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Abstract

There are indications that gravity is asymptotically sdfee Standard Model (SM) plus gravity could be valid up to @abily
high energies. Supposing that this is indeed the case amdnags that there are no intermediate energy scales between t
Fermi and Planck scales we address the question of whethandlss of the Higgs bosany can be predicted. For a positive
gravity induced anomalous dimensidy > 0 the running of the quartic scalar self interactibrat scales beyond the Planck
mass is determined by a fixed point at zero. This resultsyin= myin, = 126 GeV, with only a few GeV uncertainty. This
prediction is independent of the details of the short distarunning and holds for a wide class of extensions of the Shiedls
For A, < 0 one findsmy in the intervalmpy,, < my < mmax~ 174 GeV, now sensitive td, and other properties of the short
distance running. The cagg > 0 is favored by explicit computations existing in the litene.
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Though gravity is non-renormalizable by pertur- includes all quantum fluctuations with momenta larger
bative methods, it may exist as a field theory non- than an infrared cutoff scale. F&— o no fluctua-
perturbatively [1], exhibiting a non-trivial ultraviolet tions are included anflk .., coincides with the classi-
fixed point (FP) of the functional renormalization group cal or microscopic action, while fdc — 0 the flowing
flow [2—4]. In [5] such a fixed point was indeed found action includes all quantum fluctuations and becomes
in the so-called Einstein-Hilbert truncation. Many the generating functional of the one-particle irreducible
works (for a recent review see [6]), based on the exact Green’s functions. The scale dependencé pbbeys
functional renormalization group equation (FRGE) of an exact functional renormalization group equation [4].
[4] (for a review see [7]), produced further evidence It is of a simple one loop type, but nevertheless can be
in favor of this conjecture. The non-perturbative FP solved only approximately by suitable non-perturbative
of [5] stays in place when higher order operators are truncations of its most general functional form.
added to Einstein-Hilbert action, when the form of the ~ From the studies of the functional renormalization
infrared cutoff is changed, etc. A similar picture arises group forl one infers a characteristic scale dependence
in lattice formulations of quantum gravity [8] (for a of the gravitational constant or Planck mass,
recent review see [9D). Ye'F another indication comes MFZ,(k) _ Mg+250k2 7 1)
from perturbative computations [10].

_ 172 _ 8 ;
The "flowing action” or “effective average actio; ~ WNEreMp = (B7Gn) /2 = 2.4 x 10'° GeV is the low

energy Planck mass, aidg is a pure number, the exact
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value of which is not essential for our considerations. For smallx; eq. (3) describes the leading contribution,
From investigations of simple truncations of pure grav- such that
ity one findsép =~ 0.024 from a numerical solution of

FRGE [5, 11, 12]. For scattering with large momentum Xj (K) ~ KA . %)
transferq the effective infrared cuto#? is replaced by
o?. Thus forg? > M% the effective gravitational con- The general form (3) is again dictated by simple scal-
stantGy (g?) scales am, ensuring the regular be-  ing arguments. Explicit computations confirm these ex-
havior of high energy scattering amplitudes. pectations [11, 12, 14-19]. In general, the constants
We can distinguish two qualitatively different @; Will depend on the precise model which describes
regimes, separated by a transition scale the high energy regime. We emphasize that dpr
M 0 the running ofx; is asymptotically free, at least for
ki = P <109 GeV. (2) small enough values of the coupling. For the low energy
V2& regimek? < k2 the gravitational contributions become
For the “high energy regimek > k; we observe scaling ~ Nedligible. _ . o
behavioMZ (k) /k? ~ 2&,, characteristic for an ultravio- Within this setting a very economical description of

let fixed point. In contrast, for the “low energy regime” all interactions in_ Nature may be_ possible_. One can as-
the effects of graviton loops are effectively switched off SUme that there is no new physics associated with any
andM2(k) becomes a scale independent constant. Eq. intermediate energy scale (such as Grand Unified scale
(1) describes the typical behavior for a “relevant pa- Of 10w energy supersymmetry) between the weak scale
rameter” characterizing a deviation from an exact fixed @ndker. All confirmed observational signals in favor of
point. We observe that the high energy regime is essen-Physics pey_ond the Standard Model as neutrino masses
tially determined by canonical dimensional scaling in and oscillations, dark matter and dark energy, baryon
absence of mass scales. We expect this form to hold for@Symmetry of the Universe and inflation can be associ-
a wide class of theories with an ultraviolet fixed point, &t€d with new physicbelowthe electroweak scale, for
where the high energy regime may involve additional "eviews see [20, 21] and references therein. The min-
fields or even higher dimensions. The numerical value Imal model -vMSM, contains, in addition to the SM
of & will then depend on the precise model. (In the particles, 3 relatively light singlet Majorana fermions
presence of an anomalous dimension for the graviton and the dilaton. These fermions could be responsible for
eq. (1) holds for an appropriate renormalized coupling Neutrino masses, dark matter and baryon asymmetry of
M2(K).) In the “low energy regimek < k; the running the Universe. The dilaton may lead to dynamical dark
of the gravitational couplings is essentially stopped. ~ €nergy [22, 23] and realizes spontaneously broken scale
Fork > k the running of the dimensionless couplings nvariance Whlch elther_emerges from_ the cosmological
of the Standard Model is modified by gravitational con- &PProach to a fixed point [22, 24] or is an exact quan-
tributions. We may denote these couplingsdyor the tum symmetry [2_5, 26]. Inflation can take place gnher
gauge couplings, gz, gs of U(1), SU(2), SU(3), h due to the SM Higgs [27] or due to the asymptotically
for the top Yukawa coupling andl for the self interac- safe _character of gravity [28]. Yet another part of new
tion of the Higgs scalar. The gravitational contribution PhySics, related, for example, to the strong CP problem

to the beta—functionBJgraV takes typically the forrh or to the flavor prol_JIem, may be associate_d with th_e
Planck energy. In this Letter we show that this scenario
grav__ 4 k2 _ 3 leads to a prediction of the Higgs mass, which can be

BJ - ﬁM%(k) Xj - (3) tested at the LHC.

A convenient language for understanding the origin
of this prediction is the concept of infrared intervals
[29]. Consider first the low energy regime where gravi-
| = ) (4) ton loops can be neglected and tkefollow the per-

160 turbative renormalization group equations of the SM,
kdxj /o = B, with one loop expressions

For the high energy regime this amounts to effective
anomalous dimensions
a;

1 We would like to stress that the definition of the running dimgs
here is based on the gauge-invariant high energy physiettesing
amplitudes [1], rather than on the minimal subtraction (M&)eme SM 41 4 SM 19 4,
of the dimensional regularization. In the MS scheme pedtivb 1 ngv 2 = _ng
Einstein gravity does not contribute to tBdunctions of the Standard

Model couplings [13].
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PV = “ 162 % (6)

= 1 [30° - sath— Sggn-Tigih| . ()

W = e {24A2+ 12Ah?— 9A (g5 + %gi)
—6h+ §g§‘+ gg‘H Zg%g%] : (8)

The ratioA /h? has a partial infrared fixed point [29,
30] (up to small modifications due to the gauge cou-
plings). Since the running within the low energy regime
extends only over a finite range betwelep and the
Fermi scalekg, this fixed point needs not to be ap-
proached arbitrarily close. Instead, arbitrary couplings
at the scald, in the allowed range & h?(ky ) < 0, 0 <
A (k) < 0 are mapped by the RG-flow to an infrared
interval of allowed couplings at the Fermi scéje For
known top quark mass or fixdukg) the infrared inter-
val for A (ke ) /h?(kg ), centered around the partial fixed
point, determines the allowed values of the mass of the
Higgs doublet. The upper limidmax(ke) corresponds
to the “triviality bound”. Numerically, it coincides es-
sentially with the requirement that fér< k;, the SM-
coupling should remain within the perturbative range
[31, 32], but its validity extends beyond perturbation
theory [33]. The lower limitAmin(ke ) arises from the
observation that even fdr(k;) = 0 a nonzera\ (kg) is
generated due to the termh* in 8, . An extended range
of largeA (ki) is mapped toA (kg) close toAmax(Ke ),
while a large range of small(k; ) is mapped to values
of A (kg) close to the lower bounfimin(ke) [29]. This
observation will be crucial for our prediction.

We next discuss the running in the high energy
regime. The allowed values of (k) correspond now
to the infrared interval for the first stage of the running.
Since we want this running to hold for arbitrarily large
k, the infrared intervals are completely determined by
the possible fixed points. If some coupling or ratio of
couplings has only one infrared stable fixed point, the
value atk;; must be given by the fixed point value and
becomes predictable. In case of an ultraviolet fixed
point only, the value of the coupling at the transition
scalek; remains undetermined, since arbitrary values
of xj(kyr) run to the ultraviolet fixed point fok — oo,
Finally, we consider the case where a coupling or com-
bination of couplingx has an infrared stable fixed point
atxr and a second ultraviolet stable fixed poinkgy .

For xig < xyv the infrared interval fox is given by
X(kr ) > xR, While forxir > xyv one findsx(ky ) < XiRr.

The most interesting situation for a prediction of the

mass of the Higgs scalar ariseshff has an ultraviolet

fixed pointhd,, = 0, while A has an infrared fixed point
Ar = 0 in the limit whereh andg; vanish fork > k.
This setting is realized foa, < 0, a, > 0. In this case

A (k) is predicted very close to zero, such thAdkg)

will be very close to the lower boundlyin(kg). This
results in a Higgs-scalar massg ~ 126 GeV, see below.
We emphasize that only inequalities foaganda, are
needed for this prediction, while the precise value of
these constants does not matter. It is also essential that
the sign of the gravity contribution to the running of all
gauge couplings is negativa, < 0.

To substantiate the general discussion given above,
consider the pure SM coupled to gravity, with running
couplings given by

de

dk
As for the gauge couplings, we will fix their values at
small energies to the experimental ones, but will leave
A andh undetermined for the time being.

First, let us look at the gauge sector. Assume for
simplicity thata; = a, = a3 = ag, which is true for one-
loop computations, performed up to now, due to the
universality of the gravitational interactions. Fay< 0
all gauge couplings are asymptotically free. Indeed, the
computations of [14, 15] yield aegativesign for ag,
with |ag| ~ 1. In this case the gauge coupling constants
g2 andgs cannot be predicted. The gauge couplqg
has two fixed points

S B ©
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Guv =0, dir= (10)
such thag?(ky) < g3 g For a realistic gauge coupling
one needg (k) ~ 0.5, and this requiregg < ag”t ~
—0.013. Then the Landau pole problem for té1)-
coupling is solved due to the presence of the fixed point.
We will assume in the followingy < ag”t and take for
definiteness the valyey| ~ 1. For large enougk>> ki

the gauge couplings can be neglected for the running of
handA.

Consider now the top Yukawa couplitigFor a pos-
itive anomalous dimensioa, > 0 one finds only an
IR-stable fixed point ah% = 0. This would predict
h?(ky ) = 0, and therefore a vanishing top quark mass.
Clearly, this case is rejected by experiment. For the in-
teresting casey, < 0 there are two fixed points

2711 an
By =0, i = 20

implying h(kir) < hmax(kr) & hir. (There are small nu-
merical modifications of the second relation due to the
presence of the gauge couplings.) We may compute

(11)



numerically the value oh(ky) which corresponds to As we have already said, a specific prediction of the
the (central) experimental value of the top quark mass, Higgs boson mass can be givenaf is positive. In
m = 1713 GeV [34]. Since this has to be smaller than fact, the evidence that this is indeed the case for the SM

hmax(kir ) @ realistic setting requires, < aﬁ”t ~ —0.005. coupled to gravity comes from computations of [11, 12],
An interesting scenario would arisehifk) gets closeto  giving
the fixed point valudar for k> ki, . In this case the top a,~31, A ~26. (14)

quark masi bcergowesz(;eacgctable, and a realistic vaIueA contribution with the same sign and similar magnitude
re('qa‘l:wegah _tahth’ 'RIN oeﬁh T lizb| was found previously in [47].

present, the value 'S ot known Teliably. Let us elucidate the structure of the solution to the
For example, in [35] it was shown that gravity contri- o ~ equation fon in this case. Foay, < &', ag < ag”t
ﬁ]uztr;smr::;lgztg?azﬁl;av\cg?hcr%lﬁgg ;Z}f/m[gg}“gﬂg’i;ee asymptotic freedom of the gauge and Yukawa couplings
th itational . £ Yuk ' ' i i th implies that they can be neglected flors k. (We
FngéaV' a 'On"; frun?]m%.o u Ell-IV\'IIz coup |ng? N € assume here for simplicity negative valuesapf ag
i gﬁ)prozcd_ﬁort f _mstc:m-_ |d_(;frt typte of trunca- of the order one, such that this regime is reached for
lon and found different signs 1@, in diferent gauges. o oq only moderately abokg.) The remaining terms
In this work the wave function renormalization for the in B, drive thenA quickly to an approximate infrared
fermions and scalars was not included and the sensitiv-_" 2 y

itV to the t tion t ti tigated. In what fixed pointAjg = 0. This is the only fixed point such
Ity to the fruncation typ€ was not Inves 'c?i?e - \nwha thatA (k) becomes predictable. The actual val(&; )
follows we will simply assume thad, < a;™ which is

the only realistic case for abservations differs from zero only due to the presence of nonzero
) : auge and Yukawa couplings. For large enotgihe
Let us turn now to the behavior of the scalar self- gaug bing 9

linaA. Th itational i I term~ —h* in B, dominates over the terms g®, such
coutp Itr;]g 'SM te%;]a\” a 'ina:c ;:or;ec |onts T?r? on y.?:ﬁ' that A is driven to a small positive value. For realistic
mote the 0 the rank of fundamental theory I the -, a5 ofh(k;) andgi(ky) the effects drivingh away
running ofA does not lead to any pathologies up to the

Planck scale. In other words, the Landau pole must be from zero are small, however, and they act only in a
absent fok<k, [31, 32, 36]. andh must be positve ST €giork < ke beforen(k) andg(k) drop to very
e S tr 'tdq 737_’39 There is a | _small value for largek. As a result,A (ky) remains
or &l momenta up o [ ]. There is a large pa very small, such thaa (kr) is predicted very close to
rc?)r:jittie;nsspg(::s;?!ﬁ:ée g?o?:tglﬁu:g;p’)g?ri:aen?;t\r/]alue the lower bound of the infrared interval. This yields
of the top mass, it is described by the infrared interval a robust predictiommy = Myin, independently of the

for A (k ding ton. H precise values of the constaraig
or A(ke), corresponding t@nyin < My < Mnax. Here Indeed, for this scenario the trajectorylak) is given

_ by the special solution
Mynin = [126.3+ ”‘2711712 41
as—0.1176 Alk) = (15)
~ o0z <1CeV (12) _/"" dK (1+ 280k?/ M5 > it x BM(x; (K))
and kK \1+280k?/M3 AR
m— 1712 Fora, > 0 only a small range df in the vicinity of
Mmax= [1735+ —>1 x 0.6 k contributes to the integral in eq. (15). We infer
_0s—0118 x 0.1] GeV (13) Alkr) = —CBXQ’M(h(ktr)a gi(ker)), (16)
0.002 ’

whereC is positive and of order one. Sinegk; ) is
whereaqs is the strong coupling at th&mass, with the-  small we can omit the terms involvink) in B}?M, such
oretical uncertainty inmmy, equal to+2.2 GeV. These thatA (k) is fixed in terms oh(ky ) andgi(kir ).
numbers are taken from the recent two-loop analysis While the effects of the terms h*, g* in B, are nu-
of [40] (see also [41, 42] and earlier computations in merically small, they impose nevertheless an important
[43-46]). The value ofnynax corresponds to the (some- lower bound for the allowed values of the top quark
what arbitrary) criteriom (k) < 6, but changes only  mass. For too small values bfthe positive contribu-
very little for arbitrarily largeA (k). The admitted re-  tions ~ g* will dominate over the negative values
gion contains also very small top and Higgs masses, —h*in ;. Since the terms- Aa, and~ A2 drive A (k)
excluded experimentally. quickly towards zero ak is lowered, a remaining pos-



itive B, for A =0 would induceA (k) to run to neg- and smaller values turn negative. This corresponds to
ative values. Such a behavior can be associated withthe prediction that the infrared interval consists only of
radiatively induced spontaneous symmetry breaking of one point, corresponding to the approximate fixed point
the Coleman-Weinberg [48] type, at a scale closkito  Ar = O for sufficiently largek whereh? andg? can be

or above. A realistic scenario of electroweak symmetry neglected, or to the valug, in eq. (21) ifa, = aﬁ”t.
breaking, supplemented by cosmological considerations This solution exists only provided the bound far(17)
such as Higgs-inflation [27] or asymptotically safe in- is obeyed. For example, fay = -1, an = —0.5, and
flation [28], has to exclude this case, therefore requiring a, = 3 the admitted RG trajectories exist for a large

thatA (k) remains positive for all values & From nu- variety of top massesn = 1713 GeV leads tany ~
merical solutions of the RG-equations we infer a lower 1265 GeV, whereas = 230 GeV requiresny ~ 233
bound for the top quark mass GeV.

m > m{‘nin 7 (17) Let us now choose the experimental value for the top

. ) . quark mass and determine the Higgs boson mass which
wherem{™ ~ 170 GeV, slightly depending on the val-  ¢corresponds to the allowed valuelofks ). As expected,

ues of anomalous dimensions (for examplgs= an = the prediction is quite insensitive to the specific values
-1, a, = 3 givesm{"" ~ 1734 GeV, whereasyy = of ag, a, anda,, and reads

-1, ap = —0.5, a, = 3 leads tom{"" ~ 169.3 GeV).

It is interesting that the experimental valme= 1713 My = Min (22)

GeV is very close to this lower limit. This implies that  The vajue ofmy can only increase if the top Yukawa
bothA andf3, are close to zero at the transition scale ¢oypling is close to its non-Gaussian fixed poimg,

ke, realized fora, = aS"™, which leads to the existence of the
Akr) ~ 0, By (ki) ~0. (18) non-trivial fixed pointinA (21). Taking, as an example,

This suggests that the fundamental theory may be char-a; = —1,af™ ~ —0.005, one gets from (21, = 0.043.

acterized by a fixed point & = 0 also for nonzerd This shifts up the prediction of the Higgs mass by not

andg, thereby predictingn to be close to 170 GeV.  more than 8 GeV. Taking smalldag| decreases this
Furthermore, the requirement that the Yukawa contribu- shift2.

tion to B, continues to dominate over the gauge boson  The prediction (22) can be tested at the LHGGiven
contributions for very larg& imposes a constraint the fact that the accuracy in the Higgs mass measure-

ag < an < aﬁrit _ (19) ments at the LHC can reach 200 MeV, the reduction
) N - of theoretical uncertainty and of experimental errors
If this condition holds, we find a range kf(largerthan i, the determination of the top quark mass and of the
kr) for which the running ofA can be approximated by  strong coupling constant are highly desirable. As was
the simplified equation discussed in [40], the theoretical error can go down from
=% 1 5 2 pd 2.2 GeV to 04 GeV if one upgrades the one-loop pole
Br= 1671.{0)\ * 1672 (242" +12Ah7—6h7) . (20) matching at the electroweak scale and two loop running
For a fixed point behavior of the Yukawa coupliag= —_—
cit h=h, = hir (11) this yields a fixed point fol 2 The values of the Higgs mass we found are consistent with a
a'E) . * possibility of inflation due to the SM Higgs boson [27]. Thegbs$-
obeying inflation requires the consistency of the SM up to the lowleant
2 2 2 naA)\* Mp energy scalek ~ Mp where & = 700— 10P is the value of the
24)\* +12A h* - 6h* + % =0. (21) non-minimal coupling of the Higgs field to the curvature Riscalar

o - o [40, 50] (see also [51, 52]), the smallér correspond to smaller
These findings can be verified by an explicit numer- Higgs masses.

ical solution of the RG-equations (9). For better accu- * The fact that the SM scalar self-coupling is equal to Zeggther
racy. in the numerical computations we usedﬁ Mthe with its B-function at the Planck scale for the particular values ef th

. . top-quark and Higgs masses was first (to the best of our kuige)e
two-loop RG equations and one-loop pole matching of noticed in [53]. These authors put forward the hypothesisaof

the physical pgrameters, see [42, 49] and a_Iso [401-_ We “multiple point principle”, stating that the effective pmttial for the
run the normalization flow towards the ultraviolet by in-  Higgs field must have two minima, the one corresponding to our
creasing, starting at the Fermi scale with the gauge vacuum, whereas anothe_r one must occur at the Planck scate. O
couplings as inferred from experiment and with a given €asoning is completely different. Though the sense of theltiple
fixed m. Forag < 0 <an< cit 2 < 0 we find point principle” remains unclear to us, we would like to nabet

A a9 . 8g < sapt, a4 the prediction of the Higgs mass from it coincides with outrge(
that indeed qnly a single Vall'_'e (kg ) can be e>_<trap- specific numbers in [53] are different, as they were basedrm o
olated to arbitrarily largd, while larger values diverge  loop computation).
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up to the Planck scale to the two-loop matching and ing and a phase with unbroken (glob&Y(2) x U (1)
3-loop running. Note that 3-loop beta-functions for the symmetry. If we choosg? (k) to correspond precisely
SM are not known by now, and that the two-loop pole to the phase transition the Fermi scale will vanish. A
matching has never been carried out. Clearly, computa-second order phase transition corresponds to an exact
tions of sighs and magnitudes of gravitational anoma- fixed point, for which an effective dilatation symme-
lous dimensiong\; are needed to remove yet another try of the low energy theory becomes realized [29, 54].
source of uncertainties. (The scale transformations of these “low energy dilata-
The predictiormy ~ my,i, does not only hold for the  tions” keep the Planck mass fixed and are therefore dif-
hypothesis that the SM plus gravity describes all the ferent from a possible fundamental dilatation symme-
physics relevant for the running of couplings. It gen- try.) At the phase transition, the running pf is given
eralizes to many extensions of the SM and gravity, in- by a critical trajectoryu?(k).
cluding possibly even higher dimensional theories. Of  Deviations from the critical trajectorydu?(k) =
course, the precision of the prediction gets weaker if a u?(k) — u2(k), behave as a relevant parameter for the
much larger class of models is considered. Nevertheless,Jow energy running. The running afu? is governed
only two crucial ingredients are necessary for predicting by an anomalous dimension
My = Mpyin: (i) Above a transition scalk, the running 9
should drive the quartic scalar coupling rapidly to an ap- k=
proximate fixed point ad = 0, only perturbed by small ok
contributions toB, from Yukawa and gauge couplings. such that a smal®u? remains small during the flow.
This is generically the case for a large enough anoma- The small paramete¥u? is natural in a technical sense
lous dimensiom, > 0. (ii) Aroundk; there shouldbea - it is associated to a small deviation from an (almost)
transition to the SM-running in the low energy regime. exact symmetry, i.e. the low energy dilatations [54]. An
This transition may actually involve a certain splitting of appropriate renormalization group improved perturba-
scales as “threshold effects”, for example by extending tion theory requires no fine tuning order by order [54],

Su? = Aud? (24)

the SM to a Grand Unified theory at a scale nigarlt the anomalous dimensid¥, can be computed in a per-
is sufficient that these threshold effects do not lead to a turbative series in the couplings.

rapid increase ok in the threshold region. This will be An important question concerns the allowetR~
the case if the\-independent contributions {8, only interval” for 5u?(ky ). This will depend on the size and

involve perturbatively small couplings in a threshold re-  sign of A in the high energy regime. For a large pos-
gion extending over only a few orders of magnitude. itive A, one infers tha®?(ky ) should be very close
A possible alternative to the above prediction appears to zero. In particular, foA;, > 2 the dimensionless ra-

if we have a negative anomalous dimensfgn< 0. In tio 6u?/k? is attracted to zero, corresponding to “self
this case the approximatB-fixed pointAr for vanish- organized criticality” [30, 55]. This could help to un-
ing h andg is shifted away from the “Gaussian fixed derstand the small ratio between the Fermi and Planck
point” A = 0. From eqgs. (3,8) one finds far=g=0 scales. From presently published results [11, 12] for the
ray| 2 scalar theory coupled to gravity one infekg = 1.83;
ArR= 2 =2 A (23) what happens in the full SM is unknown.
2440 3 In conclusion, we discussed the possibility that the
In this case théR-interval becomes & A (k) < Ar. SM, supplemented by the asymptotically safe gravity
Again, nonzerd, gwill slightly shift the infrared inter- plays the role of a fundamental, rather than effective

val. However, the value of (k) depends now strongly  field theory. We found that this may be the case if the
on the details of the running in the high energy regime, gravity contributions to the running of the Yukawa and

in particular on the value of|r (or A, ). Without a pre- Higgs coupling have appropriate signs. The mass of the
cise knowledge of this running this alternative only pre- Higgs scalar is predictetly = myi, ~ 126 GeV with a
dicts my to be in thelR-interval Mmin < My < Mmax few GeV uncertainty if all the couplings of the Standard
with mmin and mmax given by egs. (12,13). Model, with the exception of the Higgs self-interaction

Finally, we turn to the running of the mass parameter A, are asymptotically free, whil# is strongly attracted
in the Higgs-potentiali? (k). So far, we have implicity ~ to an approximate fixed poimt = 0 (in the limit of
assumed that the Fermi scale is fixed to its experimental vanishing Yukawa and gauge couplings) by the flow in
value. Forg; = 0, h=0, a vanishing Fermi scale cor- the high energy regime. This can be achieved by a pos-
responds to a second order phase transition between ative gravity induced anomalous dimension for the run-
phase with spontaneous electroweak symmetry break-ning of A. A similar prediction remains valid for exten-
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sions of the SM as grand unified theories, provided the

cacci, arXiv:0904.0938 [hep-th].

split between the unification and Planck-scales remains[20] M. Shaposhnikov, arXiv:0708.3550 [hep-th].
moderate and all relevant couplings are perturbatively [21] A. Boyarsky, O. Ruchayskiy and M. Shaposh-

small in the transition region. Detecting the Higgs scalar

with mass around 126 GeV at the LHC could give a

nikov, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Scb9 (2009) 191.
[22] C. Wetterich, Nucl. Phys. B02 (1988) 668.

strong hint for the absence of new physics influencing [23] C. Wetterich, Nucl. Phys. B02 (1988) 645.
the running of the SM couplings between the Fermi and [24] C. Wetterich, Phys. Rev. Let®0 (2003) 231302;

Planck/unification scales.
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