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R egularization, R enom alization and R ange: The N ucleon-N ucleon Interaction from
E ective Field T heory
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R egularization and renomm alization is discussed in the context of low -energy e ective eld theory
treatm ents oftwo orm ore heavy particles (such as nucleons). It is desirable to regulate the contact
interactions from the outset by treating them as having a nite range. The low energy physical
observables should be insensitive to this range provided that the range is of a sim ilar or greater
scale than that of the interaction. A lfemative schem es, such as dim ensional regularization, lead
to paradoxical conclusions such as the in possibility of repulsive Interactions for truly low energy
e ective theories w here all of the exchange particles are integrated out. Thisdi culty arisesbecause
a nonrelativistic eld theory w ith repulsive contact interactions is trivial in the sense that the S
m atrix is unity and the renom alized coupling constant zero. Possble consequences of low energy
attraction are also discussed. It is argued that in the case of large or sm all scattering lengths, the
region of validity of e ective eld theory expansion is much larger if the contact interactions are
given a nite range from the beginning.

I. NTRODUCTION

One comm on issue in particle physics is the existence of phenom ena on w idely di ering energy scales. In studying
the low energy phenom enology in such situations, the techniques ofe ective eld theory EF T ) have proven extrem ely
usefill E:]. They allow one to inclide system atically only those e ects of the short range physics which contribute
to the long range phenom ena up to som e given level of accuracy. The philbsophy underlying this is that one can
Integrate the short wavelength degrees of freedom , ie. those degrees of freedom whose m om enta are lJarger than som e
separation scale, , out of the functional integral. O f course, in doing this one obtains an e ective action which is
nonlocal. However, the nonlocality is on the scale of the degrees of freedom which have been integrated out. At
scales far below this it is kegitin ate to expand this In the form of a derivative expansion. It is often the case that
one cannot, In fact, carry out this partial functional integration of the underlying findam ental theory either because
it is technically intractable or because one does not know the underlying theory in detail. In this case, one can
use a know ledge of the form of the symm etries of the underlying theory to develop an e ective eld theory wih
phenom enological coe cients which corresponds to the derivative expansion of the fill theory. A classic exam ple
of this approach is dljra'lpermfoau'on theory which has been used to describe the interactions of pseudo-G oldstone
bosons w ith each other _ﬁ].

Several years ago, W einberg suggested that the technology of EFT | when properly m odi ed| could be used to
describe low energy nuclear phenom ena such as nucleon-nucleon scattering and bound states and the interaction of
nucleiw ith pionsand photons f;i']. T he key to this approach w as the developm ent ofa form alism based on a system atic
pow er counting schem e describing the interactions of heavy particles ( where \heavy" m eans that the m ass is very
large com pared to the m om entum scale being probed). The fiindam ental insight is that the power counting should
apply to n-particlk irreducible graphs (ie. potentials) and not to the fullam plitudes. T he fullam plitudes are obtained
by iteration of these potentials. The approach is In plem ented via an e ective Lagrangian containing explicit light
degrees of freedom (e.g. pions) along with contact interactions whose coupling constants serve to param eterize the
e ects of shorter range physics. W einberg’s suggestion has inspired a considerable am ount of research on e ective

eld theoretic approaches to low energy nuclear phenom ena Eﬁ{:_lg‘].

In this paper i w illbe shown that great care m ust be exercised when renom alizing this e ective theory. A version
of the form alisn elucidated by W einberg has a rather perverse feature which can be traced to the renom alization
schem e: the approach is apparently incapable of describbing system s whose low energy nteractions are repulsive In
the lim it of very low energy scattering; ie., the lim it where the m om enta aremuch less than allofthe m asses in the
problem (so that in the nuclear case one could integrate out the pion). In such a case, asdiscussed In refs. E] and I_l§']
one can Integrate out all of the light degrees of freedom to obtain an e ective lagrangian w ith contact Interactions
only. To lowest order in the power counting, the T m atrix for swave scattering of heavy fem ions (e.g. nuclkons)
In W einberg’s treatm ent [_3] depends on only a single param eter which corresponds to a particular com bination of
soin-independent and spin-dependent contact interactions w hose renom alized value is xed by the scattering length,
a:
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where M is the m ass of the particls and p is the m agniude of the m om entum of the nuckon in the center ofm ass
fram e. The subscript, 0, ndicates that this T m atrix was derived from the contact interaction w ith no derivatives.
T he energy of the state, E , isp?=M for scattering states and the i  xes the boundary conditions in extrapolations
to negative energies.

The di culty is easy to see from eqg. (i_; . EJem entary considerations show that a negative value of a necessarily
corresponds to attraction. O n the other hand, a positive value ofa can either correspond to repulsion or to attraction
w ith at least one bound state. Bound states give rise to poles In the T m atrix for negative energies. P urely repulsive
Interactions alw ays correspond to a T m atrix w ithout negative energy poles. From the form ofthe T m atrix in eg. ('_]:),
however, it is apparent that when a is positive, there is always a pole n the T matrix at E = 1=0M a?). Thus,
regardless of the sign ofa, the T m atrix In eqg. ('_]:) corresponds to an attractive interaction.

How serious a problem isthis? O ne m ight argue that the problem is purely form aland is of no phenom enological
concem. A fter all, in nuclear physics the potential is attractive at low energies; the nability to describe repulsion
m ay sin ply not be relevant. O n the other hand, the EF T m ethods used to derive eg. @) are not particular to nuclear
physics and never explicitly use the fact the interaction is attractjye| if the argum ents are valid they ought to apply
equally well to cases where the Interaction is repulsive. Nothing In W einberg’s pow er counting schem e depends on
the sign of the Interaction. T hus, the inability to descridbe repulsion suggests that som ething is serdously w rong w ith
the form alisn . Aswillbe seen in this paper the di culty can ultin ately be traced to the fact that the Interaction
In the e ective Lagrangian has zero range. The only way which an explicit range can enter into the dynam ics In this
approach isthrough regulation and renom alization prescriptions. T he generalissues ofrequlation and renom alization
are clearly In portant in the attractive case.

&t will be shown here that the problem is technical and is related to the renom alization schem e used In the
derivation of eqg. (:1.') . It should be recalled that the contact term s in an e ective Lagrangian do not, in fact, descrbe
zero range physics. R ather, they serve to param eterize the e ects of physics of shorter range than the separation
scale. U tin ately, the contact tem s lead to divergences which necessitate som e regularization prescription and an
associated renom alization of the coe cients in the lagrangian. T he regularization prescription should be consistent
w ith the fact that the interactions are, In fact, of nite range. For exam ple, one can introduce a regulator into the
contact interaction, thus m aking it a nite range interaction. T he range of this interaction should not be taken to
be zero In any interm ediate step of the calculation. At the end of the calculation, the regulator param eter should
be xed by the separation scale, . Aswillbe discussed here, it m ust correspond to a larger range than the typical
range of the potential (e.g. the e ective range). If there is a true separation of scales in the problm , one will nd
that low energy physical observables w ill be Insensitive to the precise choice of the separation scale and the form of
the regulator.

In the derivation ofEq. (:1.'), however, it was in plicitly assum ed that the range is, in fact, zero. T hat is, at various
points in the calculation the contact interaction is treated literally, as opposed to m erely serving to param eterize
som e short range physics. It hasbeen known for som e tin e that the repulsive  function interaction in nonrelativistic
quantum m echanics is trjyjal| the renom alized coupling constant m ust be zero and the S m atrix, uniy @]‘]; thisisa
consequence ofFriedm an’s theorem t_l-g]. T hus, i isnot surprising that Eqg. (:14') fails to descrbe repulsion. T reating the
contact tem s literally is incom patable w ith the derivation ofthe e ective eld theories from an underlying theory since
Integrating out short range physics yields a nonlocaltheory. O fcourse, in m ost applications of EF T this inconsistency
is lnnocuous in that errors induced by it are an alland can be system atically corrected at higher orders. H ow ever, In
the case of two heavy particles where one m ust iterate the potential to all orders the problem can be serious. The
nability to describe repulsion should be viewed as an artifact of this lnconsistent treatm ent.

Tt is In portant to use a consistent reqularization schem e even in the case of attractive interactions. For exam ple,
as recently noted In Ref. [_1-§], the convergence of W einberg’s schem e is controlled by the scattering length; as the the
scattering length diverges the region ofvalidity ofthe expansion tends to zero. In nature the scattering length is quite
large, In plying a very lin ied regim e of applicability of the approach. A s w ill be discussed brie y in this paper and
In m ore detail in a subsequent work this is also a consequence ofa renom alization schem e based on truly zero-ranged
Interactions. The central point of this paper is that if one wishes to use EFT m ethods In nuclar interactions it is
essential to requlate the contact interactions from the outset by giving them nite range.

Tt isworth noting that excepting work based on a new expansion schem e proposed in Ref. [_1-§'], num erical studies of
theN N forcebased on e ective eld theordies and chiral counting do not em ploy the renom alization prescription used
In the derivation ofEq. @') . Rather, they cut o the integrals In the m om entum -space Schrodinger equation which
e ectively g?:jyes a nite range to the Interactions. T hus the problem s discussed here do not a ict the calculations in
Refs. B143]



II.THE LOW ENERGY T MATRIX

Before discussing the problem of repulsion In any detail it is usefiil to review how the T m atrix in Eq. ( ) an erges
In an e ective eld theory treatm ent. In order to use e ective eld theories one needs a system atic pow ercounting
schem e. Traditionally in e ective eld theory treatm ents this power counting is for a Feynm an am plitude. H owever,
as pointed out in ref B], such a schem e fails for the situation where two orm ore heavy particles interact strongly at
low energy. The di culty is that if the particles typically have a m om entum Q , the free propagator goes asM =Q ?
and becom es large in the lim i of samallQ destroying sin ple power counting in Q= . The solution to this is quite
sin p]e| Instead of using power counting for the Feynm an am plitude itself one develops a system atic pow er counting
only for the n-particle irreducble graphsl ie. orpotentials. T he details of the pow er counting argum ent w illnot be
given here as it is well described in Ref. {3].

To obtain scattering am plitudes, one can ierate these potentials to all orders which corresponds to solving the
Schrodinger equation for these potentials. Recently K aplan, Savage and W ise K SW ) have proposed a di erent re—
sum m ation [_lé], In which the lowest orderpotential is sum m ed to allordersas a Schroeingerequation and subsequently
the inverse of the realpart of the Feynm an am plitude is expanded system atically. T his apparently greatly in proves
the convergence of the expansion when the scattering length is large. H ow ever, the problem discussed here applies to
the low est order calculation of the scattering am plitude and it a ectsboth the W einberg and the K SW schem es.

In the case where all of the particles are treated as heavy, ncluding allexchanged bosons, i is trivialto w rite down
the potentials to som e order. They are given In temm s of an e ective Lagrangian which consists entirely of contact
Interactions w ith various num bers of derivatives. T his e ective Lagrangian is:
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where ::: indicates contact term s w ith two orm ore derivatives. Such tem s are higher order in the power counting.
Isoscalar swave scattering only depends on the com bination C Cs 3Cr).

T he next step is to solve the Schrodinger equation w ith appropriate boundary conditions for scattering and thus
determm nethe T m atrix. T his isdonem ost naturally in the form ofthe Lippm ann-Schw ingerequation: T = V+VG(T,
where Gg = 1=E p’=M + i ) and p is the relative m om entum operator. C learly, this corresponds to iterating the
potential to all orders. A s w ritten above, the Lippm ann-Schw Inger equation is an operator equation; in m om entum
space it is an integralequation:
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whereG (;E)= 1=E p’=M + i ).Foran arbitrary V onem ust solve this equation via standard num ericalm eans.
For the present case the zeroth order potential is sin ply a delta function in con guration space and therefore a
constant in m om entum space; Vo (k;k% = C . Fom ally, it is straightforw ard to solve the L jppm ann-Schw inger equation
w ith this potential. Since Vy is a constant the equation becom es algebraic; the solution is
1
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Unfrtunately, the solution is only formalshce @ ) 3 R d*p%G o E ) diverges, and so as w ritten the solution is
m eaningless. T his ishardly surprjsjng| it iswellknown that in 3+ 1 din ensions, delta function potentialsw ith nite
strength are su ciently singular as to have no wellbehaved solutions.
Thus, to m ake sense of eg. ('_4) one m ust renom alize. T he bare param eter C m ust go to zero, but must do so in
such a way that the T m atrix rem ains nite. W enberg introduces a renom alized coupling Cr given by
Z
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In tetm s ofCr the T m atrix is given by
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T he second equality is easily obtained since the Integral is now convergent. F inally, identifying the zero energy T
matrix as4 a=M inm ediately givesa renom alization condition thatCr = 4 a=M and yikldsEq. (].) Tt isalso worth
observing at this stage W einberg’s renom alization schem e is com pletely equivalent to din ensional reqularization w ith
the M S renom alization schem e as discussed in K SW .



III.REGULARIZATION , RENORM ALIZATION, RANGE AND REPULSION

T his section addresses the question of why the calculation based on the renom alization prescription discussed in
Sec. L']-ZI cannot describe repulsion. A sm entioned in the Introduction, this occurs because the calculation in plicitly
assum es that the range of the interaction is zero and not sin ply shorter than som e separation scale. O ne indication

qg. ('_]:) is based on a true zero range interaction is the absence of any dependence on a requlator m ass n the nal
expression for the T m atrix. Indeed, in W einbery’s derivation no regularization schem e is explicitly introduced. In
fact, the regulatorm ass has in plicitly been taken to in niy at two distinct places In this calculation. The rst isthe
derivation ofEq. (:4 ;had a nite range been given to the interaction via any form ofa regulator, one could not obtain
the sin ple result ofEq. (-4.) Instead one would have had to solve an Jntegralequatjon. T he second place where the
regulatorm ass was In plicitly taken to In nity is In the second equality in Eq. (6)

KSW reproduce W einberg’s result using din ensional reqularization. This, is to be expected, since by construc—
tion, dim ensional reqularization introduces no requlator m ass. In principl, a scale can enter the problem through
renom alization but, as noted by K SW , at this order the renom alization scale dependence is trivial:

@ (1=Cr)=0 : (7)

The KSW result is the sam e as W einberg’s and suggests that the lack of a regulator in the derivation ofEg. (:ff) is
su cient for the sysl:em to lose the nform ation that the range of the interaction is nite.

To see that Eq. (].) does correspond to a truly zero-range interaction one should study nite ranged interactions
and then show that Eqg. (].) is the zerorange lim it. Consider a reqularization prescription where one replaces the
function potentialby a nieranged potential at the beginning of the problem . If one is in the regim e in which the
e ective eld theory isvalid, then the resuls are Insensitive to the precise form ofthe regulator and the precise value
of the regulatorm ass.

For sin plicity, consider a sim ple form for the requlated ﬁmctjon| a square wellof radius 1= :
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where isthe regulatorm ass. In coordinate space, the potential is just
Vo) = C () r @ ) )

T he bare coe cient iswritten as C ( ) to indicate that the value of the coupling depends on the requlatorm ass, ,
through a renom alization condition.
Tt is an elem entary exercise to nd the T m atrix associated w ith this potential. T he phase shifts satisfy

poot()= ) ptanr) (10)
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T his expression is valid forboth attractive and repulsive Interactions. For repulsive interactions and su ciently sm all
P, becomes imagihary. The on shellT m atrix is related to cot( ) by
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T he expression for the phase shift in Egs. Q-(_i) and I_il;) depends on the bare coupling C ( ). It isusefuilto express
this in tem s of a physical observable. This am ounts to picking a renom alization condition for C ( ). The most

natural choice is to use the scattering length which is related to the phase shiftsnearp= 0:

Im poot( ) = 1=a 13)
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to xC ().UshgEgs. C_l-C_i), (:_L-l_:) and C_l:_; one nds the follow ing renom alization condition forC ( ):
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Tt is straightforward to dem onstrate that for attractive interactions In the Imit of ! 1 , one recoversEd. ( ).

Thekeypojntjsthatjnthjs]jmjt C() 3! 1 andthus alo diverges. Moreover,as C () 3! 1, !

( 3 ):L 2 which is independent ofp. Although C () 3 diverges, C () can remain nite. M oreoverp= ! 0.
Bnpos:ng the lim it, one ndsthat Eq. (fLO) becom es
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w here the nght—hand side of Eq. (.'15 is Independent ofp. anosmg the renom alization condition in eg. (14) on the
expression in Eq. C15 one seesthat pcot( )= 1=a;Eq. l(i) Inm ediately follow s. T he conclusion of this analysis is
that, as expected, Eqg. tl.) corresoonds to an interaction of literally zero range.

Now consider what happens for a repulsive potentialwith C ( ) > 0. Fom ally, Eq. C15 ) still applies. There is a
di culy, however, in Im plem enting the renom alization condiion. ForC ( ) > 0,Eq. (1_4) becom es
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For repulsivive Interactions, C ( ) > 0 and the lft-hand side of Eq. d_l-é) is positive so that the renom alization
condition can only be satis ed if

< l=a : a7

T hus, when describing repulsion, one cannot take the regulator m ass to In niy whik still describing the correct
scattering length. Indeed, when one lets ! 1 one is orced to have a ! 0 which In plies a zero cross section; as

! 0, alle ects of the repulsive interaction m ust vanish.

O foourse, the preceding analysis is jist an altemative dem onstration of the triviality ofthe repulsive delta finction
Interaction discussed In the context ofthe nonre]at:yjstjc ]In itof ? el theoriesby Begand Furlong fl7] A rigorous
m athem atical proof of this was provided by Friedm an {18.]

T here isno great m ystery here. A regulated delta fiinction ofthe form in Eqg. (8) w ith an In nite strength repulsive
Interaction is sin ply a hard core interaction of radius 1= . The scattering length for a hard core potential is juist
the radiis of the hard core. Thus, no m atter how strong the repulsion In the regulated  function, one cannot get
a scattering length greater than 1= . It is very clear why this happens,as ! 1 ,C ( ) gets large. The e ect ofa
potential which has a large positive valie over som e nite region is sin ply to exclide the wave function from that
region. As ! 1 , however, the size of the region over which the wave fiinction is excluded goes to zero and the
e ect of the repulsion vanishes.

Tt isworth stressing that Friedm an’s theorem guarantees that the inability to describe repulsion when one takes the
regulatorm ass to in niy is a general ffature and not sin ply a peculiar feature of the square-well requlator. T his can
be explicitly veri ed by choosing various altemative form s. For exam ple, the regulated delta finction can be chosen
to be a surface delta function on a shellof radius 1= :

R(x;)=4—(j<j =) : (18)

TakingVo @) = C () r ¢ ),caloulating the T m atrix and using the scattering length to x C ( ) givesthe follow ing
renom alization condition:
C(y- —2 2 : a9)
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A s In the case of the square well requlator, one can satisfy the renom alization condition for repulsive Interactions
(Which ofnecessity have C ( ) > 0 and a> 0) only for < 1l=a.

IV.ATTRACTIVE INTERACTIONSAND THE CONVERGENCE OF THE EFT EXPANSION

T he preceding section showed that, In order to describe repulsion In an e ective eld theory w ith all exchanged
particles integrated out, it was necessary to regulate the theory by giving the contact interactions a nie range.
M oreover, i was seen that it was not possble to lt the requlator param eter go to in nity. This section brie y



discusses possble consequences of taking the requlator m ass to In niy for attractive interactions. It is easy to see
that the problem s arise w ith such a schem e when the scattering length is either very large or very sm all. The case
of large scattering length is of particular in portance since in the nuclear physics case the scattering length in the
sihglet channel is very large. This situation was discussed by KSW who point out that W einberg’s schem e, when
In plem ented w ith din ensional regularization and M S renom alization, breaks down at a m om entum scale set by the
scattering length. A s the scattering length goes to in nity, W einberg’s approach breaks down for lower and lower
mom entum ; ifa were in nie W elnberg’s expansion would break down forarbitrarily sm allp and thusbe ofno utility.

K SW suggest that thisbreakdown is a consequence of strong correlations betw een the coe cients of contact tem s
at di erent orders in the EFT expansion of the potential. T hey propose to avoid this di culty by expanding pcot
rather than by expanding the potentials and iterating to all orders as proposed by W einberg. At st glance the
explanation for the breakdown of W einberg’s schem e seem s quite unnatural; it depends on a conspiracy am ong the
higher order temm s. O n the other hand, one m ight argue that generically the scattering length should be of order
1= and that having a very long scattering ]ength| one much longer than 1= | is, in itself, unnatural. T hus, one
m Ight expect that to describe such a situation an a priori unlkely correlation am ong various term s in the expansion
is not absurd. However, even if there are correlations of the form postulated by K SW , there is still a problem . The
conventional pow er counting schem e requires that the contrbution of V,, the two derivative contact interaction, to
the T m atrix be down by a power ofp?= 2, com pared to the e ect ofV; this should hold up to m om enta of order
K SW show explicitly that this fails or Jarge a when din ensional reqularization and M S renom alization is used. T his
raises a thomy question since there is no obvious aw w ih conventional power counting argum ents and the power
counting does not obviously depend on the scattering length being an all

In this section, an alemative explanation for the breakdown of W einberg’s schem e at low p for large a will be
explored. It w illbe argued that the breakdown is another consequence of taking the requlatorm ass to in niy and is
not an intrinsic defect in the expansion.

In m any ways, this problem is quite analogous to the di culty of describing repulsion. In the repulsion case, the
range of the Interaction was Intrinsic to the description | the scattering length was always an aller than the range of
the potential. Thus any schem e which treats the range as being zero is destined to fail. The e ective range in the
case of In nite scattering length is sim ilar. Recall that the e ective range, ry, is de ned in tem s of an expansion of
poot( ),

1
poot( )= 1=a+ Erop2 + (20)

Suppose for exam ple that the underlying dynam icswere in fact a squarewell. Then it istrivialto show from Egs. {ld),
{i1) and £0) that when the scattering length is in nite, the e ective range is just the radius of the well. T hus, the
physical size of the well is an essential part of the physics of the e ective range when a is in nie. &t willhardly be
surprising if i tums out not to be possible to describe this by a zero-range interaction.

C onsider the treatm ent of the physics of the e ective range in W einberg’s schem e. C learly it depends on V,, the
tw o-derivative contact term in the e ective Lagrangian. Fom ally, the e ects of this are order p?= ? suppressed
relative to Vy . A though there are severaltem s in the Lagrangian of this order, only one linear com bination plays a
roke in the singlet swave channel and one can w rite V, as

C
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Tterating this potential, using din ensional reqularization and M S renomn alization and using the scattering length ry
to x the renom alized C, gives the ollow ng T m atrix I_lé]:
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T he subscript, 2, indicates that this T m atrix includes the e ects ofoontact Interactions w ith up to two derivatives.
By conventionalpow er counting one expects T, = To [L+ O (o= . However, expanding Egs. QZ) and com paring
w ith eqg. @.) one sees that

1
T, (po;p) = Ty (p ) IL+ Earop + O (p a’ry) : (23)
Thus, ora >> 1y, the e ects of V, becom es com parable to the the e ects Vg whenp  (@ry) '~2. This is a signature

of the breakdown of the power counting argument. Ifa ! 1 , the momentum scal at which the power counting
breaks down goes to zero.



Thisproblem can be avoided quite sin ply ifthe function interactionsare requlated from the beginning. T he basic
strategy is to exploit the freedom iIn choosing . If one begins with requlated  fiinctions, the strength of both Cyp
and C, depend on both the renom alization conditions ( xed by a and ry) and the requlatorm ass . In principle,
all physical results should be independent of since it is an arti cial param eter Introduced only for convenience.
H owever, the fiill theory is not being solved; w ithin a given approxim ation schem e results do depend on , albei only
weakly. One can exploi the freedom in choosing to Im prove the convergence of the approxin ation scheme. An
optin al choice of is one which m inim izes the errors associated w ith truncating the expansion. T hus, for exam ple,
in perturbative Q CD treatm ents of desp Melastic scattering one chooses the factorization scale to be of order Q ?
In order to avoid large logarithm s in the higher order corrections. In an analogous fashion, for the present problm
onecan x S0 astom inin ize the higher order corrections ofthe EFT expansion. In particular, one can chose so
that C, = 0. This ispossbl for any reasonable regulator since one can x rp and a from the range and depth ofthe
regulated function ofVy. W ith this optim alrequlator T, = Ty for allp and the di culy ofthe expansion breaking
down at low p is avoided. M ore generally, one expects that if a non-optin al requlatorm ass, , com parable to or less
than 1=r; were chosen then T, = Tg[L+ O (o= )]. Thiswillbe studied In a subsequent publication.

There is also a problem wih this treatment in the limit a ! 0. This corresponds to a zero T m atrix at zero
energy. This situation can occur in a nontrivial way if the underlying potential has both attraction and repulsion
whose e ects cancelat zero energy; it can also occur In an attractive potentialw ith a su clently deeply bound state.
In general, for scattering problem sw ith nonzero potentialsand a = 0, the T m atrix is zero only for zero energy. Fora
generic nteraction tuned to give a = 0, nom alpower counting would Jead one to expect that T  p°= 2. In contrast,
consider Eg. {_2-2_5) . Asa goes to zero, T, goes to zero for allp violating the conventional pow er counting argum ents.
A galn this represents a serious di culy since nothing in the conventionalpow er counting depends in an cbvious way
on a being nonzero. This problem is also an artifact of in posing an in nite cuto .
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