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With standard Einstein gravity not being renormalizable at the quantum level there is much
interest in studying higher-derivative quantum gravity theories. Thus just as a Ricci-scalar-based
action produces a propagator that behaves as a non-renormalizable 1/ k? at large k2, an action based
on the square of the Ricci scalar behaves as a renormalizable 1/k4 at large k%. An action based on
both the Ricci scalar and its square leads to a renormalizable propagator of the generic Pauli-Villars
form. However, given the form of the Hamiltonian and the propagator such theories are thought to
be plagued by either energies that are unbounded from below or states of negative Dirac norm (the
overlap of a ket with its Hermitian conjugate bra). But when one constructs the quantum Hilbert
space one finds (Bender and Mannheim) that in fact neither of these problems is actually present.
The Hamiltonian turns out to not be Hermitian but to instead have an antilinear PT symmetry,
and for this symmetry the needed inner product is the overlap of a ket with its PT conjugate bra.
And this inner product is positive definite. Moreover, for the pure 1/ k* propagator the Hamiltonian
turns out to not be diagonalizable, and again there are no states of negative energy or of negative
norm. Instead there are states of zero norm, non-standard but perfectly acceptable states that serve
to maintain probability conservation. With the locally conformal invariant fourth-order derivative
conformal gravity theory being in this category, it can be offered as a candidate theory of quantum
gravity that is renormalizable and unitary in four spacetime dimensions.

I. PAULI-VILLARS REGULATOR AND THE SEVENTY YEAR GHOST PROBLEM

With the prototype for the higher-derivative gravity studies initiated in [1] being the Pauli-Villars propagator, we
analyze its generic features as they also apply to higher-derivative gravity itself. In order to regularize the divergences
in loop graphs and also to implement gauge invariance Pauli and Villars [2] proposed that one replace the standard
one-particle 1/(k? — M?) propagator by a two-particle second-order propagator
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so that a 1/k? asymptotic ultraviolet behavior at large k% would be replaced by the more convergent 1/k*, with a
quadratically divergent one loop scalar field graph then becoming only logarithmically divergent. While Pauli and
Villars recognized this as a mathematical procedure, they did not want to rule out that it might be physical. As
conceived, the two particles would be associated with the second-order derivative action

L+1 =3 [d'[0.010"¢1 — M7 — Aot] + 5 [ d*w [0ud20" 2 — M35 — Ap3] . (2)

Following the insertion of the very specific closure relation
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with its ghostlike relative minus sign into

D(k,2) = /d‘*wei“[(QllT[%(w)% (0)]|€0) + (2| T(¢2(2)d2(0)]22)] (4)

we recover (1). Thus ghosts could reduce asymptotic divergences, but at the price of loss of probability and loss of
unitarity.

II. THE PAIS-UHLENBECK OSCILLATOR

To explore whether the Pauli-Villars regulator might be physical Pais and Uhlenbeck [3] replaced the two-field
action by a one-field fourth-order derivative action

Is = 4 / d%[aua,,(b@“(?”qb — (M} + M3)0,00"¢ + MEM3¢? |, (5)
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with a fourth-order derivative equation of motion given by
(07 = V2 + MD)(9F — V? + M3)é(x) =0, (6)

and associated fourth-order propagator of the Pauli-Villars form
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So is this theory also not unitary? It has the same propagator structure as the second-order D(k,2). If we identify
the fourth-order propagator as

Dk, ) = [ dtaet*(@IT(6(x)o(0)]9), ®

then the insertion of the ghostlike closure relation given in (3) into (QT[¢(x)$(0)]|€2) would generate the D(k,4)
propagator. So could anything be wrong with this reasoning?

III. WHY SOMETHING MUST BE WRONG AND WHY THERE MUST BE AN UNDERLYING
CONFORMAL SYMMETRY AND A FOURTH-ORDER DERIVATIVE ACTION

Consider the Dirac action for a massless fermion coupled to a background geometry of the form
Io = [ o) 20y VA, + L), )

where the V# are vierbeins, I‘fw = (1/2)9* (8,901 + Ovgop — Osguv) is the Levi-Civita connection, and T, =
—(1/8)[Ya, 1) (VO V ™ + VIT), V) is the spin connection that enables Ip to be locally Lorentz invariant. As
constructed, and while not designed for this purpose, I',, also enables Ip to be locally conformal invariant under the
local conformal transformation

VE— e_o‘(m)Va”(x), P(z) = 6_3(1(1)/2’(/1(1'), Guv () = eQO‘(E)gW(I).

We thus get local conformal invariance for free. In fact, other than the double-well potential, the entire SU(3) x
SU(2) x U(1) standard model is locally conformal invariant. Thus if fermion masses are generated dynamically (see
e.g. [4] and references therein), then the entire standard model would be locally conformal invariant. 't Hooft [5] has
also argued that there should be an underlying local conformal symmetry in nature. Thus for a generic 1) — e* "),
gauging S is Yang-Mills, gauging « is conformal gravity. Thus we can unify SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1) with gravity
through real and imaginary local phases.

But local conformal invariance requires that the action in the gravitational sector be quadratic in the Ricci tensor
and scalar and be of the generic form given in (10). To see this we set the path integral [ D[¢)|D[¢] exp(ilp) equal to
exp(i[grr), integrate on ¢ and v, and obtain an effective action with leading term ('t Hooft [6])

Ierr = /d4$(—9)1/2c (R R — 5(R°,)?] (10)

where C' is a log divergent constant. With Ip being locally conformal invariant, Igprp must be locally conformal
invariant too, just as is in fact the case [7]. Thus in the standard model itself we generate the fourth-order derivative
conformal gravity action. So have we lost unitarity? No we could not have, since with the standard model being
ghost free, and with the fermion path integral being equivalent to a one loop Feynman diagram, then since we cannot
change the signature of a Hilbert space in perturbation theory, conformal gravity must be ghost free too. And indeed
if were not then the standard model would lose unitary when coupled to gravity. Thus radiative corrections to
SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1) in an external gravitational field generate fourth-order conformal gravity whether we like it or
not. So we have to deal with conformal gravity one way or the other.

IV. SO WHERE COULD THINGS POSSIBLY GO WRONG?

Starting from a c-number propagator we cannot determine the structure of the underlying g-number theory. Thus
we cannot identify the c-number D(k,4) with the matrix element (Q|T[¢(x)$(0)]|2) before first constructing the
quantum theory. We can of course construct c-numbers from g-numbers but not vice versa. Thus just because D(k,2)
is associated with a loss of unitarity it does not mean that D(k,4) is too. To find out we need to construct the
quantum Hilbert space.



V. SO WHERE DO THINGS GO WRONG?

As noted by Bender and Mannheim [8, 9], the right eigenvacuum of the fourth-order quantum theory associated with
the D(k,4) propagator obeys H|Q2r) = 0. The left eigenvacuum obeys (Qr|H = 0. In general the left eigenvacuum is
only the Hermitian conjugate of the right eigenvacuum if the Hamiltonian is Hermitian. So is it Hermitian? This de-
pends on boundary conditions. It turns out that the boundary conditions are such that the D(k,4) Hamiltonian is not
in fact Hermitian (we cannot integrate by parts and throw surface terms away). However, it instead is C PT symmetric,
and the left eigenvacuum (1| is the CPT conjugate of |Qg). In consequence the D(k,4) propagator has to be identi-
fied with [ d*ze™**(Q|T[¢(z)¢(0)]|Qr), and this propagator is unitary [8, 9], even as [ d*ze’*(Qp|T[¢(x)$(0)]|2r)
is not.

Since C' (charge conjugation) is separately conserved for gravity, H is PT (P is parity, T is time reversal) symmetric,
and thus falls into the class of PT symmetric theories initiated by Bender (see [10] for a recent overview), with antilinear
CPT symmetry being recognized as being more general for quantum theory than Hermiticity [11]. However, even
though the Hamiltonian is not Hermitian, all the poles of D(k,4) are on the real axis. So all energy eigenvalues are
real, the hallmark of PT theories. Hermiticity is only sufficient to give real eigenvalues, C' PT symmetry is necessary
(see [11] and references therein). Also, since an overall minus sign does not affect the causal domain of Feynman
contours, D(k,4) is causal. Thus D(k,4) is associated with (Q|T[¢(x)$(0)]|Q2r), and the (L|R) inner product is
positive definite (see [11, 12] and the discussion below). We cannot use (3) since the states are not normalizable. So
now to the proof.

VI. PT SYMMETRY OR ANTILINEAR SYMMETRY IN GENERAL

Consider the eigenvector equation

(e = Hw(0) = Blo). ()

Replace the parameter ¢t by —t and then multiply by some general antilinear operator A:
0 _ .
im Al (—t) = AHAT Alp(—t)) = E"Alp(—1)). (12)

If H has an antilinear symmetry so that AHA™! = H, then
HA[Y(—t)) = E"AJy(—t)). (13)

There are two possibilities: (1) (Wigner): Energies can be real and have eigenfunctions that obey Al (—t)) = |1 (1)),
(2) or energies can appear in complex conjugate pairs that have conjugate eigenfunctions (|¢)(t)) ~ exp(—iEt) and
Alp(—t)) ~ exp(—iE*t)). Thus with realization (1) we obtain real eigenvalues with antilinear symmetry.

As to the converse, suppose we are given that the energy eigenvalues are real or appear in complex conjugate pairs.
In such a case not only would E be an eigenvalue but E* would be too. Hence, we can set HA|yp(—t)) = E*A|)p(—t))
in (12), and obtain

(AHA™' — H)AJyp(—t)) = 0. (14)

Then if the eigenstates of H are complete, (14) must hold for every eigenstate, to yield AHA™! = H as an operator
identity, with H thus having an antilinear symmetry. Antilinear symmetry is thus necessary for the reality of
eigenvalues while Hermiticity is only sufficient.

For inner products we note that the Dirac inner product (R(t)|einte_th|R(t)) is only time independent if H = HT.
However, the left-right inner product (L(t)|e*#te~t|R(t)) is always time independent regardless of whether or not
H = HT. This left-right inner product is also equal to the overlap of a ket with its antilinear symmetry conjugate (see
e.g. [11, 12]). And in fact on very general grounds it has been shown [11] that under only two requirements, namely
invariance under the complex Lorentz group (the proper Lorentz group) and probability conservation the quantum
Hamiltonian must be C'PT symmetric, being so without having any need to be Hermitian. Since C'PT defaults to
PT for non-relativistic quantum systems this puts the PT symmetry program on a very secure theoretical basis. In
the following then we shall look for a connection between higher-derivative gravity and the PT program. So we start
with the Pais-Uhlenbeck Oscillator model.



VII. QUANTIZING THE PAIS-UHLENBECK OSCILLATOR MODEL

Since only time derivatives are relevant to quantization, we set w; = (k% + M?)Y2, wy = (k* + M3)"/? and drop
the spatial dependence. With z replacing ¢ the Is action given in (5) reduces to the Pais-Uhlenbeck (PU) action

oo =4 [ @] - (@ +ad) 2 4 ufede?] (15

This is a constrained action since with only z, 2 and Z, there are too many canonical variables for one oscillator
but not enough for two. So we set = 2, and using the method of Ostrogradski [13], using Dirac Constraints [14],
or a variation of a covariantized form of the action with respect to the metric, one obtains the two-oscillator PU
Hamiltonian

Hpy = 3p2 + p-v 4 5 (i +wd) 2® — qwiwd2®,  [z,p:] =4, [z,ps] =i (16)

Now there are no ghosts, but one now has to pay a different price: the —%w%w%f term in Hpy leads to an energy
spectrum that is unbounded from below, the Ostrogradski [13] instability that is characteristic of higher-derivative
theories.

VIII. TRADING THE ENERGY INSTABILITY FOR GHOSTS

Work by Lee [15], Kéllén and Pauli [16] and Heisenberg [17] reopened the ghost issue, and it was found that one
could avoid negative energies in the PU theory if one quantized the PU theory with negative norm states. Specifically,
if we make the standard substitutions

2= ar+al +ay+al, p.=iviwd(a —al) +iwdws(as —ab),

r = —iwi(a; — a{) — dwa(ag — ag), pe = —wi(a + a{) —wi(ag + ag), (17)

we obtain a Hamiltonian and commutator algebra [14]

Hpy = 2(w; — wd)(wielar — wiahas) + F(wi + wn),
1 1
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2w (Wi — w3)’ 2w (wi — w3)’
and note that with wy > wo the [as, ag] commutator is negative.

Also, we note that the wi; = ws limit is singular, an issue we will return below. However, we note now that we
cannot write the w; = wo propagator (i.e., MZ = M3) as
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since the M? — 0, M2 — 0 limit is singular. However, we could write the propagator as

S .. ! (20)
(k2 +i€)2  m20dM?2 \ k2 + M2 +ie )’

a non-singular limit in which no negative sign appears. With this form we can anticipate that the pure fourth-order
theory is unitary, just as was in fact proven in [8, 9]. We return to this point below.
There are two realizations of (18). If we define the vacuum according to

a1|Q> = 0, a2|Q) = O,

the energy spectrum is bounded from below, with |Q) being the ground state with energy (w; 4+ w2) /2. But the
excited state a£|Q>, which lies at energy wy above the ground state, has a Dirac norm <Q|a2a£|Q> that is negative.
On the other hand if we define the vacuum according to

a1|) =0, a}Q) =0,



the PU theory is now free of negative-norm states, but the energy spectrum is unbounded from below. (Negative
energy states propagating forward in time.) However, for either realization all the eigenvalues of Hpy are real. This
will be of importance in the following.

Thus the PU theory suffers from one of two twin diseases, either negative norms or negative energies. Since defining
the vacuum by setting as|Q2) = 0 or by setting a£|Q> = 0 would correspond to working in two totally different Hilbert
spaces, in no single Hilbert space does one have both diseases, though in either one there is still a seemingly irrefutable
problem. The objective of this paper is not to find a way to cancel ghost states in the a3|Q) = 0 realization in which
there are no negative energies, but to show that the reasoning that leads one to think that there is a ghost is faulty.
Thus we do not get rid of the ghosts but instead [8, 9] show that they were never there to begin with. That this could in
principle be possible is because a propagator such as D(k,4) is a c-number, and from a c-number one cannot construct
the underlying g-number Hilbert space. One can construct c-number matrix elements from g-number operators but
not the other way round. Thus we need to find the relevant Hilbert space and need to find a relevant positive definite
inner product that would replace the standard Dirac norm.

IX. PT SYMMETRY TO THE RESCUE — THE LEE MODEL

In 1954 Lee introduced a model in which one could do coupling constant renormalization analytically. However, the
model had ghost states of negative norm and Lee, K&llén and Pauli, and Heisenberg worked very hard on the issue.
However, the problem remained unsolved until the work of Bender, Brandt, Chen and Wang [18] no less than some
fifty years later. In the Lee model ghost states only appear for a certain range of values of the renormalized coupling
constant of the model, and in that range the bare coupling constant is complex. In consequence, in that range the
theory is not a Hermitian theory, and one cannot use as norm or inner product the overlap of a ket state with its
Hermitian conjugate bra. However, in [18] it was found that the theory has an antilinear PT symmetry, and when
one uses the PT theory norm, viz. the overlap of a ket with its PT conjugate, one finds that this norm is positive
definite. Solving the Lee model ghost problem this way is a considerable triumph for PT theory. Thus in general if
one finds states of negative Dirac norm, it does not necessarily mean that the theory is not unitary. It could mean
that one is in the wrong Hilbert space and that one is using the wrong inner product (the Dirac one), with a different
one (the PT one) being unitary.

X. IMPLICATIONS FOR THE PAULI-VILLARS PROPAGATOR AND THE PU OSCILLATOR

On returning to the PU Hamiltonian given in (16) we note that unlike the Lee model there is no complex coupling

constant that could save us. However, if we set p, = —i0,, p, = —i0,, the Schrodinger equation takes the form
1 9? o 1 1
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with the lowest positive energy state with Ey = (w1 + w2)/2 having eigenfunction [8]
Yo(z,z) = exp [%(wl + wo)wiwa2? + iwiwezx — %(wl + W2)x2} ) (22)

The state ¥o(z,x) diverges as z — oo and is thus not normalizable. Consequently, the norm of the ground state

(QQ) = /dzdw(ﬂ|z,x)<z,x|ﬂ) = /dzdxwa‘(z,x)wo(z,x)

is infinite too. Such lack of normalizability means that the closure relation given in (3) could not hold as it presupposes
normalizable states. However, rather than being a bad thing, it is the lack of normalizability that actually
saves the theory.

Specifically, to make the wave function t(z, ) normalizable we must continue z into the complex plane. If we
draw a letter X in the complex z plane, the wave function will be normalizable in a wedge (a so-called Stokes wedge
— actually a generic feature of PT theories [10]) that contains the north and south quadrants of the letter X, i.e. that
contains the imaginary z axis but not the real z axis (which is in the east and west quadrants). To implement this,
with p, = p we make the similarity transformations [8]

y = e e 2 = iy g = e™PeE 2y oTP22 =Gy [y, q] =1, [z,p] =1, (23)
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e™P=*/2 Houe~™P3/2 — [ — % — gz + % (wf +w§) 22+ %wfw%y? (24)
With its factor of 4 the Hamiltonian H is now manifestly not Hermitian, but all of its eigenvalues are still real since
they cannot change under a similarity transformation. H thus falls into the class of non-Hermitian Hamiltonians that
have a PT symmetry (x and y are PT odd and p and g are PT even) and have all energy eigenvalues real. Moreover,
with —Jwfw32? being replaced by +1wiw3y? there no longer is any Ostrogradski instability. Thus all that remains
is to deal with the ghosts.

However, first we must ask how z could not possibly be Hermitian. It certainly is Hermitian when acting on its own
eigenstates. However, that does not make it Hermitian when acting on the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian, with it
instead being y = —iz that is. This is the secret of PT theory. With z not being Hermitian, then despite the dagger
notation we cannot identify a; in (17) as being the Hermitian conjugate of as. In fact we could have anticipated that

this must be the case since otherwise <Q|a2a£|Q> would automatically have been positive rather than of the negative
value we found for it above.

To make it manifest that all the eigenstates have positive norm we make the additional similarity transformation
with a Hermitian operator Q [8]

—Q/277,Q/2 A R TR Y
e He :H:3+2—w%+§wlx +§w1w2y,

Q

1 w1 + w2
apq + awiwizy = QF, a= o log (w1 — w2) . (25)

We recognize H' as being a fully acceptable standard, positive norm two-dimensional oscillator system. In addition
we note that with its phase being —Q/2 rather than —iQ)/2, the e~9/2 operator is not unitary. The transformation
from H to H' is thus not a unitary transformation, but is a transformation from a skew basis with eigenvectors |n)
to an orthogonal basis with eigenvectors

W)= ), ] = (nle .

Then since (n/|m’) = 6,n, the eigenstates of H obey
(nle”@m) = b, Y In){nle @ =1,

H= Z [nYE,(nle=9, Hin) = E,|n), (nle"%H = (nle”?E,. (26)

We thus recognize the inner product as being not (n|m) but (nle~%|m), with the conjugate of |n) being the left-
eigenvector (nle~@. This state is also the PT conjugate of |n), so that the inner product is the overlap of a state
with its PT conjugate rather than that with its Hermitian conjugate, just as we had noted earlier. And as such this
inner product is positive definite since (n’|m’) = d,,, is. The PU oscillator theory and accordingly the Pauli-Villars
propagator theory are thus fully viable unitary theories.

Finally, we note that when w; = ws the @ operator becomes undefined.

XI. BUT WHERE DID THE MINUS SIGN IN THE PROPAGATOR GO?

The D(k,4) propagator given in (7) has a relative minus sign, so where is it if all norms are positive? The answer
is that one should not identify the c-number D(k,4) with the matrix element (Q|T[¢(z)¢(0)]|2), but instead with the
matrix element

D(k,4) = /d4$€i“<QI6_QT[¢($)¢(0)]IQ>- (27)

Now one can insert Y [n)(n|e~@ = I into (Q]e~ 9T [¢(x)$(0)]|2) and generate D(k,4) with it being the introduction of
e~ that generates the minus sign [9] and not the presence of negative norm states. The error was thus in associating
(QIT[¢(x)p(0)]|2) with D(k,4) without first having constructed the Hilbert space. Thus we do not actually get rid
of the ghost, we show that it was not there in the first place, with the reasoning that led one to think that there
is a ghost being faulty. Consequently, fourth-order derivative quantum gravity theories are not only unitary, they
always have been.



XII. PURE FOURTH-ORDER QUANTUM GRAVITY

While we have established the unitarity of the second-order plus fourth-order theory associated with the generic
Is given in (5), from this we cannot immediately conclude by taking the limit that pure fourth-order theories such
as conformal gravity with its 1/k* propagator are unitary too since the limit is singular. Specifically, with I of (5)
reducing to the pure fourth-order Ig = % [ d*28,,0,¢0"0" ¢ when M7 = M3 = 0, in this same limit the decomposition
of D(k,4) into partial fractions given in (7) becomes unviable. Since we set w; = (k* + MP)Y?, wy = (k* + M3)/2,
in this limit wy and wy become equal, with both the commutation algebra given in (18) and the @ operator given in
(25) then becoming singular. The pure fourth-order theory thus has to be analyzed independently.

Then, as noted in [9], with Q being singular in the equal frequency limit the A Hamiltonian given in (24) cannot
be diagonalized. The equal frequency H, and consequently its field theory generalizations, becomes a Jordan-block
Hamiltonian that cannot be diagonalized because it does does not have a complete set of energy eigenstates.

XIII. IN THE JORDAN-BLOCK LIMIT WHERE DID THE OTHER EIGENVECTOR GO?

To see what happens to the eigenstates in the one-particle sector, we set w1 = w + €, wo = w — €. In the limit € — 0
we obtain

ezwlt_>ezwt, ezwgt_>ezwt' (28)

Thus both wave functions collapse onto the same wave function, and so we lose an eigenstate. Now consider a different
combination, viz.

eiwlt _ eiUJgt

5 — ite™t, (29)

This second combination has a well-defined, non-singular limit, and in the limit becomes non-stationary. So it is no
longer an energy eigenstate. Since the two one-particle states were orthogonal to each other before we took the limit,
and since they become the same eigenvector in the limit, in the limit the surviving eigenvector is both parallel to and
orthogonal to itself. It is thus has zero norm. Thus unlike the unequal frequency limit were all (PT') norms are
positive, in the limit the norms become zero. However the non-stationary states still stay in the Hilbert space, and
the set of stationary plus non-stationary states combined is complete, so the theory is still unitary with probability
still being conserved [9]. Because the eigenstates do have a non-standard but fully acceptable zero norm, terms in the
probability that grow linearly in ¢ are multiplied by zero coefficients, so that probabilities are indeed time independent.
This then is how probability conservation is maintained in the Jordan-block case, with it being completeness of the
Hilbert space vectors and not completeness of the energy eigenstates that is key.

These remarks carry over to the pure fourth-order conformal gravity theory. Thus it is a fully viable, probability
conserving, non-diagonalizable, PT" and CPT symmetric theory (g,, is C even). The graviton has zero norm and is
thus not an observable on-shell state. There is still gravitational radiation since in any covariant gravitational theory
information is communicated with finite velocity (by off-shell gravitons).

XIV. CONCLUSIONS

The PT option for quantum theory is now well established. It in no way changes quantum mechanics. It simply
takes advantage of an option that was there from the beginning but had been overlooked. PT symmetry is quite
ubiquitous in physics, and cannot be avoided or ignored, especially when the standard SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1) model
is coupled to gravity. To establish PT or C'PT symmetry only requires complex Lorentz invariance and probability
conservation. And if the theory of quantum gravity turns out to be conformal gravity, then one of the four fundamental
forces in nature would be a non-Hermitian but PT symmetric theory.
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