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We explore the origins of parameters in adimensional theories — fundamental theories with no classical
massive scales. If the parameters originate as draws from a distribution, it should be possible to write a distribution
for them that doesn’t depend on or introduce any massive scales. These distributions are the invariant distributions
for the renormalization group (RG). If there exist RG invariant combinations of parameters, the RG invariant
distributions are specified up to arbitrary functions of the RG invariants. If such distributions can be constructed,
adimensional theories could predict the values of their parameters through distributions that are constrained by
the RG. If they can’t be constructed, the parameters must originate in a different way. We demonstrate the RG
invariant distributions in QCD, the Coleman-Weinberg model and a totally asymptotically free theory.

INTRODUCTION

The weak scale in the Standard Model (SM) suffers from
a fine-tuning problem; if there are massive scales in nature,
barring fine-tuning, any hierarchy between the weak scale and
the massive scale would be destroyed by quantum corrections.
To avoid this, we could assume that nature is adimensional, that
is, that it contains no fundamental massive scales at all [1–5].
In this radical approach, the known massive scales in nature
are generated anomalously by dimensional transmutation [6]
as a result of renormalization group (RG) running [7–11].
There can be no quadratic corrections to the weak scale on
dimensional grounds alone [12]. Furthermore, if this principle
is applied to gravity [13, 14] it leads to an 𝑅2 theory that is
renormalizable [15, 16] and could address shortcomings of the
Standard Model, including inflation [17]. Although it though
suffers from ghosts, quadratic gravity may be viable [18–22].

We consider the origins of an adimensional model’s parame-
ters and, by requiring the origins to be adimensional, are able
to draw conclusions about possible mechanisms that could
select these parameters. If they are randomly drawn from a
distribution by nature and if there are no fundamental scales
in nature, we should be able to construct a distribution that
doesn’t refer to any particular scale. If we can’t construct such a
distribution, the parameters must be selected in some other way.
As we shall see by considering QCD, the Coleman-Weinberg
model and a totally asymptotically free theory, this constraint
is non-trivial and requires us to find distributions that are RG
invariant.

RG INVARIANT DISTRIBUTIONS

We want to construct distributions for an adimensional the-
ory’s dimensionless parameters that don’t refer to any particular
dimensional scales. The dimensionless parameters of adimen-
sional theories, however, run with renormalization scale, 𝑄.
Naive choices of distribution would depend upon the choice of
renormalization scale [23], as densities transform by a Jacobian

rule. For example, the densities for a parameter 𝛼 at scales 𝑄
and 𝑄′ would be connected by

𝑝 (𝛼(𝑄)) = 𝑝′ (𝛼(𝑄′)) |J | , (1)

where |J | is the Jacobian for the transformation between
𝛼(𝑄) and 𝛼(𝑄′).1 In dimensional theories, particular scales
could play a role in the distributions. For example, in a non-
renormalizable effective theory valid at energies 𝐸 < 𝑀 or in
a grand unified theory (GUT) with unification scale 𝑀 , there is
a special scale and we could write distributions for parameters
at that scale, 𝑄 ≈ 𝑀 .

In adimensional theories, we don’t want the form of the
distribution to depend on the scale 𝑄, such that it doesn’t have
to be specified at any particular scale. We can achieve this by
requiring that

𝑝 = 𝑝′, (3)

that is, that the two density functions are the same function. This
is an example of an invariant distribution (see e.g., ref. [24–27]);
other simple examples include

𝑝(𝑥) ∝ 1
𝑥
, (4)

which is invariant under re-scalings 𝑥 → 𝐴𝑥, and

𝑝(𝑥) ∝ const., (5)

which is invariant under shifts 𝑥 → 𝑥 + 𝐴. Here we are
seeking a distribution that is invariant under RG evolution. The
scale and shift invariant distributions are examples of improper
distributions: they cannot be normalized to one and we cannot
sample from them.

1 This issue was raised by ref. [23]. We don’t agree with the proposed
resolution, however, which was that probabilities behave as

𝑝 (𝛼(𝑄) ) 𝑑𝛼(𝑄) = 𝑝′ (𝛼(𝑄′ )
)
𝑑𝛼(𝑄′ ) , (2)

and that only probabilities, and not probability densities, are truly meaningful.
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Formally, invariant distributions are the right Haar measure
of the transformation group (see e.g., refs. [28–30]). This
measure exists if the group is locally compact and leads to a
proper distribution if and only if the group is compact. The
number of distributions that can be found by a group invariance
equals the size of the invariance group.

For example, suppose that we considered dependent re-
scalings for two parameters, 𝑥 → 𝐴𝑥 and 𝑦 → 𝐴𝑦. The
size-one invariance group cannot uniquely dictate the prior for
the two parameters. We obtain

𝑝(𝑦 | 𝑥) = 𝑓 (𝑥/𝑦)
𝑦

(6)

𝑝(𝑥) ∝ 1
𝑥

(7)

for an arbitrary probability density function (PDF) 𝑓 because
𝑥/𝑦 is invariant under the group. Similarly, if we were to
consider dependent shifts, 𝑥 → 𝑥 + 𝐴 and 𝑦 → 𝑦+ 𝐴, we would
obtain

𝑝(𝑦 | 𝑥) = 𝑓 (𝑥 − 𝑦) (8)
𝑝(𝑥) ∝ const. (9)

for an arbitrary PDF 𝑓 because 𝑥−𝑦 is invariant under the group.
With this in mind, if there are RG invariant combinations of
parameters, I, the RG can only specify a distribution up to an
arbitrary PDF of the invariant, 𝑓 (I).

QCD

Let’s begin by considering quantum chromodynamics (QCD),
as in ref. [23]. At one-loop, the RG equation for the strong
coupling is

𝑑𝛼𝑠

𝑑 ln𝑄
= −𝛽0𝛼

2
𝑠 , (10)

where 𝛽0 > 0. Solving this differential equation yields the
exact solution for 𝛼𝑠 (𝑄) given 𝛼𝑠 (𝑄′),

𝛼𝑠 (𝑄) = 𝛼𝑠 (𝑄′)
1 − 𝛼𝑠 (𝑄′) 𝛽0 ln (𝑄′/𝑄) . (11)

We show this flow in fig. 1a. This may be re-written as

𝛼𝑠 (𝑄) = 1
𝛽0 ln

(
𝑄/ΛQCD

) , (12)

where we used the QCD scale,

ΛQCD = 𝑄𝑒
− 1

𝛽0𝛼𝑠 (𝑄) , (13)

which is a Landau pole in the RG evolution — the coupling
𝛼𝑠 cannot be evolved through the Landau pole at 𝑄 = ΛQCD.
This makes it hard to construct an RG invariant distribution for
the coupling. We want the form of our distribution for 𝛼 to be
the same at any scale 𝑄, but RG evolution to arbitrary 𝑄 isn’t

possible. Formally, the transformations aren’t closed and the
Haar measure needn’t exist.

We could consider Landau poles as fatal to the goal of
constructing an RG invariant distribution, though Landau poles
may be an artefact of the breakdown of perturbation theory. We
could relax our requirement and seek RG invariant distributions
only for 𝑄 for which the RG evolution can be defined. Lastly,
we could treat eq. (11) as a transformation valid for any 𝑄,
though this isn’t a solution of eq. (10).

For illustrative purposes, we pursue the latter approach. We
may find the Jacobian from eq. (11)

|J | =
����𝑑𝛼𝑠 (𝑄′)
𝑑𝛼𝑠 (𝑄)

���� = ����𝛼𝑠 (𝑄′)
𝛼𝑠 (𝑄)

����2 . (14)

Through the Jacobian rule eq. (1) this means that the probability
densities for 𝛼𝑠 at two different scales 𝑄 and 𝑄′ are related by

𝑝(𝛼𝑠 (𝑄)) = 𝑝′ (𝛼𝑠 (𝑄′)) |J |. (15)

Requiring that 𝑝 = 𝑝′ gives,

𝑝(𝛼𝑠) ∝
1
𝛼2
𝑠

. (16)

This is improper as the integral for the normalization diverges
at 𝛼𝑠 = 0. We didn’t include an arbitrary function of the QCD
scale, 𝑓 (ΛQCD) as we are only considering a measure on the
fundamental parameter 𝛼𝑠 and the transformation 𝛼𝑠 (𝑄) →
𝛼𝑠 (𝑄′). The RG invariant ΛQCD would be relevant for a
measure on (𝛼𝑠 , 𝑄) and the transformations 𝛼(𝑄) → 𝛼(𝑄′)
and 𝑄 → 𝑄′.

We can make sense of the fact that the distribution is improper
by considering dimensional transmutation. The dimensionless
parameter 𝛼𝑠 may be traded for the QCD scale through eq. (13).
Using the Jacobian rule and transforming from 𝛼𝑠 to ΛQCD, we
find that eq. (16) corresponds to

𝑝(ΛQCD) ∝
1

ΛQCD
. (17)

This improper scale-invariant distribution was somewhat in-
evitable as there are no scales at all in our problem and thus on
dimensional grounds eq. (17) was the only possibility. In fig. 1b
we consider the flow of probability mass around the distribution
eq. (16). Probability mass flows from the IR attractor at −0 to
the UV attractor at +0 but cannot cross zero; hence, we require
an infinite source and sink at 𝛼𝑠 = 0. Lastly, if we included
𝛼𝑠 = 0, a trivial invariant measure exists — a Dirac mass at
𝛼𝑠 = 0.

In any case, the fact that the distribution was improper and
the existence of the Landau pole are moot. Different choices
of 𝛼𝑠 (𝑄) describe an identical theory expressed in different
units, as changing 𝛼𝑠 (𝑄) may be compensated by scaling 𝑄.
We may define a unit of energy to be ΛQCD. This is a theory
with no free parameters.
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FIG. 1: The RG flow of the QCD gauge coupling leads to an improper invariant measure.

SCALAR QED

We now consider the canonical example of radiative sym-
metry breaking: the Coleman-Weinberg model [31] of scalar
quantum electrodynamics (QED). The model contains a com-
plex scalar charged under a 𝑈 (1) gauge symmetry and an
associated gauge boson described by the Lagrangian,

L =
��𝐷𝜇𝜙

��2 − 𝜆

4!
|𝜙|4 − 1

4
𝐹𝜇𝜈𝐹

𝜇𝜈 . (18)

The tree-level scalar mass was set to zero, such that the model
is adimensional. Masses are generated at one-loop by radiative
symmetry breaking of the 𝑈 (1) gauge symmetry as logarith-
mic corrections to the scalar potential generate a non-trivial
minimum.

The RG equations at one-loop are [31–33]
𝑑𝜆

𝑑 ln𝑄
=

10
3(4𝜋)2𝜆

2 − 12
(4𝜋)𝛼𝜆 + 36𝛼2, (19)

𝑑𝛼

𝑑 ln𝑄
= −𝛽0𝛼

2, (20)

where 𝛽0 = −2/(12𝜋). The solutions are

𝛼(𝑄) = 𝛼(𝑄′)
1 − 𝛼(𝑄′) 𝛽0 ln (𝑄′/𝑄) , (21)

𝜆(𝑄) = 𝛾𝛼(𝑄) tan

[√
719
2

ln𝛼(𝑄) + Θ

]
+ 𝛿𝛼(𝑄), (22)

where the coefficients in eq. (22) are

𝛾 =

√
719
10

4𝜋 and 𝛿 =
19
10

4𝜋. (23)

The quantity Θ may be chosen to fix 𝜆(𝑄′) through

Θ = arctan
[
𝜆(𝑄′) − 𝛿𝛼(𝑄′)

𝛾𝛼(𝑄′)

]
−
√

719
2

ln𝛼(𝑄′). (24)

This parameter is in fact an RG invariant since it may be
determined from eq. (22) at any scale. The tangent in eq. (22)
means that 𝜆 swings rapidly from −∞ to ∞ between Landau
poles. Thus scalar QED describes a narrow energy range
between two Landau poles. This is shown in fig. 2a.

As before, for illustrative purposes we continue regardless
of the Landau poles. Treating the transformations eqs. (21)
and (22) as valid for any𝑄, we compute the associated Jacobian,

|J | =
����𝑑 (𝛼(𝑄′), 𝜆(𝑄′))
𝑑 (𝛼(𝑄), 𝜆(𝑄))

���� (25)

=

𝛼(𝑄′)3
[
1 +

(
𝜆(𝑄′ )−𝛿𝛼(𝑄′ )

𝛾𝛼(𝑄′ )

)2
]

𝛼(𝑄)3
[
1 +

(
𝜆(𝑄)−𝛿𝛼(𝑄)

𝛾𝛼(𝑄)

)2
] (26)

The distributions are related by

𝑝(𝜆(𝑄), 𝛼(𝑄)) = 𝑝′ (𝜆(𝑄′), 𝛼(𝑄′)) |J | (27)

We may construct an RG invariant distribution for the couplings
by requiring that 𝑝 and 𝑝′ are the same function,

𝑝(𝜆, 𝛼) ∝ 𝑓 (Θ)

𝛼3
[
1 +

(
𝜆−𝛿𝛼
𝛾𝛼

)2
] (28)

where 𝑓 is an arbitrary PDF of the RG invariant combination
of 𝜆 and 𝛼. We may marginalize 𝜆, finding,

𝑝(𝜆 | 𝛼) = 𝑓 (Θ)

𝛾𝛼𝜋

[
1 +

(
𝜆−𝛿𝛼
𝛾𝛼

)2
] , (29)

𝑝(𝛼) ∝ 1
𝛼2 , (30)
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(a) The Coleman-Weinberg model.

10−6 10−4 10−2 100 102 104 106

log Q/Q0

−1

0

1

2

3

4

R
=
λ
/g

2

⇐ IR attractor

UV attractor⇒

Flow contained
between attractors

⇐a
L

an
da

uap
ol

e

La
nd

au
ap

ol
ea⇒

(b) TAF theory with quartic and gauge couplings.

FIG. 2: RG flow with quartic and gauge coupling for the Coleman-Weinberg model and a TAF theory.

We recognize eq. (29) as a Cauchy distribution located at 𝛿𝛼
with scale parameter 𝛾𝛼 that is multiplied by an arbitrary PDF
of the RG invariant.

As for QCD, the distribution for the gauge coupling in eq. (30)
is improper. We could try to we side-step this by using the
gauge coupling to fix our units. In analogy with QCD, by
dimensional transmutation we may change variable,

Λ = 𝑄𝑒
1

𝛽0𝛼2
, (31)

and fix Λ arbitrarily as it only defines a choice of units. We
are left with a proper RG-invariant distribution, eq. (29), for
the quartic coupling 𝜆. Practically, this only partially helps
us make predictions from scalar QED. Knowledge of 𝛼(𝑄)
and 𝜆(𝑄) at an arbitrary 𝑄 isn’t enough; we need to know the
validity of the theory, e.g., the scale of a Landau pole in the
tangent defining a limit of the theory’s validity.

TOTALLY ASYMPTOTICALLY FREE THEORY

For our purposes, QCD was trivial and scalar QED suffered
from Landau poles in the IR and UV such that transformations
couldn’t form a closed group. We thus now turn to a similar
theory with no Landau poles in the UV. The easiest theories
of this type to construct and analyse are totally asymptotically
free theories [34]. To make a simple model, we consider a
scalar with a non-Abelian gauge interaction.

The RG equation for the gauge coupling is identical to that
in eq. (20), though we consider 𝛽0 > 0. We write an agnostic
RG equation for the quartic,

𝑑𝜆

𝑑 ln𝑄
= 𝑠𝜆𝜆

2 − 𝑠𝜆𝑔𝜆𝑔
2 + 𝑠𝑔𝑔

4, (32)

where the coefficients 𝑠 must be positive for any QFT. This
generalizes eq. (19) and follows ref. [34]. The coefficients can

be parameterized by

𝐶 ≡
𝑠𝑔

𝛽0
, (33)

𝐷 ≡
𝑠𝜆𝑔 − 𝛽0

2𝑠𝑔
, (34)

𝐸 ≡ 𝐷2 − 𝑠𝜆

𝑠𝑔
. (35)

For 𝐸 < 0, we obtain a general solution of the form in eq. (22).
For 𝐸 = 0, we obtain trivial fixed-flow behaviour. Lastly, for
𝐸 > 0, the solution may be written as

𝑅(𝑄) = 𝑅IR + (𝑅UV − 𝑅IR) 𝐹 (𝛼), (36)

𝐹 (𝛼) ≡ 1
2

[
1 − tanh

(
𝐶
√
𝐸 ln𝛼(𝑄) + Θ

)]
, (37)

where 𝑅(𝑄) ≡ 𝜆(𝑄)/(4𝜋𝛼(𝑄)) and

𝑅IR =
1

𝐷 −
√
𝐸

and 𝑅UV =
1

𝐷 +
√
𝐸
. (38)

We pursue this 𝐸 > 0 case to avoid Landau poles. The function
𝐹 (𝛼) flows from 0 in the IR to 1 in the UV such that, as shown
in fig. 2b, we encounter IR and UV attractors at 𝑅IR/UV. If at
any scale the ratio lies inside [𝑅UV, 𝑅IR], it stays trapped inside
that interval and there are no Landau poles. As before, Θ is an
RG invariant,

Θ = arctanh
[
1 − 2

(
𝑅(𝑄′) − 𝑅IR
𝑅UV − 𝑅IR

)]
− 𝐶

√
𝐸 log𝛼(𝑄′) (39)

that controls 𝑅(𝑄′).
After computing the Jacobian, we find an RG invariant

measure on (𝑅UV, 𝑅IR),

𝑝(𝑅 | 𝛼) = 1
2

(𝑅IR − 𝑅UV)
(𝑅IR − 𝑅) (𝑅 − 𝑅UV)

𝑓 (Θ), (40)

𝑝(𝛼) ∝ 1
𝛼2 , (41)
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attractors.

for an arbitrary PDF 𝑓 (Θ). If we were to consider [𝑅UV, 𝑅IR],
Dirac masses at the fixed points would be possible as well,
𝛿(𝑅 − 𝑅IR/UV). Although the PDF 𝑓 (Θ) is arbitrary, the fact
it can only be a function of Θ is restrictive and analogous to
physics problems with spherical symmetry in which a result
must depend only on the radius.

The attractors led to poles in the RG invariant measure in
eq. (40). Whilst this behaviour is intuitive, it risks making the
distribution improper. However, 𝑓 (Θ) is a choice of measure
on the RG invariant and must be proper,∫ ∞

−∞
𝑓 (Θ) 𝑑Θ = 1. (42)

That means it must decay to zero faster than 1/Θ. Making an
expansion near the poles,

Θ ∝ log(𝑅 − 𝑅IR/UV) (43)

and so 𝑝(𝑅 | 𝛼) must grow slower around the poles than,

1
log(𝑅 − 𝑅IR/UV)

1
(𝑅IR − 𝑅) (𝑅 − 𝑅UV)

. (44)

and so the invariant measure is proper, providing that 𝑓 (Θ)
was proper.

The form of conditional distribution eq. (40) doesn’t change
under RG evolution, though the shape of the distribution flows.
This happens because Θ(𝑅, 𝛼) for fixed 𝑅 changes as 𝛼 flows.
To achieve the ‘wrong’ value of 𝑅 — 𝑅 ≃ 𝑅UV in the IR
or 𝑅 ≃ 𝑅IR in the UV — requires |Θ| → ∞. By eq. (42),
limΘ→∞ 𝑓 (Θ) = 0, such that these ‘wrong’ values are always
suppressed by 𝑓 (Θ). Thus, generically the factor 𝑓 (Θ) pushes
probability from 𝑅IR to 𝑅UV as ln𝛼 flows from ∞ to −∞. We
show an example in fig. 3 for 𝑓 (Θ) = N(0, 1), a standard
normal distribution.

This analysis was at one-loop. The principles are the same
at any order and we don’t expect further corrections to spoil

the fact that eq. (40) was proper, spoil the existence of an RG
invariant, or prevent us from using 𝛼 to define a system of units.
We anticipate, however, that at higher order we would require
special techniques to obtain RG invariant distributions, as it
would be challenging to compute the Jacobian and identify the
RG invariants. Approximate and numerical results, rather than
exact analytic results, may be necessary.

CONCLUSIONS

We considered the origins of fundamental parameters in adi-
mensional models. We argued that if the parameters originate
as random draws from a distribution, that distribution must
be RG invariant to avoid introducing massive scales. If an
invariant measure doesn’t exist for a model and that model is
truly adimensional, the model’s parameters cannot originate as
random draws. On the other hand, if invariant measures exist
for a model and we can compute the form of the measure, the
model’s parameters must originate as draws from this form of
measure, if they originate as random draws.

We continued by attempting to construct RG invariant mea-
sures for three concrete theories: QCD, the Coleman-Weinberg
model, and a totally asymptotically free theory. We encountered
two problems. First, to be able to sample from the invariant
distributions, they should be proper, but the distribution for
the anomalously generated scale in QCD was improper. This
isn’t necessarily an issue, though, as a single anomalously
generated scale only determines a system of units. Second,
the presence of Landau poles makes it impossible to construct
RG invariant distributions for parameters, since the parameters
themselves aren’t defined at scales beyond the Landau pole and
RG transformations can’t form a closed group. This meant that
we couldn’t construct a satisfactory RG invariant distribution
in the Coleman-Weinberg model.

The absence of Landau poles in the totally asymptotically
free theory, however, allowed us to construct an invariant
measure for the quartic coupling. The measure was an arbitrary
choice of PDF for an RG invariant combination of the quartic
and gauge coupling combined with poles at the IR and UV fixed
points in the RG flow of the quartic. Thus this quartic could
originate as a random draw and if it does, we know the form of
distribution that it must originate from. The requirement that
a model is adimensional is so strong that it opens a window
on the origin of the model’s parameters, something usually
beyond us.

I would like to thank Luca Marzola for discussions and
feedback.
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