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A bstract:

W e regpond to Tarrach’s criticiam s of our work on 4 theory. Tarrach does not
discuss the sam e renom alization procedure that we do. He also relies on results from
perturbation theory that are not valid. There is no \Infrared divergence" or unphysical

behaviour associated w ith the zero-m om entum lin it of oure ective action.
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In a recent paper Tarrach '[;ﬂ] has criticized our work on ( %) theory n which we
obtain a \trivial" but not entirely trivial continuum lin it E_Z]- However, (1) Tarrach does
not consider the sam e renom alization procedure that we do, and thus his \m ain resul"
Eg. @3)) has no rekevance to our proposal; (2) his discussion assum es results from
perturbation theory that are not valid; and (3) his In plication that there is som ething
physically pathological about the zero-m om entum lin it ofoure ective action is not true.

1. A lthough com parison is som ew hat obscured by Tarrach’svery di erent term inology
and notation, there is an easy way to see that he is discussing a quite di erent renom al-
ization procedure from ours. W e both consider a re-scaling of the zero-m om entum m ode
of the eld, and hence of its vacuum value v, but Tarrach’s is di erent from ours. In
our work the key requirem ent is that the combination g vé , goveming the physicalm ass,
should be nie. In our notation p is the bare coupling constant, which tends to zero
like 1=In (cuto ), and the nie, physicalv is related to the bare eld by

ve = 2 7%y @)
wih Z In(cuto ), so that 1=Z sclks like . In Tarrach’s paper the corresponding
equation is in the last line ofEqg. (20):

1=2

\vg = 2, A"; @)

where \wg " is essentially our vg (it is \Zy l=2vB "wih \Zg" 1) and \A " isthe nite
quantity (ourv). Thus, Tarrach’s \Z, " is 1=Z . However, it does not scake like : In his
continuum lm i (\ ! 0"), i scaksasijn J*2 hisEq. 1)) while scaksasin ‘'
hisEg. (19)). Thus, Tarrach’s renom alization is not ours. The fact that he ndsno
surviving m ass term in his renomm alized e ective action Eqg. (23)) is unsurprising, and
has no bearing on our work.

T hough, for reasons to be explained below , we do not acospt Tarrach’s initial prem ise,
Eqg. (17), itm ight be Instructive to point out that he could have produced a m ore accurate
caricature of our picture by replacing his postulated Eq. (18) with

a ¥9n 4¥°L: @)

This would yild our rescaling for v and also an \m g " that is nite in physical units.
Super cially, i kadsto an e ective potentialthat isoforder In (cuto ), but in ocurpicture,
as originally in Ref. B], this is rem edied by a cancellation. This cancellation is sinply
the fact that a fiinction m ade up ofa logdiergent % tem anda nie ‘I ? tem can



always be rewritten as % (h ?=v° 1), with the divergence absorbed into the vacuum
valie v.

2. Tarrach’s starting point, hisEq. (17), relies on results from renom alization-group—
In proved perturbation theory RGIPT). He clain s that these results are \very solidly
founded, because RGIPT is, at ow energies, and because of triviality [pur ialics], very
reliable." Thisisa comm on m isconosption: It Alsely assum es that a an all (or vanishingly
an all) renom alized coupling is a su cient condition or RGIPT to work. In fact, the
traditional approach and \trivialiy" are inherently contradictory about the continuum
Iim it; the form er begins by postulating a nite, non—zero renom alized coupling constant,
and \triviality" says that there can be no such thing.

In E!] we discuss exactly what goes wrong wih RGIPT : Its re-sum m ation of kading
logs tries to resum a geom etric series that is nevitably divergent w hen one tries to take
the continuum lim i. O ur notentirely-trivial continuum lin i arises precisely where the
leadinglog seriesbecomes1l 1+ 1 ::;whichRGIPT assumeswillresum to 1=(1+ 1) =
1=2. There are Instances in physics w here such an illegal re-sum m ation happens to give
the right answer | but this is not one of them .

Tarrach/sEqg. (17) assum es, based on perturbation theory, that spontaneous sym m etry
breaking (SSB) in lattice ( 4)4 theory corresoonds to a second-order phase transition.
T his is not true in our picture, and recent lattice data ES] strongly supports our clain .
A priordi, for a given value of the bare coupling constant, z, one can de ne two distinct
critical values of the bare-m asssquared parameterr m g ;one, rpht , is where the phase
transition actually occurs; the other, 151, is where the m ass gap of the sym m etric phase
becom es exactly zero (the \classically scale-invariant" (€ SI) case). If these two values
exactly coincide then the transition is second order. If that were so, then a continuum
Iim it could be cbtained forany g by takingthelimi ! 0O,where = 41 X9, sihce

Icst

the physical correlation length would then diverge in units of the lattice spacing.

However, to nd out whether 551 and p,r coincide, one m ust explore the e ective
potential of the theory. A s discussed In our papers {_2], In any approxin ation consistent
w ith \trivializy" | ie. one In which the shiffed eld hx) = x) h 1iise ectively
govermed by a quadratic H am iltonian, w ith its propagator determ ined by solving exactly
a non-perturbative gap equation | them assless theory at r = r- g7 liesw ithin the broken
phase; ie., rc g1 iSm ore negative than . O ur approach predicts that the exact form
of the e ective potential n the CSIcase is ‘i %= %), and thishasbeen con med
to great accuracy by lattice sim ulations E].



Since rcg1r and rppr di er, the phase transition is rstorder. In order to obtain
a continuum lm it, one needs the physical correlation length  of the broken phase to
be In nie in units of the lattice spacing. In other words, the m ass my 1=y of the

uctuations about the SSB vacuum mustbemudh, much lessthan thecuto . A sdiscussed
in our papers {2, ], this requires  to tend to zero lke 1=In (cuto ) iR].

W ih such a g, although 51 and rpyr di er, they di er { even in physical units {
only by an in nitesin alam ount: each is negative and huge, of order (cuto 9, while their
di erenceisin nitesin al, oforder 1= (cuto ). However, allthe Interesting physics occurs
over such an In nitesin al range of r around sy7r . This isbecause such tiny variations in
r cause nite changes (1) In the particle m ass of the broken vacuum , (i) in the energy—
density di erence between the two phases, and (iil) in the barrier between them . The
problem with the conventional approach is that it looks at the phase transition on too
coarse a scale | making nite varations in r.V iewed on that scale the transition appears
indistinguishable from a second-order transition and the not-entirely-trivial physics is not
Seen.

3. Tarrach also alleges that our e ective action is \Infrared divergent." It is not
clar what he m eans by this. T here is, of course, the usualIn nitevolum e factor in the
relation between the e ective action and the e ective potential. In a derivative expansion
ofthe e ective action the term w ith no derivatives is Rd4xVe ( X)), sothatif &)=

= oconstant one gets (Rd4x)Ve () (see, eg. [). Physically, this is natural | the
energy diverges w ith the volum e if the energy density is nie | but i is rather in proper
m athem atics. Tarrach ob gcts to having a constant source, and hence a constant , 6 v,
insisting that all sources should 8l1lo  to zero at In nity. H owever, that is only one way
of regularizing. M ore conveniently the theory can be formulated in nite volum e w ith
periodic boundary conditions; there is then no problem with considering a source that
is constant over this volum e. An excellent treatm ent of our picture In a nievolime
form alism has been given by R itschel Ej]. T his issue has nothing to do w ith our non-—
traditional ultraviolet renom alization.

It is true that our renomn alized e ective action is discontinuous at zero m om entum ,
in that the renom alized proper n-point functions (n 3) are zero at nite m om entum ,
but are non-zero at zerom om entum . O ur renom alized 2-point finction, however, hasno
discontinuity at zero m om entum ; our eld renom alization is precisely what is needed to
ensure this.] However, this discontinuity could never be directly revealed experin entally,

because scattering experin ents w ith exactly zero-m om entum particles are inherently im -



possible. M oreover, S-m atrix elem ents arem ore directly related, not to the properG reen’s
functions generated by the e ective action, but to the 11l G reen’s functions. T he latter
are nhherently shgularatp = 0, whenever there is SSB , because they contain disconnected
pieces proportionalto ) (o). Smoothnessatp ! 0 is not to be expected since the under-
Iying phenom enon is B ose condensation . M acroscopic occupation ofthe p= 0 m ode gives

it a unigque status, m aking it entirely naturalthat it requires its own special re-scaling.
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