arXiv:hep-ph/9702407v2 26 Feb 1997

A lattice test of alternative interpretations of “triviality” in (λΦ^4)_4 theory

A. Agodi^{1,2}, G. Andronico^{1,2}, P. Cea^{3,4}, M. Consoli^1, L. Cosmai^3, R. Fiore^{5,6}, and P. M. Stevenson^7

1 INFN - Sezione di Catania, Corso Italia 57, I 95129 Catania, Italy 2 Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Catania, Corso Italia 57, I 95129 Catania, Italy 3 INFN - Sezione di Bari, via Amendola 173, I 70126 Bari, Italy 4 Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Bari, via Amendola 173, I 70126 Bari, Italy 5 INFN - Gruppo Collegato di Cosenza, I 87030 Arcavacata di Rende (Cs), Italy 6 Dipartimento di Fisica, Università della Calabria, I 87030 Arcavacata di Rende (Cs),I taly 7 T. W. Bonner Laboratory, Physics Department, Rice University, Houston, TX 77251, USA

Abstract

There are two physically different interpretations of “triviality” in (λΦ^4)_4 theories. The conventional description predicts a second-order phase transition and that the Higgs mass m_h must vanish in the continuum limit if v, the physical v.e.v, is held fixed. An alternative interpretation, based on the effective potential obtained in “triviality-compatible” approximations (in which the shifted ‘Higgs’ field h(x) ≡ Φ(x) − ⟨Φ⟩ is governed by an effective quadratic Hamiltonian) predicts a phase transition that is very weakly first-order and that m_h and v are both finite, cutoff-independent quantities. To test these two alternatives, we have numerically computed the effective potential on the lattice. Three different methods were used to determine the critical bare mass for the chosen bare coupling value. All give excellent agreement with the literature value. Two different methods for obtaining the effective potential were used, as a control on the results. Our lattice data are fitted very well by the predictions of the unconventional picture, but poorly by the conventional picture.

1 Introduction

One of the most interesting results of modern quantum field theory concerns the “triviality” [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7] of (λΦ^4)_4 theories. The physical meaning of this mathematical result remains controversial, however. The conventional interpretation is based on Renormalization- Group-Improved-Perturbation-Theory (RGIPT), while a quite different interpretation is advocated in Refs. [8, 9, 10]. The two pictures have drastically different implications for the Standard-Model phenomenology. They also give different predictions for the effective potential, and the purpose of this paper is to compare those predictions with a model-independent lattice calculation of V_{eff} . That is, we perform a precise numerical experiment as a test of the two alternatives.

The conventional interpretation of “triviality” is as follows: Leading-order RGIPT predicts that the running coupling constant, if finite at some low energy scale, will blow up and become infinite at some larger energy, the Landau pole. The only way to avoid this unphysical behaviour, it is argued, is to push the Landau scale to infinity by sending the low-energy renormalized coupling λ_R to zero, thus recovering “triviality.” In RGIPT the Higgs mass m_h is proportional to (λ_Rv^2)^{1/2} and goes to zero in the continuum limit, if the vacuum expectation value v (phenomenologically determined to be ∼ 246 GeV) is taken to be finite. In this picture, the only way to have a viable Higgs mass is to keep the cutoff Λ finite and not too large. The scalar sector of the Standard Model is then a non-renormalizable theory in which the mysterious cutoff plays a crucial role.

One problem with this explanation is that RGIPT does not give a consistent picture [11]. The Landau pole appearing in leading order is absent in next-to-leading order. Instead, there is an ultraviolet fixed point λ, due to the negative sign of the 2-loop coefficient of the perturbative β-function. Taken at face value, the two-loop result implies a finite bare coupling constant, with the renormalized coupling lying anywhere in the region 0 to λ. Since there is no reason for λ_R to vanish in this case, one has a direct conflict with “triviality” [12].

It is usually asserted that the leading-order RGIPT picture is supported by non-perturbative lattice simulations showing that m_h vanishes in units of v in the continuum limit. While the evidence certainly implies m_h/v_B → 0 (in accord with the rigorous results of sect. 15 of [7] that m_h and v_B cannot scale uniformly in the continuum limit), the crucial issue is how the bare vacuum field v_B measured on the lattice is related to the physical v ∼ 246 GeV defined from the Fermi constant. Up to now [13] one has used the long-distance behaviour of the propagator of the shifted field(s) to extract a renormalization constant Z ≡ Z_h, and defined v = v_B / √ Z_h. The lattice data provide overwhelming evidence that Z_h ∼ 1, as one would expect for a trivially free shifted field. However [8, 9, 10], is v_B / √ Z_h the correct definition of the physical vacuum field? More precisely, if one considers the exact definition of the physical vacuum field from the effective potential, namely ϕ_R = ϕ_B / √ Z_ϕ such that

d^2V_{eff} dϕ^2_R | | |_{ϕR=±v} = m^2h,

does one find Z_ϕ = Z_h up to negligible corrections?

In fact, as discussed in refs. [8, 9, 10], one finds Z_ϕ ≠ Z_h in any approximation (e.g., one-loop, gaussian [8], or post-gaussian [14]) that mimics the basic “triviality” of the theory, where the shifted field h(x) ≡ Φ(x) − ϕ_B is consistently described by an effective quadratic Hamiltonian. In such approximations there is a non-trivial Z_ϕ, although Z_h = 1 holds identically. The resulting effective potential, V_{triv}, has a simple, universal structure given by the sum of a (suitably redefined) classical potential and a (suitably redefined) zero-point energy for a free field with a ϕ-dependent mass. [“Suitably redefined” refers to the usual mass-renormalization or normal-ordering procedure.] The crucial point is that this simple structure – originally obtained in the Coleman-Weinberg one-loop calculation [15] – is a nonperturbative consequence of “triviality”. The fact that the one-loop approximation seems untrustworthy from a loop-expansion perspective [15] is not relevant. The one-loop computation should rather be viewed as the prototype for a class of nonperturbative, “triviality-compatible” computations of V_{eff} , which all yield the same result, V_{triv}. The form of V_{triv} reflects the coexistence of spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB) and “triviality”, and becomes the basis for an alternative renormalization procedure that replaces the standard perturbative approach.

To understand the basic difference with the usual perturbative approach, consider the following question: In the continuum limit of a “trivial” theory, where the S-matrix for 2 → 2 particle scattering reduces to the trivial identity, can one still generate a finite energy density to de-stabilize the perturbative vacuum? Indeed, yes, and statistical physics is full of such examples; e.g. superconductivity, where an arbitrarily small 2-body interaction produces macroscopic effects. The physical mechanism is well known: a tiny 2-body interaction g can produce drastic changes in the vacuum structure if there is a sufficiently large number of states at the Fermi surface. In this situation, where the energy gap in the single-particle spectrum is a many-body effect, ordinary perturbation theory in g fails in predicting all the basic features of the superconducting ground state.

Following this line of thought one deduces the simple physical picture of refs. [8, 9, 10] where the (nearly) massless quanta of the symmetric phase condense in the zero 4-momentum state. Even with an infinitesimal 2-body strength, the Bose condensation produces a finite gain in the energy density, leading to the instability of the perturbative vacuum. The excitations of the new vacuum are non-trivially related to the original quanta, but they also have vanishingly small interactions. Therefore, a proper renormalization procedure for (λΦ^4)_4 theory cannot be based on a vain attempt to generate a finite ‘λ_R’, a concept which has no place in a “trivial” theory. Rather, the correct strategy has to be based on the physical requirement that the energy density associated with SSB is finite [8, 14, 16, 17, 18,

19, 20, 21, 22]; i.e. one should require the effective potential to be cutoff independent. A straightforward renormalization-group analysis of V_{triv} then shows that, while m_h/v_B → 0, one gets m_h/v = cutoff-independent. Clearly, this has radically different implications for the Standard Model. The non-trivial re-scaling of the vacuum field, v = v_B / √ Z_ϕ, where Z_ϕ → ∞, is quite distinct from the trivial Z_h = 1 renormalization of the free fluctuation field. This is the essential ingredient that represents in a quantum-field-theoretical context the intuitive notion of an infinitely dense [23] Bose condensate at p_μ = 0 coexisting with trivially free excitations at p_μ ≠ 0.

Another striking feature of V_{triv} is that it predicts a first-order phase transition [8, 10]. By contrast, the RGIPT result, V_{pert}, shows a second-order transition. With V_{triv} one sees that, as the bare-mass term r_0 ≡ m^2_B is made more and more negative, the SSB transition occurs at a value r_0 = r_s where m, the physical mass-gap of the symmetric phase, though infinitesimal in units of the corresponding m_h, is still non-zero. Only at an even more negative value of the bare mass, r_0 = r_c < r_s, does one find the ‘Coleman-Weinberg regime’ where m = 0 identically. However, by then the system is well inside the broken phase. Since r_c ≠ r_s there is no continuum limit for non-zero values of the bare coupling λ_0, contrary to the prediction of leading-order RGIPT where m always vanishes exactly at the phase transition. Only if λ_0 → 0 can one obtain a continuum limit from V_{triv}. One finds that |(r_c − r_s)/r_c| ∼ exp(−8π^2/3λ_0) [8], so that r_c → r_s as λ_0 → 0, yielding a transition that asymptotically becomes second order, in agreement with the rigorous result known for the gaussian model. The difference between r_c and r_s, although exponentially small for weak bare coupling, remains crucial [10]. Indeed, in the limit, infinitesimal variations of r_0 near the phase-transition value induce finite variations in the particle mass of the broken vacuum; in the energy-density difference between the two phases; and in the barrier between the two phases. The problem with the conventional approach is that it looks at the phase transition on too coarse a scale – making finite variations in r_0. Viewed on that scale the transition appears indistinguishable from a second-order phase transition and the fine details are not seen.

The qualitative difference between V_{triv} and V_{pert} means that the two pictures can be distinguished by a sufficiently precise lattice calculation of V_{eff} . That is, one can perform a model-independent, numerical experiment to test the predictions of both the conventional RGIPT picture and the alternative picture of refs. [8, 9, 10]. Initial results were presented in ref. [22]. The aim of this paper is to provide more refined results from a precise lattice calculation of the slope of the effective potential.

2 The lattice effective potential

We begin by defining the (one-component) (λΦ^4)_4 theory on a lattice:

S = a^4 ∑ x [ 1 2a^2 ∑ μ (Φ(x + aê_μ) − Φ(x))^2 + r_0 2 Φ^2(x) + λ_0 4 Φ^4(x) − JΦ(x) ] (1) where x stands for a generic lattice site, a denotes the lattice spacing, and λ_0 > 0. For SSB the basic quantity is the expectation value of the bare scalar field Φ(x) (B=Bare)

⟨Φ⟩_J = ϕ_B(J) (2)

in the presence of an external source whose strength J is x-independent. Determining ϕ_B (J) at several J-values is equivalent [24, 25] to inverting the relation

J = J(ϕ_B ) = dV_{eff} dϕ_B (3) involving the effective potential V_{eff} (ϕ_B). In this way, starting from the action in Eq. (1), the effective potential of the theory is rigorously defined up to an arbitrary integration constant (usually chosen to fix V_{eff} (0) = 0). [This definition is equivalent to the Legendre transform definition and is convex downward [26].] In this framework, SSB occurs when the function ϕ_B(J) has a non-zero limit as J → 0:

lim_{J→0±} ϕ_B (J) = ±v_B ≠ 0. (4)

One expects such behaviour for a certain range of the bare parameters r_0 and λ_0 appearing in the lattice action Eq. (1). It corresponds to the effective potential having non-trivial minima with V_{eff} (±v_B ) ≤ V_{eff} (0).

2.1 Monte Carlo simulation

For the Monte Carlo simulation of the lattice field theory described by Eq. (1) we used the standard Metropolis algorithm. In order to avoid the trapping into metastable states due to the underlying Ising dynamics we followed the upgrade of the scalar field Φ(x) with the upgrade of the sign of Φ(x). This is done according to the effective Ising action [27]

S_{Ising} = J ∑ x |Φ(x)| s(x) − ∑ x ∑ μ̂ |Φ(x + μ̂)Φ(x)| s(x + μ̂)s(x) , (5) where s(x) = sign(Φ(x)). We measured the vacuum expectation value of the scalar field

⟨Φ⟩_J = 1 N_c N_c∑

i=1 1 L^4 ∑ x Φ^i(x) , (6)

where N_c is the number of the lattice configurations generated with the action, Eq. (1).

Statistical errors are evaluated taking into account the autocorrelation time in the statistical sample generated by the Monte Carlo simulation. If we consider a generic observable O (function of the lattice configuration) the integrated autocorelation time is defined as

τ_{int}(O) = 1 2 ∞∑ t = −∞ ρ_{OO}(t) = 1 2 + ∞∑ t = 1

ρ_{OO}(t) , (7) where ρ_{OO}(t) is the normalized autocorrelation function:

ρ_{OO}(t) = C_{OO}(t)/C_{OO}(0) , (8) and C_{OO}(t) = ⟨O_sO_{s+t}⟩ − ⟨O⟩^2 (9) is the unnormalized autocorrelation function.

The integrated autocorrelation time depends on the parameters in the lattice action Eq. (1) and determines the statistical error in Monte Carlo measurements of the expectation value ⟨O⟩ of the observable O. If Ō is the sample mean of the observable O

Ō = 1 n n∑ t=1 O_t , (10)

the sample variance is

var(Ō) = ⟨Ō^2⟩ − ⟨Ō⟩^2 = 1 n^2 n∑ r,s=1 C_{OO}(r − s) = 1 n n−1∑ t = −(n−1) ( 1 − |t| n ) C_{OO}

≈ 1 n (2τ_{int}(O)) C_{OO}(0) for n ≫ τ . (11)

Therefore the statistical error is given by s = √ K n C_{OO}(0). (12)

For completely uncorrelated data K = 2τ_{int}(O) = 1.

Therefore, to obtain the statistical error we must estimate the factor K in Eq. (12). This can be achieved through a direct evaluation of the integrated autocorrelation time [28], or by using the “blocking” [29] or the “grouped jackknife” [30] algorithms. We have checked that applying these three different methods we get consistent estimates of the statistical errors.

2.2 Determination of the critical bare mass parameter

We chose to run our lattice simulation with λ_0 = 0.5. We then have s ≡ 3λ_0/16π^2 ≪ 1, as needed for the continuum limit of refs. [8, 9, 10]. This puts us in a region where both bare and renormalized couplings are small: an excellent place to test the validity of perturbation theory.

The bare mass-squared r_0 needs to be close to the critical value r_c so that the correlation length will be very large. To determine accurately the r_c for λ_0 = 0.5 we used several methods. Firstly, there is an analysis by Brahm [31] that yields

r_c = −0.2240 −

1.00 ± 0.05 L^2

± 0.0010, (13)

for an L^4 size lattice. For L=16 this gives

r_c = −0.2279(10) . (14)

Brahm made use of the Lüscher-Weisz high-temperature-expansion results [5] and made lattice calculations of the susceptibility in the broken phase on lattices ranging from 4^4 to 8^4. The susceptibility χ is defined as:

χ = L^4 [⟨ Φ^2 ⟩ − ⟨Φ⟩^2 ] , (15)

where Φ = 1 L^4 ∑ x Φ(x) . (16)

One expects [5] that near the critical region χ^{−1} ∼ (r_c − r_0), modulo logarithmic corrections to the free-field scaling law. One can thus determine r_c by extrapolation to vanishing χ^{−1}. Strictly speaking, this method is valid only for a second-order phase transition where r_c = r_s and both m and m_h vanish at the phase transition. In the case of a very weak first-order phase transition where |r_c − r_s|/r_c ∼ exp(−1/(2s)) the induced uncertainty should be negligible.

To check Brahm’s result we performed three different numerical calculations of r_c at λ_0 = 0.5 on a 16^4 lattice. We determined r_c from the susceptibility Eq. (15) in both the broken and symmetric phases. Our data are well described by the simple linear fit χ^{−1} = a|r − r_c| . (17) We find in the broken phase:

a = 1.964(40) r_c = −0.2270(14) χ^2/d.o.f. = 0.79 , (18)

and in the symmetric phase

a = 2.529(70) r_c = −0.2296(16) χ^2/d.o.f. = 0.33 . (19)

Our data do not show evidence of the logarithmic corrections. As a matter of fact we also tried the fits: χ^{−1} = a|r − r_c|| ln |r − r_c||^γ , (20) and found γ consistent with zero in both cases [0.020±0.121 (broken phase), −0.003±0.133 (symmetric phase)]. Our results for χ^{−1} together with the fits Eqs. (18), (19) are displayed in Fig. 1.

Our third calculation of r_c was obtained from the generalized magnetization ⟨Φ⟩ which should have the form [32]:

⟨Φ⟩ = α(r_c − r)^{1/2}| ln |r − r_c||^β + δ . (21)

Accordingly we fit our data and found

α = 1.459(17) r_c = −0.2278(19) β = 0.0064(187) δ = 0.0095(169) χ^2/d.o.f. = 0.27 . (22)

The data and the fit are shown in Fig. 2. Combining the various estimates in Eqs.(18, 19, 22) our final value of r_c is:

r_c = −0.2280(9) . (23)

The agreement with Eq. (14) is excellent. We thus have three independent confirmations that the Brahm’s value r_c = −0.2279, extrapolated from smaller lattices by means of Eq. (13), represents a precise input definition of the ‘Coleman-Weinberg regime’ on a 16^4 lattice with the action Eq. (1) at λ_0 = 0.5.

2.3 Determination of the effective potential

We have used two independent methods to compute the effective potential. Firstly, we ran simulations of the lattice action Eq. (1) for 16 different values of the external source in the range 0.01 ≤ |J| ≤ 0.70. In this way, as outlined in Eqs. (2-4), we directly obtain the slope of the effective potential (from which V_{eff} can be obtained, up to an additive integration constant). Our results for ⟨Φ⟩_J = ϕ_B(J) are shown in Table 1 (errors are statistical only).

As an additional check of our results, we performed a calculation using an alternative approach to V_{eff} first proposed in ref. [33] and later extended in ref. [34]. This second

J ϕ_B(J) J ϕ_B (J) -0.010 -0.288862 (695) 0.010 0.289389 (787) -0.030 -0.413565 (321) 0.030 0.414713 (376) -0.050 -0.488797 (296) 0.050 0.489132 (249) -0.075 -0.557737 (181) 0.075 0.557961 (182) -0.100 -0.612497 (169) 0.100 0.612865 (151) -0.300 -0.876352 (111) 0.300 0.876518 (95) -0.500 -1.03526 (8) 0.500 1.03532 (7) -0.700 -1.15518 (8) 0.700 1.15528 (7) Table 1: Values of ϕ_B (J) obtained on a 16^4 lattice at λ_0 = 0.5 and r_0 = r_c = −0.2279. Errors are statistical only.

method is based on the approximate effective potential U_{eff} (ϕ_B ; Ω) defined through exp −U_{eff} (ϕ_B; Ω) = ∫ [DΦ] δ ( 1 Ω ∫ d^4x Φ(x) − ϕ_B ) exp −S[Φ]. (24) In the limit in which the 4-volume Ω → ∞, U_{eff} tends to the exact V_{eff} (ϕ_B ) from Eqs. (2, 3). The difference between U_{eff} (ϕ_B ; Ω) and V_{eff} (ϕ_B) gives both a consistency check of our calculations and an indication of the effects due to the finiteness of our lattice. For our purposes, it is more convenient to compare J(ϕ_B), from Table 1, with the corresponding quantity in the alternative method [34]

J_{eff} (ϕ_B, Ω) ≡ dU_{eff} (ϕ_B; Ω) dϕ_B = λ_0⟨Φ^3⟩_{ϕB} + r_oϕ_B , (25) where

⟨Φ^3⟩_{ϕB} ≡ 1 Ω ⟨ ∫ d^4x Φ^3(x)⟩ (26) and all expectation values ⟨. . . ⟩ are computed holding ⟨Φ⟩ = ϕ_B = fixed.

Let us give some more details about this second approach. The constraint on the value of ⟨Φ⟩ is implemented by updating a pair of sites at the same time so that ⟨Φ⟩ = ϕ_B remains ϕ_B J_{eff}(ϕ_B; Ω) ϕ_B J_{eff}(ϕ_B ; Ω)

-0.288862 -0.00976 (7) 0.289389 0.00986 (9)

-0.413565 -0.02983 (7) 0.414713 0.03008 (9)

-0.488797 -0.04992 (10) 0.489132 0.04999 (8)

-0.557737 -0.07485 (8) 0.557961 0.07493 (8)

-0.612497 -0.09980 (9) 0.612865 0.09995 (8)

-0.876352 -0.29978 (12) 0.876518 0.29992 (10)

-1.035260 -0.49991 (12) 1.035320 0.49993 (11)

-1.155180 -0.69970 (15) 1.155280 0.69992 (14)

Table 2: Values of J_{eff}(ϕ_B ; Ω) from Eq. (25), as obtained with our 16^4 lattice at λ_0 = 0.5 and r_0 = r_c = −0.2279.

constant. Then we compute the action variation for this double change and accept or reject it by Metropolis algorithm. The generation of the sites pair is such that at least one member of the pair sequentially spans the whole lattice. Afterwards, we perform an Ising update of the field signs (by using Eq. (5) [27] ) to avoid unwanted trapping also in this case. After a run we use the jackknife algorithm [30] to evaluate ⟨Φ^3⟩_{ϕB} with its statistical error and use Eq.(25) to find the value of J_{eff} and its associated statistical error.

The results from this computation of J_{eff} (ϕ_B; Ω) are reported in Table 2. The input values of ϕ_B were chosen to be the output values from Table 1.

To get the total statistical errors reported in Table 2 we have combined in quadrature the purely statistical error on J_{eff} at any fixed value of ϕ_B with that obtained by propagating the errors on ϕ_B reported in Table 1. To this end we have used a fitting function which provides an excellent fit to the data J = J(ϕ_B) from Table 1. This estimate of the total statistical error has been checked for consistency by performing, for a few values of ϕ_B, two runs at ϕ_B ± δϕ_B, δϕ_B being the statistical error affecting ϕ_B as determined from Table 1. The two estimates give essentially equivalent results.

3 Comparing theory with the lattice data

We can now compare the lattice data in Tables 1 and 2 with the existing theoretical expectations. In the case of refs. [8, 10], the predicted form (in the Coleman-Weinberg case, r_0 = r_c, where no quadratic term is present in the effective potential) is:

J_{triv}(ϕ_B) = dV_{triv} dϕ_B = αϕ^3_B ln(ϕ^2_B) + γϕ^3_B, (27)

where α and γ are free parameters. (Their values are approximation-dependent within the class of “triviality-compatible” approximations.)

The RGIPT prediction exists in various slightly different forms in the literature. We have first used the full two-loop calculation of Ford and Jones [35] in the dimensional regularization scheme. Their expression for the effective potential, in a one-component theory, is (λ ≡ 6λ_0)

V^{2−loop}(ϕ_B) = V_0(ϕ_B) + V_1(ϕ_B ) + V_2(ϕ_B ) , (28)

with

V_0(ϕ_B ) = λ 4! ϕ^4_B +

M^2 2 ϕ^2_B

V_1(ϕ_B ) = 1 64π^2 m^4_2[ln m^2 μ^2 − 3 2 ]

and

V_2(ϕ_B ) = 1 256π^4 λ^2ϕ^2_B m^2 8 [ 5 + 8Ω(1) − 4ln m^2 μ^2

+ ln^2 m^2 μ^2 ] + 1 256π^4 λm^4_2 8 [ 1 − ln m^2 μ^2

]_2 . (29)

In the above equations we have introduced m^2 ≡ λϕ^2_B/2 + M^2, Ω(1) ≡^3_4 S −^1_3 ζ(2) with S = 1/2^2 + 1/5^2 + 1/8^2 + . . . while ln includes in the definition of the logarithm additional terms of the MS scheme. The prediction for J follows by differentiation:

J^{2−loop}(ϕ_B) = dV^{2−loop} dϕ_B . (30)

In this case, the two free parameters are the scale μ, and the mass parameter M^2 of the classical potential.

A different version of the RGIPT prediction, which re-sums various terms, is given in Eq. (242), Sect. 5.4.2, of the textbook by Itzykson and Drouffe (ID) [36], namely

J^{ID}(ϕ_B ) = Aϕ_B | |ln^{|μ|}_{|ϕB |} | |^{1/3} + (4π)^2ϕ^3_B 18 ln^{|μ|}_{|ϕB |} , (31) data J^{triv} Eq. (27) J^{2-loop} Eq. (30) J^{ID} Eq. (31)

Table 1 α = 0.0152(2) μ = 8.0304(449) |μ| = 2.70(1) × 10^8

γ = 0.4496(1) M^2 = −0.0025(1) A = −0.0055(3)

χ^2 =^{15}_{16−2} χ^2 =^{142}_{16−2} χ^2 =^{116}_{16−2}

Table 2 α = 0.0156(2) μ = 7.9883(455) |μ| = 2.69(1) × 10^8

γ = 0.4494(1) M^2 = −0.0028(1) A = −0.0063(3)

χ^2 =^{10}_{16−2} χ^2 =^{109}_{16−2} χ^2 =^{85}_{16−2}

Table 3: We report the values of the parameters together with the χ^2 obtained by fitting Eqs. (27), (30), and (31) to the data reported in Table 1 and 2.

where again we have two free parameters A and μ.

Note that in the two preceding equations we have ignored the distinction between ϕ_B and ϕ_R. This is justified because in these conventional approaches there is only one Z (i.e., Z_ϕ ≡ Z_h) and it is known from many lattice calculations that Z_h is very close to unity (see Table II of ref.[13]).

The results of fitting the lattice data to the three predictions, Eqs. (27, 30, 31) are reported in Table 3. The first yields a good fit (χ^2/d.o.f. ≤ 1), while the latter two yield poor fits (χ^2/d.o.f. ∼ 6−10). Thus, the data significantly favour the unconventional interpretation of “triviality” proposed in refs. [8, 9, 10] over the conventional interpretation.

4 Conclusions

In this paper we have presented a numerical experiment to test the two alternative pictures of ‘triviality’ presented in the Introduction. To this end we have first determined the value of the critical bare mass parameter r_o = r_c that defines the ‘Coleman-Weinberg-regime’ of (λΦ^4)_4 theory on our 16^4 lattice for λ_o = 0.5. Using three different methods we have confirmed the pre-existing estimate r_c = −0.2279 obtained by Brahm [31]. Then, we have computed the effective potential, using two different methods as a control on our results. The quality of the fits to the lattice data is important evidence for the unconventional interpretation proposed in [8, 9, 10].

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This work was supported in part by the U.S. Department of Energy under grant number DE-FG05-92ER40717.

References

[1] M. Aizenman, Phys. Rev. Lett. 47 (1981) 1. [2] J. Fröhlich, Nucl. Phys. B200(FS4) (1982) 281. [3] A. Sokal, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré, 37 (1982) 317.

[4] K. G. Wilson and J. Kogut, Phys. Rep. C12 (1974) 75; G. A. Baker and J. M. Kincaid, Phys. Rev. Lett. 42 (1979) 1431; B. Freedman, P. Smolensky and D. Weingarten, Phys. Lett. B113 (1982) 481; D. J. E. Callaway and R. Petronzio, Nucl. Phys. B240 (1984) 577; I. A. Fox and I. G. Halliday, Phys. Lett. B 159 (1985) 148; C. B. Lang, Nucl. Phys. B 265 (1986) 630.

[5] M. Lüscher and P. Weisz, Nucl. Phys. B 290 (1987) 25; ibidem B295 (1988) 65. [6] J. Glimm and A. Jaffe, Quantum Physics: A Functional Integral Point of View (Springer, New York, 1981, 2nd Ed. 1987).

[7] R. Fernández, J. Fröhlich, and A. D. Sokal, Random Walks, Critical Phenomena, and Triviality in Quantum Field Theory (Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1992).

[8] M. Consoli and P. M. Stevenson, Zeit. Phys. C63 (1994) 427. [9] M. Consoli and P. M. Stevenson, hep-ph/9407334. [10] M. Consoli and P. M. Stevenson, Phys. Lett. B391 (1997) 144. [11] M. Consoli and P. M. Stevenson, Mod. Phys. Lett. A11 (1996) 2511. [12] The problem is not solved by higher orders. Perturbative calculations up to five loops yield β-function coefficients with alternating signs, maintaining the conflict between even-order and odd-order results. For more details, see ref.[11].

[13] C. B. Lang, Computer Stochastics in Scalar Quantum Field Theory, in Stochastic Analysis and Application in Physics, Proc. of the NATO ASI, Funchal, Madeira, Aug. 1993, ed. L. Streit, Kluwer Acad. Publishers, Dordrecht 1994.

[14] U. Ritschel, Zeit. Phys. C63 345 (1994).

[15] S. Coleman and E. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. D7 (1973) 1888.

[16] P. Castorina and M. Consoli, Phys. Lett. B235 (199) 302; V. Branchina, P. Castorina, M. Consoli and D. Zappalà, Phys. Rev. D42 (1990) 3587.

[17] V. Branchina, P. Castorina, M. Consoli, and D. Zappalà, Phys. Lett. B274 (1992) 404. [18] M. Consoli, in Gauge Theories Past and Future – in Commemoration of the 60th birthday of M. Veltman, R. Akhoury, B. de Wit, P. van Nieuwenhuizen and H. Veltman Eds., World Scientific 1992, p. 81; M. Consoli, Phys. Lett. B 305 (1993) 78.

[19] R. Ibañez-Meier and P. M. Stevenson, Phys. Lett. B297 (1992) 144. [20] V. Branchina, M. Consoli and N. M. Stivala, Zeit. Phys. C57 (1993) 251. [21] U. Ritschel, Phys. Lett. B318 (1993) 617.

[22] A. Agodi, G. Andronico and M. Consoli, Zeit. Phys. C66 (1995) 439. [23] The phenomenon is so drastic just because the theory is “trivial” and there is no finite scale where the condensation is stopped by physical short-range repulsion.

[24] D. J. E. Callaway and D. J. Maloof, Phys. Rev. D27 (1983) 406. [25] K. Huang, E. Manousakis, and J. Polonyi, Phys. Rev. D35 (1987) 3187; K. Huang, Int.

J. Mod. Phys. A4 (1989) 1037; in Proceedings of the DPF Meeting, Storrs, CT, 1988. [26] K. Symanzik, Comm. Math. Phys. 16 (1970) 48; T. L. Curtright and C. B. Thorn, Journ. Math. Phys. 25 (1984) 541; A. Dannenberg, Phys. Lett. B202 (1980) 110; V. Branchina, P. Castorina, and D. Zappalà, Phys. Rev. D41 (1990) 1948.

[27] R. C. Brower and P. Tamayo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62 (1989) 1087. [28] N. Madras and A. D. Sokal, J. Stat. Phys. 50 (1988) 109.

[29] C. Whitmer, Phys. Rev. D29 (1984) 306; H. Flyvbjerg and H. G. Petersen, J. Chem.

Phys. 91 (1989) 461.

[30] B. Efron, Jackknife, the Bootstrap and Other Resampling Plans, (SIAM Press, Philadelphia, 1982); B. A. Berg and A. H. Billoire, Phys. Rev. D40 (1989) 550.

[31] D. E. Brahm, The lattice cutoff for λΦ^4 and λΦ^6_3, CMU-HEP94-10 preprint, heplat/9403021, March 1994.

[32] A. Hasenfratz, K. Jansen, J. Jersák, C. B. Lang, T. Neuhaus, and H. Yoneyama, Nucl.

Phys. B317 (1989) 81.

[33] R. Fukuda and E. Kyriakopoulos, Nucl. Phys. B85 (1975) 354. [34] L. O’Raifeartaigh, A. Wipf and H. Yoneyama, Nucl. Phys. B271 (1986) 653. [35] C. Ford and D. R. T. Jones, Phys. Lett. B274 (1992) 409; Erratum, ibidem B285 (1992) 399.

[36] C. Itzykson and J. M. Drouffe, Statistical field theory, Cambridge University Press, 1989.

FIGURE CAPTIONS

Figure 1. The inverse of the susceptibility Eq.(15) vs. the bare mass-squared r_0, fitted by Eq.(17) in the symmetric (left side) and broken-symmetry phase (right side).

Figure 2. The generalized magnetization Φ vs. the bare mass-squared r_0, fitted by Eq.(21) in the broken-symmetry phase.

Figure 1: The inverse of the susceptibility Eq.(15) vs. the bare mass-squared r_0, fitted by Eq.(17) in the symmetric (left side) and broken-symmetry phase (right side).

Figure 2: The generalized magnetization Φ vs. the bare mass-squared r_0, fitted by Eq.(21) in the broken-symmetry phase.