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Exploring the self-tuning of the cosmological constant from Planck mass variation
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Recently, the variation of the Planck mass in the General Relativistic Einstein-Hilbert action
was proposed as a self-tuning mechanism of the cosmological constant, preventing Standard Model
vacuum energy from freely gravitating and enabling an estimation of the magnitude of its observed
value. We explore here new aspects of this proposal. We first develop an equivalent Einstein-frame
formalism to the current Jordan-frame formulation of the mechanism and use this to highlight
similarities and differences of self-tuning to the sequestering mechanism. We then show how with an
extension of the local self-tuning action by a coupled Gauss-Bonnet term and a companion four-form
field strength, graviton loops can be prevented from incapacitating the degravitation of the Standard
Model vacuum energy. For certain cases, we furthermore find that this extension can be recast as
a Horndeski scalar-tensor theory and be embedded in the conventional local self-tuning formalism.
We then explore the possibility of a unification of inflation with self-tuning. The resulting equations
can alternatively be used to motivate a multiverse interpretation. In this context, we revisit the
coincidence problem and provide an estimation for the probability of the emergence of intelligent
life in our Universe as a function of cosmic age, inferred from star and terrestrial planet formation
processes. We conclude that we live at a very typical epoch, where we should expect the energy
densities of the cosmological constant and matter to be of comparable size. For a dimensionless
quantity to compare the emergence of life throughout the cosmic history of different universes in
an anthropic analysis of the multiverse, we choose the order of magnitude difference of the evolving
horizon size of a universe to the size of its proton as the basic building block of atoms, molecules,
and eventually life. For our Universe we find this number to form peak at approximately 42. We
leave the question of whether the same number is frequently assumed for the emergence of life across
other universes or singles out a special case to future exploration.

I. INTRODUCTION

The fundamental nature underlying the cosmological
constant Λ in Einstein’s Theory of General Relativity
continues to pose a tenacious enigma to modern physics.
It is generally thought to be attributed to the gravita-
tional effect of the vacuum energy that is anticipated to
be of adequate magnitude to account for the observed
late-time accelerated expansion of our Universe [1, 2].
Quantum theoretical computations for this contribution,
however, exceed measurements by & 50 orders of mag-
nitude [3, 4]. This may imply a missing prescription for
the correct determination of the standard vacuum energy
contribution. But it also motivates the conjecture of a
yet undetermined mechanism [5–13] preventing vacuum
energy from gravitating to full extent with cosmic ac-
celeration attributed to a different origin such as a dark
energy field permeating the Cosmos or a breakdown of
General Relativity at large scales [14–16]. However, dark
energy may need to be fine-tuned [3] and the growing
wealth of observations puts ever stronger constraints on
alternatives to Λ [17, 18], both on dark energy dynamics
and the concept of cosmic self-acceleration from a modi-
fication of gravity that is confronted with hard challenges
from the measured equality between the speeds of grav-
ity and light [19–21]. A curiosity of the cosmological con-

∗ Daniel.SobralBlanco@unige.ch
† Lucas.Lombriser@unige.ch

stant, which perhaps may give a hint to finding a physical
understanding, is that its energy density happens to be
of comparable size to that of matter at the same time in
cosmic history that we come into existence. This was not
true in the past, nor will it be true in the future. This
circumstance provokes a Why Now? conundrum or the
coincidence problem [4, 22, 23]. To address the differ-
ent aspects of the Cosmological Constant Problem, it can
thus be useful to distinguish between the new problem of
the observed cosmic acceleration with a small observed
coincident cosmological constant and the old problem of
vacuum gravitation that already arose before the discov-
ery of the accelerated late-time expansion.

The severity and importance of the Cosmological Con-
stant Problem has motivated a great amount of research
(see Refs. [24–28] for reviews). Symmetry principles have
already been invoked early on as a potential solution to
the old aspect, for instance, in the context of supersym-
metry and scale invariance. Weinberg’s No-Go Theo-
rem [3] offers here an important consistency check for
any candidate solution to the old problem that invokes
an extra dynamical scalar field in the matter sector. Typ-
ically, such a field could be introduced to “absorb” the
large vacuum energy of the matter field sector, protecting
the spacetime curvature accordingly. Then, assuming the
vacuum state is symmetric under translations, such that
the remaining symmetry is given by the group GL(4),
Weinberg’s theorem states that this is not possible with-
out fine-tuning, except for the case of a universe with
only massless particles, which is simply not the case for
our Universe [28]. A relevant argument to solving both
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the old and new aspects of the Cosmological Constant
Problem is furthermore given by Weinberg’s Anthropic
Principle [22] that only allows for values of Λ that do not
a priori preclude the formation of structure and stars
and hence the emergence of life and conscious life in par-
ticular.

There is a rich pool of proposed solutions to the Cos-
mological Constant Problem. Supergravity models, for
example, typically involve the appearance of additional
three-form gauge fields together with the Standard Model
particles, which may turn the cosmological constant into
a dynamical variable [6, 7, 29–31]. Perhaps the most
successful candidate within this family of theories is the
Bousso & Polchinski neutralization mechanism [32]. It is
a model with J four-form gauge field strengths coupled
to the correspondent J charged membrane species that
contribute to the effective value of the cosmological con-
stant. The quantization of the gauge field fluxes yields
a steady-step neutralization of the cosmological constant
as long as the membrane species are continuously nucle-
ating out of the vacuum. The mechanism may require
J ∼ O(100) membranes to operate, which agrees with
the expected number arising from the compactification
of String/M-theory to four dimensions [27, 32]. Alterna-
tively, one may, for instance, adopt a more usual path
integral approach such as in the proposal of Barrow &
Shaw [8, 9]. Using the partition function of the Universe,
one can promote Λ to be a variable parameter by sum-
mation over a given range of values. Taking a statistical
approach one can then construct the probability distribu-
tion of observing a universe with a value Λ′ ∈ [Λ,Λ+dΛ].
Anthropic selection also plays a role in this model in pro-
viding a window of allowed values of Λ′ with the observed
value argued to be typical by the link of the time scale
needed for galaxy formation and the age of the Universe.
Other solutions propose the gravitational decoupling of
the vacuum energy. An example of this is the sequester-
ing mechanism [10, 11], in which in addition to the met-
ric variation, Λ and a matter coupling are varied in the
Einstein-Hilbert action supplied with a global term that
depends on the new variables. This introduces a global
constraint equation that cancels the vacuum energy con-
tributions at the level of the Einstein field equations. A
local version can also be formulated, in which case the
global term is replaced by two coupled four-form gauge
field strengths.

Recently, another remedy of the Cosmological Con-
stant Problem was proposed from the simple extra vari-
ation of the Einstein-Hilbert action with respect to the
Planck mass or the gravitational coupling [12]. An inter-
pretation of this is the treatment of the Planck mass in
the action as a global Lagrange multiplier that imposes
General Relativistic dynamics on the metric prescribing
the spacetime for the matter fields. The resulting addi-
tional constraint equation prevents vacuum energy from
freely gravitating by the self-tuning of the classical Λ.
Moreover, it was shown that an evaluation of the con-
straint equation for the observable Universe with a sim-

ple uniform prior on our location in its evolution yields
an expected value for the current fractional energy den-
sity of the net radiatively stable cosmological constant
of ΩΛ = 0.704 [12, 13], in good agreement with current
measurements [17]. This simple approach therefore offers
a solution to both the old and new aspects of the Cosmo-
logical Constant Problem. In Ref. [13] it was furthermore
shown how similarly to sequestering the global self-tuning
mechanism can be cast into a local form, specifically as
a local scalar-tensor theory where the scalar field addi-
tionally couples to the flux of a three-form gauge field.
In this paper, we investigate further yet unexplored as-

pects of this new self-tuning mechanism. Specifically, we
develop an alternative Einstein-frame formulation to the
current Jordan-frame formalism of the mechanism. Fur-
thermore, we address the question of whether graviton
loops may spoil the degravitation of the Standard Model
vacuum energy contributions. Finally, we explore a uni-
fication of inflation with the local self-tuning formalism
and a related multiverse interpretation of the resulting
equations. In this context, we also provide a crude esti-
mate for the probability of the emergence of intelligent
life in our Universe as a function of cosmic age, inferred
from star and terrestrial planet formation processes.
The paper is organised as follows. Sec. II briefly re-

views the previously established results on the self-tuning
mechanism, including the global and local Jordan-frame
formulations, the embedding of the local theory in Horn-
deski scalar-tensor gravity [33], and the estimation of ΩΛ

from our likely location in cosmic history. In Sec. III
we develop the Einstein-frame formulation of the self-
tuning mechanism and we discuss in detail the similarities
and differences between self-tuning and sequestering. In
Sec. IV we explore the unification of inflationary models
with the self-tuning mechanism, conduct an expedition
into the multiverse, and estimate the probability of the
emergence of conscious life throughout cosmic history.
Sec. V is devoted to a discussion of the effect of graviton
loops on the self-tuning feature. Finally, we conclude our
analysis in Sec. VI.

II. THE SELF-TUNING MECHANISM

Recently, the simple additional variation of the General
Relativistic Einstein-Hilbert action with respect to the
quadratic Planck mass M 2

P was proposed as a remedy to
the Cosmological Constant Problem [12]. This allows the
interpretation of the gravitational coupling as a Lagrange
multiplier which imposes General Relativistic dynamics.
The additional variation introduces a global constraint
equation that yields a self-consistent self-tuning mecha-
nism in which the large vacuum energy contributions to
the cosmological constant are no longer freely gravitat-
ing. A local counterpart to the global formalism was then
developed in Ref. [13]. We shall commence with a brief
review of the local version in Sec. II A and then show how
the global version emerges from that in Sec. II B.
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A. Local self-tuning in a simple scalar-tensor model

The local self-tuning mechanism is best illustrated
with the most basic scalar-tensor theory. See, however,
Sec. II C for realisations in the most general scalar-tensor
theories and Refs. [12, 13] for a discussion of how self-
tuning may be realised in other theoretical frameworks.
Given a general manifold M equipped with a Lorentzian
metric gµν , the simplest set up for the self-tuning mech-
anism is the Jordan-frame scalar-tensor theory described
by the action

S =

∫

M

d4x
√−g

[ϕ

2
R− V (ϕ) + Lm(gµν ,Ψm)

]

(1)

with scalar field ϕ and potential V (ϕ). Eq. (1) may repre-
sent the low-energy limit of a more fundamental theory,
for instance, obtained from the four-dimensional com-
pactification or reduction of a higher-dimensional the-
ory of gravity [34]. Lm represents the matter content,
e.g., the Standard Model of Particle Physics with Ψm

generically denoting any matter component. We shall
separate the vacuum energy contributions into the form
Lm = Lm−M 2

P Λvac(ϕ), where Λvac(ϕ) may be regarded
as an arbitrary function of ϕ (see Ref. [13])1. Note that
Eq. (1) is a Jordan-Brans-Dicke action with Brans-Dicke
parameter ω = 0, which is also the case for f(R) theories.
General Relativity is recovered in the limit ϕ → M 2

P .
In addition to the scalar-tensor action, we introduce

the topological contribution

SA =
1

4!

∫

M

d4x ǫµνρσ σ(ϕ)Fµνρσ , (2)

where Fµνρσ = ∂[µAνρσ] is the field strength of an auxil-
iary three-form gauge field Aνρσ to which we couple the
scalar field ϕ through an arbitrary smooth, non-linear
function σ(ϕ). Note that this additional sector may arise
for example in supergravity models [6, 7, 29–32]. The
local self-tuning mechanism is thus described by the to-
tal action S+SA. The formulation is similar to the local
sequestering framework of Ref. [11] but with some impor-
tant differences that we shall highlight in the following.
Most importantly, for self-tuning we only need one scalar
and three-form gauge field rather than two of each, and
we will see that here a classical counterterm is self-tuned
to prevent vacuum energy from gravitating rather than
obtaining a cancelation of the vacuum contributions. Al-
though we note that effectively the sequestering mecha-
nism can be recovered in a special limit of the self-tuning
framework.
The equations of motion for the total action S + SA

are obtained from its variations with respect to gµν , ϕ,

1 We could instead consider the term M2

P
Λvac(ϕ) as part of the

scalar potential. Importantly, the resulting metric field equations
and the conclusion that vacuum energy is not gravitating are the
same regardless of this choice

and Aνρσ. The variation with respect to the three-form
gauge field yields the crucial condition ∂µ ϕ = 0 such that
the dynamics of the scalar field is completely fixed, in the
sense that it does not have any local propagating degrees
of freedom. Note that ϕ shall be regarded as an auxiliary
field. Hence, the presence of the additional SA sector
allows this auxiliary field to take the valueM 2

P across the
entire manifold M. Alternatively, by integrating out the
three-form sector from the beginning and taking the limit
ϕ → M 2

P , we can interpret the gravitational coupling as
a global Lagrange multiplier (Sec. II B) [12, 13].
Varying the total action with respect to gµν yields the

Einstein field equations

ϕGµν + (V (ϕ) + Λvac(ϕ)) gµν = τµν , (3)

where τµν is the stress-energy tensor attributed to Lm.
Next, the variation of S+SA with respect to ϕ yields the
constraint equation

∫

M

d4x
√−g

[

1

2
R − V ′(ϕ)−M 2

PΛ
′
vac(ϕ)

+
σ′(ϕ)

4!

εµνργ√−g Fµνργ

]

= 0 ,

(4)

where primes denote derivatives with respect to ϕ here
and throughout the paper. We stress that in Eqs. (3)–(4)
the terms V (ϕ), Λvac(ϕ), σ(ϕ), and their derivatives must
be regarded as formal functions of the scalar field but
that their value is fixed thanks to the condition ∂µ ϕ = 0.
This is why Eq. (4) is not a dynamical equation as would
be the case for usual scalar-tensor theories but rather a
constraint equation for each value of ϕ.
Taking the trace of Eq. (3) and splitting off an arbi-

trary classical counterterm Vc(ϕ) from the potential with
∆V ≡ V − Vc, Eq. (4) may be recast into the form

(2− β)M −2
P ∆V

+ (2− α)(Λvac +M −2
P Vc) =

M −2
P

2
〈τ〉 +∆Λ ,

(5)

where we have defined

M 2
P

ϕ
∆Λ ≡ −σ

′

4!

〈

εµνργ√−g Fµνργ

〉

= −σ
′

4!

∫

d4xεµνργFµνργ
∫

d4x
√−g .

(6)
For notational convenience, we have furthermore in-

troduced here the set of parameters α ≡ ∂ ln Λvac/∂ lnϕ
and β ≡ ∂ ln∆V /∂ lnϕ that characterize the depen-
dency of Λvac and ∆V on the scalar field ϕ. The coun-
terterm can now be chosen such that the cancelation
of Λvac becomes explicit. Hence, ∂ lnVc/∂ lnϕ ≡ α.
Note that α and β do not need to be constants but
their values are fixed once we set the value of ϕ. In
Eqs. (5)–(6) we have also introduced the braket nota-
tion 〈...〉 =

∫

M
d4x

√−g (...)/
∫

M
d4x

√−g to denote the
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spacetime average of a quantity. Note that such averages
have been considered in the context of the Cosmological
Constant Problem before such as in the Normalized Gen-
eral Relativity framework [35, 36] (see also Refs. [37–39]).

Finally, solving the constraint equation (5) for the clas-
sical counterterm Vc and plugging the result into Eq. (3),
we obtain the effective Einstein equations for the self-
tuning mechanism,

Gµν +
1

2− α

[

(β − α)M −2
P ∆V

+
M −2

P

2
〈τ〉 +∆Λ

]

gµν =M −2
P τµν ,

(7)

where we have set ϕ ≡ M 2
P . Vacuum energy contribu-

tions are prevented from freely gravitating in these equa-
tions of motion, where Λ ≡ M −2

P ∆V is a free, radia-
tively stable, classical cosmological constant to be deter-
mined by measurement. Note that for α = β = 1 we re-
cover the simplest global self-tuning result of Ref. [12, 13],
while the choice α = β = 0 reproduces the effective field
equations of the sequestering mechanism of Refs. [10, 11]
but with a different expression for the ∆Λ term. In local
sequestering, where one works with two additional three-
form sectors, the quantity ∆Λ is essentially a ratio be-
tween the fluxes of both three-forms, whereas in Eq. (6)
the denominator is instead the four-volume of the cosmic
manifold M. With the flux of the three-form gauge field
in the numerator being a finite, small, ultraviolet-stable
quantity, and assuming the Universe grows sufficiently
old, it is natural to expect that ∆Λ → 0.

B. Self-tuning in the global limit

The Einstein field equations (7) may also directly be
obtained from varying the General Relativistic Einstein-
Hilbert action both with respect to the metric and
the quadratic Planck mass M 2

P and combining the re-
sults [12]. As we have seen in Sec. II A the global self-
tuning formalism can be directly recovered from the local
one after integrating out the three-form sector in the ac-
tion and fixing ϕ ≡M 2

P and V (ϕ) ≡M 2
PΛ with Λ being

a free classical cosmological constant. This reproduces
the General Relativistic Einstein-Hilbert action with an
additional sector σ(M 2

P )F sitting outside the integral,
where F = (1/4!)

∫

M
d4x

√−g εµνρσ Fµνρσ is the flux of
the three-form. The separation of the Lagrangian den-
sity is performed as before, Lm = Lm − M 2

PΛvac. To
illustrate the global self-tuning we adopt for simplicity
a power-law scaling for the vacuum energy contributions
such as Λvac = M 2α

P Λvac, where the overbar denotes in-
dependency ofM 2

P , but we could instead also maintain a
fully general behaviour in form of arbitrary functions of
M 2

P (see Refs. [12, 13]).

The self-tuning is made explicit by splitting off a coun-
terterm Λc = M 2α

P Λc, analogously to the local case in
Sec. II A, for which we then solve the constraint equa-
tion obtained from the variation of the total action with
respect toM 2

P . The final expression for the effective Ein-
stein equations is

Gµν +
1

2− α

[

(1− α)Λ − F

+
M −2

P

2
〈τ〉
]

gµν =M −2
P τµν ,

(8)

where we have defined F = (σ′ F)/VM, and VM is the
four-volume of the cosmic manifold. Note that the addi-
tional constant contribution F can simply be reabsorbed
into the free classical Λ by the redefinition Λ̃ = Λ − F.
This contribution is radiatively stable and must be set by
measurement. Furthermore, the same line of reasoning
as for ∆Λ holds for F in that it is naturally expected to
be a vanishing quantity. Hence, we can simply drop the
global sector in the global formalism. In other words, we
can safely work with the General Relativistic Einstein-
Hilbert action and simply perform the additional varia-
tion with respect to M 2

P . The global self-tuning action
and the General Relativistic Einstein-Hilbert action are
equivalent.

C. Self-tuning in Horndeski gravity

As mentioned in Sec. II A the local self-tuning mech-
anism is not limited to action (1) but can be realised
for scalar-tensor theories more generally [13]. This can
be shown by generalizing the procedure, for instance, to
Horndeski gravity [33], which describes the most general
local scalar-tensor theory in four dimensions that yields
at most second-order equations of motion. The Horn-
deski action can be written as [33, 40]

S =

∫

M

d4x
√−g

[

1

2

5
∑

i=2

Li(gµν , ϕ) + Lm(gµν ,Ψm)

]

,

(9)
where the sum runs over the generalized Lagrangian den-
sities

L2 = G2(ϕ,X) , (10)

L3 = G3(ϕ,X)�φ , (11)

L4 = G4(ϕ,X)R+G4,X(ϕ,X)

×
[

(�ϕ)2 + ϕ;µνϕ
;µν
]

, (12)

L5 = G5(φ,X)Gµνϕ
;µν

− 1

6
G5,X(ϕ,X)

[

(�φ)3 + 2ϕν
;µϕ

α
;νϕ

µ
;α − 3ϕ;µνϕ

;µν�ϕ
]

.

(13)
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Eq. (9) may again be seen as the effective low-energy limit
of some more fundamental theory, for example, the four-
dimensional compactification or reduction of a higher-
dimensional theory of gravity [34]. The Gi are general
functions of the scalar field ϕ with X = − (1/2)∂µϕ∂

µϕ
denoting the canonical kinetic term. Semicolons indicate
the standard covariant derivatives, ϕ;µν = ∇µ∇ν ϕ. Note
that we recover the action (1) from (9) for the choices
G2 = −2V (ϕ), G4 = ϕ, and G3 = G5 = 0.
At inspection of the terms appearing in action (9), we

see that the local self-tuning mechanism remains opera-
tive once we add the additional sector with coupling of
the scalar field ϕ to the field strength of a three-form
gauge field, Eq. (2). This term fixes the dynamics of
ϕ to take a constant value across the entire manifold
M. Therefore, this condition makes all the derivative
terms in Eq. (9) vanish, leaving only a free choice of con-
stants G2(ϕ) and G4(ϕ). The local self-tuning mecha-
nism can further be generalized to Degenerate Higher-
Order Derivative Scalar-Tensor (DHOST) theories [41]
or beyond-DHOST theories [34]. We refer the reader to
Ref. [13] for a more detailed discussion on the operation of
the self-tuning mechanism in more complex scalar-tensor
models.

D. The value of Λ

Finally, a very interesting attribute of the self-tuning
mechanism is that by the inherent relation of the cosmo-
logical constant to the global spacetime average of the
matter content, it provides a natural framework to esti-
mate the value of the observed cosmological constant Λ.
For illustration, let us consider the case α = β = 1 and
work with a vanishing F (or ∆Λ). The effective Einstein
equations (8) or (7) then contain a residual cosmological
constant of the form Λres =M −2

P 〈τ〉 /2, which must cor-
respond to the observed cosmological constant and is a
calculable quantity [12, 13, 42].
A näıve average over the cosmic background manifold

for M in 〈τ〉 would suggest that Λres → 0 for a universe
that grows old. In fact, that way the Universe should
have collapsed one billion years ago for Λres to match the
observed finite value of the cosmological constant [12].
However, due to cosmic acceleration, in the far future
the observable Universe is not a simple extrapolation of
our current cosmic background but instead reduces to the
maximally gravitationally bound structure beyond which
everything is redshifted away in finite time [43–45]. We
can model the future Universe by adopting a halo model
view of the Cosmos, in which one divides the cosmic man-
ifold into the collection of ultimately isolated, maximally
gravitationally bound, disconnected matter cells. Λres

has been shown to then reproduce the observed value of
the cosmological constant Λ in each of the patches sep-
arately as well as in the empty space between them, no
matter the sizes of these cells [12, 13, 42]. Adopting the
observable Universe as the manifold over which to per-

form the spacetime averages provides a self-consistent so-
lution to the Cosmological Constant Problem. However,
since the properties of the manifold are determined by Λ,
the value of Λ remains a free quantity in this case.

Nevertheless, the relation of Λ to 〈τ〉 in the self-tuning
framework provides interesting insights into the Why

now? problem of why the energy densities of the matter
and the cosmological constant happen to coincide today.
The evolution of τ in the observable Universe may be
modeled by the cosmic background and the local spher-
ical top-hat overdensity, which can be characterized in
terms of its physical radius. Its evolution is governed by
the competition between the self-gravitation inside the
overdensity and the background expansion. The coin-
cidence problem may then be phrased in terms of be-
ing located at a particular place in this evolution. By
then adopting a uniform prior on the dimensionless phys-
ical top-hat radius as the simplest ansatz to estimate our
likely location (see Refs. [12, 13, 42]), we find a present
fractional energy density in the cosmological constant of

ΩΛ(t0) = 0.704 (14)

with t0 denoting the current age of the Universe. This
value is in very good agreement with observations [17].
We refer the reader to Refs. [12, 13, 42] for a discussion
of more sophisticated priors in this anthropic ansatz. In
Sec. IVD we shall perform a brief analysis of the emer-
gence of intelligent life in our Universe. A generalisation
of this computation to arbitrary cosmological and funda-
mental parameters may serve to establish an anthropic
theoretical prior in a multiverse approach in future work.

Finally, we note the interesting observation that the
scenario discussed here with Λres =M −2

P 〈τ〉 /2 following

from adopting α = β = 1 and F = ∆Λ = 0 reproduces
the prediction for Λ in the causal universe scenario of
Refs. [46–48]. An interesting observational implication of
this scenario could be an inhomogeneous and anisotropic
cosmological constant [49]. While the same is expected
for the ultimate collapsed cells in the sequestering mech-
anism [42], the scenario discussed here for the self-tuning
mechanism produces a homogeneous and isotropic Λ (see,
however, Sec. IVC).

III. EINSTEIN-FRAME FORMULATION

So far the self-tuning mechanism has only been studied
in the Jordan frame [12, 13], where matter fields follow
geodesics of the metric but the metric satisfies a modified
Einstein equation. We shall now examine how self-tuning
operates in the conformally related and physically equiv-
alent Einstein frame, where metrics satisfy the Einstein
field equations but do not describe the geodesics of mat-
ter fields. Hence, we consider the conformal transforma-
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tion g̃µν = ϕgµν of action (1), which gives

S =

∫

M

d4x
√

−g̃
[

R̃

2
− 3

4
(∇µ lnϕ)2 − ϕ−2V (ϕ)

+ ϕ−2Lm(ϕ g̃µν ,Ψm)

]

+
1

4!

∫

M

d4x εµνρσσ(ϕ)Fµνρσ ,

(15)

where tildes denote quantities in the Einstein frame. We
could furthermore redefine the scalar field ϕ in order to
recover a canonical kinetic term by using the relation
(dϕ̃/dϕ)2 ≡ (3/2)(d lnϕ/dϕ)2.

A. Similarities with sequestering mechanism

Before we discuss the self-tuning mechanism in the Ein-
stein frame, we shall briefly discuss some similarities with
the sequestering mechanism of Refs. [10, 11]. Here, the
local version [11] is written in the Jordan frame whereas
the global version [10] is in the Einstein frame. The sim-
ilarities between the sequestering and self-tuning mecha-
nisms become more evident when we work in the global
limit of Eq. (15). After integrating out the three-form
sector, we can set the scalar field value to ϕ ≡ λ−2,
where λ is a real parameter. We can thus interpret λ
as the reciprocal of MP in the Einstein frame. Taking
into account the condition ∂µ ϕ = 0, the global limit of
Eq. (15) reads

S =

∫

M

d4x
√

−g̃
[

R̃

2
− λ4 V (λ)

+ λ4 Lm(λ−2 g̃µν ,Ψm)

]

+ σ(λ−2)F,

(16)

where F is again the flux of the three-form on M. This
is clearly reminiscent of the global sequestering action of
Ref. [10],

S =

∫

M

d4x
√

−g̃
[

M 2
P

2
R̃− Λ

+ λ4 Lm(λ−2 g̃µν ,Ψm)

]

+ σ

(

Λ

λ4 µ4

)

.

(17)

The sequestering action (17) is varied separately with re-
spect to g̃µν , Λ, and λ. In contrast, for self-tuning the role
of the cosmological constant is played by the second term
in Eq. (16), which in this case depends on the parameter
λ. However, this turns out to be the same parameter
that controls the coupling of the matter sector. Thus,

if we redefine Λ̃ ≡ λ6 V (λ) in Eq. (16) and rewrite the
argument of the three-form coupling function, we could
now perform variations with respect to λ as well as with
respect to Λ̃ as is done for the global sequestering model.
However, as we shall see in the following the single ex-
tra variation with respect to λ in the self-tuning recipe is
sufficient for preventing vacuum fluctuations from freely
gravitating.

B. Self-tuning in the Einstein frame

Performing the variation of the self-tuning Einstein-
frame action (16) with respect to g̃µν , one finds the Ein-
stein field equations

G̃µν + λ4(V (λ) +M 2
PΛvac(λ)) g̃µν = τ̃µν , (18)

where τ̃µν is the stress energy tensor for the matter ex-
citations, which is related to its counterpart in the Jor-
dan frame through the relation τ̃µν = λ2 τµν . This im-
plies that the traces are related by the formula τ̃ = λ4 τ .
Next, we shall perform the variation with respect to λ.
This may be interpreted as the Einstein-frame analog of
the M 2

P variation performed in Sec. II A. Analogously to
our Jordan-frame calculations, we define the Einstein-
frame parameters α̃ ≡ ∂ ln Λvac/∂ lnλ = ∂ lnVc/∂ lnλ

and β̃ ≡ ∂ ln∆Ṽ /∂ lnλ, where we have also introduced
the arbitrary counterterm Vc, now a function of λ, which
shares the same dependency as Λvac. The constraint
equation then reads

(4+ α̃)(Vc+M
2
PΛvac)+(4+ β̃)∆Ṽ = λ−4 〈τ̃ 〉+ F̃ , (19)

where ∆Ṽ ≡ V − Vc and F̃ = −(2/λ6)σλ F/ṼM with

σλ ≡ dσ/dλ and ṼM = λ−4 VM. Again, although the dif-
ferent contributions are formal functions of λ, they take
a constant value for any given value of the parameter.
Solving the constraint equation (19) for the countert-

erm Vc, and plugging the result into Eq. (18), we imme-
diately see that the vacuum energy contributions cancel
out in the effective Einstein equations,

G̃µν +
1

4 + α̃

[

(α̃− β̃)λ4∆Ṽ + 〈τ̃〉+ λ4 F̃
]

g̃µν = τ̃µν .

(20)
Similar arguments to those given for the Jordan-frame
result in Sec. II also follow here. In particular, the ef-
fective sequestering mechanism is contained within this
family of solutions for α̃ = β̃ = 0, which gives the char-
acteristic fraction of 1/4 of 〈τ̃ 〉 as the contribution to the
residual cosmological constant. For α̃ = −2 we obtain a
fraction of 1/2. If furthermore β̃ = α̃, this corresponds
to the choice of a potential of the form V (λ) ∼ λ−2.
Note that we have fixed ϕ ≡ M 2

P in the Jordan frame
whereas here we have used ϕ ≡ λ−2. The global param-
eters MP and λ are thus interpreted as the reciprocal of
each other. Hence, by construction, the dependency pa-
rameters in the different frames are also related such that
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α̃ = −2α and β̃ = −2β. The Einstein tensor is invariant,
i.e., G̃µν = Gµν once we have fixed the scalar field to
the aforementioned constant value. The three-form flux
contribution is simply F̃ = −(2/λ2)F.
Finally, with these considerations, we recover the Ein-

stein field equations in Jordan frame, Eq. (7), and physics
is indeed independent of frame choice as expected.

IV. INFLATION AND THE MULTIVERSE

It has been shown in Ref. [10] that an early inflationary
era does not affect the residual cosmological constant and
the vacuum energy cancelation in the sequestering mech-
anism since the spacetime averages are dominated by the
late-time evolution. The same conclusion applies to the
self-tuning mechanism [12, 13]. With a scalar field being
the source of local self-tuning another immediate ques-
tion that suggests itself is whether it could play the role of
the inflaton. This would imply a temporal division of the
manifold M into an era where the field would be evolv-
ing and one where it is has become fixed. Conceptually,
vacuum energy may still be prevented from gravitating in
the inflationary era due to a constraint equation imposed
by the boundary to the post-inflationary era where the
field is fixed, thereby avoiding Weinberg’s No-Go Theo-
rem. This scenario also opens another question, which
is whether this boundary could also be drawn between
causally disconnected regions of spacetime and how self-
tuning works in a multiverse picture. We shall briefly
inspect these questions in Secs. IVA–IVC.

A. Can the scalar be the inflaton?

Eq. (1) is the action of a simple scalar-tensor theory,
embedding for example f(R) gravity, and hence it is per-
fectly suitable for describing an inflationary scenario. In
this case, the scalar field ϕ is the so-called inflaton, for
which one may impose particular conditions such as a
slow-roll evolution. Could we now conciliate both infla-
tion and the self-tuning mechanism in one formalism with
the inflaton field ϕ driving inflation at early times and
self-tuning through its late-time limit?
To address this question, let us modify the self-tuning

action specified by Eqs. (1) and (2) by including a step
function in the topological sector,

S =

∫

M

d4x
√−g

[ϕ

2
R− V (ϕ) + Lm(gµν ,Ψm)

]

+
1

4!

∫

M

d4xΘ
(

ϕ−M 2
P

)

ǫµνρσ σ(ϕ)Fµνρσ .

(21)

Note that this is just a crude toy model. We suspect
that a similar effect could for instance be achieved with
a screening mechanism, which however lies beyond the
scope of this work. By construction, the inflaton has

active dynamics in the regime
(

ϕ−M 2
P

)

< 0, where
the last term vanishes. In the complementary regime
of
(

ϕ−M 2
P

)

≥ 0, we recover the self-tuning action of
Eqs. (1) and (2). This fixes the value of the inflaton at
the scale M 2

P in the limit ϕ → M 2
P . The impact of the

modification in Eq. (21) on the equations of motion is
minimal. In the limit ϕ → M 2

P , the topological contri-
bution now takes the form Σ(ϕ) ≡ σ(ϕ) + σ′(ϕ) 6= 0.
This is forced to differ from zero for a scalar field with
frozen dynamics, i.e., for the condition ∂µ ϕ = 0 to hold.
This is natural for a reasonable, non-linear differentiable
function of the inflaton field, but notice that it removes
the possibility that σ(ϕ) takes the form of an exponential
decay. Then, the constraint equation for the cancelation
of vacuum energy contributions is completely analogous
to that of Eq. (4) but with Σ(ϕ) replacing σ(ϕ).

From a formal point of view, we have consistently com-
bined inflation with the self-tuning mechanism. The
idea is essentially that the scalar field evolves follow-
ing some inflationary model, possibly slow-rolling to the
value ϕ → M 2

P . From this point, the inflaton dynam-
ics freezes, the gravitational coupling is fixed and the
self-tuning mechanism starts to operate, producing the
degravitation of the vacuum energy contributions. This
idea is, however, not free of difficulties. Further analysis
is needed in order to determine if this scenario is phe-
nomenologically feasible. Furthermore, it would be in-
teresting to analyse whether this could be further united
within an extended model of the Higgs boson.

B. Self-tuning in the inflationary era

Given that with Eq. (21) the scalar field is dynamical
at early times, we need to show that Weinberg’s No-Go

Theorem is evaded and vacuum energy contributions are
not freely gravitating during the inflationary era. As we
will see, this is achieved through a boundary constraint
on the inflaton. Formally, let us take Eq. (21) and split
the spacetime manifold along the timelike direction in
the region after the end of inflation U and the inflationary
regionN = M\U . By construction, we have (ϕ−M 2

P ) <
0 inN such that the scalar field ϕ is dynamical and drives
the expansion. In general, each region will have different
metric tensors, which shall be determined separately by
solving the correspondent field equations. Let us denote
the metric of N by hµν and that of U by gµν .

The region U is just the late-time description for the
Universe specified by the action (1) with self-tuned cos-
mological constant. We thus recover the results from
Sec. II. In the region N , however, physics is described by
a dynamical scalar-tensor theory, which for our choice of
scalar-tensor action, Eq. (1), gives the two equations of
motion

ϕGµν + (V (ϕ) +M 2
P Λvac(ϕ))hµν

= (∇µ∇ν − hµν �)ϕ+ τµν ,
(22)
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R

2
− V ′(ϕ)−M 2

P Λ′
vac(ϕ) = 0 , (23)

where Gµν and R refer here to the metric hµν . Note that
by virtue of Weinberg’s No-Go Theorem, the solution of
these two equations alone will be a universe of massless
particles or one in which we have not solved the fine-
tuning problem for Λ [3]. We will see how this is evaded
in the following.
We first recast Eq. (23) in the form of the usual Ein-

stein field equations, isolating any differences to General
Relativity into the term Λres|N ,

Λres|N = ϕ−1
[

V (ϕ)+M 2
P Λvac(ϕ)

−(h−1
µν∇µ∇ν −�)ϕ

−(τµν − ϕM −2
P τµν)h

−1
µν

]

,

(24)

so that Gµν + Λres|N hµν = M −2
P τµν . Note that we

have explicitly kept the ϕ dependence of the arbitrary
functions V (ϕ) and Λvac(ϕ). For simplicity, we shall as-
sume power-law behaviours in ϕ for Vc, ∆V ≡ V − Vc,
and Λvac. We could, however, adopt general functions
of ϕ analogously to Sec. II. More specifically, we take
Vc = V0 ϕ

α, Λvac = Λ0 ϕ
α and ∆V = ∆V0 ϕ

β , where
subscripts of zero denote amplitudes. Note that these
are smooth functions across the regions N and U . For
models where the initial conditions are such that ϕ in
N eventually reaches the value ϕ =M 2

P , the field enters
into the region U where its dynamics is frozen. Thus,
Λres|∂N must match the solution for Λres|U ,

Λres|U =
M −2

P

(2− α)

[

(β − α)∆V +
1

2
〈τ〉+M 2

P ∆Λ

]

. (25)

By taking the limit ϕ → M 2
P in Eq. (24), we have an

expression for Λres at the boundary of the region ∂N ,

Λres|∂N =M −2
P

[

∆V0M
2β
P + V0M

2α
P + Λ0M

2α+2
P

− (h−1
µν∇µ∇ν −�)ϕ|∂N

]

.

(26)

Using the constraint (5), this becomes

Λres|∂N =
M −2

P

2− α

[

(β − α)∆V +
1

2
〈τ〉U +M 2

P ∆Λ

−M −2
P (h−1

µν∇µ∇ν −�)ϕ|∂N
]

.

(27)

By comparison with Eq. (25), there is an extra contribu-
tion from the dynamics of the scalar field at ∂N . For a
smooth transition of ϕ to M2

P , perhaps as a form of at-
tractor, slow roll, or the condition on the second deriva-
tives introduced in Sec. II C, hence, Λres|∂N = Λres|U .

C. Expedition into the multiverse

The modified self-tuning action in Eq. (21) opens the
door to a multiverse interpretation. More specifically,
we may consider a Cosmos that is divided into several
spacetime patches, each an own universe. This essen-
tially corresponds to the late-time scenario predicted by
Eternal Inflation [50]. Some of them may see a dynami-
cal scalar field ϕ whereas others may have a frozen scalar
field. This is similar to the inflationary scenario dis-
cussed in Sec. IVB, however, with the manifold now not
split timelike but spacelike. Note that we already per-
form a spacetime division of the background Universe
by adopting the observable Universe for M in Sec. II.
Self-tuning would operate in universes with fixed scalar
field dynamics, preventing vacuum energy contributions
from freely gravitating and proportioning a residual cos-
mological constant self-consistent with the magnitude of
the accelerated expansion observed in this patch. Gen-
erally, we could consider at least two types, or levels, of
multiverses [51]:

• Type-I: Different regions will have different initial
conditions with varying configurations of the mat-
ter content. The dynamics of the scalar field is
therefore different across the different regions but
the fundamental constants are fixed.

• Type-II: Fundamental constants such as the
Planck mass may also vary across the different re-
gions.

We shall briefly inspect a simple multiverse picture for
self-tuning. For this, consider a simple set up where we
have only two disconnected regions. Let us denote by
U the region of the spacetime manifold M where the
condition (ϕ − M 2

P ) ≥ 0 holds in Eq. (21) such that
the self-tuning mechanism operates in U . In the comple-
mentary region, denoted by N = M \ U , we shall have
(ϕ −M 2

P ) < 0 such that the scalar field is dynamical.
Note that the region N may also well represent the col-
lection of a set of many other spacetime patches different
from U . Action (21) can now be split into two parts,
which in general will have different metrics. Let us call
hµν the metric in the region N and gµν the metric in the
self-tuning region U . They are determined by the corre-
spondent Einstein equations in each region. For simplic-
ity, we shall furthermore assume that the matter content
is the same in both patches and that Λvac|N = Λvac|U .
The results of Sec. IVB are formally valid for this new
set up but they are given a new interpretation here. In
particular, by solving the dynamics with the constraint
Λres|∂N = Λres|U , we can find a model that allows for re-
gions of dynamical ϕ while also canceling vacuum energy
contributions in those regions.
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Variation of Fundamental Constants

Let us briefly inspect how a Type-II (or Level II) mul-
tiverse could arise in the framework of self tuning. We
can again start with a Horndeski scalar-tensor action as
in Eq. (9) or beyond [34, 41] but instead consider the
matter sector

Sm =
∑

i

∫

d4x
√−gBi(φi, χi)×

Lmi

(

Ψmi
;A2

i (Φi, ξi)gµν +D2
i (Φi, ξi)∂µΦi∂νΦi

)

(28)

and the three-form sector

SA =
1

4!

∫

d4xǫµνρσ

(

σ(ϕ)Fµνρσ +
∑

i

σi(φi)(Fi)µνρσ

+σ̂i(Φi)(F̂i)µνρσ

)

(29)

with an additional sector Sφi,Φi
for the additional scalar

fields φi, Φi, where χi ≡ −∂µφi∂µφi/2 and ξi ≡
−∂µΦi∂

µΦi/2. We could also have cross-terms such as a
potential V (ϕ, φi,Φi).
Action (28) breaks the weak equivalence principle in

case of multiple fields and non-universality of the cou-
plings to different matter species. An evolution of Bi

implies an evolution of the coupling of φi to the mat-
ter species i. For instance, for the electromagnetic La-
grangian Lmi

= Lem this leads to an evolving fine-
structure constant α (e.g., Ref. [52]). Ai andBi introduce
a species-dependent conformal and disformal coupling to
the metric gµν . This can lead to an evolution of particle
masses and propagation speeds of the respective inter-
actions (e.g., [53, 54]). Examples for such couplings in-
clude interactions between dark energy and dark matter

or self interactions. Ai = Aj = B
1/4
i , Di = 0 ∀i, j cor-

responds to a scalar-tensor theory in Einstein frame and
B = A4 = M−2

P G4(ϕ), Di = G5 = G5 = 0 with φi = ϕ
recovers General Relativity.
Adding the three-form sector (29) renders these cou-

plings, masses and speeds constant as they fix the respec-
tive scalar fields on the domain. As in Eq. (21), one can
introduce domains of evolving fundamental parameters
by performing the analoguous replacement

1

4!

∫

d4xǫµνρσσ(ϕ)Fµνρσ

→ 1

4!

∫

d4xΘ(ϕ− ϕ0)ǫ
µνρσσ(ϕ)Fµνρσ (30)

for the scalar fields φi and Φi. The evolving fundamental
parameters may also freeze to different constant values
between different domains. In frozen domains, one can
then also formulate a global version of this picture with
the action

S =
M2

P

2

∫

d4x
√−g

(

R− 2Λ(M2
pl, αi,mi)

)

+
∑

i

∫

d4x
√−gBi(αi)Lmi

(

ψmi
;A2

i (mi)gµν
)

,(31)

where one could furthermore allow for variation in the
speeds ci with the introduction of disformal couplings
Di.

D. Life, the Universe and Everything

A multiverse picture coupled with the anthropic prin-
ciple offers an interesting approach to understanding the
material configuration of our Cosmos or even the fun-
damental constants and laws of Nature. To understand
the emergence of life, we must understand fundamen-
tal physics, but to understand fundamental physics, we
must understand the emergence of life. As discussed in
Sec. II D, the self-tuning mechanism shows a natural dis-
play of anthropic aspects, where we have used a prior
on our location in the cosmic history to estimate the
observed current fractional energy in the cosmological
constant ΩΛ. In the following, we shall perform a more
involved yet still rudimentary estimate for the formation
probability of conscious observers in the cosmic history of
our Universe. We will infer this from the star formation
rate, the evolution of cosmic metallicty, and, depending
on these, the formation probability of terrestrial planets
as potential hosts of intelligent life.
We first need to compute the star formation history.

For this we follow Ref. [55], where we also adopt the same
cosmological parameters. Specifically, we use Ωm = 0.3,
Ωb = 0.045, and h = 0.7 for the fractional energy den-
sities in total matter and baryons and the dimensionless
Hubble parameter, respectively. Furthermore, we adopt
the solar metallicity Z⊙ = 0.02, where Z more generally
denotes the metallicity in the gas and newly formed stars.
We use R = 0.27 for the return fraction, quantifying the
mass fraction of each generation of stars that is returned
to the interstellar and intergalactic medium. Finally, we
adopt y = 0.019 for the net metal yield, the fractional
mass of new heavy elements created and deposited in the
interstellar and intergalactic medium by each generation
of stars.
The star formation rate is empirically given by [55]

dρ∗
dt

=
0.015(1− R)(1 + z)2.7

1 + [(1 + z)/2.9]5.6
M⊙yr

−1Mpc−3 , (32)

where ρ∗ is the cosmological energy density in stars, in-
cluding remnants. The cosmic metallicity is determined
by Zb(z) = yρ∗(z)/ρb, where ρb is the total baryonic mat-
ter density. The formation of terrestrial planets can be
modelled following Ref. [56] with a formation probability
of PFTP ∝ k(Z), where k(Z) = (Z−10−4)/(10−3−10−4)
interpolates between 0 and 1. For simplicity we shall
adopt Z ≈ Zb. Finally, for the time span between the
formation of a terrestrial planet and the emergence of
conscious life forms as observers, we shall adopt 4.5 bil-
lion years, motivated by our own evolution on Earth.
Combining these relations, we can determine the observer
formation probability, or the emergence probability of in-
telligent life, throughout cosmic history. We show our
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FIG. 1. Normalised probabilities for star formation, formation of terrestrial planets, and emergence of intelligent life. Left : Prob-
abilities as a function of the age of our Universe. Right : Probability of the emergence of life as a function of a dimensionless
measure of cosmic time, here the orders of magnitude difference between the evolving size of the Universe to the particle horizon
normalised to the size of the proton as the basic building block of atoms, molecules, and eventually life.

results in Fig. 1. An important conclusion that can be
drawn from these results is that from an anthropic stand-
point there is no coincidence or Why Now? problem as
we live close to the observer formation peak.

Finally, we may ask ourselves the question whether
life may form in other patches of the multiverse with
different configurations of cosmological or even funda-
mental parameters. In that case, rather than working
with timescales that differ between different universes,
we should opt for a sensible dimensionless parameter to
describe the evolution of a universe and its relation to
the formation of life. There are many options available.
One choice one can take is to quantify this evolution in
terms of a comparison of the evolving size of the cosmo-
logical particle horizon to the size of the proton as the
basic building block of atoms, molecules, and eventually
life. More specifically, this compares the maximal Comp-
ton wavelength of a particle that could still be resolved
within the horizon to the proton size. We show the emer-
gence probability for life as a function of this quantity,
corresponding to the ratio of the diameter to the parti-
cle horizon dU to the proton radius rp in Fig. 1. The
observer formation probability peaks close to 42 orders
of magnitude difference between the two. An interest-
ing question would now be to determine this number (or
that of other dimensionless measures of cosmic time) for
different universes with different cosmological and fun-
damental parameters. We leave it to future work to in-
vestigate whether the emergence of life in the multiverse
always peaks around 42 or if this singles out a special
case, and hence determine whether this number in some
sense may indeed qualify well as the answer to the Ulti-
mate Question of Life, the Universe and Everything [57].

V. GRAVITON LOOPS

Finally, we shall conclude our exploration of novel as-
pects of the self-tuning mechanism in this paper with an
analysis of the effect of graviton loops on the self-tuning
property. It has been shown in Refs. [12, 13] that the
self-tuning mechanism is a consistent semi-classical for-
malism, very similar to what is the case for the seques-
tering scenario (see Refs. [10, 11]). In the semi-classical
regime, one considers the gravitational field as classical,
while the matter sector is treated quantum-mechanically.
Then, quantum corrections give contributions to the cos-
mological constant. However, if we also consider quan-
tum effects in gravity, we will also find corrections to
the gravitational coupling. In particular, 1PI matter and
graviton loops modify the cosmological constant, while
pure gravity loops are responsible for the corrections to
the gravitational coupling. An exhaustive analysis of the
different effects of the quantum corrections and the ul-
traviolet sensitivity of sequestering, both in the Jordan
and Einstein frames, is presented in Ref. [58]. In the
case of the sequestering model, it has been shown that
to cope with graviton loops the local model must be ex-
tended [59]. We shall briefly review this discussion and
explore its extension to the self-tuning mechanism.

A. The Gauss-Bonnet invariant

The fact that loops involving graviton virtual lines are
explicitly Planck mass dependent contributions invali-
dates the vacuum energy sequestering in its original for-
mulation [11, 59]. Recall that we are required to perform
a variation with respect to the gravitational coupling,
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i.e., M 2
P (or κ2 in Ref. [59]). Similarly, the self-tuning

in its original form is expected to fail in the presence of
graviton loops. In sequestering, the variation with re-
spect to M 2

P in the global limit is such that 〈R〉 is fixed
by a radiatively stable ratio of the two three-form fluxes
introduced in the formalism, which is just a linear re-
lationship between 〈R〉 and a combination of the three-
form fluxes. For self-tuning, this instead involves a single
three-form flux. As was shown in Ref. [59] any other
curvature invariant that is not constructed purely out of
the Weyl tensor and the traceless part of the Ricci tensor
turns out to take care of the sequestering of the gravi-
ton loops. This yields a constraint that is a polynomial
in the difference Λ − 〈T 〉 /4. Moreover, when the varia-
tional constraint is not explicitly dependent on M 2

P , all
of the Planck mass dependent contributions cancel from
the residual energy-momentum tensor, at least to leading
order [58, 59].
The minimal candidate to accomplish this task is the

Gauss-Bonnet curvature invariant, defined by RGB =
R2

µνρσ − 2R2
µν + R2. The contribution of this term to

the action is trivial in four dimensions as it can be re-
cast as a total derivative that we can integrate to zero.
In this sense, the addition of RGB to the action merely
introduces a topological modification that does not af-
fect the local physics at finite wavelength. The fact that
(the square of) the Ricci scalar appears explicitly in its
definition is what ensures that a constraint is obtained
that picks the correct counterterms to sequester all the
next-order curvature corrections, i.e., the leading-order
graviton loops. Hence, the general local sequestering ac-
tion reads [59]

S =

∫

M

d4x
√−g

[

κ2(x)

2
R + θ(x)RGB

− Λ(x) + Lm(gµν ,Ψm)

]

,

(33)

which includes the RGB term coupled to a local field θ(x).
The topological sector SA of this theory consists of the
term σ(Λ/µ4)Fµνρσ as well as two more coupled three-
form gauge-fields, one coupled via a function of θ(x), i.e.,

σ̂(θ) F̂µνρσ , and the other via a function of κ2(x), i.e.,

σ̃(κ2(x)/M 2
P )F̃µνρσ . The functions κ

2(x), Λ(x), and θ(x)
are again auxiliary rather than ordinary fields. The vari-
ations are now performed with respect to gµν , the three
gauge fields as well as the three auxiliary fields. Recall
that the auxiliary fields become rigid parameters after
integrating out the three-form sectors. The additional
variations with respect to θ(x) and the associated three-
form yield and additional constraint on the Gauss-Bonnet
invariant in terms of the three-form fluxes, 〈RGB〉 =
−µ4(σ̂′ ĉ)/(σ′ c), where c =

∫

M
d4x

√−g εαβγρFαβγρ and
ĉ is defined analogously. Using this additional constraint,
it has been shown that vacuum energy contributions can
be completely sequestered from gravity, the loops with

internal gravitons inclusively [59].
The addition of a coupled Gauss-Bonnet invariant is

the minimal modification of the sequestering formalism
that also consistently accounts for the pure gravity loops.
Similarly, this term can be invoked in the self-tuning
mechanism to prevent the gravitation of vacuum en-
ergy beyond the semi-classical limit. Hence, the most
straightforward extension of the original formulation of
self-tuning to accomplish that is given by the contribu-
tion of θRGB to the gravitational Lagrangian and the
modification of the topological sector of the form

SA =
1

4!

∫

M

d4x ǫµνρσ
[

σ(ϕ)Fµνρσ + σ̂(θ) F̂µνρσ

]

.

(34)
with variations with respect to ϕ, θ, the two coupled
three-forms, and the metric. The combination of the
two resulting constraints is crucial for preventing vacuum
energy contributions from gravitating, with the residual
cosmological constant now also being radiatively stable
against pure gravity loop corrections.

B. Gauss-Bonnet term in Horndeski gravity

It is worthwhile to ask whether the sequestering or
self-tuning mechanisms in the presence of graviton loops
that as described in Sec. VA require three or two sets
of scalar fields, three-forms, and couplings, respectively,
could not be simplified to one set only. In this respect it is
interesting to note that the coupled Gauss-Bonnet term
can be cast as a Horndeski scalar-tensor theory [34, 40].
More specifically, let us consider the modification of the
action (1) by the addition of a non-minimally coupled
Gauss-Bonnet term,

S =

∫

M

d4x
√−g

[

ϕ

2
R− V (ϕ)

+ θ(ϕ)RGB + Lm(gµν ,Ψm)

]

,

(35)

where the coupling θ(ϕ) shall be an arbitrary smooth
function of ϕ. It can be shown that the new term in the
Lagrangian density, θ(ϕ)RGB, is dynamically equivalent
to the following choice of Horndeski terms [40],

LGB, 2 = 8 θ(4)X2(3− lnX) , (36)

LGB, 3 = 4 θ(3)X(7− lnX)�ϕ , (37)

LGB, 4 = 4 θ(2)X(2− lnX)R

+ 4θ(2)(1− lnX)
[

(�ϕ)2 + ϕ;µν ϕ
;µν
]

,

(38)

LGB, 5 = −4 θ(1) lnX Gµν ϕ
;µν

− 2

3
θ(1)

1

X

[

(�φ)3 + 2ϕ ν
;µ ϕ α

;ν ϕ µ
;α − 3ϕ;µνϕ

;µν�ϕ
]

,

(39)
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where we have defined θ(n) ≡ ∂nθ/∂ϕn. Furthermore,
since the sum of Horndeski theories remains a Horndeski
theory, Eq. (35) can always be cast in the form of Eq. (9)
for any Horndeski generalization of the scalar-tensor sec-
tor in Eq. (35) [34, 40, 60, 61].
Importantly, however, some extra care must be taken

in the inclusion of the Gauss-Bonnet invariant when
the topological sector of Eq. (2) is present. The con-
straint ∂µ ϕ(x) = 0 it imposes forces the kinetic term
X = −(1/2) (∂µϕ)

2 to vanish such that the terms with
lnX or 1/X may spoil the viability of the theory. How-
ever, cases do exist where the terms LGB, i vanish despite
∂µ ϕ(x) → 0. Whereas terms like X lnX and X2 lnX
vanish trivially in this limit, others involve the product of
lnX and 1/X with terms that contain second covariant
derivatives of the field. One way to achieve the vanishing
of LGB, i is then to impose an extra condition on the sec-
ond derivatives such that ∂µ ∂νϕ(x) → 0. Explicit exam-
ples with LGB, i → 0 can then be found, for instance, by
adopting the unitary gauge or assuming spherical sym-
metry.
Hence, we conclude that a Horndeski scalar-tensor the-

ory of a single scalar field amended with the coupled
topological sector of Eq. (2) can indeed be sufficient to
maintain the self-tuning mechanism in the presence of
graviton loops. Importantly, however, this is provided
that quantum gravity effects arise in the form of a non-
minimally coupled higher-order curvature term, or, in
other words, that they have a global dependency on the
gravitational coupling. For those certain cases in which
the scalar field and the coupling are of adequate form,
the quantum effects would then be canceled. The addi-
tion of the non-minimally coupled RGB term may then
be viewed like adding zero, just as for sequestering in
Eq. (33). Finally, by integrating out the three-form sec-
tor and setting ϕ → M 2

P , the effective field equations
reduce to those of General Relativity.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The simple additional variation of the General Rel-
ativistic Einstein-Hilbert action with respect to the
quadratic Planck mass was recently proposed as a rem-
edy to the Cosmological Constant Problem, and a local
scalar-tensor formalism was subsequently developed as
counterpart to the originally global framework. In this
paper, we have explored and illuminated further aspects
of the self-tuning mechanism arising from the Planck
mass variation.
We have first presented a brief review of both the local

and global self-tuning formalisms as well as the differ-
ent aspects of the mechanism that have previously been
studied such as the degravitation of the Standard Model
vacuum energy, the remedy of the coincidence problem,
and the embedding of the local formalism into Horndeski
gravity.
Previously, the formalism has only been studied in the

Jordan frame, where matter fields follow geodesics of
the metric but the metric satisfies a modified Einstein
equation. Here, we have shown that self-tuning operates
equivalently in the conformally related Einstein frame,
where metrics satisfy the Einstein field equations but do
not describe the geodesics of matter fields. In this pro-
cess, we have also further clarified and highlighted the
similarities and differences between the self-tuning and
sequestering mechanisms. In brief, self-tuning requires
one less additional variation of an extra field in the ac-
tion to operate. Specifically, in the global approach these
are the Planck mass in the Jordan frame or the matter
coupling λ in Einstein frame. In the local formalism, self-
tuning operates with the variation of the scalar field and
the coupled three-form gauge field. Unlike for seques-
tering, the cosmological constant is not separately var-
ied, and the attached three-form in the local case is not
required. But despite introducing less auxiliary fields,
self-tuning embeds the effective field equations of seques-
tering for specific forms of the Planck mass or scalar
field dependence of the vacuum energy and the classi-
cal counterterm. Importantly, unlike sequestering, self-
tuning generally degravitates the vacuum energy not by
its cancelation between the geometric and material sides
of the Einstein field equations, which only occurs in the
limit it effectively recovers the sequestering mechanism,
but by the self-tuning of the classical counterterm due
to the constraint equation imposed from the extra varia-
tions of the action.

We have then extended the self-tuning mechanism to
in principle incorporate a dynamical inflationary epoch
at early times. Specifically, by introducing a step func-
tion in the three-form sector we allowed the scalar field
ϕ to behave dynamically in a regime ϕ < M 2

P where ϕ
remains uncoupled from the three-form. Once the scalar
field reaches the value ϕ = M 2

P , the dynamics freeze
by the coupling of ϕ to the three-form sector, which is
when the self-tuning mechanism operates. Importantly,
we have shown that due to boundary conditions on the
scalar field and the cosmological constant between the
dynamical and frozen regimes, the self-tuning and de-
gravitation of the vacuum energy also extends to the dy-
namical region as there is no fine-tuning that can take
place, evading Weinberg’s No-Go theorem. The formal
extension of the self-tuning action performed to allow
for a dynamical early-time epoch furthermore also natu-
rally suggests an alternative spacelike rather than time-
like split of the cosmic manifold, opening the door for
a multiverse interpretation. While scalar-tensor models
realising inflation and self-tuning in the early and late
Cosmos or dynamical and frozen spatial patches in a
multiverse can in principle be realised, we have left an
analysis of the phenomenological and observational via-
bility of such models to future work. However, in this
context, we have also revisited the anthropic standpoint
on the coincidence problem, providing an improved yet
still crude estimate for the probability of the emergence
of conscious life in our Universe as a function of cosmic
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age. We found to be living at a very typical epoch, where
one should expect the energy densities of the cosmologi-
cal constant and matter to be of comparable size. For a
dimensionless quantity to compare the emergence of life
in the cosmic history of different universes, we introduced
the order of magnitude difference of the evolving horizon
size of a universe to the size of its protons as the basic
building blocks for atoms, molecules, and eventually life.
For our Universe we found a peak at approximately 42
orders of magnitude difference. An interesting question
for future investigation is whether one should expect life
to peak at about the same value across the multiverse.
Finally, we have revisited the discussion of whether

self-tuning can operate beyond the semi-classical limit,
specifically whether the mechanism is resilient to gravi-
ton loops. We have shown that similarly to sequestering,
self-tuning operates when the model is supplied with a
higher-order curvature invariant coupled to an additional
auxiliary field that is moreover coupled to an additional
three-form gauge field, which are both varied. However,
while the addition of a higher-order curvature term is in-
evitable in order to tackle the graviton contributions, we

have also shown that for certain cases, the supplementary
terms can be recast as a Horndeski scalar-tensor theory
of a single scalar field coupled to a three-form. This,
however, crucially depends on the precise form of the
quantum gravity corrections, in the sense that they must
have a global dependency on the gravitational coupling.

We conclude that the self-tuning mechanism presents
a viable solution to both the vacuum and coincidence
aspects of the Cosmological Constant Problem that can
moreover give rise to a range of new phenomenological
features that merit further investigation.
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