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ABSTRACT: We use generalized elastic positivity bounds to constrain the parameter space of multi-field spin-2
effective field theories. These generalized bounds involve inelastic scattering amplitudes between particles with
different masses, which contain kinematic singularities even in the ¢ = 0 limit. We apply these bounds to the
pseudo-linear spin-2 theory, the cycle spin-2 theory and the line spin-2 theory respectively. For the pseudo-
linear theory, we exclude the remaining operators that are unconstrained by the usual elastic positivity bounds,
thus excluding all the leading (or highest cutoff) interacting operators in the theory. For the cycle and line
theory, our approach also provides new bounds on the Wilson coefficients previously unconstrained, bounding
the parameter space in both theories to be a finite region (i.e., every Wilson coefficient being constrained from
both sides). To help visualize these finite regions, we sample various cross sections of them and estimate the
total volumes.
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1 Introduction and summary

General relativity may be viewed as a spin-2 effective field theory (EFT) around Minkowski space for a massless
graviton. While the theory is very successful in describing gravitational interactions in the solar system and
beyond, it is much less tested at large distances. Indeed, current cosmological observations suggest that our
universe is accelerating, which might signal that gravity becomes weaker at cosmological scales, for example,
due to the graviton actually having a small mass; See [1] for a review of the graviton mass bounds from various
observations. Massive spin-2 fields that couple to a massless graviton can also be dark matter candidates
[2—4], accounting for the deviations of galaxy rotation curves from general relativity. When higher dimensional
gravity is compactified to a lower dimensional one via the Kaluza-Klein reduction, we get a tower of coupled
massive spin-2 fields. Massive spin-2 fields are also relevant in non-gravity related contexts; For example, they
appear as bound states in hadron physics and in condensed matter physics [5].

There has been a long history of constructing massive spin-2 theories or massive gravity models. Fierz
and Pauli wrote down the linear ghost-free massive spin-2 theory as early as 1930s [6]. Boulware and Deser
found that generic nonlinear massive gravity models contain a ghost degree of freedom (the BD ghost) [7]. The
ghost-free version of massive gravity was discovered recently, known the dRGT model [8], and the bi-gravity
and multi-gravity extensions of the dRGT model have been formulated in [9, 10]. See [11-13] for a review of
the recent developments in massive gravity and multi-gravity theories. From the EFT point of view, having a
ghost degree of freedom per se is not a cause for concern as long as the mass scale of the ghost is at or above
the cutoff of the EFT. However, generic massive spin-2 theories typically have a very low EFT cutoff, which
is accompanied by a range of problems [12]. In this language, the ghost-free dRGT model and its multi-field



generalizations are simply the leading terms in a massive spin-2 EFT with the highest cutoff !, on the backdrop
of an infinite tower of subleading higher derivative terms [16]. According to different topologies in the field
space of spin-2 fields, generic multi-field spin-2 EFTs with the highest cutoff can be divided into two categories:
the cycle theory and the line theory. For the cycle theory, different spin-2 fields are freely coupled to each
other, and cycles are formed in the field space and/or non-pairwise interactions are present. The line theory, on
the other hand, does not contain cycles or non-pairwise interactions, and thus only allows interactions between
spin-2 fields neighboring in the field space. This is easiest to see in the vierbtein formulation of multi-gravity
[10], in which a generic multi-field massive spin-2 action in 4D with the highest cutoff is given by

M2 N b
92 Sms = Z?/MBCDH{;) ANH{y NRP[H@)) + > T eapopHiy AH{g) AHG AN Higy + ..., (1.1)

a,b,c,d=0

where eapcp is the flat space Levi-Civita tensor, R4E is the curvature two form, T%°°¢ is a constant tensor
symmetric in its indices, H(‘2> are the vierbein fields, M, (all assumed to be around M) are the strong coupling
scales of the helicity-2 modes of the corresponding vierbeins, g. is a dimensionless weak coupling, and ...
stands for the higher derivative terms. Note that now the background Minkowski space also counts as a spin-2
field (albeit a trivial one) whose vierbein is the identity metric. The usual Planck scale Mp is related to M
via Mp = M/g.. While the first part is a sum of the Einstein-Hilbert terms for different spin-2 fields, the
second part is the dRGT potential for multiple vierbeins (the a = b = ¢ = d term being simply the cosmological
constant), sharing the same double Levi-Civita structure as the Lovelock terms (here the Einstein-Hilbert term
in 4D). In this formulation, the cycle theory is the generic theory where T°*°? can be any constant tensor,
while the line theory is when T%°? is chosen such that for any two spin-2 fields there is only one interaction
term between term in the abed summation above.
To pass to the metric formulation, in the cycle theory, we will supply action (1.1) with symmetric vierbein
conditions
WA[BH@)AM =0, (1.2)

where we have chosen H(%) to be the flat space vierbein, the identity matrix, so that we can expand all
other metrics around Minkowski space. Using the vierbein perturbations g% = (mp + 2 up/Ma)n" (e +
h(a)m,/Mu)7 the cycle theory for the case with two dynamical fields can be written as Eq. (4.7). The reason
why the vierbein perturbations rather than the standard metric perturbations are used is to simplify the
square root construction of the dRGT potential. This does mean that the Einstein-Hilbert term will be more
complicated around Minkowski space, but this is a lesser price to pay for our purposes — to compute tree
level amplitudes for 2-to-2 scatterings. The cutoff of a generic cycle theory is at A7/, = (m5/2M)2/77 with
m the mass scale of spin-2 particles, assuming that quadratic mass mixings are absent and cubic interactions
are non-vanishing. If the vertices between different spin-2 fields are suppressed by an extra factor of m/As,
with Az = (m?M)*/3, then the cutoff is raised to Az. The cycle theory is not free of the BD ghost [10, 17],
which however is harmless as its mass is heavy [16]. (One may also consider the vierbein cycle theory without
the symmetric vierbein conditions, which is inequivalent to our the metric cycle theory we consider in this
paper and which still has the BD ghost [18].) The line theory, however, can pass to the metric theory without
imposing the symmetric vierbein conditions. Its symmetric vierbein conditions, which are different from those
of Eq. (1.2), can be obtained by integrating out the local Lorentz degrees of freedom, like that in the dRGT
model or general relativity. Still using the vierbein perturbations as in the cycle theory, the line theory can be
written as Eq. (4.28) in terms of the mass eigenmodes. The EFT cutoff of the line theory is at A3, and there is
no BD ghost [10], so the line theory in some sense is a more faithful extension of the single field dRGT model.

Positivity bounds have been used to constrain the parameter space of massive spin-2 theories [19-25].
The existence of these bounds only rely on the weak assumption that the UV completion of the EFT satisfy
fundamental properties of the S-matrix such as Lorentz invariance, unitarity, locality, crossing symmetry and

The cutoff may be further raised if one considers a nearly flat but non-Minkowski background [14] or the
theory is embedded in a braneworld setting [15].



analyticity, which allow us to derive dispersion relations that link the EFT amplitudes to dispersive integrals
of the UV theory. Utilizing the forward dispersion relation and the optical theorem, i.e., the absorptive part
of the forward elastic amplitude being positive, one can prove the forward elastic positivity bounds [26]. In
fact, any t (s, t,u being the standard Mandelstam variables) derivatives of the absorptive part of the amplitude
is also positive even slightly away from the forward limit, and this can be used to derive an infinite number
of ¢ derivative positivity bounds [27, 28] (also see [29] and for non-forward bounds without ¢ derivatives see
[30, 31]). Making further judicial use of the partial wave extension and the full crossing symmetry, we can
derive a set of new positivity bounds, which improve the ¢ derivative bounds of [27] and can bound the Wilson
coefficients from both sides [32] (see also [33-35]). Also, positivity bounds have been used to constrain the
Standard Model Effective Field Theory [36—-44]. Absent any discovery of new particles at the LHC, the EFT
approach has been gaining popularity in parametrizing new physics beyond the Standard Model. Indeed,
positivity bounds have been shown to significantly reduce the size of the viable parameter space of this EFT
[36—40]. While providing important guidance for future experimental searches, they could also be used to test
the fundamental properties of the S-matrix on collider experiments [45, 46]. In addition, a connection exists
between the bounded parameter space and the possible new physical states [44].

The forward elastic positivity bounds can be applied to scattering amplitude ab — ab, where arbitrary
(or “indefinite”) polarizations can be chosen for particle a and particle b. In problems with multiple species
of particles involved, we may also superimpose different particle species in addition to the superposition of
different polarizations for the external states, and get generalized elastic positivity bounds. That is, we apply
the positivity bounds to a linear combination of elastic and inelastic amplitudes

Map = Z AaBrcicBaMab—scd, (1.3)
a,b,c,d

with a, and B, being sets of arbitrary real constants, which may be viewed as the scattering amplitude for
external state |a) = > aqla) and |8) = >, Bal|a). If the particles are all of the same mass, it is straightforward
to prove the forward positivity bounds for amplitude M,g. If the particles have different masses, however,
care should be taken. First of all, for inelastic scatterings, the amplitude contains kinematical singularities
even in the ¢t = 0 limit, which we need to regularize. In addition, notice that for an inelastic scattering between
particles with different masses, ¢ = 0 is not the forward scattering limit, where crossing relations are mostly
trivial even for particles with spin. Furthermore, in deriving the dispersion relation, we need crossing to map
the left hand cut to the right hand cut to establish positivity. For an inelastic scattering amplitude with
the kinematic singularities regularized, this introduces dependences on masses of the external particles in the
dispersive integrand, because of which we can not use Eq. (1.3) to establish strict positivity. However, for
improved positivity bounds [31, 47] or for weakly coupled tree level positivity bounds, the integration starts
around the cutoff of the EFT, which by the very validity of the EFT is much greater than the masses of low
energy modes, so the mass dependences can be neglected and we still get generalized elastic positivity bounds,
up to some corrections with an extra suppression of @(m?/A3). All of these will be explained in detail in
Section 2.

The usual elastic positivity bounds have been applied to the bi-field cycle and line theory, and various
Wilson coefficients of both theories have been constrained [24]. However, since the usual elastic positivity
bounds do not access the information of inelastic processes, some coefficients are totally unconstrained. We
apply generalized elastic positivity bounds to the bi-field cycle and line theory, and find that, for both theories,
all the Wilson coefficients of the operators with the highest cutoff are now completely constrained to a finite
region. Also, for the coefficients that are already constrained by the usual elastic bounds, the generalized
bounds allow us to see how the constraints on these coefficients tighten for different choices of the coefficients
that are unconstrained by the usual bounds.

The cycle and line theory may be considered as gravitational theories with diffeomorphism invariances
that are broken by graviton potential terms. In the EFT context around the flat space, a priori, it may also be
justified to consider interacting spin-2 theories with broken linearized diffeomorphism invariances. This is the
case of pseudo-linear spin-2 theories [48]. Elastic positivity bounds have been applied to bi-field pseudo-linear
spin-2 theories [25], and it is found that for the Wilson coefficients that are constrained by the elastic positivity



bounds, positivity requires their values to vanish. We now apply the generalized elastic positivity bounds to
this theory, and find that we can exclude the whole parameter space of the theory, including the remaining
Wilson coefficients unconstrained by the previous elastic bounds. Thus, we can completely rule out the bi-field
pseudo-linear spin-2 theory to have a standard UV completion. The simplicity of this theory also acts as a
simple example to showcase the working mechanism of generalized elastic bounds, which will be discussed first
in Section 3.

The remaining of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we set up some kinematic conventions
for elastic and inelastic scatterings, review the kinematic singularities in inelastic scattering amplitudes and
the method to regularize them, and derive generalized elastic positivity bounds. In Section 3, we introduce
the bi-field pseudo-linear spin-2 theory, and apply generalized elastic positivity bounds to it, completely ruling
out the theory to have an analytical UV completion. In Section 4, we introduce the bi-field cycle and line
theory and then apply generalized elastic bounds to them; We find that all the Wilson coefficients in either
theory are now constrained to finite regions. In Section 5, we briefly consider generalizations of our arguments
to cases where there are more than two dynamical spin-2 fields.

2 Generalized elastic positivity bounds

Forward positivity bounds are usually applied to elastic scattering amplitudes Map—qp from particle a and
particle b to particle a and particle b, where a and b are supplied with generic/indefinite polarizations. That
is, the polarizations of a and b are arbitrary linear superpositions of the base polarizations. We can generalize
this by also linearly superposing different particles to get the generalized elastic positivity bounds. For this,
we consider a combination of (elastic and inelastic) amplitudes

Maﬂ = Z aaﬁbacﬁdMab%Clh (2.1)

a,b,c,d

with a, and B, being vectors of arbitrary real constants, which can be viewed as the scattering amplitude
between state |a) = Y agla) and |8) = >, fala). In combining the different amplitudes Map—scq in Eq. (2.1),
we let Mgp—,cqa have the same values of the standard Mandelstam variables s,t. As we will see shortly, this
necessarily means that the external momenta can be different for the different amplitudes, particularly the
inelastic ones. So the |a) and |B) states are not the usual one-particle asymptotic states of the scattering
amplitude. Nevertheless, M,z may be viewed as a transition amplitude in the broad sense, and it is an analytic
function of s,t because aq, 8, are merely constants and Mgy cq are the standard scattering amplitudes with
the usual analytic properties. For later convenience, we re-write this amplitude as follows

Map = Z aifjouBiMij ki, (2.2)

,4,k,1

where now the new summation indices i, j, k,l, which will still be referred to as particles, run over all the
different species of particles and as well as their different polarizations. That is, particle ¢ has a definite
polarization and other definite quantum numbers. If all the particles are of the same mass, it is straightforward
to follow the usual steps to derive forward positivity bounds for these generalized elastic scattering amplitudes.
When the masses are different, subtleties arise as we will see shortly. However, we will show that for any EFT
with a healthy hierarchy between the mass scale of the low energy modes and the EFT cutoff, the forward
positivity bounds are still valid. Now, since amplitude Mg contains information about inelastic scatterings,
in addition to the elastic scatterings, it is conceivable that the positivity bounds on M,z give rise to extra
constraints on the Wilson coefficients compared to the usual elastic positivity bounds.

2.1 Kinematics of inelastic scatterings

One subtlety for inelastic scatterings is that the forward limit generically does not coincide with ¢ = 0. To see
this, let us consider an inelastic scattering from particle 7 and particle j to particle & and particle I. In the



center of mass frame, the momenta of the particles in the scattering can be parameterized as

Py = (ws, kising;, 0, kicosts) , pi = (wj, kisindy, 0, kicosl;)

Pl = (wk, kxsindy, 0, kicosby) , pl' = (wi, kksinby, 0, kxcosd;) , (2.4)

with
wi:erT;z?/gm?, wj:s+rg\]2-/;m?7 (25)
wk:s—‘—mi—mf’ wl:s—|—ml2—mi7 (2.6)

25

_ /Su _ Sk
K=y b=y 2, 27)

where m;, mj, my, m; are the masses of the interacting particles and we have defined the usual Mandelstam
variables

s=—(pi+p)°, t=—(pi —pr)*, u=—(pi —p)°, (2.8)
and also defined
Sij = [S — (m, + mj)ﬂ [8 — (ml — ’ITL]')2] . (29)
Without loss of generality, we can choose the scattering angles such that 8; =0, 6; =, 0, =0, 6, = 0+,
then we have
2Wi; Wk — m% — mz +t
2k ki,
We see that in inelastic scatterings generically the forward scattering & = 0 does not correspond to t = 0.

cos 0 =

(2.10)

(When the i and k particle, as well as the j and [ particle, have identical mass m; = my, m; = m;, we have
cosf — 1 = 2st/[s — (mi +m;)?][s + (m; — m;)?], in which case the forward limit becomes the same as the
t = 0 limit.) This will pose as a difficulty to generalize positivity bounds to include generic inelastic scatterings,
as crossing relations are more complicated in non-forward scatterings. However, as we shall see, as long as
there is a healthy hierarchy between the cutoff and the mass scale of the EFT, possible discrepancies are higher
order effects on the right hand side of the dispersion relation and can be neglected.

A convenient set of polarizations to use in forward positivity bounds are in the linear basis. For a massive
spin-1 particle with momentum p* = (w, ksin 6,0, k cos §), we have

ellL = (0,co0s6,0,—sin0), ei =(0,0,1,0), ei = (k,wsin6,0,w cos @) /m, (2.11)

which satisfy p“efl = 0 and normalizaiton n“”eLeZ = 6%, The massive spin-2 polarization tensors can be
constructed with the spin-1 polarization vectors, that is, we have

1 1 /12 21 2 1 /12, 21

€ = 7 (e“el, — euel,) ) € = ﬁ (euel, + GHEV) , (2.12)
3 i 13, 31 4 i 23, 32

€ = ﬁ (euey + GMEU) ) €up = ﬁ (eueu + eueu) , (2.13)
5 3 (33 1 PuPv

G =4[5 (euel, -3 (17;“, + :12 )) . (2.14)

which satisfy k"¢, = n*"¢},, = 0 and normalization n**n"“¢,,, €, = 6*.

2.2 Singularities in inelastic scatterings

The analyticity of the scattering amplitude, upon using the Cauchy’s integral formula and the Froissart-Martin
bound for UV amplitudes, gives rise to dispersion relations, which link the IR and the UV physics and provide
an important means to probe non-perturbative information of quantum field theory. Before deriving the
dispersion relation, let us review the singularity structure of a general inelastic scattering amplitude M.



Physical singularities: Tree level exchanges give rise to simple poles at s = m2 with n denoting the
masses of all possible exchange channels, and loop level amplitudes give rise to branch cuts starting from the
lowest threshold s = sg to infinity. From the s <+ u crossing, generally, there are also poles at u = m?2 and
branch cuts from u = so to infinity. In complex s plane, the locations of the u channel singularities depend
on the masses of the specific scattering process, s = m? + m? +m? +m? —t — u. Those are called physical
singularities as they are linked to the physical process or the physical spectrum of the theory and they already
appear in amplitudes for scalars.

Kinematical singularities: For scatterings of particles with spin, extra so-called kinematical singulari-
ties arise in the amplitude [49]. To see where these singularities originate from, we note that the w; and k; from
Eq. (2.5) to Eq. (2.7) and also cos 8 and sin f become singular at various places and the polarizations, which
are part of the amplitude, are built out of these singular quantities. Note that for inelastic scatterings cos 6
has poles even when ¢ = 0, as can be seen from Eq. (2.10). In the following we list the relevant kinematical
singularities for an inelastic scattering amplitude M, from particle ¢ and particle j to particle k£ and particle
I, and specify their regularization methods.

e Branch points at s = (m; +m;)2, (m; —m;)?, (mx +mi)?, (mr —my)?, where m;, mj, my, m; are the
masses of the external particles. They come from the square roots in k; and ki of Eq. (2.7).
To remove these branch points, we can simply superimpose the amplitude with different signs of k; and
ki to get rid of the terms with odd powers of k; and ki in the amplitude. Specifically, we can define

~ L[ Mijri (ki k il (—ki, k ikt (ki, =k ikl (—ki, —kg)], if ki £k
Mo = {;L[M ikt (Kiy ki) + Majri( k) + Mijr( k) + Mijr( k)], if ki # kg (2.15)
2

{Mijri(ki, k) + Majri(—ks, k)], if ki = ks,

and use M, ;i instead.

e Poles at s = (m; +m;)?, (mi; —my)?, (me+my)?, (mex —m;)?. These originate from the singularities
of cosf and sin@ (and also cos § and sin § when fermions are involved). As mentioned, cos @ contains
poles even when ¢ = 0 for inelastic scatterings. The order of these kinematical poles are related to the
spins of the particles. For example, in the case of massive spin-2 particle scatterings, each pole is at
most second-order. Generally the order of pole s = (m; +m;)? and pole s = (m; —m;)? is at most
(Si + S;)/2, and the order of pole s = (my + m;)? and pole s = (my — m;)? is at most (Sx + Si)/2.
Intuitively, one may count the order of the poles by counting the powers of cosf and sinf. Since cos 6
and sin € come from rotating some standard polarizations, the powers of cos § and sin 6 reflect the spins
of the interacting particles, which thus determine the maximum orders of the poles.

To remove all the kinematical poles, we can multiply the amplitude by an overall factor to define another

modified amplitude
Mijkl = Si(jsi+sj)/zslgfk+Sl)/QMijkl7 (2.16)

where S; and S; are the spins of particle ¢ and particle j respectively and S;; is defined in Eq. (2.9).

2.3 Generalized elastic positivity bounds

With all the kinematical singularities removed, we can use .A;lijkl to derive a dispersion relation. Here we will
consider the ¢ = 0 limit of the amplitude Mjxi(s) = Mijri(s,t = 0). Note that this is not necessarily the
forward limit § = 0 for a generic inelastic scattering. However, as we shall see, on the right hand side of the
dispersion relation with the low energy part of the integral subtracted or for the tree level dispersion relation
in the case of a weakly coupled theory, we can approximate the ¢ = 0 limit with the forward limit § = 0, and
thus the standard forward positivity argument can apply.

To see this, following the usual steps (see, e.g., [28]), by the analyticity of the complex s plane and the
Froissart-Martin bound, we can get

s - i * dp (DiseMijri(p) | DiscMin; (1)
Mi;ri(s) = (Physical poles) +/S 3 ( PP + Aot (2.17)

0



where “(Physical poles)” denotes the terms involving the physical poles, the discontinuity “Disc” is defined
as DiscMijr (1) = Mijri(p 4 i€) — Myjri(pu — ie) and Agjx is the sum of the mass squared of the 4 external
particles Ajjr = m? + m? + m?2 4+ m?. For a heathy EFT where its cutoff A is much greater than the mass
scale of the low energy modes (’)(A:j/]fl), we can compute the amplitude to a desired accuracy up to energy
scale y/s < eA. Thus, we can subtract out the low energy part of the dispersive integral up to eA with ¢ <1
[31, 47] and get

= du (DiSCMijkl(ﬂ) n DiscMilk:‘(“)>_ (2.18)

_ A .
< = (Physical poles +/
jki(s) = (Physical poles) L—s [TERANT N ]

(5A)2 24

For an EFT that is weakly coupled, one can derive the dispersion relation with the tree level amplitude, for

which case, eA will be the mass scale of the first particle that is not captured in the EFT, around the scale of

cutoff A, and this is the scenario we are assuming for the spin-2 EFTs studied in the following sections.

$<Si+sj)/28(5k+sz)/2
ij kl

Let n be the order s in in Eq. (2.16). We can perform n + 2-order s derivative and

evaluate it at s = Ay /2:

1 dn+2

I SR SRR [ W1 - i
fiskl (n+2)!dsn+2? [M”kl(s7 0) — (Physical poles)} s Ajkt/2 (219
_ /oo dp ( Disc M1 (11) N Disc M (1) ) . (2.20)
(eny2 20 \ (1= Digr/2)"+3 (1 — Aijia /2)"+3

Now, since p > (eA)2 > Ajjri, we can neglect A in the denominator of the dispersive integral. Also,
for the amplitude in the dispersive integral M;;x; (1), since p > Ayjxi, the t = 0 limit becomes the limit of
cos0|s—, = 1, i.e., the forward scatting limit of M, (1), up to higher order corrections, as can be seen from
Eq. (2.10). In the forward limit, the s — u crossing for Mj;x; () is trivial, while the s — u crossing in the limit
t = 0 would be rather complicated. Also, because of p > A;jr, we have Mijkl ~ ﬂ14Mijkl. Thus the s — u
crossing for M, ;i also becomes trivial and we finally get

= dy 'DiscM.,
fap = Z aifjoufi fijr 2/ de, (2.21)

T n+3
irg kil (ed)? "

where we emphasize that i, j, k, [ run over all the different particles and as well as the different polarizations,
o; and B; are sets of arbitrary constants and we have defined

Mas(p) = Y @iBjonBiMiu(p). (2.22)
i,k
Note that since we have taken the limit ;1 > (eA)? 3> Ay on the right side of Eq. (2.20), strictly speaking,
we should also only keep the leading contributions for the whole dispersive integral after the integration is
carried out, and our dispersive integrals here should be understood in this sense. This means that we should
also take the limit £ < A (with E? ~ A;ji, s) on the left side of Eq. (2.20). In other words, we should only
keep the leading order EFT amplitude in E/A on the left hand side.
Now, Hermitian analyticity and the generalized optical theorem implies that

1 v 1 ~ WES - - *
gDiSCMaﬂ = 7 Z a; B (Ml‘jkl — Mklij) = z Z (aiﬂjMij—LX) (ak,@z./\/lkz_)x) > 0, (2.23)
1,7,k i,3,k,0 [X]

where [X] denotes summation over intermediate states along with their phase space integration. Therefore,
we arrive at the generalized elastic positivity bounds

fap = Z oiBijarBifijr > 0, for any real ay, f;. (2.24)

,5,k,1

In the above, we take a; and ; to be real constants. If we let o; and 8; be complex and replace Zl Sk oo
with ), ikl ;B 61, the positivity argument still goes through. However, empirically, we find that extending



to the complex domain does not enhance the positivity bounds, at least not significantly. (In fact, this is
rigorously true in the massless limit, because in that limit we do not have kinematic singularities and by
choosing appropriate polarizations for the external states we have fijxi = fik; = frii;, which enforces the
same symmetries for the indices on o and 8. Then if we let o; = u; + dv; and B; = ri + 184, aifja5 8] reduces
to

;BB = WiTjurr + Ui S;URS] + VT UETE + UiSjURS]- (2.25)
which is a positive sum of real tensors of the afaf form, meaning that it is sufficient to only consider real
parameters a;(;jax B when mixing different modes.)

3 Positivity on interacting pseudo-linear spin-2 theory

Let us start with a simpler theory, interacting pseudo-linear spin-2 theory. (Here interacting refers to interaction
between multiple field species, rather than nonlinear interactions that can be there in the case of a single field
species.) It is easy to see from this simple case why mixing different particle species can give rise to new bounds
on the Wilson coefficients unconstrained by considering the usual elastic positivity bounds. For simplicity, we
will focus on the bi-field case in this section. Generalizations to multiple fields will be briefly considered in
Section 5.

3.1 Interacting pseudo-linear theory

As mentioned in the introduction, (single field) pseudo-linear spin-2 theory is a simple generalization of the lin-
ear Fierz-Pauli action with nonlinear interactions that do not introduce extra Ostrogradski degrees of freedom
but without the nonlinear interactions of the Einstein-Hilbert term [48]. These interactions are the leading
terms in the Wilsonian effective action, giving rise to the highest cutoff for the EFT. Indeed, the decoupling
limit of pseudo-linear spin-2 theory is the same as that of the dRGT massive gravity. Thus, pseudo-linear
spin-2 theory is a simplified A3 spin-2 theory and can be taken as a toy model of A3 massive gravity, if by
itself is not phenomenologically viable.
The pseudo-linear interactions include nonlinear terms invariant under linearized diffeomorphisms

Puw — hyw + 0.6 + 8,€,, (3.1)

where in this section, different from the other sections, h,, is the perturbative metric hy, = M (guw — M),
with 7., being the Minkowski metric and M being a normalization mass scale to be specified later. These
are the leading non-trivial terms from the Lovelock action. (When expanding each Lovelock term around
the flat background, the leading term is a total derivative and thus is trivial; the next leading term is non-
trivial, giving rise to the pseudo-linear term invariant under linearized diffeomorphisms.) The pseudo-linear
interactions also include leading dRGT potential terms and special pseudo-linear derivative terms that break
linearized diffeomorphisms. All the three kinds of terms are structurally similar, and a generic term with d
derivatives and n-th order in A*, in D dimension can be written as

[11 2 Hd—1 Kd Hd+1 Pn_d Hn—dyr kD]
Lan x 00y, A2 ,...0 Opg_ R h pagpr-h 2”71716 2 ”nfi+1“’6 2D (3.2)
=3 2
o V1--VD ghlg |2 GHa—-19 Rld  pHdtl h‘unfg 5“7L7%+1 §HD (3.3)
€p1..up€ v1 vy Vi—1 vd Vdg1 Vo d Vpodgr VD> :

where h*, = n"?h,, and €, ..., is the Minkowski space Levi-Civita tensor in D dimensions. In this notation,
L2,2 is the linearized Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian, £, 441 is the pseudo-linear term from a general Lovelock
term, Loz is the Fierz-Pauli mass term, and Lo, is the pseudo-linear term from the corresponding dRGT
potential term. We will focus on 4D in this paper, in which case there are only one special pseudo-linear
derivative term (with two derivatives), two leading dRGT potential terms and no contribution from the Love-
lock terms. The positivity bounds on (single field) pseudo-linear spin-2 theory have been considered in [22],
which excludes the whole parameter space of the single field theory to have a standard UV completion that
satisfies the fundamental principles of the S-matrix.



The generalization of the pseudo-linear theory to multiple fields is straightforward, simply replacing some
of the h*, in Eq. (3.2) with extra spin-2 fields. In this section, for simplicity, we shall only consider two such
fields, denoted as h,, and f,, respectively. Adopting the notation of [25], the general bi-field pseudo-linear
Lagrangian is given by [50],

2r = Lep(hymi) + -2 (th)thrm—% rs) 1hhh+“<1) hhhh
Gx Lpseudo = LFP(1, M1 2M1€€ 1 M €e 1266

2 (2) (2)

+£FP(f7m2)+2?\2266(82f)ff+@ 661fff+ eeffff:|
+ 2M ce(*h)hf + M ce(°h)f f + 2M ce(8°f) (8 f)hh
2 m2
+ 7;;4116 eThhf + 2;42661ffh+ SAL M A+ 4M2 cehhhf + T&; cchfff+.., (3.4)

where the Fierz—Pauli Lagrangian is canonically normalized
1
g2 Lrp(h,my) = _§athaAhW+a#hMa"h“* Ouh!™ O’ ot 8Ah" O, — Qm% (R — (h*,)?), (3.5)

and ... stands for subleading higher derivative terms. For the interactions terms, we have used the short hand
notation for the double Levi-Civita contractions

€€ABCD = —€p0e™?° A" . BY 3C°, D 5. (3.6)

For example, we have e€(0?h)hh = —€,upo€*P 100" Duh” gh?h s, €elhhh = —€upoc®?706" Wb shP k7 5, etc.
my and mg are the masses of the two massive gravitons h,, and fu. respectively, which are assumed to
not have a big hierarchy between them m; ~ mo = m. M; and M> are the nonlinearity scale of h,, and
fur and are also assumed to not have a big hierarchy between them M; ~ M, = M. For a valid EFT,
we assume M1, My > mi,me. While M is the strong coupling scale of the helicity-2 modes, the real cutoff
of the theory is at Az = (m?M)/3 [25], due to the lower strong coupling scale of the helicity-0 modes.
ai, ci,di, K,él), m(l) (2) nff), )\ are dimensionless Wilson coefficients that are to be constrained by the positivity
bounds. We have also introduced weak coupling g2 < 1, which suppresses the loop amplitudes and allows
us to use the tree level positivity bounds. Indeed, for a standard weakly coupled UV standard to exist, the

improved positivity bounds implies that g2 <« m?/A% < 1 [21, 51].

3.2 Exclusion by positivity

In [25], by applying the positivity bounds for forward elastic process hh — hh and ff — ff, inequalities
2 =0,a=0
¢; = 0. Also, by applying the positivity bounds for forward elastic process hf — hf, one also ﬁnds that A = 0.

on the Wilson coefficients going both directions can be found and it is concluded that kg

So, to satisfy the forward elastic positivity bounds without mixing h,, and f.., we are left with the leading

Lagrangian
2 2
d d
92 Losendo = Lrp(hyma) + Lee(fyma) + S cchhhf + “22 cehf £ f + ... (3.7)
AM? 403
Obviously, the theory is formally the same under exchanging
h < f, mi <> ma, My + Mz, d1 <~ dg. (38)

Making use of this exchange symmetry we only need to calculate half of the all 16 scattering amplitudes. In
the following, we will show that generalized elastic positivity bounds also require the remaining di and ds
coefficients to vanish. Therefore, bi-field pseudo linear spin-2 theories do not have a standard Wilsonian UV
completion, just like the single field pseudo-linear theory [22].

As discussed in the previous section, generalized elastic positivity bounds can be viewed as bounds on
scattering amplitudes between superpositions of different particle species, utilizing additionally the information



from inelastic scattering amplitudes. Different from forward elastic scatterings for the same particle, inelastic
scattering amplitudes have kinematic singularities even in the forward limit. We shall regularize the kinematic
branch points as prescribed in Eq. (2.15). For the kinematic poles, we could also regularize them as prescribed in
Eq. (2.16) for each inelastic amplitudes and keep the original amplitudes for the elastic amplitudes. However,
we find it convenient to simply multiply a single sufficient overall factor to regularize the poles for all the
different amplitudes, compensated with an appropriate number of extra s derivatives in the positivity bounds.
To identity this overall factor, we note that the elastic hh — hh and hf — hf amplitude do not have any
kinematic pole; for the hh — hf, hh — fh, hf — hh and fh — hh amplitude we need to multiply a
factor of s2(s — 4m?)%(s — (m1 + m2)?)%(s — (m1 — m2)?)?; for the hf — fh amplitude we need multiply a
factor of (s — (m1 + m2)*)*(s — (m1 — me)?)*; for the hh — ff amplitude we need to multiply a factor of
s2(s — 4m?)?(s — 4m3)?. The kinematic poles of the rest amplitudes can be obtained by the formal symmetry
of theory in exchanging h and f. Therefore, the overall factor we need is

4

I(s) =5 (s — 4m?)2 (s — 4m§)2 [s — (m1+ mz)Q]4 [s — (m1 — mg)ﬂ (3.9)

For the pseudo-linear theory in this section, a simpler regularization factor would also be sufficient, but this
factor is universal in the sense that it also works for other interacting spin-2 theories in the following sections.
Then, we can compute the amplitude between state |a) and |3)

5 10 5 10
‘CE> :Zai‘h76i>+zai‘f7€i75>7 |ﬂ> :Zﬂi|h7€i>+2ﬂi‘faeii5>a (310)
=1 1=6 =1 1=6

where «; and (3; are arbitrary real constants and we have mixed different polarizations eﬁw as well as different
particle species h,, and f,.,. Following the prescription above, we can obtain the following positivity bound
for the regularized tree level amplitude Mags(s,0)

1 d16 B ‘
fap = 161 dsi® > laiﬁjakﬁz [Mijri(s,0) — (Physical poles)LﬁAijM/2 >0 (3.11)
i3,k

T 2dm2mzM2 !
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+120010B2Bsm1 + 6V30381 fromi — 24a105 81 fromi — 6v/BasaaBafromi + 1200582 810m7
+6a§55610m% + 804?,65,810771? + 12a3a8ﬂ§m1m2 + 9asas B3 Bamims + Yasag B3 Samime
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+12a905587m3 + 6385 Br0m3 + 8a3 s Broms )

1

24m3m2M?2
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+6\f3a§ﬂ565m§ — 2404604105556m§ — 6\/§a8a9ﬁ5ﬁ7m§ + 12&7a105557m§ — 6\/50650675859”13
+603 5 B10m3 + 8aioBsBroms — 24asasBsBioms + 12045047575107713)» (3.12)

which should hold for any «; and §;.
Now, we will see that by choosing some special «; and 3; we can constrain d; and d2 to be zero. If we
choose a1 =1, 1o = 1, f1 = 1, B5 = 1 and the other «;, 8; to be zero, and this above bound reduces to

1
——=d 0. 3.13
maE > (3.13)

Separately, we can choose as = 1, 10 = 1, 85 = 1 and the other «;, §; to be zero, and obtain that

2 2
mi +m2

— —5——5d 0. 3.14
SmImMI "~ (314)

These two inequalities are written as strict inequalities, which is really only true for the full amplitude. For
our leading tree amplitude, we should allow for the posibility of an equality. Thus, combining these two
inequalities, we can conclude that

di =0, (3.15)

and the eehhhf term is not compatible with the Wilsonian UV completion. Since the theory is formally
symmetric in exchanging h and f, the d2 term must also vanish

d2 = 0. (3.16)

The theory then reduces to two copies of uncoupled linear Fierz-Pauli Lagrangians. This closes up a loop hole
left in the previous results to exclude bi-field pseudo-linear spin-2 theory from positivity bounds.

In summary, the usual elastic positivity bounds constrain bi-field pseudo-linear spin-2 theory from Lagan-
gian (3.4) to (3.7), while generalized elastic positivity bounds further eliminate the d; and da terms. Therefore,
we see that bi-field pseudo-linear spin-2 theory is not compatible with positivity bounds, and does not have a
UV completion satisfying the standard axiomatic properties of the S-matrix.

4 Positivity on interacting massive spin-2 theories

In the previous section, we have applied generalized elastic positivity bounds to interacting pseudo-linear
spin-2 theory, which is a simplified example of interacting massive spin-2 theories that concisely illustrates the
effectiveness of generalized elastic bounds. The organizing principle of interacting pseudo-linear spin-2 theory
is the linearized diffeomorphism invariance, which is respected by the leading Lovelock terms but broken by
the leading dRGT potential terms and the special pseudo-linear terms. Arguably, linearized diffeomorphisms
are more akin to the gauge symmetries of matter fields, rather than gravitational fields. In this section,
we will apply generalized elastic bounds to full-blown/gravitational interacting massive spin-2 theories whose
organizing principle is the full nonlinear diffeomorphism invariance that is broken by the full dRGT potential
terms.

The broken diffeomorphism invariance can be restored by introducing the Stueckelberg fields whose trans-
formation laws are patterned after nonlinear diffeomorphisms. This also makes the non-GR modes of massive
spin-2 theories more manifest. Indeed, when writing the EFT Lagrangian, it is easier to power-counting the
sizes of different terms in the Stueckelberg formulation. Similar to the pseudo-linear case, the reason why the
dRGT potential terms are chosen is because we want to look at theories with the highest possible cutoff. These
terms are the leading interactions in the Wilsonian effective action that is tuned to have the highest possible
cutoff, and the tuning is nature in the technical sense [16].

For simplicity, in this section we will focus on interacting theories with two dynamical fields in 4D, with
generalizations to multiple fields briefly considered in Section 5. In the bi-field case, massive spin-2 theories
can be classified into two different kinds [10, 16]: cycle theory and line theory. They will be discussed in
the following separately. The names originate from the distinct topologies one can endow on the interactions
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among the two dynamical fields and the flat background field in the field space of the three vierbein fields
E*,, F*, and I*, = 6*,. In terms of the three vierbeins, the bi-field massive spin-2 action we will consider
is given by

2 2
92 Smspin_2 = % / eapocpE* NE® A RCPIE) + % / eapopF* N FP A RCPIF]
2
+ > TeapopH{ay NHigy NHG ANHQ + ..., (4.1)
a,b,c,d=0

where eapcep is the flat space Levi-Civita tensor, R4 is the curvature two form, 7%°°¢ are constant, H(’%) =
14, Ha) = B4, Hé) = F* are the vierbein fields, M; and M, are the strong couping scales of the helicity-2
modes of E4 and F* respectively, and ... stands for the higher derivative terms. The field space graph can
be draw as follows: 1) We denote each of the three vierbteins as a node, and so we have node I, node E and
node F; 2) If there is an interaction term between any two of the three veirbeins, draw a line to connect the
two veirbeins; For example, if there is a term like eABcDIA AEBAEC AEP or eABcDIA AITBAEC A ED7 we
draw a line connecting node I and node F; 3) If there is an interaction term between the three veirbeins such
as eapocpl® AN EP A EC AFP | we draw a Y shape connection to connect the three nodes. Then a line theory
is a graph where we have a line connecting node I and node E (equivalently F') and a line connecting node E
and node F, and a cycle theory is a graph that is not a line.

To turn the vierbein formulation of a massive spin-2 theory into a metric formulation of the theory, we
need to impose the symmetric vierbein conditions, which are different for a cycle theory and a line theory, as
we show below. For a line theory, the symmetric viertein conditions can be obtained automatically by treating
the non-metric, redundant degrees of freedom in the vierbeins as auxiliary fields and integrating them out,
similar to that in GR or (single field) dRGT massive gravity. Indeed, for a line theory, because of the simple
pairwise connection in the graph, we can effectively separate the action into two sectors of dRGT massive
gravity, and thus many properties of dRGT theory naturally follow. For a cycle theory, on the other hand,
its vierbein formulation with and without the symmetric vierbein conditions are in fact not equivalent, that
is, a cycle theory with the symmetric veirbein conditions and a cycle theory without the symmetric veirbein
conditions are two different theories. We focus on cycle theories with the symmetric veirbein conditions in
this paper . It is also worth pointing out that while a line theory is free of the BD ghost, like (single field)
dRGT massive gravity, both a cycle theory with and without the symmetric vierbein conditions contain the
BD ghost, whose mass is around the scale of the cutoff [16]. Therefore, in the EFT approach, this ghost in a
cycle theory is not part of the physical spectrum of the low energy theory and a priori does not indicate any
pathology.

4.1 Cycle theory

As just mentioned above, we are considering massive spin-2 theories that have a metric formulation. So the
action (4.1) should be accompanied by appropriate constraints on the vierbeins. We can impose the following
symmetric vierbein conditions [16]

UA[BEA;L] = 07 UA[BFA,LL] = O: (42)

which means we can introduce symmetric perturbative veirbein field hp, and fp, as follows

fBu

e (4.3)

h
nasEY, = np, + naF*, = npu +

Bu
M,
satisfying the symmetric conditions hp, = hus, fBu = fup. Then the two metrics associated with EAM and
FA u are given by

1 A B h o hau
g[(AV) =F p,E vAB = (n,u,p + Mif 77p Nov + M1 s (44)
92 = FA . FP nas = (nu + Juo 7”7 | Now + Jov) (4.5)
wv I VA M,
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We emphasize that this is different from the usual expansion of the metric g, = nu + hu /M. 2.

In the following, since we will be working around the Minkowski background, we shall view the A, B, C, ...
indices and u, v, p, ... indices as of the same type. In terms of the symmetric perturbative veirbein fields h,
and f,., the generic cycle theory (4.1) can be written as [16]

2 2 (1) (1)
0 Loyt = MU /TG0 RGW) 4 " el Thh + 5 celhhh + " cchhhh
2 1 M B

M22 ) mg (2) (2)
+7\/fg(2)R(g< N+ v [eeIIfer ﬁedffer eeffff

)\ m2d1

2
m2d2
eehhff + M2

AM2

22 ma
eelhhf + M, eIffh+2MM

eehhhf + eehfff+.., (4.7)

2M

where Lgr(g 2y ,2) are the Einstein-Hilbert term for metric g ) and g ) and other symbols are de-
fined similar to that in the interacting pseudo-linear theory discussed previously (see the explanation below
Eq. (3.5)). However, a major difference here is that in a generic cycle theory while the strong coupling scale
between the helicity-0 and helicity-2 modes is still As, the interactions from the helicity-0 and helicity-1 modes
lower the cutoff of theory to A7/o = (m®2M)7/? [16]. The A3 cutoff is nontheless achievable if we tune in-
teractions between different spin-2 fields, i.e., the ¢;, A, d; coefficients, to be O(m/As), on which generalized
positivity bounds will be discussed in Section 4.2.1.

4.2 Positivity on cycle theory

Forward elastic positivity bounds from scatterings of hh — hh and hf — hf have been considered in [24].
Here we apply generalized elastic positivity bounds, which involve information from inelastic scatterings, to
constrain the parameter space of the cycle theory. Similar to the pseudo-linear theory, there is also a formal
symmetry in the cycle theory:

) (2 ) ( (2)

h < f, m1 <> ma, My <> Mo, & Ky Ky ,m201 PR m2C2, mgdl PR m%dg. (4.8)

Thus, to obtain the generalized elastic positivity bounds, we only need to calculate half of the 16 amplitudes.
Again, we need to regularize the kinematic branch points of the inelastic amplitudes as prescribed in Eq. (2.15),
and the kinematic poles of the superposed elastic amplitude is regularized by the overall factor

I(s) =5 (s — 4m?)2 (s — 4m§)2 [s — (m1+ mz)Q]4 [s — (m1 — m2)2}4 . (4.9)

The first and second line of Eq. (4.7) are the terms that appear in dRGT gravity, each of which has

2 independent Wilson coefficients, f-c( 9

and f<a 7 in additional to the masses, mi and mo. The third line of
Eq. (4.7) is the interaction between h and f. It is characterized by 5 independent parameters: ci, c2, A, d1

and dz. Adopting the notation of [24] for an easy comparision, we re-write the parameters as follows
mi =am, me =m, My =~vyM, My = M. (4.10)

We find that m and M factor out in all the f;jx defined in Eq. (2.20) as an overall factor of m”2M 2.

Therefore, we have 11 dimensionless parameters in total: x, -, Kugl), :(32), Kfln, Hf), c1, 2, A, d1 and dz2. Note

2To connect to the square root structure of the dRGT potential terms in the metric formulation, we note
that

GABCDH{?Z) A H(BI,’) A H(C;) A H{?i) = eaBcpe” H(a H(b)uH(c)pH(?i)o'(rlm

vpo AA’ BB’ b) cc’ ) DD’ 7p(d) 4
pnvp qua;Ln H(B’)un H(CC’) n H( ,) d*x

= €ABCDE n

= eapcpe”? N g@ | /n 1 g® D/ 1g@|T /gD |Pd e, (4.6)

where here €""?? is also the flat space Levi-Civita tensor.
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Figure 1. Positive regions in the (k3, x4)-plane for different ¢, A and d (the regions within the solid
lines are allowed by generalized elastic positivity bounds) in the Zs symmetric case. The black line
(the largest region) corresponds to the elastic positivity bounds in dRGT gravity. The size of the cross
section of this region largely depends on ¢, while d can dramatically change the shape of this region.
At d = dmin ~ —0.5 or d = dyee = 1.4, this region shrinks to a point.

that using elastic positivity bounds Ref. [24] has put constraints on all these parameters except di and da,
since d; and d2 do not contribute to tree level elastic amplitudes. We will see that these two parameters are
constrained in the generalized elastic positivity bounds.

For a given set of Wilson coefficients, the left hand side of the generalized elastic positivity bounds fos > 0
is a quartic polynomial in terms of 20 variables («; and ;). We need to evaluate all possible a; and 3; to find
the strongest/tightest bounds for this set of Wilson coefficients. Solving quartic inequalities is NP-hard. While
for a problem with a less number of variables some analytic methods may be used (see e.g., [37, 38]), numerical
methods are often the normal comprise for higher dimensional cases. One naive approach would be use the
uniform Monte Carlo method to sample different «; and S; to check whether a given set of Wilson coefficients
satisfy all the positivity bounds. As long as the bound is violated for one set of a; and ;, we conclude that
this set of Wilson coefficients is in contradiction with positivity. However, we also need to sample the space of
the Wilson coefficients, which is also higher dimensional. So this method is inefficient.

A better way to check whether the bound f.s > 0 is satisfied for a given set of Wilson coeflicients is to for-
mulate the problem in terms of an autonomous dynamical system [19]. Let X; = (a1, a2, ..., @10, 81, B2, -, 810)
depend on some fictitious time t and evolve according the following set of ordinary differential equations:

Ay, = _Oas
dt 0Xr

Randomly choosing a set of X; in the interval of [—1,1] as the initial condition, we evolve this dynamical

(4.11)

system for a sufficient time interval. The evolution will generically lead X; to values that make f,s smaller,

OfapdX; Ofap Ofas
f‘)‘ﬁ Zax, dt Zaxl ax, ~ v (4.12)

since

In cases where fog can be negative, this is method is usually very efficient to find a X; that does so. Com-
plications may arise if there are multiple equilibria (defined by points X; satisfying 0fas/0Xr = 0) for this
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Figure 2. Positive regions in the (¢, A)-plane for different d with k3 = 1.4, k4 = 0.36 (the regions
within the solid lines are allowed by generalized elastic positivity bounds) in the Zy symmetric case.
The green dashed line is the positivity bound from elastic scattering hf — hf. We see that the
positive cross section changes dramatically with d in this plane.

dynamical system. X; = 0 is an equilibrium of this system, and sometimes there may be other equilibria.
Actually, since fos is a homogenous function of X7, if X; = c; is an equilibrium, then the line connecting
Xr =0and X5 = ¢ is a continuous set of equilibria. Also, this method may fail to find negative f,p if the
initial X; happens to be on a trajectory that passes very close by the X; = 0 equilibrium, near which the
evolution is very slow due to the very property of an equilibrium. So it is prudent to try a few set of X; as
the initial conditions.

As we see above, the total parameter space even in the bi-field massive spin-2 case is very large. For
simplicity, we will focus on models with a reduced number of parameters, that is, we apply the generalized
elastic positivity bounds to the case of a Z2 symmetry, a Zs symmetry but with  # 1 and a Z2 symmetry but
with v # 1.

e 7> symmetric case
The Z> symmetric theory we consider here is the one where we identify the following parameters

(1) _ (2 (1)
3 ) = K3

r=1, v=1, k = K3, Ky :fif)zm,cl:cz:c, di =ds =d. (4.13)

In other words, the theory is invariant under exchanging h <> f in the Z2 symmetric case, and we are now left
with 5 parameters: ks, k4, ¢, A, d.

We shall find the allowed positive region numerically with the dynamical system method mentioned
above. Using the generalized elastic bounds, we find that the allowed region in the 5D parameter space is
simply connected. The approximate center of this connected region is

Rs =14, Ry =0.34, €=0.24, X =0.23, d = 0.36, (4.14)

and the approximate maximum and minimum values of these parameters are

08<ks<22 —08<ki<17,05¢<506, —04<A<17, —05<d< 14, (4.15)
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Figure 3. Positive regions in the (A, d)-plane with different k3, k4 and ¢ (the regions within the solid
lines are allowed by generalized elastic positivity bounds) in the Zs symmetric case. The black line
is when parameters other than A and d take their approximate central values in Eq. (4.14). The top
left, top right and bottom plot show the influence of changing k3, k4, and c respectively.

To estimate the volume of this 5D positive region, we choose a cuboid V encircling the above region and use
the simple Monte Carlo method to sample this V. If the total number of the sampling points is Nz and the
number of the points falling into the positive region is N4, then the volume of the positive region is

N
0® = N—+V ~0.3 (4.16)
T

whose value is independent of the choice of V' if the sampling is sufficient good. Of course, to get better accuracy,
V should not be much greater than the cuboid specified by the approximate maximum and minimum values
above.

For a comparison, in [24], k3, k4, ¢ and X\ are constrained to a finite region, but d is unconstrained, and
the usual elastic bounds of hh — hh, ff — ff and hf — hf restrict the 4-D parameters space to a region
with Q@ ~ 2.6. With our generalized bounds, d is now constrained to —0.5 < d < 1.4. If we were to restrict
d to be in this range and compare the corresponding 5D volume to the 0O from the generalized bounds, we
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Figure 4. Positive regions in the (¢, d)-plane with different x3, x4 and A (the regions within the solid
lines are allowed by generalized elastic positivity bounds) in the Zy symmetric case. The black line is
when parameters other than ¢ and d take their approximate central values in Eq. (4.14). The top left,
top right and bottom plot show the influence of changing k3, x4, and A respectively.

would find that
Q®)

9(4) (dmax - dmin)

Therefore, we see that the new bounds do not only constrain d from a free parameter to be within an interval,

~ 6%. (4.17)

and the allowed volume for the other 4 parameters is also greatly reduced.

We also want to visualize 2D sections of this allowed positive region. In Fig. 1, we show the allowed
positive regions in the (k3,k4)-plane for different ¢, A and d. The general trend is that the size of the positive
cross section largely depends on ¢, while d can dramatically change its shape. This positive region shrinks to
a point at d = dmin =~ —0.5 or d = dmez ~ 1.4. In Fig. 2, we show that the allowed positive regions in the
(¢, A)-plane for different d. The green dashed line is the positivity bound from elastic scattering hf — hf. We
see that as expected by choosing different d, our generalized positivity bounds give rise to stronger constraints.
For smaller d, the allowed region includes the point ¢ = 0, A = 0, but when d becomes greater, this point is ruled
out by positivity, which means the operators corresponding to the c and A coefficients have to be included in the
EFT to have a standard UV completion. In the (¢, A)-plane, the allowed positive region changes significantly
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Figure 5. Positive regions in the (¢, d)-plane with different x (the regions within the solid lines are
allowed by generalized elastic positivity bounds) in the Zs symmetric but = # 1 case. We choose
k3 =14,k =038, A=0.2and 1/2 <z < 2.

with d. In Fig. 3, we show how the positive region changes by changing k3, k4 and c separately in the (X, d)
plane, while in Fig. 4, we show how the positive region changes by changing k3, x4, and X\ separately in the
(¢, d) plane.

e 7o symmetric but with = # 1:

In Fig. 5, we show how the positive region changes with z. Within the range of 1/2 < = < 2, the positive
region is smaller in both ends and greater in the middle, while the shape of the positive region remains largely
unchanged for different x. Again, we can estimate the volume of the positive region in the 5D parameter space
of k3, ka4, ¢, A and d, as done in Eq. (4.16) for the Zs case, and see how it changes with the value of z, which is
shown in Fig. 6. We see that the volume of the 5D region allowed by positivity is again smaller in both ends
and greater in the middle.

e 75 symmetric but with v # 1

In Fig. 7, we show how the positive region changes with v. Within the range of 1/2 < v < 4, the positive
region is again smaller in both ends and greater in the middle. We also want to estimate the volume of the
positive region in the 5D parameter space of k3, k4, ¢, A and d, as done in Eq. (4.16) for the Z2 case, and see
how it changes with the value of -, which is shown in Fig. 8. We see that the volume of the 5D region allowed
by positivity is smaller in both ends and greater in the middle.

4.2.1 A3 cycle theory

In the above, we have applied the generalized positivity bounds to a generic cycle theory that has a cutoff at
Az/2. By choosing the interactions between h and f to be suppressed by an extra factor of m/Az, we get a Az
cycle theory. That is, in a Az cycle theory, the following parameters in Eq. (4.7) are scaled as follows

m m ~m ~m
— G ey =g A=A, dy = dy—
I VR W Ayt T MR

m

ds =d
2 2A37

(4.18)
where &2, d1.2, A~ O(1). This means that ¢12, di.2, A < 1 but ngff) ~ O(1). Because of this fact, for the

bi-field case, generalized elastic positivity bounds do not lead to extra new constraints on the theory, compared
to the bounds in [16]. Put it another way, we may still use the positivity bounds to first constrain un-tilded
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Figure 6. Volume of 5D positive region Q) with different = for v = 1. Q©) is greater when z is
close to 1.
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Figure 7. Positive regions in the (¢, d)-plane with different v (the regions within the solid lines are
allowed by generalized elastic positivity bounds) in the Zs symmetric but v # 1 case. We choose
k3 =1.4,k4 =0.38, A =0.2.

coefficients, exactly as we did for the A7/, case; To obtain the constraints on the tilded coefficients, we need
to enlarge the un-tilded coefficients by a large factor As/m, which essentially means that there is no effective
constraints along these directions, and this renders generalized elastic bounds ineffective to improve the elastic
bounds.

To see this, first note that the tuning Eq. (4.18) implies that the positivity bounds from the hh — hh
(or ff — ff) amplitudes merely constrain h (or f) self-interaction coefficients to leading order, since the
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Figure 8. Volume of 5D positive region Q) with different v for z = 1. The maximum of Q©®) is at
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contributions to fijr; from the c2, ¢3 terms are suppressed and the leading contributions come from single-
field dRGT self interactions. The key fact is that for any definite helicity scattering we have fij;; # 0 (i
and j only representing helicities for a single field) at leading order. On the other hand, for other scattering
amplitudes, elastic hf — hf(or fh — fh) and inelastic, the leading contributions to f;jr come from the c1,2,
d1,2 and X interactions, which are subleading compared to those of hh — hh (or ff — ff). Therefore, if
generalized elastic positivity bounds were to give extra constraints, they should not contain the contributions
from hh — hh (or ff — ff) and should come from the bounds

5> 0

f‘)‘ﬁ|0¢6%07a7ﬂ0v0¢8%OﬂgﬁoyoqoﬁoyﬁlHoﬁzﬁoﬁsﬁovﬁhﬁoﬁs%

(4.19)

(OI‘ fo‘ﬁ|o<1—)0,o¢2%0,&3%0,&4%0,(15*}0,66HO,ﬁ7~>O,B8~>O,Bg~>O,510%O > O) .

But these are just the usual elastic bounds from hf — hf(or fh — fh). Therefore, for the Az cycle theory,
the generalized elastic bounds do not give rise to more constraints than those in [16]. However, as we will
discuss later, for multiple fields, the generalized elastic bounds can give rise to extra constraints.

4.3 Line theory

For the line theory, the vierbein formulation is equivalent to the corresponding metric formulation, which can
be obtained by integrating out the redundant local Lorentz fields, that is, imposing the following symmetric
vierbein conditions [16]

napE*y =0, napBE°LF*,; =0. (4.20)

In the metric formulation, the line theory can be written as
M2 ~ 2M2
gzﬁline = 71\/ *g(l)R(g(l)) + %\/ —n (edle% + aseel K3 + 6&466’(:‘11)
M22 (2) (2) Tthg ) 242 2 3 P 4
+ 7\/ —9®R(¢"7) + T\/ —g eel“KC5 + Baeel K5 + Bacels ) + -+, (4.21)

where K1#, = ", — \/n—lg(l)‘“l,, Kot = 0%, — ,/g&ig@wﬂ,, we have again used the double Levi-Civita

contraction defined above (e.g, eeI?K? = eeIIK1K1), and ... stands for subleading higher derivative terms.
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Without the higher derivative terms, the line theory is free of the BD ghost to all scales, so in this sense the
line theory is the bona fide multi-field generalization of (single field) dRGT massive gravity, and it is indeed a
A3 theory around the flat background.

Although the symmetric vierbein conditions are now different from those of the cycle theory Eq. (4.2),
we can still parametrize the metrics as follows

(1) _ 77’#/’ po }Nl‘f’/ 4.22
G (nan Ml)n (nw+ M2>, (4.22)
(2) — fHP fau 4.9
9pv <77up Ml) n° (nav + Mg) ) (4.23)

with fy., fu symmetric, which amounts to field redefinitions for the metrics ., = M (1,,K1°, — 7,0) and
fur = Mi(nupK2Py — nuw). With these redefinitions, while Ky simply becomes K1#, = h*, /Mi1, K1 becomes
Ko#, = h*, /My — f*, /M2 + ... So in this formulation the line theory has a kinematic mixing for the mass
terms

0% Liime D — 2l ([132] - [B]2> N ([(le— Mah)?] — [Myf — MQB]Q) (4.24)

2 2 M2+ M2 ’

where the trace [ ] is defined with the Minkowski metric, e.g., [hf] == h,” fu" = huwn” fo,n?". Thus, hy, and
fuv are not the mass eigenstates of the theory. To get the mass eigenstates, we diagonalize the perturbative

hu) _ [cosf —sinf }Nz,w
<fw> - <sin0 cosf ) <f,“,> ’ (425)

metrics

where the mixing angle is given by

1 2M, M3
0 = = arct 4.26
2 T (2 —mg) + ME(m? + m3)’ (4.26)
The physical masses are given by
9 1/ _ o .o, ME(mI—m3)? 4+ MZ(mi+m3)?
== (mi+ms+ 20 4.27
Mi2 =75 ( L+ ME(m2 —m3) + MZ(m3 + m3) €08 0, (4.27)

where the + sign is for m; and the — sign is for mao. After this, the line spin-2 theory for two fields up to
quartic order is given by [24]

92 Liine = Lrp(h,m1) + Lrp(f,m2) + Lin (cos@h +sindf, My) + L& (cosdf — sinfh, Mo) (4.28)
~ 2 3 ~ ~ 2
ma (3) 3—n gn (4) 4—n ms 21 14212
+ oL nz;;nn celh> " " + 4M2 Zmn eI+ gy (U= PR 4 (4.29)

where Lrp(h,m) is the Fierz-Pauli term for field h,, with mass m and L&g (h, M) is the standard GR three

(3,4) +

and four point interactions for field h,, with cutoff M. &, " in Eq. (4.27) can be written in terms of &34 and

3,4 and other parameters (see Appendix A of [24]).

4.4 Positivity on Line theory

Similarly, the line theory is formally invariant under the following transformations

h(—)f, 9(—)—9 mi <> ma, Ml(—)Mg,

=2 .(3) ~2 (3)
)

MaKg > Mok mzn(‘"’) > 7712&(3), mgm@) PR m2n(4), m2ﬁ(4) > Thzfi(4) (4.30)

Note that this invariance is valid only before we replace m& with @34 and 53 4. We can still use this property
to calculate only half of the 16 amplitudes and infer the other half from them, as in the cycle theory. Again,

we need an overall factor to regularize the kinematic branch points from inelastic scattering amplitudes:

[(s) =s” (s — 4mf)2 (s — 4m§)2 [s — (m1+ m2)2]4 [s — (m1 — m2)2}4 . (4.31)

— 21 —



3
— elastic bounds
2 — generalized elastic bounds
1
N
0
-1
-2
0.5 1.0 15 2.0
as

Figure 9. (Line theory) Positive regions in the (a3, a4)-plane. The region within the solid blue line
is allowed by the usual elastic bounds from scattering hh — hh, ff — ff and hf — hf, while the
black line is obtained by using the generalized elastic bounds. Here we choose & = mq/my = 2.2,
v = M;/Ms =1 (or equivalently § = 0.1), 5 =1 and 84 = 0.

In the line theory, the vertices in Lagrangian Eq. (4.27) are much more complicated, so, for simplicity, we will
neglect mixings between some modes and restrict to the following bounds

>0,
> 0. (4.32)

1
faﬁ - fO‘B{ag—»O,oqﬁO,ag%O,ag~>O,a10~>0
fas = fas|

afB P la; —0,a0—0,a3—0,a4—0,a5—0

Similar to the previous cases, generalized elastic bounds can also give further constraints on the parameter
space of the Wilson coefficients in the line theory. As shown in Fig. 9, the region within the solid blue line
is allowed by the usual elastic positivity bounds from scattering hh — hh, ff — ff and hf — hf, while, in
contrast, the generalized elastic positivity bounds give rise to further constraints, which is the region inside the
black line. The shrinking becomes more prominent if we allow & = i /m2 to be different than 1, as we can
see in Fig. 10. When Z is greater (smaller) than 1, the region allowed by positivity shrinks when Z decreases
(increases). The limit of £ — 0 (with v fixed) corresponds to when f,, becomes almost massless and hy,
remains massive. We find that in such limit the region shrinks to a point. Fig. 11 shows that how the region
allowed by the generalized elastic positivity in the (33, 84)-plane varies with different as and as. As we see
that changing these parameters mostly amounts to slightly shifting the positive region in the (33, 84)-plane. So
the positivity constraints on the dRGT potential that mixes h,, and f,, (the 83 and B4 terms) are insensitive
to the dRGT potential of hy, (the az and a4 terms).

5 Generalizations to multiple fields

In the previous sections, for simplicity and also for the clarity of arguments, we have restricted ourselves to
cases where there are only two dynamical spin-2 fields (or three metrics if the Minkowski metric is also counted
as a background field). Many of the results obtained analogously apply to cases with multiple fields. While we
do not wish to repeat the same calculations for the multiple field cases in this section, we will point out that
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Figure 10. (Line theory) Positive regions in the (a3, ay)-plane for different . The regions within the
solid lines are allowed by the generalized elastic positivity bounds. We choose f3 = 0.8, 54, = —0.1

and vy = 1.
3 3
— a3=1.0,a4=-0.1 a3=1.4,a4=-0.9
— az=1.4,a4=-0.1 — az=1.4,04=-0.1
2 — a3=1.8,a4=-0.1 2 — az=1.4,04=0.7
1 1
g X
AN AN
0 0
-1 -1
-2 -2
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

5 e

Figure 11. (Line theory) Positive regions in the (83, 34)-plane (the regions within the solid lines are
allowed by the generalized elastic positivity bounds). We choose & = 1 and v = 1 (or equivalently
6 =0.4).

generalized elastic positivity bounds can give rise to new constraints in these generalizations, in comparison
to the usual elastic positivity bounds.
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Figure 12. Feynman diagrams for elastic scattering h*h” — h®h® (a # b) in the pesudo-linear theory.
The left diagram contributes aqp. and ¢, p . to the positivity bound and the right one contributes Agp
to the bound.

5.1 Pseudo-linear theory

Let us first consider the pseudo-linear theory, whose leading terms have been completely excluded by generalized
elastic positivity for the bi-field case. In the pseudo-linear theory with more than two fields, there will be new
kinds of terms, which involve, say, three or four kinds of fields in a vertex. We will see that in this case, the
generalized elastic positivity bounds can also provide extra constraints on these new terms.

Suppose we have a number of spin-2 fields h* = hj,,, with mass ma, a = 1,2,..., N. Analogous to the bi-
field case, from elastic scattering h®h* — h*h®, positivity excludes the following types of vertices: eeIh®h*h?,
ceh®h®h®h®, eeIh®hh®, €ed’h*h*h®, ecd?hh®hb and ecd*h®h®h®, where a # b. So for the highest cutoff
theory, we are left with Lagrangian

92 Lpmendo = ZEFP (h*,ma) + 37 | D Gabeccd®h*h°h" + 3 m’capeeclh*h'h® (5.1)
a,b,c a,b,c
+ Z)\abeeh“h“h h' +> " dapeeh® B R D" + Y " papceeh®h h°h + Y qapcaceh®h°hh? |
a,b a,b,c a,b,c,d
(5.2)

where a, b, ¢ and d are all different and aapc, Cabes Aaby dab, Pabe, Gabed are Wilson coefficients. All of these
vertices contribute to some tree level scattering amplitudes. As visualized in Fig. 12, elastic positivity bounds
from h®h® — h*h® can give rise to constraints on agpc, Cape and Aqp. The Aqp vertex is excluded entirely in the
bi-field case, but now it re-emerges in the case with more fields because of the mixing with the aqbc, Cape terms
in the h%h® — h®h® amplitude, thus not excluded with the previous argument. If we only consider the usual
elastic positivity bounds, apart from those vertices already excluded by h*h* — h®h®, we can now constrain
the Gabe, Cave and Aqp vertices. On the other hand, if we use the generalized elastic positivity bounds, we
can additionally constrain all the remaining Wilson coefficients dap, Pabe and gqbed, as the generalized elastic
positivity bounds make use of elastic and inelastic scattering amplitudes. Whether generalized positivity
bounds can exclude general multi-field pseudo-linear theory in 4D and beyond is left for future work.

5.2 Aj cycle theory

Now, let us turn to the As cycle theory. As discussed in Section 4.2.1, the generalized elastic positivity bounds
can not give further restrictions on the Wilson coefficients in the case of bi-field Az cycle theory. The reason for
this is because in that case under the A7/, to A3 re-scaling all information from inelastic scattering gets scaled
to be subleading. Here we will show that, for cases with more than two fields, generalized elastic positivity
bounds do give rise to new constraints.

The interacting Lagrangian for a multi-field cycle theory includes the following terms

2 ~multi a b a c
gILIE D ﬁ anbedh h'R" 4+ tapeeelh“h°h

a,b,c
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Figure 13. Leading Feynman diagrams for elastic scattering h'h? — h'h? in a bi-field or multi-field
A3 cycle theory.
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Figure 14. Leading Feynman diagrams for inelastic scattering h'h? — h'h3 in a multi-field Az cycle
theory.

m2

+M2

> Xaveeh®h Bh + " dapeeh®h*h R’ + > " papeeeh®h®h*h + Y qapeacchh’hh? |, (5.3)
a,b

a,b a,b,c a,b,c,d

where a, b, ¢ and d are all different. Again, by choosing the interactions between different fields to be suppressed
by an extra factor of m/As, we get a Az cycle theory. This means that cab, tabe, Aab, dab, Pabe a0d Gabea 1S
much smaller than O(/igﬁ) ~ 1. Thus, to effectively constrain these coefficients, we need to have positivity
bounds that start at O(m/A3) not at O(1). Let us consider a A3 cycle theory with 3 fields h', h? and h* for
simplicity. The usual elastic bounds from the h'h? — h'h? scattering (the leading Feynmann diagrams shown
in Fig.13) can give rise to constraints on ci2, c21 and A2, and similarly the hh® — R'A3 scattering can give
rise to constraints on ci3, c31 and A13. On the other hand, if we consider generalized elastic positivity bounds
from the ' X — h'X scattering where X is a superposition of h? and h® without h', the positivity bound
will contain information about h*h®> — h'h%, h'h* — h'h® and h'h® — h'h?, which are all at the O(m/M)
and give rise to extra constraints on ti23 and pi2s. (In comparison, if we only have two fields, generalized
positivity bounds from the h' X — h'X scattering where X is a superposition of h* and h? will have to contain
h'h' — h'h', whose leading order is at O(1), while the contributions from h*h* — h'h? and h'R' — K'AH?
start at O(m/As).)
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