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well as on unfounded im plicit assum ptions. W e clarify here the controversial
points and show that, contrary to what is asserted by these authors, our paper
is free of any contradiction and agrees w ith allweltestablished theoreticaland

experin ental results. Also, we maihtain that our work reveals pathologies
In the (treatm ent of) perturoative approaches perform ed at xed din ensions.
In particular, we em phasize that the perturbative approaches to frustrated

m agnets perform ed either w ithin the m Inin al substraction schem e w ithout -
expansion or in the m assive schem e at zero m om entum exhibit sourious xed
points and, thus, do not describe correctly the behaviour of these system s In

three dim ensions.
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I-INTRODUCTION

Before answering in detail to the technical points raised In Comment fj] we would lke to point
out that the authors of [I] very often quote our results in a biased way, as if our articke R] was
w ritten to em phasize the di erences between the perturbative xed dimension D ) approaches and
the non perturbative renom alization group NPRG ) approach (am ed finctional renom alization
group FRG ) approach in {Il]), an approach that hasbeen em ployed by som e ofus In previous artickes
to investigate the physics of frustrated m agnets 3, 4, &, 6].

This is absolutely not the case. Ourain, in our articke PJ, was to shed light on the discrepancy
between the di erent perturbative approaches, nam ely the -expansion and the FD approadhes. T he
NPRG results were quoted just as side rem arks | to show the agreem ent between NPRG and

-expansion | and we have only deal in 2] w ith perturbative m ethods.

T he existence of such a discrepancy is evident from Figid ! that gathers the curves N . (d) | the
critical value of the num ber of com ponents above which the transition is predicted to be of second
order | obtained from the di erent RG approaches (the perturbative ones and also that obtained
with the NPRG ). F igl is, in particular, very sym ptom atic of the existence of a discrepancy betw een
the di erent perturbative approaches since one clearly sees that the curves N, (obtained wihin
them inin al substraction M S) scheme with an -expansion [8]) and NfP (obtaied within the M S
schem e w ithout -expansion [7]) are lncom patble ©rN . 6 and this, independently of the resuls
obtained w ithin the NPRG approach.
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FIG.1: CurvesN. (d) obtained within theM S with an -expansion (Nc),them schem e w ithout -expansion N 5P ) and the
NPRG approach (NEPRG ). The part of the curveNfD below S corresponds to a regin e of non-B orelsum m ability.

In this respect, we are a little bit surprised that the authors of {l], n their Comm ent, do never
m ention this discrepancy and not even the curve N_ (that have been obtained from a veldoop
com putation []) displayed in Figll, from which originates an in portant part of the controversy.
Instead, they focus on the \di erence between the perturbative results and those obtained by using

! A's a precaution we em phasize, as In ], that a large part of the curve N fP obtained w ithin the
FD approach, typically that below the \tuming point" S, corresponds to xed points EP s) that
are situated out of the Borelsum m ability region. Thus the curve N:° , in its whole, should not
be taken too much seriously. However if we take, as estin ates of the ervorbars associated to this
curve, those provided by Calbrese et al. in their com putation 1] one can safely trust in a nite
portion of the part below S.



the [::: JFRG" [I] that is not our purpose.

In plicitly in their Comm ent, and m ore explicitly in their articke [}] the origin of the problem that
we raise would com e from the mability of the -expansion to provide a correct description of the
three din ensional physics. In contrast to the authors of [l we think that the agreem ent between
the curves N _ (d) and N YPR¢ (d) | that are obtained from drastically di erent com putations | is
rather rem arkable and leads to trust both the -expansion and the NPRG approaches. A lso, the
FD approach (hcliding calculations in the m assive zero-m om entum (M ZM ) schem e orM S schem e
without -expansion) appears to be very isolated as it is the only one lading to the prediction of
criticality in d = 3 in the Heisenberg and XY cases. T his isprecisely this fact that leadsus to search
for | and actually to nd | a aw In theFD approach.

It isnow tim e to answer in detail to the points raised in fi.].

II-DETATLED ANSW ERSTO THE COMM ENT

1) A coording to the authors of ] there is \no theoretical justi cation"™ for the requirem ent that
\a physical FP of a given Ham iltonian must survive up to d= 4 [ ::: ] and becom e the G aussian
FP in this Iimn £". W e shall comm ent on the word \physical" in point 2) below . W e start here by
discussing the question of the \survival' ofa FP asa Gaussian one n d = 4. W e strongly disagree
w ith the statem ent that there is \no theoretical justi cation" for this. Indeed, n Field Theory as
well as In Statistical M echanics, the choice of a Ham iltonian in plies a choice of the m ost relevant
operators of the theory. The comm on belief which, as far as we know, is con med by all well-
controlled situations, is that this choice relies on (i) the existence of an upper critical din ension,
(i) the possbility ofa \naive" power counting perform ed around a G aussian xed point P ) and,
therefore, (iil) the fact that the theory is nfrared free In this dim ension. In the case where there
exists, n a dinension d = 4 , a non trivial FP, whose coordinates are of order , the ow is
well controlled everyw here between the UV and the IR scales. W hen this FP can be extrapolated
down to d = 3, the perturbative FD approaches perfom ed directly In d = 3 are expected to safely
describe the physics In this din ension although they do not refer explicitly to the upper critical
din ension. M oreover, still In this case, there are strong indications that the eld theory can be
\constructed" directly n d = 3 @]. This is, in particular, the case of the ( ?)? theory where the

—expansion predicts a FP .n d = 3, which validates the M ZM perturbative schem e. Thus, at last
In all weltcontrolled situations, and contrary to what is asserted in E], there is a link between the
FD approaches in d = 3 and the -expansion and, thus, an in plicit link between this FD approach
and the G aussian behaviour of the critical theory in the upper critical din ension.

Now oconsider a theory where a FP found in d= 3 is related by continuity to a non-G aussian FP
Ind= 4. (Thisiswhat we have found In the FD perturbative approach for frustrated m agnets for
theFP C* when | andonly when | N . 6and fortheFP P found i the cubicm odel forv < 0.)
If this tumed out to be true, and not an artefact ofthe FD approach (whereas we think it is), this
would m ean that the link between the -expansion and FD approaches would be broken. T hus the
theory would have no m ore a well identi ed upper critical din ension and it would be non trivial in
d= 4. For ( ?)?-like theories describing the frustrated and cubic cases this would be com pletely
new , unexpected and, if true, would be of utm ost interest !

As a conclusion, we do think that there is an implicit but strong link between the trivial IR
behaviour of ( ?)?-lke theordes in d = 4 and the validiy of the description of the critical physics in
d= 3 by meansof FD approaches.

2) In Comment {L], the words \physical" and \survive" in the sentence: \a physicalFP ofa given
Ham iltonian must survive up tod= 4 [::: ] and beocom e the G aussian FP in this Iim it" are clearly,
from what follow s, understood by the authors as \having real coordinates". This leads them to
conclude that \according to this criterion, allFPswih N . 21:8 should be considered as spurious "



and that \this condition is very restrictive and contradicts ssveral w ellacospted theoretical results”.
T his, by no ways, corresoonds to what is w ritten in our article. Thdeed our criterion to consider a
FP eitherasphysically relevant or as sourious, isbased on an analysis ofthe rootsofthe functions
that can be either real or com plex. W e have explicitly w ritten in foonote R7] of our artick that \If
one Hllows CI° albng a path starting in d = 3, going to d = 4 and crossing N-° (d) above S, is
coordinates become complex n d = d. N ) and go to zero for d = 4 where it is thus the G aussian
FP".Our crterion does not consist in refcting FP s whose coordinates becom e com plex when the
din ension d is ncreased but In repcting those that are non-G aussian in d= 4. A sa consequence all
FPsihd= 3havingN & 6 (that isthose \above the singularity S") are, according to us, physically
relevant; and vice versa. This is, again, explicitly w ritten in page 3, column 2, where we say that,
n the frustrated case, the fact that the FP are not G aussian \happens forallvaluesofN . 6" and,
by nomeans, forallvaliesofN . 218!

A's a conclusion this part of Comment {I,] is based on a trivial m isunderstanding of our articlk.
O ur criterion is by no m eans \very restrictive" and, contrary to what is asserted in [I,], agrees w ith
all \wellacoepted theoretical results".

3) A ccording to the authors of ] \W e must coserve that the perturbative results ofRef.3] nd
nodi erencebetween theFPswihN & 6 [::: Jand thosewith N . 6". This statem ent is lnocorrect
since it ignores an in portant fact that hasbeen m issed by Calabrese et al. [}], ie. the existence ofa
singularity S in the (N ;d) plane which m akes the coordinates ofthe FP C, , u} and u}, multivalied
functions ofN and d, as explained in our footnote R7] of |2]. T his fact ism anifest when one llow s
theFP C, by continuity along a path encircling the singularity S : after a round trip, the coordinates
ofthe FP thus cbtained have changed. T he existence of such a shgularity is also at the origin ofthe
fact that the FP sobtained in d = 3 are or are not G aussian in d = 4 depending on w hether the path
followed to reach the upper crtical din ension passes above or below the singularity S. T herefore,
contrary to the statem ent of the authors of ] there is a fundam entaldi erence between the cases
N . 6andN & 6.

4) A cocording to the authors of E:] \the di erence between the perturbative results and those
obtained by using the functional renom alization group FRG) Bb-7] isonly quantitative [::: ]. But
there are no conceptual di erences as the authors [of this reply] apparently mply."

F irst we, again, em phasize as in the Introduction to this Reply, that the purpose of our article
is not to oppose nonperturbative and perturbative approaches. It is to try to understand why two
perturbative approaches relying on the sam e renom alization scheme M S schem e) and di ering only
by the way of solving the FP equations lad to qualitatively, and not only quantitatively, di erent
results.

Second, conceming the nature ofthe di erence between the FD approach and the -expansion, we
disagree w ith the authors of []. The very questions we have addressed are (i) to know whether
thereexistsa FP lnhd= 3 orN = 2 and 3 (i) whether thisFP is non-G aussian when followed In
d= 4 and, nally, at amoretechnical level, (iil) does there exists a singularity S in the coordinates
u] and u; of C, taken as functions of N and d. To all these questions the answer is positive in
theM S scheme approach w ithout -expansion whereas it is negative n the -expansion (@nd In the
NPRG) approaches.

W e think that these discrepancies are, ndeed, \conogptual®. M oreover, we believe that we have
identi ed the very origin of this \conceptual" di erence: the FP identi ed within the M S scheme
w ithout -expansion corresponds to a spurious solution ofthe FP equations that are solved at  xed
d.

5) According to [Ii] \The behaviour cbserved here is analogous to that found in the G inzburg—
Landau m odel of superconductors [ ::: ] The crterion proposed In Refl[l] would thus predict a

rst-order transition for the physical case N = 1, contradicting experin ents 9], and also general
duality argum ents [L0], FRG calculations [11], and M onte C arlo sin ulations [12]." The answer given



In point 2) above also applies to this case: our criterion would obviously not lead to predict a  rst—
order transition in superconductors since our criterion has nothing to do w ith the critical value ofN
In the upper criticaldin ension d = 4. In particular, we em phasize that our considerations absolitely
do not exclude the existence ofa FP ©orN gn aller than N ..

6) The authors of [I] state that \T here is another condition that is crucial: the three-din ensional

FP must be connected by the three-din ensional renom alization-group ow to the G aussian FP
[4,15]. If this is the case, at last for the m assive zero-m omentum M ZM ) schem e, one can give

a rigorous nonperturoative de nition of the renom alization group ow and of all quantities that
are com puted In perturbation theory". They also state that \In a welkde ned linit [ ::: ] Jong—
range quantities [ ::: ] have the sam e perturbative expansion as the corregoonding quantities in the
contihuum theory fortheM ZM schem e" and that therefore \everything isde ned nonperturbatively
and rigorously in three din ensions and there isno need of invoking the existence ofa fourdin ensional
FP ".W e agree w ith all these statem ents (that we have already partially discussed In point 1)).
H owever, there is a fuindam ental assum ption underlying all these statem ents: they are valid provided
there exists an IR stabk FP in d= 3 ::: which is precisely the dubious point !

A sa conclusion, allthe argum ents invoked in {l]about the nonperturbative and rigourousde nition
oftheM ZM schem e approach, aswell as the clain that the behaviour of the theory In d= 4 would
notbe relevant forthe three din ensionalphysics, would be of interest : :: if there were no controversy
about the critical behaviour of the frustrated system s in d= 3.

7) According to [li] our statem ent that orN = 2;3 one can ollow the FP C* uptod = 4 is
\incorrect and isbased on an incorrect use ofthe conform alm appingm ethod". W e com plktely agree
w Ith, and are aware of, what is stated in @:] about lim itations of the resum m ation procedure used
in B]. Conceming this point we have written in our article that when one follow s the FP s from
d= 3tod= 4 \theFPsP and CIP lie out ofthe region of Borelsumm ability in d= 4. Thus their
coordinates cannot be detem Ined accurately”. However this point is com pktely irrelevant to the
question raised in our article: the identi cation ofthe (hon-)G aussian character ofthe FP in d= 4.
And the non-G aussian characteroftheFPswih N . 6 atd= 4 isdoubtless. Indeed, ket us suppose
on the contrary thata FP,with N . 6, ollowed from d= 3 to d= 4 is, actually, a G aussian one in
d= 4. In this case, its coordinates just below this din ension would be extrem ely an all and thus it
could obviously be obtained w ithin perturbation theory w ithout any resum m ation procedure. T hus,
aswe clarly state in our article, our procedure is com pletely valid to decide whether the FP is or
isnot Gaussian In d = 4 (although not su cient to detem ine its coordinates if it is not G aussian,
what we do not m Ind anyway) .

W e add, aswe have already em phasized above, that the occurence ofa non-Gaussian FP ind= 4
is desply related to the existence of a singularity S in the (N ;d) plane. An in portant fact is that
this sihqularity S lies either inside or jist on the border of the region of Borelsum m ability. Tts
existence is thus doubtless, according to the standards of ﬂ:].

A's a conclusion the argum ents raised by the authors of [Ii] conceming our use of the conform al-
m apping m ethod are com plktely irrelevant for our purpose.

8) Conceming num erical results, according to the authors of [}] \A 1l num erical and experin ental
results are consistent w ith the predictions of perturbative eld theory" since \the existence of a
stable FP does not in ply that all system s w ith the given symm etry undergo a second-order phase
transition.". W e | cbviously | agree w ith the last argum ent that the existence ofa FP ina eld
theory doesnot in ply that all system s undergo a second order phase transition . H ow ever w e disagree
w ith the conclusion (that the num erical and experin ental results are consistent w ith perturbative
theory) which isdrawn from it. Indeed:

1) W hike the st order behaviour does not contradict the existence of a FFP one could expect,
from the existence of such a FP, a basin of attraction of nite extension and, thus, that some
m aterials or num erically simulated system s exhibit a ssoond order behaviour with the predicted



critical exponents. This is not the case apart from an isolated simulation perform ed on a lattice
discretization ofthe G inZburg-L.andau H am iltonian that apparently leadsto a second orderbehaviour
[11. W e say \apparently" since we have been used to clain s ofthe existence of second orderbehaviours
for system s that have been subsequently discovered to undergo a weak st order transition. A san
exam ple, stacked triangular antiferrom agnets (STA ) have long been thought to undergo continuous
transitions until larger system sizes have been considered. This could also be the case for the
sim ulation performed in [7].

2) The num erical sin ulations lrading to a (@pparent) sscond order behaviour (it isnow recognized
that m ost of them are ofweak rst order) were considered in \substancial agreem ent” i[1D] w ith the
six—loop com putation perform ed in theM ZM schem e [10], thus giving a credit to the existence ofthe
FP identi ed in thisway. But, strangely, the fact that m ore accurate sim ulations eventually found

rst order nstead of second order transitions has never been considered by the authors of L] and
fL0] as contradicting the results of the FD approach. This m eans that the existence of second or

rst order phase transitions equally con m the predictions of this approach !

3) Rather than focusing on the st order behaviour in general it is m ore instructive to address
the question of the occurence of weak st order behaviour. Indeed, In presence of a standard FP
characterizing a ssoond order phase transition, one can expect weak st order behaviour. H owever
this can happen only for very special initial conditions of the RG  ow such that the point repre—
sentative of the system in the space of couplings is n the runaway region | lading to  rst order
behaviour | but very close to the boundary between the rst and second order regions so that the

ow is slow and produces a very large correlation length. In a num erical investigation of a whole
fam iy of frustrated m agnets it hasbeen shown by A .Pelks, B W . Southem and som e of the present
authors {11, 12] that, actually, weak rst order transitions occur generically in these systems. As
these authors have argued, this contradicts the usual interpretation given for the \occasional" weak

rst order behaviour described above. Thus there m ust exist another explanation to these generic
weak rst orderbehaviour. The NPRG approach [[f] provides such an explanation: it show s that the
weak rst orderbehaviour that occurs in frustrated m agnets does not rely on the usual explanation
above but rather on the existence of a generic slow ow (than occurs even In absence of a FP).
T hus, contrary to what the authors of [I|] say the \quoted results [L7-19]" are not irrelevant for the
discussion. On the contrary: (i) they show that frustrated system s nitially thought to undergo
a sscond order phase transition actually have rst order behaviour (i) they show that this st
order behaviour is generic (iil) they point out a weakness of the perturbative FD approaches that
are unabl to explain the existence of generic weak rst order behaviour.

F inally the authors of El:] argue that \the results of Ref.[3] and of Ref.R0] —they nd continuous
transitions for N = 2 and N = 3, regpectively —are only consistent w ith the presence of a stable
FP and thus do not support the soenario of Ref. [1]". W e recall that the past experience In the
dom ain of num erical sim ulations of frustrated m agnets has been largely controversial (sse [] for
Instance) . A lso In m ost cases in proving the m ethod of analysis (for nstance by using M onte C arlo
R enom alization G roup m ethods [13] or dynam ical m ethods [12]) has lad to the conclusion of a
weak rst order transitions.

9) Conceming the experim ental situation, according to the authors of {I], the \resuls of Ref.R1]
cited In Ref.[l] are perfectly consistent w ith perturoation theory. W e discussed in detail easy-axis
system s In Ref.R2] and showed two possibl phase diagram s com patible w ith perturbation theory".
H ere the authors refer to their own work wih P.Calbrese on m ulicritical behaviour In frustrated
system s {14] that would explain the rst order behaviour found in CN €1 {L5]. H owever, according
to the authors of [14] (abstract of this artick) : \the transition at the m ulticritical point is expected
to be either continuous and controlled by the O 2) O (3) xed point ortobeof rstorder". They
also add in their Comm ent that: \Due to the Yocus'-lke nature of the FP R3] the approach to
criticality m ay be quite com plex. E  ective exponents m ay even change nonm onotically ::: ". As
In point 8) above, such statem ents m ake any experin ental (@and num erical) behaviour, of xst or



second order w ith any set of critical exponents, to be com patdble w ith perturoation theory !

C onceming easy-plane system s, acocording to the authors of {1, \allexperin ents cbserve continuous
transitions, and thus they are com patible w ith the perturbative resuls". W e em phasize here that
there isno de nitive statem ent about the transition in these system s. O n the contrary, som e of the
present authors have shown [g] that several facts go against the belief that the transitions are of
second order: the crtical exponents found are non universal, scaling law s are violated, the anom alous
din ension | or exponent | is negative, etc. Ik is absolutely not excluded that, as in the case of
CAN L L and In aln ost allnum erically sin ulated m odels that were believed to undergo a second order
phase transition, all easy-plane system swillbe nally clain ed to undergo rst order transitions.

10) Conceming the cubicm odel, the authors of EL'] contest its use since the situation would not be,
In this case, \well established", contrary to what we clain . To support this statem ent they invoke
| In this case too ! | the possbl failure of the -expansion in the region v < 0 that we precisely
Investigate in our articke.

1) Toourknow ledge thisisthe rsttimethattheussofthe -expansion isquestioned in the context
of the study of the cubic m odel. On the contrary, all approches used to investigate, for nstance,
the critical value N ! (not to be confiised w ith the N ., of frustrated m agnets) above which the cubic
FP is stablk, do coincide. For instance, according to an articlke [L6] gathering JM . Cam ona and
the authors of {li], it is ound that N 9= 289(4) from a six-loop perturbative approach perform ed in
d= 3andN.= 287(5) from a vedoop -expansion approad.

2) A ccording to the authors of {I] som ething special should happen i the case v < 0. Thdeed
according to them the critical behaviour of : \the antiferrom agnet four-state Pottsm odelon a cubic
lattice R628] [::: ] should be describbed by theN = 3 cubicm odelwith v< 0 R9]". They add that
\C ontrary to the clain ofRef.[l], all num erical results are consistent w ith a continuous transition :
at present there is no evidence of rst order transitions".

W hile we did not w rite anything In our article about the behaviour of the antiferrom agnetic four-
state Potts m odel we, however, com pletely disagree w ith the statem ent that \all num erical results
are consistent w ith a continuous transition" in these system s. It is true that som e sin ulations [17]
have lead to the clain ofa seocond order behaviour for these system s. H owever it hasbeen recognized
w ith further investigations that this conclusion was hasty since [[8]: \the Ham iltonian fortheg= 4
antiferrom agnetic Potts m odel on both sim ple cubic and body-centered-cubic lattice is far apart
any xed point and the largest smulated size L = 96 is still insu  cient to extract asym ptotic
critical behavior. However, we have found that the Ham iltonian m oves towards the strong h100i-
type anisotropy (large negative v) direction as it is renom alized. Since the recent  eld-theoretical?
and M onte C arlo'? studies indicate the absence of RG  xed point in the v < 0 region, we expect
that the transtion isa rst-order one." W e do not see here what is consistent w ith a continuous
transition.

A lso we note that the authors of the Comm ent them selves, w ith their collaborators, clain in
Ref. !:LE}}] (P 2) that \the fourstate antiferrom agnetic P otts] m odel is expected to show a rstorder
transition" and P 5) that \In the fourstate case, theweak rst order transition expected in the pure
case should not be softened by random dilution".

A s or the cubicm odel itself n [1§] (otnote [L0]) they clain that \A high-tem perature analysis
on the foc lattice Indicates that these m odels have a  rstorder transition for N > 235 020.
T his is consistent w ith our argum ent that predicts the transition to be of st order forany v < 0
and N > N.. M ore general m odels that have Eqg.(1 1) fthe cubic m odel] as their continuous spin
Iim i orv, ! 1 have also been considered n Refl2. The rst-order nature ofthe transition for
negative (small) vy and large N has also been con med in Refll." Also in iPD], where a six-loop
com putation hasbeen perform ed, they clain P 1) that \forw < 0 W being the coupling ofthe cubic
tem ], the RG ow muns away to in nigy, and the corresponding systam is expected to undergo a
weak rst-order transition". A gain we do not see any controversial situation here: everything seem s
to favora  rst order phase transition contrary to what is clained in Comm ent '1].



W hilke we acknow ledge that the description of the antiferrom agnetic four-state P otts m odel could
be problem atic, it certainly does not question the structure ofthe ow diagram of the cubic m odel
in the region v < 0 as the authors of [I|] suggest, at least In their Comm ent.

11) stillon the cubicm odel, according to the authors of [I1] \the analysis of the perturbative series
does not provide com pelling evidence for the existence ofa new FP In cubicm odelswith v< 0 and
N = 3". To support this clain the authors of [l] have repeated our analysis on the cubicm odelw ith
the help of a FD analysis and have shown that only one half of the di erent resum m ations leads
to a FP. Thus our \dem onstration" would not be convincing. A lso com paring their percentage of
F'P s obtained In the cubic case to that obtained in the frustrated case, the authors of El:] ocontest our
statem ent that the cubic m odel show \sin ilar convergence properties" to the frustrated one.

F irst, we note that the authors of @:] have con m ed an in portant result of our article which is
that FD approaches generate dubious FP s that are not obtained w ithin the -expansion.

Second, the criterion of the authors of [I] for accepting or refcting a FP is very vague. They
consider ranges of values of the resum m ation param eters ( 1 5and 2 Db 20) that are
com plktely arbitrary. For instance, by considering larger ranges of values of and/or b, they could
obtaln a percentage of reections as an all as wanted.

Third, contrary to what is claim ed by the authors of @']f our statem ent that the cubicm odel
resuls show \sin ilar convergence properties" as In the frustrated case is largely justi ed. Indeed,
we have extensively studied the properties of convergence of the exponents ! and at the FP using
criterions of best apparent convergence or principle of m inin al sensitivity. W e have been lad to
the conclusion that there exists an error between the four and ve loop resuls that is of order 40
% in both frustrated and cubic cases. O ur study, based on these criterions, is farm ore Instructive
that statistics perform ed varying the resum m ation param eters on arbitrary dom ains that does not
provide any reliable Infom ation on the nature (spurous or physical) ofthe FP.

Fally conceming the sentence \The di erence between the two cases [cubic and frustrated ] [
111 ] are =0 evident, that no additional comm ent is needed !". W e have no problem to adm it that
the cubic FP ocould display weaker stability properties w ith respect to varations of the resum m ation
param eters than the frustrated one, what ram ains to be proven using other criterions than those of
fl]. However, this is not a relevant point for our purpose. Indeed, there is absolutely no reason that
the sourious FP s obtained in two di erent m odels display the sam e (quantitative) behaviour. The
relevant point is a com parison to the Ising, or m ore generally O N ), m odel for which, at the sam e
order, one has an error one hundred tin es an aller than in both the frustrated and cubic cases! A's
the authors of E:] say \D 1 erences are s0 evident, that no additional comm ent is needed I".

To conclude, our study of the cubic m odel is appropriate to dem onstrate the spurious character
ofthe FP found in the frustrated case. Indeed, (i) it is largely less controversial than the frustrated
case (i) itadmisa FP that very probably isa sourious one (iii) the properties of the convergence
ofthe physical quantities at thisF'P are very close to those found in the frustrated case ifone adopts
criterions based on optim ization of the results.

12) The authors of ] propose a way of \Reconciling the di erent approaches". A coording to
them the di erences ocbserved between the perturbative FD and FRG approaches would be related
to the \crudeness of the approxim ations used n Refs.[B,7] the FRG approach]".

F irst we note, again, that these authors focus on the opposition between perturbative and non—
perturbative m ethods, which is not our true m otivation. H owever ket us in agine that these authors
are right. Then, how to explain the agreem ent between the veloop -expansion (that is certainly
not a crude approxin ation according to the standard) and FRG approach ?

Second, we de nitively refct the argum ent of crudeness ofthe FRG com putations. Indeed, as ex—
plained at length in ], the FRG analysis of the frustrated m agnet sucoeeds several tests: agreem ent
w ith the resuls obtained w ithin a low -tem perature expansion of the nonlinear sigm a m odel around
two dim ensions R1], agreem ent w ith the weak-coupling expansion of the G inzburg-L.andau m odel



around four din ensions R2, 23], agream ent (etter than 1 % ) with the largeN results (perform ed

up to order 1N ?) P3, 24, 28] in any din ensions between 2 and 4 din ensions, agreem ent w ith the

N = 6M onte Carlb results P6], agreem ent w ith the -expansion perform ed at ve-loops everyw here

between 2 and 4 dim ensions §]. Finally, the stability of the results with respect to changes of the
eld content hasbeen also checked by using m ore re ned truncations.

O ne cannot say that the sam e checks have been perform ed for FD com putations. In fact, there
is even a discrepancy between the di erent FD results if one considers the M ZM schem e In which
no FP is found between N = 5and N = 7 (whilk we recall that it is well established from M onte
Carlo sinulation that there is a second order phase transition in the N = 6 case). A lso, as said
above, if one considers the num erical and experim ental situations there is only one cass, a M onte
Carb sim ulation {1], where a second order transition w ith critical exponents close to the perturbative
FD predictions have been found. However, looking at the m ost recent experin ents and num erical
sim ulations one nds more and more systam s where the transition, considered in the past as a
seocond order transition, is discovered to be, In fact, ofweak st order, in contradiction w ith the FD
perturbative approaches.

ITT-CONCLU SION

T he points raised by the authors of [I|] com e from either m isunderstanding of our articke or from
unfounded assum ptions, as we have shown here. A Iso, contrary to what is clained in the Com -
ment fl|], our results agree w ith all existing and well established theoretical or experin ental results.
M oreover, we m aintain to have provided a solution explaining the m anifest contradiction between
the -expansion (that agrees with the NPRG approach) and the FD perturbative approaches that
predict an uncbserved second order critical behaviour both In frustrated m agnets and in the cubic
m odel.
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