1908.02214v1 [hep-th] 6 Aug 2019

arxXiv

A new functional RG flow: regulator-sourced 2PI versus average 1PI
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We derive the renormalization group evolution of the quartic scalar theory with spontaneous
symmetry breaking from an alternative flow equation, obtained within the externally sourced two-
particle irreducible framework due to Garbrecht and Millington. In order to make a straightforward
comparison with the evolution from the standard Wetterich-Morris-Ellwanger equation, we employ
the Litim regulator, work to lowest order in the derivative expansion and neglect anomalous scaling.
By this means, we illustrate the leading differences between analytic expressions for the resulting
threshold and (non-perturbative) beta functions. In four dimensions, we find that the positions
of the potential minima and the cosmological constant evolve more rapidly with scale compared
to the standard approach, whereas the quartic coupling evolves more slowly, albeit by a small
amount. These differences may have implications for the asymptotic safety programme, as well as
our understanding of the non-perturbative scale evolution of the Standard Model Higgs sector.

The standard flow equation of the functional renor-
malization group (RG), due to Wetterich [1], Morris [2]
and Ellwanger [3] (and Reuter [4] in the case of gravity),
can be derived from the average one-particle irreducible
(1PI) effective action [5]

1
F;EI[QSka] = W[jkka] =+ jk,z(bx + §¢1Rk,zy¢y7 (1)

which depends on the RG scale k through the regula-
tor Ry. Herein, we have used the DeWitt convention in
which repeated continuous indices (here, the spacetime
coordinates x and y) are integrated over. The average
1PT effective action is defined as a ‘modified’ Legendre
transform of the (Euclidean) Schwinger function

W, Re] = —mn/m exp [-}i (S[q>]

1
- jk,mq)z - 2(I)mRk,zy(I)y>:| . (2)

Recently, however, it was shown [6] that an alternative
derivation, based on an approach to the two-particle ir-
reducible (2PI) effective action [7] due to Garbrecht and
Millington [§] (see also Ref. [9]) in which the role of the
sources is fully exploited, leads to a different flow equa-
tion. In this framework, the regulator of the RG evolu-
tion is consistently associated with the two-point source
of the 2PI effective action. The regulator-sourced 2PI
effective action is then defined as the following double
Legendre transform of the Schwinger function:

FQPI[QS? Ak} = W[jka Rk} + jk,xd%c
1
+ §Rk,zy (¢m¢y + hAk,zy) ) (3)
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where Ay, 4, is the source-dependent two-point function.
The regulator-sourced 2PI approach differs from that of
the average 1PI by the implementation of an additional
Legendre transform with respect to the regulator.

The two distinct flow equations are as follows:

OT[6, A = +5STE (Rid A, (4a)
O, Ri) = —5STH(AOkRy) . (4b)

where STr indicates the supertrace over spacetime coor-
dinates and internal indices, and ARy = Ag 2:Ri 2y-
Notice that Egs. and differ by a term
Ok (RiAg) /2, which results from the additional Legen-
dre transform and is, in general, non-zero (see Ref. [6]).

In this letter, we motivate further comprehensive study
of this new RG flow by identifying the key differences
compared to the standard approach for the quartic scalar
theory with spontaneous symmetry breaking.

We remark that we have so far employed an unusual
sign convention on the regulator Ry, which is motivated
by our sign convention on the two-point source in the
definition of the 2PI effective action. Otherwise, and to
facilitate comparisons with the existing literature, we fol-
low the notation of the review presented in Ref. [I0] as
far as practicable in the remainder of this letter. (For
other reviews on the functional RG, see Refs. [TIHI3].)
Hereafter, we work in natural units, setting 7 = 1.

Proceeding by means of the derivative expansion, we
can write the 2PI effective action as

g, Ay] = / d?z [Uk(p)
+% Zi(p, (00)*)0,60,0 + O(0%) |, (5)

where p = ¢?/2. In addition, we take the following ansatz
for the form of the scale-dependent potential:

U(p) = 50k (0= pi)* + A, (6)
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where gi, Ax and py are constant with respect to p. Note
that we have dropped an infinite series of terms in higher
powers of p — pg. It is convenient to introduce the di-
mensionless parameters

K = Zkk27dﬁk, (7&)
e = Z; K g, (7b)

where Z), = Zi(pr, k?), such that
1 = o
Uk(p) = §kd)\k(Zkk2 Up— k)24 Ag. (8)

For constant p, the regulator-sourced 2P1 flow equation

in Eq. yields

Uk (p) = %/Rk(qg)@ﬁk(/x 7), (9)

where 0; = kOy, fq =/ % and

1
~ Zi(p, 4*)a® — Ri(q?) + Up(p) + QPUzQ’(é))
10)
is the two-point function (again for constant p). It is
convenient to re-express this in the form

Ak(pa q2)

1

Ar(p,¢®) = . (11

{0 0) = B T @)+ B Y
where we have defined
Zi(p, 2

alp. ) = 200 (12

k

Ri(¢?)

2y =z 12b

Tk(q ) qu2 ) ( )

Ul + 200" _

wrl(p) = 22Tk N 37k — k). (12¢)

27,

In order to make our comparison of the RG evolutions
as explicit and straightforward as possible, we will work
to lowest order in the derivative expansion, taking 7y =
Zy (zx = 1). In addition, we will neglect all contributions
from the anomalous dimension 7, = —d, In Z;,. We note,
however, that the anomalous dimension is determined
from the flow equation for the two-point function, which
is itself obtained by functional differentiation of Egs. (4al)
or with respect to ¢. It will therefore differ between
the two approaches compared here.

By rewriting the integral on the right-hand side of
Eq. @D in the form

1 1 1
5/7% (0:Ag) = —5/(3tRk)Ak+§/3t (ReAyg)
q q q
= 21}dk‘d [fg(wk) + Mg(wkﬂ , (13)
where
vyt =2 w421 (d)2), (14)

2

we can isolate the difference §¢4(wy) between the stan-
dard threshold function ¢d(wy) and that which arises
in the regulator-sourced 2PI flow equation. Under the
coarse approximations identified above, these threshold
functions are given by

1 G20,
td(wy) = 1
o(wk) +4vdk‘d/q P+ ) + K (15a)
d 2 Tk
=—— 1
605 (wr) 4vdkd/qq atq2(1+rk)+k‘2wk’ (15b)

where we have suppressed the arguments on r; and wy
for notational convenience.

We obtain the following system of flow equations for
the potential, and ki and Ak, obtained respectively from
Eq. @D, and its first and second derivatives with respect
to p at p = pr (wWr = 2KEAk):

O Ur(p) = 2vak™ [€3(wi) + 003 (wr)] (16a)

Ok = (2 — d)ky + 6vq [05 (2651 \0) + 665 (261 08)]
(16b)

Ok = (d — 4) e + 18vg A7 [£5 (26 M) + 605 (261 Mr)] -
(16¢)

The higher threshold functions are defined iteratively via

(6)6 (wr) = —8u, (9)5 (wr),
(0)05(wr) = =B, (6)£1 (wh)-
We emphasise that all contributions from the anomalous

dimension have been omitted.
Making use of the Litim regulator [14]

(17a)
(17b)

Ri(q?) = Zy (q2 — k2) €] (k2 — q2) , (18)

the lowest-order threshold functions can be evaluated an-
alytically, and we obtain

2 1

Gwr) = G1o (192)
2 1 2 0w,

60d =— . (19b

0(wr) d+21+w,  d(d+2) (14 w)? (19b)

Notice that the regulator-sourced 2PI threshold function
depends on dywy. It follows from Eq. (12c) that

Oywy, = 3)\k(2—d)Zka_dp—k(?)ZkkQ‘dp—mk)at)\k—)\kamk.
(20)
Substituting for the x; and Ay flow equations from

Egs. (16b) and (16c), keeping only the tree-level con-
tributions (consistent with working to first order in % in

the flow equations), we can show that
Oy, = —2wy. (21)
It then follows that

2 1 4 Wi
d+21+w,  d(d+2)(1+w)?’

51 (wr) = (22)



and we obtain

2 1
I =—-— 2
1(0.)k) d (1 ¥ wk)zv ( 38.)
2d—2) 1 8 W
d _ _
O wn) = dd+2) (1 +wr)?  d(d+2) (1+w)3’
(23b)
4 1
d — —
EQ(MIC) - d (1 + wk)3> (23C)
Ad—4) 1 24 W
d _ _
03 (wr) = dd+2) 1+ w)?  d(d+2) (1+we)*
(23d)
After substituting the threshold functions into

Eq. , we arrive at the following evolution equations
for the parameters Ay, ki and Ag:

8’Ud]€d 1
A — 24

e d(d +2) (1+ 2rEA)?’ e
48vy4 1

b _(2-d . (24b

Ok = B = ( )k + d(d+2) (14 2kEA)3 (240)
432 A7

O = Br = (d =D\, + 22 : (24¢)

d(d + 2) (1 + 2/<Vk)\;c)4 '

These results should be compared with the corresponding
expressions derived from the Wetterich-Morris-Ellwanger
flow equation for the same ansatz in Egs. and @
(applied to YY), the same regulator in Eq. (18), and
under the same coarse approximations:

4vdkd 1
oA _ 7 25
WAkl ier d 1426k | p; 5
12’Ud 1
Ockiklipy = (2 = d)r + — (1+2R6Ae)? | 1pr 20
1
721)(1 >\2
OeAelypr = (d =4 Ak + d (1+ 2:‘:1@)\1@)3 PI (25
1

In Fig. we plot the evolutions of the parameters
A/k? Ky and A\, ind = 2, d = 3 and d = 4, sub-
ject to the regulator-sourced 2PI and Wetterich-Morris-
Ellwanger flow equations in Egs. and . We see
that the qualitative behaviour of the evolution is similar
in each case. However, the evolution of kj is faster in the
regulator-sourced 2PI flow than the Wetterich-Morris-
Ellwanger flow for d = 3 and d = 4. While not visible in
the plots, the flow of A, is slower in each case, albeit by
a small amount. Even so, in non-perturbative regimes,
the difference in the scaling of the threshold functions
may lead to more significant deviations between the two
systems of flow equations.

In this letter, we have compared the regulator-sourced
2PI and average 1PI flow equations for the quartic scalar
theory with spontaneous symmetry breaking. While this
analysis is based on a coarse approximation, our results
make clear the motivations for undertaking comprehen-
sive comparisons to higher order in the derivative ex-
pansion and accounting fully for the anomalous scaling.
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FIG. 1. RG evolution of Ay /k? (orange), ki, (green) and Ay
(blue) from the regulator-sourced 2P (solid) and Wetterich-
Morris-Ellwanger (dashed) flow equations to lowest order in
the derivative expansion, neglecting anomalous scaling and for
the Litim regulator. The boundary conditions are Ak/kd =
Kk = M. = 0.5 at k/pu = 107% where u is a mass scale.

The differences between these approaches may, for in-
stance, have implications for the asymptotic safety pro-
gramme [15] (see, e.g., Refs. [16H22], and Refs. [23H20]
for reviews in the context of quantum gravity), as well as
our understanding of the non-perturbative RG evolution
of the Standard Model Higgs sector (see, e.g., Ref. [27]).
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