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ABSTRACT: We merge together recent developments in the S-matrix bootstrap program
to develop a dual setup in 2 space-time dimensions incorporating scattering amplitudes of
massive particles and matrix elements of local operators. In particular, the stress energy
tensor allows us to input UV constraints on IR observables in terms of the central charge
cyy of the UV Conformal Field Theory. We consider two applications: (1) We establish a
rigorous lower bound on ¢y of a class of Zo symmetric scalar theories in the IR (including
#1); (2) We target Ising Field Theory by, first, minimizing cyy for different values of
the magnetic field and, secondly, by determining the allowed range of cubic coupling and
one-particle form-factor for fixed cyy = 1/2 and magnetic field.

In this pyramid lies Ising Field Theory
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1 Introduction

The S-matrix bootstrap aims at constraining scattering amplitudes in quantum field theory
(QFT) based on general principles, such as unitarity, causality and Lorentz invariance.
The S-matrix program arose in the 60s as a way to tackle the problem of the strong
interactions. However, imposing all the constraints in a predictive way proved difficult and,
eventually, Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) rose to prominence with the observation of
deep inelastic scattering and the discovery of asymptotic freedom, which allowed the use
of Feynman perturbation theory at high energies.

Today, finding efficient ways to compute observables in low energy QCD and, more
generally, in non-perturbative QFTs, remains an unsolved problem at large. Besides the S-
matrix bootstrap, which has seen a revival in recent years, other modern techniques include
Monte-Carlo simulations of lattice discretizations, Hamiltonian truncation and tensor net-
works. The latter techniques typically involve an UV cutoff whose extrapolation to infinity
is a non-trivial computational problem, whereas the S-matrix bootstrap is directly set up
in the continuum, as required by Poincaré invariance.

The primal approach to the S-matrix bootstrap constructs an explicitly analytic and
crossing-symmetric ansatz for the amplitude and then constrains its parameters by impos-
ing unitarity on the physical scattering region [1-17]. In practice, the infinite-dimensional
space of amplitudes is truncated to finite dimension N (the number of parameters in the
ansatz). By maximizing a given observable (e.g. the residue of a pole) one directly explores
the space of amplitudes from the “inside” with the true boundary of the allowed space for
the observable (presumably) reached asymptotically, i.e. as N is taken to infinity. This
means that the primal approach is incapable of producing rigorous bounds at finite N.

Conversely, the dual approach, as the name suggests, approaches the boundary of the
allowed space from the “outside” by excluding disallowed regions of parameter-space using
a finite number N of parameters. Therefore, for each IV, there is a rigorous bound on the
observable. As N is increased the excluded region becomes larger, and the bound becomes
tighter. Dual formulations of the S-matrix bootstrap were first developed in 70s [18-22] and
recently revived in d = 2 [23-26] and in d = 4 [27, 28]. Reference [28], in particular, showed
that the dual approach can be formulated as a linear optimization problem amenable to
implementation in SDPB [29, 30].

The S-matrix, which dictates how asymptotic one-particle states scatter, is an IR
observable. Nonetheless, if the S-matrix originates from a UV complete QFT,! knowledge
of the UV conformal field theory (CFT) from which the QFT flows from should further
constrain the S-matrix. This was the idea behind [31] which, besides scattering states,
considered states given by the action of local operators, such as the stress-energy tensor,
on the vacuum. Concretely, in d = 2, UV information can be included via the c-sum rule

A UV complete QFT can be defined non-perturbatively as a CFT in the UV deformed by relevant
deformations that trigger a renormalization group (RG) flow to the IR. The CFT in the IR is assumed to
be empty, such that the QFT has a mass gap and the S-matrix is a well-defined object.



[32] which relates the spectral density of the trace of the stress-energy tensor to cyy, the
central charge of the UV CFT,

Cyvy = 127 f°° p(s) ds. (1.1)

m2>0 §2

Here, we make the next logical step in this story. We merge these ideas together to
develop a dual bootstrap approach in d = 2 that encompasses S-matrix elements, form
factors and spectral densities. Our method, which is described in section 2, produces a
linear optimization problem that can be tackled with SDPB and which, moreover, converges
appreciably faster than the primal approach of [31].

With our method we can address the following question: Given a gapped unitary QFT
with no bound states how small can the central charge cyy of the UV CFT be? Our method
outputs cg'yn) =1/2, the central charge of the Ising CFT, which is the smallest among the
unitary conformal minimal models [33]. Indeed, our optimal S-matrix is given by S(s) = -1
corresponding to a free massive Majorana fermion in the IR, which can originate from the

pure thermal deformation of the Ising CFT.

We can refine the previous question by fixing a parameter A in the IR. For example:
the amplitude at the crossing-symmetric point, 7'(s = 2m?) = —A, which plays the role of a
‘quartic coupling’. In this case we find a minimal cyy for a given A. The result is plotted
below in fig. 2.
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Figure 2: Rigorous lower bound on the UV central charge in Zo symmetric QFTs with a
single stable particle, which is Zs odd. The parameter A is defined as (minus) the value

of the amplitude at the crossing-symmetric point s = 2m?. The lower bound on ¢y goes
(min) _

from ¢y, 7 =1 at A =0, where the S-matrix, form factor and spectral density become that
of a free massive boson, to c(Un‘l/m) =1/2 at the other end A =8, where the matrix elements

are that of a free massive fermion.



In section 3.1, we further refine the previous studies. Following [34], we parameterize
the theory space by (A,A(Q)), where A® is the second derivative of the amplitude at
the crossing symmetric point. As in the case above, we assume no cubic coupling, i.e.
no poles on the physical sheet for the amplitude nor for the form factor. In this way,
we target a class of Z symmetric theories, in which ¢* theory is included. Using the
numerical dual approach, we rigorously bound cyy across the allowed range of couplings
(A, A®)) generating the 3-dimensional plots in fig. 5. Remarkably, we also found analytical
expressions (described in appendix A) that match the extremal solutions (see e.g. figs. 10
to 12 for a comparison).

In section 3.2 we consider the Ising Field Theory (IFT) which can be thought of as
the QFT describing the d = 2 Ising model near the critical point. Above the critical
temperature T > T, and for zero magnetic field h = 0 IFT reduces to the theory of a free
massive Majorana fermion. For A > 0 the theory becomes fully interacting making it an
appropriate playground for non-perturbative methods.?

We have at our disposal several pieces of information that we can use to target IFT:

1. The UV central charge of IFT has the value cyy = 1/2 given that IFT is, by definition,
a deformation of the Ising CFT. Specifically, both relevant deformations are turned

on, namely the operators conjugate to the temperature (7' - 7,) and the magnetic
field h.

2. At sufficiently low h (but still outside the perturbative regime) there is only one
stable particle in the spectrum [37]. This particle self-interacts via a cubic interaction,
meaning that both S-matrix and the two-particle form factor contain a pole at the
location of the particle’s own mass.

3. Asshown in [37, 38], the S-matrix has a real zero which slides towards the two-particle
threshold as h is increased.? The position of the zero provides a non-perturbative IR
handle on the value of the magnetic field h.

We first implement points 2. and 3. and minimize the central charge cyy over a range
of magnetic fields h (parameterized by the position of the zero). We find that the lower
bound on ¢yy drops below cyy = 1/2 for non-zero h (see fig. 13). We then fix cyy = 1/2
and find the allowed range of cubic coupling and one-particle form factors for a range of
values of the magnetic field. We carve a 3-dimensional ‘pyramid’ in these parameters inside
which IFT must lie (see fig. 18). We conclude with section 4 where we discuss our results
in further detail and point out some potential future directions.

2The parameter space of IFT is very rich (see e.g. [35] for a short review). For T'> T. and as h increases
the number of stable particles goes from 1 to 3 [36-38], and then jumps to 8 (5 resonances become stable)
at the h — oo integrable point where IFT becomes equivalent to the Egs affine Toda theory [36, 39, 40].
For T < T, the spectrum of IFT consists of a tower of “mesons” [41]. Further interesting phenomena occur
when h is taken to be complex, namely the existence of Lee-Yang edge singularities [42].

3If h is increased past a certain value the zero makes its way across the two-particle branch cut and the
associated pole pops up on the physical sheet, as the second lightest particle becomes stable. See e.g. [38].



Let us now briefly outline the remaining appendices. In appendix B we present a further
application of our dual method targeting the Sine-Gordon model where we noticeably
improve on the primal result of [31]. Technical and numerical details regarding the dual
optimization problems are collected in appendices C and D. Appendix E contains the
perturbative computations of the one particle form factor and cubic coupling used to place
IFT within the dual bounds (fig. 18). Finally, appendices F and G respectively review the
c-sum rule and the normalization of the 2 particle form factor of the stress energy tensor.

2 Dual S-matrix and form factor Bootstrap

In this section we develop our setup by recalling some definitions and results from standard
massive QFT. We will be complete but concise, more details can be found in [31, 43].

The first ingredient in our setup is the 2 to 2 scattering amplitude defined by
out (D1p2lk1k2) s, = (20)26P (ky + ko — p1 —p2)N2S(s),  MNa=2V/sVs—dm?,  (2.1)

with s = —(p1 +p2)?. We also define T (), the interacting part of the scattering amplitude,
by
S(s)=1+iNy 1T (s). (2.2)

We are also interested in some scalar local operator O(z), which leads us to consider its n
particles form factors

FO(p1,02, s Pn) Zout {P1P2---pn| O(0) |0), (2.3)

and its spectral density
2 po(s) = f Lre P (0|01 (2)0(0) 0), (2.4)

where we used Lorentz invariance to write po = po(s = —p?).

We focus on massive QFTs whose Hilbert space H is spanned by asymptotic multi
particle states |p1, ..., p,) with completeness relation

H = Z i f ap1 4P |P1~-pn)~ in (pl--'Pn| = i |P1-~-pn>- in <P1-~-pn|,
—on!'J (2m)2Ep,  (2m)2E,, m m
(2.5)

where Ep, = \/p? +m? and p is the spatial part of the 2-momentum p. The complete set
of states can be inserted in the two point function (2.4) to get the relation between the
spectral density and the form factors

2mpo(s) = X (2m)26) (o - pu) | 7Y, (2.6)

where p, = p1 + ... + pn is the total momentum of the form factor. Note that the first
contribution is a delta function at s = m? and the second contribution starts at s = 4m?.
Explicitly

7S (s)

po(s) = FOPa(s -m®) + =20

0(s —4m?) + ... (2.7)



In this work we are interested in the trace of the stress energy tensor, so we introduce
the simplified notation
F(s)=F(s),  p(s) = po(s), (2.8)
where the s dependence of the 2 particle form factor comes from Lorentz invariance. The
normalization of the stress energy tensor acting on one particle states implies the following
normalization of the 2 particle form factor (see appendix G)

F(s=0)=-2m? (2.9)

The value of the UV central charge can be computed from the spectral density of ©
as [31] (in alternative, see appendix F)

cov =127 (m‘4|jf1@|2 L7 dsp(j) ) (2.10)

4m? s
Let us now turn to the analytic structure of these functions depicted on Figure 3.
Assuming the existence of only one massive particle of mass m, the scattering amplitude
is analytic except for a pole at s = m? and a cut starting from the two particles production
threshold s = 4m?, and also crossing symmetric. This can be written through the dispersion

relation*
1 1 2

()
T(s)=T@m") =g s—m2+3m2—s m?2
o dz 1 1 2
—I - .
+f4m2 T mT(z)(z—s+z+s—4m2 z—2m2)

The 2-particle form factor F(s) has a similar analytic structure except that it does not

(2.11)

satisfy crossing. The dispersion relation reads®

f(s)—f(0)=—gF(%+i)+f4°° dZIm.’F(z)( ! —1). (2.12)

s—m2 m?2 m2 T z—8 z

As shown in [31], the form factor residue g is given by
gr = gF7, (2.13)
where g is the (square root of the) residue of the scattering amplitude.

For future convenience, we define the analyticity and crossing constraints for the S-
Matrix and form factor, denoted respectively by A7 (s) =0 and Ax(s) =0, with
1 1 2
Ar(s) = T(s) - T(2m?) + ¢° (S BF _)

-m2 3m2-s m?2

_f4°° %ImT(z)( L, 1 2 ) (2.14)

z—8 z+8—-4m?2 z-2m?2

A}‘(S)Ef(S)—F(O)‘FgF(%-F 1 )—[400 %Im}"(z)( 1 —l)

5 - m?2 m2 T z—8 z

T(s)

s

“In writing this dispersion relation, we assumed that limyg- 00 = 0. Our dual optimization problem
will however not depend on this assumption, i.e. the behavior of the amplitude at infinity is unconstrained.
See equation (2.30) and footnote 9.

"We have used the fact that both functions are real analytic functions, i.e. 7*(s) = 7(s*) and F*(s) =

F(s*) , which can be traced back to LSZ and CPT invariance [44].
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Figure 3: Complex planes of the two particles form factor F§(s) (right) and the scattering
amplitude S(s) (left) in the presence of an asymptotic particle of mass m = 1. The red
crosses symbolize the presence of a pole and the red lines represent the branch cuts.

Following [31], the unitarity constraints in presence of local operators such as ©(z)
can be implemented by defining 3 states

|\I’1> = |p1)p2)z'na
(Wa) = [P1,12) s (2.15)
W3) = m! f L P27 (1)(0) .

We now define a 3 x 3 matrix by taking inner products between those states and extracting
an overall delta function, which reads

Bij x (21)%6® (py + pa - pl - ph) = (W w;). (2.16)

Using equations (2.1), (2.3), (2.4) and the definition of B as inner products between states,
the unitarity of the theory imposes the semi positive definite constraint®

1 S* mTlwF*
B(s)=| S 1 mwF |20, w=A;2 (2.17)
mwF mTlwF 2rm™2)p

The problem we want to solve is the minimization of some parameter, say the central charge
cyv, under the bootstrap constraints which can be implemented via Lagrange multipliers.
More precisely, we write

> inf supL> s inf £ 2.18
wv 1’n P w,ulz)o w,ugo 7’171},/) ( )
L=cov(FEp)+ [ ds[wr(s)Ar(s) + wr(s)Ar(s)-Tr (5)B(s)]+..  (219)

where A7 (s) and Agx(s) are the analyticity and crossing constraints, wy and wz are

Lagrange multipliers, is a hermitian and positive semidefinite 3 x 3 matrix of Lagrange

b

multipliers and ”...” stands for any other constraint we would like to implement (e.g. fixing

some parameter).

Here we used the relation i, (p1,p2| ©(0)]0) = (0]©T(0) |p1, p2)
ance [31].

= F*(s) that comes from CPT invari-

out



The positive semidefiniteness of is the direct generalisation of positiveness in the
pure S- Matrix (non-linear) dual problem from [24]. Here we are searching for the lower
bound instead of the upper bound, which accounts for the sign difference in the trace term.

We parametrize as
A1 A1 Ag
S YRV B (2.20)
Ag A5 A3

With the dual approach, we will first extremize (2.19) over the primal variables T, F
and p analytically to get the dual Lagrangian, and then over the dual variables wy, wx and
Ai, 1 =1,...,8, numerically. The problem being linear in the dual variables can be tackled
down with SDPB [29, 30].

Having the solution for the optimal dual variables we can get optimal primal variables
if the duality gap closes, which is guaranteed because the primal problem is convex.” There-
fore, at the optimum we have Tr (s)B(s) = 0 and, since and B are both semipositive
definite, the product must vanish by itself®

(s)B(s) = 0. (2.22)

Solving this equation we get constraints between dual variables
As=A5,  Ar=Xa, 2X1|A62 = A3AT = 2Re(MjA2) + A3\ = 0. (2.23)
We would like to stay with entries that are linear in the dual variables in the matrix |
and therefore we do not use the last constraint to eliminate one of the variables.
Since the duality gap closes we can find the optimal primal solution:

(P -2

AEAL = AgA A2 = A2
- 7= T oA - A2

S - -
S VIS v VA VS RS S Ui

2mp (2.24)

Note that we automatically saturate the unitarity bounds
IS2-1=0, 2xp-|wFP=0,  2xp(1-|S]?) - 2wF|* +2Re(w?F25*) =0. (2.25)

Watson’s equation F/F* = S follows from using the first equation on the last equation.

"Since the primal problem can be implemented in SDPB [29, 30] both the objective and the constraints
must be convex. To ensure strong duality, i.e. that the duality gap closes, we must further require that
there exists an interior point, i.e. a non-optimal primal solution. This is known as Slater’s condition [45]
(see appendix A of [24] for a proof in the S-matrix language). Slater’s condition can be shown to be satisfied
by explicitly constructing a non-optimal primal solution, as it usually happens in the primal bootstrap at
finite N [31]. Physically, moreover, the existence of such an interior point is guaranteed since we can always
have inelastic S-matrices and form factors which do not saturate unitarity.

8Indeed we have

Tt -B=Trv/ vV -VBVB =Te(vV VB) (v VB) = |V VB|r, (2.21)

where || is the Frobenius norm. It follows that Tr -B=0= B =0.



2.1 Example: Minimization of cyy for fixed quartic coupling A

We will now present an explicit and detailed example of a dual linear bootstrap formulation.
We want to find the lower bound on the central charge ¢y when there is only one particle
that is Zy odd and the scattering amplitude obeys 7(2) = —A. For simplicity we work in
units where m = 1. The Lagrangian reads

1 1 2

T z—-8 z+s-4 z-2

+f4°°dswf(s)[f(8)—f(0)‘Aw%lmf( : _1)]

zZ—S8 z

EleﬂAwd3%+/A;wdsw7-(s) [T(S)—T(2)—Am%1m7’(z)( i _

—f4°odsTr (s)-B(s).
(2.26)

The subtractions are chosen so that we can easily implement the constraint 7(2) = —A and
the normalization F(0) = -2.

Following [24] we define the dual scattering function

Wr(s) = 4w%wT(z)(2is_z+i—4+s%2)’
Im Wr(s) = wr(s), ReWT(S):—P[loo%wT(z)(Sinr8_(1_2) _3?2)’
(2.27)

and the dual form factor function

Wr(s) = A“’%W(z)(; +1). (2.98)

S S

The analyticity constraints can then be considerably simplified. We get?

L=127 foodsp(j)
4

S

+ AOO ds [Im(TW7) + Im(FWg) + 2ImWge + Alm Wy -Tr - B]
(2.30)

‘Eq. (2.30) can be derived directly without introducing wr or wz. The analyticity constraint for 7 (s),
say, can be written as § Wy (s)T (s)ds = 0 where Wy (s) is an analytic function, for an arbitrary closed
cycle enclosing no singularity. Now, we blow up this contour and, seeing W (s) as infinitely many Lagrange
multipliers (one for each s), we are free to choose W (s) so that the contour only picks up the contributions
of T (s) we wish to constrain, which is the unitarity cut s > 4 and the value at 7(2) = —A. Therefore, we let
W have a cut for s >4, a pole at s = 2, and sufficiently fast decay at infinity (faster than 7(s)). Blowing
up the contour will then lead to

0= 55 TWrds = 4i f " I (TWr)ds — 2i [Ressa W] T(2). (2.29)
4

Note that the residue on the pole is fixed by blowing up 0 = § Wrds = —2miResscoW7 + 4i f4°° Im Wrds.
Including crossing symmetry, repeating the argument for the form factor will lead us to eq. (2.30).

)



We are now ready to eliminate the primal variables. Varying with respect to F,7T and

Ny VN3 6

p we get

4 2 WT? 6 ? 4 W]'—J 3 52 ( 3 )
The dual Lagrangian then reads
C- [4 ds (=2\1 + 2T Wx — Na Re Wi + A Tm W) (2.32)

All the primal variables are eliminated and we are ready to extremize over dual vari-
ables. We can finally formulate the dual problem that can be implemented in SDPB:

Dual Problem (cyy minimization)

Maximi /md —2)\+21W—N’RW+AIW] 2.33
{Af‘v)éflvlvzf}[ | ds (20 +2ImWr = Np Re Wy + Alm Wr) (2.33)
Subject to
N w2y,
Lwe n —iRwe]0, Vse[4,00). (2.34)
Wy o,

The result is given in figure 2.

3 Applications

3.1 Z, symmetric theories

A first application of our dual formalism is to explore the allowed region in the subspace
spanned by (A, A®), cyy) where cyy is the UV central charge and

2
A=-T(2), A(2)E£1£r21@7‘(5). (3.1)

Before considering the central charge we look at the space spanned by A and A® | which is
commonly called the ”leaf”, that was already explored using a primal approach in [34] and
also analytically in [46]. Exploring the same region with the dual formalism we get Figure
4 on which we also plotted the analytical bounds derived in the appendix A and given by
(A.24) that we repeat here for convenience

1 1
AP ) = L AP () = 5 (16A-A%),  Acfo.8], (3.2)

where Ag) and A denote respectively the analytical upper and lower bounds for A® for
a given A. We reproduce these bounds numerically with our dual approach purely applied
to the S-matrix sector (see figure 4 below).

~10 -
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Figure 4: Allowed region in the (A, A®®)) plane. The boundary is obtained from the dual
bootstrap problem and matches perfectly the analytical bounds, with the color gradient
corresponing to the value of the minimal central charge discussed below. Using the non
linear dual approach given by eq.(C.11) to (C.15), the numerics for the points on the
boundary were simple enough to be done on Mathematica with only N = 2 parameters in
the Ansatz.

We now minimize the UV central charge gy for a given value of (A, A®)) | which
we do over the allowed region. The minimal ¢;y is represented in color in fig. 4 over the
allowed parameter space for (A, A®)) and also in 3D in fig. 5 below.

Figure 5: Allowed region in the (A, A® ¢yy) space from different angles. We used
N = 50. We find perfect agreement with the analytical bootstrap result which assumes
that the optimal S-matrix minimizes A®) = lim,_,, g—;T(s) (see appendix A).

On the edge corresponding to the lower bound A(_Q), the numerical bounds on the
central charge cg’(/zn) (A, A®)) at the tips are

e (0,0) = 0.99999..., e (8,2) =0.49985.., (3:3)

corresponding to the central charges of the free boson and free fermion that are respectively
1 and 1/2. We now check that we also recover the scattering amplitudes, form factors and
spectral densities of these theories. The analytical results for the free Majorana fermion

- 11 -



can be found in [47] and those for the free boson can be found in [31]. We repeat them

here for convenience, they are
()= —1
P m/sVs -4
S(s) =-1, F(s)=-V4d-s, p(s) = 5—_4, (free fermion).
4m\/s

The numerical results for these quantities at the tips of the leaf are plotted on Figure 6

S(s)=1, F(s)=-2, (free boson),

(3.4)

(at A =0) and Figure 7 (at A =8). We observe a nice convergence of our numerics toward
the analytical results.

S(s) Fo(s) re(s)

2
08 . . . L s/m
20 /

L 5/m?

2
, . s/m
-04k s 10 15 w0

Figure 6: Scattering amplitude S(s) (on the left), form factor F(s) (in the middle) and
spectral density p(s) (on the right) at the free boson point (A = 0,A®) = 0)). The blue
lines are the real parts, the orange lines are the imaginary parts, and the dashed red line
is the analytical solution for the free boson. We used N = 50.

—~

2
5 10 15 20 Fs 0 15 20 s/m

Figure 7: Scattering amplitude S(s) (on the left), form factor F(s) (in the middle) and
spectral density p(s) (on the right) at the free fermion point (A = 8, A®?) = 2)). The blue
lines are the real parts, the orange lines are the imaginary parts, and the dashed red line
is the analytical solution for the free fermion. We used N = 50.

Even with N =50 we observe some wiggles in the functions, even if the optimal bound
for cyy is reached quickly with a lower N (see next section for a convergence study and
comparison with the primal). We believe that it is due to the non linear map between primal
variables and dual variables (2.24) and the fact that our ansétze for the dual functions might

not be optimal.

It is interesting to compute the allowed region with a primal approach and to compare
with the dual bounds. We do it'? in Fig. 8, and various sections of this 3D plot are shown

10We use the numerical primal setup from [31] and the ansatz for the scattering amplitude given by eq.
(4.4) and (4.5) in [34].

- 12 —



on Figs. 9. It is reassuring to see that the primal lower bound is always greater than the
dual, and that the two shapes seem to converge toward each other. We believe that the
reason for the gap is the slow convergence of the primal formalism, which we also observe
on Figure 13, where the dual reaches the analytical bound.

(min)
Cuv 08

Figure 8: Minimal central charge in the (A,A(2),CUv) space computed with the dual
approach (in orange) and the primal (in blue). We used N = 50.
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Figure 9: Minimal central charge in the (A, cyy) space (left) and in the (A, cpy) space
(right) computed with the dual approach (in orange) and the primal (in blue). The value
of A®) is defined by A = %g—; + %A (left) and on the one of A by A = 3.2 (right). We used
N =50.

We now compare our numerical results with the analytical results from the appendix A
where we assume that gy minimization for fixed (A, A®?)) minimizes A®) = lim,_, 53—;7'(3).
For the scattering amplitude on the edges the analytical result is given by (A.6) and (A.22).
The form factor on the upper edge is given by (A.34) and (A.35), and on the lower edge
by (A.27). Figure 10 shows a point on the upper edge of the leaf, Figure 11 shows one on
the lower edge and Figure 12 shows a point in the middle. The agreement is perfect.
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Matrix (left) and the form factor (right) between the numerical (plain line) and analytical
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Figure 11: Comparison of the real part (in blue) and imaginary part (in orange) of the S-
Matrix (left) and the form factor (right) between the numerical (plain line) and analytical
(black dashed line) results, on the lower edge of the leaf with A = 2.4. We used N = 50. The
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Figure 12: Comparison of the real part (in blue) and imaginary part (in orange) of
the S-Matrix (left) and the form factor (right) between the numerical (plain line) and
analytical (dashed line) results, in the interior of the leaf with A = 4.56 and A = 0.85.

We used N =50. The numerical and analytical central charges are cg?;m’mm) =0.526354...,
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3.2 Ising Field Theory

Our second application is to target the Ising Field Theory. We use the fact that the
S-Matrix has a zero whose position varies with the magnetic field

m

S(m*(1-2))=0,  z=z(n), =S

(3.5)

The limit x — 0 corresponds to h — 0 and then should give back the free massive
Majorana fermion. When x — 1 we are in the region just before the second lightest particle
emerges from the two particle cut.

3.2.1 Minimization of cyy for fixed magnetic field

The first exercise is to minimize the UV central charge for different values of x and the
result is shown on Figure 13. We performed this analysis with both primal!! and dual
formulations and for different N to compare them. We also plotted the analytical central
charge given by (A.53) which assumes that optimal S-matrix maximizes the cubic coupling
g (and has the zero (3.5)).

As a simple check, when z — 0 the zero cancels the pole, so we are back to asking for
the minimal cyy for an S-matrix with no poles. With the dual for N = 30 we get

z =0.01, mincyy = 0.498814..., (3.6)

which numerically approaches the result for the free Majorana fermion where cyy = 1/2.

We now compare primal and dual methods in more detail. First, it is clear that the
duality gap closes as N — oo. We also note the difference in the rate of convergence between
the two formalisms. For the primal we parametrize the three functions 7, F and p while for
the dual we parametrize A\, Wy and Wx. Therefore the number of numerical parameters
scales like 3N for both problems and it makes sense to compare them for a given N. Hence
we claim that the rate of convergence for the dual formalism is much better than the one
for the primal.

We can now look at the observables. The scattering amplitude, the two particles form
factor and the spectral density are plotted respectively on Figures 14,15, and 16.

We also observe perfect agreement between the dual numerical results and the analyt-
ical results derived in appendix A. They are given by (A.40), (A.50) and (A.53).

There is an interesting observation for the spectral density when x — 1. We know that
x =1 is exactly the point where the pole associated to the second lightest particle enters
the first sheet and exchanges place with the zero. We also know that the spectral density
has delta functions at the positions of the masses of the stable asymptotic particle states.
On the figure we see a peak forming s = 4m?, which is exactly where the zero and the pole
exchange their places. This is illustrated more precisely in Figure 17, where we see the
position of the peak moving toward 4m?.

""'We use the primal numerical implementation described in [31]
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Figure 13: Lower bound on the UV central charge as function of x, the position of the
zero of the scattering amplitude S(m?(1-x)) = 0. The blue region is allowed. For z = 0.01
and N = 30 with the dual we obtained c(U"‘L/m) = (0.498814.... The black line corresponds to
the analytical result (A.53) assuming that the S-matrix has maximal cubic coupling.
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Figure 14: Scattering amplitude S(s) for different values of x when there is a zero at
S(m?(1-z)). The imaginary part (in orange) and the real part (in blue) tend toward the
free fermion (in dashed gray) when x — 0. The dashed black line is the analytical result
given by (A.40). We used N=50.

x=0.01 x=0.5 x = 0.99
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Figure 15: Two particles form factor F5(s) for different values of z when there is a zero
at S(m?(1 -z)). The imaginary part (in orange) and the real part (in blue) tend toward
the free fermion (in dashed gray) when = — 0. The dashed black line is the analytical result
given by (A.50) and (A.53). We used N=50.

Note however that the central charge of this theory is cyy » 0.34 and therefore it can
not be the IFT. Nevertheless it is still interesting to see that those two theories share the
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Figure 16: Spectral density pg(s) for different values of # when there is a zero at S(m?(1-
x)). The bootstrap result (in blue) tends toward the free fermion (in dashed gray) when
x - 0. We also observe the delta function appearing at s = 4m? when = — 1 which
corresponds to the second lightest particle that will become stable. The dashed black line
is the analytical result given by (A.50) and (A.53) and the elasticity relation (A.1). We
used N=50.
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Figure 17: Spectral density pg(s) for different values of 2 when there is a zero at S(m?(1-
x)). We used N=50.

presence of the zero in the S-Matrix and also seem to share the resonance associated to an
unstable particle when z — 1.

3.2.2 Carving out IFT parameter space: cyy =1/2

We now target the IFT by fixing the central charge to cyy = 1/2 and explore the allowed
region in the ( g}"l@, g%, x) 3-dimensional space, where we recall

2 ©
g _ Frg
5 e F(s)=-

s—-m 5 —m?

T(s)=-

+ . (3.7)

We compute the bounds for g% and 9]:19 for z € (0,1), which corresponds to the range
in magnetic field with only one stable particle. The result is the pyramid shown in Figure
18 inside which IFT must lie.
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Figure 18: Allowed region (in green) in the (¢FP,x,g?) space. The blue line is the
perturbative trajectory for ¢%(z) and g(z)FP(z) in IFT (computed in appendix E), the
black lines are the analytical result (A.54) and the dashed red line is the minimal cubic
coupling discussed in Figure 19.

We noticed that the lower edge of the pyramid, corresponding to the lowest bounds
on ¢? for different z, is slightly in-curved toward the negative g]-"le . The effect is tiny and
shown on Figure 19.

The slice at x = 1/10 of the pyramid is shown in Figure 20, where we also place IFT
using form factor perturbation theory: the cubic coupling g was computed in [48] and FP
is an original computation (both calculations are in appendix E).

The figure is generated by first computing the bounds on g]-"le for which we got
gFOmm) = _0.0110843...,  gFO M) 2 0.0047159..., (3.8)
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Figure 19: Lower edge of the pyramid corresponding to the lowest bounds on g?. This is
computed with N = 70.

0.05F

- ey
-0.010 -0.005 0.000 0.005

Figure 20: Allowed region in the (¢FP,¢?) plane when the central charge is cyy = 1/2
and there is a zero in the S-Matrix at = 1/10. The red and orange dashed line are the
values of .7-"19 and g2 computed with perturbation theory. This is computed with N = 70.
The black dots are the analytical solutions (A.54).

and then computing the bounds on ¢? with fixed values of gfle.

Note that the perturbative result for g? saturates the higher bound for the cubic
coupling allowed by the bootstrap. The perturbative result for ]_-19 however does not
saturate the bounds but still is inside the allowed region. At the points where the red and
orange lines meet we can compare the optimal scattering amplitude to the one known in
perturbation theory from [48]. This is shown in Figure 21. We observe that we match
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perfectly with the elastic contribution of the perturbative S-Matrix. This is expected since
our bootstrap setup saturates unitary at all energies and does not account for theories
with particle production. Therefore we are not surprised that inelastic contributions are
not obtained.

S(s)

L
-0.01f

-0.02f

-0.03

Figure 21: Scattering amplitude obtained from the bootstrap (in blue) at the point
matching the perturbation theory results compared to one from perturbation theory for
2 =0.1. The green dashed line is the full perturbative S-Matrix while the orange dashed
line is only the elastic contribution. We used N = 20.

We note the absence of wiggles in this numerical optimal function, showing that the
slow convergence of the optimal dual functions is not a systematic feature of our formalism.
This supports the idea that our ansitze are not optimal and can only easily reproduce a
certain subclass behaviours.

In Figure 22 we perform a convergence study for the upper corners of the triangle with
respect to the analytical roots given by (A.54). The corners of the allowed region coming
from the dual bootstrap approach the analytical roots

(=)

+ .
’maxgp—g}) mingr — gy ‘
(+) (=)
gr g
050¢
010 0.05
0.05¢
0.02¢
. . . - 1/N . . . - 1/N
0.04 0.086 0.08 0.10 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10

Figure 22: Convergence study (on a logarithmic scale) for the upper corners of the triangle

approaching the analytical roots gj(;).

Since the perturbative result for .7-"1@ does not saturate the bootstrap bounds we can
investigate what happens when the position of the zero (or equivalently the magnetic field)
is changed. We plot the perturbative result and the bootstrap bounds for different magnetic
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Figure 23: Numerical scattering amplitude and form factor on the upper edge of the
triangle (in blue) compared to the analytical result (in dashed). We took the point gFP = 0
for reference but the data looks identical on the whole upper edge. We used N = 50.

fields in Figure 24. We observe that both perturbation theory and bootstrap bounds scale
with z or, equivalently, with h2, but at a different rate,

(+) 11 1 :Fl) 2
=|l—%=--+—F= |2 ~ (-0.1023,+0.0430 ) = ~ (-11.7601,+4.9466 ) h°.
9r (m ] L Jo ~ ( )

(3.9)

whereas

<P.T>:_L(§ 1 3) ~ 007122 ~ —8.1857h> 3.10
95 3/ 8+27r V3| ) x ) . (3.10)

These numbers were computed in appendices A and E, respectively.

In Figure 25 we show the bounds on ¢? and g}'l@ in the strongly interacting regime
x = 0.7. The upper boundary is again saturated by the analytical results (A.54) and (A.43).
In particular the roots of eq.(A.54) correspond to the corners.
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Figure 24: Evolution of the upper boundary of the allowed region (in blue) via the
numerical bootstrap compared to the evolution of the perturbative result (in orange) in
the perturbative regime for small values of x. We observe that the bootstrap bounds and
perturbation theory both scale linearly with x, or quadratically with h. We used N = 70.
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Figure 25: Allowed region in the (¢Fi,¢?) plane when the central charge is ¢y = 1/2
and there is a zero in the S-Matrix at « = 7/10. This is computed with N = 70. The black
dots are the analytical roots (A.54).

4 Conclusion

In this work we have merged the primal S-Matrix and form factor bootstrap proposed in
[31] with the dual S-Matrix bootstrap developed in [24]. With our method we can relate
UV data, namely the central charge cyy of the UV CFT, with couplings of the gapped
QFT in the IR, and place rigorous bounds on any of these parameters. We observe a vastly
improved numerical convergence compared to the primal bootstrap of [31].

We established a lower bound on cyy in a class of Zy symmetric QFTs (fig. 5) and
also for QFTs for which the particle self-interacts with a cubic coupling and where the
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S-matrix has a real zero (a dial for the magnetic field in IFT) - see fig. 13. In all these
cases we find that the optimal S-matrix extremizes some coupling. This allows us to
find the optimal S-matrix via pure analytical S-matrix bootstrap (viz. CDD bootstrap
[49]). Then, in appendix A, we showed how the form factor and the minimal ¢y can be
obtained analytically if the S-matrix is known. We find perfect agreement between the
dual optimization and the analytical bootstrap.

To specifically target Ising Field Theory we fix ¢y = 1/2 and find the allowed space in
cubic couplings and magnetic field, see fig 18. We insert IFT inside this ‘pyramid’ for small
magnetic field - close to the tip of the pyramid - using form factor perturbation theory (see
appendix E). For larger magnetic fields we enter the non-perturbative regime of IFT and
this is where our results can be useful: IFT must lie somewhere inside the pyramid.

We know however that IFT cannot lie on the boundary of the pyramid because the
boundary is elastic: the optimal S-matrix does not have inelasticity, and we know that IF'T
has particle production [48]. But even for small enough magnetic field h (where particle
production is negligible) IFT is still somewhat away from the boundary, as the bounds on
the one particle form factor go to zero as h? with a different numerical coefficient than the
perturbative form factor (see fig. 24).

We can think of several ways to improve our setup and ‘shrink’ the pyramid wherein
IFT must lie. One way is to include more UV information. So far we are only fixing the
value of the central charge, but we are not ‘telling’ the bootstrap that the RG flow is being
triggered by the thermal and magnetic deformations, ¢ and o, respectively. The central
charge is straightforward to include in d = 2 due to the c-sum rule which gives an integrated
relation over the spectral density of the trace of the stress energy tensor ©, and not just via
some asymptotic constraint at s — oo, which is difficult to implement numerically.'? So,
can we find similar integral relations that involve somehow € or o (besides the combination
©)? One possibility is the sum rule derived in Eq. (29) of [50] to fix the scaling dimension
of an operator. However, this sum rule requires knowing the vacuum expectation value of
that operator. For the case of o, its expectation value should be related to the magnetic
field and therefore to the zero of the S-matrix, but the precise relation is unknown to us.
It should be possible to measure it using other methods like the lattice or Hamiltonian
truncation.

Another possibility is to use the twist property of the order field o. Twist fields are
reviewed in [51, 52] and references therein. The fact that o acts as a twist field is derived
in [53]. This could be coupled to the input from lattice measurements, for example using
tensor networks. In order to measure the two point function (¢©) on the lattice, one needs
to map the continuum stress tensor to the lattice stress tensor. This might be done by
generalizing some ideas developed in [54] and [55]. We plan to explore this direction in the
near future.

In addition, we can include more IR information. IFT is known to interpolate between

2Moreover, the normalization of the two particle form factor of © is fixed (see appendix G), which is
one less parameter to vary over in the bootstrap.
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the free massive Majorana fermion and the Fg Toda theory, which has 8 particles. While
we are studying the region close to the free fermion, where there is only one particle, it is
natural to expect, due to analyticity, that the other particles exist in other ‘sheets’, i.e. as
resonances (corresponding to zeros on the physical sheet). We already impose one zero,
which eventually becomes the second lightest particle as the magnetic field is increased. It
is possible that the other particles imply the presence of further zeros on the physical sheet
[38].

If we are feeling brave, we can dial the magnetic field a bit higher and go to the regime
where more particles are stable. If we want to go beyond lightest particle scattering we
would have to import the multiple amplitude bootstrap of [7] and extend it in several
directions. Namely, to dualize it, to include form factors and, on a more fundamental level,
to understand the singularity structure of the scattering amplitude of heavier particles,
where anomalous thresholds are expected [56, 57].1%

In a similar vein, we can also consider multi-particle scattering, i.e. to not only consider
2-particle states but also states of 3- or more particles. In this way we could try target
the inelasticity of IFT. However, a systematic understanding of the analyticity structure
of multi-particle amplitudes remains a big open problem dating back to the 60s.

The latter directions we have mentioned are of course relevant to many other QFTs
besides IFT. We have put a lower bound on the cyy of a class of Zo symmetric theories
but we could have chosen to be more specific. For example, it would be interesting to
target ¢* which has been the focus of many recent nonperturbative studies [14, 58-64].
This theory is a deformation of the free massless boson, so we could fix cyy = 1 in our
Z, symmetric setup to target it. Moreover, we could place ¢* inside our bounds, not only
using perturbation theory but also with Hamiltonian truncation data [14].

Finally, it would be interesting to generalize our setup to higher dimensions. A pri-
mal approach incorporating UV input via the a-anomaly was developed in [15]. Can we
reproduce these bounds more rigorously and more efficiently with a dual method?
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13 Anomalous thresholds are indeed present at the Es integrable point, where in d = 2 they are known as
Coleman-Thun poles [35].
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A Analytical Bootstrap

There are three objects we want to constrain. The 2 — 2 scattering matrix S(s) or am-
plitude T (s), the 2-particle form factor F(s) and the spectral density p(s). The first
two are real analytic functions,'* and the S-matrix further satisfies crossing symmetry,
S(s) = S(4m? - s). There is still the constraint of unitarity which relates all of them. We
observe from the optimization problem that unitarity is “saturated”, eq. (2.25), meaning

T NS i O
SEP=1 EG 56 s e (A1)

for s > 4m? slightly above the real axis.

Counting separately for real and imaginary parts we have five variables and three
equations, which implies that there is two-fold freedom left over from eqs. (A.1). The
general solution for (A.1) should possess this freedom.

We start by solving the first equation of eq. (A.1). It will be particularly useful to us
here to exploit a well-known trick used for solving elastic unitarity in d > 2 (see e.g. [65]).
We write S(s) in terms of the amplitude 7 (s),

T(s)

S(s)=1+ ———. A2
(s) 2/s(4m? - s) (4.2)
Then, elastic unitarity |S(s)|? = 1 reads
2
Im7(s) = 76)l (A.3)

4/s(s —Am?)

Noting that Im [1/7(s)] = -Im 7 (s) /[T (s)[* we can write the above as

1 1
tm (T(S)) ) _4\/8(8 - 4m?) (4-4)

The general solution to the above is then

L1 AW
T(s) 4 s(4m? - s) 4 (4.5)

where A(s) is some crossing symmetric real function on the real line.
We then have

CA(s)/(Am? - s)s+1 (A6)

T(s) ) A(s)\/(Am2 = s)s -1

S(s)

) A(s) - 1/\/(4m2 = s)s’

Now, since T (s) is analytic, A(s) must be meromorphic in the physical sheet.

1A real analytic function f(s) satisfies f*(s) = f(s*).
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Poles of A(s) translate into zeros of T (s). Note that if A(s) = const the solution for
S(s) is precisely the so-called Castillejo-Dalitz-Dyson (CDD) factor. In fact, any solution
to elastic unitarity, crossing and analyticity can be written as a product of CDD factors.
It is straightforward to show that this amounts to (A.6) with rational A(s).

The function A(s) encondes the large freedom that the first equation of (A.1) allows
for. We may further fix A(s) at certain values if further constraints are involved, e.g.
bound-state poles or zeros.

With solution (A.6) in hand we can now try to solve for the form factor using the
second equation in (A.1). If we write

F(s) = —2m2B(3) eo‘(s)fa(o), (A7)

where B(s) is real, Watson’s equation will only fix a(s),

F(s) _
F(s)

S(s) = Ima(s) = —% log S(s + i€), for s > 4m? (A.8)

Making use of the solution for the S-matrix (A.6) we have
Im a(s) = arccot (A(s) (3—4’m2)3) O(s —4m?) (A.9)

It is difficult to explicitly find a function which gives such imaginary part for a generic
A(s). We may still find numerically «a(s) through a dispersion relation,

o arccot | A(s")\/(s" —4m?2)s’
)o@ =" [ EICONG )s)

4m? s'(s'—s)

ds'. (A.10)

Note that any analytic function could be added to the right hand side of the above. Such
analytic function would drop out upon taking the imaginary part meaning that eq. (A.9)
would still be satisfied. The presence of a non-trivial analytic function,'® i.e. a polynomial,

will lead to an essential singularity for F(s) so we discard this possibility.

The real function B(s) is not fixed by Watson’s equation. It plays a similar role to
A(s) in eq. (2.2), i.e. B(s) is analytic in a neighbourhood of the physical region. These
properties are of course fixed by whatever analyticity assumption we may have on F(s).
Causality requirements indicate that B(s) should at most be meromorphic, with poles
signalling potential bound-states.

We now impose the normalization
F(0) = -2m* — B(0)=1. (A.11)

With F(s) in hand, via egs. (A.7) and (A.10), we can now simply solve for the spectral
density from eq. (A.1). The two-fold freedom left over from eq. (A.1) is encoded into the
meromorphic functions A(s) and B(s). A(s) can be determined if some coupling is being

5By trivial we mean a constant piece which can be simply absorbed into B(s).
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extremized over in the S-matrix space, which appears to occur when cyy is minimized.
B(s) is determined by minimizing over ¢y explicitly,

oo BQ(S) 6264(5) s
am? g2, /s(s —4m?2) ’

where we made use of the relation between p(s) and F(s), eq. (A.1), and eq. (A.7) for

coy = 127 f P(5) 4~ 19m! (A.12)
4m?  §2

F(s), and where a(s) is the real part of a(s) — «(0), i.e. the principal value of (A.10),

s oo arccot (A(s’ s’ — 4m2)s’
6(s) = Re[a(s) ~a(0)] = > f ¢ (AG)V = am?)s')

7T Jam?2 s'(s"=s)

ds'. (A.13)

As we will see in more detail, the polynomial degree of B(s) must be bounded from
above so that the integral (A.12) for cyy is convergent. In fact, we will see that for
every case considered here B(s) is at most linear in s (apart from a very special case
described in A.2.2 where it can be quadratic). The constant coefficient in B(s) is fixed
by the normalization F(0) = —2m?, so we only need to minimize cyy over the free linear
coefficient, which can be done analytically.

A.1 Z, symmetric theories
A.1.1 Finding the leaf
We are interested in finding the allowed space of the following parameters
82
=-7(2), A® =lim—T(s). (A.14)
s—2 052

where S and T are related by eq. (2.2),

T(s
S(s)=1+ Nﬁ (A.15)
Elastic unitarity for the S-matrix reads
1S(s)[*=1, for s>4m?vs<0. (A.16)
Crossing symmetry further implies
S(s)=S(4m? - s). (A.17)

Now, we start by assuming that the S-matrix that extremizes the bounds is elastic and
has the minimal number of CDD zeros. We have two parameters that we need to fix, A
and A, so we need at least two CDD factors,

S =5, Sa,, (A.18)
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with

g - a—+/s(4m? - s)

\ = . (A.19)

a++/s(4m? - s)

Let us now set m =1 as choice of units. From eqgs. (A.15) and (A.18) we then solve for the
amplitude (A.6) to find

1 + a+a—
A(s) = ——242) (A.20)
as +a
We now fix a_ and a, in terms of (A.14) (or (3.1) in the main text):
2 3 ®) @2
. C2A% £ 8/A3 - 32AA3) + 64(A®)) ’ (A.21)
(A-16)A +32A()
so that
1 4 8(A®))  1-32A™)/p2
A(s)=|--— A.22
(5) (4 AT TAz " s(4-s) ( )

What remains to impose is the analyticity constraint. Concretely, for what values of
A and A® does T(s) or S(s) not develop any other singularities on the physical sheet
besides the physical cuts for s > 4m? and s < 0?7 We want a_ and a, to be such that the
denominator in eq. (2.2) is never zero on the physical sheet, i.e. that no pole develops and
that the CDD factors remain CDD zeros.

Note that the square root function only covers half of the complex plane. On the
principal sheet it covers the right half plane, i.e. the real part of the square root function
is always positive. This means that if

Rea->0 and Reay >0 (A.23)

we are sure that the denominator of (A.6) is never zero. Therefore, imposing (A.23) on
(A.21) we find the allowed range for A and A,

So here we can split the problem in two. If the discriminant of (A.21) is positive then
ay is real, meaning that if a. > 0 the S-matrix will have two real zeros on the physical
sheet. This region is represented in blue in fig. 26.

If the discriminant of (A.21) is negative then a, will be complex. However, if Reay > 0,
ie. (A-16)A+32A®) <0, then the denominator of (A.6) will never be zero on the physical
sheet. Instead, the numerator will have (complex) zeros. This region is represented in red
in fig. 26.

The union of these regions is the leaf in the main text, fig. 4. Explicitly, in agreement
with egs. (A.8) and (A.10) of [16],

2 2
A7 () L6A-A
32

0<A<8 A (A.24)
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Figure 26: Allowed space for (A,A®) such that the amplitude
(A.20) has no poles on the physical sheet. The blue region corre-

sponds to the case where both CDD zeros are real, and is given by
(0<A<4A(A—2<A(2><é—l¢4A2—A3v§\/4A2_ <A<2>< 5 (16A-42))) v
(4 <A<8 /\ <A® <« L (16A Az)). The red region Corresponds to the case where the

CDD zeros are complex, and is given by 0 < A < 4/\%—%\/ 4A2 - A3 < A < % 4A2 - A3+%.
Their union is given by eq. (A.24).

The optimal amplitude on the lower bound, i.e. when A = 3—; and on the upper

bound, i.e. when A = % is given by eq. (A.20) with, respectively,

2
Lower bound: A(s) = (1 - %), Upper bound: A(s) = -9 (1 - %) (A.25)
It is straightforward to see that multiplying the 2-CDD ansatz (A.18) by any further CDD
zero will lead to values of A and A inside the leaf, and the same holds true if inelasticity

is considered. So we conclude that the bounds are optimal.

A.1.2 cyy at the edges of the leaf

We can now find the two-particle stress tensor form factor F(s) on the edges of the leaf.
We plug egs. (A.25) for A(s) at the edges of the leaf into egs. (A.7) and (A.10).

We want minimize cyy over B(s). First note that B(s) must not have any poles
outside the real cut, as it would be inconsistent with the analyticity assumptions for the
form factor F(s). In principle it may have poles, e.g. at s — 4m? or somewhere along the
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real axis, as long as as the integral (A.12) converges, which can only be the case if e20(5)

cancels such poles. While we could not find an explicit form for a(s) for either of the lower
or uppers bounds (A.25) we do observe numerically that (%) is never zero, indicating

1.16

that B(s) cannot have poles and therefore be holomorphic, i.e. a polynomia Finally, we

can constrain the polynomial degree of B(s) according to the convergence of the integral
(A.12).

Lower edge. On the lower edge, we find that, according to eq. (A.9), Ima(oo) =
arccot (—o0) = 0, meaning that a(s — oo) — const and €***) - 1. We conclude that
the integrand of (A.12) will go as ~ B%(s)s™> and, therefore, B(s) must be a constant.
Otherwise, the integral will not converge. Since B(0) = 1 we are led to the following
unique choice on the lower edge,

Lower edge: B(s) =1. (A.26)
So the form factor is entirely specified by A(s),
F(s) = —2me(®)=0) (A.27)

As a simple check we may explicitly compute F(s) and cyy at the tips of the leaf, A =0
and A = 8. In the former case we have A(s) = %(1 - %) — —oo, for which arccot(-o0) =0
and Ima(s) = 0. In this case eq. (A.10) gives a(s) — a(0) = 0 and we have F(s) = —2m?
and cyy = 1.

For A = 8 instead we have A(s) = 07, meaning arccot(0”) = -5. From eq. (A.10) it
follows that

S

a(s) —a(0) = %log (1 - W) (A.28)

and

o0 -4m2ds 1
F(s)=-mV4am? - s, coyv =12m? TS (A.29)
4m? s s 2

For 0 < A <8 we perform both integrals (A.13) and (A.10) numerically. In fig. 11 we show
the optimal S(s) and F(s) at A =2.4.

Upper edge. Let us now consider the upper edge of the leaf. In this case we have

A(s) = ﬁ (1- %) > 0 across the integration region s > 4m? in (A.10). Now we find that

e??(*) ~ 571 when s - oo so that the integrand of (A.10) goes as ~ B%(s)s™. We see that
B(s) can at most be linear in s to ensure convergence of the integral. Therefore,

Upper edge: B(s)=1-bs, (A.30)

where b is a free real parameter.

6The only way we could make €2%) have a zero was to have A(s) be zero at some point, making the
arccot function jump by 7. However, A(s) is sign definite at the edges of the leaf (A.25).
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Plugging into (A.12) we have

) A oo s™ 62&(5)
CUv(b) =1p—2b11 +b° I, with I, =12m ———ds, A3l
N N e T B
We now minimize the central charge with respect to b,
dc I I?
dlév =0 = b= 1_: v (bmin) = To - I—; (A.32)

We may again test these expressions for the trivial cases A = 0,8. For the former we have
A(s) = oo, for which again Ima(s) =0 and a(s) — a(0) = 0. In this case Is - oo and we’ll
trivially get biin — 0 and cyy (bmin) = Ip = 1. For A - 8 we have A(s) - 0%, for which
arccot(0") = +3. From eq. (A.10) it follows that

a(s) = a(0) = —% log (1 - ﬁ) (A.33)
and
e?a(s) = (1 - #)_1 , F(s) = —4m2inS_S (A.34)
Plugging into (A.32) we find!”
bomin = ——, (A.35)
A2

i.e. that the polynomial B(s) softens the singularity of integrand at s — 4m?, and we
recover egs. (A.29).

For 0 < A < 8 we find @&(s) numerically eq. (A.13). Then, we plug the result into eq.
(A.32) and compute the I,,’s numerically. In fig. 10 we show the optimal S(s) and F(s)
for A =24.

A.1.3 c¢yy in the interior of the leaf

To find cyy in the interior of the leaf we have to first find the optimal S-matrix. At the
edges of the leaf the S-matrix is uniquely fixed because A is either maximal (upper edge)
or minimal (lower edge). In the interior of the leaf we consider extremizing over A®), with

0? ot
=_ () = lim — 4) = lim —
=-T7(2), A = 181_1)121 a2 T(s), AV = }91_r>r21 et T(s), (A.36)

under the hypothesis that ¢y minimization for fixed (A, A?)) extremizes A4,

We can proceed as in section A.1.1 and consider three CDD zeros which can be fixed in
terms of the three parameters (A, A(Z),A(4)). Then explore the parameter-space for which

" Technically, in this limiting case, I,, does not converge due to the end-point singularity at s — 4m?.
However, upon regulating, the ratio I /I is finite and is given by 1/4m2.
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these zeros remain zeros and do not turn into poles. Avoiding further technical details we
find that
3(-A3 +24A% - 128AA®) + 256(A(2))?) a3 (-A3 +128AA®) - 256(A(2))?)
128(8 - A) - - 128A ’
(A.37)

in agreement with eq. (A.12) of [16] which determined these bounds using the Schwarz-Pick
theorem.

We observe that the optimal amplitude coming from ¢y minimization is the one
for which A® is minimal, where A assumes the lower bound of (A.37). The optimal
amplitude at the lower bound is specified by

4(8-A)?
64A + A2 (52 —4s—4) - 32AD) (s - 2)2’

for which the S-matrix S(s) follows via (A.6). For A(s) given by eq. (A.38) we have the
2a(s) .,

A(s) =-

(A.38)

same asymptotics of the upper edge of the leaf, e 57!, so B(s) is at most linear:
B(s) =1-bs. As in the previous section, the form factor F(s) and the minimal c¢gy follow
from egs. (A.7), (A.10), (A.31) and (A.32). In fig. 12 we compare the analytical result

with the output of dual optimization for A = 4.56 and A = (.85.

A.2 Ising Field Theory

Here the analyticity assumptions consist of a zero for the S-matrix S(s) at s = m?(1 - x),
where z is related to the magnetic field, and a pole at s = m?, and their crossing-symmetric

counterparts. Similarly, the form factor F(s), has a pole at s = m?.

A.2.1 Minimization of the central charge cyy

The first problem consists of minimizing the central charge cyy,

cyv =127 (77”L_4|.7:1®|2 + [ ds&j)) (A.39)

4m?2 S
where .7-"16 is the 1-particle form-factor, which is a constant. The residue of the 2-particle
form factor F(s) at s - m? is given by g}“l@, where ¢ is the cubic coupling, i.e. —¢® is the

residue of the S-matrix pole at s - m?2.

The minimal choice for an S-matrix with the above properties, and which is also purely
elastic, is the product of one CDD pole at s = m? and one CDD zero at s = m?(1 - z),

5. (s) = ﬂE7112\/(1—:10)(3+ac) -/s(4m? - s) . V3m?2 +/s(4m? - s) (AA40)
* m2y/(1-2)(3+x) ++/s(4m?2 - 5) V3m2—\/s(4m? = s) '

g2
s—m?"
Only S_(s) satisfies this requirement. We again observe that S_(s) matches with the
optimal S-matrix in fig. 14 coming from minimizing the central charge.

Now, near the pole we must have S(s) ~ - i.e. S(s) must have a negative residue.
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By writing S_(s) in the form (A.6) we find (in units where m = 1)

~ V31 -2)(x+3) (A1)
(s-4)s+/3(0-2)(z+3)

From eq. (A.6) we see that, near the pole, we have

A(s) =

2

T(s —m?) ~ e _ng, (A.42)
with
2
R

Now, given A(s), the form factor F'(s) follows from egs. (A.9) and (A.7). The function
B(s) must contain the simple pole of F(s) when s - m? =1 but no other singularity. We

must therefore have
P(s)

B(s) = , (A.44)
1-s
where P(s) is a polynomial, for which B(0) =1 implies P(0) = 1. If, furthermore,
F(s—>1)~-2E (A.45)
s—1
where gp = g]—"le, we must have, from (A.7),
a(0)-a(l)
P(1) = —%. (A.46)
To constrain further P(s) we consider the central charge,
2 0 2 2a(s)
9gr P(s)e
cyyv = 12r=% +12 / ds A .47
9 4 (1-29)2s%/s(s-4) ( )

Similarly to the previous section, we see that convergence of the above integral bounds
the degree of Pgs). According to eq. (A.9), we see that Ima(s — co) = arccot(07) = -3
meaning that e2#(5) ~ s when s — co. The integrand in (A.47) will then go like ~ P?(s)s™%.
In order for the integral to converge, we see that P(s) must be at most linear,

P(s)=1-bs (A.48)
where b is some real constant parameter, which can be fixed in terms of gr via equation
(A.46),

N gF ea(o)fa(l)

b=1 ,
2

(A.49)

for which the form factor reads,

F(s) = ~260-0) 1 2 oot (A.50)
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and the central charge (A.47) can be expressed as

_a 127 e 20()
CUv =Io+gF (6 a(l)Il) +g% — + IQ s (A51)
g9 4
with
I, =12 [ ds. A.52
" 4 (s=1)"s2m\/s(s—4) ( )
We now minimize the central charge cyy with respect to gp,
dCUV _ 2Il I12

0 - 9Fmin = CUV,min = Iy

I+ 487 g2 e2(D)’
(A.53)

dgr _I2 e~a(1) 4+ 487 g2 (1)’

with g% given by eq. (A.43), and a(s) given by eqs. (A.13) and (A.41).

A.2.2 Bounds on gp for fixed central charge cyy =1/2 and maximal g

For a fixed central charge cyy = 1/2 we find two possible roots for gr from eq. (A.51),

e W £ fe 282 - (48792 + 25 L) Iy - 1)
2l - 1 ’

g - (A.54)

where g? is maximal and given by (A.43) in terms of the zero x. For x = 1/10 we find
g%) = -0.011028..., 4% =0.004658.... (A.55)

These correspond to the leftmost and rightmost corners in fig. 20.

Note that fig. 20 seems to indicate that there exists a line of solutions with the maximal
coupling connecting the two extrema (A.54), whereas our previous analysis only provides
two isolated points for an S-matrix with maximal coupling. The solution to this apparent
paradox lies in the possibility of having an S-matrix with cubic coupling arbitrarily close
to the maximal one, but with different asymptotics, such that P(s) in (A.47) can now be
quadratic with a free parameter, instead of just linear as in (A.48).

Take for example

4-5)—\/s(4-
S(s) = 5. (s) A ra2st=s) —Vstd-s) (A.56)
a; +ags(4-s)++/s(4-s)
where S_(s) is the maximal S-matrix given by eq. (A.40). Now, for a; — oo we have

S(s) - S_(s). On the other hand, it is not hard to see that solving for A(s) using eq.
(A.6) leads to the following asymptotics

A(s > 0) >

_V3-3V31/10- 1, +0(i) (A.57)

52 53
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which only depends on as. In particular, if we take as large enough we get back the previous
case, for which A(s - c0o) - 07. Now, however, as can be tuned such that A(s - o0) - 0*
while also keeping S(s) free of further poles, i.e. for 0 < ag < (v/3 -3v/31/10)7 » 16.2. In

2a(s) 51

this case we have Ima(s — o0) = arccot(0") = +5 so that e . The integrand in

(A.47) will then go like ~ P?(s)s™%, which allows for a quadratic degree polynomial P(s).
Two of the coefficients of P(s) are fixed by the normalization P(0) =1 and by the residue
of the form factor g, the remaining coefficient is free, i.e. it allows for a line of solutions
with near-maximal cubic coupling (by letting a; be arbitrarily large) as observed in fig. 20.

A.2.3 Small magnetic field limit 7~ - 0: Bounds on gr and extra zeros

We first find how the analytical gr scales in the small magnetic field limit,
gr(z > 0) =z gp. (A.58)

We assume this behavior for now, but will then confirm it by explicit computation. We
start by noting that in the limit 2 — 0, the cubic coupling ¢g* (A.43) goes as

g*(x - 0) =23z (A.59)
Then, the central charge (A.47) reads
671 P2 5) e?a(s)
ng + 12/
\/§ (1-5)2s%\/s(s—-4)

We still have to determine the x — 0 limit of P(s) and a(s). Let us first consider a(s).
From (A.41) we have

ds + O(z?). (A.60)

A(s) = 3+S(S D +0(z%) (A.61)
Plugging into (A.9) and expanding at small x
Ima(s) = [—g + x% + O($2):| O(s—4) (A.62)
We find
a(s) - a(0) = %log(l—i) + 2fai(s) ~an(0)] + O(a?) (A.63)
with
a(sy e B BB B(1) _ arctan
)= GonG6oD 36-3) ae-n @ \/ Ve
(A.64)

Let us now take the limit  — 0 of the polynomial P(s) =1-bs in (A.60), where b is given
by (A.49). We have
a(0)-a(1)

gre 2 gr 2
b=1+ 27— + 0 =1+ 2= + O(x A.65
5 (%) /3 () ( )
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where we made use of (A.63).

We then have

P2(s) e23() _s-4 V3grs Re[ai(s) — a1(0)]
U-sz ~ 1 2656y * 2

] + 0(z%).  (A.66)

Now, replacing the above formulas into (A.60) and performing the simple integrals, we find

ch—l = 33[2\/37@% + (43 -21)gp - 126 ~23v/3m 2 ] + O(x?).  (A.67)

2 81 \/_7r
where
oo -4 Vs—4 2 1
I = / i log s=drs ds = —3772 - - (A.68)
4 s2(s2-4s+3) 2 648 3

Notice that setting « = 0 in (A.67) leads necessarily to cyy = 1/2, the central charge of
the free fermion. Since we are studying IFT we set cyy = 1/2 regardless, which leads to a

quadratic equation for the rate gr with the following roots
(x) 1 1 1

1
= —— — — :F — = (-0.1023000, + 0.0430304 A.69
gF 2\/3 T \/—7_‘_ ( ) ( )

To express this in terms of the magnetic field i we make use of the relation 2 = 36v/3(F7)? h?
where F7 = 1.3578, to find the rates,

g =2 = (~11.7601,+4.9466 ) h2. (A.70)

Extra zeros. Let us now see what we can say about potential extra zeros of the IFT
S-matrix in the small magnetic field limit A — 0.

For the case of IFT at lowest order in h? we have [48] (see also egs. (E.51) and (E.52))

=_1-3 2 s—4)s 72(fg)2 (S —2)02_>3(S’)d8 4
Strr(s) = 1 -ih™\/( 4)( YT f - —(3—4)3(3—3)(s+3_4)) O(h*)

(A.71)
with oa.,3(s) given by eq. (E.54).

Let us now match eq. (A.71) with the general nonperturbative solution to unitarity
and crossing symmetry. In d = 2 unitarity reads

|S(S)|2 = 1_Uinel(8) (A72)

where 0;,¢(s) > 0 is the particle production cross-section. The general solution to this
equation and crossing symmetry S(s) = S(4m? - s) reads [66-68]

/

S(s) =Scpp(s) explfoo d—slog(l Tinet(s")) (s —dm’) (8,1_ 4 1 )]

2mi s'(s' —4m?) - (4m? - s)

(A.73)
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where |Scpp(s)? = 1. Now, Scpp(s) can be any product of CDD factors. In particular
for IFT, it should include the CDD pole at s = m? = 1 and the CDD zero (3.5). So we take

Va(d-a)—+/s(4-5) \/b(4-b) —/s(4-s)
Va(d-a)++/s(4-5) /b(4-b)++/s(4-s)

with S_(s) given by eq. (A.40) and the remaining zeros a,b,... we wish to constrain as
h - 0.

Scpp(s) = 5-(s)

(A.74)

Letting oine = h?09.3 + O(h?) and expanding (A.73) at small h, assuming a = agh™2 +
O(h™), and likewise for b and etc, we find

S(S) - SIFT(S) = 2h2\/ S(S - 4) (|a0| + |b0| +... ) + O(h4) (A75)
Since S(s) and Sipr(s) must match at order h? we see that ag =bg =--- = 0.

In case the zeros are complex we must have a = b* so that Scpp is real. Letting
ap =« +1if3, and by = o — 18 we have

laol + [bo| = \/a2 + /32 = \/a? = B2+ 2iaB + \/a? - B2 — 2iaf = 20 (A.76)

Meaning that a = 0, but the imaginary part § of the zeros is unconstrained.

Therefore, the (real part of the) extra zeros must go to infinity at least as ~ h™* when
h — 0.

B Dual Bootstrap of the Sine-Gordon model

In this appendix we reproduce one of the results of [31], namely the one presented on their
Figure 3, but with the dual setup. The assumed spectrum consists of 2 particles of mass
m1 = 1 and mo = /3 to target the Sine-Gordon theory. Only one pole in the scattering
amplitude is assumed, the one corresponding to an exchange of the particle ms. This
residue g is fixed and the central charge is minimized, which leads to Figure 27.

The maximal value of g2 for which the problem is feasible and the corresponding
minimal central charge are
¢? =123,  cpy = 0.808823... (B.1)
and they correspond to the cubic coupling and the contribution to the central charge of
the Sine-Gordon model from the particle mo and states with two particles m;.

The advantage of our dual setup is that the bound on c¢yy is more accurate than what
was presented in [31]. Indeed at g = 0 we have for sure the free Majorana fermion that
is allowed and the corresponding central charge of 1/2 should not be excluded. This is in
agreement with our bound.

The optimal scattering amplitude and form factor are presented on Figure 28, and
correspond also to the analytical solutions in the Sine-Gordon model.
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Figure 27: Lower bound on the central charge of the UV CFT for different values of the
cubic coupling ¢ between two particles of mass m; = 1 and one particle of mass ms = /3. We
used N =50 and the bound extends until g2 = 121/3 after which the problem is unfeasible.
The red line at ¢yy = 1/2 is added for convenience.
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Figure 28: Scattering amplitude (on the left) and form factor (on the right) for the
optimal ¢gry when g2 = 12¢/3. The blue lines are the real parts and the orange lines are the
imaginary parts. They correspond to the analytical solutions of the Sine-Gordon model
with m; = 1 and my = /3, that are plotted in dashed lines and given by eq. (4.18) and
(4.19) in [31]. We used N = 50.

C Dual optimization problems

In this appendix we derive various generalizations of the example in section 2 and present
the dual optimization problems.
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C.1 Z,; symmetric theories

Here the goal is to minimize the central charge on top of the leaf parametrized by (3.2).
We do not assume any pole in the S-matrix and form factor. We have

cotae [ o[- [ S (2 )

/ dswf(s)[f(s) F(0) - f _I ]:(zis_é):l

+f400dsTr (s)-B(s)+b(f4 —ImT(Z)( 2)3 —A(Q))

(C.1)
The dual scattering function is defined
1 1 2
Wr(s) = f —wT(z)( s_z+s—4+s—2)’
1 1 2
ImIr(s) = wr(s),  ReWr(s)=-P [~ Tur()( 2+ -—=),
s—z s—(4-2) s-2
(C.2)

where the last term is not eliminated as in the example in section 2 since we do not
extremize over the primal variable 7 (2) which is fixed to be —A.

The elimination of the primal variable 7 constrains the dual variables to obey

A= % (WT : 71'(34——[)2)3) . (C.3)

We therefore get

Dual Problem (Minimization of the central charge on top of the leaf)

{M%%ﬁg}[ﬁwds@)\l+2ImWf+N2ReWT+AImWT)+(1—A(2))b] (C.4)

Constrained by

M Mo+ 20b iRy,
NQWT+ ﬂ?ﬁ‘%”)g, A ~iY N yya <0, Vse[4,0), (C.5)
where <0 means — >0.

Non-Linear dual for Z; symmetric theories

In the pure S-Matrix context the dual problem is simpler and in particular we can get the
leaf by computing the extreme values for A(?) = T"(2) and then the extreme values for
A = T(2) with fixed A® within the allowed range.
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For the first problem the lagrangian is

L- fw%hnfr(z)( 37 +f4°ods()\(s)U(s)+w(s).A(s)), (C.6)

where w and A > 0 are Lagrange multipliers and A is the usual analyticity and crossing
constraint for the scattering amplitude and

T (s)]?
Na(s)

U(s)=2ImT(s) - (C.7)

is the unitarity constraint in the pure S-Matrix setup. Using the equations of motion for
T to eliminate it, we get the dual problem

= 2
L= [4 dsN3(s) \’ (ImW(s))2 + (Re Wi(s) + ﬁ) +ReW(s)+ ﬁ
(C.8)

For the second problem we start with the lagrangian

L=T(2)+ b(A<2> - f4 —ImT(z)( 2)3) AW ds (M(s)U(s) + w(s)A(s)) . (C.9)
Eliminating the primal variable T we get

L=T(2) (1 - _/400 ds ImW(s)) +bA @)

= 0\ 4b
+A dSNQ(S) \J (ImW(s))2+(ReW(s)—m) +R€W(S)—m
(C.10)
To summarize we have
Dual Problem (A(?) maximization)
2
N[{lvl’[l/ll?lze(/ dsNa(s) \J (ImW(s))? + (Re W(s) - ﬁ)
(C.11)
ReW 4
+ReW(s) - W(3_2)3])
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Dual Problem (A(?) minimization)
oo 4 2
1\/1{1&1/1(8H1)1}Z€ L dSNQ(S) —\’ (ImW(s))2 + (RQW(S) - 71'(3——2)3)
(C.12)
+ReW(s) - 4
m(s—2)3
Dual Problem (A maximization with fixed A(?))
Minimize | bA® + foo dsNo(s) | \| (W ()2 + [Re W (5) - —22 :
(bW (s)} 4 m(s—2)3
(C.13)
4b
o)~ )
Constrained by
f4 dsTm W (s) = 1 (C.14)
Dual Problem (A minimization with fixed A(?))
Minimize [ bA®) + f T dsNo(s) |\ | Am W ()2 + [Re W (s) - A 2
{o,W(s)} 4 m(s—2)3
(C.15)
4b
Wi(s) - ——
+ReW (s) 77(3—2)3])
Constrained by
f4 dsTm W (s) = 1 (C.16)
Following [24], for the A(®) maximization we use the ansatz
1 N
W(s) = 2 (p"(5,2) = p(4 - 5,2)), C.17
(5)= S5y 2 ((.2) - (4= 5.2) (1)
and for the A maximization we use
W= (=5 Y (2 - - 52) (©13)
s) = an $,2) - - s, , .
s(d-s)\n(s-2) = P P

with p(s,sg) defined by (D.1).
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C.2 Ising Field Theory
Zero in the S-Matrix at s=1-x

To implement the zero in the S-matrix we can use the subtraction

1 1 1 1
7'(3)—7'(1—3:):—92(8_1+3_5—1_x_1—3_(1_x))

—Aw%ImT(z)( ! + LI ! - ! ),

T z—-8 z+s-4 z-1l+x z+1l-x-4

(C.19)

and we will fix 7(1 -x) =iN2(1 - z) so that S(1-z) =0. The dual scattering function is
now defined as

o dz ( 1 1 1 1 ) (C.20)

wr(s)= [ Zur(z)

+ +
T z-8 z+s-4 s+zxz-1 s-x-3

Its ansatz therefore needs to have poles at s =1 -x and s = 3 + 2 with residues [ Im Wy /7
and to be odd under crossing. To moreover satisfy the fact that the objective must be
integrable we can make the ansatz'®

a N
Wr(s) = s(4-s) (s +alc— 1 " s —i—?)) ’ 5(41— s) nz::lfn(p(s,Q)n -pl=s2)), (C.23)

where the second term is the ansatz that we make when we don’t impose the zero, defined
by (D.2).

The only modification to the lagrangian induced from the addition of the zero comes
from the subtraction of 7 (1 —x) which gives the new term

Lo L“dsz(s)(—Ta-m)) =—i./\/2(1—a:)[4001mW7-. (C.24)

In summary to implement the zero in the S-Matrix, it suffices to derive the problem without
the zero and at the end we modify the lagrangian as

E—»E—iNg(l—x)LooImWT, (C.25)

and use (C.23) for Wr.

1811 principle the coefficient @ should be fixed by the constraint on the residues. A direct computation
gives

1 [ 1 1 1 a
— ImWr =a- = . C.21
7r/4 T a4(3+x+1—x) B+z)(1-2) ( )
On the other hand the residue is given by
ResWr(s) = S — (C.22)

s=1-x - (1—$)(4—1+$)’

and the constraint is therefore satisfied for all a that can be a free parameter.
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Minimization of the central charge

An interesting problem is the minimization of the UV central charge when there is the zero
in the S-Matrix. We start with the lagrangian

2 o0 [ee]
L=127 g—F+f L +f (Arwr + Arwr + Tr B), (C.26)
g2 4 g2 4

and primal variables 7, F and p are eliminated as before. It remains to eliminate gp and
g%. For the former, a functional variation with respect to gp yields

Wx(1) ,
o1 I

(C.27)

Then, variation of ¢? yields the constraint
48Wr(1) = We(1)2. (C.28)

It was appearing in the lagrangian as g?(Wy(1) - Wr(1)?/48), with positive g2, and we
are minimizing over the primal variables g2, so it can be implemented linearly with the

positive semidefinite constraint

Wr(1) Wr(1)) |
(i) " 28D) o (C.29)

Therefore

Dual Problem (Minimization of the central charge ¢y with a zero S(1-x) =0)

Maximize [_/Oo ds (2A1 +2ImWr + No Re Wy —iNo (1 — 2) Im WT)] (C.30)
{AhWTvW]:} 4

Constrained by

Mo wy iy,

e 1 1

No 7+ A\ 2 <0, Vse[4,00), Wr(1) Wr(1) =0
%T N 4 F Wr(1) 48

—iRWE YR WE -5

(C.31)

Bounds in the (¢2,gFP) plane

We will know derive the problem to get bounds on gr = g]—"l@ and g2. We start by getting
absolute bounds on g and then we optimize ¢? for fixed values of gr. We will impose the
zero in the S-Matrix at the end.
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The lagrangian can be written

£=gF+Awdsz(S)[T(S)—T(2)+92(Si1 +3i8—2)

o dz 1 1 2
_[4 ?ImT(z)(z—s+z+s—4_z—2)]

+/4°odswf(8)[.7:(s)—.7-“(0)+gF($+1)_f4 ey o

+Aood5Tr (s)-B(s)

+cp [127r (gF f dsﬁs)) - CUV] 7
g2 4 S
where the last term constrains the UV central charge to be cyy. The extremization over
the primal variable 7(2) already gives

f4 ~ dswr(s) = 0. (C.33)

We can now define the dual scattering function

1 1
wrs) = [ Cur) (- ). (C.34)
-5 z+s-4
and the dual form factor function
We(s)= [ —wf(z) ( LI 1). (C.35)
-5 s

The analyticity constraints can then considerably be simplified. We get

L=gr+ f4°°ds (Im(TWr) + Tm(FW) + 2Im W + Tr (s) - B(s))
o) (C.36)
+cp[127r( [ ds2S )—c V]+7Tg Wr(1) + mgrpWg(1)

We are now ready to eliminate the primal variables. Varying with respect to F,7 and

A4 :&WT, >\6:iv4:;2

p we get

Wr,  Ag=-——2L. (C.37)

The lagrangian is reduced to

o0 2

L=gp+ L ds (2M\ +2Im Wx + NoaRe W) +¢, (127Tg—§ - CUV) +7T92WT(1) +mgrWr(1).
9

(C.38)

To finalize the elimination of primal variables we need to do variations over gr and g¢°.
The former gives the equation

2

g
= - ]_ 1 .
gr 247TCP( + TFW]:( )), (C 39)
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that yields the lagrangian

2

L= —489 C (1 + 7TW}'(1))2 + A ds (2)\1 +2Im Wi +./\[2 RQWT) - CUch + 7Tg2W7’(1).
TCp

(C.40)

Now extremizing over g we get the constraint

2
- (1+7Wg(1)) . (A1)
A8m2 W (1)
Therefore the lagrangian becomes
oo (1+7Wx(1))?

L= [7ds@n+2mm W+ Ny Re W) - cpy =22 C.42
\ s(2\1 +2Im Wx + No Re W) - cpv B () ( )

All the primal variables are eliminated and we’re ready to extremize over dual variables.
The last term is not linear in those variables, and it’s convenient to introduce a new variable

u such that
-u 1+7Wg(1)
= 0. C.43

(1+7TW_7:(1) —487T2W7’(1)) ( )

We can finally add the zero in the scattering amplitude as described above and formulate
the dual problem that can be implemented in SDPB :

Dual Problem (g maximization and S(m?(1-x)) =0)

Minimize [foo ds (2A1 +2Im W + No Re Wy —iNo(1 - ) Im W) — chu]
{)‘17WT7W}_7U} 4
(C.44)

Constrained by

A Ny i ey,

4 - 1+7Wr(1)
No s iy |0, Vsel4 ¢ )50
o g T S ) e ) T
SINPEWE W -
(C.45)
and
f4 dsWi(s) = 0. (C.46)

The minimization is similar, we just have to maximize the dual objective instead of
minimizing and adjust the constraint on w so that it becomes the correct form when the
dual objective is maximized. The dual matrix (s) needs also to be negative instead of
positive, or equivalently — is positive. We get
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Dual Problem (g7 minimization and S(m?(1-z)) =0)

Maximize [foo ds (2A1 + 2Tm Wx + Ny Re Wi — iNo(1 — ) Im W) — chu]
{)‘1 7WT7W.F7U} 4
(C.47)

Constrained by

4 1+ 7Wg(1)
Ny A il |50, Vse[4,00) ( " =0
2 1T L S 0 L+ aWE(1) 4872Wir(1)) T
T

B o

(C.48)
and

f4 dsWi(s) = 0. (C.49)

Now we have to maximize the cubic coupling ¢ with fixed gr and we start with the
lagrangian

s—-1 3-s

o dz 1 1 2
_j; ?ImT(z)(z—s+z+s—4_z—2)]

L:g2+f4°°dsw7(s)[T(s)—T(2)+92(L+ 1 —2)

oo 1 % 1 1
+ f dswg(s) []-"(s) -F(0)+gr (— + 1) - f —Zlm}"( - —)] (C.50)
4 s—1 4 0w z—8 Z
N f4 dsTr (s)- B(s)
g, (= p(s) .
+cp|12m —2+f ds—5= | —cov |+ Cy(gr — gp)-
g 4 S
The primal variables are eliminated as before, and we arrive at
5:924-] dS(Q)\l+21mW]:+N2ReWT)+Cp(127T—§—CUv)
4 g (C.51)
+mg* Wy (1) + mgeWr(1) + Cy(9r - g52)-
The variations with respect to gr and then ¢? give
2 2
g (rWx(1) +Cy)
= - Wr(l)+Cy), = . C.52
90 = "urC, (mWr(1) + Cy) P~ 48w + 482 (1) (C:52)

Introducing a new variable u to linearize the objective as before, we get
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Dual Problem (g? maximization with fixed gr = g} and S(m?(1-x)) =0)
Minimize | [ ds (201 +2Tm W + My Re Wy — iNa(1 - 2) Tm W) - ~Cog]
{,\hwlﬁ%/gﬁzoi,u}[ f s (2M mWer 2ReWr —iNz(1-2) ImWr) - cpvu ggF‘
(C.53)
Constrained by
N wy ey,
Nayys M =i wa 20, Vse[d,00), (C.54)
R
—U TWgr(1)+C, o
>0, C.55
(Ter(1)+Cg ~487 — 48m2 W (1) (C-55)
and -
f4 dsWr(s) = 0. (C.56)

Again the minimization is similar and we get

Dual Problem (g2 minimization with fixed gp = g% and S(m?(1-x)) =0)

Maximi [Ood 91 +2Tm W + Ny Re Wi — iNy(1 - 2) Tm W) — _ gt ]
{/\IVWE;?’{I}II};ZC(;U}[ f s (2M m Wr + NoReWr —iNy(1 - 2) ImWr) - cpvu ggF‘

(C.57)
Constrained by
o ewy iRy,
Mawe a0 iR [0, Vse[4,0), (C.58)
oLy B
U 7TW]:(1)+Cg
>0 C.59
(an(1)+cg 487 + 482 W (1) ’ (C.59)
and -
f4 dsWr(s) = 0. (C.60)

C.3 Two poles : minimization of the central charge

We now consider the case with two particles having masses m; = 1 and mg = /3. There
is only one pole in the scattering amplitude and in the form factor corresponding to an
exchange of the second particle between two of the lightest particles. The pole terms in
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the dispersion relations are slightly modified and read

1 1  dz 1 1 2
~T(2) = -g? | — 2 / -1 ( - )
T) =T 9112(5—3+1—8+ )+ 4 T w7 (2) z—s+z+s—4 z-2)
1 1 oo 1 1
}'(s)—}"(()):—gp(—+—)+f d—ZIm]-'( --).
s=3 3 4 T z—5 Z
(C.61)
We therefore have the lagrangian
2 o0
£=127T(g—§+[ ds&j))
99715 J4 S
00 , (1 1
o [T dsur ()| T() - T@ + gt (5 + 57 -2)
4 s-=1 3-s
© dz 1 1 2
_ 1 _ (C.62)
,[4 7r mT(Z)(z—s+z+s—4 2—2)]

+Awdswf(s)[}"(s)—}"(O)+gp(i+1)—f4m%1m.7-"( ! —l)]

s zZ—S8 z

+f4°odsTr (s) - B(s).

Again the steps are similar and we obtain the dual problem

Dual Problem (cyy minimization with my = 1,ms = /3 and g1 fixed)

oo 2
. g
{%%}TI%}FZZ} [[4 ds (2A1 + 2Im Wx + NoRe W) — Bﬁu + WQ%WT(3) (C.63)

Constrained by

N wy ey,

4
Ny M =i wa <0, Vse[d,00), (C.64)
LBy By
1 7Wx(3)
>0 C.65
(’/TW]:(?)) u ) ’ ( )
and -
f4 dsWr(s) = 0. (C.66)

D Numerical implementation

We are now almost ready to use our linear dual formulation to get non perturbative bounds
on different quantities. The last step is to implement the dual problem numerically. The
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dual functions W7 and Wz have branch cuts on the segment [4,00) and it is therefore
useful to use the new variable

VIsg+ VA=
JI-so-Vi-s

that maps the s complex plane in the unit disk with the cut mapped on the boundary and

p(s,80) = (D.1)

that we depict on Figure 29 for sg = 2. Then any function that is analytic apart for some
poles and cuts starting at s = 4 can be expressed as the sum of the pole terms to which we
add a Taylor series in the variable p.

Figure 29: Map p(s) from the s complex plane to the unit disk given in eq.(D.1). Figure
taken from [3].

Accounting for the fact that Wy is odd under crossing and N3 Re W7 must be inte-
grable, we make the ansatz
1 N
Wr(s) = ———= >, fa(p(s,2)" = p(4-5,2)"). (D.2)
8(4 - 8) n=1
In the case of Zy odd theories, W7 also has a pole as can be seen from eq.(2.27). To account

for this singularity and match the residue, the ansatz is modified as

8 . 1
ws(s—=2)(s—-4) s(4-s)

N
> fulp(5,2)" = p(4-5,2)"). (D.3)

n=1

Wr(s) =-

As derived in (C.2) when there is a zero in the scattering amplitude at s = 1 —z the ansatz
becomes

fo

Wr(s) = s(4-s)

1 1 1 N § )
( )+ 8(4—5) nzlfn(p(sv2) —0(4— 372) ) (D4)

+
s+x—-1 s—-z-3

The second dual function Wxr must have an integrable imaginary part, and the definition
((2.28) implies the existence of a pole at s = 0 with residue [ ImWpx/m. We therefore
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propose the ansatz
1 X " 1 [
Wr(s)=—— > gnp(s,0)" + hg+ — [ dsImWg(s)
s—4 = ms J4

g (p<s,o4>” . <—1>n) o,
n=0 A s

(D.5)

where we were careful to include the contribution of the pole term in the imaginary part

1 1 1
- =PV — +ind(s - 4), (D.6)
S

4-s5s 4-5-1¢ -

where we wrote explicitely s = 5+ i¢,5 € R. Finally the remaining dual variable A; is a real
function that needs to be integrable. We use the ansatz

1 s n s n,* N s n_ (s n,*
A1(3):8\/%(2%[)( ,0) +2p( SULS S CL) 2;( ,0) ) D7)

In some cases we observed the numerical convergence is improved if the ansatz for A; is

n=0 n=1

modified as

10 n _ s n,*
Ru(s) = hs) + 5 3 e MR (03)

In this work we use (D.4) and (D.8) in section 3.1, and (D.2) and (D.7) in section 3.2 .

To implement the semipositive definite constraint on the interval [4m?, o0), we dis-
cretize it on a Chebyshev grid with 200 points. We also checked, without rigorous analysis,
that increasing this number does not change the results. Then we optimize numerically
over the free parameters a,,bn, fn, gn, ho and eventually ¢, using SDPB to solve the dual
optimization problem.

E Form factor perturbation theory

In this appendix we present our perturbative calculation for the one particle form factor

.7-"1@ and then we review Zamolodchikov’s result for the perturbative scattering amplitude
[48].19

The Ising Field Theory has been extensively studied e.g. in [37, 41, 48] for non inte-
grable directions. The starting point for perturbation theory will be the action

Srrr = Sg;;P) + 22 f d?ze(x) +h f dzo(z), (E.1)
m
where the scaling dimensions of the operators € and ¢ are respectively

Ac=1, A= é (B.2)

9Form factor perturbation theory was first proposed in [69] and was applied in different contexts (see
e.g. [70, 71]).
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E.1 Perturbation theory for FP

In the interacting theory the trace of the stress energy tensor can be deduced from (E.1)
and (E.2) and takes the form?’

O(z) = %e(:z:) 4 %a(:ﬂ). (E.5)

We can split the IFT action in the thermal deformation part Sy and treat the magnetic
deformation as a perturbation, which reads

S=Sy+h f d*zo(x). (E.6)
First approach

Our goal is now to use the two point function of the trace of the stress energy tensor to
extract the one particle form factor ]—'1@ . To this end we can use the Euclidean spectral
decomposition

(©@)00). = [ dspo(s)An(r,s)

= [FPPAp(w,m?) + O(e7™),

where we used to explicit form of the Euclidean propagator and its asymptotic form

(E.7)

1 1
Ag(z,m?) = —Ko(mz) ~ — T emme, (E.8)
2m z—o0 2V 2mzx

On the other hand the two point function (E.7) can be written as a path integral

2
(G(x)G(O)):%/[D(b]e_so(l—hfd2ya(y)+%/dedQ,za(y)a(z)+(9(h3))@(:6)@(0).

(E.9)
We can therefore get a perturbative expression for this two point function in terms of
correlation functions in the theory with h =0, which we denote as (...)o. We get

©@O0). = (1) w0 + () (oo

s
2
2 [ yle@)a )0 (E.10)

m?2h?
+
872
2*When h = 0, one can check that the normalization for © is compatible with 5’ (s = 0) = —2m?* and the
CFT normalization of the operator e. On the one hand, we have

) [ (e @)oo () + O,

m \? m\? 1
= — — | =) —. E.
OO = (57 ) e — (5) 1 (5:3)
On the other hand, using that only the n = 2 form factor Fs = im~/s — 4m? is non vanishing when h = 0
we also have o, o )
o |FS(s)] ( m ) 1
O(x2)O(0))o = f ds———————Ag(z,s) — | — | —5, E.4
OO0 = [~ ds S —tr9) > (51) 1p (E.4)

showing that the normalizations are compatible.
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Comparing (E.7) and (E.10), the one particle form factor can be computed as

2 2
FOR - 2 (ﬁ) G Mo M @ | ogsy, (B11)
8 8 82
where the coefficients G() are defined as
1
G? = lim ——— 0
oA ($ mQ)(G(w)G( ))os
3) — 15 2
G® = lim W [ Ey(e@)o @), (E.12)
¢ = tim o [ dyde(2)e(0)o (1)o(2))o.
weo E(x )

The two point function contribution is immediately obtained by using again the spec-
tral representation

1
@) _ 5 —f
¢ xLIEOAE(LmQ) 0

To evaluate the 3 and 4 point functions in the thermal deformation we can use the known
form factors [47, 72]

F5(p1,p2) = —2m\/4m? - s12,
- - 4m2 — S12 4m2 — 8513 4m2 — 8923 E.14
f?) (p17p27p3):2f1 3 ( : )

512 513 523

" pe(s)Ap(x, ) = |FTP. (E.13)

Fy = 2126 8m 8 432 1 1.3578...,

where Aq is the Glaisher’s constant and we use the s Mandelstam variable defined as

512 = —(p1 +p2)? = 2m? + 2(Ep, Ep, — P1D2). (E.15)

We will also need the parity reversed 2-momentum $ and the rest frame 2-momentum k

defined as
o)) ()
p= , p= , k= . E.16
(p) (-p 0 (E.16)

We can evaluate the correlation functions written as a time ordered vacuum correlator.
Without loss of generality, we choose = to be pointing in the Euclidean time direction and

|| y'
= ) = . E.17
. (0 v=(" (E17)
Then, we can write

[ @@= [ a [y 0@ ©)o()[0)

we parametrize y as

o [y [ ay @)oo 0) (E.18)

o [ [ Olow)e()(©)]0).
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Using that the operators can be translated as 2!
O(y) = eV i O(0)e 1 +ily” (E.19)

the first term in (E.18) reads

&= [ay [ ay (Ole()a©)o() 0

< [ [y’ [ 1 016(0) Ipr,pabi in (91,221 () [95) gt (5] 7(0) 0)

- 1 iy? -
x e 1ol(Ep1+Epy) oy Fpg o= P3 | (=22l

= [ iy e B Fy (o) P (=, -p) 7Y+ O 27y = O (620,
(E.20)

In the first line we inserted a complete set of states between each operator, using (2.5) and
the notation

1 dp 1 dp n

APro = —
e T (2m)2E,, | (27)2E,,

(E.21)

Between €(xz) and o(0) only two particle states can contribute because e can only create two
particles from the vacuum. Between o(0) and o(y), there are many states that contribute
to the correlator but only the single particle state can hope to survive the limit (E.12).
In the second line we integrated over y? to get a spatial delta function that we used to
integrate over p3, and we also integrated over y'. We also used [31]

out <p17 cee 7pn| O(O) |k1) ceey km>m = fr(rgwrn(ph <oy Pn, _klu ey _km) ) (E22)

for hermitian operators O. This contribution does not survive the limit (E.12).

We now treat the second term in (E.18) that reads
= [y [y (0 e@)rwIo©)0)

||
= [y [Ty [ 12 (01€(0) Ipr.pobiy in (91,2l 7(0) ) s cut (o] 7(0) 0)

x e 1 (Epi+Epy) oy (Bpy +Bpy~Epy) =iy (P1+92-03) | (9 (o~2mlel)

1
dPio 67|I|E”1”’27:§(p1,p2)-7:§’*(p3, -p1,—p2) Fy
‘[ 2EP1+P2 Ep1 + Epz - Eplﬂ?z

+ Oy,
(E.23)

21With these conventions, P; is the hamiltonian and P» is the spatial momentum and both are hermitian
operators on the physical Hilbert space.
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where p3 = (Ep,+p,,P1 + P2). The steps are identical as above and we now get a non-zero
contribution to the limit (E.12). A similar calculation shows that the third term (E.18) is

6= [ ay? [y Olo)e@e ) = [ dige D (. E) (B21)

To evaluate the x — co limit we can use that the x dependence in the integrand only
comes from the exponential. If the integral is only over p we have

Ly sy AE( m?) fdpf(p)e el -

= lim

1 [ P p —lal(m+p?/(2m|z]))+O(p*[/I])
e =4m f(0), E.25
z—o0 Ap(x,m?) ]z f( ) 70) ( )

Vel

where we rescaled the integration variable by 1/1/|z| and expanded the energy with its
Taylor series. When we have an integral over p; and p2 and the exponential damping
contains Ep, p,, we get

lim ﬁ f dpidps f(p1,p2)e”Fr1p2 = 4rr f dpf(p,-p). (E.26)
Tr—>00 E

This result is obtained by first changing variables to p; + p2 and p; — p2 and then rescaling
as above.

Using these results we can take the limit (E.12) and get the contribution of the 3 point
function that reads

1 o
3) _ €,% _ o\ 2
GO = dx—— T (k) ()

. - (E.27)

4 -fd -
™) PoGreE,)? 2m 2E, -m

-7:26(]7713)-7:{;'7:;*(157 =D, _ﬁ)
The contributions from the 4 point function are similar. We have

oo yl
[ Eyde@e@)owio)o =2 [ dyd? [ “dyt [T d e@)e(0)a o).
(E.28)
Splitting up the integrals in time-ordered correlators, we get four contributing terms

o = f A2 dz? fo gyt f i =1 (0] () (y)e(0)a (2) |0)

1
- [ dws
2m EP1 + EP2 - EP1+p2

e 1l Errie2) T (py, po) FT* (p1, o, —p3) F{ Fs(~ps, k),
(E.29)
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where p3 = (Ep1+p27p1 +P2),

Gy = f aydz* | "y [ a2t le(@)r(m)o(2)e(0) o)

2 2 o) L
2EP1+I)2 Em Em EP1+P2 Epl P2 P +p

11 (Bpy ips)

(2m)o(p1+p2—-p1—Py) x  Fa(pr,p2)Fy " (p1,05)F5 (01,05, —p5)Fy " (P1, P2, —P3),

(E.30)
where p3 = (Ep1+p27p1 +P2) and p3 = ( p1+p2ap,1 +p,2)7
GV = / dy?d=? f Zdy! ] 21 (0] o () e(2)e(0)o(2) |0)
1 = e (E.31)
= [ dvig e (F I P,
and finally
) |z|
GV = ] dy?d=? f| | dy’! fo 21 (0] o (y)e(z) o (2)e(0) [0)
B ] o ! e 1 Fpree2) 5 (p1, po) Fy™* (p1.p2, —p3) FY Fs(-ps, k)
2m? Epl + Epz - Ep1+P2 ’ s Y ’
-G,
(E.32)

where p3 = (Ep,+p,,P1 + P2). We can take the |x| — oo limit and we get for the total 4
point function contribution

1 1 1 . o
GW =32 [d F(p. ) (p. o —F) FS (= B) Y
™ ) Py(ar2E, ) amd 2B, —2m 5(0,0)F3 " (0 b, —k) F5(=k, k) Fy

1 1 1 1 1
— (2m)
2(2m2Ep,)? 2(212Ep, )? 2m 2Ep, —m 2Ep, —m (E.33)

x  Fy(p1,p1)Fy " (p2,p2) F3 (p2, bo, —k) F3 ™ (p1,p1, k)

1 (fff)2
2m2m

+167r/dp1dp2

+ 16— |FS(—F, k).

The integrals in (E.27)) and (E.33) can be evaluated and we find
GO = |F7 (2 +2(V3-1)r - 1),

5 1 (E.34)
GW = 9|F7? [(2(@— D - 1) + 87 ((ﬂ— D - 5) + 4772] .
Plugging those results in (E.11) we obtain
#01- /(2 -vas L) s oo
(E.35)

= h|F7| x 0.302104... + O(h?)
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Second approach

This computation can be verified by doing an independent derivation. Our strategy is to
follow the lines of perturbative quantum mechanics and generalize them to quantum field
theory. We split the total hamiltonian as

H=Hy+hV, V- [ dzo(z), (E.36)

where Hy is the hamiltonian of the free Majorana fermion described by the theory at h = 0.
We denote by |1) the eigenstates of the full hamiltonian H with eigenvalues E that can be
expanded as

W) = [0) O + )P+ 02,  E=E®+rE® +0(1?), (E.37)

where |1,/J)(0) is an eigenstate of Hy with eigenvalue E(®). In QFT a convenient basis for
those states are the multi-particle states |py...p,). The form factor fle) reads

F =t (91O 0), = (01450 (1) (S2e(0) + 220 0)) (0 + 110)) ) + O(12)

=] 5= (Gl 0 40 () 0)) + L7 |+ O(h2).
(E.38)

The problem we need to solve is now to compute the first correction to the energy eigen-
states |p)(1) and |0)(1). For this we expand the Schrodinger equation

H|p) = Elp) = (Ho— E©) )" = (BED —v) )@, (E.39)

where the implication follows by comparing terms in first order in A. Multiplying the
equation by (0) (¢| and using that the form factors of o are zero for an even number of
particles we get E(1) = 0. Inserting the identity (2.5) we get

¥ p1ep) (B = EO) precpa)® = = ¥ o) (nl V1)@ (E.40)

where E,, = E, +...+ Ep, . Here we are already at order h so we can consider the states
|p1...pn) as eigenstates of Hy. We need to be careful with degeneracies. For our problem
|w)(0) will either be a one particle state or the vacuum. Due to Lorentz invariance we can
set p = k = (m,0) so that E,I(,O) = m will never be degenerate. The vacuum is assumed
to have zero energy and is also never degenerate. If |p;...p,) # |¢)(0), we can then invert
(E.40) to get

{prepal V [)©
B - EO

This gives all the components of |w)(1) except along |¢)(0). Assuming that the norm is
conserved, ie (¢[y) =(©) (1/J|w)(0) we get () (w|1/1)(1) = 0. Therefore we found

(0)
1) _ i (p1---pn| V I9) _
|¢) Tt |p1pn> E(O) _E,,(lo) ’ ( . )

(pr...paltr)V) = (E.41)
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where we defined
|¢>(0) (0) ?f
" " such that ...pn)=0. (E.43
y;w --Pn) ilpl Pn) O (0@ u (| n¢¢|pl pn) =0. (E.43)

The result (E.42) is the direct generalization of the familiar quantum mechanical result.
We can now proceed to the evaluation of the matrix elements in (E.38). First we have

dp 1. in <p1|v|0>ou
((Jg)tU“’ (0)10);,, (1) /mout<k|6(0) |p1>intTta (E.44)
1 1

where we dropped the 0 superscripts in the RHS because everything is in the free theory
sector and we used that e only interpolates between free particles and |0),, = 0),,,, in free
theory. To continue we compute

(1IV 00 = [ e 77 = (2)3(p1) 77, (E.45)
where we used the time independence of the Hamiltonian to set t = 0 in o(¢,x) and

Fi " = F7. Using this spatial delta function to perform the integral we get

0 1 1 i iy 2T,
ur (R e0) )5 =~ 5 F5 (k. ~R)F] = — 7. (E.46)
The second term in (E.38) is computed by similar methods and we get

(1) Ele(0 0 (0)__1 dp1 1 1 FO* 5k Fe ~
out< ‘ ( )| 9 (27T)2Ep1 2Ep1 2Ep1—m 3 (plaph ) 2(p13p1)

= (1-2n(vV3-1)) 77

Plugging those results back in (E.38) we get

(E.47)

Fy = hFy (——f+—) (E.48)
which is identical to our previous result (E.35).

E.2 Perturbation theory for S(s)

The first order correction to the scattering amplitude in presence of a small magnetic field
was computed in [48]. More precisely they derived the term S™)(s) in

S(s) = -1+ h2SW(s) + O(hh). (E.49)
We introduce the change of variables

s(s —4m?) _ 5,2 /1
—_—, w— s(w) =2m (1 +V1+w). (E.50)

s w(s) = 1
m

The correction S() can then be written
1A(w(s))

Vuw(s)

SM(s) = - (E.51)
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™ (E.52)

w[‘” dv o9-3(s(v))

45/4 21 (v —w)\/v’

where o9_,3 is the part of the inelastic cross section giving the total probability to scatter
2 particles and end up with 3 particles, and s(v) is the function defined in (E.50). The

where
A =
)=

numerator of the pole term is given by
r = 36|72, (E.53)

and the inelastic scattering cross section can be written as

02-3(s) = B(s)1(s)
B(S):4|‘7:f|2 (\/§+2)g(2\/__1)4(\/—_3)3
(Vs (VA D(VE- DE(/E+3) s

ot 1— put? P Vi-e2
I(S)_[l dt(l—ytz) (1-\2)3
o (s D(/s-38) M:(\/_—Q)(Q\/EHVA
(Vs-1)(Vs+3)% (Vs+2)(2v/s -1)*7

From this result we can find out a perturbative expression for the residue g2 of the

(E.54)

/542
= \/__2)\.

scattering amplitude
2 . 2
LI (E.55)

T(S) = —ﬁ + ... — S(S) = —'/\—/.28_m2

where the dots denote all terms that are not the pole term. Using (E.50) we have NVs = 4./w.

Therefore we get
.19 _ 2
S(s) = _in7A(w(s)) +..= —z’hQTi 5(s ;lm ) Tt
Vw(s) Ny s(s—4m?2) +3m
2
9 2 3 2 1
+..=4h%r(1- +...=12h + ..
— s—m2 T( s(s—4m2)+3m4) T(s—mQ)(s—?)mz)
6h%r
= + ..
s —m?
(E.56)
Therefore we have
g% = 6rh* + O(hY). (E.57)
We can also get a relation between h? and the position of the zero in the S-matrix
parametrized by x. Indeed setting S(m?(1-z)) = 0 we get
A(s=m?(1-
(s=m7(1-7)) -0, (E.58)

—1-4m*ih?
Vm2(1-xz)\/m?(1 - z) - 4m?
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where we abused the notation by setting A(s) = A(w(s)). Solving for A% we have

h2=—%\/1—3:\/3+3:A(S:mi(l_x)). (E.59)

If x is sufficiently small we can expand around x =0 to get

3—1/4

I .
677 V"

(E.60)

F Integral representation for cyy: c-sum rule

Here we review the argument from [32] to derive a sum rule relating the two point function
of the trace of the stress energy tensor to the central charge of the UV CFT.

In Euclidean space and complex coordinates the conservation of the stress energy tensor
becomes
=
0T + -00 =0, (F.1)
2

where we defined T'(z, z) = 27T%.(z,2) and T(z, 2) = 27T%:(z, z). This gives the following
relations between two point functions

(9T(2,2)T(0,0)) = -g<a@(z,z):r(o,0)>, (9T(2,2)0(0,0)) = -%(3@@,5)@(0,0)).
(F.2)

On the other hand we know how 7" and 7T transform under rotations, and it constrains
the two point functions to take the form

(0= T e - CE e ne0) - 1)
(F.3)

where F', G and H are unknown functions that do not transform under rotations. Further-
more invariance under translations also gives

(T'(2,2)6(0,0)) = (6(2,2)T(0,0)). (F.4)
Comparing (F.2) and (F.3) we get that the functions F,G and H must obey
2EF + g(zZG' ~3G)=0, 22G'-G+ g(zZH' —2H) =0. (F.5)

We now define the C function by

2
C=2F-27G - %H (F.6)

Taking a derivative and multiplying by zZz, a direct comparison with (F.5) gives

220" (2%) = -37°H. (F.7)
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In the UV CFT the OPE of the stress tensor takes the form

c/2 o T (w) +8T(w)+
(z-w)* “(z-w)? z-w

T(2)T(w) = (F.8)

where the coefficient ¢ of the most singular term is called the central charge of the 2D
CFT.
With this OPE in hands it is a simple task to compute the two point functions in (F.3)
in the UV CF'T, or equivalently in the short distance asymptotic regime zzZ — 0. We get
c

Fyy = 27 Guv = Hyy =0, (F.9)

where we used © =0 in the CFT, as follows from invariance under global scale transforma-
tions. Going back to Euclidean cartesian coordinates we therefore have

/0°° dr*C'(r*) = C(o0) = C(0) = Crr - Cuv = ¢ir — cuv, (F.10)

where in the last equality we used the definition of C' (F.6) and the expressions of F',G and
H in the CFT (F.9). If we assume a massive theory the IR CFT is trivial and we have
crr = 0. We can therefore use (F.7) and the last expression to get

cyy = — f dr*C’'(r?) = / 2rdr3m Hi 377[d2:n:n (©(x)©(0)). (F.11)

Then using the Euclidean spectral representation we get

[d2:ca: (0(2)6(0)) = [ ds[dex p(s)/ (27T)2 ip'xp e (F.12)

The z integral can be easily evaluated by using

/ P ra’e” = —(2W)2V1275(2)(p), (F.13)

and then we integrate by parts two times to perform the p integral. We get

1 1
&2 25(2) () = 2
[ pp2+svp (p) vpp?+s

4

p=0

This finally yields the sum-rule for the central charge of the UV CFT in terms of the
spectral density of the trace of the stress energy tensor

cuy =127 (m4]]-"1@]2 + fW ds%), (F.15)

where we used (2.7) to integrate the delta function contribution to the spectral density.
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G Normalization of the stress energy tensor form factors

Here we derive a normalization condition that needs to be satisfied by F5 (s). We follow
closely [31]. Because of Lorentz invariance the most general expression for the 2 particle
form factor of the full stress tensor is

Fy' (pr,p2) = arp"p’ + asgq” + asp'q” + asp”q" + asn'™, (G.1)

where p = p1 + p2 and ¢ = p1 — p2. The symmetry condition T*” = T"* gives a3 = a4 and
conservation gives
O™ =0 = (p1+p2)uFs  (p1,p2) =0, (G.2)

which yields a1p? = —as and ag = 0. Therefore the most general form for the form factor of

the stress tensor is
FI (p1,p2) = A(s)(p"p” - p*™) + B(s)q"q", (G.3)

where A and B are Lorentz invariant. However the two terms in (G.3) are linearly depen-
dent as it can be seen for example by going to the center of mass frame and writing the two
terms explicitly. Therefore there is no loss of generality in setting A(s) =0, which leads to

FI™(s) = B(s)¢"q",  F(s) = (s —4m?)B(s), (G.4)
where we used ¢? = s — 4m?.

On the other hand the stress energy tensor is normalized when acting on one particle
states such that
Prlp) = [ T (@) o) = " ). (G5)

Hence we get

(p1] P* |p2) = ph(2m)2Ep,6(p2 — p1)

= F" (o1, p2) [ dwe ™0 = F (o) (27)3 (1 - p2),

where in the last equality the exponential with time components simply gives 1 because

(G.6)

the particles have the same mass.
Analytic continuing (G.4) we have
0
F3 " (pr,=p2) = B(s = 4m®)(Ep, + Ep, ) (0 + ). (G.7)

Subtracting the expressions multiplying the spatial delta function in the first and second
line of (G.6) we get

(B(s - 4m®)(ph +ph) - py) 6(p1 - p2) = 0, (G-8)
where we used (G.7). Evaluating this for 4 =0 at s = 4m? yields
1
B(s=0) = 5 (G.9)

Combining (G.4) and (G.9) we therefore derived the implication of the normalization of
the stress tensor on the 2 particle form factor of the trace, which reads

F3 (s =0) = -2m”. (G.10)
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