leg A(x} 1) [or B(t,x},)] or
derives a let A(xj,, 1) [or B(t, x}, )], with t € 4; in the first case and ¢ € 4; in the last
case. For each given 4; we call Q, (respectively S,) the set of different derivations
d/dsy, b= {4, 4;}, of the first type (respectively of the second type); it has g;=|Q,|
elements (respectively s;=|S;| elements), with 3> g,= Y s;,=|H|. The sum over

HeBy4,,...,4,) can be replaced now by a sum over the Q/s, such that
U{Q:} B4, ..., 4,). To compute the derivations d/ds, for b e Q; we can choose
with a factor 24" - g,! which legs of the n; vertices in 4, are associated to which
derivation (since there are 4 legs per vertex). These legs are called “derived” legs.
Then we have to choose the “underived” legs (joining t € 4; to xk e 4,) which
complete “derived” legs into full propagators. Let us call r] the number of such
“underived” legs and define r, = 3 r{. Paying with a factor 2*** we can choose 7,

'] .
and the total set of these r;, “underived” legs. Paying with a factor r,!/TT r{! we

. J
choose which of these r, legs belong to cach {. We have also to “pair together” in a
square 4; the s; “derived legs” of the second type with the ;= 3 r| “underived
k

legs.” Derived legs can be paired together (this corresponds to differentiating a
propagator twice) but underived legs cannot, hence s;—¢; s positive and even, and
the number of possible such pairings is bounded by 2%s;!. Finally, we bound the
remaining determinant by Gram’s inequality, as in (2.15). We obtain the following
bound, which uses (3.25):

Y KM= T et ¥ 2oy

I's0o q I's0 ny,..., ng/En,=n

.....

s AT st OMM T e
! TTEm e a) fommeg i, (3.27)

ri/ZJ =

where, for b=[4,,4;}, 6(b)=6(,j) is defined as  inf {m,-d(x,y)/2}. To
xed;,yed,

simplify this expression, we use first the multinomial theorem and the fact that
> e %UMisuniformly bounded by K. Then, since all bonds hin Q, (respectively

j=1,.., q

in S;) are different, half of them are at least at a distance O(1)g}/? (respectively

0(1)s}/*] of 4, and therefore it is easy to prove that s;lq;! [] e *®P<Kau+s

bEQiUSi
The integrations are over unit cubes. The sum over #,, ..., n, such that 3 n,=n is
bounded by 2"*4. Since any derivation d/ds, for b € H applies to at least one leg 4

or B, since these legs are derived at most once, and since there are 4 haif
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propagators per vertex, we see that there are at least |[H|/4 vertices in ['; since n > 1
in (3.9), we have in fact n=sup{l, |H|/4}. Therefore, we obtain:

> KD X (20" 3 Y (oMM

I's0 nzsupi{l,|H|/4}

.{l I y {[KM?-Q]‘Ii Il e"ZB(b)B}}‘

Gi/u{Qi}eBo(dy, ..., Agq)

i=1,... beQ;
3.28)
We have for any ie[1,q]: (
Z{[KMZQJIH I‘[ e BB < KMZQ( Z e—&(i,j)/S)]qi é[KMZQ]qi‘
Qi beQ; } - [ =10
' (3.29)

Moreover, for any H e Bo{(4,, ..., 4,) there exists a permutation ¢ of [ 1, ] such

that L o
T e %3 éKlH‘e—Xia[am,a(m 1)]/6§K|H| 7 o Boloi) o+ Y6
'3

beH
(Hint: pick a tree of H and “turn around the tree” using triangular inequality as in
[16].) Combining this fact with (3.29) we get from (3.28):

Y IKD)e < %(2@‘1 >

I'>0 I's0 n2sup{l,{H|/4}
~ Lo, 0(i+ 1)1/6

A(O(HM?) )y [KM2]H 5 ¢ (3.30)

Finally, since 4,, ..., 4, are distinct, we can bound the sum over I' by 1/(g—1)!
times the independent sum over 4,,...,4, with Oe 4, fixing 4,. This sum is
controlled by the exponential decay of (3.30), the total number ¢! of permutations o
being controlled by the factor 1/(g—1)!. Since ¢<|H|+1 and |H|<4n, we have
finally:

KDl s 3 (KM, (331

which achieves the proof of (3.24), hence of Lemma 3.1, if:
A, <(2K) 'M 10,
2. The Phase-Space Expansion

We introduce momentum slices, one for each scale of momenta
1,M,...,M"...,M® asin [9]. For short, we identify a momentum slice with its
“index” k. More precisely we write: 1,(p,m,,{,)= ) > y4p, m,, {,) with
n°(p)="o(p) and for kz1: K70me
ﬂk(Pa Mv_é:) = Wk(P, MaQ k- l(p’ ”_%9
=(p* +m)Q%p, m, O [(p* + 16M**2) (p? + 16M*)] "
. {(p2+M2k+2) (p2_+_4M2k+2) (p2+8M2k+2)
(PP MPE) - (p? HAMP) (PP +8MP] (3:32)
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where this defines Q*(p, m, {) which is a polynomial of sixth order in p. Also we
define

CQ,a,b(x_—y)_ Z C (X—J’),

.....

with C¥ (x—y)= | A% ,(x— 1) B¥t—y)d*t, where A* and B* are defined by

;
A)=M 2" ptm)QH(p,my L) (07 + 16MP %)~
L0+ M) (02 +-4M2) (4 8MP ) (57 M) (2 + 40

)
B (p) = M2 [(p? + 8M?) (p? + 16M?¥)] . (3.33)
Similarly we write
o= D v y= D ¥ (3.34)
k=0,...,0 k=0,....0

the independent anticommuting variables 5* and y* being distributed according
to the gaussian measure du* of covariance C*. Any external field {(y) or y(z) is also
decomposed as in (3.34); therefore any external variable y or z has an associated
index k(y) or k(z); the external variables with index k are written y, or z, for short.
Also any vertex has 4 “fields” of given (possibly different) indices hooked to it. We
define the index of the vertex as the highest of these 4 indices. More precisely we can
write the interaction with cutoff M* in volume I as:

V()= [( ©® w(X)>< @® w‘(X)ﬂ (3.35)

..........

and write VX(I")=V(I')—V,_ (I'). We need to develop V* as:

k

VED) = 3 ] (0w, (0P, (0w, ()d x (3.36)

ki,ka ks, ka T

k
where the symbol 3" means that k, <k, Vie {1,2,3,4} and Jie {1, 2, 3,4} such that
k,=k.
Let us introduce D,, the lattice of squares in A of side M ¥, with centers of
M ~*.Z7%; the lattice D, is a refinement of D,_,. By the standard multinomial
theorem, we may localize each vertex in a cube of the lattice corresponding to its
index. If A(I')={(k, 4)|ke[0,¢], 4eD,, AT’} to “localize” means simply to
write:
SOVOTm= 5T ATVAOF kA (37)
For each scale k, from k=g to k=0, we will perform first a cluster expansion
relatively to the squares of D, then a Mayer expansion of type (3.16)—(3.17); this is
now a relatively standard technique [8-9]. Since the notation is heavy, we will just
formalize the first two steps, then indicate how the final result can be described. At
each scale these expansions are similar to the ones defined in detail in the preceding
subsection, except that “connectedness” between two squares A and A’ of D, can be
created either by a derivation d/ds,, b € B*= {pairs of squares of D}, or by “Mayer
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graphs” of higher index, containing k-frequency fields localized in these two
squares. Therefore, let us introduce some new definitions: at scale k the “true k-
external variables” are the true external variables of indices =k; the fields of
indices < k hooked to vertices of index = k will be called “low frequency variables”
(“Lfv.”). More precisely, a low frequency variable of scale k is a field .. (x) or (),
with k'S k-1, together with the specification of an element of A \A, _ ; : the square
of localization of the vertex corresponding to x.

At scale g the g-polymers I" are made of the following list of objects: a set of
squares of D, (whose union is called I,), plus possibly some of the true g-external
variables in them (called y,(I"), z,(I")), plus a set of low-frequency variables of scale
0, called LFV(I'). We call N(I') the total number of external variables of I" (true
external variables plus low frequency variables). The low frequency squares (1.f5s.)
of I' are defined as the squares of D, _ 4, ..., D¢ containing the Lf.v. of corresponding
index (therefore, each such square has to contain at least one of the squares of I in
D,). The set of low frequency squares of I" in D, is called LFS(I).

The amplitude of such a g-polymer I" is computed by a formula similar to (3.8),
but with V, replaced by V¢, and the constraints corresponding to the Lfv. LEV(I'):

KMD=] ¥ ¥ (H Ib) <ﬂ; Jb) TT9 N Tz D)

HeBE(I) nle, a) \b¢H

: [ [T [V ]"@?/n(e, A)!}f dpe({s}), (3.38)

ACT, LEV(I)
where B4I') is obviously the set of subsets of B?{= {pairs of squares of D}
connecting together all squares of I', and the constraint | py - means that in the
expansion (3.36) over all frequencies of [] V4(A4)"¢%, the set of Lf.v. obtained is

precisely LEV(I). Then we can write: 47
S2p,A,Q: Z Z jd“g—l . Z OKQ(MQ)
k), k(z) nlk,A),kse—1 disjoint ({yo, zo}) ~@-Mayer graphs M,
I 90 T w92 I1T {LEQVEDT O nlk, 4)',
k(y)Ze—1 k(z)£e—1 (k, A)eAp -1

(3.39)
where the g-Mayer graphs M, are finite sequences of ¢-polymers I', and K ,(M,) is
defined as in (3.12). LFS,(M,) [respectively N(M,)] is defined as the union of the
corresponding LFS, (") [respectively the sum of the corresponding N(I')’s].

After the Mayer expansion, one obtains g-super-Mayer graphs
S,=(M,,,....M,), “linear” in the g-external variables with amplitudes K (S,)

= [1 /Tl KQT(MQk)J [with K] (M)=T(M) - K (M), T(M) defined as in (3.15)], and
k
corresponding definitions of LEV(S,), LES,(S,), and N(S,). Then:

Sapa0= 2 Y Jdu, > OK,S,)
k(y), k(z) nk,4),k<g—1 {({¥g»2o}) — @-super-Mayer graphs 8,
I 00 T v 902 TT LGV nk, )1
k(y=Ze—1 kz)Se—1 (ke A)eAy— 1

(3.40)

The (¢ — 1)-polymers I" will be made of a set of squares of D, _; {(whose union is
called I,_,), plus some of the (¢ — 1)-external variables in them, plus the o-Mayer
graphs M, in the super-Mayer graph S, such that LFS,_ ,(M,)is containedin I}, _,,
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plus a set of low frequency variables of scale o — 1, LEV(I'). One should remark that
in the (¢ — 1)-cluster expansion, two squares 4 and 4" of D, can be linked either
by an explicit derivation d/ds,, b=(4, 4") e B, _ , or by a g-Mayer graph which has
Lfv. of index g — 1 both in 4 and A’". Therefore, the formula for the amplitude of a
¢ —1 polymer I' is more complicated than (3.38):

K,oiD=1Y % <H Ib> (;,11: Jb> TTP° 7 - I TT Wz 1 (1)

H n(e—1,4) \b¢H
Ky(Sy)
({yo(IN), zo(IN)}) — @-super-Mayer graphs S, connecting the H-componentsof I'y — 1

[ IT [()Ve (1 /nle~1, A)'] due” '({s}), (3.41)

delg-1 LEV(I), N(I')

Where the sums are performed over set of bonds H which are pairs of squares of

I, but which do not any more connect necessarlly I,_,, and over super-Mayer
graphs S, which have their (¢~ 1)-1f.v.in I, ; and Wthh ‘achieve” the connection
of I, ;. This means that given H, the connected components of [, linked by
bonds of H [called H-components in (3.41)] are themselves connected together by
Mayer graphs of S,.

After the o — 1 cluster expansion we perform the (¢ — 1)-Mayer expansion and
obtain (¢ — 1)-Mayer graphs and (¢ — 1)-super-Mayer graphs, etc.... At the end of
the 0-Mayer expansion, we obtain 0-super-Mayer graphs which are “linear” in the
true external variables. The normalization Z , , can be factorized at this stage and
Sap.a.000 8%, 4, computed as in (3.18)~(3.19). Then the thermodynamic limit can
be performed just as in Lemma 3.1. From now on, for simplicity, we will work only
in this thermodynamic limit, hence on the normalized functions §,, , and STe
defined in (3.21)~(3.22). Let us recall that these functions are defined, for 4, small
enough, by the phase space expansion, which by Lemma3.1 is an absolutely
convergent expansion in powers of 4,. Indeed by identification order by order, the
sum for instance of the 0-Mayer graphs linear in all external variables with total
number of vertices » in the phase space expansion must be equal to the sum of the
ordinary Mayer graphs with n vertices in the single Mayer expansion, and also to
the sum of all connected Feynman graphs containing n vertices and all the external
variables; since these three expressions are the n'* order of perturbation theory for
the truncated Schwinger functions 7, ,. The reader may therefore think of the
Mayer graphs as just a reorganization of Feynman graphs in a way which exhibits
the cancellations between them responsible for convergence of the bare perturb-
ation series. It is also useful to remark that the sum of the k-Mayer graphs at a
given order with a prescribed set of external variables (“true” or “low-frequency”)
is the same quantity as the sum of the connected Feynman graphs of same order
and same set of external variables, with propagators Z C’ instead of C,. In

.....

particular it is translation invariant, and does not depejnd on the particular choice
of the lattice of cubes D. In the next section we will perform one last reorganization
of the perturbation expansion: the phase space expansion will be reshuffled into a
“partly renormalized phase space expansion” (PRPSE), expressed in terms of
“effective constants.” It is the crucial step, since in contrast with the previous ones,
it involves combining together different orders of the ordinary perturbation
theory, to define the effective constants. (In fact, in the way we define it, it involves
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infinite (but absolutely convergent) resummations of some pieces of perturbation
theory.) This PRPSE is the tool which allows us to improve sloppy estimates like
those of Lemma 3.1, and to achieve our construction.

Let us include some comments on the interest of the PRPSE;; it lies “between”
the bare and the renormalized expansion since the divergent graphs are
renormalized (i.e., combined with their counterterms) if and only if their internal
momenta are higher than their external momenta. It is easy to verify that this is
precisely the case, where the renormalization is “useful,” i.e., where it has a positive
net effect (see, e.g., [16]). Therefore, the PRPSE is optimal from the point of view of
getting sharp estimates; the only price to pay is that it is a power series in an infinite
number of “effective constants” instead of a single one. Since it lies “in between,”
the PRPSE can be obtained equally well from the bare or from the renormalized
expansion; in the first case (which is the strategy used in this paper and for example
in [9]) one adds the “useful” part of the counterterms to the bare expansion to
partly renormalize it and one subtracts this same “useful” part from the bare
constants to get effective constants; in the second case (strategy followed for
example in [6]) one simply absorbs the “useless” part of the counterterms in the
coupling constants by adding it to the renormalized constants, again obtaining the
same expansion in terms of effective constants.

IV. The Renormalization

1. The “Partly Renormalized” Expansion

We will now transform the phase space expansion of a given Schwinger function
into a “partly renormalized phase space expansion” (in short PRPSE). This is done
inductively, replacing after the k' Mayer expansion in the preceding subsection
the amplitudes of all the “k-quadrupeds” and “k-bipeds” by the sum of a
“renormalized amplitude” and of a “counterterm.” At each scale k we define the “k-
quadrupeds” Q, (respectively the “k-bipeds” B,) as the k-Mayer graphs with N =4
external legs all low frequency variables (respectively with N =2), which are of the
type (- w)* [respectively (- y)] (see Lemma2.1), and which have at least one
internal leg of frequency k. For simplicity we may forget from now on to
distinguish between ¥ and v when it is unimportant. Let us again sketch the first
step, then give the general induction rule.

The amplitude K1 (Q,) of a g-quadruped Q, is defined using (3.38) and K](Q,)
=3 T(M)K (M); the 4 external fields will be called vy, (x1), W;,(x2), Wi,(X3),

M
Yr.(x4), and we recall that x|, x,, x3, and x, are integrated over their localization
squares, called 4,, 4,, 45, and 4,, which in this case are in D,. Note that some of

the x,’s may coincide, since different external fields may be hooked to the same
vertex, and some of the 4,’s may also coincide. We define:

00, =[1/141K;(Q,) .1
dh,= Y 60, 4.2)

Qo/0e4;
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where in (4.1) the “amputated activity” KQT’A(QQ) is defined by suppressing in the
definition of K] (Q,) the product of the external fields vy, (X )i, (X)Pi, (X)W, (x4).
We recall, again, that in (3.38), hence in (4.1), x; is integrated over its localization
square 4;. By translation invariance, d4, is independent of the choice of i and of the
origin 0 in (4.2). We remark that in Fourier space, 64, is the sum of the values of the
o-quadrupeds at 0 external momenta, this is the most usual prescription in order to
renormalize theories with a non-zero bare mass. By (3.19) we see that in the usual
language of perturbation theory, d4, is exactly the sum of the connected 4-point
Feynman graphs at 0 external momenta and internal propagators in the slice .
The renormalized amplitude K *(Q,) is defined by:

KQT’R(QQ)EKQT(QQ)-O/‘*){ x 5Q;Wk1(xi)wkz(xi)wk3(xi)wk4(xi)}

i=1,..,

=(1/4) {KQT’A(QQ)i x Z[H wk,,(x,-)}

=1,..., JFi|jy<j

(i j(x D, —Wk,(xi)) ng Y, (x ;)J} > (4.3)

where again our convention is that the integration signs for the x;’s are hidden in
the for “?“1 as for. KT, K74, .and 5Q;.. The differences wkj(x D= (x;) are
systematically written as “gradients” acting on the external fields:

U)kj(xj) - U)kj(xi) = (j) dg(xj —X;) VU’k,-[xi + G(Xj —=x)1, 4.4)

and after integration with respect to du®/, the gradient will act on the correspond-
ing “legs” 4 or B.

Similarly we define, for any ¢-biped B, counterterms 0B, for the corresponding
contributions to the mass and wave function renormalizations, and a re-
normalized amplitude K] ®(B,), which has rwo gradients acting on its external
fields (this requires some easy algebra similar to that of Lemma 2.1), and we define:

Ko 1 =R ¥ 80y my=myromy; Ly =Ca+8C,, 4.5)

where ém, and 6, are defined by formulas similar to (4.2).

With some easy combinatoric checks, one can rewrite now the formula (3.40)
expressing the phase space expansion after the o step with the following rules:

— all the g-quadrupeds and g-bipeds are renormalized, i.e., their amplitude is
replaced by the renormalized amplitude (4.4);

— the interaction [(4,)V*(A)]"®*/n(k, 4)! [see (3.37)], k<o, is replaced by
[ VDT 2 nk, 4)!.

— the gaussian measure du,_, corresponds now to an effective propagator:

Cr (=0, 1) L1 p+my (DI (P> +m_ ()], (4.6)

where

Cgfl(p)ECQ(l ’ﬂg~1(p))+é’g~1(1/’g*1(p))a

and

m, (py=m,(1—n, 1(p)+m,_(n, (p).
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[Hint: to find formula (4.6) for the effective propagator, we remark that after
renormalization of the g-bipeds, one is left with an expansion with propagators
C,-, which are dressed with arbitrary numbers of mass and wave function
insertions. The dressed propagator C¥_, is therefore the sum of the geometric
series:
2 (8L —0m)T [n,— 1(0) o +m)/(CGp* +mHTT,
which is nothing but (4.6).]
We can now rewrite C}_; =C*" '+ C¥_,, with:

c*e” 1(1’) = [’79— 1(17)_’7972(17)]
Ll 1@ +my (D1 (0P +mi_ 1 (p)]

and generalize inductively this analysis to any slice k. We obtain the full PRPSE,
which is identical to the phase space expansion of the preceding section with the
following rules:

— all the quadrupeds and bipeds are renormalized, i.c., their amplitude is
replaced by the renormalized amplitude;

— the interaction [(A)V¥(A)T"®*/n(k, A)! [see (3.37)], k>o, is replaced by
LAV O ke, A)!.

~ the propagator in the slice k is no longer C* but C**(p), defined as:

C*p)=m(p) - [Lp)p +mp) VI (0)p* + mi(p)]. (4.7)

where
D=L =10 10D+ S Tn0) = o)1+ Lnp),
and
m(p)=my(1—n,-(p) + Py , (i) — 1~ 1 (D)) + mun(p) -
As expected, A, my, and {, are defined inductively by the formula:

Ae=hr1 0y mg=m g tomy s =0 00, (4.8)

where 04, , Omy . 1, and 8{, ., are of course given by the sum of the counterterms
corresponding to (k+ 1)-quadrupeds and bipeds, computed with the effective
couplings A, and the effective propagators C**', k'zk+ 1.

2. The Behavior of the Effective Constants

We will study precisely the evolution of our effective constants as functions of k.
We concentrate our efforts on the coupling constant behavior [under the ansatz
(2.21}42.22)]. (Other approaches are possible, see Subsect.IV.3). The main
behavior of 4, is governed by asymptotic freedom, but the “subleading” term also
plays some réle. The next four lemmas will be proven inductively under the ansatz
(1.1) on 4,; more precisely Lemmas 4.3, 4.4, 4.1, and 4.2 are proved in this order,
successively for k=g, ¢—1,..., up to k=0.
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We may decompose the sum (4.2) as:
Oy = 2 00, + > 00, (4.9

k-quadrupeds Qy with at most 3 vertices k-quadrupeds Qj withatleast 4 vertices

Lemma 4.1
%= —(LogM) [B5 ¢4 + (5 ¢~ (B39 (LogM)Z + 0], (4.10)
where ¢ and 7% are defined (using obvious graphical notation) by:

(LogM)f*e= 5 Py, @1

i1,i2=k, ..., ewithinf {iy,i2}=k

y

"
(LogM)yse= > § <° y d2yd’z, (4.12)
i1,i2,i3,14=k, ..., owithinf{iy, iz, i3, i} =k D

z

and the sign R means that the inner bubble is renormalized; Furthermore the
following limits exists:

B2= Jim Bse,  va= klim 5, (4.13)

and f, is the usual first coefficient of the B function, computed with wave function
{=1, introduced in (2.17). We remark that with the standard convention f, is
negative, which corresponds to asymptotic freedom, hence to 64, >0 for small A,.

Proof. We have, with graphical notation:

i = Y 22

i1, 2

i1
dezy
f2

i1 i3
+/1i1 211'1234}’1'3 4j)<>©<d2yd22+ 3 E + 3 :
’ B ’ . y - z
iy i
+ S>——+ ) 50, (4.14)

k-quadrupeds Qy with at lcast 4 vertices

where i, ,=sup{i,,i,} etc...; and the symbol R, means that the inner bubble is
renormalized if the condition inf{i;,i,} >sup{i,,i,} holds; the contributions to

84, of the graphs -}-——0—, >__0_0_, >—€>—arc of order M ~* (cither we

can use parity considerations or using translation invariance one at least of the
external field get a gradient and the graph doesn’t contribute to 64,.)
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We transform 4;, 4;, ,, 4, , ,,and 4;, , ,into 4, using the recursive relation (4.8),
and keeping all terms of order at most 3 in 4,. In this process, one can verify that the
counterterms necessary to replace the conditional sign R, by a sign R in (4.14) are
exactly generated once, except for one subtlety: the counterterm when i, ori, =i,
or i, =k is missing. But it is precisely equal to (f%9)? and this explains the presence
of the corresponding term in (4.10). The terms of order 4 or more in 4, generated in
the process and the contributions of Mayer graphs of order 4 or more may be
estimated uniformly by O(1}) as a consequence of the bounds of the next
subsection, and of the fact that

Ay =(1/— pr(Log M)k) (1 + O[(logk)/kT)
{see Lemma 4.3 at order k) (but there is no logical bug, since as remarked above, the
proof of Lemmas 4.1-4.4 is inductive).
One has that:
lim 2 Sy ip)=—p,InM,

k g~ oo i1,z 2k, withinf{i1,iz}=k

with .
4
fliy, )= Ay,
2
lim 3 S, in,is,i0)=~y31InM,
ko= i1,i,i3,i42k,withinf {i1,i2,i3,ia}=k
with y

A dzydzz.

f(iis i27i37i4): j °

To prove it one uses the fact that for all p: f(iy,...,i,)=f({,—p,....i,—p) up to
corrections which go to zero as ¢ and the i’s go to infinity. Then in the above sums
one can fix by translation i, to be equal to k and there are now no more conditions
on the other i’s; thus —pf, and —y; are equal to: (g) [the value of the
corresponding diagram (with no cutoff and no mass), where the modulus of one
momentum is kept fixed equal to ¢].

These are the values of the Callan-Symanzik coefficients and have been
computed for this model, see [1,2,23].

It remains to verify (4.13). Here a subtlety arises. In the definition (4.11) of g52
the lines with indices i and k have effective propagators C* and C**. To relate p%¢
to f, we need to reexpress the wave function {; or {; in terms of {,= 1. Substituting
the value (4.22) for {, obtained in Lemma 4.4 into {4.11), we obtain that:

P5e=Pp,+ 05+ 4050~ [05/o(— B, Log M)} + O((Loghk)/k?),  (4.15)

4

where again 6, = lim &%  exists, 8, is a constant computable in terms of y, and 3,

k— o0
whose precise value is irrelevant, and:

She< e OWk 4 p=0MEe—h) .
(4.16)

|5k,g_5k,g+ 1l§e-—0(1)(g-k); I(Sk,g_ék-F 1,0+ llée*O(l)k.



90 J. Feldman, J. Magnen, V. Rivasseau, and R. Sénéor

In (4.15) the term O(logk/k?) is an upper bound on all the terms of order two or
more in (1/k) or (1/¢) with possible logarithms of k and ¢ arising from the
development of 4, ={1/—f,k) (1+O[(logk)/k]). The first bound in (4.16) corre-
sponds to the difference between the exponentially converging sum over iin (4.11)
and its limit, which gives the e~ %Y@ ~® term, and to the existence of a mass which
at low energy gives a correction to the scale invariance of f%¢; this correction is
bounded by e 9V* Finally, in the differences |0%¢—§%2"!| and |6%-¢— 5k Lot
there is, respectively, no mass and no w.v. cutoff correction, which achieves the
proof of (4.16). For this analysis, we use the “exponential decay in momentum
space” (in the separation of slices) of the PRPSE (see [ 16] and the next section); the
estimate on the mass correction requires also that under the ansatz (2.24) the
running mass m, remains bounded for any k up to k=0 by O(1), which is true by
Lemma 4.4 (again no logical loop!).

Combining Lemma 4.1 with (4.15) and a similar tedious but straightforward
analysis for the y% ¢ term in (4.10), and remarking that the e~ term in (4.16) can
be absorbed in the O(logk/k?®) term in (4.15). One obtains the following more
precise statement (always under the ansatz (2.24) and (1.1):

Lemma 4.2.
Sh= —(LogM) [B,4; + (B3 — B5(Log M)A — 032 /o(— B, Log M)
+ O(logk/k*) 4 (JF) (e~ 0D e=kn | (4.17)

where by definition ;3 =75+ 05 is the usual third order term in the f§- function used in
(2.17) and (2.20).

The next lemma controls the behavior of 4, under an appropriate condition
on A,
4

Lemma 4.3. There exists some constant O(1) such that if C is a positive number
satisfying C=0(1), and A, is defined by (1.1), then 4 is positive and behaves
according to the bounds:
—BLog M)k +(B3/B,) Logk+C/2< 4!
< — Ba(LogM)k-+(B/fz) Logk+2C. (4.13)

Proof. Assuming (4.18) at order k rewrite (4.8) and (4.17) as:

Aty = A =(LogM) [B,+ f3/(— B (Log M)k)
—d3/0(—p, Log M) + O((Logk)/k?) + e~ 0V (4.19)

and (4.18) will follow from the logarithmic divergence of 1/k, the summability of
(Logk)/k?, e 9@~k and the obvious bound

,,,,,

Lemma 4.4. Under the ansatz (2.21)+2.22) and (1.1) the running mass and wave
function satisfy:

(m/2) -k~ NUDIN-D <y <oy N UDIN 1) (4.20)

L=, =02/B3 LogM) [(1/k)— (1/e)1 + O[(logk)/k?] (4.21)
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Proof. We write a first order perturbation analysis for dm, and a second order
analysis for 8, similar to the third order analysis for §4, in (4.9)4.10), and the
results follows easily. For instance 6, may be estimated by:

8l =(y2/B3 Log M)/k? + O[(Logk)/k>] + [e~ e "1 /k? (4.22)

from which it is elementary to derive (4.21).
We are ready to state our main results:

Theorem IV.1. Under the ansatz (2.21)-(2.22) and (1.1), the PRPSE is absolutely
and uniformly convergent for C positive large enough. If S, ,(C) are the normalized
Schwinger function sums of this PRPSE, then the limits S, ,(C)= lim S,, ,(C)exist

and are the Schwinger functions of a non-trivial Euclidean theory satisfying The
Osterwalder-Schrader axioms.

Theorem 1IV.2. Under the conditions of Theorem IV.I, the limits S,,(C)
= hm S25.0(C) also exist and are analytic in C for C complex with ReC = O(1).

The renormallzed coupling constant A,..{C) for the BPHZ scheme at O momenta
corresponding to this theory liesin a disk D= {y/Re(1/2)> C’}. For C’ large enough
and A, € D¢, the map from C to A, may be inverted, and C becomes an analytic
Sfunction of A, € Do, with ReC 2 O(1). Therefore, the theory can be parametrized
now by A, instead of C, is analytic in D¢., and is the Borel sum of the usual BPHZ
renormalized series in A, with renormalized mass and wave function m., and (..,
which are finite non-zero functions of m and A,

Remark. Itshould be understood thatin the BPHZ prescription, the 4-point terms
which are not of the type ()2, are not renormalized (they are convergent, see
Lemma 11.1).

The proof of these two Theorems follows from the results of the two next
sections. We will prove in Sect. V that under the condition (1.1) the PRPSE is
absolutely convergent. Our estimates will be uniform in ¢. Pushing the analysis one
order further will enable us to check that the running parameters A2, mf, and (8
computed with the ansatz (2.21)(2.22) and (1.1) converge to finite values 22, m;°,
and {° as p—o0. This will prove the second part of TheoremIV.1, and give a
computable expansion, (according to the criteria of [17]) for the Schwinger
functions §,,(C); they are the sums of the PRPSE, with no cutoff, effective vertices
Ay and effective propagators C***(p) defined by:

C¥ () =nyp) - [P +me @I+ ()], (4.23)

with:
p= kgi L&) —n -1 ()] +EEnp) (4.24)

and:

my(p)= kgi [m () =i - ()] +mn(p) . (4.25)
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In Sect. VI the relationship of the theory to its usual perturbative renormalized
series is analyzed and Theorem I'V.2 is proved. But Borel summability is the key to
a particularly simple verification of the axioms. indeed the reader may easily
convince himself that the construction of this paper could have been repeated with
an other form of the upper cutoff g, for instance a lattice cutoff. The limits $5,(C)
(respectively, S¥¥¢¢(C)) obtained with the Pauli-Villars cutoff (respectively the
“lattice” cutoff) satisfy all the O.S. axioms except O.S. positivity (respectively
Euclidean invariance); indeed this is the only axiom violated by the Pauli-Villars
cutoff (respectively the lattice cutoff). But these two limits are equal, since they are
the Borel sum of the same series! Therefore, they satisfy all the O.S. axioms, which
achieves the proof of Theorem1V.1.

3. Additional Remarks

There are other equivalent presentations of the results of the preceding subsection
which ultimately yield to the same continuum theory. Here are some attractive
possibilities:

— The ansatz (2.22) could be replaced by the ansatz used in [13]:

{o=1+7,/(B3¢ LogM). (4.26)

The advantage is that the term y547/0 in (4.17) disappears. The price to pay is
the use of an ansatz for {, which is not constant in g, although in fact there is no
infinite wave function renormalization in the theory.

— One might work in the reverse order, keeping 2., M,.,, and { ., defined by
the BPHZ conditions fixed, and adjusting A, m,, and {, at each step. The
advantage is that the theory is directly parametrized by renormalized constants
which, instead of our m and C, correspond to a well defined scheme. The price to
pay is that A, m, and (, are given by complicated formulas. A particularly
attractive possibility (see also the introduction) is to work from the beginning with
the PRPSE’ of Sect. VI, hence with /,, m,.,, and { ... The only disadvantage of this
expansion is that it requires the explicit development of all the 2-point subgraphs,
and also the somewhat non-trivial use of “logarithmic” power counting (see [ 16]).

— One might work with truncated (at the right order!) recursion relations,
instead of full ones [i.e., not include the second sum in the definition (4.9) of 64, ]. In
the second thus obtained, only the small Mayer graphs are “partly renormalized.”
This is nevertheless sufficient to get the uniform geometric bounds necessary for
convergence, but also requires also logarithmic power counting.

V. The Convergence of the PRPSE

In this section we give, under the condition (1.1) uniform estimates on the PRPSE,
with all convergence rates being geometrical. It is in fact a rather straightforward
application of the techniques of [16], plus some use of combinatoric arguments
and of Gram’s inequality similar to the detailed proof of Lemma 3.1. Therefore, we
will be rather brief. The inductive bound on the amplitudes of k-Mayer graphs is as
follows:
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We write C**(p) = A**(p) - B**(p) and have the following estimate to replace the
sloppy bound (3.25):

sup(I4*+(x, y)I, [B¥(x, ) S O(1) - M3/ Mix=o4 (5.1)

[the analog of (3.25) would give a bound e M*1*>2% which, since {, remains

bounded by 2if C in Theorem IV.1 is large enough, gives e ~**~*4: from now on
we will skip such arguments].

— There is “horizontal” exponential decay in every momentum slice k, between
cubes of D, in a given k-Mayer graph with rate corresponding to the size of the
cubes of D,. This allows us to replace all the m, dependent constants K in Lemma
3.1 by true O(1) constants.

— There is “vertical” exponential decay in the difference of the indices of a
Mayer graph and of its external legs; this is because Mayer graphs with N =6 are
convergent by power-counting and Mayer graphs with N=4 or N=2 are
renormalized. This has been discussed at length in [ 16] for the Feynman graphs of
any renormalizable theory, with particular applications to % and to GN,, so we
should not repeat the analysis, but add only a few comments.

a) The gradients of the renormalization in (4.4), when integrated with respect
to the fermion measure, will act on 4 or B “legs”; by translation invariance there is
at most one gradient acting on each A or B and [see (3.33)]:

sup([FA*(x, y)I, [V B*(x, p)) S O(1) - M3/~ MIx=2,

The gradients do not perturb cither the power counting, or the Gram inequality.
Their net effect is the gain of an exponential decrease M* 7 between the scale k of
the k-quadruped or k-biped and the scale j of the external leg to which the gradient
applies, exactly as in [16]. By “power counting” we mean that:

AT, =oM%, B, 0(1)M72,
which follows easily from the definition of 4/ and B’. But one has also:
VA, soMM2; VB, < O()M>2.

For renormalized Mayer graphs, the Gram’s structure of the determinants
analogous to (3.23) is preserved, with some of the rows or columns containing
derived legs V4 or VB instead of A and B. The power counting is exactly as
expected, since the factor (x;—x;) in (4.4), when multiplied by the “horizontal”
exponential decrease e~ ¥~ of the k-quadruped, can be bounded by O(1)M ~*.
Combining these two estimates gives a net bound O(1)M’?M~* =9 which
reconstructs the normal power counting M2 of (5.1), plus the decrease M ~* 9
predicted, as in [16].

b) Since the cluster expansion in D, contains both “d/ds” links and links
created by Mayer graphs of higher scale, one can verify that the corresponding
combinatoric factors can be controlled in the same way as in the proof of Lemma
3.1; this is easy; basically the choice of the linking Mayer graphs is controlled by
the “horizontal” and “vertical” decrease described above (see also [9]).

¢) Finally, in the last scale the sum of the “O-super Mayer graphs” with n
vertices is estimated by O(1)* [sup, {4;}]" and by Lemma 4.1 the last sum over n is
controlled by taking the constant C in Theorem IV.1 sufficiently large.
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This general technique of estimating graphs is responsible for the bounds
o(aemeinteseny - )(Logk/k*), etc., used in various places of this paper, like
Subsect. 4.2 for instance. We will not repeat the proof in each case. We prefer to
stress now the other arguments which are necessary to complete the proof of
Theorem IV.1.

As remarked already, this amounts to verifying that the running parameters A2,
mg, and ¢ computed with the ansatz (2.21)~(2.22) and (1.1) converge to their final
values A7, m, and {? as g—o0. This will be done by proving that these sequences
are Cauchy. We can indeed compute the difference §A8=A2""'— ¢, dm¢, and (¢
and bound them by a summable series in g. To achieve this let us restrict our
attention for simplicity to JA¢, the other cases being similar. It is convenient to use
g, =(A) ! rather than 4,’s. Then pushing the analysis of (4.19) one step further (to
27 order in 1/k) one obtains [using (4.15) and (4.16)]:

ogi = —(LogM) {[ > she— D 51-,“1}

j=k+1,.., ¢ j=k+1,.., e+ 1

+ [(ﬁs/ﬂz) (LogQ—LOg(Q—FI))—F

D O

,,,,,

Jj=k+1,..,0+1

+ [ > difo~ X . 53/(Q+1)] + [higher orders]. (5.2)

j=k+1,..., 0 j=k+1,..., o+

The first difference is bounded by:
. |5j,e_5j,9+1|+5k+e/2,9+1+ b |5j,e_5j+1,e+1],
J=k+1,..k—1+9/2 j=k+to/2,..., I

(5.3)

hence it may be bounded, using (4.16), by O(1)- e~ %192 hence by a summable
series in g. The second difference should be evaluated similarly by writing the
analogue of (4.15)+4.16) for y5:

Yie=yy + 5501 O(Logl)); 60 e O Lo0WeD, (5.4

(5/j,g_5/j+1se+1|ée*wl)j; lé’j,@_(gfj,e+1|éeAO(l)(e*j)_ (5‘5)

The third difference vanishes exactly. The higher orders are generated by
developping the recursion relation (4.19) up to O(4}?); there is a difference

[‘ > da(Loge)e’— X duLloglo+1)e+ 1)2} ~(Logg)/e*

j=k+1,..., ¢ j=k+1,.., e+1
coming from the (Logg)/e? correction to the 6;/¢ term in (4.19), and a remainder,
0(4?) term. The bound one can find on |dg% without taking into account the
remainder O(A?) term in (5.2) is therefore O(1) (Logg)/(¢ —k)*. Finally, we include
in our analysis the remainder term, which is a sum of differences of terms of the
form g; 2 - f#2(4,), with f7¢(4)<O(1), by an analogue of (5.4). By an analogue of
(5.5) we can also prove that |f7#2(4;)— f/¢7 1)) <e” 01 @D Then we may use a
simple induction. Assuming that [0g¢ < O(1) (Logg)/(e +1—j)* for j=g,....k+1,
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we can bound the contribution |6'g§] to |6gg| due to this term in (5.2) by:

0°g%1 = O(1) { > [ogdla; * - e +g; % 1) — fReT O+ I/QZ},

J=k+1,..0

(5.6)

and verify the induction hypothesis at order k, provided k is larger than some
constant integer K. The K last steps then give just an additional O(1)X
multiplicative factor in front of the bound for dg§|. Since K is a constant, this
completes the argument to all values of k.

Therefore, the continuum limit of the theory exists and is computable by an
absolutely convergent PRPSE expansion without cutoff and with running
parameters A7, my°, and (.

V1. The Renormalized Expansion and Borel Summability

In this section we will introduce the renormalized parameters in the sense of the
BPHZ scheme of subtractions at 0 external momenta [18].

First let us define the renormalized quantities 4., M,.,, and (.., in terms of the
Schwinger functions constructed in Theorem IV.1 by the BPHZ conditions at 0
momenta:

Aeen=S%4(C,m) (0,0,0,0), 6.1)
(Mee) ™ =S2(C,m) (0), (6.2)
Lren(Myen) ™2 =[(—1) (d/dpo)S3(C. m) ()]0, 0lp =0 (6.3)

where ST 4(p,, P2, P3» Ps) is the truncated amputated 4-point function at external
momenta p,, P, P3» P4, and SZ(p) is the 2-point function at momentum p. Let us
first rescale our three parameters A, Myen aNd {ep INLO Apen/CZ 0 Myon/Crenr and 1.
We obtain an equivalent two parameter family of theories, still parametrized by C
and m, but for which {,.,=1. Let us call still A,., and m,., (with some abuse of
notations) the parameters A, /(%, and m,. /(... Then to get the usual BPHZ
renormalized series one should “invert” the map from (C,m) to (Aep, Myen)-
(Basically, under the conditions of Theorems IV.1 and IV.2, 4., corresponds to
C™! and m,, to m.) We will do this in two steps. First let us reexpress the
propagator in terms of the renormalized quantities m,.,, and (.., = 1 rather than in
terms of the running m, and {,. This can be done in the PRPSE, where the cluster
expansion is modified so that the 2-point Mayer-graphs are defined whatever their
external lines; it is also convenient to define the index of a vertex to be the second
highest index of its fields. One obtains a new expansion called PRPSE’ with the
following rules:

— All propagators are fixed (no running masses or wave functions any more)
and have the value [’ was defined in (3.32)]:

Cien(p) = ni(p’ mren’ Cren) (gb + mren)/(pz + mrzen) M
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— All two-point Mayer graphs are renormalized, i.e., their amplitude at 0
momenta is subtracted, no matter how their internal indices compare to the indices
of their external lines.

— A scale k vertex has a coupling 4, (where now the recursion relation from
Aps 1 tO 4, involves graphs with the renormalized propagators C,, instead of the
C** propagators.

We start by describing the expansion as it would appear if we could work
directly on Feynman graphs. Consider the perturbation series of {(for example) the
connected Green’s functions in a theory with covariance # Q(pz) (—p+me,)” Land
interaction (Le., vertices) (1,) (¥w)” +p(— L p)yp — dmpy. If we choose 6 and om
correctly (the choice will of course depend on 7, m,,, and 1,) we can rewrite the
series as a new one with propagator 17,(p*) (— p+m,.,) "', vertices (4,) (yy)* (but no
two-legged vertices) and having all 1PI two-point functions renormalized. This is
just good old BPHZ renormalization in a particularly trivial form because it is
impossible to have overlapping 1PI two-point subgraphs. Note that it is not
necessary to know the values of 67 and om explicitly. We now introduce a running
coupling constant. Start by decomposing each propagator into a high and a low
momentum part using n,= (1, —#,-1)+#, - . Next define 64, to be the sum of the
values at zero momentum of all connected four point functions having at least
three low momentum external propagators (more generally a low momentum
external line or field or propagator of a subgraph is an external field whose index is
lower than the ones of the internal lines). Also define 4, ;=4,+04, Next
substitute 4,=4,_, — 64, for the coupling constant at each low momentum vertex,
i.e., at each vertex attached to at least three low momentum propagators. Each
— 64, naturally converts its vertex into a sum of counterterms that renormalize the
corresponding high momentum four point functions. This leaves us with an
expansion in which all four point functions which have at least three external lines
of index g — I are renormalized and vertices with at least three fields of index o — 1
have coupling constant 4,.., (this renormalization procedure makes no problem
because at scale g the four point functions to be renormalized cannot overlap: each
one has at most one external line of index g). We may now continue by
decomposing #,-,=(1,-1—",-2)+"1,~» and so on. The final result is an
expansion in which

~ the propagators are (1, — - ) (— P+ M) '

- all vertices have four legs; the coupling at each vertex is 4, with k being the
momentum scale of the second highest line attached to the vertex

— all two point subgraphs are renormalized

— all four point subgraphs for which every internal line has momentum scale
higher than the scale of the second highest external line are renormalized.

The choice we made for the renormalization of the four point function is
somewhat arbitrary, it is the one which dresses as little as possible the four point
function and allows a computation of the coupling constant flow A, =4,+ 34,
where d4; is the sum of the four point i-Mayer graphs (which are one particle
irreducible and have at least three low momentum external fields, see below).

We must keep perturbation theory inside polymers in closed form to preserve
cancellations in Gram’s determinants. Therefore, to renormalize all the two point
functions, even inside the polymers, requires a new development, which is again a

ren
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sort of Mayer expansion, allowing analysis in terms of 1-particle irreducible
objects instead of connected objects. We plan to give a fully detailed exposition of
this expansion elsewhere [19,9], but here we will give only the outline of its
construction in a single momentum slice; the generalization to all slices is then
similar to Sect. I11.2.

We begin the description by considering those polymers that do not contain
mass or wave function counterterms. We should reexpress the amplitudes of the
polymers of Sect. I11, to test the coupling between cubes at third order in s,. This
means that we replace J, in formula (3.3) by:

Ly=0y+Ji+ 035 JyF=(dF/ds)ls,=o; (6.4)

JE=(1/2) (d*F/ds?)\, =0 ; (6.5)

RF=(1/2) ] (1 =5 @F/ds})ds,

One term in the cluster expansion (3.13)is a product of (3.8) polymers each of which
is a set of squares. These squares are possibly connected by bonds J,, JZ, or J;.
This term can then be viewed as a graph whose vertices are the squares, and lines
are the bonds. We form a forest with

~ the connected components — which have at most two low momentum fields
and no true external fields — of the graph

— the 2-point subgraphs

— the 4-point subgraphs with at least 3 low momentum external fields and
which are one particle irreducible.

We remove the disjointness constraints inductively in the natural order of the
forest. We define for each subgraph B of the forest the reduced support Sy to be the
set of all squares of B that are not squares of elements of the forest contained in B.
For example in Fig. 1 the reduced support of the subgraph B’ of the graph G is
Sp={d3,44}.

Note that every square of G occurs in exactly one reduced support. We choose
an order on the set of the subgraphs which is compatible with the natural order of
the forest. We pick the smallest element B, of the forest, in that ordering, and we
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can write the constraint that its support be disjoint from the other reduced
supports as:
[1 e V@Se), (6.6)
AESB1 B'>B;

where < is the natural ordering in the forest. These constraints may be removed by
writing:

1—[ e—V(A,SBr):1+ Z {e-V(AJ-,Si)__ 1} 1—[ e—V(AJf,S,/)) (67)

4eSp B'>B: (> 1) U iN>0.0
where §;=Sg and {B,, ..., B,} is just the ordered set {B'|B">B,}, {4,,...,4,,} is
some ordering on the squares of S; , and by definition:
G,iY>@G,i) if j>j or j=ji'>i.

We note that in the general term of the sum (6.7) there is no longer any
constraintinvolving 4,, ..., 4;_; that 4, must be contained in §; but not any S for
i">1i(but the latter constraint is redundant because S; must be disjoint from S;) and,
furthermore, that 4, ,,..., 4, must be disjoint from all B,, ..., B,.

In (6.7) the term containing 1 is constraint-free. We separate it into a
renormalized part and two local parts. The latter are cancelled exactly by two
corresponding terms, one containing a mass and the other a wave-function
counterterm.

We can now move onto the next step in the induction, defining a new smaller
forest for the first term of (6.7). We simply delete B, from the forest; for the other
terms B; and B; are combined into a single element B} with reduced support
4;1,9...04,US;; on this new forest we define a new order (compatible with the
inclusion relation) such that if B} exists, it has the smallest possible index. We
repeat the operation up to removal of all the constraints.

We may now introduce a running coupling constant as in Sect. [V. We have
developed the cluster expansion up to the third order — see formula (3.4), (6.5) -
thus we can define the four point k-Mayer graphs which have only one external
field of index lower than k; we can then renormalize them; a vertex of index i with
effective coupling constant is of type:

Wi(x) z A" () ()] (6.8)

The net result is that high momentum four point functions are renormalized and
we end up with an expansion similar in form to that described for ordinary
perturbation theory above but expressed in terms of polymers. The only
differences with the PRPSE of Sects. 11T and IV are that the covariances are no
more effective (replace C** by C~,) that, the two point functions are renormalized
independently of their external momenta and that the four point k-Mayer graphs
with at least three low momentum legs are renormalized, this amounts to

introducing terms of type

[gi 5mk] W ()P, (6.9)
pPEACEEE (6.10)

PE)PI() (X)) Zpl 04, with izpzj, (6.11)
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we shall consider (6.10) as insertions in the propagator in order to get a fixed
propagator {up to the finite mass) we write for the wave function term:

[ 2 éik} P (x)Ppi(x) = [Z 5&} P () Ppi(x) — [Z 5@] P)Ppx) .
k=i k k>i
(6.12)
Let
o= ; (. (6.13)

The terms in 6{ reconstruct the bare propagator, i.e., the propagator between two
fields of indices i and j is:

[r[’(p)éu + WI(P)’?J(P)]/[(Cren - 5CWQ(P))P + (mren)] > (6 14)
and thus the ’s and the y’s are computed with the propagator
1/ en— 0091, (6.15)
and the only wave function insertions are of type
[é%;_éék} W) Pp(x) - (6.16)

They are the wave function insertions which were responsible for the existence of
the 65 term in Sect.IV.

All these insertions —(6.9), (6.11), (6.16) are small, indeed as in Sect. V we have if
}“i é }“ren/(l + }"reni):

S om=0(1) T 2,00k, (6.17)
k=i k<i

T 3G:500) 3 (1) SO, (6.18)

S 0,E00) T (S0 (6.19)

This PRPSE’ expansion is convergent and we have the next theorem:

Theorem VI.1. 1) For any finite values of m,, {,n» there exists a positive constant
C such that the radius of convergence v (Myey, () Obeys:

[ro(Meens een)] ™' S — Bo(Log Mo + (B3/B2) Loge + C=f(e, C) . (6.20)

Remark. Only the correct ansatz (1.1) leads to interesting non-trivial theories in
the continuum as ¢—00; for faster decreasing choices of 4, the theory will be driven
to a free field as g—co0.

Scheme of the Proof. The main difference with Sect.V is that 6 depends on
Ags+vshg—1s Agy We proceed by induction on o, 4., being fixed, we suppose
Ags s Ag—1 being computed in the theory with cutoff index ¢—1 and that for
o'=0—L:

L=(1=0()sup[l/e, 1/i,e” @™ ])

)Lren/[]- + j'ren(i( - ﬁZ) InM + 1nlﬁ3/ﬁ2)] . (621)
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We compute then 2, by iterating 4,=4,_, —64,. In this way we obtain 4, of step ¢
as a function of Ay, ..., 4,_, of step ¢—1, and thus A, ..., 4,_, of step ¢ and they
verify (6.21) for ¢’=g. It amounts just to substitute convergent series into
convergent series because in 4, the correction— 64, see (4.14) —to 4, , is of second
order and d4; contains contributions with fields of index ¢ which are in Afe @7,

To prove Theorem V1.1, we need only to verify that starting with 4, as in (1.1),
the effective constants 4,(4,) computed from 4, by the analogue of the recursion
relation of Lemma 4.1 remain uniformly bounded for all k by a small constant, and
that the PRPSE’ in these conditions is absolutely convergent. The result will then
follow from analyticity of a uniform limit of analytic functions.

Assuming absolute convergence of the PRPSE’, to verify that the effective
constants 4, remain bounded is casy; indeed it is a simple exercise to use (4.10) to
check that there is a finite constant O(1) such that |4, (4,)| attains its maximum in
B, for 4,=[f(e,C)]" " if ¢>0(1). In this case we can apply Lemma4.3 to get a
bound on 4, ; starting from ¢ large we repeat this argument until a finite number
of last recursion steps, which can be controlled by taking C in Theorem IV.1 to be
large enough.

It remains to check that the PRPSE’ is absolutely convergent, as was the
PRPSE, by Sect. V. We must show that the new Mayer expansion is convergent,
and that the fact that we completely renormalize the two point function doesn’t
spoil the arguments of Sect. V. We can combine the “useful” part of the mass, wave
function and coupling constant counterterms to get renormalized k-bipeds and
quadrupeds as in the PRPSE, but we have additional insertions of the “useless”
part of the counterterms (6.9), (6.11), and (6.16). The power counting of the wave
function insertion is the same as the one of a vertex of index i (because the gradient
is equivalent to two fields of index j) with coefficient A,. The mass insertion is small
likei- M ~%. The quartic insertions are small because the coupling constant remains
small. Hence the terms (6.9),(6.15), and (6.16) do not spoil the absolute convergence
of the PRPSE; in short they are controlled by “asymptotic freedom,” i.c., by the
decay of 4, as 1/k, i.e., some sums over the indices are controlled by factors which
have only a power decay [see (6.17)+6.19)], each such sum “consumes” an effective
coupling constant; this phenomenon is responsible for the fact that the coefficient
f,in Lemma 4.2 remains y, + &5 the insertion of (6.15) in the graph <_X gives
a third order term which is the §; term.

Intuitively the absolute convergence of these expansions in which mass and
wave function are fully renormalized can be summarized under the sentence that
“mass and wave function, in contrast with coupling constant renormalization, do
not create renormalons.”

{t remains to prove the convergence of the new Mayer expansion (6.6). In (6.6)
there is only one sum

1+ Z {er(A,Sl)__l} 1—[ e*V(A,Sl/)

i i'>i

for each square 4 of each polymer (as explained above the next sum on 4 is made
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for each term relative to the square 4 contained in S;). Each sum gives a constant
by square. The only difference is that S can be a two point function (in Sect. I11 it
could only be a connected component); we control the sum over S, i.e., the sum
over the localization of S using the scaled exponential decrease of the propagators
of §: we have to be sure that a given exponential decay 1s used a finite number of
times. We show now that it is used at most once for this procedure.

Indeed, all the 2 point Mayer graphs which are 1 particle irreducible are
graphically 2-point connected (we mean without taking in account the Mayer links
(e”V“5) —1)]; in ordinary perturbation theory a propagator is graphically
external to at most two 1PI graphs; however, in our procedure it can be external to
more than two, because of the Mayer links: one Mayer link can link two 1PI
objects B, B’ which have in common a propagator with 2-point insertions giving
rise to a new term B”, see Fig. 2; to sum on the localization of B” one uses the other
propagator of B,

We recall that we defined the ordering on the subgraphs in such a way that a 2-
point Mayer graph with one propagator “used” is as small as possible; thus B’ in
the argument above has its two external propagators still non-used. Therefore, one
of them can be used to sum on the localization of B”, and we conclude that each
propagator is used at most once. For the 4-point function the convergence of the
Mayer expansion is obvious because they have low momentum legs, and so there is
no sum on their localization but only on their shape.

We are left with the verification of Borel summability (Theorem I'V.2). It is done
in two steps; first verify that there is analyticity in the Nevanlinna-Sokal disk
Re(A.L)>0(1) [22], then prove a “factorial bound” on the Taylor remainder at
order n, hence the difference between the theory and the sum of the  first orders of
renormalized perturbation theory {22].

Since, as we remarked, 4,., is a bounded analytic function of 1/C, the first step
consists in proving that we can extend our construction for C positive and large to
Re C positive and large. But this is again no more than an easy exercise to use the
recursion relation (4.10) to check inductively that starting from 1, ' = f(g, ReC)
+1imC one has i, ' = f(k, ReC) +z,, with |Rez| < C/2.

Finally, the factorial bound on the Taylor remainder consists in studying the
bound one can obtain on the PRPSE in which at most n “useless” coupling
constant insertions have been inserted. This problem is now well understood. It
has been treated in full detail with Zimmermann’s forest formalism, in [16] (see
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also [6] for a similar proof of Borel summability in «-parametric space

representation). We should not repeat again the analysis. The conclusion is that n

“useless” mass insertions can be bounded, paying an n!; the mechanism is the usual

renormalization mechanism Y M~ ¥k"<n! O(1)". Therefore, the Taylor remain-
k

der at order n can be bounded by n! O(1)"|4,.,I", which is the necessary estimate
[223.

It remains to prove that the theory satisfies the O.S. axioms. Using a Pauli-
Villars, Euclidean invariant cutoff, every axiom can be checked easily on the
PRPSE’ expansion except O.S. positivity (for instance the “cluster property” and
existence of a mass gap is a simple consequence of the fact that m, is finite and non-
zero. To verify O.S. positivity, we use a lattice cutoff, (identifying the corresponding
theory with the former one by Borel summability, as explained in Sect.1V). The
theory in a finite box can be constructed using the PRPSE’; the counterterms are
then space dependent because of the volume cut-off: dm s replaced by dm(x) and §{
by 6{(x); we have then that dm(x)—dm, 6{(x)—d{ as the cut-off tends to infinity.
Now for such a theory O.S. positivity holds in the lattice, for one plane cutting the
box into two symmetric parts. The infinite volume limit by translation invariance
satisfies therefore the O.S. positivity.

Acknowledgements. We thank F. David for calling our attention to this model, and K. Gawezdzki
and A.Kupiainen for useful discussions.

References

1. Mitter, P.K., Weisz, P.H.: Asymptotic scale invariance in a massive Thirring model with U(n)
symmetry. Phys. Rev. D 8, 4410 (1973)

2. Gross, D. Neveu, A.: Dynamical symmetry breaking in asymptotically free field theories.
Phys. Rev. D 10, 3235 (1974)

3. Coleman, S.: Quantum sine-Gordon equation as a massive Thirring model. Phys. Rev. D 11,
2088 (1975);

Frohlich, J., Seiler, E.: The massive Thirring-Schwinger model (QED,): Convergence of
perturbation theory and particle structure. Helv. Phys. Acta 49, 889 (1976)

4. Feldman, J., Magnen, J., Rivasseau, V., Sénéor, R.: Massive Gross-Neveu model: A rigorous
perturbative construction. Phys. Rev. Lett. 54, 1479 (1985)

5. tHooft, G.: On the convergence of planar diagram expansion. Commun. Math. Phys. 86, 449
(1982) and Rigorous construction of planar diagram field theories in four dimensional
Euclidean space. Commun. Math. Phys. 88, 1 (1983)

6. Rivasseau, V.: Construction and Borel summability of planar 4-dimensional Euclidean field
theory. Commun. Math. Phys. 95, 445 (1984)

7. Gallavotti, G., Nicolo, F.: Renormalization theory in four-dimensional scalar fields, I and II.
Commun. Math. Phys. 100, 545 and 101, 247 (1985)

8. Gawedzki, K., Kupiainen, A.: Massless lattice ¢ theory: a nonperturbative control of a
renormalizable model. Phys. Rev. Lett. 54, 92 (1985) and THES preprint (1984)

9. Feldman, J., Magnen, J., Rivasseau, V., Sénéor, R.: “Infrared &%, preprint Ecole Polytechni-
que, and contribution to the proceedings of Les Houches summer school (1984)

10. Gawedzki, K., Kupiainen, A.: Harvard University preprint (1984)
11. Felder, G., Gallavotti, G.: Perturbation theory and non-renormalizable scalar fields.
Commun. Math. Phys. 102, 549-571 (1985)



Massive Gross-Neveu Model in Two Dimensions 103

12. Felder, G.: Work in preparation on planar —go3.,,

13. Gawedzki, K., Kupiainen, A.: Preprints IHES and Helsinki University (1985)

14. Brydges, D.: Lectures at the 1984 “Les Houches” summer school (to be published)

15. Seiler, E.: Gauge theories as a problem of constructive quantum field theory and statistical
mechanics. Lecture Notes in Physics, Vol. 159. Berlin, Heidelberg, New York: Springer 1982

16. Feldman, J., Magnen, J., Rivasseau, V., Sénéor, R.: Bounds on completely convergent
Euclidean Feynman graphs. Commun. Math. Phys. 98, 273 (1985) and Bounds on
renormalized graphs. Commun. Math. Phys. 100, 23 (1985)

17. Mack, G., Pordt, A.: Convergent perturbation expansions for Euclidean quantum field
theory. Commun. Math. Phys. 97, 267 (1985)

18. Zimmermann, W.: Convergence of Bagoliubov’s method for renormalization in momentum
space. Commun. Math. Phys. 15, 208 (1969)

19. Rivasseau, V.: In preparation

20. de Calan, C., Rivasseau, V.: Local existence of the Borel transform in Euclidean ¢%4. Commun.
Math. Phys. 82, 69 (1981)

21. Epstein, H., Glaser, V.: The role of locality in perturbation theory. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré 19,
211 (1973)

22. Sokal, A.: Animprovement of Watson’s theorem on Bore] summmability. J. Math. Phys. 21,261
(1980)

23. Wetzel, W.: Two-loop f-function for the Gross-Neveu model. Phys. Lett. 153 B, 297 (1985)

Communicated by K. Osterwalder

Received June 6, 1985; in revised form July 2, 1985

Note added in proof. After completion of this paper we realized that the optimal way to
parametrize the theory is to use (4,, M, {,) instead of (A, M,cp, {,eq) in Sect. VI, hence to use the
ansatz (1.1) for the bare coupling constant 4, and fixed bare wave function constant [, and
renormalized mass m,.,. This point of view will be developed in [19]. It is optimal because the
renormalization flow in its asymptotic regime depends of {,, the value of { at large energy, and
not of {,,. Therefore with the old parametrization we had in Sect. VI to compute {, in terms of
{ren» Which required the knowledge of A4, 44, ..., 4,, hence a “bootstrap” inductive argument (after
Theorem VI.1). This inelegant argument disappears completely with the other parametrization.
(Remark that in contrast, m,., remains a good parameter in this respect because the flow in the
high energy asymptotic regime does not depend of the mass.) With the new parametrization,
only Borel summability becomes slightly more complicated to check (since there are now two
bare parameters to relate to the renormalized ones instead of one).






