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Abstract

We study the parametrization and gauge dependences in the Higgs field coupled to

gravity in the context of asymptotic safety. We use the exponential parametrization to

derive the fixed points for the cosmological constant, Planck mass, Higgs mass and its

coupling, keeping arbitrary gauge parameters α and β. We find that the beta functions for

the Higgs potential are expressed in terms of redefined Planck mass such that the apparent

gauge dependence is absent. Only the trace mode of the gravity fluctuations couples to

the Higgs potential and it tends to decouple in the large β limit, but the anomalous

dimension becomes large, invalidating the local potential approximation. There are also

singularities for some values of the gauge parameters but well away from these, we find

rather stable fixed points and critical exponents. We thus find that there are regions for

the gauge parameters to give stable fixed points and critical exponents against the change

of gauge parameters. The Higgs coupling is confirmed to be irrelevant for the reasonable

choice of gauge parameters.

1 Introduction

The functional renormalization group [1–6] is a powerful method to tackle non-perturbative

phenomena in quantum field theory. For reviews, see [7–17]. Its application to gauge theo-

ries has elucidated the non-perturbative nature of gauge theories [13, 18–26]. In particular,

the functional renormalzation group has contributed towards asymptotically safe quan-

tum gravity [27–29] which is formulated as a non-perturbative quantum field theory. Its

recent developments are summarized in Refs. [30–42]. A central object in the functional

renormalization group is the effective average action Γk and its second-order functional

derivative Γ
(2)
k whose inverse form corresponds to the full propagator, so that in general
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the gauge fixing is required for the gauge field propagator in addition to the ultraviolet

(UV) regularization.

Physical quantities should depend on neither gauge fixing parameters nor regular-

ization schemes; however, such an independence may be easily destroyed by the gauge

fixing and approximations in the quantum theory. Therefore, we need to carefully handle

their dependence when we apply the functional renormalization group especially to gauge

systems. Good gauge choice may be identified by allowing for a family of gauge and

identifying stationary points in the parameter space. This is the principle of minimum

sensitivity advocated in [43–45].

Recently the effective potential for the Higgs field was calculated in various works [46–

55]. It is an important quantity to understand the electroweak symmetry breaking in the

Standard Model of particle physics. The fixed points of the quantum effective potential

for the Higgs field was studied by calculating beta functions of the couplings in the

theory, and it has been shown that quartic self-interaction of the Higgs scalar field is

an irrelevant coupling at the asymptotically safe UV fixed point of quantum gravity.

This has an important prediction to the ratio of the masses of the Higgs boson and top

quark [53, 54, 56–60]. Moreover, the understanding of the energy scaling of the Higgs

mass parameter is essential towards the gauge hierarchy problem. It was pointed out in

Ref. [61] that quantum-gravity fluctuations make the Higgs mass parameter irrelevant and

thus could play a key role for solving the gauge hierarchy problem. The determination

whether the number of the relevant coupling constants is finite and how many are there are

also crucial questions for obtaining predictable theory of quantum gravity. By including

higher curvature terms [62–66], these problems have been studied in pure gravity [67–73].

Extensions to matter system including standard model of particle physics and beyond

are considered [53, 74–79]. See also Refs. [80–82] as applications of the asymptotic safety

scenario for gravity-matter systems.

Although these works represent important progress, it is also known to suffer from the

gauge dependence in the gravity contribution [83–85]. The question arises then how much

the obtained results are reliable in the physics of spontaneous breaking of the symmetry.

We would like to study this problem by keeping the gauge parameters, and check how

much the results depend on them.

Another possible problem is that it is found that there appears some unphysical poles

in the cosmological constant in the beta functions for the gravity couplings if one uses the

linear parametrization of the metric

gµν = ḡµν + hµν . (1.1)

Due to this, it appears the results are unstable close to the singularity. It is possible that

the sign of the critical exponents changes near the singularity, thus drastically changes

the nature of the fixed points [53]. So we have to be careful to avoid such singularity and

find results free from such problem. In this respect, it is known that such singularity in

the cosmological constant does not appear if one uses the exponential parametrization for
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the gravitational fluctuation [49]:

gµν = ḡµλ(e
h)λν = ḡµν + hµν +

1

2
hµλh

λ
ν +O(h3). (1.2)

The parametrization was first used in [86], applied to D = 4 gravity in asymptotic

safety [87–89] and later generalized to more general parametrization to study various

parametrization dependence [45, 90–93]. Here we choose this exponential parametriza-

tion in order to avoid the unphysical singularity and check the consistency with the earlier

results. This parametrization has also the advantage that the resulting beta function does

not depend on the gauge choice [94, 95].

In this work, using the Wetterich equation [4], we study the parametrization and gauge

dependences of the fixed point structure and the critical exponents in the Higgs-gravity

system by comparing the results with the exponential (1.2) and linear (1.1) parametriza-

tions with arbitrary gauge parameters, and check if we can find reasonable results despite

these dependences. It turns out that if we use a redefined Planck mass, the beta func-

tions for the scalar potential in the exponential parametrization become independent of

the gauge parameters, and we can discuss the fixed points without apparent gauge de-

pendence. This is an advantage of the exponential parametrization, but the price is that

the anomalous dimension of the Higgs scalar becomes large in general. However we have

found that its effect is actually not so big owing to the suppression factor like 1/4. We

have found that there is a reasonable range of gauge parameters which give stable results

against change of the parameters. Relying on the principle of minimal sensitivity, we

conclude that the coupling of the self-interaction of the Higgs field is irrelevant.

This paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we introduce the effective action for

the Higgs-gravity system with two arbitrary gauge parameters. The two-point functions,

i.e. the Hessians, are also derived. The explicit forms of the beta functions for the Higgs-

gravity system are derived with the full dependence on the gauge parameters in Section 3.

The anomalous dimension for the Higgs scalar is also given. In Section 4, we discuss the

fixed points and critical exponents in the exponential parametrization for various choices

of the gauge parameters, and comparae the results in the linear parametrization. In

Section 5, we further study the gauge parameter dependence of the fixed points and

anomalous dimensions. Section 6 is devoted to the summary of our results and conclu-

sions. Technical details of the calculations and definitions are relegated to Appendices.

In Appendix A, we give the York decomposition and discuss the Jacobian which arises

in changing the variables. In Appendix B, we give the definition and properties of the

Lichnerowicz Laplacians. Some technicality in the variation of the action is summarized

in Appendix C. The flow equations and anomalous dimension of the Higgs field are cal-

culated in Appendix D.
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2 Action and Hessians

2.1 Gauge fixed action for the Higgs coupled to gravity

We would like to calculate the beta functions for Higgs couplings, Newton constant and

cosmological constant with arbitrary gauge fixing parameters, in order to check gauge

dependence explicitly. The effective action we consider is given by

Γk = Γgravity + ΓHiggs. (2.1)

The gravity part Γgravity consists of the Einstein-Hilbert term, gauge fixing and Faddeev-

Popov ghost terms given by

Γgravity = −ZN
∫
d4x
√
gR + ΓGF + Γgh,

ΓGF =
1

2α

∫
d4x
√
ḡḡµνfµfν , (2.2)

Γgh =

∫
ddx
√
ḡ C̄µ

(
∇̄2δµν +

1− β
2
∇̄µ∇̄ν + R̄µ

ν

)
Cν ,

where ZN = 1/(16πG), ḡ = det(ḡµν), α and β are (dimensionful and dimensionless) gauge

fixing parameters, and the gauge fixing function fµ is

fµ = ∇̄νhµν −
1 + β

4
∇̄µh. (2.3)

Here the full metric is split into background ḡµν and fluctuation hµν by the exponential

parametrization (1.2) and h = ḡµνhµν = hνν is the trace mode in the fluctuation field.

The covariant derivative ∇µ is a general relativity metric covariant derivative constructed

using Levi-Civita connection, and barred one is constructed with the background metric.

We keep both the gauge parameters α and β arbitrary in the following analysis in order

to study the gauge dependence of the results.

The Higgs field is a component of the doublet field coupled to the SU(2)L and U(1)Y
gauge fields as well as to quarks and leptons. The contributions from those fields to the

beta function are smaller than the ones from the graviton near the UV fixed point, and

we can safely restrict the discussions to a single scalar field with Z2 symmetry. The action

for the Higgs field is

ΓHiggs =

∫
d4x
√
g

[
Zφ
2
gµν∂µφ∂νφ+ U(ρ)

]
, (2.4)

where the effective potential is assumed to depend only on the invariant ρ = φ2/2.

To derive the flow equations in the system (2.1), we use the Wetterich equation [4]

whose form reads

∂tΓk =
1

2
Tr

[(
Γ

(2)
k +Rk

)−1

∂tRk

]
, (2.5)
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with t = log k the dimensionless scale. Here, Rk is a regulator function and Γ
(2)
k is the full

two-point function, i.e. the so-called Hessian. In the next section, we show the Hessians

for the effective action (2.1).

2.2 Hessians

We consider the theory on the Einstein space in which the Ricci tensor is given by

R̄µν =
R̄

4
ḡµν . (2.6)

Using the York decomposition described in Appendix A, we can read off the Hessian for

the gravity from, for example [88]:1

Igravity(2) = ZN

[
1

4
hTTµν

(
∆L2 −

R̄

2

)
hTT, µν − 3

32
σ∆L

2
0

(
∆L0 −

R̄

3

)
σ

− 3

16
h∆L0

(
∆L0 −

R̄

3

)
σ − 3

32
h

(
∆L0 +

R̄

3

)
h

]
. (2.7)

Here, ∆Li are the Lichnerowicz Laplacians defined in Appendix B, and hereafter we drop

the bars on the covariant derivatives and Lichnerowicz Laplacians. We will rescale the

graviton fields as hµν → Z
−1/2
N hµν so that we can get rid of this factor from the Hessian,

though it will appear in other terms. Note that in the exponential parametrization, the

gauge mode ξµ completely decouples from the gauge invariant action. The gauge fixing

term then reduces to

IGF =
1

2α̃

∫
d4x

[
ξµ

(
∆L1 −

R̄

2

)2

ξµ +
9

16
σ∆L0

(
∆L0 −

R̄

3

)2

σ

+
3β

8
σ∆L0

(
∆L0 −

R̄

3

)
h+

β2

16
h∆L0h

]
, (2.8)

where α̃ = ZNα is the dimensionless gauge fixing parameter.

The Faddeev-Popov ghost is decomposed as

Cµ = CTµ +∇µ 1√
∆L0

CL, (2.9)

with ∇µC
Tµ = 0, and the same for C̄µ. The ghost action reduces to

Γgh =

∫
d4x
√
ḡ

[
−C̄T

µ

(
∆L1 −

R̄

2

)
CTµ − 3− β

2
C̄L

(
∆L0 −

R̄

3− β

)
CL

]
. (2.10)

1There are typos in the last terms in Eqs. (2.8) and (2.9) in Ref. [88]; the factor should be 1 instead

of 2.
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Since we are interested in the corrections to the Higgs potential, we neglect those terms

where the derivatives acting on the (background) scalar fields. The Higgs contribution is

then

I
(2)
Higgs = ϕ

[
Zφ
2

∆L0 +
1

2
(U ′ + 2U ′′ρ)

] ∣∣∣∣∣
φ=φ̄

ϕ+
1

2
Z
−1/2
N hU ′ϕ+

1

8
Uh2, (2.11)

where the prime is the derivative with respect to ρ, and φ̄ and ϕ are background and fluc-

tuation fields of φ, respectively. Note that only the trace mode of the gravity fluctuation

couples to the Higgs potential in the exponential parametrization.

The Hessian for transverse-traceless (TT) mode is given by

1

2
hTT, µνΓTTµν, αβh

TT, αβ, ΓTTµν, αβ =
1

2

(
∆L2 −

R̄

2

)
Eµναβ, (2.12)

with the unity matrix Eµναβ = 1
2
(ḡµαḡνβ + ḡµβ ḡνα). The Hessian for spin-1 transverse

mode comes only from the gauge fixing term (2.8) and is given by

1

2
ξµΓξξµ,νξ

ν , Γξξµ,ν =

(
∆L1 −

R̄

2

)2

ḡµν , (2.13)

after the rescaling ξµ →
√
α̃ ξµ. In the (σ, h, ϕ)-basis, the Hessian for spin-0 scalar modes

becomes

1

2

(
σ h ϕ

)
ΓS

 σ

h

ϕ

 ≡ 1

2

(
σ h ϕ

) Γσσ Γσh Γσφ
Γhσ Γhh Γhφ
Γφσ Γφh Γφφ

 σ

h

ϕ

 , (2.14)

where

ΓS =


− 3

16(∆L0)2
(

∆L0 − R̄
3

)
− 3

16∆L0

(
∆L0 − R̄

3

)
0

− 3
16∆L0

(
∆L0 − R̄

3

)
− 3

16

(
∆L0 + R̄

3

)
+ 1

4Z
−1
N U 1

2Z
−1/2
N U ′

√
2ρ̄

0 1
2Z
−1/2
N U ′

√
2ρ̄ Zφ∆L0 +M2

H(ρ̄)



+
1

α̃


9
16∆L0

(
∆L0 − R̄

3

)2
3β
16 ∆L0

(
∆L0 − R̄

3

)
0

3β
16 ∆L0

(
∆L0 − R̄

3

)
β2

16 ∆L0 0

0 0 0

 , (2.15)

where we have defined the effective Higgs scalar mass

M2
H(ρ̄) = U ′(ρ̄) + 2U ′′(ρ̄)ρ̄. (2.16)

There are also determinants that have to be taken into account coming from changing

field variables in the York decomposition:

Det(1)

(
∆L1 −

R̄

2

)1/2

Det(0)

[
∆L0

(
∆L0 −

R̄

3

)]1/2

≡ Jgrav1Jgrav0. (2.17)
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See Appendix A for the derivation of this Jacobian.

Let us here consider properties of the fields appearing in our Hessian. We first note

that the scalar part in the gravity Hessian (2.7) can be written as

− 3

32
s

(
∆L0 −

R̄

3

)
s− R̄

16
h2, (2.18)

where

s = ∆L0σ + h, (2.19)

is the gauge-invariant variable. On the other hand, if we use the York decomposition, our

gauge fixing function (2.3) on the Einstein space (2.6) becomes

fµ = −
(

∆L1 −
R̄

2

)
ξµ −∇µ

[
3

4

(
∆L0 −

R̄

3

)
σ +

β

4
h

]
. (2.20)

We see that for the choice of β = 3, the scalar combination in this gauge fixing function

becomes precisely the gauge invariant variable s modulo curvature term. We will see

that there is a singularity at β = 3 in various quantities in the following. The origin of

this singular behavior is that the longitudinal direction of the metric fluctuation is not

affected by the gauge fixing [45, 91, 92]. In other words, the scalar modes in the gauge

fixing function become exactly the gauge-invariant combination and it does not fix the

gauge for this value of β. We also see related singularity in the longitudinal mode of the

ghost field (2.10).

The gauge fixing function can be written as

fµ = −
(

∆L1 −
R̄

2

)
ξµ −

3− β
4
∇µ

(
∆L0 −

R̄

3− β

)
χ, (2.21)

where

χ =
(3∆L0 − R̄)σ + βh

(3− β)∆L0 − R̄
(2.22)

is a new degree of freedom. We find that χ transforms as σ. In the absence of matter,

the last term in Eq. (2.18) is zero on shell, and the Hessian for gravity is written entirely

in terms of the gauge-invariant variables hTT and s, and the gauge fixing is entirely in

terms of the gauge-variant fields ξ and χ. If we consider β → ∞, we have h = −∆L0χ,

and the gauge fixing strongly enforces the condition χ = 0, independently of α. This

practically kills h, and setting α = 0 removes the gauge-variant field ξ, and then we have

only the contributions from gauge-invariant variables. Since this choice sets h = 0, this is

called unimodular physical gauge [49, 88]. So the gauge choice α = 0, β =∞ may be an

interesting physical gauge. Moreover, it is known that singularities in propagators of the

metric fluctuation fields disappear in the pure gravity. However, in the presence of scalar

fields, we have seen that only the trace mode of the metric fluctuation makes contribution
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to the scalar potential, which vanishes in the β = ∞ limit. This implies that the metric

fluctuations contribute only to Zφ in this limit.

Another particular choice for the gauge fixing parameters may be α̃ → 0 and β =

−1 [54, 55, 96, 97]. For this choice, the gauge-variant modes ξµ and χ are removed by the

gauge fixing and then the TT mode and the gauge invariant scalar mode (2.19) remain

as physical modes.

Note also that the choice α̃ → 0 and β = 0 is often employed. In this gauge fixing,

β = 0 keeps only (Γ
(2)
GF)σσ which gives the kinetic term of the σ mode in the Landau gauge

α̃→ 0 [see Eq. (2.15)] and thus the structure of the flow equations becomes simple.

3 Flow equations

The flow equation for the system (2.1) can be schematically written as

∂tΓk =
1

2
Tr

∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣∣
hTT hTT

+
1

2
Tr

∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣∣
ξξ

− Tr
∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣∣
CTCT

− 1

2
Tr

∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣∣
Jgrav1

+
1

2
Tr

∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣∣
scalar

− Tr
∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣∣
CLCL

− 1

2
Tr

∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣∣
Jgrav0

. (3.1)

Here we employ the regulator such that Lichnerowicz Laplacians are replaced by Pk =

∆L +Rk(∆L), i.e.

Rk(∆L) = Γ
(2)
k (Pk)− Γ

(2)
k (∆L). (3.2)

In this work, the flow generators in Eq. (3.1) are calculated using the optimized cutoff [98]

Rk(∆L) = (k2 −∆L)θ(k2 −∆L). (3.3)

In the calculation of the contributions of the spin-0 part, we should use the matrix form

to take into account the mixing terms.

We define the dimensionless quantities by

Ũ(ρ̃) =
U(ρ̄)

k4
, ρ̃ =

Zφρ̄

k2
, (3.4)

as well as the dimensionless ratio

v(ρ̃) =
2U(ρ̄)

M2
Pk

2
=

2Ũ(ρ̃)

M̃2
P

, (3.5)

where the Planck mass and its dimensionless version are defined by

M2
P = 2ZN , M̃2

P =
M2

P

k2
. (3.6)
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We find the flow equation for the dimensionless effective scalar potential

∂tŨ(ρ̃) = −4Ũ(ρ̃) + (2 + ηφ)ρ̃∂ρ̃Ũ(ρ̃) +
1

16π2
`4

0(0) +
1

16π2
`4

0(−M̃2
s (ρ̃))

+
1

8π2

(
1− ηφ

6

) [
1− 2

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

Ũ(ρ̃)

]
`4

0(−M̃2
s (ρ̃))`4

0(M̃2
H(ρ̃)), (3.7)

where ηφ is the anomalous dimension of φ:

ηφ = −∂tZφ
Zφ

. (3.8)

Details of the derivation are given in Appendix D. Here M̃2
H(ρ̃) is the dimensionless version

of the Higgs mass in Eq. (2.16) and we have also defined a ρ̃-dependent mass of scalar

modes in the metric fluctuations:

M̃2
s (ρ̃) =

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

[
2Ũ(ρ̃)− 4ρ̃(U ′(ρ̃))2

1 + M̃2
H(ρ̃)

]
. (3.9)

We have further introduced the shorthand threshold function

`2n
p (x) =

1

n!

1

(1 + x)p+1
. (3.10)

This function originates from loop integrals in the heat kernel expansion. See Ap-

pendix D.1 for the precise definition.

Next, we expand the potential in polynomials of ρ̃ around the origin ρ̃ = 0:

Ũ(ρ̃) = Ṽ + m̃2
H ρ̃+

λ̃

2
ρ̃2 + · · · , (3.11)

where m̃2
H = M2

H(ρ̄ = 0)/k2. Note that Ṽ corresponds to the cosmological constant by

2Λ̃ = 16πG̃N Ṽ = 2Ṽ
M̃2
P

. From this expansion (3.11), we define the ρ̃-independent part of

Eq. (3.5) and Eq. (3.9) respectively by

v0 =
2Ṽ

M̃2
P

, m̃2
s =

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2
v0 =

(
4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

)
2Ṽ , (3.12)

We find the beta functions for each coupling in the scalar potential (3.11) as follows:

∂tṼ = −4Ṽ +
1

16π2

[
`4

0(0) + `4
0(−m̃2

s) +
(
1− ηφ

6

)
`4

0(m̃2
H)
]
, (3.13)

∂tm̃
2
H = (−2 + ηφ + A)m̃2

H −
(
1− ηφ

6

) 3λ̃

32π2
`2

1(m̃2
H)

− m̃4
H

8π2

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

[
`2

1(−m̃2
s)`

2
0(m̃2

H) +
(
1− ηφ

6

)
`2

0(−m̃2
s)`

2
1(m̃2

H)
]
, (3.14)

∂tλ̃ = (2ηφ + A)λ̃+
(
1− ηφ

6

) 9λ̃2

16π2
`0

2(m̃2
H) +

m̃4
H

4π2

(
4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

)2

`0
2(−m̃2

s)

9



− 2m̃2
H λ̃

4π2

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

[
`0

1(−m̃2
s)`

0
0(m̃2

H) +
(
1− ηφ

6

)
`0

0(−m̃2
s)`

0
1(m̃2

H)
]

− 3m̃4
H λ̃

4π2

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

[
`0

1(−m̃2
s)`

0
1(m̃2

H) + 2
(
1− ηφ

6

)
`0

0(−m̃2
s)`

0
2(−m̃2

H)
]

− 26
H

4π2

(
4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

)2 [
2`0

2(−m̃2
s)`

0
0(m̃2

H) +
(
1− ηφ

6

)
`0

1(−m̃2
s)`

0
1(m̃2

H)
]

+
4m̃8

H

4π2

(
4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

)2 [
`0

2(−m̃2
s)`

0
1(m̃2

H) +
(
1− ηφ

6

)
`0

1(−m̃2
s)`

0
2(m̃2

H)
]
.

(3.15)

Here we have defined

A = − ∂

∂U(ρ̄)
(∂tU(ρ̄))

∣∣∣∣
ρ̄=0

=
1

16π2

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

`2
1(−m̃2

s). (3.16)

This quantity represents the anomalous dimension induced by the metric fluctuations

contributing to the scalar potential, so hereafter we call it “the metric-induced anomalous

dimension”. In Appendix D.5, the anomalous dimension arising from the field renormal-

ization of φ is found to be

ηφ =
5

(4π)2

1

M̃2
P

`4
1(0) +

12α̃

(4π)2

1

M̃2
P

`6
2(0)− 1

(4π)2

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

[
1

4
`2

1(−m̃2
s)−

9α̃(3− β)2

(3− α̃)2
`8

0(0)

+
9(α̃− β)2

(3− α̃)2

(
`8

1(−m̃2
s) + 2`8

0(−m̃2
s)
) ]

+
6α̃

(4π)2

1

M̃2
P

[
`6

1(0)`2
0(m̃2

H) +
(
1− ηφ

6

)
`6

1(m̃2
H)`2

0(0)
]

+
2

(4π)2

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

[
`2

0(m̃2
H)

(
`6

1(−m̃2
s) +

18(α̃− β)

(3− α̃)

(
`8

1(−m̃2
s) + `8

0(−m̃2
s)
)

+
108(α̃− β)2

(3− α̃)2

(
`10

1 (−m̃2
s) + 2`10

0 (−m̃2
s)
)
− 108α̃(3− β)2

(3− α̃)2
`10

0 (0)

)

+ `2
1(m̃2

H)

((
1− ηφ

8

)
`6

0(−m̃2
s) +

(
1− ηφ

10

) 18(α̃− β)

(3− α̃)
`8

0(−m̃2
s)

+
(
1− ηφ

12

)(108(α̃− β)2

(3− α̃)2
`10

0 (−m̃2
s)−

36α̃(3− β)2

(3− α̃)2
`10

0 (0)

))]
. (3.17)

In Fig. 1, the beta functions (3.13)–(3.15) are diagrammatically displayed. In particular,

the metric-induced anomalous dimension A is generated by the one-loop diagram of scalar

modes in the metric fluctuations which correspond to the fifth diagram on the rhs of ∂tṼ

in Fig. 1. The second terms on the rhs of ∂tm̃
2
H and ∂tλ̃ in Fig. 1 also produce the effects

10
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(−2 + ηφ)
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+ +

1
2

1
2

3
2

1
2

1
2

1
2

1
2

1
2 3 3

4 4 18

18 12 12

∂t

m̃2
H

∂t

Ṽ

Figure 1: Diagrammatic representation for the beta functions of the cosmological con-

stant, the scalar mass parameter and the quartic coupling denoted by a cross, a fat dot and

a fat box, respectively. The cross-circle stands for the cutoff insertion into the propaga-

tor, i.e. ∂tRk. An external line is a background field φ̄. The double-wiggly, single-wiggly

and dashed lines are the propagators for the spin-2 TT tensor, spin-1 transverse vector

and spin-0 scalar modes, respectively, while the dotted line is that of ghost fields and the

Jacobians. The propagator of the scalar field fluctuation ϕ is drawn as a solid line.

with A. For higher dimensional operators, we have commonly

A =
∂

∂λn

−1

2

n

 , (3.18)

where λn is a φn-coupling which is denoted by a gray circle. Diagrams contributing to ηφ
are shown in Section 4 and Appendix D.5.

Note that if we can neglect ηφ and we redefine the Planck mass squared by

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

≡ 1

M̂2
P

, (3.19)

the explicit dependencies on the gauge fixing parameters in the scalar potential (including

the cosmological constant) disappear. Therefore, using this redefined Planck mass, we can

discuss the beta functions for the scalar potential without apparent gauge dependence.

11



On the other hand, the beta function of the (dimensionless) Planck mass squared reads

∂tM̃
2
P = −2M̃2

P +
1

8π2

13

3
`2

0(0) +
1

8π2

2β

3(3− β)
`4

0(0)− 1

48π2

(
1− ηφ

4

)
`2

0(m̃2
H)− 1

48π2
`2

0(−m̃2
s)

+
1

48π2

4α̃− 15

3− α̃ +
1

8π2

[
1

2(3− α̃)
+

3− α̃
(3− β)2

− 1

3− β

]
`2

1(−m̃2
s). (3.20)

The singularity at α̃ = 3 disappears if the definition of m̃2
s given in (3.12) is substituted.

However, after the replacement (3.19) is done, that singularity remains. We will discuss

this issue in Section 5. Note that since the regulators for the metric fluctuations have no

dependence on M2
P thanks to the rescaling hµν → Z

−1/2
N hµν , there is no term with the

anomalous dimension ∼ ∂tM
2
P/M

2
P on the rhs.

4 Linear versus exponential parametrization

In this section, we study the dependence of the metric-induced anomalous dimension

A on the fixed-point values of the Planck mass and the cosmological constant, and the

pole structure of the propagator of the metric fluctuations, in the linear and exponen-

tial parametrizations. We highlight the differences between the linear and exponential

parametizations.

As pointed out in the introduction, the result using the standard linear split of the

metric suffers from the problem of singularities in the cosmological constant due to poles

in propagators of different modes involved in the metric fluctuations. We would like to

check if we can avoid the problem in the exponential parametrization and extract physical

information by comparing the results with those using the linear split. We will see that

there is a pole even for the exponential parametrization in the presence of scalar fields.

However, as mentioned in the previous section, the redefinition of the Planck mass

(3.19) eliminates the apparent dependence of the gauge parameters from the beta function

of the effective potential in the absence of ηφ in the exponential parametrization. There-

fore, we can discuss the beta function of the Planck mass and the anomalous dimension

of the scalar field without gauge dependence. When we compare the results between the

linear and exponential parametrizations, we take the gauge parameters α̃ = 0, β = 1 (de

Donder gauge) [47, 53], α̃ = 0, β = −1 (physical gauge) [54, 55] and α̃ = 0, β = ∞
(unimodular gauge) [49, 87, 88]. More precise analysis on the gauge dependence in the

beta function of the Planck mass is presented in Section 5.

Here we clarify a crucial difference in the contributions from the metric fluctuations to

the dynamics of the scalar field between the linear and exponential parametrizations. As

will be seen later, the metric-induced anomalous dimensions A and the scalar field ηφ play

a central role in the deviation of the critical exponents of the couplings of the scalar field

from their canonical scaling. Let us consider the flow equation for the two-point function

12



of the background field φ̄ in a flat spacetime background ḡµν = δµν :

δ2

δφ̄(p)δφ̄(−p)∂tΓk
∣∣∣∣
φ̄=0

=

∫
d4x

[
−∂tZφp2 + ∂tm

2
H

]
. (4.1)

To make the discussion simple, we set λ = 0.

In the exponential parametrization, the flow equations for Zφ and m2
H are represented

diagrammatically as

∂tZφ ∼
d

dp2

−1
2 p − 1

2 p − 1
2 p

+ p + p + p + p

)∣∣∣∣∣
p2=0

,

(4.2)

∂tm
2
H ∼ −1

2 p + p + p

∣∣∣∣∣
p2=0

, (4.3)

where the double-wiggly, single-wiggly and dashed lines denote the TT, spin-1 trans-

verse vector and spin-0 modes in the metric fluctuations, respectively, while the solid line

represents the scalar field. The fat-dot and cross-circle stand for Zφ or m2
H and ∂tRk,

respectively. In particular, the first diagram on the rhs of Eq. (4.3) generates the metric-

induced anomalous dimension A. Note that the sunset diagrams (like the second line of

Eq. (4.2)) with the TT mode vanish due to its transverse property. We stress here that all

modes in the metric fluctuations contribute to Zφ, whereas the scalar potential receives

corrections from only scalar modes. As a consequence the apparent gauge dependence

may be eliminated by the redefinition of the Planck mass (3.19).

On the other hand, the use of the linear parametrization changes to the opposite

situation:

∂tZφ ∼
d

dp2

(
p + p + p + p

)∣∣∣∣∣
p2=0

,

(4.4)

∂tm
2
H ∼ −1

2 p − 1
2 p − 1

2 p + p + p

+ p + p + p + p

∣∣∣∣∣
p2=0

. (4.5)
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The first three tadpole diagrams on the rhs of Eq. (4.5) yield finite corrections to the

metric-induced anomalous dimension A. An important fact is that the tadpole diagrams

do not contribute to the flow equation of Zφ in the linear parametrization.2

We thus expect that the exponential parametrization produces a larger value of ηφ
and a smaller value of A than those in the linear parametrization case. Even though the

exponential parametrization appears to be appropriate because the gauge dependence can

be absorbed into the redefinition of the Planck mass, a larger value of ηφ may cause a

potential problem in the present local potential approximation, which requires ηφ = 0,

and the derivative expansion for the effective action may not be valid. So let us first

find the fixed points and critical exponents in our setup and compare the results with

the linear parametrization [53], and then check how the anomalous dimensions A and ηφ
affect the results. Eventually we would like to see if there is any optimal choice of β so

as to make ηφ small.

4.1 Fixed point

We first study how the fixed points for the Planck mass and the cosmological constant

change in the exponential parametrization (1.2). To this end, we suppose hereafter that

the Gaussian matter fixed point, namely matter couplings have only the trivial fixed point,

m̃2
H∗ = λ̃∗ = 0.

The fixed point of M̃2
P and Ṽ in the linear parametrization with α̃ = 0, β = 1 is found

to be [53]

M̃2
P∗ = 0.03366, G̃N∗ = 1.182, Ṽ∗ = 0.005420, (4.6)

whereas in our exponential parametrization, we find

M̃2
P∗ = 0.03567, G̃N∗ = 1.1154, Ṽ∗ = 0.003539, (for α̃ = 0, β = 1), (4.7)

M̃2
P∗ = 0.020283, G̃N∗ = 1.9617, Ṽ∗ = 0.0025595, (for α̃ = 0, β = −1), (4.8)

M̃2
P∗ = 0.018998, G̃N∗ = 2.0944, Ṽ∗ = 0.0023747, (for α̃ = 0, β =∞). (4.9)

In terms of the redefined Planck mass (3.19), one has, for α̃ = 0, β = 1

M̂2
P∗ = 0.01189, ĜN∗ = 3.3464, Ṽ∗ = 0.003539, (4.10)

and for α̃ = 0, β = −1,

M̂2
P∗ = 0.027044, ĜN∗ = 1.4713, Ṽ∗ = 0.0025595. (4.11)

2The diagrams with the spin-1 transverse mode is proportional to α̃, so the Landau gauge α̃ → 0

erases their contributions and then ηφ could be written as an apparent gauge invariant form, i.e. no β

dependence, within contributions from scalar modes.
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We do not find any reliable fixed point for α̃ = 0, β = ∞, because the beta function is

proportional to β. We will discuss this problem in detail in Section 5. The fixed points

(4.10) and (4.11) are related to (4.7) and (4.8), respectively, via the relation (3.19).

We next assume that a fixed point of the Planck mass exists and treat its fixed-point

value as a constant parameter. Note that a small value of the Planck constant corresponds

to a strong interaction of gravity.

With the redefinition (3.19), no dependence on the gauge parameter appears in the

beta function of the cosmological constant since it does not have ηφ. For vanishing matter

fixed points (m̃2
H∗ = λ̃∗ = 0), we find from Eq. (3.13) fixed points of Ṽ :

Ṽ∗|UV =
1 + 32π2M̂2

P∗ −
√

1− 128π2M̂2
P∗ + 1024π4M̂4

P∗

128π2
,

Ṽ∗|IR =
1 + 32π2M̂2

P∗ +

√
1− 128π2M̂2

P∗ + 1024π4M̂4
P∗

128π2
. (4.12)

In Fig 2, we plot m̃2
s∗ = 2Ṽ∗(4(3− α̃)/(3− β)2M̃2

P ) = 2Ṽ∗/M̂
2
P∗ instead of Ṽ∗. There also

exist fixed points for smaller values of M̃2
P∗ or M̂2

P∗(≤ 2−
√

3
32π2 ' 0.00085); however, the fixed

point values of m̃2
s there exceed 1 and thus we should exclude them. One can have these

fixed points of Ṽ written in terms of the original Planck mass M̃2
P by using Eq. (3.19).

We see from Fig 2 that for larger values of M̂2
P∗, the mass parameter m̃2

s∗|IR converges

to 1 which is a pole of the threshold functions `2n
p (−m̃2

s) and then Ṽ∗|IR corresponds to the

IR fixed point, while Ṽ∗|UV is the UV fixed point. In IR regimes, the flow of m̃2
s may come

close to m̃2
∗|IR which would induce large effects of the metric fluctuations on interactions

including the cosmological constant itself. Since the metric fluctuations tend to make the

cosmological constant smaller, it is argued in Refs. [99, 100] that such an IR instability

around a pole in the propagator could play a key role in realizing the tiny value of the

cosmological constant.

4.2 Critical exponents

We evaluate the critical exponents for couplings in the scalar potential. Suppose here that

the cosmological constant and the Planck mass have a non-trivial fixed point, while only

the Gaussian fixed point is found for the scalar mass parameter and the quartic coupling.

The critical exponents are defined by

θi = −eig

(
∂βi
∂gj

) ∣∣∣∣
g̃=g̃∗

, (4.13)

where g̃i = {M̃2
P , Ṽ , m̃

2
H , λ̃} and “eig” denotes evaluating eigenvalues of a matrix.

Taking only the diagonal parts in the stability matrix ∂βi
∂gj

into account, the critical ex-

ponents of the cosmological constant, the scalar mass parameter and the quartic coupling
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Figure 2: The fixed-point value of the mass m̃2
s∗ as a function of the Planck mass squared.

Left: m̃2
s∗ as a function of M̃2

P∗ with different gauge parameter choices. Right: m̃2
s∗ as a

function of M̂2
P∗. The solid and dashed lines show the m̃2

s∗ with Ṽ∗|UV and Ṽ∗|IR defined

in Eq. (4.12), respectively.

is approximately given respectively by

θṼ ' −
∂βṼ
∂Ṽ

∣∣∣∣
g̃=g̃∗

= 4− A, (4.14)

θm̃2
H
' −

∂βm̃2
H

∂m̃2
H

∣∣∣∣
g̃=g̃∗

= 2− ηφ − A, (4.15)

θλ̃ ' −
∂βλ

∂λ̃

∣∣∣∣
g̃=g̃∗

= −2ηφ − A. (4.16)

Note here that for the critical exponent of the beta function, one computes

∂

∂Ṽ

1

16π2
`4

0(−m̃2
s)

∣∣∣∣
g̃=g̃∗

= A. (4.17)

In the case of the exponential parametrization, the TT spin-2 tensor does not couple to

the scalar potential, so it does not induce the anomalous dimension A as can be seen in

Eq. (3.16). The critical exponent of the cosmological constant evaluated by Eq. (4.14),

however, may be insufficient because the mixing effects with the Planck mass cannot be

neglected. More specifically, one should calculate

θM̃2
P , Ṽ

= −eig


∂β
M̃2
P

∂M̃2
P

∂β
M̃2
P

∂Ṽ

∂βṼ
∂M̃2

P

∂βṼ
∂Ṽ

∣∣∣∣∣M̃2
P=M̃2

P∗
Ṽ=Ṽ∗

. (4.18)

We plot the metric-induced anomalous dimension (3.16) as a function of M̃2
P∗ in Fig. 3

and as a function of M̂2
P∗ in Fig. 4.
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Figure 3: The metric-induced anomalous dimension A as a function of M̃P∗ . The solid

line corresponds to V∗|UV. For the fixed point of Ṽ , we use Eq. (4.12). The solid line

corresponds to V∗|UV and dashed line to V∗|IR. The rhs panel zooms in on the region of

smaller A.
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Figure 4: The metric-induced anomalous dimension A as a function of M̂P∗ . For the fixed

point of Ṽ , we use Eq. (4.12).
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When ηφ can be neglected, the critical exponents of couplings in the scalar potential

are given as a constant shift −A from their canonical dimensions. In particular, the

critical exponent of the scalar mass parameter becomes zero (or equivalently A = 2) at

the fixed point value of the Planck mass,

M̂2
P∗ =

1

8π2
' 0.0126651. (4.19)

The critical exponent of the cosmological constant vanishes when A = 4 for which

M̂2
P∗ =

2 +
√

3

32π2
' 0.0118167. (4.20)

At this value, one has Ṽ∗|UV = Ṽ∗|IR.

Note here that using the linear parametrization produces the metric-induced anoma-

lous dimension A given by

A
∣∣
linear

=
1

24π2M̃2
P∗

[
5`2

1(−v0∗) + 3α̃`2
1(−α̃v0∗) +

2 (3− β2)

(3− β)2
`2

1(−m̃2
L∗)

+

(
4α̃

(3− β)2 + 2 (3− β2) v2
0∗ − 4(3− β)2v0∗

(3− β)4
+

16α2v2
0∗

(3− β)4

)
`2

1(−m̃2
L∗)

]
,

(4.21)

where we have defined the mass of scalar modes in metric fluctuations:

m̃2
L =

2(3− β2)

(3− β)2
v0 +

4α̃

(3− β)2
(1− v0)v0. (4.22)

The first and second terms in Eq. (4.21) are contributions from the TT spin-2 tensor

(i.e. graviton) and the transverse spin-1 vector, respectively, and the scalar modes of the

metric fluctuations yield the remaining terms.

We now give numerical results for the critical exponents in case of ηφ = 0. At the

fixed points of the original Planck mass squared M̃2
P , the critical exponents are obtained

for α̃→ 0, β = 1 with Eq. (4.7) as

θ1,2 = 2.59539± 2.12893i, θ3 = −1.25264, θ4 = −3.25264, (4.23)

for α̃→ 0, β → −1 with Eq. (4.8) as

θ1 = 3.6402, θ2 = 2.020, θ3 = 1.6437, θ4 = −0.35628, (4.24)

and for α̃→ 0, β →∞ with Eq. (4.9) as

θ1 = 4, θ2 = 2, θ3 = 2, θ4 = 0, (4.25)

where θ1 and θ2 correspond to the critical exponents of the cosmological constant and

the Planck mass squared, respectively, whereas θ3 and θ4 are those of the scalar mass

parameter and the quartic coupling, respectively.
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When the redefined Planck mass is used, we have found a fixed point for α̃→ 0, β = 1

and α̃ → 0, β = −1 as in Eqs. (4.10) and (4.11) at which the same critical exponents as

Eqs. (4.23) and (4.24) are observed.

To understand these results, several comments are in order:

Firstly, the negative critical exponents in Eq. (4.23) result from a large value of A

and all scalar interactions including the scalar mass parameter become irrelevant. This is

because the fixed point value (4.7) and α̃ → 0, β = 1 yields m̃2
s ' 0.59533 which locates

close to the pole of the threshold function. Indeed, for this value, one has `2
1(−m̃2

s) '
6.1071. This casts a doubt to the validity of the result.

Secondly, the critical exponents for couplings of the scalar field for α̃ → 0, β → ∞
remain the same as the canonical ones (4.25). This comes from the fact that the β-

dependence appears in denominators of terms in the beta function of the scalar potential

(3.7) in terms of the original Planck mass squared, so the limit β → ∞ (and α̃ 6= 3)

suppresses the metric fluctuations. This results in no metric-induced anomalous dimension

even when the Planck mass has a finite fixed point value.

Thirdly, if we use the redefined Planck mass squared, the beta function of the scalar

potential has no explicit gauge-parameter dependence in contract to the case of the original

Planck mass squared and the redefinition gives a finite A except for M̂2
P → ∞. In this

case we get the same result as (4.24).

Finally, the discrepancy in β →∞ discussed above could be understood by taking ηφ
into account. On the one hand, the metric fluctuation decouples from the scalar potential.

On the other hand, the kinetic term of the scalar field gets large contribution from the

metric fluctuation, resulting in the anomalous dimension with the redefined Planck mass

proportional to polynomials of β: ηφ ∝ 1
M̃2
P

= (3−β)2

4(3−α̃)M̂2
P

. Thus, we expect that in the

limit β →∞, the anomalous dimension ηφ diverges. Indeed, such a divergent behavior is

observed in the linear parametrization case as well. This means that it is better that |β|
is not too large.

4.3 Effects of the anomalous dimension

Let us now discuss the effects of the anomalous dimension ηφ of the scalar field. In

order for the derivative expansion is valid for the effective action, |ηφ| < 1 should be

satisfied. We might allow somewhat larger |ηφ| within the current approximation because

the loop effect of the scalar field on the Planck mass squared and the scalar potential

has suppression factors such as ηφ/4 and ηφ/6; see Eqs. (3.7) and (3.20). In the linear

parametrization, ηφ is of order 0.1 [53]. In particular, the choice β = 1 in the Landau gauge

α̃ → 0 gives the vanishing ηφ in case of the linear parametrization. In the exponential

parametrization, however, the TT mode, which is independent of the gauge parameters,

may make a significant contribution to ηφ.

The rhs of Eq. (3.17) has the ηφ dependence arising from the scalar field propagator.

Here, we consider two cases: (i) setting ηφ = 0 in the rhs of Eq. (3.17); (ii) solving for
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Figure 5: The anomalous dimension of the scalar field ηφ as a function of M̃2
P . We use

α̃→ 0, β = −1 and Ṽ = 0 for the presentation.

ηφ in Eq. (3.17). We call the former (latter) “no-resummed” (“resummed”) ηφ. The

anomalous dimension ηφ as a function of M̃2
P is shown in Fig. 5 where we take α̃ → 0,

β = −1 and set Ṽ = 0 as an example. The resummed ηφ becomes relatively smaller than

no-resummed one. The larger the value of ηφ is, the larger is the difference between them.

For a reasonable value of ηφ, however, we do not observe a large difference between (i)

and (ii). In the analyses hereafter, we use the resummed ηφ.

Including ηφ, we obtain the fixed point values and the critical exponents for different

gauge fixing values as follows:

• α̃→ 0, β = 1

M̃2
P∗ = 0.036381, Ṽ∗ = 0.0036794, ηφ∗ = −0.62968, (4.26)

θ1,2 = 2.40726± 2.30995i, θ3 = −0.74809, θ4 = −2.1184, (4.27)

• α̃→ 0, β = −1

M̃2
P∗ = 0.020658, Ṽ∗ = 0.0023414, ηφ∗ = 1.4819, (4.28)

θ1 = 3.7098, θ2 = 2.0541 θ3 = 0.1844, θ4 = −3.2975, (4.29)

• α̃→ 0, β →∞
M̃2

P∗ = 0.019837, Ṽ∗ = 0.00195508, ηφ∗ = 3.18076, (4.30)

θ1 = 4, θ2 = 2.0795 θ3 = −1.1808, θ4 = −6.3615, (4.31)
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In terms of the redeifned Planck mass, we have

• α̃→ 0, β = 1

M̂2
P∗ = 0.012127, Ṽ∗ = 0.0036794, ηφ∗ = 1.0067, (4.32)

• α̃→ 0, β = −1

M̂2
P∗ = 0.027544, Ṽ∗ = 0.0023414, ηφ∗ = 1.0852, (4.33)

for which we obtain the same critical exponents as the original Planck mass. The choice

β →∞ does not yield the fixed point.

We find that the fixed point values are similar to the case with ηφ = 0, while the critical

exponents of the scalar mass parameter and the quartic coupling change. This is because

an anomalous dimension of the scalar field of order one is induced. The beta functions

for M̃2
P and Ṽ have suppression factors, ηφ/4 and ηφ/6, as mentioned above, whereas the

critical exponents of m̃2
H and λ̃ contains linear term in ηφ as given in Eqs. (4.15) and

(4.16). In particular, the choice β →∞ for the original Planck mass yields ηφ∗ ≈ 3 which

may be too large to accept the result. We study the gauge dependence of ηφ in the next

section and investigate a suitable choice for the gauge parameters.

4.4 Anomalous dimensions as functions of the cosmological con-

stant

Here we briefly examine how the critical exponents changes as functions of the cosmolog-

ical constant. In particular, it was observed in the previous subsection and in [53] that

the critical exponent for the Higgs mass changes sign when Ṽ∗ approaches the pole of the

propagator. This casts some doubt on the validity of this behavior. We have examined

this and show the behavior of the metric-induced anomalous dimension A in Fig. 6. We

plot A for the exponential parametrization and the linear one with α̃ → 0, β = 1 for

which m̃2
L = v0. We find that the metric-induced anomalous dimension in the linear

parametrization takes a similar form to the case of the exponential parametrization:

A
∣∣
linear

=
3

8π2M̃2
P∗

1

(1− v0∗)2
. (4.34)

For both linear and exponential parametrizations, there is a pole at v0 = 1. In the linear

parametriation, the TT mode in the metric fluctuations couples to the scalar potential

and thus generates a finite contribution to A. Hence, A
∣∣
linear

tends to be larger than A
∣∣
exp

.

This is opposite to the situation in the anomalous dimension of the scalar field. As

discussed in the beginning of this section, the TT mode in the linear parametrization

contributes to A, but not to ηφ. On the other hand, in the exponential parametrization,

A does not receive the TT mode effects, whereas ηφ does.
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Figure 6: The metric-induced anomalous dimension A defined in Eq. (3.16) at M̂2
P∗ =

1/8π as functions of v0∗ (solid line). The dashed line shows Eq. (4.34) case where M̃2
P∗ =

1/8π, the linear parametrization is used and the gauge parameters are chosen as α̃ = 0,

β = 1.

5 Gauge dependence

Because some results depend on the choice of the gauge parameters, we would like to check

quantitatively how the results change depending on the gauge parameters, and what phys-

ical implication may be extracted from the results even if they depend on the gauge. Here

we examine this by changing the gauge parameters in the exponential parametrization.

In terms of M̂2
P defined in Eq. (3.19), the beta function of the cosmological constant has

no apparent gauge dependence [see (3.12) and (3.13)]. In this section, we concentrate on

that of fixed point values of the Planck mass and the anomalous dimension of the scalar

field ηφ.

5.1 Planck mass and cosmological constant

Let us look for fixed points of the Planck mass for various gauge parameters. To this end,

we use the UV fixed point of the cosmological constant Ṽ∗|UV found in Eq. (4.12).

We first recall the singularities in gauge parameters. There is a singularity at β = 3.

This singular behavior is observed in [45, 91, 92] and this is an artifact of our choice of

gauge fixing function as discussed in Section 2.2. Besides, there is a singularity at α̃ = 3:

The flow equation for the original Planck mass squared (3.20) has no singularity for any

choice of α̃, whereas the singularity at α̃ = 3 does not cancel in the beta function of the
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Figure 7: Gauge dependence of the fixed point value of the Planck mass squared (left)

the cosmological constant Λ̃∗ = Ṽ∗/M̃
2
P∗ (right). The vertical dashed line indicates the

location of the pole at β = 3.
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Figure 8: Gauge dependence of the metric-induced anomalous dimension A with M̃2
P∗ and

Ṽ∗. The rhs panel shows the region of smaller A in the lhs one. The vertical dashed line

locates at the pole of β = 3.

redefined one. This arises from the fact that the choice α̃ = 3 erases the propagator of

the trace mode h which is the only field in the metric fluctuations directly coupled to the

scalar potential with the exponential parametrization. See Eq. (C.5) in Appendix C and

Eq. (D.22) in Appendix D.

We show the gauge dependence of the fixed point value of the Planck mass squared

M̃2
P and the cosmological constant Λ̃ in Fig. 7. Around the pole at β = 3, the fixed point

values change drastically. For β well away from that pole, the fixed point values for any

choice of α̃ converge to the value M̃2
P∗ ≈ 0.0190 and Λ̃∗ ≈ 0.125 which are obtained by

taking β → ±∞. In the Landau gauge α̃→ 0, such a convergence takes place faster.

In Fig. 8, we show the gauge dependence of the metric-induced anomalous dimension

A which is proportional to (3 − α̃). Therefore, A vanishes at α̃ = 3 and flips the overall

sign. For α̃ < 3, the metric-induced anomalous dimension exceeds 4 for 1 < β < 4 and 2

for 0 < β < 5, and these regions are not reliable

23



-2 0 2 4 6 8 10
0.000

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

0.025

0.030

0.035

Figure 9: Gauge dependence of the redefined Planck mass squared M̂2
P∗. In the gray

region, no UV fixed point value of Ṽ is found. The vertical dashed line corresponds to

the pole at β = 3.

Let us next check the redefined Planck mass. The gauge dependence of M̂2
P∗ is depicted

in Fig. 9. Here we have used the fixed point Ṽ∗|UV given in Eq. (4.12) and therefore there

is no reliable fixed point of Ṽ for M̂2
P ≤ 2+

√
3

32π2 ' 0.01182. This region is shown by gray in

Fig. 9. We see from this figure that M̂2
P has a strong gauge dependence which is imported

from the mass of scalar modes m̃2
s. For 1 < β < 4 in α̃ < 3, and for any β in α̃ > 3,

the fixed point value of M̂2
P is not found. Those just correspond to the region where A

exceeds 4 or becomes negative. Thus, we should not take these gauge fixing parameters;

the prefferable region is α̃ < 3 and β < 1. Note that for β → ∞, we have M̂2
P∗ to be

infinity. This is consistent with the fact that the metric fluctuation decouples from the

scalar potential in the limit β → ∞ as we have seen in the previous section. The gauge

dependence of the metric-induced anomalous dimension is shown in Fig. 10. This is the

same as in Fig. 8 except for 1 < β < 4 in which A exceeds 4.

From the above analysis, we conclude that the region where the metric-induced anoma-

lous dimension is larger than 4 should be excluded. This means that the cosmological

constant cannot be irrelevant within the local potential approximation with ηφ = 0.

Even if A > 4 is admitted, the cosmological constant cannot be irrelevant. To see

this, we examine more precise behavior of the critical exponents of M̃2
P and Ṽ given by

24



-10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Figure 10: Gauge dependence of the metric-induced anomalous dimension A with M̂2
P∗

and Ṽ∗|UV. The pole at β = 3 is shown by the vertical dashed line.

the eigenvalues the stability matrix (4.18):

θM̃2
P ,Ṽ

= −1

2


∂βM̃2

P

∂M̃2
P

+
∂βṼ
∂Ṽ
±
(
∂βM̃2

P

∂M̃2
P

− ∂βṼ
∂Ṽ

)√√√√√√√1 +
4
∂βṼ
∂M̃2

P

∂β
M̃2
P

∂Ṽ(
∂β
M̃2
P

∂M̃2
P

− ∂βṼ
∂Ṽ

)2


∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
M̃2
P=M̃2

P∗
Ṽ=Ṽ∗

.

(5.1)

When the off-diagonal parts are negligible, the critical exponents are simply given by the

diagonal parts:

θM̃2
P
≈ −

∂βM̃2
P

∂M̃2
P

, θṼ ≈ −
∂βṼ
∂Ṽ

= 4− A. (5.2)

On the other hand, when the off-diagonal parts are large so that inside of the square root

in Eq. (5.1) becomes negative, the eigenvalues in Eq. (5.1) become imaginary and thus

the real part of the critical exponents is commonly given by

Re [θM̃2
P ,Ṽ

] ≈ −1

2

(
∂βM̃2

P

∂M̃2
P

+
∂βṼ
∂Ṽ

)∣∣∣∣∣M̃2
P=M̃2

P∗
Ṽ=Ṽ∗

, (5.3)

for both M̃2
P∗ and Ṽ∗. This is what happens in Eq. (4.23).

25



-10 -5 0 5 10 15 20

-4

-2

0

2

4

6

8

10

Figure 11: Gauge dependence of each element of the stability matrix (4.18) in the Landau

gauge α̃→ 0. The position of the pole at β = 3 is shown by the vertical dashed line.

In Fig. 11, we plot the β dependence of each element of the stability matrix in the

Landau gauge α̃ → 0. For β well away from the singularity at β = 3, the off-diagonal

parts are negligibly small. In the region 0 < β < 6, however, the off-diagonal part
∂β
M̃2
P

∂Ṽ
is

significantly large, so that the critical exponents tend to be imaginary. Moreover, we see

for 1 < β < 4 that −∂βṼ
∂Ṽ

turns to negative due to A > 4, while −
∂β
M̃2
P

∂M̃2
P

is positive and large.

Hence, the real part of the critical exponents (5.3) remains positive and the cosmological

constant does not become irrelevant at least in the current setup. See Fig. 12 in which the

β-dependence of the real and imaginary parts of the critical exponents, θM̃2
P ,Ṽ

, are shown

for the Landau gauge α̃→ 0. One can see that the imaginary part appears for 0 < β < 6.

Figs. 11 and 12 also tell us that the choice around 0 < β < 6 may not be appropriate

in the sense of the principle of minimal sensibility. We thus conclude again that the values

of β in this region which make −∂βṼ
∂Ṽ

= 4−A negative should be excluded if the redefined

Planck mass is used.

5.2 Anomalous dimension of the scalar field

Here we study the gauge dependence of the anomalous dimension of the scalar field ηφ.

Whereas we would have concluded that the gauge choice 0 < β < 5 should be avoided,

we have to pay attention to the magnitude of ηφ. A large value of ηφ violates the validity

of the derivative expansion for the effective action of the scalar field. In particular, we

expect that in the exponential parametrization, the tadpole diagram with a loop of the
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Figure 12: Gauge dependence of the real (left) and imaginary (right) parts of the critical

exponents θṼ , θM̃2
P

in the Landau gauge α̃ → 0. The vertical dashed line shows the

location of the pole at β = 3.

TT mode gives a significant contribution to ηφ. See Eq. (4.2). The explicit form of ηφ is

given in Eq. (3.17). Indeed, in Section 4.2, we have observed large values of ηφ for certain

gauge parameter choices, e.g. ηφ ≈ 3 for β →∞ and α̃→ 0.

We show the behavior of ηφ in (3.17) as a function of β for α̃ = 0, 1, 2 in Fig. 13.

Firstly, we see that ηφ takes larger values if β > 3 for any α̃. This is not acceptable in

terms of the validity of the derivative expansion. Secondly, although ηφ for 0 < β < 3

is relatively smaller, it is sensitive to the variation in β. For β < 0 and α̃ 6= 0, one has

ηφ ≈ 3 or larger which may be out of the validity of the derivative expansion. If we permit

ηφ ≈ 1, the choice −5 < β < 0 with α̃ = 0 seems to be suitable together with the principle

of minimal sensitivity.

6 Summary and Conclusions

We have studied the parametrization and gauge dependences in the Higgs-gravity system

by using the functional renormalization group. We have considered the Einstein-Hilbert

truncation for a gravitational sector and used the exponential parametrization and com-

pared the results in the linear parametrization. Assuming an Einstein spacetime for the

background field, the beta functions for the Planck mass squared, the cosmological con-

stant and the scalar potential have been derived. We have used these results to study the

parametrization and gauge dependences of the fixed points and the critical exponents. The

results do depend on these, but we have found that there are range of gauge parameters

which give reasonable and stable results against the change of gauge parameters.

For the comparison of the parametrization dependence, the main features we have

found are the following:

1. An advantage of the exponential parametrization is that only the trace mode h in
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Figure 13: Gauge dependence of ηφ. The vertical dashed line is located at β = 3.

the metric fluctuations couples to the scalar potential including the cosmological

constant. Consequently, the propagators of the other modes (hTTµν , ξµ and σ) in

metric fluctuations have no artefactual poles arising from the cosmological constant.

2. The gauge parameters appear in the scalar potential in a specific combination with

the Planck mass, and thus the beta function of the scalar potential is written in an

apparently gauge-independent form by the redefinition of the Planck mass (3.19).

This allowed us to discuss the beta functions without gauge dependence.

3. These advantages, however, are valid only if we can use the local potential approx-

imation for the scalar field, i.e. Zφ = 1 (or equivalently ηφ = 0). In the exponential

parametrization, we have found that the loop corrections to ηφ come from all modes

including the TT mode in the metric fluctuations which entail ηφ to be large. In the

pure gravity, it appears that large |β| is favored, but when the scalar fields exist,

the gravity decouples from the scalar fields in the limit, and gives large contribution

to the anomalous dimensions.

4. These situations are opposite in the liner parametrization: the scalar potential re-

ceives loop effects of all modes in metric fluctuations, whereas only the spin-1 trans-

verse vector and the scalar modes contribute to ηφ. Hence, although ηφ is small, the

scalar potential have loop contributions from all modes which are strongly gauge

dependent.

For the gauge dependence of the fixed points and critical exponents, we have shown:
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1. There are singularities at β = 3 and α̃ = 3, and we should be well away from these

singularities to get stable results. It appears that α̃ < 3 is preferable, and α̃ = 0

gives reasonable result. This point is also expected to be a fixed point if we let α̃

run under the renormalization group.

2. In the pure gravity, it appears that large |β| is favored. When the scalar fields exist,

the gravity decouples from the scalar fields in the limit, but gives large contribution

to the anomalous dimensions. Considering the result on the gauge dependence of

the anomalous dimensions, we find that −5 ≤ β ≤ −1 and α̃ = 0 gives reasonable

results.

These investigations imply that the optimization in the gravitational sector tends to

be in conflict with that in the Higgs sector. One needs to find a suitable choice for

parameters such that both gravity and matter sectors are reasonably optimized. In our

study, we have found that the region α̃ ∼ 0,−5 ≤ β ≤ −1 seems to give optimized choice

and the critical exponents are around

θ1 ∼ 3.7, θ2 ∼ 2.1, θ3 ∼ 0.2, θ4 ∼ −3, (6.1)

where ηφ gives relatively larger effect than A on the scalar mass parameter and the quartic

coupling. Although the critical exponent of the Higgs mass parameter tends to be smaller

than the canonical one, it still remains to be a relevant coupling within the present setups.

We thus conclude that the critical exponent for the quartic coupling is negative, so that it

is irrelevant, leading to the prediction to the low-energy physics, but other couplings are

likely to be relevant. In particular we have shown that the cosmological constant never

becomes irrelevant.

In general, it is expected that the improvement of truncation makes parameter depen-

dence mild. For instance, it has been actually seen in Ref. [101] that by taking sub-leading

effects into account, one can realize almost the gauge-parameter independence of the or-

der parameter for spontaneous chiral symmetry breaking in quantum chromodyanmics.

An interesting question therefore is how much gauge dependence is reduced by the im-

provement of the gravitational sector, especially by constructing the full non-perturbative

propagator [102–105].

Acknowledgment

We thank Roberto Percacci for valuable discussions. The work of N. O. was supported in

part by the Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research Fund of the JSPS (C) Nos. 16K05331,

20K03980, and Taiwan MOST 110-2811-M-008-510. The work of M. Y. is supported by

the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation, the DFG Collaborative Research Centre “SFB

1225 (ISOQUANT)”, and Germany’s Excellence Strategy EXC-2181/1-390900948 (the

Heidelberg Excellence Cluster STRUCTURES).

29



A York decomposition

The York decomposition is defined by

hµν = hTTµν +∇µξν +∇νξµ +

(
∇µ∇ν −

1

4
ḡµν∇2

)
σ +

1

4
ḡµνh, (A.1)

where

∇µhTTµν = ḡµνhTTµν = ∇µξ
µ = 0. (A.2)

When Eq. (A.1) is squared, we get∫
d4x
√
ḡ
[
hTTµν h

TT µν + 2ξµ

(
∆L1 −

1

2
R̄

)
ξµ +

3

4
σ∆L0

(
∆L0 −

R̄

3

)
σ +

1

4
h2
]
, (A.3)

where ∆Li are Lichnerowicz Laplacians defined in Appendix B. Note that we can freely

insert the covariant derivatives inside the above expression.

Let us here consider a Gaussian integral

1 =

∫
Dhµν e−

∫
d4x
√
ḡ hµνhµν . (A.4)

Due to the York decomposition, this integral is rewritten as

1 = J

∫
DhTTµν DξµDσDh e−

∫
d4x
√
ḡ[hTTµν hTT µν+2ξµ(∆L1− 1

2
R̄)ξµ+ 3

4
σ∆L0(∆L0− R̄3 )σ+ 1

4
h2]. (A.5)

in which by performing the Gaussian integrals for each fields, the Jacobian should be

identified with

J = Det(1)

(
∆L1 −

R̄

2

)1/2

Det(0)

[
∆L0

(
∆L0 −

R̄

3

)]1/2

≡ Jgrav1Jgrav0, (A.6)

where the suffices indicate which spin contributes. If we use new field variables

ξ̂µ =

√
∆L1 −

R̄

2
ξµ; σ̂ =

√
∆L0

√
∆L0 −

R̄

3
σ, (A.7)

we do not have to introduce the Jacobian.

A similar decomposition should be made for the ghost fields which is given in Eq. (2.9).

Thanks to the inverse of the squared (Lichnerowicz) Laplacian in front of the scalar ghost

CL, the Jacobian associated to the decomposition does not arise.

B Lichnerowicz Lalpacians

The Lichnerowicz Laplacians are defined as

∆L2Tµν = −∇2Tµν +Rµ
ρTρν +Rν

ρTµρ −RµρνσT
ρσ −RµρνσT

σρ,
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∆L1Vµ = −∇2Vµ +Rµ
ρVρ,

∆L0S = −∇2S. (B.1)

These operators has the useful properties of “commuting with covariant derivative” in the

sense that

∆L2(∇µξν +∇νξµ) = ∇µ∆L1ξν +∇ν∆L1ξµ,

∆L2(∇µ∇νS) = ∇µ∇ν∆L0S. (B.2)

C Variations

We give variations for the effective action

Γk =
Zφ
2

∫
d4x
√
ggµν∂µφ∂νφ+

∫
d4x
√
g [U(ρ)− ZNR] . (C.1)

With φ = φ̄+ϕ and the exponential parametrization (1.2), the second order of fluctuation

fields in the effective action reads

δ2Γk =
Zφ
2

∫
d4x
√
ḡ
[
Hµν

2 ∂µφ̄∂νφ̄+Hµν
1 ∂µϕ∂νφ̄

]
+

∫
d4x
√
ḡ [V1 − ZNV2] , (C.2)

where

Hµν
1 = hḡµν − 2hµν , (C.3)

Hµν
2 =

1

8
h2ḡµν +

1

2
hµλh

νλ − 1

2
hhµν , (C.4)

V1 =
1

2

(
h2

4
U(ρ̄) + (U ′(ρ̄) + 2U ′′(ρ̄)ρ̄)ϕ2 + U ′(ρ̄)

√
2ρ̄ hϕ

)
, (C.5)

V2 =
1

4
h2R̄ + hµν∇µ∇νh− 2hµν∇ν∇αhµ

α + hµν∇2hµν +
3

4
∇αhµν∇αhµν − 1

4
∇νh∇νh

−∇µh
µν∇αhν

α +∇νh∇αhνα −
1

2
∇νhµα∇αhµν +

1

4
∇µ∇νh

µαhα
ν − 1

4
∇2hµαhαµ

+ hµνhαβR̄µανβ −
1

4
hµαhα

νR̄µν + h(∇µ∇νh
µν −∇2h− hµνR̄µν). (C.6)

Note that in this work, we make the replacement hµν → Z
−1/2
N hµν .

After employing the York decomposition, the Hessian has the following structure:

Γ
(2)
k =

1

2



(ΓhTT hTT )µν
ρσ 0 0 (VhTT h)µν (VhTTϕ)µν

0 (Γξξ)µ
ρ 0 0 (Vξϕ)µ

0 0 Γσσ Γσh Γσϕ

(VhhTT )ρσ 0 Γhσ Γhh Γhϕ

(VϕhTT )ρσ (Vϕξ)ρ Γϕσ Γϕh Γϕϕ


, (C.7)
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where each component is separated into the kinetic term and the vertex as

(ΓhTT hTT )µν
ρσ = (KhTT hTT )(PTT )µν

ρσ + (VhTT hTT )µν
ρσ, (C.8)

(Γξξ)µ
ρ = (Kξξ)(P1)µ

ρ + (Vξξ)µρ, (C.9)
Γσσ Γσh Γσϕ

Γhσ Γhh Γhϕ

Γϕσ Γϕh Γϕϕ

 =


Kσσ Kσh 0

Khσ Khh 0

0 0 Kϕϕ

+


Vσσ Vσh Vσϕ

Vhσ Vhh Vhϕ

Vϕσ Vϕh Vϕϕ

 . (C.10)

Here, (PTT )µν
ρσ is the transverse-traceless (TT) projector which is given in a flat spacetime

background, where the Fourier transformation can be used, as

(PTT (q))µν
ρσ =

1

2

[
(P1(q))µ

ρ(P1(q))ν
σ + (P1(q))µ

σ(P1(q))ν
ρ
]
− 1

3
(P1(q))µν(P1(q))ρσ,

(C.11)

with the transverse vector projector

(P1(q))µν = δµν −
qµqν
q2

. (C.12)

The kinetic terms K are given in Eqs. (2.12), (2.13) and (2.15) without the φ̄-dependence.

In particular, the kinetic term of scalar modes is
Kσσ Kσh 0

Khσ Khh 0

0 0 Kϕϕ

 =


− 3

16(∆L0)2
(

∆L0 − R̄
3

)
− 3

16∆L0

(
∆L0 − R̄

3

)
0

− 3
16∆L0

(
∆L0 − R̄

3

)
− 3

16

(
∆L0 + R̄

3

)
+ 1

4
V
ZN

0

0 0 Zφ∆L0 +m2



+
1

α̃


9
16∆L0

(
∆L0 − R̄

3

)2
3β
16 ∆L0

(
∆L0 − R̄

3

)
0

3β
16 ∆L0

(
∆L0 − R̄

3

)
β2

16 ∆L0 0

0 0 0

 , (C.13)

while the vertices V arising from Hµν
1 , Hµν

2 and V1 have the φ̄ dependence.

D Flow generators

In this appendix, we explicitly show contributions from each mode in the metric fluctua-

tion. The regulator matrices Rk replace the Laplacians z = ∆L in K to Pk(z) = z+Rk(z).

In this work, we employ the Litim cutoff function Rk(z) = (k2 − z)θ(k2 − z).
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Denoting the regulated kinetic terms by K̃, the flow equation is expanded into poly-

nomials of V as

∂tΓk =
1

2
Tr

[(
K̃ + V

)−1

∂tRk

]
=

1

2
Tr
[
K̃−1∂tRk

]
− 1

2
Tr
[
K̃−1∂tRkK̃−1V

]
+ Tr

[
K̃−1∂tRkK̃−1VK̃−1V

]
+ · · · .

(D.1)

Loop corrections to the cosmological constant and the Planck mass are involved in the first

term in Eq. (D.1), while those to the scalar potential U(ρ) and the field renormalization

factor Zφ are obtained from the higher-order terms. The Hessians of the spin-2 TT and

the spin-1 transverse vector modes have no dependence on the scalar potential U , so those

does not induce quantum corrections to scalar-field interactions, while the spin-0 trace

mode (h) has a U -dependence in Khh and the mixing terms (Vhϕ, Vϕh) from which the

scalar potential receives quantum corrections from the trace mode.

D.1 Heat kernel expansion

Before evaluating flow generators for each mode, we briefly summarize the heat kernel

technique. The flow generator in this work typically takes a form

ζ =
1

2
Tr(i)W [z = ∆i] =

1

2
Tr(i)

∂t(aRk(z))

(aPk(z) + b)p+1

∣∣∣∣
(Φ)

, (D.2)

where a, b are scale-depend constants and i denotes internal space of a field Φ on which

the Laplacian acts, e.g. i =2TT, 1T, etc.. The heat kernel expansion gives

ζ =
1

2(4π)2

∫
d4x
√
ḡ
[
b

(i)
0 Q2[W ] + b

(i)
2 Q1[W ]R̄ + · · ·

]
. (D.3)

Here b
(i)
n are heat kernel coefficients and the threshold functions Qn are defined by

Qn[W ] =
1

Γ(n)

∫ ∞
0

dz zn−1W [z], (for n ≥ 1), (D.4)

Q−n[W ] = (−1)n
∂nW [z]

∂zn

∣∣∣∣
z=0

(for n ≥ 0). (D.5)

When employing the optimized cutoff (3.3) for Eq. (D.2), Qn[W ] can be expressed in

terms of the shorthand threshold function `2n
p introduced in Eq. (3.10) as

Qn[W ] = a−p
(

1− ηΦ

2(n+ 1)

)[
2k2n−2p`2n

p (m̃2
Φ)
]
, (D.6)

where we have defined ηΦ = −∂ta/a and m̃2
Φ = b/(k2a). For the heat kernel coefficients of

the Lichnerowicz Laplacians, see e.g. Ref. [92]. Note that in a flat spacetime, the variable

z can be identified with loop momentum squared q2 so for n ≥ 1

1

2(4π)2
Qn[W ] =

1

2

∫
d4q

(2π)4

q2n−4

Γ(n)
W [q2]. (D.7)
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D.2 Transverse-traceless spin-2 mode

The Hessian for the TT spin-2 mode is given in Eq (2.12). Using the heat kernel expansion,

one has

πTT =
1

2
Tr

∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣
hTT hTT

=
1

2
Tr(2TT)

[
∂tRk

Pk − R̄
2

]

=
1

(4π)2

∫
d4x
√
ḡ

[
5`4

0(0) + k2

(
−25

6
`2

0(0) +
5

2
`4

0(0)

)
R̄

]
. (D.8)

D.3 Spin-1 transverse vector modes

In the system, there are three spin-1 transverse vector modes, i.e. ξµ, CT
µ (C̄T

µ ) and Jgrav1

which have the same structure of the Hessian as in Eqs. (2.10), (2.13) and (2.17). We

denote these contributions by η(1) which is evaluated by the heat kernel technique:

η(1) =
1

2
Tr

∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣
ξξ

− Tr
∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣
C̄TCT

− 1

2
Tr

∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣
Jgrav1

= −1

2
Tr(1T)

[
∂tRk

Pk − R̄
2

]

= − 1

(4π)2

∫
d4x
√
ḡ

[
3`4

0(0) + k2

(
−1

2
`2

0(0) +
3

2
`4

0(0)

)
R̄

]
. (D.9)

D.4 Spin-0 scalar modes

We have (σ, h, φ), CL (C̄L) and Jgrav0 as spin-0 scalar modes. Among them, two fields

should be physical. One of physical modes is φ, while another is a liner combination of

σ and h. Other modes are unphysical. Denoting π(0) and η(0) physical and unphysical

modes, respectively, their flow generators are given by

π(0) + η(0) =
1

2
Tr

∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣
scalar

− Tr
∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣
C̄LCL

− 1

2
Tr

∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣
Jgrav0

. (D.10)

The last two terms can be simplified to be

− Tr
∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣
C̄LCL

− 1

2
Tr

∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣
Jgrav0

= −Tr(0)

[
∂tRk

Pk − R̄
3−β

]
− 1

2
Tr(0)

[
∂tRk

Pk − R̄
3

]
− 1

2
Tr(0)

[
∂tRk

Pk

]
= − 1

(4π)2

∫
d4x
√
ḡ

[
4`4

0(0) + k2

(
2

3
`2

0(0) +
9− β

3(3− β)
`4

0(0)

)
R̄

]
. (D.11)
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The first term on the rhs in Eq. (D.10) is evaluated as follows: We first calculate the

inverse matrix of the Hessian (2.15) with the regulator matrix Rk which replaces the

Laplacians in the Hessian by Pk. Then, we evaluate the trace for the product of the

inverse matrix of the Hessian and the regulator matrix differentiated by the scale, ∂tRk.

In this way, one obtains

1

2
Tr

∂tRk

Γ
(2)
k +Rk

∣∣∣∣
scalar

=
1

(4π)2

∫
d4x
√
ḡ

[
k4S2(ρ̃) + k2

(
S1(ρ̃) +

1

6
S2(ρ̃)

) ∣∣∣∣
ρ̃=0

R̄

]
, (D.12)

where

S2(ρ̃) = 3`4
0(0) + `4

0(−M̃2
s )

+ 2
(
1− ηφ

6

) [
1− 2

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

Ũ(ρ̃)

]
`4

0(−M̃2
s (ρ̃))`4

0(M̃2
H(ρ̃)), (D.13)

S1(ρ̃ = 0) =
6− α̃

6(3− α̃)
−
[

3− α̃
(3− β)2

− 1

3− β +
1

3− α̃

]
`2

1(−m̃2
s). (D.14)

D.5 Anomalous dimension of the scalar field

Let us derive the anomalous dimension of the scalar field, ηφ induced by the metric

fluctuations. The full result is shown in Eq. (3.17).

We first note that we can consider a flat spacetime background ḡµν = δµν to obtain

ηφ, so the Fourier transformation for fields can be employed, i.e.

Zφ
2

∫
d4x δµν(∂µφ)(∂νφ) =

Zφ
2

∫
d4q

(2π)4
q2φ(q)φ(−q). (D.15)

The flow equation for the renomalization factor of the scalar field is obtained by evaluating

∂tZφ =
1

Ω

d

dp2

δ

δφ̄(p)

δ

δφ̄(−p)∂tΓk
∣∣∣
p2=0

, (D.16)

where Ω =
∫
d4x = (2π)4δ4(0) is 4-dimensional spacetime volume. Diagrammatically,

there are the following contributions: From Eq. (D.1),

ηφ = − 1

Zφ

1

Ω

d

dp2

δ

δφ̄(p)

δ

δφ̄(−p)

(
−1

2
Tr
[
K̃−1∂tRkK̃−1V

]
+ Tr

[
K̃−1∂tRkK̃−1VK̃−1V

])∣∣∣∣
p2=0

= − 1

Zφ

1

Ω

d

dp2

−1

2 p
+ p + p

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p2=0

, (D.17)

where solid and double-solid lines represent a scalar field and metric fluctuation fields

hµν , respectively, and the cross-circle denotes the cutoff insertion in the propagator. For

the first diagram (tadpole diagram), a vertex Hµν
2 given in Eq. (C.4) contributes, whereas

the second and third diagrams (sunset diagrams) have two vertices of Hµν
1 . Below we

calculate these contributions explicitly.
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D.5.1 Tadpole diagram

Before computing contributions from the tadpole diagram, we consider the trace of Hµν
2 ,

namely

δµνH
µν
2 =

1

2
hµνh

µν . (D.18)

Hence, due to the functional trace in the flow equation, the first and third terms in

Eq. (C.4) cancel each other, and thus only the second term in Eq. (C.4) contributes.

Moreover, as shown in Eq. (A.3), the squared metric fluctuation field has no mixing term

between different modes.

Firstly, we evaluate the contribution from a TT-mode loop which is denoted by a

double wiggly line below.

ηφ

∣∣∣2TT

tadpole
= − 1

Zφ

1

Ω

d

dp2

−1

2 p

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p2=0

=
1

Zφ

d

dp2

1

Ω

1

2
Tr
[
K̃−1∂tRkK̃−1(V)µνρσ(PTT )ρσµν

]
hTT hTT

=
1

Zφ

d

dp2

1

2
Tr

[
∂tRk(q)

Pk(q)2

(
2Zφ
ZN

δνσ(pµpρ)(PTT (q))ρσµν

)]
=

5

2ZN

1

2

∫
d4q

(2π)4

∂tRk(q)

Pk(q)2
=

5

(4π)2

1

M̃2
P

`4
1(0), (D.19)

where (PTT (q))ρσµν is defiend in Eq. (C.11).

Secondly, the loop effect of the transverse spin-1 mode is calculated. Denoting it by a

single wiggly line, we obtain

ηφ

∣∣∣1T

tadpole
= − 1

Zφ

1

Ω

d

dp2

−1

2 p

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p2=0

=
1

Zφ

d

dp2

1

Ω

1

2
Tr
[
K̃−1∂tRkK̃−1(V)µν(P1)νµ

]
ξξ

=
1

Zφ

d

dp2

1

2
Tr

[
2Pk∂tRk(q)

Pk(q)4

(
α̃Zφ
ZN

q2

{
1

4
δµνδαβ + δαµδβν

}
(P1(q))αβpµpν

)]
=

3α̃

2ZN

∫
d4q

(2π)4
q2∂tRk(q)

Pk(q)3
=

12α̃

(4π)2

1

M̃2
P

`6
2(0). (D.20)

Note that we have redefine the transverse vector mode as ξµ → α̃1/2ξµ.

Finally, let us calculate contributions from the scalar modes in the metric fluctuations

for which we need the 2× 2 vertex matrix,Vσσ Vσh
Vhσ Vhh

 . (D.21)
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Their propagators are given as a 2× 2 matrix, i.e. the regulated propagator matrix reads

K̃−1
∣∣∣
2×2

=
16

Pk − k2m̃2
s

− 1
3P 2
k

(β2−3α̃)Pk+4α̃k2v0

(β−3)2Pk

(β−α̃)
(β−3)2Pk

(β−α̃)
(β−3)2Pk

(α̃−3)
(β−3)2

 , (D.22)

with m̃2
s = 4(3−α̃)

(3−β)2 v0 and the regulator matrix

Rk

∣∣∣
2×2

=
1

16

 3(3−α̃)
α̃

(P 3
k − q6) 3(β−α̃)

α
(P 2

k − q4)

3(β−α̃)
α̃

(P 2
k − q4) β2−3α̃

α̃
(Pk − q2)

 . (D.23)

As mentioned above, the traced Hµν
2 contains no mixing vertex between σ and h, so we

define the vertex matrix of scalar modes as the following diagonal formVσσ Vσh
Vhσ Vhh

→ V∣∣∣
2×2

=
Zφ
ZN

Ω
p2

16

(
3q4 0

0 1

)
, (D.24)

where we already performed the symmetrization for the loop momenta; qµqν → q2

4
δµν and

pµ are external momenta.

We denote the propagator of scalar modes in the metric fluctuations by a dashed line

and evaluate contributions from their tadpole diagram as follows:

ηφ

∣∣∣scalar

tadpole
= − 1

Zφ

1

Ω

d

dp2

(
−1

2
p

)∣∣∣∣∣
p2=0

=
1

Zφ

1

Ω

d

dp2

1

2
Tr
[
K̃−1∂tRkK̃−1V

]
2×2

= − 1

(4π)2

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

[
1

4
`2

1(−m̃2
s)−

9α̃(3− β)2

(3− α̃)2
`8

0(0)

+
9(α̃− β)2

(3− α̃)2

(
`6

1(−m̃2
s) + 2`8

0(−m̃2
s)
) ]
. (D.25)

To summarize, the total contributions from the tadpole diagrams are the sum of

Eqs. (D.19), (D.20) and (D.25).

Here we briefly comment on the case of the linear parametrization for which the vertex

with two-metric fluctuations reads

Hµν
2 =

(
−1

4
hαβhαβ +

1

8
h2

)
ḡµν + hµλh

νλ − 1

2
hhµν . (D.26)

Taking the trace for this, we find that ḡµνH
µν
2 = 0, thus there are no contributions from

the tadpole diagrams in the linear parametrization.
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D.5.2 Sunset diagrams

We compute the anomalous dimension of the scalar field from the sunset diagrams which

are given by last two terms in Eq. (D.17). We note that although the three-point ver-

tex φ̄-h-ϕ arises from the scalar mass term m2√gφ2, we do not take it into account by

assuming that scalar interactions have only the Gaussian fixed point. Thus, we consider

contributions from only Hµν
1 .

We first recognize that the sunset diagrams with the TT mode propagator does not

contribute because within the flow generator, loop momenta qµ included in the vertex

VhTTϕ contract with the TT projector (C.11) and give qµ(PTT (q))ρσµν = 0.

We next consider the anomalous dimension ηφ induced by the interactions Vξϕ and

Vϕξ. The flow equation contains the following algebraic computation:

Tr
[
(iqρδσα)qρpσ(iqµδνβ)qµpν(P1(q))αβ

]
= −3

4
q2p2. (D.27)

Using this, we obtain

ηφ

∣∣∣1T

sunset
= − 1

Zφ

1

Ω

d

dp2

(
p + p

)∣∣∣∣∣
p2=0

= − 1

Zφ

1

Ω

d

dp2
Tr
[
K̃−1∂tRkK̃−1VK̃−1V

]
ξϕ

=
3

4

α̃

ZN
Tr

[
Zφ

ZφPk(q) +m2

q2∂tRk(q)

Pk(q)2

]
+

3

4

α̃

ZN
Tr

[
Zφq

2∂t(ZφRk(q))

(ZφPk(q) +m2)2

1

Pk(q)

]

= α̃
1

ZN

3

4

∫
d4q

(2π)4

q2∂tRk

P 2
k

1

Pk + m̃2
Hk

2
+ α̃

1

ZN

3

4

∫
d4q

(2π)4

q2∂t(ZφRk)/Zφ
(Pk + m̃2

Hk
2)2

1

Pk

= α̃
6

(4π)2

1

M̃2
P

[
`6

1(0)`2
0(m̃2

H) +
(
1− ηφ

6

)
`6

1(m̃2
H)`2

0(0)
]
, (D.28)

where we have used qµ(P1(q))µν = 0 and pβ(P1)βαpα = 3p2/4.

Next, we evaluate loop effects of spin-0 modes for which the following 3 × 3 vertex

matrix is needed:  0 0 Vσϕ
0 0 Vhϕ
Vϕσ Vϕh 0

 . (D.29)

The flow equation for the two-point function of φ̄ is given by

δ2(∂tΓk)

δφ̄(p)δφ̄(−p)

=
δ2

δφ̄(p)δφ̄(−p)Tr

 0 0 Vσϕ
0 0 Vhϕ
Vϕσ Vϕh 0

 K̃σσ K̃σh 0

K̃σh K̃hh 0

0 0 K̃ϕϕ

−1∂tRσσ ∂tRσh 0

∂tRσh ∂tRhh 0

0 0 ∂tRϕϕ
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×

K̃σσ K̃σh 0

K̃σh K̃hh 0

0 0 K̃ϕϕ

−1 0 0 Vσϕ
0 0 Vhϕ
Vϕσ Vϕh 0

K̃σσ K̃σh 0

K̃σh K̃hh 0

0 0 K̃ϕϕ

−1
=

δ2

δφ̄(p)δφ̄(−p)Tr

[
1

K̃ϕϕ

(VσϕVϕσ VσϕVϕh
VhϕVϕσ VhϕVϕh

)[
K̃−1∂tRkK̃−1

]
2×2

]

+
δ2

δφ̄(p)δφ̄(−p)Tr

[
∂tRϕϕ

K̃2
ϕϕ

(VσϕVϕσ VσϕVϕh
VhϕVϕσ VhϕVϕh

)
K̃−1

∣∣∣
2×2

]

= p + p . (D.30)

Here, K̃−1|2×2 and Rk|2×2 are defined in Eqs. (D.22) and (D.23), respectively, and the

vertex matrix is reduced to the 2× 2 matrix

δ2

δφ̄(p)δφ̄(−p)

(VσϕVϕσ VσϕVϕh
VσϕVϕh VhϕVϕh

)

= Ω
Z2
φ

M2
P

2
(
qµqν − δµν

4
q2
)
qµpν × 2

(
qρqσ − δρσ

4
q2
)
qρpσ 2

(
qµqν − δµν

4
q2
)
qµpν × 1

2
δρσqρpσ

2
(
qµqν − δµν

4
q2
)
qµpν × 1

2
δρσqρpσ

1
2
δµνqµpν × 1

2
δρσqρpσ


→

Z2
φ

M2
P

Ω
p2

16

(
9q6 3q4

3q4 q2

)
, (D.31)

where in the last step, we symmetrized loop momenta by qµqν → q2

4
δµν .

Continuing the evaluation of Eq. (D.30), the scalar modes in the metric fluctuations

gives

ηφ

∣∣∣scalar

sunset
= − 1

Zφ

1

Ω

d

dp2

(
p + p

)∣∣∣∣∣
p2=0

= − 1

Zφ

d

dp2
Tr

[
1

Zφ(Pk + k2m̃2
H)

Z2
φ

ZN

p2

16

(
9q6 3q4

3q4 q2

)[
K̃−1∂tRkK̃−1

]
2×2

− 1

Zφ

d

dp2
Tr

[
∂t(ZφRk)

Z2
φ(Pk + k2m̃2

H)2

Z2
φ

ZN

p2

16

(
9q6 3q4

3q4 q2

)
K̃−1

∣∣∣
2×2

]

=
2

(4π)2

4(3− α̃)

(3− β)2M̃2
P

[
`2

0(m̃2
H)

(
`6

1(−m̃2
s) +

18(α̃− β)

(3− α̃)

(
`8

1(−m̃2
s) + `8

0(−m̃2
s)
)

+
108(α̃− β)2

(3− α̃)2

(
`10

1 (−m̃2
s) + 2`10

0 (−m̃2
s)
)
− 108α̃(3− β)2

(3− α̃)2
`10

0 (0)

)

+ `2
1(m̃2

H)

((
1− ηφ

8

)
`6

0(−m̃2
s) +

(
1− ηφ

10

) 18(α̃− β)

(3− α̃)
`8

0(−m̃2
s)
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+
(
1− ηφ

12

)(108(α̃− β)2

(3− α̃)2
`10

0 (−m̃2
s)−

36α̃(3− β)2

(3− α̃)2
`10

0 (0)

))]
. (D.32)

The total contributions from sunset diagrams to the anomalous dimension of the scalar

field is the sum of Eqs. (D.28) and (D.32).
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