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Abstract

Motivated by scalar-tensor gravities, we consider a theory which contains massless
scalar fields with different sound speeds. We derive unitarity relations for partial wave
amplitudes of 2 — 2 scattering, with explicit formulas for contributions of two-particle
intermediate states. Making use of these relations, we obtain unitarity bounds both
in the most general case and in the case considered in literature for unit sound speed.
These bounds can be used for estimating the strong coupling scale of a pertinent EFT.
We illustrate our unitarity relations by explicit calculation to the first non-trivial order
in couplings in a simple model of two scalar fields with different sound speeds.

1 Introduction

Scalar-tensor theories of gravity with non-trivial scalar kinetic terms and/or non-minimal
couplings to metric are commonly used to construct models of inflation [I], 2 3| 14} [5] as well
as non-singular cosmological models such as genesis [6] [7, 8, 9], 10} T1] and bounce [12| 13} 14,
15, [16], 17, 18, 19, 20]. In these theories, perturbations about non-trivial backgrounds often
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propagate with “sound speeds” different from the speed of light and, moreover, perturbations
of different types (e.g., scalar vs tensor in the cosmological context) have different sound
speeds. Another feature is that some constructions involve time-dependent couplings which
are dangerously large during certain time intervals. An example is Horndeski theory [21]
whose subclass admits genesis and bounce with “strong gravity in the past” (effective Planck
mass tends to zero as t — —o0) [22]; in this way one evades the no-go theorem of Refs. [23],24].

An important parameter in an effective QFT is the energy scale of strong coupling, or,
in other words, the maximum energy below which the effective QFT description is trust-
worthy. Scalar-tensor gravities, especially featuring large couplings, are not exceptional in
this regard. While the strong coupling energy scale can often be qualitatively estimated
by naive dimensional analysis, more accurate estimates are obtained using unitarity bounds
that follow from general unitarity relations. This motivates us to derive unitarity relations
and unitarity bounds in theories with different sound speeds of different perturbations.

In this paper we consider theories with several scalar fields; theories of particles with
spin can be treated in a similar Wayﬂ Also, we study theories in flat space-time and trivial
background; this treatment is expected to be relevant also for non-trivial backgrounds, since
the classical description of a background is legitimate provided that its classical energy scale
is well below the quantum strong coupling scale, in which case the space-time dependence
of the background is expected to be negligible when evaluating the quantum scale.

An adequate approach to unitarity relations and unitarity bounds makes use of Partial
Wave Amplitudes (PWAs) (see, e.g., Refs. |25, 206], 27, 28]). We follow this approach in our
paper. We aim at self-contained presentation and give detailed derivation even though many
steps follow closely the analyses existing in literature. In this sense this paper may serve as
a pedagogical mini-review of the subject, with the novelty due to the fact that we consider
different sound speeds of different excitations.

This paper is organized as follows. We derive in Sec. [2| the general unitarity relations
for PWAs of 2 — 2 scattering, paying special attention to two-particle intermediate states.
In Sec. [2| we also derive the unitarity bounds. To this end, in Sec. we describe the class
of theories we deal with. We then study separately the cases of a pair of distinguishable
particles in the intermediate state (Sec. and a pair of identical particles (Sec. [2.3)).
Unitarity bounds are derived in Sec. 2.4 We give an illustrative example in Sec. [3] where
we explicitly check the validity of the unitarity relation to the leading non-trivial order
in a simple model of two real scalar fields. Appendix A is dedicated to the time-reversal
invariance and its consequence for PWAs.

I Bosonic perturbations with spin can often be reduced to effective scalar perturbations at the expense of
the violation of Lorentz invariance, which occurs in non-trivial backgrounds anyway.



2 Unitarity relation

2.1 Generalities

In this Section we proceed in the spirit of Ref. [25] and obtain the unitarity relation for
2 — 2 scattering processes in theories with scalar fields ¢; whose sound speeds u; are different.

Having in mind the issue of strong coupling energy scale, we neglect masses of these particles

(if they exist). The quadratic action reads

S = Z Sy, Sy = / d'z (%éﬁ — %u?(ﬁqﬁi)Q) .
The linearized equation of motion for ¢; is
Cbz - U? Ag; =0,
and its solution can be written as follows

&i (1) :/ dp; 1 (aﬁie—iEpit-‘riﬁif_}_a;ieiEpit_iﬁij)’

(27)3 \/2E,,

where
Epi = U;iP; ,

and the operators az and a;i obey the standard commutational relation
lag, ab] = (2m)*6C) (5] — )05,
We define one-particle state as follows:

5; ) = v/2Eal, 10)

so that one has the standard relation
(0lgs(Z,1)|7,) = e Pt TPiT5,,
while the normalization of this state is given by

(717 ) = (2m)°\ /2B, 2E,6) (5, — [})di;.

In the i-th one-particle sector one has

p;
1= [ o P @
(2m)32E,,



The S-matrix and T-matrix are related in the standard way:
S =1+T,
and one extracts from 7" the overall -function of 4-momentum conservation:
T = (2r)** (P — PM)M (4)

where P* = Y pl and P’ = > pl, are total 4-momenta of the initial and final state,
respectively.
Now, we consider an initial state

1V, B) = vV 2E;, 2Ep2a;1a;r;2 0}, (5)

with two particles of momenta p; and ps, and a final state |¢, 8') with two particles of
momenta p; " and py’. Notation J refers to the types of the two particles, 8 = {¢;, ¢,}, while
notation ¢ is a shorthand for the pair of momenta, 1) = {p}, p>}. Thus,

‘wuﬁ> = ’¢Zaﬁl> ® ’¢j7ﬁ2> .

In eq. (B)) we do not explicitly indicate the type of particle to simplify formulas and write

t =gl
a,, = a;p, , etc.

Our purpose is to derive the unitarity relation for the partial wave amplitudes.

2.2 Distinguishable particles

Let us begin with the case of distinguishable particles in a pair 5 = {¢;, ¢;}. In the next
subsection we consider the case of identical particles.
The scalar product of states |¢/, 8') and [, B) is

W'\ B [, B) = (2m)°2E,,2E,,6% (51" — 71)0P (B2 — P2)0prs - (6)

This follows from the one-particle state normalization . In what follows we consider the
center-of-mass frame of the two-particle system. In this frame we denote p = p; = —pa,
p=1p| = |p1| = |p2|. Let = p/p be the unit vector along p and 6, ¢ be the corresponding
angles. We now replace the variables pi, po in @ by P* = p{ + p, 0 and ¢, where we
have in mind that in the vicinity of the center-of-mass frame one has P* ~ (FE,0), where
E = (u1p + ugp)p and w1 = u;, usp = u; are sound speeds of the two particles in the pair
B = {¢;, ¢;}. For the volume element we have

p2

SR
(u1p + ugp) P

Ppd*py = d*Pp*dpdp =



which gives

o — — . uig +u /
SO~ 50 5 — ) — LG O (P PG~
and hence
W, B8 [, 8) = (2m)° - durguzs(urp + usg) - S (P — P (5 — p)dsp. (7)

As the next step we introduce two-particle state of definite angular momentum in the
center-of-mass frame. The reason is that the unitarity relations have particularly simple
form for the partial-wave amplitudes [25, 26, 27, 28] (PWAs). The relevant state is given by

Lm, P, ) = %47 / FY @), 6). (s)

where the integration runs over unit sphere and Y, is the spherical function,

) = <—1>Weim¢\/ I P ost).

=P

Y™
which obeys
/ dp Y™ ()YE" () = OB (9)
One finds the scalar product of these states from @:
<l/, m’, P'u/, ﬁ/’l, m, P'u, ﬁ> = 47TU15U25(U15 + Ugﬁ) : (27’(’)4(5(4) (P'u/ — Pu)&l/&mm’aﬂﬁ"

Thus, the decomposition of the unit operator reads

1
1= [ d* l K [ P Bl ——=+...
/ P 3 P 8) Gt P s+ (10)

where summation runs over all two-particle states and

N(B) = 2(27)°uguss(urp + ugp). (11)

Dots in stand for terms with multiparticle states. We omit these terms in what follows
and comment later on how these terms affect the unitarity relation.

Let us now write the partial wave amplitude,
l
T = (L, PP BT\ m, P2 )

It is given by

T s = 3= [ 40 [ 45" VG G (0 8TV 5)



Due to rotational invariance, the T-matrix does not vanish only for m’ = m and does not
depend on m [29, B0]. Thus, we can write

™, s, i%
msme T £ 2l 1

We recall that

mk (> m = 2l+1
>V B) = = Pilcos) |

™

where v = / (ﬁ " ﬁ) is angle between the two momenta, and arrive at

Oyt A -

l m’m ol ok

1) s = sy [ di [ a5 Ptcos) w5 1710.5).

where, again due to rotational invariance, (¢, 5" |T'|¢, 8 ) does not depend on angular vari-

ables except for . Because of this property, it is straightforward to integrate over all angles
but v and obtain

6m’m
T = 5™ [ dlcosy) - Picos) (', 8 [T1,3)
Using one obtains
Oy
l m’'m
T,(ngﬂl;mﬁ = (2m)* oW (P — P“)T /d(cos v) - Pi(cosy)Mgag .

Finally, one defines the partial wave amplitude,

1
apg = o d(cos?y) - P(cosy) Mg, (12)
and finds
l
TT(n?ﬁ’,mﬁ = 167T . (271')45(4)(7)“/ - P“)(Sm/m al7616 . (13)

Now we turn to the unitarity relation. Unitarity of S-matrix, SST = STS = 1 implies
T—T =TT =TT .

Inserting unit operator given by in the right-hand side, we find

() W=\ _ [ apn L o 1)+
—1 (Tm’ﬁ’;mﬁ - Tm,@;m’ﬂ’) — /d P Z WTmlﬁl;m"ﬁ"Tmﬁ;mﬁﬁ”'

m// 7BII



One makes use of and recalls the definition of N(5), eq. 7 to obtain the unitarity
relation in terms of PWAs:

i *
) (al,aﬁ - al,ﬁa) - Z
0

where u;, and ug, are sound speeds of particles in the intermediate state 7.

2

Uy U (U + Uy

*
) RARTUNCEE

One often assumes time reversal invariance, which gives ngﬁ,.mﬁ =79 | s and hence

mpB;m
a0 = Qo (see Appendix A and Refs. [29, 30]). In that case the unitarity relation reads
Im Ao = Z 2 a; a;
ap fre’ .
Unytigy (Uny + Ugy) 1B

For uy, = ug, = 1 this relation coincides with the standard one, see, e.g., Refs. [25] B1].

2.3 Identical particles
We now consider the case of identical particles. We again define two-particle states as follows:

|77Z)7/8> =V 2Ep1 2Ep2a;1a;;2 |0> )

where 8 = {¢;, ¢;}, while the commutational relation is still given by . In the case of
identical particles the normalization of the two-particle state is different from @:

W8 ¥, 8)
— (2m)°2B,,2B,, (6951 ' = 50D (5 — ) + 095 — )5 — 7)) g (14)
We proceed along the same lines as in Sec. . The change of variables in gives
W8 1.5 ) = (2m)° - Su - 5OPH — P (525" = ) + 65 +5)) 03

where ug = u; is the sound speed of the particle ¢;. The states of definite angular momentum
are still given by , but the scalar product of these states is now

1 R
(U m! P B m, P B) = / dp (2m)° - 8uy - (2m) '8 (P = P")e
x (V@Y 0) + V@Y (-5)) - (15)

Since identical scalars always have evenE| [, we consider even [ until the end of this subsection
without mentioning this explicitly. Making use of the properties of the spherical functions,

egs. (9), and (34a), we get
<l/a m/a P'u,a B/|l7 m, PN’ B> = 27 8“% ’ (27T)45(4)<Pl“ - Pu)éll’dmm’éﬂﬁla

2This can be seen also from eq. : the integral in the right hand side vanishes for odd .
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and the contribution of two-particle states with identical particles into the decomposition of
the unit operator reads

1
1= [ d'P L,m,P*, B) (L, m,P*, B| ————— + ...,
/ l%;ﬁl 6> < 6| Nidentical (B)

where Njgenticat(3) 18 given by
Nidentical(ﬁ) = (277)5 . 81/% .

Note that Nigenticat () = 2N (U1, Uzg) uy s=ugs=us, Where N has been introduced in , ie.,
if all particles have the same sound speed, then the normalization factor N is twice larger
for identical particles as compared to distinguishable particles. We repeat the calculations
in Sec. and find that the contribution to PWA unitarity relation from intermediate states
~v with two identical particles is given by

1 1
_ 5 (al,aﬁ — azﬂa) = Z ﬁalvavaz,@v 4+ ...
~ o
In a T-invariant theory one has
1 *
Im CLLOCﬁ = Z ﬁaha’yalﬁ}/ﬁ + e e .
y Y

This is consistent with Refs.[28, BI]: if all particles have the same sound speed, then the
contribution of identical particles in the intermediate state has extra factor 1/2 as compared
to distinguishable particles.

2.4 Unitary bound
We combine the results of Secs. 2.2 and [2.3] and write the PWA unitarity relation as follows:

/L' * *
) (al,ozﬁ - al,ﬁa) = ngal,owal,ﬁw (16)
gl
where
2
gy = distinguishable 17a
T usyugy (Usy + ) (172)
1
Gy = ﬁ identical , (17b)



where egs. (L7a]) and (17b)) refer to distinguishable and identical particles in the two-particle
intermediate state, respectively. We still do not write explicitly contributions due to multi-
particle intermediate states. We note in passing that eq. can be written in the matrix
form, .
i
—5(%—@;):@19@;7
where g is the diagonal matrix with matrix elements g,, and other notations are self-evident.

To obtain the unitary bound, we introduce rescaled amplitudes a; 5 via

Y
v 9a 93

In terms of the rescaled amplitudes we write the unitarity relation in a simpler form:

al,ag = (18)

_%@mﬁ—@m):}j@mﬁm+§:AquMm (19)
Y M

or in matrix form
1 /. -
5 (@ —af) = aaf + Al (20)

where we restore the contribution of multiparticle intermediate states M in the right hand
side and denote schematically the (rescaled) amplitude 2 — M by A; -
Now, let us introduce Hermitean matrices

. -
P=—-(a—a),

2
1,
Q=g+ al)
so that
ap=Qr+1h .
Then the unitarity relation reads
P =P} +Qf + AAl —i[P,Q]. (22)

We now choose the orthonormal basis in two-particle state space in such a way that the
Hermitean matrix P is diagonal,

Pl,a,B = pl,adaﬁ .

In other words, this basis consists of those linear combinations of states with two particles
of definite types which are eigenvectors of ;. Then the diagonal aa-component of eq.
is (no summation over «)

Pla = pl27a + (Q?)aa + (AIADaa .
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Diagonal elements of matrices Q7 = QZQZT and AlAlT are non—negativ, so that

p plago

and therefore
0 S Pia S 1.

To cast this relation into somewhat more familiar form, we come back to the unitarity
relation ([20]), sandwich it between an arbitrary vector |¢) of unit norm and write, still using
the basis of eigenvectors of P,

(Plaa)|p) = me > — (Y| A4Al )
This gives
(Wlaa]|y) <1
for all |¢), and we arrive at the result that
all eigenvalues of &a are not greater than 1 . (23)

Until now we worked in full generality. To the best of our knowledge, previous analyses
not only were restricted to unit sound speed, but also studied somewhat less general situation,
see, e.g, Refs. [31], 32 33, 34]. Namely, (i) the matrix ;.5 was assumed to be symmetric due
to T-invariance, a; o3 = @8- Then @; and F; are its real and imaginary parts, respectively.
(ii) One assumed further that P, and @, are simultaneously diagonalizable. The latter
property holds, in particular, when there is just one type of particles, and also when the
contribution of multiparticle states is negligible in (20)): in the latter case the imaginary part
of eq. gives [P, Q] = 0. In this situation eq. tells that any eigenvalue a,, of matrix
a obeys |Gqe| < 1. In fact, in this case one obtains slightly stronger bound [35]. In the basis
of eigenvectors of a (i.e., common eigenvectors of () and P), one writes the diagonal part of
the unitarity relation for each o (no summation over a):

~ ~ ~ % *
Im Al a0 = al,aaahaa + E Al,aMAl,Ma :
M

Again, the contribution of multi-particle intermediate states is non-negative, so we arrive at
the inequality
Im gLl,ozoz 2 |al,aa’2

This gives

1

1 2
(Im dl,aoa - 5) + (Re dl,aa) S

3Because, e.g., 0 < <¢(0‘)|A1AI|1/J(O‘)> = (AIA;)CW for qul) = 0ag.
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and, therefore,

IRe @1.00] < =, (24)

DN | —

for any eigenvalue of a.

The latter special situation is particularly relevant when it comes to perturbative unitarity
and the estimate of the strong coupling scale [32], B3], 34, [35]. In that case the multiparticle
intermediate states (almost) always give contributions to which are indeed suppressed
by extra powers of the couplings, while the matrix a is real at the tree level. Perturbative
unitarity then requires that the inequality holds for the tree level amplitudes. Note,
however, that the bounds and are qualitatively the same even in this situation.

3 Example: theory of two real scalar fields

In this Section we show explicitly that the unitarity relation holds at the lowest non-
trivial order in a model of two real scalar fields with the Lagrangian

1/ - 1/. - A A A
L= (-l (Ve)?) +5 (6 — (Vo)) + ot + o+ Toleh,  (29)

where u; and us are the two sound speeds. The scalar potential in eq. is a general
fourth-order homogeneous polynomial symmetric under the transformation ¢ 3 = —¢; 2. In
this theory, the PWA matrix a,s is symmetric due to 7T-invariance, so the unitarity relation
is

*
Im Q10 = § gval,a'yal;ym
Y

or in matrix form

Im a; = Zalgaj, (26)
v

where elements of the diagonal matrix g are still given by eq. .

The beginning of the calculation follows textbooks. There are three two-particle states
a = (¢1,01), B = (¢1,P2), and 7 = (¢, ¢2) in this theory. The tree-level matrix elements
make a matrix

Muyo Mog My, A 0 Az
Myee = | Mg Mpgg Mg, | = 0 A3 O
My Mg M, Az 0 A

Since these matrix elements do not depend on scattering angle v, the only non-zero PWA,
as given by eq. , is ag, i.e., scattering occurs in s-wave. The matrix of these PWAs is

11



given by

1 [ M, g (M0
QQ,tree = 32_7'(' 11 d(COSH)Po(COSQ)Mtree = 151:_8 = 16_7'(' 0 )\3 0 . (27)
Az 0 Ao

As usual in QFT, the right-hand side of is of order \;\;, so Im @; obtains its lowest-order
contribution at one loop. This contribution comes from s-channel diagrams shown in Fig. [T}
while ¢- and u-channel diagrams give no contribution to imaginary part at one loop.

1 2 3 4
Ul ¢ b1 o1 ¢ h o)
¢ 92 b1 ¢ < $1 $1 02 fo%s ¢ < o2

P2 > o ®2 6 b2 b1 ! 01
&2 ¢ b2 ®2 é b2 b2 02 o
Y= Y= p—p

Figure 1: One-loop s-channel diagrams in the theory with the Lagrangian ([25)) .

We begin with the first diagram in Fig. [l It gives the one-loop contribution to matrix
element

MY = /\_:2%/ d* !
L-loop — (27)* [(g —0)2 — u%q"Q + ie] [(g + %) — u%q_’Q + @'e} )

where F is still the total energy in the center-of-mass frame. Upon rescaling usq — ¢, a
textbook calculation gives

Im M) %

1-loop — 327mus

Likewise, the diagrams 2-6 in Fig. [1] give

\2 )
m ME) = Im M) = 2
WM ooy = 3o 0 T Hkoor T 3o3
2 2
Im M} MAs ) N ) A

Hoop ™ 3970} oop ™ 39703 Hoor = 39w}
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Imq

Re q°
@S @

Figure 2: Integration contour relevant to eq. .

We now turn to the diagram 7 in Fig. [} Unlike others, it has two different particles in the
loop. One writes

4
2 (7) o [ d'q 1
. _ / . 29
Mitoop = A3 Q2m)*[(£ - ¢)2 —udq? +ie] [(£ + ¢°)2 — udq? + ie] 2

There are four poles of the integrand at

E .
B =5 +wlq| Fie

0 E S
Q34 = —EiUQ‘q | F ie .

Without loss of generality we assume
U1l Z Us .

Then it is convenient to close the integration contour as shown in Fig. [2} the poles inside it
are at ¢¥ and ¢3. We integrate over ¢° and get

3
2 r(D) o [ d’q : 1
M =\ —27i
I-oop 73 / (27)4( ) [2(]“1(5 + q(ur — ug)) (B + q(ur + uy))

1
i (—2quz)( — FE + q(uy + ug) — ie) (E + q(uy — u2)) ]’
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The first term in the integrand does not contribute to Im M (D Imaginary part due to the

1-loop*
second term is calculated using Sokhotski-Plemelj formula

: 1 , 1
lim,_o+ <:1: T z'e) = Find(x) + P (5) ,

where P stands for principal value. We find

3
(7) s [ dq 1
Im M =\ -0 (—F
m 1-loop 3/ (271')3 2qu2 (E + Q(Ul _ u2>) ™ ( + Q(ul + UQ)) )
and, finally,
)\2
m M) = 3

8muqus(uy + ug)

To sum up, we collect all results in one matrix

A A3 0 A3 A2)3
327u’ 327u3 327u’ 327u3
1 1 1 2 32 1 2
_ — 3
Im 40,1-loop = 16 Im Ml—loop 16 0 8muiuz (u1+uz) 0 ’ (31)
T T\ A A2 A3 A3
ALA3 A2A3 2 3
327ru‘i’ 327rug 0 327Tug + 327ru:1"

Now, eq. gives for the matrix ¢ in

g = diag (L ; ! ) (32)

203" urus(ug 4 ug)  2ud
Making use of eqgs. , and , one finds that

Im @0,1-loop = A0,tree 9 Q0 tree 5

i.e., the unitarity relation is indeed valid to the lowest non-trivial order in the couplings.

4 Summary

In this paper we found PWA unitarity relations in a theory containing massless scalar
fields with different sound speeds. We illustrated these relations in a model with the La-
grangian , to the lowest non-trivial order in the couplings. When written in terms of
rescaled amplitudes , the unitarity relations have particularly simple form , which is
formally the same as in a theory with unit sound speeds.

Using the unitarity relations, we derived the unitarity bounds, which in the most general
case have the form (23), and in (still quite general) case considered in literature reduce to

14



the familiar form (but written in terms of rescaled amplitudes). The latter form is
particularly useful for evaluating the quantum strong coupling scale in pertinent EFT.

Our study has been motivated by models with “strong gravity in the past” [22]. One
obvious future direction is to make use of our results to further study models from this class.
We anticipate, however, that the results of this paper may have applications in other theories
where different perturbations about non-trivial backgrounds propagate with different sound
speeds.
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Appendix A: Time-reversal invariance and symmetry of
S matrix

In this Appendix we show that T-invariance of S-matrix implies the symmetry of the partial-
wave amplitudes,
0 _ )
Tos="Tgp - (33)
T-invariance of S-matrix is invariance under exchange of initial and final states and sign
reversal of all spatial momenta:

<]§”7/Bl|5|ﬁ76> = <—ﬁ,B|S| _ﬁ,76,>'

We make use of this property to write (we work in the center-of-mass frame)

(s 318 ms ) = - [ EFYGG) @ 51815 6)
= = [ @ @) (-5 8IS - 7.8)
= [ PR PR YR G OISI ).
Now, the spherical functions obey
V=) = (0. (342

Y p) = (D)"Y "), (34b)
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so that

Y5 = (1Y),

This gives

(i )5 |lm; ) = //fﬂ%y<ﬂym@mmﬂ 8
= < 7_m76|S|l7_ m; >

Since these matrix elements are actually independent of m, this proves the relation ([33]).
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