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ABSTRACT: We derive the causality and unitarity constraints on dimension 6 and dimension
8 Gluon field strength operators in the Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT). In
the first part of the paper, we use the ‘amplitude analysis’ i.e. dispersion relation for 2 — 2
scattering in the forward limit, to put bounds on the Wilson coefficients. We show that the
dimension 6 operators can exist only in the presence of certain dimension 8 operators. It is
interesting that the square of the dimension 6 Wilson coefficients can be constrained in this
case even at the tree level. In the second part of this work, we successfully rederive all these
bounds using the classical causality argument that demands that the speed of fluctuations
about any non-trivial background should not exceed the speed of light. We also point
out some subtleties in the superluminality analysis regarding whether the low-frequency
phase velocity can always be used as the relevant quantity for Causality violation: as an
example, we show that, due to these subtleties, if a small pion mass is added in the chiral
Lagrangian, it is unclear if any strict positivity bound can be derived on the dimension 8
Wilson coefficient. Finally, we mention an interesting non-relativistic example where the
subluminality requirement produces a stronger bound than the ‘amplitude analysis’.
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1 Introduction

It is well known that dynamics at very high energy scales or short distances are irrelevant
to describe low energy or long distance phsyics, i.e. very different energy scales are ‘de-
coupled’ from each other. For example, we don’t need to know the fine details of nuclei
to understand the properties of electronic energy levels in atoms. It’s mainly on this idea
that the framework of Effective Field Theory (EFT) is built (see [1, 2] for a review), in
which one constructs the Lagrangian for the low energy (IR) theory in terms of some phys-
ical cut-off energy scale (A). The Lagrangian for the EFT, a priori, must contain all the
possible operators consistent with the symmetries of the theory e.g., Lorentz invariance
and gauge invariance, and the coefficients of these operators can have arbitrary values.
However, it has been shown in recent years that sacred principles like relativistic Causal-
ity and Unitarity do impose non-trivial constraints on these coefficients and carve out the
allowed parameter space [3—6]. This is interesting also phenomenologically since it leads
to enhanced statistical power for experiments sensitive to these operators because one can
incorporate IR consistency bounds into the prior probability distribution.

One of the first attempts in this direction due to [3, 7-9] (which we refer to as the
‘amplitude analysis’) exploits well-established fundamental principles like micro-causality



(leading to analyticity [10, 11]) and unitarity of the S-matrix to constrain the EFT param-
eter space. This involves using dispersion relations for 2 — 2 scattering amplitudes in the
forward limit. The ‘amplitude analysis’ has successfully given linear positivity bounds on
dimension 8 operators in a variety of theories but hasn’t had much success with dimension
6 operators! containing 4 fields; although, one can derive certain sum rules [13-19]. The
reason for this lack of success is the fact that for such an operator, the scattering amplitude
grows as the Mandelstam variable s at the tree level. However, in this article, we show that
it’s possible to constrain the square of the coefficient of dimension 6 operators containing
8 gluon fields w.r.t those of dim 8 operators. Such an operator appears in the SMEFT.
Similar positivity bounds for the electroweak gauge bosons were obtained in [20]. A lot
of effort has been focused on constraining the parameter space of SMEFT using various
methods (see, for example, [20-25] and the references therein), since it is and will be the
main aim of present and future particle physics experiments to measure these coefficients.
Also, verifying whether the experimentally measured coefficients satisfy our theoretical
constraints allows us to test fundamental properties of the UV theory such as locality and
Lorentz invariance up to very high energies through experimental signatures at accessible
scales [25].

The other method often employed to put constraints on the Wilson coefficients is based
on the classical causality argument [3]. One demands that the propagation of perturbations
over any non-trivial background should respect causality i.e. the speed of signal propagation
should not be superluminal [3, 5, 6, 26]. It is well known that if the wavefront velocity i.e.
infinite frequency limit of the phase velocity is (sub)luminal then causality is preserved.
Naively, one might conclude that it is not possible to put constraints on the EFT coeflicients
since the EFT is valid, by definition, in the low-frequency regime i.e. w/A < 1. However,
one can instead consider signal velocity (for a precise definition, see [27]) which, for non-
dispersive mediums (the case of our interest), is equal to the group/phase velocity. Thus,
the low frequency group/phase velocity can be directly associated with causality obviating
the need to take the high-frequency limit. One can also use analyticity in the form of the
Kramers-Kronig relation [28], which, for dissipative backgrounds, demands that the phase
velocity cannot decrease with increasing frequency [6, 28]. Therefore, the superluminal
phase velocity in the EFT can be associated with causality violation. However, in general,
it is not very clear how one can determine the dispersive properties of the background
medium, which is essential in the usefulness of the Kramers-Kronig relation. We will
discuss this in some more detail in section 4.

It is not always necessary that small superluminal low energy speed violates causality
as the observations detecting causality violation may turn out to be unmeasurable within
the valid regime of EFT [26, 29]. Therefore for generic EFTs, particularly gravitational
ones, scattering phase shift or time delay is perhaps a better probe to detect causality
violations [30, 31]. However, for homogeneous backgrounds (as considered in this paper)
signals can be allowed to propagate over large distances, and in that case, even the small
superluminality can be detected within the EFT regime. Therefore, using this method one

1See recent developments made to constrain dim 6 operators using S-matrix Bootstrap methods [12].



can try to rederive or even hope to improve the bounds on EFT coefficients obtained by
the ‘amplitude analysis’.

We would like to stress that, a priori, it is unclear if the two methods always provide the
same constraints (or equivalently, whether using any one of them is enough to maximally
constrain the space of EFTs), as naively, they don’t seem to be related at all. One is purely
based on the classical causality of wave propagation and another on scattering amplitudes
which relies on Unitarity, and Froissart bound in addition to micro-causality (the two
methods could be somewhat related since the classical causality analysis secretly might
also depend on analyticity in the form of Kramers-Kronig relation [6] and unitarity (for
dissipative mediums) however, the connection is unclear, as we discuss in section 4).

For the classical causality /superluminality analysis, we also point out some subtleties
that arise when mass-like terms exist in the dispersion relation. We show, in the particular
case of the chiral Lagrangian, that this may lead to deviation from strict positivity. How-
ever, in the case of gluonic operators, we demonstrate the mass-like terms can be removed
by choosing particular configurations of non-trivial background and polarization of per-
turbation. This helps us derive constraints on the Wilson coefficients of gluonic operators
by demanding subluminal phase velocity as our measure for causality. We show that the
superluminality analysis for dim 6 and 8 gluonic operators, in a nontrivial way, reproduces
all bounds that we obtain from the ‘amplitude analysis’. This is the novel and main result
of our work. Finally, we mention a non-relativistic example following [32], where superlu-
minality gives stronger bounds than the amplitude analysis. From the examples given in
our work, one can gather that one should use both analyses whenever possible in order to
get the maximum amount of information on an IR effective theory?.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In section 2, we define all the notations
and conventions we have used throughout the paper to avoid any confusion. In section 3,
we derive positivity constraints on dim6 and dim 8 gluonic operators in SMEFT using the
‘amplitude analysis’ with an overview of the method first. In section 4, we first discuss a few
subtleties in the superluminality analysis, followed by a demonstration that all the bounds
can also be reproduced by the superluminality analysis. The summary of our results is
presented in section 5.

2 Notation and Conventions

We use 1, = (+, —, —, —) metric and work in Lorentz gauge.

Greek indices u,v, etc. run over four space-time coordinate labels 0,1,2,3 with 2 being
the time coordinate.

Repeated indices are summed over unless otherwise specified.

The complex conjugate and hermitian adjoint of a vector or a matrix A are denoted by A*
and Af.

2For fermions, it is unclear how one can implement the superluminality analysis. However, the ‘amplitude

analysis’ can still be carried out [33].



The gluon field strength tensor is defined as G}, = 9, A} — 9, A, + gs fabcAZAf, and

~ 1
its dual tensor as GZV = —€uwpeG*"7 (eo123 = +1) where A4, = taAj, expresses the

gluon field; ¢, are the generators of SU(3); a, b, ¢ = 1, 2, ..., 8 are color indices; g5 is
the coupling constant of the strong force; f*¢ and d*¢ are the total anti-symmetric and
symmetric structure constants of SU(3) respectively, defined as

[ta,tb] — ifabctc : {ta,tb} — %&zb + dabctc

. a a a
For convenience we define  Fy, = d,A4;, — d, A},

In scattering amplitudes, we consider p; and p2 as incoming momenta and ps and py as
outgoing, and define Mandelstam invariants:

s=(p+p2)? t=(p—p3)? u=(p1—ps)’
satisfying s + t +u = m? + m3 + m3 + m3 where m; are masses of the particles.

3 Positivity constraints from unitarity and analyticity

In this section, we derive constraints on dimension 6 and dimension 8 Gluonic operators of
the SMEFT using dispersion relations for 2 — 2 scattering amplitude. Let us first review
how the ‘amplitude analysis’ works to put constraints on the Wilson coefficients of a general
EFT.

3.1 Overview

In this section, we give a brief overview, following the discussion in the seminal paper [3],
of how the dispersion relations along with well-established principles like micro-causality
(leading to analyticity of S-matrix), unitarity, and locality, can help in constraining the low-
energy EFT parameters which from the IR side can have arbitrary values, to begin with.
We slightly modify the discussion in accordance with our work but the main underlying
concepts are the same.

Let us consider s <+ u symmetric 2 — 2 scattering amplitude, M(s, t) for a process in
which exchanged particles or particles inside a loop are of the same mass m (or massless as
would be the case in our work), in the forward limit i.e. initial and final states are exactly
same. We define A(s) = M(s,t)|;—o (forward limit) and take integral around contour as

B ds  A(s)
I= ?{; —_— (3.1)

2mi (s — 2m?2)3

shown in fig. 1

where m is the mass of the exchanged particles (or regularized mass for massless exchanged
particles), and A is the energy cut-off scale of EFT in consideration. It is possible that the
theory considered allows for the loops leading to branch cuts starting from —oo to 0 and
4m? to +oo. That is why we probe the s — 2m? limit instead of s — 0 (which would be
okay in case the branch cut doesn’t go through or extend up to 0).

Now we evaluate the integral (3.1); since lims_, A(s)/|s|* — 0 at infinity due to the
Froissart bound (more precisely, A(s) < s In?s) [34, 35], the integral over the arc at



Figure 1: Analytic structure of A(s) in complex s plane. The contour is symmetric
about s = 2m? and go over branch cuts from —oo to 0 and 4m? to co.

infinity vanishes and we are left just with the integral of discontinuity of A(s) across the

branch cuts,
1 p DiscA(s)

21

S
cuts (S - 2m2)3

But the integral can also be evaluated in terms of the residues at the poles: at s = 2m?
and s = m?, 3m? (due to s-channel and u-channel in exchange diagrams). Thus, we get

1 resA(s = s*) 2 DiscA(s)
A" (s =2m?) + — = / ds——2= (3.2)
2 S*:gst (s* —2m?2)3 2w Josume (s —2m?2)3
In the above equation, we have mapped the integral over the negative branch cut to the
positive one using s <> w crossing symmetry. Now, DiscA(s) = 2iIm.A(s) and from
optical theorem (for which initial and final states are required to be identical), we have
ImA(s) = \/s(s —4m?)o(s) where o(s) is the total cross-section of the scattering,
1., 9 res(A(s = s* / LVs (s —4m?)o
= =2 3.3
2A (s =2m") + Z (st —2m2)3 >4m2 (s —2m?2)3 (3:3)

2 2
s*=m?,3m

For further analysis, we’ll take the s <> u symmetric A(s) to be of a particular form, which
we’ll be encountering in further sections.

We concern ourselves with operators only up to dimension 8 in the low-energy EFT and
also assume that it contains only 6 and 8 dimension operators in addition to 4-dimensional
terms. If the theory allows taking ¢ — 0 i.e. forward limit without causing any divergence
problem (which will be the case here) then we can write the s +» u symmetric forward



scattering amplitude at tree level as

m2
1
A(s )—)\+bA2 A4(c15 + c1u? + czm?) (3.4)
1 s3 n $2m? n sm* n mS
A4 “ s —m?2 C5s—m2 C6s—m2 C73—m2

n 1 ud n u?m? n um? n mb
Cq Cs Ce Cc7
A4 u — m?2 U — m?2 U — m?2 u — m?2

Note: If we take the exchange particles to be massless, then it might not be possible to
take the forward limit, even with the regularized mass because we also need to put m — 0
at some stage, which is one of the main problems in performing this analysis for EFTs of
gravity. Then for the massless case, either the t-channel shouldn’t exist or the numerator
in the t-channel exchange contribution should converge to 0 faster than t in £ — 0 limit
avoiding the t-channel pole problem which would be the case for our EFT in consideration.
Putting (3.4) in (3.3) we get,

2 / \/ (s —4m?2)o (3.5)
>477’L2

A4 (c1 4 ca) (s — 2m2)

The integrand in the r.h.s of the above equation is positive as the cross-section o(s) > 0,
which then makes the r.h.s manifestly positive. Therefore, the above equation shows that
the coefficient of the term which goes as s? upon taking m — 0 limit of A(s) (Lh.s of the
above equation) is positive. The same result can be obtained by using a different contour
as shown in appendix C.

3.2 Relative bounds on dim6 and dim 8 operators

It is clear from the previous section that we cannot put any constraint on the contribution
that grows slower than s?. This is because for the integral to vanish over the arc at infinity,

we need minimum n = 3 in % A
. (s —2m2)n

2 preventing us from constraining them. If we take n = 2

but then there is no contribution to the residue

from terms growing less than s
and even ignore the contribution from arcs at infinity, then we get the contribution from
dim 6 operators towards the residue in eq”(3.5). However, for n = 2 the integrand on r.h.s
of (3.5) takes form o(s)/s which makes the integral have a non-definitive sign. Thus, the
l.h.s also have a non-definitive sign preventing us from constraining the Wilson coefficients
using positivity arguments.

This is usually the case for dimension 6 operators containing four fields as their contribution
to the tree level amplitude grows as s. However, if the dim 6 operator also gives rise to terms
containing only three fields then one indeed gets an s? piece through exchange diagrams.
The constraint in this case, however, is on the square of the Wilson coefficient (and not
on the sign). Also, dimension 8 operators containing four fields give contributions at the
same order (s?/A%) via contact diagrams. Thus, we produce relative bounds on dim 6 and
dim 8 operators. Similar bounds for the electroweak gauge bosons were obtained in [20].



Let us now apply the above analysis for dimensions 6 and 8 Gluonic operators in the
SMEFT. The independent Gluonic operators for SU(3) as mentioned in [36] and [37, 38]
are given in table 1. The Lagrangian at dimensions 6 and 8 takes the following form:

X3
Q(l) fachZuGgPqu Q(l) (Ga Gauu) ( Gbpcr)
QG3 fabcéZuGngzu ( a GCL;W) ( a)
(61,6 (G, 6]
() (6%
( LG Gl;ngpU

(waabw) Ga,Gbo
Jabe qdec (G;zwgb,ul/) (Ggaqepo)
dabcddec (GZbe'uU> <chlaGepa>
Q(ng (Jabe qdec (GZVGb,uu) (Gﬁaéepa>

Q)
Q
Q
Q)
Q
Q
Q

Table 1: Dimension 6 and 8 gluonic operators in the SMEFT

1O = S0+ SR 1 - CEZQE;Z

where cg, ¢ and cg) are dimensionless Wilson coefficients and A is the UV cut-off for the
EFT. The above-mentioned dimension 6 operators have parts that contain three fields and
three derivatives, e.g., f“ch VE) b”F °H in Q(l) Also, dimension 8 operators have parts
containing four fields with four derivatives, e.g.,(Fﬁl,Fb’“’) (Fgng”(’) in Qg’z. Both kinds
of terms give s2/A* growth in the amplitude, the former via an exchange diagram and the
latter via a contact diagram. Therefore as discussed above, using the ‘amplitude analysis’
we can constrain squares of ¢g and 0’6 relative to cg).
We calculate scattering amplitude for gg — gg, written explicitly as
|p1, €1,a;p2, €2,b) — |ps3, €3, d; pa, €4, €) (where p’s are the momenta, €’s are polarizations and
Latin indices denote color of particles), at tree level getting contribution from Feynman
diagrams in fig. 2. To relate the imaginary part of amplitude to the cross-section (optical
theorem), one needs to take identical initial and final states; therefore, we consider a = d
and b = e for our calculations.

Below, we just present those terms that give s? contribution to A(s)? , for reasons

$We took help of the FeynCalc [39-41] package to verify our calculation.



Figure 2: Exchange diagrams (first three) get contribution just from dim6 operators ;
contact diagram gets contribution from both dim6 and dim8& but the dim6 contribution
is of order s/A? as explained in the text.

mentioned above.
A(s) = M(s, t)|i-0 (3.6)
_ [{9fabcj~abc (ng B (,(z)) 1 ggab (cg) B CéQ)) A1+ 5ab) <Cé3) B cé‘l))
+ 8dbeqeb ((/‘é?) — cég)) } X {|sq b —2€1 - paeh - pi|? +|ser €2 — 2 €1 - poey 'pﬂz}
_ 2{9fab0fabc 42— 86abcé2) —4(1 + 57 Cgl) 8 debeqed. CéS)} % {52‘6“2‘62‘2}
n 4{9fab0fabc(26(jg _ 45abcé5) o1+ 5ab)cé6) _ 4dabcdabccé9)}
X €HVPUR6{(GTM€2up1pp20')(5€1 €5 — 2 €1 p2es - pr)
+ (€162, P1pP20 ) (S€1 - €2 — 2 €1 - paea 'p1)}]

It should be noted that a and b in the above expression are not contracted, they are
colors of incoming and outgoing particles whereas ¢ (color index) and Lorentz indices are
contracted. For the t-channel, we get ff%¢ factor in the numerator which is zero for
our particular choice of colors, a = d and b = e. Therefore, there is no contribution from
the t-channel and we are allowed to take the forward limit without any divergence issues
due to the t-channel pole. This isn’t possible for massless theories like gravity where one
gets s2/t contribution from the t-channel.

For further analysis we work in the COM frame and we consider general complex polariza-

tions transverse to the momentum,

p1={F,0,0,E}, po={FE,0,0,—E} (COM frame)
€] = €3 = {0,0[,6,0} ; €2 = €4 = {0,’}/,6,0}



Substituting momenta and polarizations in 3.6 we get,

2 ‘
Als) =47 207 + (1+ %)l + 2da o) oy + BO + oy + B8* 1) (3.7)
+ (25ab(:é2) +(1+ 5ab)c84) + 2dabcdabc(:§48))(]o4*5 — By + |a*5* — By )
— (26 4+ (14 6) ) + 2d%¢at )
x Re{(a*d — B*y)(y" + B0*) + (6" = ") (a7 + 59)}

82

*9ﬁf"bcf‘“2 |es(ary + B0) — c5(a”d" — B*y*)* + |es(an™ + B87) — ci(a™d — 5*7)|2}

where Re(z) denotes the real part of z. From the above expression we can see that con-
tribution from L) is always negative which means that if we don’t consider dimension 8
gluonic operators in our EFT then from dispersion relation, we’ll get

2
S * Ok * ¥ * * * *
—92 11 [les ey + B8) — ch(a®6" = B + leolay” + B8°) — ch(a”d — F) ] 2 0

which could be satisfied for arbitrary polarizations only when ¢ = 0 = ¢§;. It means that
dim 6 gluonic operators cannot exist without the presence of higher dimensional operators
in the SMEFT. In appendix B, we present another example of a dim 6 operator, involving
scalar and fermion, with a similar conclusion.

We get different expressions for A(s) (having s? dependence) for different polarizations
and colors leading to multiple constraints on linear combinations of coefficients e.g., for
a=d=1, b=e =2 and polarizations specified below we get the following expressions:

V2e V2er A(s)/(s*/A%)
0,1,6,0} | {0,1,—4,0} | (4c{?) — 9¢2) + (4 — 9¢c2)

{0,1,1,0} | {0,1,-1,0} 2(4cl”) — 9¢2)
{0,1,1,0} | {0,1,1,0} 2(4cY) — 9¢2)

{0,v2,0,0} | {0,1,1,0} | 4! + ) — &) — 9(cg — )2

We can only constrain the s <> u symmetric 2 — 2 scattering amplitudes using the
amplitude analysis. Therefore, we consider real polarizations or particular combinations of
helicity amplitudes, such that the scattering amplitude is s <> u symmetric, to constrain
the Wilson coefficients. In table 2, we list all the different constraints we get on Wilson
coefficients of dim 6 and dim 8 operators from considering different colors and polarizations.
Our constraints when considered together are stronger than those presented in [25]. They
are also consistent with the expressions obtained for Wilson coefficients in [42] from different
UV theories. The inclusion of the dimension 6 operators and the resulting new constraints
are the novel results of this section.

For future convenience, we will refer to a particular constraint in table 2 using notation
C(i,7) where i refers to the row, and j to the column no. of the table; for example, C'(2,1)

9
refers to the constraint cég) > ch'



V2 ={0,1,1,0} V2e = {0,1,1,0} V2e = {0,1,-1,0} V2e = {0,1,1,0}
Colors
Aas110) | Vazoio | SR A B B vas)
a=1,b=8 (:S) + 7(:557) >0 02(54) + %(:ég) >0 4 ((:553) + %(:9) ( (4) ) ( 6) + ‘s )
a=1b=2 cgd) > gcg (4) > 456 4 (cgf) — %cﬁ) (cé‘“ gc;?) > (cgﬁ) — gcﬁc'ﬁ>
a=1b=4| I+ lcg) > %cé e+ zcés) > 1—36({,2 4 (cés) + %(:g) - %(é) ( W4 % P 1%(:{?) > (céﬁ) + lcég) - %%‘c&)
a=4,b=8 (tg;) + gcg) > 1—2(’(25 (’g ) + 3 ég) > % 62 4 <c§3) + gcg) - %Z(‘%) <c§1) + g(ﬁég) - ?c?) > (Céﬁ) + gcg’) — %cyz&)z
a=b=1 cgl) + cg&) + lcg) >0 cg) + cg‘) + %(’S) >0 4 (cg]) + CS) + %cg)) (05;2) + 624) + %cés)) > (65;5) + ) + cég))
a=b=4 cél) + (:553) + (3;7) >0 céz) + (35{1) + cég) >0 4 (c(l) (3) p( )) ((:éz) +¢ ( )4 (’(8)) ( S (( ) ¢ (’gj))

Table 2: The table contains the constraints on dim6 and dim 8 operators’ Wilson
coefficients obtained using the amplitude analysis. €; and €s denote the polarizations of
particles 1 and 2 respectively. The color of particle 1 is denoted by ‘a’ and that of particle
2 by ‘b. A= 4(26‘“’(:5(3 ) +(1+ (5‘“’) ® 4 2d“bcdab ) g fabe fab 2.

B = 4(25abcé2) + (1 4 5ab) (4) 4 2dabcdab (8)) gfabCfalzcc6

The bounds in table 2 together significantly reduce the allowed parameter space of
the Wilson coefficients. Interestingly, from constraint C(2,1) and C(2,2) we can directly
see that for the existence of dim6 operators we need some specific dim 8 operators to be
present. For example, for Q(Glg we need Qg’z to exist and for Qgg we need Q(G44). This aspect
was appreciated in the case of the electroweak bosons in [20]. More bounds involving dim
8 operators can be obtained by relaxing the elastic forward scattering limit as shown in

[43].

4 Superluminality

We saw in the previous section that assuming an EFT to have a UV-completion that is
Lorentz invariant and unitary one gets positivity constraints on the Wilson coefficients
using 2 — 2 forward scattering amplitudes. It is well known that one can also reproduce
some of these constraints by referring only to IR physics. It turns out that arbitrary values
or signs of these coefficients can lead to superluminal propagation of field fluctuations over
non-trivial backgrounds [3]. Therefore, instead of working with an S-matrix, we can work
with classical wave propagation to derive interesting bounds on the Wilson coeflicients by
demanding the EFT to be compatible with causality. A priori, it is not absolutely clear
whether this analysis would give weaker or stronger bounds compared to the ‘amplitude
analysis’.

In this section, we first look at the classical causality/subluminality analysis more

~10 -



closely; we investigate how this analysis is modified for massive fields. We then proceed
to apply this analysis to the Gluonic operators considered in sec. 3.2. Let us first briefly
outline how superluminality analysis can be used to put bounds on the Wilson coeflicients
by demanding that signal velocity cannot be superluminal.

Consider the following Goldstone Lagrangian,

1 C3
L=-(0m)?+ S (0m)! 4.1
CORICE (4.1)
Naively, it may seem that the 8-dimensional operator will not contribute to the free prop-
agation of perturbations as it is not a quadratic term. However, this is only true for trivial
backgrounds; for non-trivial backgrounds with non-vanishing derivatives one can get terms
quadratic in perturbations,

c 3%(%0)2(877)2 (4.2)

where 7 is the background field. One has to be slightly careful in choosing a background
as it might happen that the background itself disallows wave-like (propagating) solutions
in which case it would not be possible to run this analysis. Therefore, we usually choose a
background whose scale of variation is much larger than that of field fluctuations, allowing
for wave-like solutions.

It is also important to point out that given a general dispersion relation, one cannot
always directly demand phase or group velocity to be subluminal as it is well known in
the literature that they both can be superluminal while remaining in perfect agreement
with causality [44-46]. Instead, one usually demands the wavefront velocity be luminal.
However, as already mentioned in sec.1, one has the so-called Kramers-Kronig relation
[28, 47]

2 [ dw
n(oco) = n(0) — 7T/0 Ulmn(w) (4.3)
where n(w) denotes the refractive index of the medium. For dissipative mediums, one has
Imn(w) > 0 which implies that the high frequency phase velocity is larger than the low
frequency one. And since the wavefront velocity - infinite frequency limit of phase velocity
- dictates the speed of information transfer, superluminal phase or group velocity can be
related to violation of causality. However, if the medium allows for exhibiting gain (e.g.,
in the case of a Laser) then one can get Imn(w) < 0 and in that case, the low-frequency
phase velocity cannot be a statement about causality.

The situation gets even more involved if we have a mass-like term in the equation of
motion. For example, take the massive Klein-Gordon equation

D*¢ +m?p =0 (4.4)

From the above eq"™ we get the following dispersion relation and phase velocity,

w? = |E!2+m2 : v
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In this case phase velocity is not a good object to consider since wv,(co)=1 (preserving
causality) while being superluminal in the low energy limit (EFT regime). The group
velocity on the other hand is (sub)luminal

k|
\/ k|2 + m2

It was shown in [44] that it is the group velocity which is equal to the signal velocity for

’Ug:

(4.6)

Klein-Gordon modes with real mass.

4.1 Massive goldstone boson

Consider the following Lagrangian

—Lomz £ B omt - Lnzee -
5—2(87T) +A4(37r) ST Jm (4.7)

where J is what sources the background, with the following EOM

463 or 2 863 v
*r <1 + /(\4)> + F(&ﬂr)(@“@ ) (Oum) +m*m+J =0 (4.8)
The linearised EOM for the fluctuations £ = m — my with 0,m9 = C\(constant) reads
8¢ y 4e3C?
%€ + ch#c 8,0,€ — i4 m2€ +m2 =0 (4.9)

where we have assumed that the background terms on the l.h.s are canceled by the source
J. Taking Fourier transform we get,

863

4 2
kuk? = ——7 (C.k)* — CXS m? +m? (4.10)

If the mass term is absent then subluminality demands ¢z > 0 as obtained by [3]. As

mentioned in the above discussion, for a Klein-Gordon like dispersion relation it is the
group velocity that should be (sub)luminal since the group velocity is the signal velocity.
It might seem unclear whether this holds true here (since the dispersion relation is more
general here, and not exactly Klein-Gordon like). However, with the choice of a purely
space-like background, C), = (0, 0,0, 0(3)), the dispersion relation takes the following form,

w? = ak? +m" (4.11)
8c3C?2 4c3C?
where, a = 1 — 014(‘” and m? = m? 1+ % This form is very close to Klein-

Gordon since the parameter a is very close to unity; therefore, one can perform the analysis
assuming that the group velocity is signal velocity.

We now consider the propagation of perturbations along the z-axis, then the expression
for group velocity from eq”(4.10) reads,

dw k+ 803/\764’(3)(0(0)(.0 — C(3)k)

dk c3C?m C 8c3C
dk \/kQ +m? — 43?{# — %(C(O)w — C(g)k‘)2 + %(C’(o)w — C(g)k‘)

(4.12)

Ug:
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We choose the background to be varying only in the z-direction i.e. C), = (0, 0,0, C(g)),
then demanding the group velocity to be subluminal gives

2 40302 80302
Z;<1+— AAB)) + 2 >0 (4.13)

Taking the limit k£ > m, we can drop the second term in the parenthesis and get

2

m
ﬁ + 8cze > 0 (414)
CQ
where, 0 < ¢ = A#Z) < 1. Finally, we get
m?/k?
> 4.15
s 8¢ ( )

This is a ratio of two small positive quantities. Therefore, one does not get a strict posi-
tivity bound in this case from the superlumianlity analysis, unlike for the massless pions.
However, the amplitude analysis still gives a strict positivity bound on c3 as it is unaffected
by the mass term.

4.2 Gluon field strength operators

We now attempt to derive constraints on the Wilson coefficients of the Gluonic operators
considered in sec. 3.2, using the superluminality analysis. As we will see below, here we will
not need to take recourse to the Kramers-Kronig relation because we will be able to choose
backgrounds where the dispersion relation takes the simplest form i.e it is non-dispersive:

w = v|k| (4.16)

where v is a constant. In this case, phase and group velocities are the same and are equal
to the signal velocity. Due to the non-abelian nature of Lagrangian, here the calculations
are tedious and are given in Appendix A. Here, we just state the main results highlighting
the key assumptions that went into the analysis. We’ll work with one higher-dimensional
operator at a time keeping the calculations and analysis easy to follow.
First, we’ll take dim 8 operator Q(G}z = (GZVG‘”“’) (Gf,onW) in addition to the four
dimensional term in the Lagrangian
1 (1) -
_ __~ra apv “8 a apy po
L= —5Go,G™ + 25 (Gp, 6 (G, Gh7)
giving equation of motion,
5, 8 5
— 0.GIP + =5 (QGZV(GQG“’“”)Gf’a v GZVGG’“”OaGf’O‘ﬁ) (4.17)

(1)
= G AL S g G G G A
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We expand A®* = Ag" + h®H where we choose background Ag* to be of a particular color
‘a’ with 0V A%* = constant; such background also solves the equation of motion (4.17).
We look at the linearised equation of motion for the perturbation h** of the same color
‘a’ as that of the background,

32¢"

— 00 0*hP 4 s

F§, Fo P 0,0"h = 0 (4.18)

where color index ‘a’ is not contracted, and we’ll drop the color index for F)* terms which
should be assumed to have color ‘a’. Above eq™ when expanded in terms of plane waves
gives,

=B (Fouwe’kH)? (4.19)
When a similar procedure is done considering all 6 and 8 dimensional operators, we
get the following equation (color index ‘¢’ is contracted but not ‘a’),

9 2
k#k“ _ _i4{ (Cél) + Cé3) + daacdaaccgﬂ) (Fowﬁyku> (420)

+ (cg'z) + eV 4 goe gooe 0(88)> ( ﬁoweyk“>2
+ (cgs) O daacdaaccésa)) ( Fop Fonpe”h" ka) }

If we look at the perturbations of the same color as that of the background, then we are
effectively considering only the abelian part of our theory. Since there is no analog of dim
6 operators Qgg and Qgg in the abelian gauge theory, there is no contribution from dim
6 operators towards the wave propagation. However, we still see signs of the existence of
different gluon colors in the form of d*¢,d**° factors which give different values for different
colors in consideration.

By choosing particular background and polarization for the perturbation, we can get differ-
ent bounds on Wilson coefficients cg) using dispersion relation (4.20). Consider the z-axis
along the direction of propagation of perturbation, perturbation of the same color as that
of background let say 1) with polarization, ¢ = {0,1,1,0}/v/2. Choose the background
such that only non-zero components of F* are F'! = —F10 and F%2 = —F?0 (we have

dropped 0 from FJ}"” to avoid confusion with time component), then we get

16 1 ?
i = (040 4§ () wan

1 2
+ (Céz) + Cgl) + 36;8)) (k‘3)2 (F02 — FOI)

1 (9

(5) 30 ) wk? (Fog + Fo1) (Foz — For) }

+ (Cs + céﬁ) +
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Now, if we take Fj; = Fjy2 then for perturbations to be causal we need

1
o)+ + oo 20 (4.22)

which is same as the constraint C'(5,1) obtained in sec 3.2. Similarly by choosing different
polarization and background, explicitly given in the table 3, we can reproduce C(5,2) and
C(5,3). Also, if instead of color 1 we choose color 4 for both background and perturbations
then we get C(6,1), C(6,2) and C(6,3).

Now to probe dim 6 operators using superluminality analysis, we need to consider the
background and perturbations of different colors. This makes the analysis rather involved.
We'll first consider operator Q(Glg = f“bCG‘“’ G G" for which we have,

— €6 rab b
= —ZGZVG‘““’ larara

giving equation of motion,

606

— Gl + ffbca (Gc,paGb,Bp> _ 7gsGa,6uAllffafh 606 sfabc <fathb vp (e, ﬂAh>

(4.23)

We again expand A% = A" + h%* where we choose background Aj" to be of partic-
ular color ‘a’ with 0¥ A%* = constant, and look at the linearised equation of motion for
perturbation h** of different color ‘f’,

— 0, ( HIoB 4 g fled A0 piB 4 g fliapic Agﬂ) (4.24)

606

A2 ffbaaa (Fg’pa(Hb”Bp + gsfbajAgﬁh]p' 4 gsfbiahi,,@Agp)

_ ngﬁp(H%a + gsfbajAgphj,Ol + gsfbiahi,Ag’a)>

= —g, <Hd,ﬂu + gsfdajAgﬁhj,l/ + gsfdiahi,,BAg,l/) Agyfdfa _ gsF(()l,ﬁuhi;fafh
6
A026 gs fdac ( plfh Fove F“ B hh)
606
A2 9s
666
A2 9s

In the above equation and the following equations, ‘f’ and ‘a’ are not contracted but are

fdba (fdfa(Hb vp + s fbajAa VP + gs szahz uAa p) él[,)ﬁAgy)

fdac <fdfaFa VP(HC,E + gs fca]Aa h]ﬁ +gsfczahz AGWB) )

free color indices and we’ll again drop ‘a’ from F}" terms which should always be assumed
to have color ‘a’

For further analysis, we take WKB approximation in which the scale of variation
of background(r) is much larger than that of perturbations (w=!). We also choose the
background field to be arbitrarily small, then at leading order in rw and Ay we get,

— D 0°hTP 4 2g, f1P1 ALY, PP — g, fIP A, 0 hoP (4.25)

6
Cfoba (FO 8aaﬁhb’p+Fﬁp8 aahb) =0
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To get the dispersion relation for perturbation of color ‘f’, we try to write the differential
equation just in terms of color ‘f’. So we assume a particular solution for perturbation of
some different color ‘0’ which satisfies the EOM,

—0"hPP + 2g, fPI* AP — g 9% Ag, 5OP ROV + 606 —5 [P (F§“0Phg + F{°9"hg) = 0
(4.26)
The above particular solution for other colors ‘0’ modifies the eq"(4.25) to
— 0% h! P =242 fIba poba <2A3A0ah9ﬁ = 2AOVA§h9’”> (4.27)

666 i i (5F5”A0‘8ah9”) — Ao FYP P9 + 5F0paA°‘85h9’p)

+ 3655 G pfon poba (F§P S 0a0,h + Fo, FE70°0uhg + 2K Ff° 090,05 )

Since we have assumed a particular type of solution for other colors, we want to see how
that affects the perturbation of color ‘f’, so we try to write the differential equation just in
terms of perturbation of color ‘f” as mentioned before. But it is not possible to replace the
mass-like term (the term inside parenthesis in the first line) in the above equation unless we
have an explicit solution for perturbations of all color h9?. So, for now, we’ll assume that
we can choose a particular background Ag such that the mass-like term vanishes. We’ll
give below an explicit example of background and polarization of the perturbation where
this assumption is satisfied.

In the second and third lines of the eq”(4.27), when g # f we again substitute hY in
terms of other colors using the solution assumed eq"(4.26). But this gives terms of higher
order in Ay or O (ﬁ) which we can ignore w.r.t the terms where g = f. Therefore only
terms with g = f survives at O (ﬁ) and leading order in Ay,

6
— 99 hP = CG =0 plba pfba (5F’3'”A°‘8 hie — Ao, FPPoPhI 5F0paAa8ﬁhfp> (4.28)
+36Aijl JI 10 (P RS 0ad,hd, + Fg, Y7000, + 2R Fg© 079,01 )
We expand the above equation in terms of waves with transverse polarization and

consider the spatial wave vector, K to be complex in general. We then get the following
dispersion relation,

N 2
w? = |KJ2 + 36 6(ffba) (F§Pkpes) (4.29)

where k denotes the real part of the spatial wave vector. After considering all dim6 and
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dim 8 operators we get the following dispersion relation,

ky k" 9 afc ra v e 2
M4 :Ff fey JZ[CG(FéL kuev) — c(Fy Bkaeﬁ)] (4.30)

4
A
- 2

+ (25afcg2) +(1+ 5“f)cé4) + 2d“fcdafccég>) (Fg"gkaef;)

[(25”{(1&1) +(1+ 5af)cé3) + 2d“fcdafccé7)) (Féwkuey)2

= 20"l + (1 + 8)el) + 207 ) (Ff hpes) (Fg haes) |

where ‘ f” denotes the color of perturbation and ‘a’ of the background. Note that the above
dispersion relation is only valid, assuming that mass-like term in the eq"(4.27) vanish. We
had a similar situation in the previous section where we had a mass-like term dependent on
the background field, which refrained us from getting a constraint on the Wilson coefficients
of the theory. But in this case, since it depends on contracted four-vectors, it is possible to
make the mass-like term zero along with non-zero derivatives of background by choosing
an appropriate Af.

We now try to get different constraints on Wilson coefficients by considering par-
ticular polarization and the background. Consider the perturbation with polarization
e = {0,1,1,0}/v2 and choose background of the form Ag, = E{v/2t,t,~t,0} where E
is some arbitrarily small constant. Under this configuration, mass-like term in eq”(4.27)

vanish and we get following non-zero components of F},,,, Fp1 = —Fig and Fpa = —Fy with
Fy1 = —Fp2, which reduces the dispersion relation (4.30) to the following form,
m 72 afc raf( 1\2 (1.3)2 2 32 (4) afc jaf (8) 312 2

Rkt = e P e)? () (Foo)® = 55 () +207ea el ) ()" (o) (4.31)

and for the perturbation to be causal (dictated by the phase velocity) we require,
ofefe ol cy)? 4 (e + 20 ea e’ ) < 0 (4.32)

We can reproduce the C(1,2),C(2,2),C(3,2) and C(4,2) bounds of table 2 using the above
relation by choosing different colors for perturbations and background. The remaining
bounds of table 2 can also be reproduced by choosing different background and polarization
configurations, details of which have been relegated to the appendix A. In the table 3, we
present all the bounds obtained on dim 6 and 8 gluonic operators using the superluminality
analysis by considering different configurations of the background and perturbation.

4.3 A Non-relativistic Example: Stronger bound from Superluminality

Since we got similar bounds from both superluminality and amplitude analysis, therefore,
one might think that this is always the case. Here, following [32] we present a counter-
example where superluminality gives a stronger bound. Consider the following Lagrangian

dcs .3 2¢y .4

_Lion2
L= 2((97r) ol + SAd T

(4.33)
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Ve ={0,1,1,0} VZe={0,1,1,0}
Colors
AO/,L = E{\/é(/l/' +.7/),515 +y, 7(‘7‘. +7/)10} A[Ju = E{ﬂt,t, 77‘/70}
2
a=1,f=8 c§3)+gc§7)>o A+ >0
a=1,f=2 (:g;) > ek (4) (6
3 9 4 9
1)1 Ol 2a Wl e
4= 3 27 5 o 2T
a=4,f=8 +268 >166 +2 >166
1 .
amie 4+ 4 L0 5 24+ 1 50
a=f=4 cél) + cé?’) + cg) >0 cég) + cé4) + cés) >0
V2e ={0,1,-1,0} V2e ={0,1,1,0}
Colors
Ag, = E{/2(D + B)t, (VD + VB)t,(v'D — VB)t,0} | Ao, = E{\/2(D + B)t,(v'D + VB)t,(v'B — vVD)t, 0}
2
a=1,f=38 4 (3) + c cé“ —+ gc@ > céG) + 2(:&9)
38 3 3
5 9 9 9 .\
a=1,f=2 4 (céd) - Z(Z) <cé4) - Zcé}?) > ((;86) - 505(3%)
3, L@ 9 s 1w 9 © 1@ 9 2
a=1,f=4 < { )+QC§ TGC§> <Cé>+§c§;)—ﬁc&2> > (CS +§c§5) 866(:%)
5 3 27 3 27 W 27 \?
a=4,f=38 4 (cé‘;) + 50? - Ec%) <cé4) + 5(,’;8) — E(()) > ((:g’) + icég) — g%‘(%)
6) , 1
a=f= D4 e®+ L) (D 4+ + L) > () + P +—c§59
38 3 3
2
s ot L 49 D) (20 ) > (918 1 o)

Table 3: The table contains the constraints on dim 6 and dim 8 operators’ Wilson
coefficients obtained using the superluminality analysis. Ao, and e represent the
background field and polarization of the perturbation, respectively. The color of the
background is denoted by ‘a’ and that of perturbation by ‘f.

D = 4 25ab
5ab

?2

+ (1+0%)c
(1+46)c

§4

_|_ 9 dabc dab )
+ Qdabcdab ) _

9 fabc fab ci;
fabc falzj /62

This Lagrangian emerges from the EFT of Inflation [48] Lagrangian in a particular limit

32).

The 2 — 2 forward scattering amplitude at tree level is given by

A(s) = (ca — (203)2)
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Performing the ‘amplitude analysis’ gives the following bound
Ccq > (263)2 (4.35)

As a side remark, it is important to note that, due to subtleties related to spontaneously
broken Lorentz invariance, the derivation of the above bounds in [32] may not be completely
rigorous, see [49] for a recent discussion.

Now, let us check what superluminality gives for this Lagrangian. We derive linearised
EOM for the fluctuations, £ = m + at, where « is a small quantity.

£+ S0 4 2802 o2 =0 (4.36)

Up to O(a) we have

€+ 803 af -2 =0 (4.37)

then the phase velocity of the fluctuation is given by

9 8csa
Uphase =1-
A2

(4.38)

Since « can have any sign, therefore, the only way to preserve (sub)luminality is by taking
Cc3 = 0.
Now, up to O(a?) we have

8(:4a

£+ £E—-0%=0 (4.39)
The phase velocity is given by
8cya?
Vohase = 1 — 1 (4.40)

(Sub)luminality demands, ¢4 > 0. Therefore, superluminality in this particular case gives
a stronger bound than the ‘amplitude analysis’.

5 Summary

We have derived constraints on dim6 and dim 8 gluon field strength operators of SMEFT
using both the amplitude and superluminality analysis. This significantly reduces the
parameter space of the Wilson coeflicients. Interestingly, these bounds imply that dim6
operators can only exist in the presence of certain dim8 operators.

The amplitude analysis filters out terms growing as even power of s, s*® wheren > 1 (n =1
in our case). It is because of this filtering property that one is not able to put any bounds
on the Wilson coefficients of dim 6 operators comprising four fields, e.g. c$?d,,¢0" ¢ as their
contribution to the tree level scattering amplitude (forward limit) grow as s. But for dim
6 operators comprising of three fields, like some terms in Qgg and Qgg, one indeed gets
an s2 dependence at tree level due to exchange diagrams. It is this feature that allowed
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us to put constraints on the square of the Wilson coefficients of dim6 gluon field strength
operators in SMEFT. We obtained constraints on the magnitude of dim 6 operators’ Wilson
coefficients in terms of those of dim8 operators. In appendix B, we have given another
example of a dim6 operator (containing 3 fields) whose magnitude can be constrained in
terms of dim 8 operators.

In the context of superluminality analysis, we have mentioned the subtleties involv-
ing the relation between low-frequency phase velocity and causality. We showed, in the
case of chiral Lagrangian, that it is unclear if one gets a strict positivity bound from su-
perluminality when the pion is considered to be massive. The reason for this is that the
superluminality analysis takes into account the contribution from operators of all dimen-
sions (unlike the ‘amplitude analysis’). As we have argued in our work, the contribution of
the dimension 4 operator (other than the kinetic term) to the dispersion relation of the per-
turbation makes it unclear if one can use the phase velocity to dictate the superluminality
of the perturbation. However, in the case of the gluon field strength operators, we managed
to get rid of the mass-like terms in the dispersion relation by choosing specific background
and polarization of the perturbation. This was possible because the mass-like term en-
tirely depended on four-vector contractions which could be made zero despite having a
non-zero field. We showed that interestingly and in a non-trivial way, the superluminality
analysis for gluonic operators in the SMEFT reproduces all the bounds obtained from the
‘amplitude analysis’.

The above discussion might give the impression that the amplitude analysis always
gives similar or stronger bounds than the superluminality analysis. However, this is not
always true. In sec. 4.3, following [32], we showed an example of a non-relativistic theory
(motivated by the EFT of inflation [48]) that the superluminality gives stronger constraints
than the ‘amplitude analysis’ in this case. Thus, we conclude that it is not clear which
of the two analyses will give stronger bounds for a particular theory. Hence, ideally, one
should perform both analyses in order to obtain the maximum amount of constraints on
an IR effective theory.
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Appendix
A Details of the subluminality analysis for gluons
e For operator ng = (GZVG“/“’) (GZUGZ”’”) we have,

(1)
1 a auv c a auv loa
L= =G, G + 20 (G, 6 (6,67
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Applying Euler’s Lagrange equation,

9 oL _8L:0

"0(0.4]) 04}

for the above Lagrangian, we get EOM as,

1)
—6 Gf,a,8+ 810\8 (2Ga (8 Ga,,tw)Gf,aﬁ_'_Ga G% #Va Gf,a,B) (A.l)

805(3 )

= — GO ALfI T

gsfbijZVG“’””Gb’ﬁ"Af;

We expand A%* = A" + h* where we choose background Aj* of particular color
a’ having 9" A%* = constant, and look at the linearised equation of motion for
perturbation h%* also of same color ‘a’, then we get

as , 8C5

(QGO;W (uH™™ + go f* AP h + go f*L A RM)GEP (A.2)

+GY,, GO D, vaaﬁ) —0

where f=a, G§,,, = 0,A§, — 0,AG, + g5 f**° A}, A5, and HY, = 0,hg — O h%

since Af is non zero only for particular ‘a’, GOW = FOW = 0,AG, — 0,AG, and is
also non-zero only for color index= ‘a’. From now we’ll stop writing color index for
background for convenience as it is fixed to be ‘a’

80%1)

’ /3
_8aHaa 4 A4

(2Fop 0a HO FGY + Foa B 0, H™7) =0 (A.3)

Since we are working in Lorentz gauge, d,h® = 0 , then writing H%"" explicitly

(1) (1)
— 0 0°hP (1 — 8;& FOWFg‘”> SQACE Fou F§P 0,0Mh” = 0 (A.4)

B Ak

8 (
<1 - /C\4 FO,uVFMV>

Rescaling h* —

1
and considering terms only up to O ( A 4>

320(1)
A

—0a0°h + 2= Fo Fy  0,0M Y = 0 (A.5)

Taking the Fourier transform and multiplying the eq™ by normalized polarization of
perturbation: eg,

32¢Y)
Al

k2 - egh®’ = Fopw P e gkt h (A.6)
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Also, we can write h®” = —e” h®P¢, considering polarization to be transverse and

therefore having components only in spatial direction (= €,€” = —1)
(1)
32¢
E* = —Tj(Fow,e”k”)2 (A.7)

Doing the above calculation for other operators gives eq"(4.20).

e For operator Qgg = fach“”Gngc“,

— ZGZVGG;LV %fachZV Gl;pG;;L
we get EOM as,

6cg

,Q 66 be c,pa b, a,Bv ph rafh
—0,GP f 8a<G pacy ﬁp)z_gSG BAfo A2 s

Ff fabc (fathb v e, BAh)

(A.8)

We again expand A%* = Ag" + h®* where we choose background Ag* of particular
color ‘a’ with 0¥ A%* = constant, and look at the linearised equation of motion for
perturbation h** of color f.

Then EOM takes the following form for color f,

_ o, <Hf,aﬁ + g fIU AL RIB 4 gsffmhi’aAg’B> (A.9)
6
+ ifffbaa ( ,pa(HbB + gs fbaJAa 6hy + g, fbmhl,ﬂAa )
_ ngﬁp(H%a + gsfbajAgphj,a + gsfbiahZAgﬂ))
— g (5 g fU8 A0 4 g, o1 A5 A3, g0 — g, Fg P post

n 6& gs flaa <fdtha Jog ﬁhh)

6 a,v 1A 11,V AQ, a
Cﬁ goflbo (fdf“(Hb”PJrg FrTAGT R + go fURS A Fy Ao,/)
666
Az

For this, we work in WKB approximation where the scale of variation of back-

fdac (fdfaFa V,D(Hcﬁ + gs fca]Aa h],B + gs fczahz A% 5)‘401/)

ground(r) is much larger than that of perturbations (w~!), then at order gs, gg,
1/A? and leading order of rw in each of them,

= 0 (HI7 4 g, (79 AT 1P 4 g fTionto 457 (A.10)
666ffbaa ( (g8 4 g, fbajAaﬁh] T ga P RP AL )
_ Fgﬂp( HI;,a ¥ gs fbaj Agphj’o‘ + gs sz‘a hi] Ag’a))

= —g, (Hd,ﬁu I gsfdajAg,ﬁhj,u i gsfdiahi,BAg,u> &/fdfa

666
Az

666

fdba fdfa Fbwve Faf;ﬁ AL it s

fdaCfdfaFa I/pHc BAa
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In above eq” since we don’t know the relative order of g5 and 1/A2, we ignore only
those terms which are definitely of less order than g, g2, 1/A? like g2/A?. Also, in
the above equation and all further equations ‘f’ and ‘a’ are not contracted but are
considered particular color indices and we’ll also drop ‘a’ from background terms.

Lorentz gauge, d,h* = 0 implies

— Da0ah?? — 29, f1 A0 WP + o 799 Ay, 0P HIY (A.11)
+ g2 (AW — WP AL ) Af

606
A2

606
2%

+ ffba (Fopaaaaﬁhb,p + Foﬂpaaaa hi)))
(At 1
[P AGES Ouh] + [P HIPES, Aoy + [OF P HE Ag,) =0
We can also choose the amplitude (max|Ag(x*)|) of the background to be arbitrary

small without affecting other quantities, which would make the terms of order A3
less relevant in comparison to terms of lower order,

— D00uhP 429, f1P0 AT 9y WP — gg 70 Ag,0° ROP (A.12)
666 ba « b b
3 1 (Fopad 0P HP7 + F{P 0,07 h}) = 0

Now for also some other color ‘b’ we’ll have similar wave equation,

— 90" + 29, fPITAL Y DI P — gy f29° Agy 0P HIT (A.13)
6
+ o M (F0.0"hy + F{70°0,hg) = 0

We consider the following solution of (A.13),

—O%hP 29, fPITATTRIP — g 297 Ao, 6P R + %f”ga (FG@0hg + F°0%hg) = 0
(A.14)

and substitute in (A.12),

— %Dy h! P =242 fIba poba (2A3A0ah9ﬂ — gAO,,AghW> (A.15)

6
+ g%ff ba pobe (5Ff P AGOLNI — Aoy FYP O 4 5 Fop AFOPh )

2
+ 3655 71 90 (B2 F© 000,k + Fi B0 ahy + 260 F§ 070,15 )

Now we try to get the differential equation just in terms of perturbation of color
‘f’ assuming that we can choose a particular background Ay such that mass term
vanishes. Then in the above equation in second and third terms of r.h.s, we write h9
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in terms of other colors. When g # f we get terms of higher order in Ay or O (%)
from (A.13), therefore only g = f survives at O ( A4) and leading order in Ag.

— 0”0 ht P —gGCG p7 1 (SEP AGORT? = Ao FGPOP I + 50 AGO 1)
*361\% ffba pfba ( FYPF§®0a0,hf + Fy, F{0“0uhi + 2F§C“Fgaaﬁaph{§)

Taking the Fourier transform and multiplying by normalized polarization of pertur-
bation color ‘f’ eg,

Ktk (esht ) :Z’g% Jr ey (5FGP AGRah T — Ao, F KRS + 5 Fopa A KRS )
(A.16)

2 - ~ ~
36517 e (F§P RS kakoht + Fi,F{ K kol + 2P F§ K kb))

We consider polarization to be transverse and since we can write R E—— ey,
we get,

" 6 foa B 1po 6ce fbay2 Bp pap. p pB1.p v
Bk (1= 365 (P2 F B eses | = =gy (7)€ (5FSP Aghac? — Ao, P kve")

(A.17)
+36+% % (1) (FgP S Rakpepes )

Considering k* to be complex in general then for the real part of dispersion relation
at leading order we get,

2
Kk, _36 (ffb“) <F§Pk;peﬁ> (A.18)

After considering all dim 6 and dim 8 operators we’ll get following dispersion relation,

ke kH
4

~ 2
fafoaf[ (B k) = (B kacs)| (A.19)
4
A4
+ (200l 4 (14 00l + 20°7ea () (g haep)

2077l + (1 + 8°)eY + 2a7a 7)) (F{ hes )
2

= (20"l + (1+ 8)el) + 207 e) (Ff hues) (Fg hacs) |

where ‘f” denotes the color of perturbation and ‘a’ of the background; given the mass
term in (A.15) vanish.

Consider the perturbation with polarization ¢ = {0,1,1,0}/v/2 and choose back-
ground of the form Ao, = E{v/2(z + ),z +y, —( +y),0} where E is some arbitrary
small constant. Under this configuration, we have Ag,Af = 0 and e*Ag, = 0 i.e.
mass-like term in eq"(A.15) vanish. For the chosen background, we get the follow-
ing non-zero components of F,,, Fo1 = —Fy, Foo = —Fy and Fjp = —F5 with
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Fo1 = Fog = Fia/ \/5, which reduces the dispersion relation (A.19) to the following
form,

32

72 afec ca
kﬂk“: F'f f f JZ(C6)2 (me) A4

( (3) + 2dafcdaf (7)> (WF01)2 (A.20)
then by demanding perturbation to be causal, we get
gfafefal ()2 — 4 (ch> + 249/ Cdafccg)) <0 (A.21)

Choosing different combinations of colors for perturbation and background leads to
constraints C(l 1), C(2,1), C(3,1), and C(4,1). Now, if we choose the background,
Ao, = E{y/2(D + B)t, (\F—i-\ﬁ) (\F \F)t 0} where,
D (25ab (?1) (1 4 5ab (3) 4 2dabcdab ? gfabcfab c2;
2 4 8

_ 4( 5ab ) 5ab + Qdabcdab ) fabc'fal;: /2
Wlth perturbatlon of the same polarlzatlon as before, then the subluminality condition
gives the following constraint,

—2vVDB < 426 + (1 4 67)cl¥) + 2dbeqeb oy — 18 pabepab et (A.22)

Similarly by choosing the background to be
Aoy = E{\/2(D + B)t,(v'D + VB)t, (VD — v/B)t,0} along with the polarization
e =1{0,1,-1,0}/v/2, we get the following constraint

2V/DB > 4(20%c{) + (1 + 6)cd) + 2d%eqe &) — 18 fabe fab ot (A.23)

Combining the above two constraints we can reproduce C(1,3), C(2,3), C(3,3) and
C(4,3).

B An example with Scalar and Fermion

In this appendix, we consider another example of operators of dimensions 6 and 8 which,
when subjected to the ‘amplitude analysis’, get relative bounds on their Wilson coefficients.

Consider the following Lagrangian,

L® = %gﬁaﬂaﬂw; L® =i 5 (010,¢0, 97" V¢ — 0"0,T+"0,T¢)

A4(

where W represents a fermionic field and ¢ is a real scalar field. The second term in L(® has
to be present for it to be hermitian. Note that, the operator L(®) (with ¢ identified as the
Higgs doublet, and the normal derivatives replaced by appropriate covariant derivatives)
can be written in terms of a linear combination of SMEFT operators of the Warsaw basis
up to total derivatives using the EOM (see eq"(6.4) of [36]).

We calculate 2 — 2 scattering amplitude with two scalars and fermions of positive

1
helicities, M(¢ f2+ — ¢ fj ), at tree level up to O (A4) Since the dimension 6 operator

considered has 3 fields, we expect to get a contribution scaling like 0232 in the amplitude

M(s,t).
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p2, + Ppa,+ p2,+ ps

Figure 3: The first two exchange diagrams represent s and u-channel contributions, and

get contribution from L(9). The third contact diagram gets contribution from L(®).

The tree level amplitude gets contribution from the Feynman diagrams in figure 3 and is
given by:

S

c? u
M(¢f2+¢ff) =- ﬁ {U+(p4)(1?1 + po)v— (P2)4 + Ty (pa) (P2 — P3)U—(P2)Z} (B.1)

+ %{ - U+(p4)]ﬂ1w(p2)g + Ty (pa)prv— (pQ)f

2 2
+ Uy (pa)p3v-— (P2)§ — Uy (pa)p3v— (pz)g}

which using spinor helicity formalism (for detailed introduction check [50]) can be written

as:
2
torty= B f7Y il s _u _% S v
M(ofs ofi) = 3{ 5 LA+ 412+ 143)(32)- S [43)(32) -6 { (411 12) - 43] (32 }
2 2
We now take the forward limit to get A(s) = M(s,t)]t—0 = % 208 — %6 . We don’t have

to worry about t-channel pole divergence since the t-channel doesn’t exist for the process
considered. From positivity condition discussed in sec. 3.1, we get

2
deg > cg

This puts an upper bound on the magnitude of cg in terms of cg similar to what we
obtained for the gluonic operators. It also implies that the 6-dimensional operator that
we have considered in this example cannot exist on its own, it needs some other operator
which gives a positive contribution proportional to s? in A(s) to survive.

One might not have expected to get s> dependence from exchange diagrams as there are
only two derivatives present in L(6) (unlike the gluonic case which has three derivatives).
However, the fermion propagator has 1/p dependence instead of the 1/p? dependence for
gluons, and more importantly, spinors @ and v have implicit momentum factors. These
momentum factors, in our case, manifest themselves in the form of Mandelstam variables
once we take forward limit, leading to s?> dependence of exchange diagrams.
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N

rF

Figure 4: Contour C in s-complex plane where s represents some energy scale such that
chd < s <A

C The arc variable

In sec 3, we derived the constraints by calculating the residue at lim,,2_,o(s ~ m?) — 0.
However, since QCD is confined at low energies it would be preferable to employ a method
that circumvents the need to calculate the residue at s ~ 0.

To do this, one can define the arc variable [51]

a(s) = /m ds' M(s) (C.1)

w3

where Ny represents a counterclockwise semicircular path as shown in figure 4. Also, the
Cauchy theorem implies that the integral over the contour C' = Ng+MNs +My, +M;, vanishes.
Moreover, due to the Froissart bound, the integral over the arc at infinity i.e. Ny, vanishes.

a(s) = - MdSMSf;) +/l d“i(j)] (C.2)

Yy’ 5 T

Therefore,

Using crossing symmetry and real analyticity, M(s+ i€) = M*(—s+ie€), we can relate the
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amplitude over [5 to the amplitude over [y,

a@yzlmdgﬂ“yy+/ﬂdgﬂﬂy) (C3)

i 8" oo T S
* ds’ M(s) ®ds' M*(s"y 2 [, ImM(s)
- [ = — 2 a2 C.4
/s w s /s m s T /s SE (C.4)

The optical theorem relates the imaginary part of amplitude to the cross-section, ImM(s’) =
s'a(s),

2 [ oS

a@:/ as 7)< g (C.5)

T Js S
We can systematically compute the arc variable, a(s), as an expansion in s using eq™(C.1)
withing the validity of the EFT regime. For amplitude of the form, M(s) =", _,c2ns*",
which is the case for gluon-gluon scattering, the arc variable is given by the Wilson coeffi-
cient, a(s) = ca > 0 i.e. the coefficient of s? in the amplitude is always positive.
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