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Abstract

We review and elaborate on some aspects of the classically scale-invariant renormalizable 4-derivative
scalar theory L = ¢ 0*¢+g(0¢)*. Similar models appear, e.g., in the context of conformal supergravity
or in the description of crystalline phase of membranes. Considering this theory in Minkowski signa-
ture we suggest how to define Poincare-invariant scattering amplitudes by assuming that only massless
oscillating (non-growing) modes appear as external states. In such shift-symmetric interacting the-
ory there are no IR divergences despite the presence of 1/¢* internal propagators. We discuss how
non-unitarity of this theory manifests itself at the level of the one-loop massless scattering amplitude.
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1 Introduction

Despite its apparent non-unitarity the ¢0%¢ theory for a dimensionless scalar ¢ in 4 dimensions attracted
attention in the past [1, 2, 3]) and also recently (see, e.g., [4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13]).

Focussing on the free theory may not be particularly illuminating as an interpretation of the theory
may depend on allowed interactions and types of observables considered.! Here we will focus on the
following classically scale invariant renormalizable theory of a real dimension 0 scalar with the Euclidean

action

S = /d% Ly, Ly = (8%¢)% + g(0™¢ 0m)? . (1.1)

Here g is dimensionless coupling (we assume g > 0 for the Euclidean action to be positive).?2 While
this may be “unnatural”, similar fine tuned (low-dimensional) models appear in the description of the

crystalline phase of membranes (see, e.g., [15, 16, 17]).3

!One may wonder if problems of the free theory (related to higher time derivatives and non-positivity of the energy) may
be cured by a special choice of initial conditions or assuming propagation in a non-trivial curved background [7] but the
main issue is what happens at the interaction level (cf. [14]).

*We will be assuming that a (quadratically divergent) coefficient of the 2-derivative term (8¢4)® that is “induced” if
the model (1.1) is regularized using a dimensionfull cutoff is fine-tuned to O after the renormalization. Below we will use
dimensional regularization in which power divergences do not appear and thus (1.1) is renormalizable without 2-derivative
term.

3The free energy of a membrane is [ dz [T(amX“)2 + k(D2 X ) + A(Om X 0 X ) + u(BmXaanX“)z} where X° (a =
1,...,N) is an embedding coordinate (d = 2 and N = 3 for a standard membrane). T is the tension, A, u are the elastic
constants (Lame coefficients) and k is the bending rigidity (the coefficient of extrinsic curvature coupling). After the
crumpling transition from the elastic phase to the crystalline membrane phase one has T — 0. Setting X°¢ = (z" +
u"™(z), h*(x)) and integrating over u" one gets an effective action for the transverse coordinates h*. In the formal limit of

N =1, d =4 the above energy functional is the same as the Euclidean action for (1.1).
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The 4-derivative scalar model (1.1) appears also in the context of extended conformal supergravity
[18, 19, 20, 21] as a natural partner of the Weyl graviton (see also [22, 23, 6]). It also appears as a part of
the effective action for the integrated 4d conformal anomaly [24, 25] (with ¢ interpreted as a conformal
factor of the 4d metric). Related to the fact that the conformal supergravity may be interpreted as (the
logarithmically divergent part of) an induced action from A" = 4 SYM theory, one can get a similar scalar
action by considering the Maxwell theory in the background of the complex local coupling 7 = C + ie™?
and curved metric. Starting with e=?F,,,,, F™" +iCFE*, F™" and integrating out the vector field one finds
that the resulting log UV divergence is proportional to the SL(2, R) covariant Lagrangian [26, 27]

L = g2 [ D7D = 2R — §Rgn) V77|

(Im7)2
+ 48(Ir1n7')4 <vm7.vm7_vn7—_vni_ + 2VmTVm?V"TVn%) , (12)

D’r = V1 + V"1V, D7 =V — fLVV, 7.

Im T

For C' = 0 or 7 = ie~? this reduces in flat space to the real scalar model like (1.1).

To address the question of how to define observables in the theory (1.1) we will consider the analog of
massless on-shell scattering amplitudes with the aim to see how the expected non-unitarity of the model
(1.1) is reflected in the S-matrix. The subtlety of the “dipole ghost” theory with ¢O%¢ kinetic term
(O = 0™, = —02 +0?) is that it is not a smooth limit of the “massive ghost” ¢(02 + u0)¢ model which
may be viewed as describing a “diagonal” combination of a standard 2-derivative massless scalar and
a ghost-like massive scalar and which is thus obviously non-unitary (unless one resorts to some special
prescriptions, cf. [28]). Indeed, in introducing an auxiliary field 1 so that ¢0%¢ — 21)0¢ — ¥? one may
define an equivalent model 2¢)0¢ — ¥? + u¢pO¢ which can be diagonalised in terms of ¢ = ¢ + p~ )
and 1 as peOp — p~19(0 + p)p. This diagonalization becomes singular in the limit g — 0 which is a
manifestation of the fact that ¢0%¢ or 21p0¢ — 2 describes a “non-decomposable” system (cf. [2]).

It is interesting to note that this non-diagonalizability is lifted if one starts with the Weyl-invariant ana-
log of the 02 operator in curved space (cf. (1.2)) [19, 20]: (D¢)? — V26 V2 —2(Ryp — %Rgmn)vm¢vn¢.
In the case of an Einstein space background R,,, = %Rgmn (e.g. 4-sphere or AdS,) this reduces to
d(V? — %R)VQQS which can be diagonalized as above in to a combination of a physical massless V2 scalar
and a ghost-like conformal —V? + %R scalar at the expense of introducing R~! factors that are singular

in the flat space limit.

Returning to the flat space case, the family of solutions of 0?¢ = 0 contains in addition to “massless”
oscillating solutions of ¢ = 0 (or ¢(z) ~ ¢(p)e?*, p? = 0) also “growing” solutions ¢(z) ~ Ny, (p) z"eP*
(cf. also [22]). While the space of the corresponding states can not be diagonalized® it appears to be
consistent to define the scattering amplitudes with only the oscillating modes appearing on the external
lines. The analogs of the scattering amplitudes for the growing modes are not well defined [6]: they are

IR divergent and not conserving momentum (resembling scattering in an external field).

We shall thus focus on the scattering amplitudes for a subclass O¢ = 0 of the solutions of 0%¢ = 0

“The free “dipole ghost” theory corresponds to a non-unitary representation of the conformal group SO(2,4) [2], both in

the context of a Euclidean theory and Minkowski theory; the corresponding states belong to a non-diagonalizable module.
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as defining the asymptotic states. Since the internal propagators 0~2 ~ logz? do not decay at large
distances, the question of whether the resulting amplitudes are well defined (finite in the IR) crucially
depends on type of interactions one is going to considers. This is analogous to what happens in the
massless theory in 2 dimensions where also O~! ~ log 22, leading to the familiar dogma that “massless
S-matrix does not exist in 2 dimensions”. This actually applies only to local non-derivative interactions
while the S-matrix in a theory like ¢0¢ + V (9¢) (which is invariant under the shift symmetry ¢ — ¢+ ¢
and thus having only (9,,¢ 0,¢) correlators that decay at large distances)® is well defined in the IR. The
same will apply to the 0% theory (1.1) in 4 dimensions.

It will be instructive to compare the renormalizable model (1.1) with a similar 4d model with the

standard kinetic term

Ly = $0%*¢ + G(8" ¢ Om)? g=M""g, (1.3)

which requires higher order counterterms but may be treated as an effective field theory (see, e.g., [30, 31]).
Here 4d field ¢ has dimension 1 and M is a mass scale (g is dimensionless). This theory is unitary in
the low-energy perturbation theory (i.e. assuming s = E? < M?). This implies, in particular, the
validity of the generalized optical theorem: the imaginary part of the one-loop 4-particle scattering
amplitude will be related to (the phase-space integral of) the square of the tree level amplitude given by
Aitree) ~ g(s? + 2 +u?).

The massless tree level amplitude in the theory (1.1) (constructed using the standard rules [32], i.e.
by evaluating the classical action on the solution of the equations of motion for (1.1) with ¢ = ¢, +

O(g), O¢in = 0) will be given by the same expression as in the model (1.3) with g — g, i.e. Affree) ~

g(s2 4+ 12 +u?). The expression for the one-loop amplitude, however, will involve not the standard q% but
the 2 internal propagators. As we shall see below, its imaginary part will be proportional to the first

q4
rather than second power of the tree amplitude, in conflict with the generalized optical theorem. This is,
of course, hardly surprising given that restricting the external states to the massless only these are not

the ones propagating on internal lines: the q% propagator effectively describes an irreducible mixture of
the massless and “growing” modes.

This may be contrasted to the massive ghost theory ¢(0% + uO0)¢ + ... with the propagator ———5 =

q*—pg?
%(q% — q21—u)' Considering here the amplitudes for the massless modes only we will have both massless

and massive ghost states propagating on the internal lines so cutting the internal lines will relate the

imaginary part of the one-loop amplitude to tree level amplitudes of both massless and massive states
(with the breakdown of unitarity related to negative norms of the ghost states).

In the “dipole ghost” model where only the massless scattering amplitudes are well defined (non-
singular in the IR) we get a conflict with the optical theorem which is effectively due to inability to
implement the completeness relation on the space of states.

One may still wonder if there is a possible generalization of the notion of unitarity that may still apply

in this case. For example, one could try to modify (i) the prescription of summing over phase space

®An example [29] is the Nambu action in the static gauge (in Euclidean signature)

L= \/det(d;; + 8:¢°0;0") = 1 + 50'9"0,0" + [(9'¢"0id")* — 2(2:6"0;¢")*] + O((9¢)°).

4



of intermediate states or (ii) the Minkowski continuation of the one-loop diagram or ie prescription for
computing its imaginary part.

We will not be able to address this question here, limiting our goal to just computing explicitly the
one-loop massless scattering amplitude in the theory (1.1) and discussing the violation of the standard
version of the optical theorem.

As another indication of the difference between the theories (1.1) and (1.3) let us recall the argument
[31] (see also [33]) relating the positivity of the coupling g in (1.3) to the condition of causal (subluminal)
propagation of small perturbations in the classical background ¢g = upma™, um,=const. Expanding
¢ = ¢o + ¢ we find that Ly in (1.3) takes the form (in Minkowski signature)

Ly = —K™8,,6 0p0 + O((90)?) , Kpn = (1 = 25u?)mn — 4GUmun - (1.4)
The corresponding dispersion relation in momentum space (9, — ipp,) is
(1 —2gu®)p* — 4g(u"™pp)*> =0 . (1.5)

Assuming that in perturbation theory 1 — 2gu® > 0 one concludes that to have subluminal propagation
(ie. p3 = v?p? with v < 1 or p®> = —p2 + 5% = (1 — v?)p? > 0) one should have § > 0. The same
argument repeated for Ly in (1.1) gives instead of (1.4),(1.5)

Konn = Nmn (0 — 2gu?) — dgupmu, p*(p® + 2gu®) + 4g(u"p,)* = 0 . (1.6)

Here for g > 0 (required for positivity of the Euclidean action in (1.1)) the subluminal p? > 0 solution
may exist only if u,, is time-like (u? < 0). This suggests breakdown of causality (and related analyticity
properties of S-matrix) in the theory (1.1).

Below in section 2 we shall first define the one-loop effective action and compute the corresponding
beta-function in the theory (1.1) and its multi-scalar generalization. In section 3.1 we shall motivate the
definition of the massless S-matrix starting with the 2-derivative action equivalent to (1.1) and then in
section 3.2 compute the explicit expression for the one-loop scattering amplitude. In section 3.3 we shall
review the generalized optical theorem explaining why it is valid in the standard ¢* theory and also in
the unitary model (1.3) but fails in its renormalizable analog (1.1). Some concluding remarks will be

made in section 4.

2 One-loop effective action and beta-function

Starting with the action (1.1) one can compute the one-loop effective action for a generic background.
One can then determine the renormalization of the coupling g and also find the one-loop scattering
amplitudes. Setting ¢ = ¢ + ¢ where ¢ is a classical background and expanding to quadratic order in ¢

we get (here we consider the Euclidean signature)

Ly = 820 9%) — V™™ (0) 0 ¢Ond + O(8°) (2.1)
Vinn (9) = —29(8mn0* 00k + 20000 ) - (2.2)
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Then the one-loop effective action is
Ty = Llogdet [84 + am(vmn(w)an)} . (2.3)

Ignoring quadratic divergence proportional to V"' the logarithmic one is given by [34] (A — o0)
(T'1)oo = —zmy2 l0g ﬁ/d‘lx by by = 55 VinVinn + % (V)2 (2.4)

From (2.2) we get
by = 592<8m§08m90>2 : (2'5)

This divergence can be absorbed into the renormalization of the coupling: g,(A) — ﬁ'ﬁgb2 log % = g(u).
The resulting RG equation for the renormalized coupling is®

dg 1 2
Thus g — 0 in the IR (¢ — 0) and grows in the UV. Thus the theory (1.1) with ¢ > 0 (i.e. with
positive Euclidean action) is similar to the standard ¢* model in not being asymptotically free and thus

not defined at short scales beyond the Landau pole.

It is straightforward to generalize this discussion to the analog of the model (1.1) with several scalar
fields ¢, a=1,...,N. For N > 1 there are two independent quartic invariants, i.e. (1.1) is generalized
o (cf. footnote 3)

L =0%¢"9°¢" + g1(0"¢"0n¢")? + g2(0" 0" ¢")(0n " Ond”) - (2.7)

For N = 1 this reduces to (1.1) with g = g1 + g2. Setting ¢y = pa + @q as in (2.1) gives for the quadratic
action (which generalizes (2.1),(2.2))

= 0°0a0°ba — Vi (9)Om@aOnp + O(8°) , (2:8)
Vnil;y, = _291(5ab5mnak¢cak(pc + 2am‘p(aan<pb)) —292(0ab0mpcOn e + 5mnak¢aak§0b + am@(ban‘ﬂa)) .

In particular, (V“b)m = —291(4060™ POmpe + 20 PaOmen) — 292(9ap0™ @cOmPe + 50 0aOmps). The

coefficient of the logarithmic divergence in (2.4) is, in general,

b _ 1 Vab Vab (Vab) (Vab) (29)

— 24 VmnYmn

so that the resulting beta-functions for g; and g are found to be’

d91
gt (47r) { (N + ) + (N + 17)9192 + 12(N =+ 15)92] , (2.10)
dga
S — k30 + Warge + (N +21)g3) - (2.11)

5The same beta-function was found in [16] and in [10].
"These are in agreement with expressions in with [16] after setting there d = N, D =4 and g1 = 4v — u, go = 4u where

u and v are the two couplings in [16] (accounting also for the 1/2 normalization of the quadratic term in [16]). Higher-loop

renormalization of similar membrane models was discussed in [17].
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For N =1 these equations imply (2.6) for g = g1 + ga.

The beta-functions in (2.10),(2.11) have no zeroes if g; and g9 are positive and, in general, no common
zeroes so that both g1 and g9 are not asymptotically free, i.e. run to a Landau pole singularity in the
UV. It may be of interest to consider a supersymmetric generalization of the model (2.7) (cf. [21]) to see

if in this case the corresponding RG equations may have non-trivial fixed-point solutions.

3 Scattering amplitudes

Let us now consider the theory (1.1) in Minkowski space and address the issue of how to compute the
corresponding scattering amplitudes. One possible strategy is to compute the effective action and then

evaluate it on a classical solution with appropriate asymptotic (or g — 0) behaviour.

As was mentioned in the Introduction, while the 0%¢ = 0 equation admits both oscillating and growing
solutions, only the former can be used as asymptotic ones as otherwise the analogs of the scattering
amplitudes will be IR divergent [6]. The restriction to oscillating modes as external states follows naturally

from the “2-derivative” formulation of the model (1.1) that we shall discuss first.

3.1 2-derivative formulation

Let us start with the Lagrangian

L(¢,¥) = 200%¢ — ¢* + g(0™ ¢ Om)? | (3.1)

from which the 02 model (1.1) follows upon integrating out the dimension 2 field ¥». The two theories
(1.1) and (3.1) are equivalent as long as we do not introduce sources for 1, i.e. consider only observables
built out of the dimension 0 scalar ¢. The S-matrix found from (3.1) and restricted to the ¢-sector only

should thus be the same as the one found from (1.1).

The model (3.1) is a special case of the one for ®, = (¢, ¢) with the Lagrangian
L= hag@aﬂq)ﬁ + ma5<I>a<I>g + V(@CI’) , (3.2)

where the constant matrix hqg is not positive definite (has (1,-1) signature) and mgg is degenerate, so

that the kinetic operator hog0 + m,g is not diagonalizable.
If we add to (3.1) an extra term pu¢O¢ (so that integrating out v gives ¢0%¢ + u¢O¢) we get a model

where the kinetic operator can be diagonalized as

200¢ — 1 + p¢0¢ + V(9¢) = pplp — p Y0y —? + V(0p — o),  p=¢+p Y. (3.3)

It thus describes a diagonal combination of a physical massless scalar and a massive ghost that are mixed
in the interaction potential. Focussing just on the massless sector of the S-matrix here is not justified a

priori. The “non-diagonal” model (3.1) should not, however, be seen as a limit g — 0 of the “diagonal”
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model (3.3) as this limit is singular.® Thus the non-unitarity of the “dipole ghost” model should be
analysed separately.”

Let us first address the question of which are the natural asymptotic states in the model (3.1). The

equations of motion following from (3.1) read

Op—¢=0,  O¢—290"(0mp(09)*) =0 . (3.4)

[1399e))

To compute, e.g., tree-level S-matrix we may solve the classical equations of motion with some “in
boundary condition, evaluate the action on this solution and expand in powers on “in” fields. Starting
with the free-theory solution with non-zero 1y = i = [ d*p 6(p?) T/;in(p) e’ Oy, = 0, we get for ¢

Po = /d4p 3(p?) Nu(p) 2" €P*,  D?¢g =0, o = /d4p 5(p*) [Nu(p) + ipn N (p) ™) €P*
Ogo = 2i / d'p 6(p*) N™(p) pn €7 = tin 2iN"(p)pn = Yin(p) # 0 . (3.5)

Since 0, ¢ contains a growing part, the resulting tree-level scattering amplitude with ¥j,-legs determined
from the action g [ d'z(d¢o)? (cf. (3.1)) will not be well defined (in particular, there will be no usual

momentum conservation [6] like in scattering in some non-translationally invariant background).

We should thus assume that ¢ should not have a non-trivial free-theory part, i.e. that the asymptotic

field configuration should be the purely-oscillating solution for ¢:
Yo =0, $0 = Pin, O¢in =0,  dm(z)= /d4p 5(p?) din(p) € . (3.6)
Then the resulting solution of (3.4) will be
¢ = ¢ — O ', ¢ = 290710y (Omdin(90in)?) + O((O¢in)°) - (3.7)
Plugging this back into (3.1) will give
L =g(0¢im)" + O((0¢in)°) , (3.8)

which is of course the same as what we get by starting directly with the 02 theory (1.1) with the oscillating

mode (O¢i, = 0) as an asymptotic state.

80ne may rescale the fields  and ¥ by p~/2 and p!/? respectively getting L' = ¢'O¢’ —' 09" — p20"? +gu2[0(¢" —'))*
and then take the limit u — 0 and g — 0 keeping ¢’ = gu~? fixed (we thank J. Donoghue for this remark). However, this
theory can not be viewed as a smooth limit of the original (O¢)? 4+ g(d¢)* theory where g was non-zero. Indeed, setting
p=0weget L' = '0p —9'0¢ + ¢ [0(¢ —¢)* = ubv + ¢'(0u)*, u=¢ —4', v=¢ +9'. The same model is
found directly from (3.1) by taking the scaling limit ¢ = p~2¢, ¢ = p/2%¢’', g = p%¢’, p — 0 that removes the 1>
term: L' = 2¢/9%¢' + ¢'(0¢')*. Introducing the source terms ju' + j, ¢’ and observing that integrating out 1’ gives
the delta-function of 28%¢’ — Jje one finds that the generating function contains only the quartic interaction term, i.e. all
quantum corrections in this theory vanish. This is a reflection of the fact that in the original theory g — 0 in this limit.

9This means, in particular, that discussions [28] of the issue of (non)unitarity of R + R? type gravity and similar models

with massive ghosts may not directly apply to the present case.
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Figure 1: One-loop scattering amplitude.

The corresponding massless 4-particle scattering amplitude is then the same as in the ¢O¢ theory (1.3)
Aitree) ~ 9(52 + t2 + u2) , (3'9)

s=—(p1+p2)?, t=—(p+ps)? u=—(p1+p3)> p; =0, ZPiZU :
i

Since the “mixed” (¢,1) amplitudes are also IR-singular one may hope that the “restricted” massless
S-matrix (the one in the oscillating ¢-sector only) constructed by the standard rules starting with (3.1)

may somehow be consistent on its own.!”

3.2 One-loop scattering amplitude

The procedure of defining massless S-matrix in the ¢-sector can be extended to loop level. To illustrate
that the loop scattering amplitudes for the massless ¢-particles in the theory (1.1) with derivative inter-
actions do not have IR divergences at small virtual momenta (despite the fact that internal propagators
are 1/¢*) here we will explicitly compute the one-loop 4-point scattering amplitude.

The one-loop amplitude can be found from (2.3) by expanding to th 4-th order in the background field

© = pin with Ogy, = 0 so that external momenta are subject to p? = 0, i.e.

d'pr  d'ps .
4 Zl"zipz 3. =
Iy — /d x/ am)t ) e Ag(p1y ey Pa) Pin(P1) - Pin(pa) - (3.10)
Expanding Ty in (2.3) to the relevant V2 order we get!!

i — _%Tr[m*?@m(vmnan)m*ak(vk’”ar)] = (3.11)

d'q (P + Qman(p + rg
~ ymn kr min r 45(4) .
Ay ~ V" (p1,p2) V (p37p4)/ @n) TETLre (2m)*6 (Zi:pz), (3.12)

1ONote that in terms of the original 4-derivative formulation (1.1) this implies, in particular, that the external 02
propagators are to be cut off. If we define the tree-level S-matrix as the classical action evaluated on classical solution with
“in” asymptotic conditions [32] we set O¥¢ + V'(¢) = 7 = 0% hin, & = bin + O V'(pin) + ... (where k = 1 or 2) and then
plug this into the action. That will give just ~ V(¢in) so cutting off the external legs is realized automatically if the source

is for ¢ itself.
We shall first use the Euclidean formulation (treating the external momenta as complex satisfying p? = 0) and rotate

to the Minkowski signature with real p; only after computing the loop integrals. Note that here there is no one-loop 2-point
function correction as the corresponding diagram is quadratically divergent and thus can be set to zero in dimensional

regularization that we shall use below.



where p = p1 + p2 = —(p3 + p4a) and V,,,, are given by the (2.2) with the ¢, factors stripped off, i.e.

an(phpQ) — 29(5mnp1 “ P2 + PimP2on + anplm) y p% = p% =0. (313)

The integral in (3.12) is thus IR finite and contains the same log UV divergence as in (2.4).!2

Renormalizing ¢ in the sum of the tree (3.9) and the one-loop (3.12) amplitudes we will find that the
latter will have the following structure (s + ¢t + u = 0)

Ay~ g [(52 12 4 u?) log(—%) + 52F(§) , (3.14)

where p is a renormalization scale. As the classical theory (1.1) is scale-invariant (g is dimensionless) the
one-loop amplitude scales as s? like the tree-level one in (3.9). Our aim is to compute (3.14) explicitly

and then see how it indicates a breakdown of perturbative unitarity in this theory.

From (3.13) we get (using p? = p3 = 0 and ignoring the 2g factor)
V™ (p1,p2) (01 + P2+ Qmn = 2p1-qp2-q+p1-p2(pi+p2+ )7 — 2(p1-p2)? (3.15)
Using (3.12),(3.15) and the notation
p=pi+p2=-—p3s—pa, P*=2p1-p2=2p3-pa, (3.16)

we get the following expression for the momentum-dependent factor X4 in the amplitude

d*q K(p1,p2,q9) K(p3,ps,q)

2 _ 9 ) ) ’

A4 ~ g X4 s X4 = / (27‘_)4 (p+q)4 q4 y (317)
K(p1,p2,9) =2p1-qp2-q+ 5p*(p +¢)* — 3p*. (3.18)

It is straightforward to compute the integral in (3.17) in Euclidean signature using dimensional regular-

ization. After evaluating the momentum contractions in (3.17) we find

Xy =4(p1 - p2)* 1(2,2) — 4(p1 - p2)® 1(1,2) + (p1 - p2)* 1(0,2)
— 8(p1 - p2)* b Tn(2,2) + 4(p1 - p2)pph Tia(1,2) + 4piphphply Tiju(2,2) (3.19)

where the basic integrals I(n,m), Iri(n,m), Ijjr(n, m) are defined in Appendix. Using p1 -p =p1 -p2 =
— 38, p2 =2p1 pa=—s, t = —2p1 - ps, u=—2p; - p3 we get

— 8(p1 - p2)?Piph Ini(2,2) + 4(p1 - p2)phiph Tiu(1,2)
= _%54 [Al (27 2) + A2(2a 2)] 1(27 2) - %53 [Al(la 2) + A2(1a 2)] I(]w 2) )
WPk Tj(2,2) = 1[5 Bi(2,2) + 45" Ba(2,2) + 5%(s% + 2+ u?) Ba(2,2)] 1(2,2),  (3.20)

2For large ¢ we get J %mqi%qqu = (6350kr +0:50kr + 0i50kr) [ %q% +... and that leads to the UV divergence
proportional to the combination 2V ™"V, + (Vi¥)? as in (2.9).
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where the expressions for Ay(n,m) and Bg(n,m) are given in Appendix. Then (3.19) becomes

Xy =1s'1(2,2) + 3s°1(1,2) + 15°1(0,2)
- %84[141(27 2) + A2(27 2)]1(27 2) - %‘93["41(17 2) + A2(17 2)]I(17 2)

+1 [3431(2, 9) + 451B5(2,2) + s2(s2 + 12 + u?) B3 (2, 2)} 1(2,2) . (3.21)
The evaluation of the limit w — 2 = d 4 _, 0 gives for this s-channel amplitude!?
X1 = —g50m7 [(1332 + ¢ + ) [L5 + log(—s) + vp — log(4m)] — 1(32s® + 5t° + 5u2)] : (3.22)

Symmetrizing in s,t,u we get for the full one-loop amplitude

Ay ~ g2X£Sym) = 96(%) |:15(S + ¢+ u?) [ L5 + log(—s) + g — log(4m) — 1]

t
+ (13t2 + u® + 5?) log — + (13u* 4 s* 4 %) log E} . (3.23)
s s

Here the coefficient of the UV divergent term agrees with (2.4),(2.5) (extra factor of 3 is related to
%2 = ﬁ — 2log A). The divergence is absorbed into the renormalization of g in tree-level amplitude
(3.9). The coefficient of the “tree-level” combination s + t? 4+ u? is then scheme-dependent. After the
renormalization we get the first term in (3.23) in the form ~ (s 4 ¢2 + u?) log(—%) as anticipated in
(3.14).
Note that in the familiar massless 0@+ g¢* theory the corresponding result for the s-channel one-loop
amplitude in Fig. 1 is proportional to (cf. (A.3))
IL,1)], ., = —1oz 215 +1og(—s) + vp — log(4m) — 2] . (3.24)

w—2

Let us also compare the expression (3.23) to the one-loop amplitude in the perturbatively unitary but
non-renormalizable analog (1.3) of the model (1.1). Here the one-loop massless amplitude is given by the

same expression as in (3.17) but with the standard 1/¢? propagators:

d'q K(p1,p2,9) K (p3,p1,9)
—2 _ ) ’ ) ’
Ay~ g" Xy, Xy = / 2 0+ 07 (3.25)
Using (A.3)—(A.6) instead of (3.21) the counterpart of (3.21) then reads'*
a=18" I(1,1) + 35 1(0,1) + 35° I(~1,1)
—1st[A1(1,1) +A2(1 1)] I(1,1) — $s*[A1(0,1) + 45(0,1)] 1(0,1)
ﬂ L(1,1) + 451 Bo(1,1) + s2(s2 + 2 —I—uQ)Bg(l,l)} I(1,1) . (3.26)
13Note that 4t3t“3 can be written using t +u = —s as —4(t*> — tu + u?). It is useful to recall that for the di-gamma

function o (z) = PolyGammal0, 2] one has tho(n+ 3) = —yg — 2log2+ >}, 575-
“Note that here the arguments of the integrals I(n,m) and A;(n,m), B;(n,m) are shifted by 1 compared to (3.21).
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Taking the limit w — 2 gives for the s-channel and symmetrized in s, ¢,u amplitudes (cf. (3.22))
Xy = —W (82 (4132 + % + u2) (L5 + log(—s) + v — log(4m)]
— Ls2[1301s2 — 23(£2 + u2)]> , (3.27)
X4(Sym) = —W(Hl(s4 +th Fut) + 2(52% + sPu? + t2u2)] (L5 +log(—s) + v — log(4m)]
+t2 (41t2 +u?+ 82) log g + u? (41u4 + 5%+ t2) log g
— L[1301(s* + * + ut) — 46(s22 + 122 + u232)}) . (3.28)

The expression (3.28) can be simplified using that s* + 4 4+ u* = 2(s?? + s?u? + t2u?) = $(s? + 2 + u?)?
and finally we get (cf. (3.23))

Ay~ gQXisym) = —7960%;{)2 [21(52 + 12 + u?)? [—wl_Z + log(—s) + vg — log(4m) — %]
t
+ 12 (4147 + u? + s?) log - + u? (41u* + 5% + %) log E] : (3.29)
s s

The UV divergence here scales as 8-th power of momentum so that to cancel it one needs a new coun-
terterm ~ (99¢)* to be added to the action (1.3).

The imaginary part of the amplitude (3.29) comes from log(—s) — log|s| + im and thus has the same
structure as the square (s2 + 2 + u?)? of the tree-level amplitude (3.9). This is in agreement with the
generalized optical theorem (see, e.g., [35]): Im part of one-loop amplitude should be found by multiplying
two tree-level amplitudes and summing over intermediate on-shell states with the standard phase space
measure ~ [ d*q(q?). This is of course the same conclusion that one reaches in the standard ¢O0¢ + g¢*
theory (cf. (3.24)).

This suggests that the optical theorem directly related to unitarity should fail in the 4-derivative model
(1.1) where the imaginary part of (3.23) is proportional to the tree level amplitude (3.9) itself rather than
its square (this fact is directly related to its renormalizablity). We shall elaborate on this unitarity issue

in the next subsection.

3.3 (Non)unitarity

The unitarity of the standard ¢O¢ + g¢* theory manifests itself in the relation between the imaginary

part of the corresponding one-loop amplitude (3.24) coming from*5

log(—s) — log|s| + im , (3.30)

and the square of the (constant) tree-level amplitude, i.e. in the generalized optical theorem.
The same applies also to the ¢O¢ + §(9¢)* theory (1.3). While the s2 growth of the corresponding
tree level amplitude (3.9) is indicating a conflict with unitarity at large energies, this theory is unitary in

perturbation theory at small enough energies s < M? [30, 31]. An indication of this is that the imaginary

15 After continuation to Minkowski (— 4 ++) signature s = —(p; + p2)? is the c.o.m. energy that should be positive.
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part of the one-loop scattering amplitude (3.29) is proportional to the square of the tree-level amplitude
(3.9) (see also below).

At the same time, the imaginary part of the one-loop scattering amplitude (3.23) in the scale-invariant
#0%¢ + g(0¢)* theory with dimensionless coupling is proportional to the first power of the tree-level
amplitude (3.9) suggesting violation of the generalized optical theorem.

Let us recall the general argument relating the unitarity of the S-matrix to the generalized optical
theorem [35] (see also [36]). Given S = 1447, taking the matrix element of the unitarity relation —i(7 —
Tt) = T'T between the two 2-particle states of massless particles (1,2|T|3,4) = A4(p1, ..., pa) M (3, pi)

gives
— i[Aa(p1,p2 — p3,p4) — A5(P3,Ps = P1,D2)] (3.31)

d*q;
= ZH/ 5 5(a?) Aa(props = a1, o) A5(P3.ps = a1, s 3) (20) 8D (1 +p2 — Zqz

=1

In the present case of the one-loop diagram in Fig.1 with n = 2 internal propagators the r.h.s. of (3.31)
should come from “cutting” the propagators in | d4q2(q7+p [d*q1 [ d4q2 (5(4) (p— q1 — g2) using
1 2i€

— iS(2
2Im Z—ic " @1 — 2mid(q”) . (3.32)

In the standard ¢* theory the tree-level amplitude is just a momentum-independent constant and one

can verify that

2ImAglone_loop)(plvp27p37p4) = /dH(q1) /dH(QQ)

(tree

x AV (p1 by a1, a2) AV (1, g2, ps, pa) (1) 8D (01 4+ p2 — @1 — 2) (3.33)

4 37
where f(gT()ﬂ27r5(q2)0(q0) = [dl(q) = f(%a)lfq%ﬂ Indeed, from?!® Iz q+p)2 — [d'q 5(¢®) 6((q +p)?)
using the c.o.m. frame where p = p; + p2 = (p°,0,0,0) = /s we get for the imaginary part!”
1
d'q . . —>/d4q5q25 q+p)?
| (ola+er)

ar [ [ aa i 2 HM)«pP 200 s, (3.34)

and this should match the constant Im part of (3.24).
The same argument applies in the case of the ¢0¢ + g(d¢)* theory: rotating the one-loop amplitude

(3.25) to the Minkowski signature with ie prescription for the propagators and using the cutting rule

16Note that in continuing from the Euclidean to Minkowski signature we get an extra ¢ factor from qu0 — iquo. In
general, one has 21 — =P 12 +imd(¢?) so that the imaginary part of the one-loop diagram comes from both —7%§(¢?) 6((q+

p)?) and the prlnc1pal value product P P< but they give similar contributions. We thank R. Roiban for a clarifying

+p)?
discussion of this point.

7"The positivity of ¢° follows here from positivity of p°.
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(3.32) we get in the c.o.m. frame

/d4q5(q2)5((q+p)2) K(p1,p2,q9) K(p3,p1,9q)
— }l/dqo /d3cf5(q0 —q1) 6(¢° — 3p°) K(p1,p2,q0) K(p3,ps,q) - (3.35)

In the c.o.m. frame with p; = (%po,ﬁl), D= (%po, —p1), p3 = (%po,ﬁl), Py = (%po, —p1) corresponding
to forward scattering (¢ = 0, s = —u) this reduces to the imaginary part of the one-loop amplitude in
(3.27)'® as found according to (3.30). On the other hand, eq.(3.35) has the form of the phase space
integral (3.33) of the product of the corresponding tree-level amplitudes (3.9).

In the ¢0%¢ + g(d¢)* theory the unitarity of the massless S-matrix may not be expected a priori as
we consider only massless (O¢ = 0) states on the external lines but have 1/¢* instead of 1/¢? internal
propagators (implying that effectively there are more virtual “states” than just massless ones). The
argument leading to the generalized optical theorem (3.33) uses the insertion of a complete set of states
(I = >]...)(...]) between the T-matrix and its conjugate. This would effectively mean summing also
over the “growing” modes (or t-states in (3.1)) but the corresponding tree-level amplitudes are not well
defined.

To see the problem with checking the optical theorem more explicitly we need to define the Minkowski-
space analog of the 072 ~ loga? or its formal Fourier image 1/¢*. A natural starting point is the
2-derivative formulation (3.1): if we formally replace there O — O + ie (or ¢> — ¢ — ie) that will
be equivalent, upon integrating out the auxiliary field 1, to the following prescription for the internal

propagators
1 1

- = .
q* (¢ — ie)?
This prescription turns out to be consistent with the one used in a similar 4-derivative vector model in

(3.36)

[3].The suggestion there was that the Fourier image of 072 ~ log(—pu2x? 4 i€) should be defined as'?

1 a?

—92 . 4

In the present theory (1.1) with only derivative-dependent interactions the contact §*)(q) term in (3.37)
drops out of the Feynman diagrams and thus we end up with the same prescription as in (3.36). From

(3.36) we then find the following analog of the standard cut discontinuity relation (3.32)

1 1 dieq? 0
- = — —2mid (q? §(¢?) = s0(¢ 3.38
(> —ie)2 (2 +ie)2  [(¢?)2+ €2 Tl - (@) 9q? (@) (3.38)
where we used that d(x) = %Tiegk_)o, §(x) = —%(mififg)g‘e_)o. Note that (3.38) is the same as the ¢

derivative of (3.32). Using (3.38) in the general expression for one-loop amplitude (3.12) we will get (in

BIntegrating [K (p1,p2,q)]* where K(p1,p2,q9) = 2p1 - q p2 - q — %p2(p +q)? — %p4 (cf. (3.18)) over ¢ one is to use that
[ G qiq;(...) = %deq\(ﬂz&-j(...) and similar relation for [ d*qqiq;qra(...)-
The parameter a here is needed [3] to define the relevant distribution. This prescription was claimed in [3] to be

consistent with causality and Wick rotation.
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the case of forward scattering)

0
o q/2

0
Vi (0)Vir (—D) / d*qd*d'sM (g +p—¢) 4@ =59(0%) didh = (%) . (3.39)

bre

Having the derivatives of delta-functions instead of delta-functions as in (3.31),(3.32) precludes one from

going through the same steps as in the standard proof of the optical theorem.?

4 Concluding remarks

The four-derivative model (1.1) considered in this paper has no mass parameters and thus is distinguished
by its classical scale invariance. It is different from the Pais-Uhlenbeck type [41, 14] models L = ¢(0 —
m?)(0 — m3)¢ + ... that can be diagonalized into a system of a physical and ghost-like massive fields
with the latter carrying negative energy; once interactions are included, here the production of ghosts is

expected, in general, to lead to a violation of unitarity.

Writing the quadratic part of (1.1) in the 2-derivative form (3.1) demonstrates that the corresponding
non-diagonalizable system has a non-positive Hamiltonian density (H = 2pypy + ¥? +...). Whether that
leads to a problem may depend on a type of interactions considered [14]. That brings in, in particular, the
question about the sign of the coupling ¢ in (1.1). The Euclidean path integral is well defined for g > 0
(when the action is non-negative); its direct continuation to Minkowski signature assuming?! tp = —ix®
gives e 9F = €M where Sy = [d*z L, L = [(93 — 03)¢]*> + g[(000)? — (9;¢)*)2. Thus in contrast to
the familiar cases of 2-derivative theories here the signs of both the kinetic and the interaction terms are
not reversed (i.e. the Minkowski-space Lagrangian is also positive if g > 0).

The assumption of g > 0 leads, however, to the presence of unstable classical solutions. Indeed, let
us consider for simplicity just spatially constant backgrounds ¢ = ¢(z°) for which L = #* + g(i)4 =
02+ gvt, v = ¢ = dyp. For g > 0 this describes an inverted anharmonic oscillator with solutions blowing
up in finite time. To avoid this singular behaviour one is thus to choose g < 0. Interestingly, the resulting

quantum 4d theory is asymptotically free for g < 0 (cf. (2.6)) and is thus well defined at short distances.??

Our main focus in this paper was on demonstrating that given that the scattering amplitudes are well
defined for the massless oscillating modes only, the generalized optical theorem and thus the perturbative
unitarity that it follows from is violated in the theory (1.1) at the one-loop level (regardless the sign of
g). One may wonder if the unitarity issue may somehow be resolved beyond the perturbation theory or
by adding extra interactions that may modify the q% propagator at quantum loop level (cf. [28]).

One may also explore a possibility that the S-matrix for the dimension 0 scalar field is not the right

observable in this model. For example, one may conjecture that these dimension 0 particles are always

2Tn particular, it is not clear which particular modification of the standard phase space measure these %5@2) factors
may be effectively equivalent to.

21We use tg = —ito instead of the conventional tg = +ito to preserve the positive sign of the “kinetic” term in Sys.

22Note that the question about the sign of g is not relevant in perturbation theory. Also, the above discussion does not

apply to the perturbatively unitary effective theory (1.3) where g > 0 is implied by the causality condition as discussed in

the Introduction.
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“confined”, i.e. do not appear as asymptotic states but may still participate in interactions with other
fields (like gravity) through virtual loops.

One may also attempt to interpret the 02 theory as a limit of a ghost-free non-local theory (cf. [37, 38]).
For example, starting with L = ngeeu%qb + g(0¢)* where € has dimension of (length)? one may consider
the limit € — 0.
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A Basic one-loop integrals

To reduce (3.17) to basic integrals in dimensional regularization (see, e.g., [39]) we may use the standard

relations
o ['(m +n) /1 —1 —1 —n—m
AT"BT" = ————= [ de 2" (1—2)" " |zA+(1—2)B , (A.1)
Tt Jo (= ledr (=08
d*'q . oy—a _ Dla—w) 2 2\ —a+

/(%)m(q +2P - q+ M?) (M)WF(Q)(M P?) ,  d=2uw, (A.2)

and fl de 2711 —2) = L@l®) 1y our case: A = (¢+p)? B=¢, a=n+m, (1—2)B+zA=
0 T'(a+b) ) ) )

¢ +2xp-q+ap?, P=xp, M?=xp?so we get

d*vq 1 (p2)*=n=m T'(w —n)['(w — m)['(n+m — w)
I(n,m)= / = . A3
M= [ G Q@ Gme TN e - m) A
We need also the following generalizations of (A.3) (cf. [40] for n = m = 1)}
Bnsm) = [ et [aGo) iy + B AaC ) 98 ).
(2m)> ((q +p)*)"(¢*)™
(A.4)
w—m+1)(w—m w—m)(w—n
Al(n’m) = (2w—(m—n+1§52w—rr)z—n) ’ A2(n’ m) = (2w—m—n+1()(2w—)£n—n))(m+n—w—1) ?
g qigiana
I’L” ’ = J = |B 5 D4
julnm) = [ e B [Bu(.m) i
+ $Bo(n,m) p*(8;pkpi + Sikpjpi + Supip; + Sjkpibr + Sj1pkpi + Sripip;)
+ 1B3(n,m) p*(8;;6 + Sirdju + 5z‘l5kj)} I(n,m) , (A.5)
_ w—m+3)(w—m+2)(w—m+1)(w—m)
By (n’ m) - (2w—m—(n+3)(2w)—(m—n+2§EQw—m—n—i—l)(?w—m—n) ’
_ w—m~+2)(w—m+1)(w—m)(w—n)
B2(n’ m) - (2w—m—n+3)(21§;—m—n+)2()(2w—m—n+1)(2w—m—n)(n+m—w—1) ’ (AG)
. (w—n+1)(w—n)(w—m+1)(w—m)
B3 (n’ m> - 2w—m—n+3)2w—m—n+2) 2Qw—m—n+1) 2w—m—n)(n+m—w—1)(n+m—w—-2) "

—a

! These follow, e.g., by integrating over the Feynman parameter the expression for f (;i% (q2 +2P .- q+ MQ) QieeeQi-
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