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Abstract

We perform an analytical four loop calculation of exponent z in model A of critical dynamics
in d = 4 — 2¢ dimensions. This is the first time such a large order of perturbation theory has been
calculated analytically for models of critical dynamics. To do this, we apply the modern method of
parametrical integration with hyperlogaritms. We discuss in detail peculiarities of application of
this method to critical dynamics, e.g. the problem of linear-irreducible diagrams already present
in four loop (contrary to statics where the first linear-irreducible diagram appears in six loop).

Multiloop calculations of Feynman diagrams in quantum field theory (QFT) models are a crucial
tool to obtain precise estimates within the perturbative renormalization group (RG) framework. Two
main areas studied with QFT methods are high-energy physics and critical phenomena in statistical
physics models. The latter encompasses research of various systems such as ferromagnets near the
Curie point [1, 2, 3], vapor-liquid transitions [4, 5, 6, 7], developed turbulence [8, 9, 10, 11, 12], social
networks [13, 14, 15], bacterial colony dynamics [16, 17], neural activity [18, 19, 20, 21], collective
motion of bird flocks and insect swarms [22, 23, 24, 25], and more. The principal aim is to identify
the existence of critical states and, when they occur, to characterize the associated static and dynamic
critical behavior. These behaviors are described by a set of critical exponents - universal numbers
governing power-law scaling of physical quantities near criticality. While most exponents pertain to
static phenomena (e.g., divergence of the correlation length, correlation function, susceptibility, heat
capacity, etc.), several govern purely dynamic effects. The most studied among these is the dynamic
exponent z, which quantifies the critical slowdown of the relaxation time 7

ToE, (1)

where ¢ is the divergent correlation length of the critical system.

In this work, we present the four-loop analytic RG calculation of the exponent z in O(n)-symmetric
model A [26], which is a dynamic generalization of the well-known static model ¢* with purely dis-
sipative relaxation dynamics of the order parameter. Studying this model across different values of
spatial dimensions d and order parameter component number n yields varied values of z, each corre-
sponding to its own universality class. Initially, model A was applied to describe critical slowdown
in ferromagnetic systems with various types of symmetry of the order parameter, such as uniaxial
(Ising-like), planar (XY), and isotropic (Heisenberg) cases [27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32]. Since then, multiple
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lines of evidence have shown that model A applies more broadly, including the continuous ordering
transition in specific alloys [33], magnetoelectric dynamics in multiferroic chiral antiferromagnets [34],
the superfluid transition [35, 36], and even to studies of relativistic heavy-ion collisions [37].

The wide range of physical phenomena described by model A has attracted extensive attention
for decades, leading to a plethora of results from experimental studies, numerical simulations, and
field-theoretical analyses. A comprehensive review of the modern research on this topic, along with
corresponding estimations of the exponent z can be found in [38]. Experimental studies are typically
associated with significant uncertainties, primarily due to the difficulty of simultaneously maintaining
the system at criticality and resolving the dynamics of critical fluctuations. These limitations often
result in larger error margins compared to numerical or field-theoretical approaches. Numerical sim-
ulations employ a variety of algorithms — many based on Monte Carlo lattice methods [39] - and can
achieve high precision, but finite-size effects introduce systematic uncertainties that limit accuracy.
Finally, the field-theoretical consideration relies on the RG approach, which allows us to rigorously
account for the impact of fluctuations near the critical point. The most established framework is the
perturbative RG with the d = 4 — 2¢ expansion, which expresses critical exponents in terms of asymp-
totic series in the formally small parameter €. It describes the deviation of the dimension of the space
from its upper critical value d. = 4, above which the Landau mean field theory is applicable. The
calculation of each expansion coefficient requires evaluation of Feynman diagrams with corresponding
number of loops. The analytical results were available only up to three loops [40], while the fourth [41]
and fifth [27, 38] loops were obtained with the prominent numeric sector decomposition (SD) method
[42] modified for the evaluation of dynamic diagrams [41, 38, 27, 43].

Number of loops Method Year Ref.
2 analytic 1972 [44]
3 analytic 1984  [40]
4 numeric 2008  [45]
4 numeric (SD) with diagram reduction 2017  [41]
5 numeric (SD) with diagram reduction 2021  [38§]

Table 1: Summary of the perturbative RG calculations of the dynamic critical exponent z at various
loop orders.

Due to asymptotic nature of € expansion, obtaining a meaningful estimation of the exponent z
requires performing a resummation procedure, which is a separate challenging problem. The most
straightforward approach is using the Padé approximants method, while a more robust technique is
the Borel resummation, which for model A can be refined using known asymptotics of higher orders [46].
In the five-loop paper [27], the modified free-boundary condition method was applied as an advanced
novel resummation scheme, as well as KP17 resummation technique [47], which yields the most precise
RG prediction for the exponent z: 2.14(2) for d = 2 and 2.0236(8) for d = 3 for model A with n = 1.
We note that our primary goal is to demonstrate the feasibility of applying modern analytic techniques
for evaluating Feynman diagrams in dynamic models, so we focus on obtaining an analytical four-loop
result (the next to already known analytical three-loop result). Because the five-loop contribution is
already calculated numerically, our four-loop expression does not provide additional input to improve
existing five-loop resummations; hence, resummation is beyond the scope of this work.

Calculations in models of critical dynamics are known to lag several loop orders behind their static
counterparts [2, 48]. For example, in the static ¢* model, the current record is the analytical seven-
loop calculation of the S-function and the eight-loop result for the anomalous dimensions [49]. This
pronounced gap is primarily due to the presence of time dependence in the propagators of dynamic
models, which introduces specific complications in diagrammatic evaluations. First, the number of
diagrams is significantly larger than in the static case. The standard approach in quantum field theory
to manage this complexity is the Integration-By-Parts (IBP) technique [50], which reduces the original
set of diagrams to a much smaller set of master integrals. However, the IBP method has not yet
been fully developed for dynamic diagrams. A significant advance came with the refined four-loop
calculation in model A [41], where the authors introduced a technique called diagram reduction, based
on the equality of some renormalization constants in static and dynamic theories. This method enabled
a drastic reduction in the number of dynamic diagrams and was a key step toward the five-loop result,



where the number of diagrams was reduced from an initial 1025 to 201 after applying the reduction
[38].

Further complication is the presence in momentum representation non-Lorenz invariant propagators
(—iw+Ak?)~! which result in so-called time cuts, brought about by integrations over times. Moreover,
the presence of times as independent parameters implies that even two-point massless diagrams depend
not only on external momentum, but also on external frequency. This poses a significant obstacle to
the application of analytical calculation methods developed for static models.

Many of the most advanced multiloop results in dynamic models have been achieved with the appli-
cation of the robust numeric sector decomposition method [51, 48, 38]. Its ability to evaluate essentially
any integral that can be expressed in the Feynman parametrization makes it a reliable brute-force tool.
However, as with all numerical approaches, the main drawback lies in optimization: computing a dia-
gram with high precision can be time-consuming. This raises the question whether analytical methods
can be adapted for use in dynamic models. One such method - parametric integration with Goncharov
polylogarithms (GPLs) or hyperlogarithms [52, 53] ! - has proven effective in performing multiloop
calculations across a variety of models, including those in particle physics [54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59] and
critical phenomena [47, 60, 12]. The key requirement of this approach is a property known as linear
reducibility, which ensures that at each step of integration, the integrand can be expressed in terms of
GPLs. This condition naturally limits the applicability of parametric integration - for instance, in the
¢* model, the first non-reducible diagram appears at six-loop order [61]. However, recent techniques
have been developed that, in some cases, allow linear reducibility to be restored [62, 63, 64]. Given
the greater structural complexity of dynamic diagrams, it is reasonable to expect that reducibility
issues would arise at lower loop orders than in static models. The first attempt to apply parametric
integration with GPLs to a multiloop calculation in a dynamic model was performed in [12], where
the four-loop analysis of the model of the stochastic fully developed turbulence in the limit of high
spatial dimension was carried out successfully. However, this model was exceptionally simple, and all
diagrams turned out to be linearly reducible without requiring any additional manipulations. As a
result, the general applicability of the method to dynamic models remained unclear.

The main goal of this work is to test the applicability of parametric integration in the four-loop
calculation of model A - one of the simplest models of critical dynamics, yet significantly more complex
than the previously studied turbulence model in the d — oo limit [12]. This analysis aims to clarify
the prospects of analytical multiloop calculations in the model of critical dynamics in general, and the
suitability of the parametric integration approach in particular.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 1 describes the renormalization of model A. Section 2
reviews the diagrammatic technique and the concept of time versions of dynamic diagrams. Section 3
is devoted to the dynamic diagram reduction method, where we present a modification of the original
algorithm [41] designed to eliminate divergent subgraphs. In Section 4 we outline the construction of
renormalized integrals, which serves as a prerequisite for the parametric integration method. Section 5
focuses on the evaluation of these integrals using HyperInt, a Maple implementation of the parametric
integration algorithm, and introduces a stream integration approach for linear irreducible diagrams.
Finally, Sections 6 and 7 present the calculation of the anomalous dimension and the dynamic exponent
z, followed by a discussion of the results.

Appendix A describes the construction of a Nickel-like notation for enumerating dynamic diagrams.
In Appendix B we discuss the origin of additional linear reducibility issues that arise in the case of
dynamic diagrams. Appendix C contains explicit expressions for diagrammatic contributions to the
renormalization constant. Appendix D provides a derivation demonstrating the equivalence of our
three-loop result to the one obtained in [40]. Appendix E is devoted to the comparison with the 1/n-
expansion [44], allowing for partial verification of the analytic results obtained. The Supplementary
Material contains the full analytic expressions for all diagrams up to four loops, together with their
numerical evaluation up to 200 digits.

n [52, 53], GPLs are referred to as hyperlogarithms, but they denote the same object.



1 Renormalization of the model

The nonrenormalized action of model A of critical dynamics is defined by a set of two non-renormalized
n-component fields ¢o = {10, ¥} and can be expressed in the form

SolB0) = vt + W4[-0u + Moo — mivo — a0ud), 2)

where Ag is the Onsager coefficient and gg is the coupling constant. Model A is multiplicatively
renormalizable. The renormalized action in the spatial dimension d = 4 — 2¢ reads as follows:

Sk = 2 + 9 [~ 2200 + N Z30%) — Zam* — Z 51 gy, (3)
where the renormalized fields and parameters are expressed in terms of bare ones as:
Ao =Xy, mo=mZpm, go=9gp>Zy, o=v0Zy, o= Zy. (4)

The renormalization constants Z; are associated with the renormalization constants from (4) by the
following relations:
Zy = Z,\Zw, Ly = Ly Ly, Zy = Ly ZxZy, (5)

Zy = Zy ZnZm Ly, Zs = Zy ZnZyZy. (6)

Due to the fact that the renormalization constants Zy, Zp,, and Z, coincide with their static
counterparts, the renormalization constants of the ¢* model [2]

Zw = (Z’L/))St7 L = (Zm)st, Zg = (Zg)st; (7)

and because of the existence of the relation Zy Zy = Z, [2], we can conclude that Z; = Z. In fact,
we are only interested in Z), which is characteristic of this dynamic model:

In=1712, =772} = Zy ' 7}, (8)

For our purposes, it is convenient to evaluate it using the renormalization constant Z;, which is
determined from the diagrams of the one-irreducible Green function Ty = (¥'9')1_irr/(2)) at zero
external frequency w with m = 0. Henceforth, we use the redefined coupling constant u = gS;/(27)%,
where Sy = 27%/2/T'(d/2) is the area of the d-dimensional sphere of the unit radius. The perturbative
expansion of the renormalized Green function reads

Fw ] A -7 (1+u2Z§(M/p)4sA(2) _USZS(M/]))&SA(S)“‘---) <1+Z Zz M/p)QlEA())
(9)

The renormalization constant Z; in the four-loop approximation in the minimal subtraction (MS)

scheme is given by

Zi(eu) =1+u (bil)+u<@+@)+u4

The coefficients b;; are determined by the requirement that all poles in (9) cancel. They are then
expressed in terms of diagrammatic contributions A(*)

A A A A A A
A® = 2 Ayt Ay e +0(F), A = R4 A5 +0(e), AW = SRR 40(1).

(11)
The Green function also involves the renormalization constant for the coupling constant, known from
the statics, of which only the first two orders in u are required:

b43 b42 b41 5

Zy(ew) = 1+ () +u(FF + ) + o), (12)
n+8 (n+8)2 —14+3n
C11 2 C22 144 C21 48 ( 3)



In fact, since the coefficients of the highest poles are expressed in terms of coefficients of the first poles,
to obtain the exponent z one only needs the coefficient Z{l) at the first-order pole in ¢ in Z;. The

corresponding coefficients b;; are given in terms of A®) and ¢;; as
bay = — Ao,
bs1 = —As1 — 2c11 Ao,

by =—Aqn — 3ci1 Aso — (cy +2c22) As 1 — 2c21 Aog + Ao1 Aso.

2 Diagrammatic technique

The propagators corresponding to the model (2) can be written in (k, ¢)-representation as follows:

((t)b(t2)) = e I = (14)

(W)Y (t2)) = Oty — ta)e W Bt = | (15)

(@' (t1)d'(t2)) = 0. (16)

The multiplier in front of the diagram is determined by its symmetry and the additional factor 1/2
in the definition of the one-irreducible Green function I'yry = (1’9" }1_ire/2\. The simple exponential
dependence on time of the propagators (14), (15) allows for trivial integration over times. Since the
renormalization of the model is considered at w = 0, it is convenient to use the time-versions technique,
which makes it possible to represent the result of the integrations over times in the diagrammatic
manner [2]. Being handy for automation, it has been actively used in series of multiloop studies of
dynamic models [7, 51, 41, 38, 12]. Let us illustrate it with a three-loop example:

the numbers 0, 1,2 represent the times tg, t1,ts corresponding to each vertex. The presence of the 6-
function in the propagator (15) results in the sum of time versions, each defined by an ordered sequence
of times. Thus, each dynamic diagram can be represented as a sum of its time versions. This is the
reason why the number of diagrams in dynamic models significantly exceeds the number of diagrams
in static ones.

The result of the integration over times can be schematically shown by dotted lines representing
so-called "time cuts”. We will denote the square of the momentum flowing through a given line as
its "energy” E(k) = k?. Then, we associate a factor 1/Ej, with each solid line (¢1)), a factor 1 with
each solid line with dash (1¢') and a factor 1/, Ej, with dotted line. The last sum goes over all
energies of the diagram lines, which are crossed by the dotted line, where k; are the momenta of the
corresponding lines. For example, the first time version in (17) is expressed as the following

1

‘ ‘ 1 1 1
SN~ - - , (18)
00 E\EyE Es (Ey+ Ey + E3) (E1+ Ey+ Es)

I3 51

other ones can be expressed in the similar manner. The appearance of time-cut propagators, which

are characteristic exclusively of dynamic models, significantly complicates the evaluation of diagrams
in comparison with the static case.



3 Diagram reduction for partial elimination of dynamic sub-
graphs

The most challenging aspect of multiloop calculations in dynamic models compared to static models,
apart from the presence of the non-standard time-cut propagators, is the significantly larger number of
diagrams, corresponding to different time versions. In the study [41], the authors proposed a method
called ”diagram reduction” which allows to drastically decrease the number of the diagrams. It is
based on the equality of some renormalization constants in statics and dynamics (7), which results in
the formulation of reduction rules:

where circles denote arbitrary subgraph, which is the same for each graph, and there may be k1 > 2
lines to the left of the subgraph and ko > 0 lines to the right. For the dynamic diagrams contributing
to I'yyr, these rules allow a complete expression of them in terms of a combination of static ones. For
the considered function I‘f;,w, (9), the diagrams can be reduced only partially, eliminating some of
the dynamic vertices. Nevertheless, this technique still substantially simplifies the calculations. For
instance, in the four-loop study of model A [41], the authors were able to decrease the overall number
of diagrams from 66 to 17; and in the five-loop study [38], from 1025 to 201.

In the aforementioned studies, the diagrams were evaluated with the sector decomposition method
[42] - a powerful and reliable numeric technique which allows to explicitly calculate the coefficients of
the poles in € of divergent integrals. Within this approach, there is no need to regularize the integrals
and perform any subtractions of divergent subgraphs, so their presence did not pose any additional
problems. As a result, the main useful outcome of applying the reduction was the decrease in the
number of diagrams. In this paper, we use the parametric integration with GPLs as a main calculation
tool, which can only be applied for convergent integrals, requiring the subtraction of subdivergencies,
both static and dynamic (see the next Section 4). For this reason, we employ a modified version
of the reduction algorithm, designed to replace dynamic subgraphs with static ones whenever possi-
ble, thereby reducing the number of necessary subtractions. This is because static subgraphs, which
have only one external momentum (all 2-point subgraphs and some 4-point subgraphs), reduce in the
massless theory to a known power of that momentum multiplied by a factor whose pole structure is
explicit; that factor can be extracted from the full diagram as a common multiplicative term. Thus,
the subgraph is replaced by the known momentum power and does not produce a divergence.

Due to the relatively small number of diagrams in the four-loop approximation, the new reduction
is performed manually by analyzing the structure of the diagrams. However, to advance to higher
orders, it will be necessary to formulate a rigorous algorithm suitable for automation.

To illustrate the modified reduction technique, we consider its application for three- and four-loop
diagrams. The set of dynamic subgraphs appearing in these diagrams, which are subject to elimination,
is presented in the figure below.

. R
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Figure 1: The six types of dynamic subgraphs appearing in the the three- and four-loop diagrams.
(a)-(e) are logarithmically divergent, (f) is quadratically divergent.




Let us note that the new reduction procedure may lead to the appearance of static subgraphs that
were not present after the original reduction. However, due to the simpler structure of the static
subtractions, it is advantageous to intentionally replace a dynamic subgraph with a static one.

In the three-loop case, we consider a set of two reduced diagrams obtained from (17) in [41]:

Ty, Ty
Figure 2: The set of three-loop reduced diagrams of FfZ,w, from [41].

The first diagram is free of dynamic subdivergencies, and the second one has a subgraph of type (a)
from Fig. 1. To remove it, we introduce a new diagram

Y3

which has no subdivergencies. Using the second rule in (19) and taking into account the symmetry of
the diagrams, we obtain the following relation:

Vi =2Ya+Ys. (21)

Consequently, instead of computing the set (Y7, Y3), one can consider the set (Y7, Y3), which contains
no dynamic subgraphs.

For the reduction of four-loop diagrams, we begin by considering the 17 reduced diagrams from
[41], listed in Figure 2. They are grouped by four topologies, labeled A, B, C and D. The main goal
is to eliminate as many divergent dynamic subgraphs as possible. For demonstration purposes, we
restrict our detailed discussion to the reduction of topology A, which consists of the following three

diagrams:
@ @ £ "\ (22)
| A1 A2 AS

The diagram As contains one one-loop dynamic subgraph; diagram As contains two one-loop and
one two-loop dynamic subgraphs; and A; is free of dynamic subdivergences. We introduce in advance
three new diagrams that will be required to perform the reduction:

Eom -

To eliminate the subgraph in As, we consider the diagram A4, which contains no dynamic subdi-
vergences. Due to the symmetry of As, the following relation holds:

A} =245 + Ay (24)

Thus, instead of calculating As, which requires subtraction of the dynamic subgraph, we can calculate
Ay, which does not require any dynamic subtraction. Similarly, to reexpress Az, we use the diagram
As with only one subgraph instead of initial three. The corresponding diagram relation is

Ay =2A5 + A5 . (25)



To remove the last remaining subgraph in As, we present a modified version of the second relation in
(19):

where the cross mark denotes an inverse propagator (without affecting the structure of the time-cut
factor). Using this, we introduce the diagram Ag and write the relation

Ay =245+ Ag . (27)

As a result, after performing the additional reduction, we have managed to obtain the new set of
diagrams A, A4, Ag, which does not contain any dynamic subdivergencies.

The reduction of the diagrams of topologies B, C and D from [41] is performed in a similar manner.
In Figure 3, we present the set of all reduced diagrams, which contribute to Fff,w, (9) at four-loop order,
together with their corresponding Nickel-like indices [65, 66, 67] (see Appendix A). The application
of the additional reduction allows us to decrease the number of dynamic subgraphs from 17 to only
1. Tt is a part of the diagram Bg and cannot be removed with this technique. The procedure of the
corresponding subtraction is explained in the next section. Moreover, the total number of diagrams is
reduced from 17 to 14.

4 Construction of renormalized integrals

The main difficulty lies in the evaluation of integrals with subdivergencies. The application of the
parametric integration imposes certain constraints on the choice of the renormalization scheme. First,
it is well known that massive integrals are evaluated significantly less efficiently within this approach
[68]. For this reason, we choose m = 0 in (9), which leads to the consideration of massless one-
scale p-integrals. Second, this method is applicable only to convergent integrals. Thus, one needs to
construct finite renormalized integrals corresponding to the original divergent ones, calculate them,
and then reconstruct pole parts which will contribute to the renormalization constant Z;(10). In
this work, we follow the idea implemented in [61], which allows us to generate convergent integrands
for integrals which initially have subdivergences. This is achieved with a BPHZ-like renormalization
scheme introduced in [69]. The integrals obtained this way can already be evaluated analytically with
the parametric integration.

After performing the modified reduction, only diagram Bg from Fig. 3 remains, containing the
dynamic subgraph of type (c) from Fig. 1, which needs to be subtracted. There are also static subgraphs
that require the corresponding subtractions. As was mentioned in the previous section, the treatment
of static subgraphs is much more easy than of dynamic ones, since one-scale static subgraphs admit a
straightforward contraction procedure that reduces the number of necessary subtractions:

e D) (1N T .
> =y r(g_za(pz> —U T ey 5 @

where ¢ is the power of the propagator in momentum space. It explicitly extracts the pole in ¢, thereby
removing the necessity of performing subtractions. The only resulting static subgraph, which cannot
be eliminated this way is a triangle in D;.

AN

Figure 4: Two subgraphs in the set of the four-loop reduced diagrams, requiring separate subtractions.
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Figure 3: All two-, three- and four-loop diagrams obtained after the additional reduction that con-

tribute to I‘fj,l/,, at four-loop order. The notation of the diagrams is chosen to coincide with that of
[41].



The renormalized convergent integral can be constructed in the form

GR=9,R'G| (29)

p=p

where G is a considered diagram, p is an external momentum. Since the Green function (9) depends
only on the dimensionless ratio u/p, from now on we set p = 1 by measuring the momentum p in u
units. Differentiating with respect to p eliminates the superficial divergence and R’ is Bogolubov’s
operation, which recursively subtracts all subgraph divergencies. It is defined with Zimmermann’s
forest formula

R'G =[] -K)G, (30)

where the product runs over all divergent subgraphs of the diagram G. Its explicit form is determined
by the subtraction operation X, which generally depends on the choice of the renormalization scheme.
In our situation, the latter must allow us to perform the subtraction under the integral sign, resulting
in the overall convergent integrand. Let us note that, despite the fact that we use the MS-scheme
to determine the renormalization constant Z; (10), it is not suitable in this case, since it requires
an explicit subtraction of pole parts. Instead, we use the already mentioned BPHZ approach, where
counterterms are defined by the expansion around the renormalization point p = 1,w = 0 and can
be subtracted at the integrand level. However, this scheme cannot be used in its original form due
to the fact that condition p = 1 is meaningful only for 2-point one-scale subgraphs. To make it
applicable for the 3-point triangle in Fig. 4, we utilize the infrared rearrangement (IRR) technique
[70, 50], which states that in logarithmically divergent diagrams under KR’-operation, it is possible
to nullify some external momenta in an appropriate way to obtain a p-integral without introducing
infrared divergences. When applied to the triangle subgraph, it yields

p1 + p2
KR & ktpi+tp = KRk a A (31)
P k+p1 P2

- k k .
1 P kFtpr p pr k+p py P1=l

As a result, the explicit definition of the K operation for the only subgraphs appearing in the four-loop
approximation, S; and Sy from Fig. 4, is the following:
kG GIRR [ p—; ?f G ?s static Sl, (32)
Gly=1w=o if G is dynamic Ss.
Let us now discuss in detail the renormalization procedure for diagrams Bg and D;. According to
(29), the renormalized integral for Bg is given by the following expression:

:
I
I Fy I ky

/ k k ! !
R ! =, ! S X 0, ‘p :
| | p=1 | | p=1 k=1 p=1
(33)
where k is the momentum flowing through the subgraph. Due to the trivial momentum dependence,
differentiating with respect to p only results in multiplication by the factor —2le, where 1 is the number
of loops. Now, the original unrenormalized diagram can be recovered at p = 1:

| | | | | |k ko
| k | |

1 ‘ ki 1 & | |
- B B =l B ;

| | | |
\ [ p=1 i [ p=1 ‘ k=1 ! ‘ p=1

(34)
The first term on the right side, being the convergent integral, can be evaluated using the hyper-
logarithm method. The diagrams in the second term are free of subdivergencies and diverge only
superficially (only have pole of the first order), so they are suitable for calculation as well. Combining

10



all together, we obtain two pole terms for the Bg diagram which contribute to A in (9). Generally,
in the case of nested subgraphs appearing in the counterterms, they are processed according to the
forest formula (30).

The renormalization of diagram D, is carried out in an analogous manner. We begin by contracting
the static loop subgraph with (28), and then perform the subtraction on the infrared rearranged triangle
subgraph (31):

%
__T(1—¢)T(e)
8 R/ = (4 2= \° =) ~\"J 6 R/ —
PN U e e R :
< bt S bt
%
_.T(1—¢2)T(e) P ‘ P
= 4 2—¢ - q g @
( ) F(2 _ 26) ap\ € X ap
ko kta g ‘ -
h p=1 k=1 p=1
(35)
The unrenormalized diagram is given by
- -
1 1 P ‘ p
\ © T ER RS A x>
: : kK k+a ! =
A p=1 A p=1 k=1 p=1
(36)

5 Parametric integration of dynamic diagrams

Parametric integration is based on the fact that a wide class of Feynman diagrams can be expressed
in terms of Goncharov’s polylogarithms, defined in terms of iterated integrals

dt
t—wl

G(wl,...,wn;:z:):/ G(wa, ..., wp;t). (37)
0

The recursion terminates at G(;z) = 1. When all the indices vanish, the definition is extended as

1 n
G(0,...,0;2) = — (z) (38)
—— n!
The number of indices n is known as the weight of the GPL.
Multiple Zeta Values (MZVs), defined as
- 1
le’.“’mn = Z TmL Lm0 mi,...,Mp €N7 My, > ]., (39)
KT e
0<k1<-<kn
constitute a special case of GPLs:
Cma,omn = (-G | 0,...,0,1,0,...,0,1,...,0,...,0,1;1 | . (40)
—— N — ——
my,—1 Mp_1—1 my—1

GPLs satisfy a large number of relations, some of which follow from the shuffle rule [71] for the
product of two GPLs

G(a,..-,an;2)G(b1, ... by ) = Z G(c1,- s Cngm; T), (41)

cE€alllb
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where a LW b denotes the shuffles of the lists a = {a1,...,a,} and b = {b1,..., by, },i.e., all permutations
that preserve the relative order of elements within each list. The MZVs inherit the same shuffle
structure.

The evaluation of renormalized integrals was carried out using HyperInt — a Maple-based [72] im-
plementation of the parametric integration algorithm [53]. This method relies on a specific property of
the integrand known as linear reducibility, which ensures that the integrand can be integrated sequen-
tially in terms of GPLs at each step. This property may depend on the chosen order of integration.
In [52], a special method called polynomial reduction (included in HyperInt) was introduced, which
allows one to verify the linear reducibility of a given integral in advance, prior to performing the in-
tegration itself. If an integral turns out to be linearly irreducible, there are a few possible strategies.
The most straightforward one is to look for an integration order that satisfies this property. If none
exists, another option is to perform a change of integration variables that restores linear reducibility.
Such transformations can be difficult to identify, as they must be applied at a specific integration
step and often take a non-trivial form. Some integrals cannot be expressed solely in terms of GPLs —
for instance, the massive two-loop sunset diagram in the ¢* model — and require an extension of the
functional class. Examples include elliptic polylogarithms [73, 74], polylogarithms on K3 surfaces and
more complex geometries [75, 76].

Recently, considerable effort has been devoted to understanding the underlying reasons why certain
Feynman diagrams are linearly reducible, while others are not. Since this property is directly related
to the diagram’s topology, a key question in the context of applying this method to critical dynamics
is how the presence of time dependence — and consequently, dynamic propagators and time cuts (17)
— affects linear reducibility in comparison to the static case, such as the ¢* model. Answering this
question would make it possible to assess the prospects of applying the parametric integration method
to multiloop analytic calculations in other models of critical dynamics.

The first step in the parametric integration is to express the initial momentum integral in Feynman
representation. A product of quadratic in momenta factors D;, corresponding to propagators and cuts,
can be re-expressed by introducing additional integrations over Feynman parameters wu;

_ _ r i 1 1 0 u; —1 uf‘i_l
DM ..Dpt = I_E%:O‘))/O /O duy...dus, (Z[EDiu)i]lg)\i (42)

Subsequently, the integrals over momenta are evaluated by the following formula:

7)o — e —d/2
(277)’dl/.../ [Mis dk,...dki (4m)~ /T (o — d1/2)(det M)

a — s 43
kiks + 2a;k; + ] I'(a)[c— (M—1)isaias]a—dl/2 (43)

where M,y is the coefficient matrix and a; is the linear term vector of the quadratic form in the
denominator of (42). The I'-function in (43) contains a pole due to the superficial divergence, while
the subgraph divergences remain in the new parametric integral.

All reduced diagrams in Fig. 3 were processed using HyperInt. After their renormalization, de-
scribed in Sec. 4, they can be safely expanded in £ to the required order for constructing Z; (10) in
the four-loop approximation - each coefficient is guaranteed to be finite. It appears that all diagrams
except Cg are linear reducible from the outset with a proper choice of integration order. Let us now
discuss the computation of diagram Cy in detail, as it illustrates specific challenges that are likely
characteristic of dynamic diagrams in general.

The initial integrand is given by

—1
I(p) = = |:(25d)d:| /dkdqd@dsf(s)(k,q,l,s,p)f(d)(k,q,hs,p) (44)
7T
76) — 1
(4 PP @ (b4 0P (gt o7 (Lo
7@ — 1

[(E+p2+(k+a?+ ¢ [(k+p)?+C+ (k+ 0 [(k+p)?+ ¢+ (¢+ )+ (L +9)° + (k+ 0?2
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where I(®) corresponds to the combination of static propagators (V) g and T (@) corresponds to the
result of integration over time. The integrand is then transformed using Feynman parametrization
(42),(43) and expanded in €. It is known that the function 6(> wu; — 1) in (42) can be removed
by extending the integration limits from (0,1) to (0,00) and fixing an arbitrary chosen Feynman
parameter u; to 1 [77]. The topology of the diagram indicates that the middle time cut, labeled 8,
would introduce a cubic nonlinearity in the corresponding parameter ug, while the two other cuts
yield quadratic nonlinearities in ug and u; (see Appendix B for details). Therefore, it is natural to
set ug = 1, as well as p = 1, according to (29). Since the diagram has four loops and contains no
subdivergences, we are interested only in the coefficient of e~!, which corresponding integrand takes
the following form:

F(uy,ug, us, ug, us, ug, u7) =

61 [urusuzug + uugusus + ugugugts + 2uugugty + 2ug Ugusur + U uzULUs + 2Ug UzULUG + 2Ug U3USUG

+ 2uqiususue + 2UuiUgUsUT + dUujUgUgUT + AU UsUcUT + U UULUS + 2UsU3ULUG + 2UsU3ULUT + 2U2U3US UG
+ 2usuzusur + 2usugusug + 2ugugusur + dusugugty + 3U2U4U$ + dususuguy + 3U2U5U$ + 2uzugusug
+ 2ugugqusur + SU3u4uZ + dususugur + 3u3U5u% + dususugur + 3u4u5u§ + bugusugur + 3U4U5u%
+ 61L4u§u7 + 6u4u6u$ + 6u5u§U7 + 6u5u6u$ + +2uqgususz + 2uiusuy + 2uiusus + 4duqusur + 2uiususg
+ 2uqusuyg + 2uiusus + dugusur + 2uiuguy + 2uiuszus + duiusug + 2uiugus + dugugug + duguguy
+ dujusug + duiusur + 8ujugur + 2ususzug + 2usuzus + dususue + dususur + 2usugsus + dusugsug
+ 6usugur + dususug + 6ugusur + Susugur + 6uQu$ + 2ugugus + 6uszugug + dusugur + 6ususug
+ 4dususuy + 6U3u§ + Sugzugur + 6ugusug + 6ususur + 6u4u§ + 18uqugur + 6u4u$ + 6u5u§ + 6u5u$
+ 12u<23U7 + 12u6u$ + 3uqus + 3uiug + 3uiug + 3ugus + 6uiug + 6ugur + Jusug + 3usuy + Jusus
+ 6ugug + 10usur 4+ 3usug + 3usus + 10usug + 6usur + 3ugus + 10ugug + 10ugur + 10usug
+ 10usuy + 9u2 + 30ugur + 9u? + 4uy + 4ug + 4us + 4dug + dus + 14ug + 14uy + 52
(45)

Performing the polynomial reduction via HyperInt allows one to determine whether an integral is
linear reducible and to identify the upper boundary of a set of irreducible polynomials that may occur
after integrating out certain variables. It turns out that the integrand (45) is linear reducible in all
static variables ui...us5, with the following set of potential nonlinear polynomials

, 5 4 2 5 3, 3 1
Ly s usuausy = U7 +Ug + ous + sugur + —, —ur + —uz + —ug + ugur + 5,

3 3 37 4 4 4 2
5 4 4 2 1 34 1 1 (46)
U6+§u6u7+§u6+§u7+§aU6U7+ZU7+§U6+U7+Z )

which remains the same for all possible integration orders of {u, us, ug, ug, us} - two quadratic poly-
nomials in each of ug and uy;. However, these integration orders are not equivalent in terms of linear
reducibility in the next integrations. We found it to be optimal to integrate over all of them directly
and manually inspect the resulting sets of polynomials. It appears that while some orders indeed pro-
duce the full set (46) predicted by the polynomial reduction, others result in a smaller set, containing
only one quadratic polynomial in each of ug and w7. For instance, the order (ug,u1,us, us, us), which
we will adopt from now on, yields

L = L2+ Rugur + Sug vur 2, Sud v +3uet Zupa k (47)
{uz,u1,u3,us5,us} — 673 6UT 3U6 Uz 3 4U7 Uglt 4U6 4U7 5 (-
The smaller set of quadratic polynomials can be viewed as evidence of a more favorable integration
order?.
A standard approach to handling irreducible quadratic polynomials, such as those in (47), is to
perform an appropriate change of variables that factorizes them. The RationalizeRoots package [63] is

2We would like to note that the Hyperlnt’s suggestIntegrationOrder command actually recommends the sequence
(u4,us,u2,u1,us), which produces the suboptimal larger set (46).
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particularly useful to automate this step. In our case, the polynomial uZ + 4uguy/3 + 5ug/3 +u7 +2/3
is factorized by substitution u; = (27 + 4)/(42 — 16), enabling us to perform the integration over
ug. Formally, the presence of nonlinear polynomials in the integrand at the last integration over u;
does not pose any problems, since they can be factorized by introducing radicals that would enter into
the alphabet of the resulting GPLs. However, in our case, this would lead to the appearance of the
irratinonal letter v/301 and would yield an excessively long expression.

We propose the application of an alternative approach to the treatment of nonlinear polynomials,
briefly outlined in [78], which appears to be better suited for the diagram considered. Moreover, it may
prove beneficial in cases where no appropriate change of variable can be found to factorize complicated
sets of polynomials. The main idea is to split the terms of the integrand F' into distinct combinations
fl and fg, each of which is linearly reducible with respect to a specific integration order. Then, taking
into account the finiteness of the original integral, one can construct appropriate counterterm Jf to
ensure the finiteness of integrals fi = f1 + df and fo = fo — 6f. This allows for the construction of
linearly reducible parts f; and fs, whose integrals are convergent. We refer to them as ”streams”.
For example, if f; is integrable in the order [ug,u7] and fo in [u7, ug], and all corresponding integrals
converge, then the following relation holds:

Taug [ dur [ d{uye Fuysusun) = [ dur [ dus [ d{ube fi({u)e e ur) + (48)
f) s [ | f) o [ |
+ /0 ~ dug /0 ~ dur /0 " b fol{ubor, gy ur) |

where {u}s; denotes the set of static variables.

The decomposition procedure can be performed after any number of integrations over the static
variables. It would seem desirable to choose the integration order such that this number is maximized.
Tt seems natural to perform all possible integrations over linear reducible variables {u}s; and then
split the resulting integrand into streams. However, in our case, it turned out to be more convenient
to integrate over two variables first, namely [ug,u1]. At this stage, the resulting expression contains
fewer terms compared to the case where integration is carried out over all five static variables, which
significantly simplifies the analysis of linear reducibility and the subsequent grouping into streams. In
this formulation, one stream is integrable in the sequence [us, us, u4, ug, 47|, while the other proceeds
in the sequence [us,us, uq, u7,ug]. Each stream can be integrated independently over its respective
variable order. We note that the procedure of separating terms into streams is applicable only when
no terms contain quadratic polynomials simultaneously in both variables, which fortunately holds in
this case.

To decompose this expression into streams, one can analyze the linear reducibility of each term in
F' and group the terms accordingly. Naturally, some terms may be linearly reducible in both variables;
these can either be assigned to any stream or isolated into a separate one. Fortunately, in our case,
the two terms produced by HyperInt after the first two integrations over [ug,u;] are linearly reducible
in the corresponding integration orders and can be used as fl and fg:

= 1
fi=— ] In |:((3U3 + 3us 4 6uy + 6)uy + (3uz + 6ur + 6)us + 6uz + 12uy + 9)ug + ((2us + 6uy + 6)us+

6uZ + (duz + 18)ur + 6ug + 10)uy + (6u? + (4us + 18)uy + 6uz + 10)us + 12u2 + (Suz + 30)ur+
10uz + 14)ug + (2(ur + 1)(3ur/2 + uz + 3/2)us + 6u2 + (dug + 10)ur + 3uz + 4)uy + (6ui+

(4uz + 10)ur + 3uz + 4)us + 9u2 + (6ug + 14)uy + dus + 5)/(((2us + 2us + duy + 4)ug + (2uz+
duy + 4)us + 4us + 8ur + 6)ug + ((uz + 2ur + 2)us + 2uz + 4ur + 3)ug + (2uz + 4ur + 3)us + 3ug

+ 6uz + 4)}/[((713 + ug + ur + L)us + (us + 2u7 + 2)ug + uz + uy + 1) ug + ((us + 2u7 + 2)u+

2
us +uy + 1) us + (2us + 4dur + 3)ug +us +uzr + 1
(49)
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~ 1

fao=——1In [( ((us + 2ug + 2uz + 2)us + 3u3 + (2uz + dug + 6)ur + (2ue + 2)us + 4ug + 3) ug+
(3u3 + (2u3 + due + 6)ur + (2ug + 2)us + 4ug + 3) us + 6uz + (dus + Sug + 10)ur+
(dug + 3)’LL3 + 6ug + 4)/ ((’LL3 + us + 2ur + 2)’LL4 + (us + 2u7r + 2)’LL5 + 2ug + 4duy + 3) }/

{((u;g +ug + ur + Dug + (us + 2ur + 2)ug + ug + ur + VDug + ((ug + 2ur + 2)ug + uz—+

2
ur + 1us + (2us + dur + 3)ug + uz + uy + 1}
(50)
The process of finding counterterms §f to ensure the convergence of integrals on the right hand
side of equation (48) can be automated by enabling the HyperInt parameter hyper_check_divergences,
which stores all emerging divergences. In our case, the stream f; contains a divergence of the form
In(uz; = o0) with coefficient
1t
64 2u?
4(1 +1n(2) — In(3))(ue + 1/4) G(—1/4;ug) + ((—4ue — 2) In(3) + 8ug +4) G(—1/2; ug)+
4(ug — 1/2)(In(2) — In(3)) G(L/2: ug) + (4us — 4) G(1, ~Lug) + 4(—1 + In(2)) (g + 1) G(—1Li ) —
4G(1;u6)(In(2) — In(3))(ug — 1)]

c1(ug) [(—4ug +2) G(1/2,—1/2;u6) + (4ug — 2) G(1/2, —1/4;ug) + (—4dus + 4) G(1, —1/2; ug)—

(51)
and a divergence of the form In(u; = 00)? with coefficient

ealuts) = o [(4 806) G(~1/2:6) + (~1 — 4ug) G(~1/4; ug) — (4(us + 1) C~Liue)] . (52)
6

Hence, the appropriate counterterm has the form

2
m(1+22)’

(53)

o = (et + (-2 D) ) glun) gtu gt oo

where the factors in front of ¢; and ¢s produce the required logarithmic divergences upon integration,
and the auxiliary function g(x) leaves the counterterm intact when integrating over (us, us, u4). Thus,
we choose it to be a polynomial (integrable with HyperInt) that evaluates to 1 after the corresponding
integration.

Adding and subtracting the counterterm (53) from the streams (49), (50), we obtain the finite
integrands, which can be safely integrated in their corresponding sequences. The final integration in
both streams can be carried out by factoring the resulting nonlinear polynomials with the required
radicals. Compared to the change-of-variable method, stream-based integration leads to a considerably
cleaner GPL alphabet; however, the resulting expression remains extremely cumbersome in contrast
to those of other diagrams.

Given the length of the analytic expressions obtained for all diagrams, they are provided in the
Supplementary Material together with their numeric evaluation of up to 200 digits performed with
Ginac [79, 80]. In Table 2, we present their values only up to 15 digits for illustration purposes,
along with the corresponding factors S - which include both the symmetry coefficient and additional
contributions from the reduction procedure - and weight factors f(n). The latter, all equal to 1 with
n = 1, allow us to obtain results for the theory with an arbitrary number of components n of the
order parameter. Note that factors S already contain 1/2 from the definition of the Green function
considered I'yryr = (¥'¢")1 i /(2X). For verification, the diagrams were also computed using the
numerical sector decomposition method; the corresponding results are listed in Table 2 as well and
agree with the analytic values within the error margins.
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0.011634(25)

Ne S f(n) Number of loops
2 loop®
el v el
1/6 (24 1)/3 0.107880777169417 | 0.250021247245667 0.777492216471051
0.107880(2) 0.250027(20) 0.77754(5)
3 loop
g2 g1 el
v, | 1/2 0.0359602590564726 | 0.152369545824030 0.587196703355624
(8+n)(2+n) 0.0359593(15) 0.152364(9) 0.58719(4)
Yy | -1/4 27 B 0.0310353655538069 | 0.0907157790941646
0.0310358(14) 0.090714(10)
4 loop
g3 g2 g7t
4, | 38 0.0134850971461771 | 0.0830245034623135 | 0.391383732451479
0.013489(21) 0.08286(18) 0.3922(11)
T (n% + 6n +20)(2 + n) - 0.0116382620826775 | 0.05328447601120
81 0.011656(25) 0.05324(19)
0.0100443580670449
Ag | 1/8 Bl a 0.01030(29)
B, | 1/12 - -0.0033712742865443 | -0.0291843115819383
-0.00337(4) -0.02906(26)
B, | 1/12 (2 +n)? - -0.00112375809551477 | -0.00881974186339340
5 9 -0.0011255(27) -0.008799(24)
By | 1/12 - 0.00193971034711292 | 0.007822241167974
0.001931(8) 0.00781(5)
o | 12 0.0067425485730886 | 0.048254800304246 0.231100647771624
0.00674257(5) 0.048256(4) 0.231104(4)
s | 1/ - 0.0116382620826767 | 0.0445872837715371
0.011644(25) 0.04458(19)
Co | 1/ B B 0.00732642134804625
0.0073264206(25)
D | 12 0.0067425485730886 | 0.048254800304246 0.257431763676169
(22 + 5n)(2 + n) 0.00674257(5) 0.048256(4) 0.257447(27)
81 0.0100443580670446
Duo | 1/4 B h 0.010053(25)
D 14 0.0134850971461771 | 0.0830245034623138 | 0.376285778866138
t 0.013483(23) 0.08292(18) 0.3753(11)
0.005482183430494
Diz | 1/4 a - 0.005476(16)
D | 172 - 0.0116382620826775 | 0.053284476011194

0.05314(20)

Table 2: Values of the coefficients in e-expansion of the diagrams from Fig. 3. S denotes the prefactor
arising from the symmetry factor and additional contributions from the diagram reduction procedure;
f(n) is a weight factor specific for the n-component theory. For each coefficient, the upper value
corresponds to the numerical evaluation of the exact analytic expression evaluated with HyperInt,
while the lower value is obtained using the numerical sector decomposition method.

6 Calculation of the dynamic exponent z

Using the e-expansions of the diagrams (Table 2), calculated up to the required order, the renormal-
ization constant Z; (10) can be found analytically up to the four loop. The explicit expressions for
the coefficients A;; in (10) are provided in Appendix C. Here we only give the resulting expressions

3The two-loop diagram has two identical time versions, which is taken into account in S.
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for b;1, where by; is given numerically due to the large contribution of the Cy diagram:

2
bor = — 20" 1n(4/3),
by = T F8) [4Li (—1/3) + 3In(4/3) — T 1n2(4/3) + Lr
s 2592 ? 2 6 1
bay = —0.00702883891635665 — 0.00484559952481972 7 — 0.000609864256517009 n2 + 0.0000278628884018446 1>

(54)

The analytic three-loop result b3; was first obtained in [40] four decades ago, where the authors
employed a different evaluation technique and managed to express the results in terms of dilogarithms.
In Appendix D, we provide a simplification of our initial result, expressed in terms of GPLs, which
leads to by in (54) and demonstrates that it is equivalent to the one reported in [40].

The renormalization constant Z; corresponds to the RG-function 4

Y1 () = B(u)dyIn Zy (55)

where S(u) is the RG beta-function. In fact, because of the aforementioned connection between the
higher poles to the simple pole, v; can be obtained in a simpler way:

7 (u) = —2u BUZF) (56)

The exponent z is expressed in terms of v§ = 1 (u,), where w, is the fixed point, and the Fisher
exponent 717 by the relation
z2=24+~ —n. (57)

The expressions for u, and 7 can be used from the theory ¢* with the corresponding precision [47]:

12 . 72(3n+14)€2 6
n+8 (n+8)3 (n+8)

* =

= [-33n® + 110n® 4 1760n + 4544 — 96(n + 8)(5n + 22)¢(3)] *+0O(e*)

(58)
20n+2) 5 (n+2)(=n*+56n+272) 5 (n+2) 4 3 2
- —5nt 2 1124n2 4 1792
L e e +2(n+8)6{ 5nt — 230n% + 1124n° 4 179200+
+ 46144 - 384 (n + 8)(5n + 22) ((3)] * + O(eY), (59)

The e-expansion for the dynamic exponent z for the n-component order parameter in the four-loop
approximation is given by

2(n+2)71
o) = 242 2 S [om(/3) - 1]+
, nt2 , 2, , 24(3n + 14)
T2 ) 191n(4/3) + 341n2(4/3) — “x? — 16 Lig(—1/3) + —" 2% (61n(4/3) — 1
& mrerl n(4/3) + 341n°(4/3) — g i2(—1/3) + (n+8)2(n(/) )|+
2 -
et ﬁ — 11875.75943931804683515783928518 — 3464.256191200665479956889326654 n

— 385.0912660888331502164857353582 n2 — 85.23257289375023905436261208910 1
— 2.122118831205199575098764736384 n* | + O(c) . (60)

A partial verification of the analytic results obtained can be achieved by comparison with the 1/n-
expansion [44]. More details are provided in Appendix E.

7 Summary

In this work, we carried out a four-loop analytic RG calculation of the dynamic exponent z in the
n-component model A of critical dynamics. We implemented a modified diagram-reduction approach,
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based on the original method of [41], which allowed us not only to reduce the number of dynamic
diagrams, but also to eliminate several divergent dynamic subgraphs. From the reduced diagrams, we
constructed the renormalized integrals, which enabled parametric integration using the Maple-based
package HyperInt [53] — a reliable method for analytic evaluation of a wide class of Feynman integrals
[52].

The main requirement for this method is linear reducibility of the integral, which guarantees that
the integrand can be expressed in terms of GPLs at every stage of integration. All integrals obtained
met this condition, with the sole exception of diagram Cg. The standard procedure for treating
linearly irreducible integrals is to find an appropriate change of variables that factorize nonlinear
polynomials in the integrand [63]. For Cy this was not feasible because integration over the static
Feynman parameters produces the linearly non-reducible set of polynomials (46), consisting of two
pairs of quadratic polynomials in the remaining dynamic parameters. As a result, no change of
variables can restore linear reducibility. Reordering the integration over the static parameters reduces
the set to only two polynomials (47), which in principle makes an appropriate variable transformation
possible and allows one to complete the integration. However, this approach yields an extremely large
final expression with a long polylogarithmic alphabet, clearly indicating that it is not an optimal
strategy.

We proposed an alternative treatment for such integrals based on separating the integrand into
streams, each containing terms that are linearly reducible in the corresponding order of integration.
By carefully accounting for the divergences that emerge from this separation, we obtained an analytic
result expressed in terms of GPLs. To validate the analytic calculations, the diagrams were also
evaluated numerically using the sector decomposition method. The results obtained are consistent
with the numerical five-loop estimates of [38] within the stated uncertainties.

Previously, RG studies of model A were carried out: analytically to three-loop order in [40] and
numerically to five-loop order in [38]. Therefore, our result does not improve the precision of the
perturbative RG estimates for the exponent z. However, the main aim of this work is different: to test
the feasibility of performing analytic multiloop calculations in models of critical dynamics.

The first such attempt was made in [12], where the authors studied a model of stochastic turbulence
in the limit d — oo at four-loop order. Because that study considered this specific limit — which
drastically simplifies the diagrammatic structure — it did not exhibit the complications characteristic
of dynamic models. Model A is known to be the simplest in the Hohenberg-Halperin classification [26],
making it an ideal testing ground for multiloop calculation strategies.

The nontrivial linear irreducibility of diagram Cy appears to be a direct consequence of the presence
of dynamic cut propagators. It is highly likely that at the next loop order many more diagrams will
exhibit the same obstruction to linear reducibility. Similarly, more complicated dynamical models
(indeed, essentially any other model) would almost certainly produce such problematic diagrams at
orders below four. Thus, it is of great interest to determine whether the proposed separation into
streams method can serve as a general tool for evaluating complicated dynamical diagrams across
different models.

The comparison with the 1/n-expansion presented in Appendix E provides a partial verification of
the analytic results obtained. More importantly, it demonstrates that our results expressed in terms of
GPLs can be substantially simplified. Generalized polylogarithms are known to satisfy a vast number
of relations, which often allow for a drastic reduction of their combinations. A prominent example is
the simplification of a 17-page result for the two-loop six-point function in ' = 4 super Yang—Mills
theory to only a few lines [81]. Such reductions are achieved by exploiting their algebraic structure,
since GPLs form a Hopf algebra, which enables the use of the symbol and co-product approach [82, 83].

In the present work, we do not attempt such a treatment of our GPL expressions, as they are
sufficiently compact to be evaluated numerically with arbitrary precision in a reasonable time. In our
case, such a simplification—although highly nontrivial in general—would provide only an aesthetic
benefit. Nevertheless, it remains an interesting direction for future study, as it may shed light on
which transcendentalities appear in dynamical QFT models and how they are related to those in static
models.
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Appendix A: Nickel notation for time versions

The indices in Fig. 3 corresponding to each diagram are based on the Nickel notation [65, 66], which
assigns a unique string to an arbitrary diagram. This allows automated generation, identification, and
manipulation of diagrams. Originally introduced for numbering static diagrams, it can be generalized
to account for graphs with additional properties of edges and vertices.

Since we consider time versions of dynamic diagrams, the power of static propagators and the
structure of time cuts must be uniquely encoded in the index. To achieve this, we use the framework
from [67], which provides an index consisting of three parts, separated by ”:”. The first part is the
standard Nickel index defining the topology of the diagram. The second part specifies the power of
static propagator corresponding to each edge: 71”7 denotes () line, ”0” is for (¢') line, and ”-
17 — line with an inverse propagator. Finally, the third part specifies the arrangement of time cuts
according to the following rule: each possible cut is assigned to the vertex immediately to its left. For
each vertex, the set of cuts that follows it, is listed in brackets.

Appendix B: Linear reducibility in dynamic diagrams

In this Appendix, we analyze how the specific structure of dynamic diagrams influences the linear
reducibility.

Obviously, the Feynman representation (42),(43) is suitable for both, static and dynamic diagrams.
For a static one (for example, ¢* model), in the case of massless propagators, U and F are linear in all
Feynman parameters. Moreover, it has been proven that performing the first four integrations is guar-
anteed to produce only linear polynomials [52]. However, this property does not hold in the dynamic
case, where the presence of cut propagators introduces nonlinear dependencies on the corresponding
Feynman parameters in the integrand. To explore this in more detail, let us use an alternative well-
known approach to construct this representation by introducing the so-called Symanzik polynomials
84]

U= det(M) , F=U (Miskiik‘s + 2a;k; + C) R (61)

defined purely by the topology of a diagram. For our purposes, we consider only the first Symanzik

polynomial
uU=> 1] ue> (62)

T e¢T

where the sum goes over all spanning trees of a diagram.
As an illustrative example, let us consider the three-loop diagram Y3 from (20) along with its static

analogue
5 5
'3 4! 3 4
6 7

The numbers over the lines and cuts denote the Feynman parameters corresponding to the propa-
gators. In Fig. 5, all contributions to the sum (62) for the static version are presented. Therefore, its
polynomial U is the following

Uy = ugugtg + uitoty + U Uzla + U U2Uz + UsUAUS + U U2U5 + U U4U5 + UoUZ U5 - (64)
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Figure 5: All spanning trees of diagram Y3 and their corresponding contributions to the first Symanzik
polynomial. Black solid lines represent spanning trees; black dotted lines denotes edges not included
in the spanning tree; blue dotted lines correspond to dynamic cuts.

Given the expression of U3} for the static diagram, its dynamic generalization /{3" can be obtained
by the following substitution of the static parameters u; by dynamic ones v; [85]:

1 i iy
u; = v; 0; + Z v;, where §; =< ! edge b (), (65)
0, ifedgeiis (1).

cuts

where the sum runs over all indices of the cuts (6 or 7 in our case), which cross the edge i. Performing
the substitution (65) in these terms yields the first Symanzik polynomial for Yj:

UL =(3vg + 3ug + 6117)1}% + (61}? + (4v1 + 4vg + 4vs + 4vg)vr + (202 + 2v4)v1 + (203 + 204 v + 21}31}4) v+
(3v1 + 3u3)v3 + (202 + 203 + 204)v1 + 203 (v + v4)) v + ((V3 + vV4)v2 + V3V4) V1 + VU3V

The resulting polynomial is quadratic in the parameters vg and vz, which correspond to cut propa-
gators. This leads to constraints on the choice of integration order, thus creating challenges for linear
reducibility. The nature of these nonlinearities can be readily understood from Fig. 5: a spanning tree
contributes nonlinearly if any cut crosses more than one edge not included in the tree. The number of
such crossed edges determines the degree of nonlinearity. For diagram Y3, every tree contains at least
one such nonlinear cut. In general, the higher the loop order of the diagram, the more severe these
nonlinearities become. A practical strategy is to eliminate the most problematic cuts during diagram
reduction, whenever possible.

Appendix C: Analytic expressions for diagrams contributions

We provide the expressions for coefficients A;; in the expansion of the Green function (9). As; and As;
are given analytically, while A4; is given only numerically up to 80 digits due to very large analytic
contribution from the diagram Cy*.

24n1
A21 = 3 TG 111(4/3),
2 1
Ay = ;"% [8 G(3,2;1) —8G(0,2;1) +4G(0,3;1) + 24 In*(2) + 4(3 + In(3)) In(2) — 11 In*(3) — 6 In(3) — 2¢(2)|,
1
Ay g = HT"@ [144 In(2) — 721In(3) — 48 G(3,2,2;1) — 72G(3,3,2;1) + 48 G(0,2,2; 1) + 24 G(0,3,1;1)—

—36G(0,3,3;1) + 36 G(3,0,1;1) — 36 G(3,0,3; 1) + 72 G(0,0,2; 1) + 24 G(0,0,3; 1) + 24 G(3,2;1)—

4The explicit expression for Cg is provided in Supplementary file
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—24G(0,2;1) + 12G(0,3; 1) — 331n*(3) + 721n%(2) — 7% — 351n*(3) 4 78¢(3) + 72 G(3,2;1) In(2)—

—72G(0,2;1)In(2) 4+ 36 G(0,3; 1) In(2) + 121n*(2) In(3) + 4 1n(2)7>
+61n(2) In*(3) 4+ 121n(2) In(3) — 111n(3)7? + 1401n*(2)|,

_B+n)(2+mn) 1

Az o7 6 In(4/3),
Ay = %W% [G(0,3:1) + G(=3,~1:1) + G(0, ~8;1) + 8G(3,2:1) ~ 8G(0,2;1) ~ % In(2)?+
+451n(2) In(3) + 241n(2) — 251n(3)% — 121n(3) — %7&
Aso :W[’ %1113(2) +n(2) — %G(?,—l;l)ln(?) + 1—?’6@(2,*2;1)111( )+ %SW + G(O —2.1:1)4
+ % In(2) In*(3) — %G(—l, 0,-2;1) + gG(O,Zl; 1)In(3) — %G(Q, 4;1)In(3) + 1116572 In(2)72+
+ %G(—z o _11)+ %G(—l, 9, 2:1) + %G(—Q, 0,131) + %G(O,Q 2:1) + %G(O, 1,2 1)+
+ 116G( 1,0,21) — —SG(07 o, 11) — 3%6’(0,2;1)1n(3) - £1n3(3) - lG(—1 —2:1)In(2)—
3320(2 —2;1)In(3 )+ZG(2,4;1)ln(2)—&-%G(O,Q—Zl)-ﬁ-%(( ) — 240( —1;1)—
- gln (2)In(3) + 330(_1, 1,—21) + %G(—Z “1:1)In(2) — %1112(3) - %111(3) 4 éln(?) G(=2,2:1)—
- %G(O, —2:1)In(3) — éG(—L —2:1)In(3) + ;—;G(OJ; 1) In(2) — éG(O, _9.1) — éG(—l, _9:1)—
- %G(—Z, L)+ %G(—Q, 0,-2:1) + 3%@:(—1, S1,-2:1) - %G(O, S1-21) + %G(Z, “1:1)In(3)—
— gG(o 1,-2; 1) — %H In(3) — %G(—l, -2, —-1;1) + %G(—Q, —1,-1;1) + %G(o,
;111 (2) + 1:G(-1,2,-11) = 1 GO, ) (@) + 2 G0, -2 1)In(2) ~ g2G(-2,~1;1) In(3)+
+ %G(—Z 1,-2:1) + 2% In(2) In(3) — %G(O, 2,~1:1) + %G(—Q, 1,-1; 1)},

Ay = 0.22947254878868425251673355790363161890883447986435158174621562622029853848869  +
0.17118287745692801303776972945966721119333850874317061956175513071212098490820 n +

0.03138485130718158671997211268349199393962745933925266631071657688168623479353 12+

0.00158077488794432166513531871478314653508341246687762598319645904035018848080 n>.
(66)

Appendix D: Comparison with the previous analytic three-loop
result

Here we demonstrate the equivalence of the three-loop contribution b3; obtained to the renormalization
constant Z;

1
bg1 = 96l 5G(0,3;1) + G(—3,—-1;1) + G(0,—3;1) — 4G(3,2;1) + 4G(0,2;1) — 61n(2) — 3In(3)—
83 17In(3)? w2
A _|_

- —1 In(2)1 - —
(2)% 4+ 391n(2) In(3) 5 12 (67)
to the one evaluated in [40] for the one-component case n = 1, which reads
(av) 2 21, 2 L o
b3 96 4Li3(3/4) + In(4/3) — 26 1In"(2) — > In“(3) + 341n(2) In(3) — 37 (68)
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The result (67) can be re-expressed solely in terms of polylogarithm Liy as

bt = = [5Lis(1/3) + 5Lis(—1/2) — 5Lia(1/4) — Lis(—1/3) + 61n(2) — 31n(3) — o In?(2)—

96 2
1 1
- ?7 1n%(3) + 391n(2) In(3) + Ewﬂ . (69)
The well-known identity
1
Lis(1 = z) + Lip(1 - 1/7) = —5 In®(z) (70)
for polylogarithms in (69) yields
1
Lis(1/3) + Lia(=1/2) = =3 In?(3/2), (71)
1
Lis(1/4) = ~Lia(=1/3) = 5 In?(4/3). (72)
Substituting (71) and (72) into (69), we obtain
1 17 1
byt = oo [4Lia(~1/3) + 31n(4/3) — - n’(4/3) + Ewﬂ . (73)

This expression is a more compact form of (68), which can be explicitly derived be using the following
relation

Lis(1 — ) 4+ Lig(z) = — In(z) In(1 — z) + éwz , <l (74)

The expression (73) is easily generalized to an arbitrary number of components n by multiplying it by
(n+2)(n+8)/27.

Appendix E: Comparison with 1/n-expansion

We provide a comparison of the analytic result obtained with the 1/n-expansion, allowing for partial

verification. In [44], the leading term of the 1/n-expansion for the quantity R = —v5/n was evaluated:
4 dI'(d/2 -1
R— 1/(2 /2-1) 1|+ 0a/m). (75)
A—d |81 (d—2) [* do(2x — 22)4/2-2

Using the expansion for 1 (59), we derive an expansion for vf =n —~% =n(1+ R):

V= %(5252 + 5363 + sqet + (’)(55)) + O(l/nZ) ) (76)

where

7T2
sg=1-1y, s3=1—-1I — I, +2I? — —,
12
7'('2 7'1'2
54:1—11—12—13—1—2112—4lf+4]1]2—ﬁ—i-IlF—C(S), (77)

1) /2
I, = ( nl') /0 dz In"[z(2 — z)]. (78)

To facilitate comparison with our results, we express sy in terms of GPLs. Note that s4 is determined
solely by the contribution of the diagrams of the topology A, since only these have a structure factor
proportional to n? (see Table 2).

3 1
Li=1-5(4/3), I =2-3mn(4/3)+ In®In(4/3) 4 2 Liy(4/3),

I3 = 4G(0,0,-3;1) + 4G(0, —3,1;1) — 2G(—3,0,—3; 1) 4+ 2G(—3,0, —1;1)—
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—2G(0,-3,-3;1) — 4G(0, —3;1) + 4 — 61n(4/3) + % In2(4/3) — %2 In(4/3) . (79)

Substituting these expressions into (77) yields

:gln(4/3), 53 = §1 (4/3)—L71n (4/3) +2Li(4/3) + 112 5

s1=2G(—3,0,—3;1) — 2G(—3,0, 1;1) 4+ 2G(0, =3, —3; 1) — 4G(0,—3,1;1) — 4G(0,0, —3; 1)+

+(121n(4/3) — 2)G(0, —3; 1) + (”—2 - 7) In(4/3) + ;L; — @)+ 491 3(4/3) — 147 n2(4/3).

12
(81)

(80)

The expressions (80) coincide with the result obtained from (10),(54),(56), and (58). However, our
expression for s, appears substantially more elaborate

s1=6| —9G(2,0,2:1) + 18G(0,1,3;1) — 6 G(3,2,3:1) — TG(2,—1,1;1) + 12G(3,0,2; 1) — 21 G(3,0,1; 1)

—48G(0,0,2;1) —52G(0,0,3:1) + 6 G(—1,2,1;1) — 17G(0,2,1; 1) + 7G(0,—1,2; 1) + TG(—1,0,2; 1)
+10G(0,1,2;1) +12G(3,2,2;1) + 12G(2,-1,2;1) — G(3,2,1;1) + 13G(3,3,2; 1) — 9G(0,2,2; 1)

(
—34G(0,3,1;1) + 12G(-1,2,-1;1) — 5G(2,0,1;1) — 6 G(0,2, —1;1) — 12G(2,1,3; 1) + 3G(2,2,3; 1)
—16G(3,1,2;1) + 9G(2,0, 3; 1) + GG(—I, 1,2;1) + 18G(0, —2,1;1) + 18 G(-2,0,1;1)

(-2

+12G(— —1~1)+9G(— —2:1) — 18 G(0,1, —2; )—14G(—1 0,—21) +10G(~1,-2,-2;1)
+6G(—2,—1,-1;1) + 10 G(—2, -1, —2; 1)+G( ~2; 1)+34G(O 0,—2;1) +10G(0,—2,—2;1)
+16G(—2,0,-2;1) — 2G(0, —1, —2;1) — G( ~1;1) — G(O,—2,—1;1)

52 50
-5 G(-2.0-L1) + = G(-2,-2,-L; 1) +3G(0,3,3;1) + 3G(3,0,3; 1)

83 8
—2In2G(-3,~1;1) + (221112—?1 3—§)G(—2,—1,1)
56
+(—§1n2—41n3—4)a(—1,—2;1)+(131n2—121n3—5)G(3,2;1)

1
106 5 341ms— 4)G(O,—2; 1)+ (51n2+ §1n2:>>+5)c:(0,2;1)

(5
(

33In2 — —ln3+3)G(0,3; 1)+ (18102 — 91n3)G(—

+

161n2+121n3)G(—1,2;1)+(61n2—31n3) 2, — )

+ )G(
+ (= (
+(~182+ 12In3)G(2, 1;1)+<—61n2+ In3)G(2
+(24In2 - 12In3)G(2,4;1) + (—30In2 + 151n3)G(0, —3; 1)
n

(- 381n2+201n3)G(0 4;1) +4In2G(-2,2;1)
11 21 1
(71 3+ )1 22+(3 w2y A2y 18y 50 1 )1n2

36" 12 6

223 4 5 19 4, 7
55972 +18) In3 — =2 In®2 — 2 1n 3—— 3+ — 82
72( ™ + 18) 6 8 B -3 +72”} (82)

A numerical evaluation of (81) and (82) confirms that the two expressions are, in fact, identical. The
large size difference between these expressions suggests that our results can be greatly simplified.

The result of 1/n-expansion for s4 (81) can be further simplified, analogously to the treatment of
bs1 in Appendix D, using the following relations

G(-3,0,-3;1) = G(-3,0,1;1) + G(0,-3,1;1) + G(0,0,—3; 1), (83)
G(0,-3,-3;1) = G(0,0,-3;1) — G(—3,0,1;1) — éﬂ In(4/3), (84)
G(-3,0,1;1)+G(0,-3,1;1) = —G(—3,1,0;1), (85)
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which yields the following more compact expression

54 = 2G(-3,1,0;1)+(121n(4/3)—2) G(0, —3; 1)—%2 1n(4/3)+%;—§(3)—g ln(4/3)—% 1n2(4/3)+%79 In®(4/3).

(86)
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