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Abstract: We derive analytic constraints on the weakly-coupled spectrum of theories

with a massless scalar under the standard assumptions of the S-matrix bootstrap program.

These bootstrap bounds apply to any theory (with or without gravity) with fully crossing

symmetric (i.e. stu-symmetric) four-point amplitudes and generalize results for color- or

flavor-ordered (i.e. su-symmetric) planar amplitudes recently proved by one of the authors.

We assume that the theory is weakly-coupled below some cut-off, that the four-point mass-

less scalar amplitude is polynomially-bounded in the Regge limit, and that this amplitude

exchanges states with a discrete set of masses and a finite set of spins at each mass level. The

spins and masses must then satisfy “Sequential Spin Constraints” (SSC) and “Sequential

Mass Constraints” (SMC). The SSC requires the lightest spin-j state to be lighter than the

lightest spin-(j+1) state (in the su-symmetric case) or the lightest spin-(j+2) state (in the

stu-symmetric case). The SMC requires the mass of the lightest spin-j state to be smaller

than some non-linear function of the masses of lower-spin states. Our results also apply to

super-gluon and super-graviton amplitudes stripped of their polarization dependence. In

particular, the open and closed superstring spectra saturate the SSC with maximum spins

Jn,open = n+ 1 and Jn,closed = 2n+ 2, respectively, at the nth mass level.
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1 Introduction

The S-matrix describes the scattering of particle states in relativistic quantum theories. A

program of “bootstrapping” a unique S-matrix from fundamental physical principles such

as unitarity, causality, and locality dates back to the 1950s and 1960s [1–3]. This program

long predates the modern revolution of scattering amplitudes, and in just the last few

years, the S-matrix bootstrap has reemerged with many new advances [4–11]. Rather than

searching for a unique description of fundamental physics, the modern S-matrix bootstrap

program is more concerned with studying the space of consistent theories using several

different techniques and a variety of simplifying assumptions. This modern literature

includes studies of theories of scalars [10–23], pions [24–31], photons [32, 33], fermions [34],

gravitons [35–44], superstrings [45–52], and more. For a comprehensive review of the

literature through 2022, we direct the reader to the white papers [53, 54].
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Much of this modern work is inspired by the conformal bootstrap program [55, 56].

One approach uses numerical semi-definite optimization to place rigorous two-sided bounds

on the space of consistent effective field theories (EFTs) [10]. A complementary approach

carves out the space of consistent theories, the EFT-hedron, using analytic methods [11, 14].

Another body of modern research follows the strategy of Veneziano, Virasoro, Lovelace,

Shapiro, Coon, and others from the early days of the S-matrix bootstrap program [3, 57–62]

by attempting to write down explicit analytic expressions for unitarity, causal, and local

four-point amplitudes. This approach did, after all, lead to the birth of string theory [3].

Recent results include the discovery of several seemingly-consistent deformations of four-

point string amplitudes [63–72]. While some proposals have been put forward [73, 74], these

deformed amplitudes do not generally arise from known underlying microscopic theories.

The deformed amplitudes are typically characterized by a set of free parameters which

specify a spectrum of massive states and their couplings, but for some choices of these

parameters, the amplitudes exchange ghosts and violate unitarity [75–80]. Moreover, the

consistency of these deformations to higher-point amplitudes is an open question [81, 82].

Notably, each of these deformed amplitudes (including the cases when they reduce to string

amplitudes) have an infinite spectrum of higher-spin massive states.

There is a deep relationship between the consistency of a low-energy effective theory

and the spectrum of massive spinning states in its UV completion. This relationship is

beautifully exhibited in both string theory and real-world QCD. In Figure 1, we present

the Regge trajectories (spin vs. mass-squared) of the open superstring spectrum, the closed

superstring spectrum, and a subset of light mesons in QCD. In each case, the states are

organized into linear (or approximately linear) Regge trajectories. This observation dates

back to the old days of the S-matrix bootstrap program [1–3] and can be extended to the

whole zoo observed of mesons [83, 84].

The organization of states into linear Regge trajectories hints at some underlying

principle. Surely, states cannot appear willy-nilly with any mass and spin! Any such

principle falls within the scope of the bootstrap paradigm and can be phrased as a question:

Do the S-matrix bootstrap assumptions of unitarity, causality, and locality imply

bounds on the masses and spins of states in a relativistic quantum theory?

To this end, it was recently observed numerically [51] and then subsequently proven

analytically [85] that there exist bounds on the spins and masses of the states exchanged

in any weakly-coupled theory with massless states and planar scattering amplitudes (such

as large-N gauge theories). In [52], a similar numerical observation was made regarding

the maximum spins exchanged in super-graviton amplitudes. These bounds were dubbed

“Sequential Spin Constraints” (SSC) and “Sequential Mass Constraints” (SMC)

in [85]. The SSC and SMC follow from the usual S-matrix bootstrap assumptions and can

be proved by studying the dispersion relations for various low-energy effective couplings.
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Figure 1. Spin j vs. mass-squared m2 of the open superstring spectrum (top-left), the closed

superstring spectrum (top-right), and the leading observed ρ and f mesons [83] (bottom) in mass-

squared units of (α′)−1, (14α
′)−1, and GeV2, respectively. In each theory, the spectrum can be

organized into Regge trajectories with j ∝ m2. For simplicity, we do not plot the daughter ρ and f

states although many have been observed [83].

For each case considered in this paper, the SSC and SMC can be summarized in terms

of the masses µj of the lightest spin-j particles. Modulo some technical details,

µj < µj′︸ ︷︷ ︸
SSC

and

(
µj′′

µj

)j′−j

≤
(
µj′

µj

)j′′−j

︸ ︷︷ ︸
SMC

for spins j < j′ < j′′ . (1.1)

In other words, the SSC requires the lightest spin-j state to be lighter than the lightest

spin-j′ state. The SMC requires the mass of this spin-j state to be smaller than a non-

linear function of the masses of lower-spin states. The stringy Regge trajectories depicted

in Figure 1 saturate the SSC, but the consequences of the SMC are less obvious.

In [85], the SSC and SMC were applied to QCD in the large-N approximation and the

chiral NF = 2 limit (with massless ud quarks), in which case the scattering amplitudes

are planar and the pions are massless. In this approximation, only ρ and f mesons
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are exchanged in the two-to-two scattering of pions [27]. The experimentally observed

ρ and f mesons with spins j = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 satisfy both the SSC and SMC bounds [83, 85].

Moreover, the SSC and SMC predict bounds for the mass of the yet-to-be-discovered ρ7
meson [85]. The SSC requires the mass of this spin-7 meson to be greater than the mass

of the lightest spin-6 meson exchanged in the four-pion amplitude: mf6 < mρ7 . The SMC

requires the mass of this spin-7 meson to be less than or equal to the squared mass of the

lightest spin-6 meson divided by the mass of the lightest spin-5 meson: mρ7 ≤ m2
f6
/mρ5 .

Using the PDG values [83] for mρ5 and mf6 , we find

2470 MeV < mρ7 ≤ 2618 MeV . (1.2)

These bounds provide a testable prediction for QCD at an experimentally accessible energy!

In this paper, we extend the analytic results of [85] beyond the case of planar four-

point amplitudes. We consider any theory with massless scalar particles, with or without

gravity, and with as few simplifying assumptions as possible. We also discuss the extension

of our results to super-gluon and super-graviton amplitudes.

Our approach is mathematical, and we phrase the SSC and SMC, summarized in (1.1),

as theorems. The proof here also differs from that of [85], which used the positivity of

certain Hankel matrices at a crucial intermediate step. We use Jensen’s inequality [86] at

the same juncture, which simplifies the argument. By taking a methodical approach, we

identify the key steps of our proof, which we hope can be further generalized to a wider class

of theories, such as those with non-supersymmetric photons and gravitons, with massive

external states, or without the requirement of weak-coupling.

Our proof makes use of fixed-u dispersion relations, an old tool [87–89] with widespread

use in the modern S-matrix bootstrap literature [10, 11]. Using the bootstrap assumptions,

we write dispersion relations for the Wilson coefficients of a generic four-point scalar

amplitude. The dispersion relations exhibit exactly how IR observables, i.e. the Wilson

coefficients, depend on the UV spectrum of the theory. These dispersion relations can be

organized into a moment problem [11, 14, 15], which implies that the Wilson coefficients

obey an infinite number of non-linear inequalities. Crossing symmetry further implies that

the Wilson coefficients obey an infinite number of linear equalities. By carefully combining

these relations and taking a well-controlled infinite limit in the order k of the derivative

expansion, we arrive at the SSC and SMC. Because numerical bootstrap studies truncate

the problem at some fixed kmax, hints of these analytic results can be seen by plotting

numerical results to large kmax [23, 51, 52].

In the remainder of this section, we precisely state our conventions and bootstrap

assumptions in order to form a strong mathematical basis for the proofs which follow.

1.1 Conventions

In this paper, we consider the two-to-two scattering process for four identical massless scalar

particles in flat spacetime with an arbitrary number d ≥ 3 of spacetime dimensions. We

use the mostly-plus signature ηµν = diag(−1, 1, . . . , 1). We take all momenta incoming so

that the statement of momentum conservation is p1 + p2 + p3 + p4 = 0. The Mandelstam
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variables sij = −(pi + pj)
2 for this scattering process are

s = s12 = s34 = 4E2 ≥ 0 ,

t = s13 = s24 = −2E2(1 + cos θ) ≤ 0 ,

u = s14 = s23 = −2E2(1− cos θ) ≤ 0 . (1.3)

Here E and θ are the center-of-mass energy and scattering angle, respectively, and the

inequalities refer to the physical scattering regime with real sij .

The three Mandelstam variables satisfy the on-shell relation s+ t+ u = 0, leaving two

independent variables. We work with the variables s and u. This choice corresponds to

the canonical cyclic ordering 1234 of the external states.

Any scattering amplitude for four massless scalar particles is a function A(s, u) of the

variables s and u with mass dimension [A(s, u)] = 4− d. More precisely, amplitudes are

distributions rather than functions, but we can safely ignore this technicality. As usual,

we assume that the physical amplitude with real s ≥ −u ≥ 0 is the boundary value of an

analytic function of complex s and u. Any non-analyticities in s and u, such as simple

poles or branch cuts, are dictated by unitarity and the physical content of the theory. For

fixed u < 0, these non-analyticities will only occur at real s, so it is useful to study the

discontinuity of A(s, u) across the real s-axis.

For any function f(s) of complex s, we identify its imaginary part Im f(s) with real s

as the discontinuity across the real s-axis:

Im f(s) =
1

2i
lim
ε→0+

(
f(s+ iε)− f(s− iε)

)
. (1.4)

This definition encodes the Feynman iε prescription so that the imaginary part of a

propagator is proportional to the Dirac delta function:

Im
1

s−m2
= −π δ(s−m2) . (1.5)

Hence, a delta function with support at s = m2 in the imaginary part of an amplitude

indicates the tree-level exchange of a particle with mass m. Similarly, the logarithm

ln(s−m2) arises in an amplitude when a particle of mass m flows around a one-loop

Feynman diagram. This logarithm contributes a constant term with support on s ≥ m2 to

the imaginary part of the amplitude:

Im ln(s−m2) = −πΘ(s−m2) , (1.6)

where Θ(x) is the Heaviside theta function.

Throughout this paper, we consider two cases of four-point amplitudes with two

distinct analytic structures: su-symmetric and stu-symmetric amplitudes, which we denote

by A(su)(s, u) and A(stu)(s, u), respectively. We use A(s, u) whenever the distinction is

immaterial. The terms “crossing symmetry” and “permutation symmetry” are often used in

the literature to refer to su- and stu-symmetry, respectively, but in this paper we exclusively

use the more precise terminology of su- and stu-symmetry, reserving crossing symmetry

for the general property of invariance under label changes.
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The su-symmetric amplitudes arise as amplitudes for a particular cyclic ordering of the

external states stripped of their color or flavor structure [4, 5], and A(su)(s, u) corresponds

to the canonical cyclic ordering 1234. These amplitudes are the relevant object to study

if, for example, our external scalars transform in the adjoint representation of SU(N) with

large N ≫ 1. In this case, the full scattering amplitude for any process decomposes into a

sum of these color- or flavor- stripped-amplitudes multiplied by group theoretical factors,

and we can study these stripped-amplitudes without specifying the values of the color or

flavor indices of the external states.

The stu-symmetric amplitudes are simply the full four-point scattering amplitudes for

four identical external states. Particular examples include dilatons or Goldstone bosons.

In general, the scalars may have color or flavor indices, but the values of these indices must

be identical for the amplitude to have full stu-symmetry.

1.2 Bootstrap assumptions

We further assume that our amplitudes obey a number of technical properties, all of which

are standard assumptions in the modern S-matrix bootstrap literature. For the sake of

precision, we state each property as clearly as possible. The logical interdependence and

technical details of these assumptions are discussed in [9, 40, 45] and the references therein.

1. Crossing symmetry

Our amplitudes are crossing symmetric, i.e. invariant under permutations of the

external particle labels (and thus under permutations of the Mandelstam variables).

For A(su)(s, u), we only consider permutations which respect the cyclic ordering of

the external states, and for A(stu)(s, u), we consider all permutations. Hence,

A(su)(s, u) = A(su)(u, s) (1.7)

and

A(stu)(s, u) = A(stu)(u, t) = A(stu)(t, s)

= A(stu)(u, s) = A(stu)(t, u) = A(stu)(s, u) (1.8)

with t = −(s + u). Although crossing symmetry is a simple property to state,

its precise formulation and proof for generic non-perturbative amplitudes is an old

problem with many recent developments [90–92].

2. Polynomial boundedness

Our amplitudes are polynomially-bounded in the high-energy Regge limit of large |s|
(away from any non-analyticities on the real s-axis) and fixed u < 0. In other words,

there exists a smallest integer α such that

lim
|s|→∞

fixed u<0

A(s, u)

sα
= 0 . (1.9)
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This bound is related to the famous Froissart-Martin bound [93, 94], and the standard

behavior for well-behaved theories is α = 2 [9, 11, 40]. Stronger bounds can be

justified under various assumptions, but to be as general as possible, we leave the

integer α unspecified. The notation α is chosen in analogy with the notation of

the old string theory and S-matrix literature [3]. Its value may differ between

A(su)(s, u) and A(stu)(s, u) and between particular theories. Non-polynomial bounds

were recently considered in [95], but we restrict ourselves to the more physically

motivated polynomial bound.

3. Partial wave decomposition

For physical kinematics (i.e. for real s ≥ −u > 0), our amplitudes can be written in

a basis of partial waves as follows:

A(s, u) =
∞∑
j=0

n
(d)
j aj(s)P

(d)
j

(
1 +

2u

s

)
, (1.10)

where the d-dimensional spin-j Gegenbauer polynomial is defined by

P(d)
j (x) = 2F1

(
−j, j + d− 3; 1

2(d− 2); 1
2(1− x)

)
, (1.11)

the normalization factor is defined by

n
(d)
j =

(4π)
d
2 (2j + d− 3) Γ(j + d− 3)

π Γ(d−2
2 ) Γ(j + 1)

, (1.12)

and aj(s) is the spin-j partial wave.

In the su-symmetric case, both even and odd spins can contribute to the partial wave

expansion (1.10). In the stu-symmetric case, only even spins will contribute to (1.10)

because the ut-symmetry relation,

A(stu)(s, u) = A(stu)(s,−s−u) ,

and the parity property of the Gegenbauer polynomials,

P(d)
j (−x) = (−)j P(d)

j (x) ,

imply that all the odd partial waves vanish.

4. Unitarity (Positivity)

Our amplitudes obey unitarity, which can be phrased in terms of an inequality

satisfied by each spin-j partial wave aj(s) for physical values of s ≥ 0:∣∣1 + is
d−4
2 aj(s)

∣∣2 ≤ 1 . (1.13)

Unitarity implies that the spin-j spectral density functions ρj(s), which we define by

ρj(s) =
1

π
n
(d)
j s

d−4
2 Im aj(s) , (1.14)
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satisfy

ρj(s) ≥ 0 . (1.15)

This property is called the positivity of the spectral density.

Positivity (1.15) rather than full non-linear unitarity relation (1.13) is the appropriate

assumption for weakly-coupled theories. At weak-coupling, the amplitude A(s, u) and

its partial waves aj(s) are parametrically small so that (1.13) reduces to (1.15) at

leading order.

In any case, these inequalities should be read as distributional inequalities rather

than point-wise inequalities to allow for poles, delta functions, etc. along the positive

s-axis. For example, (1.15) should technically be read as
´∞
0 ds f(s) ρj(s) ≥ 0 for any

positive test function f(s) ≥ 0.

5. Weak-coupling analyticity

Our amplitudes have a particular analytic structure which we call weak-coupling

analyticity, meaning they describe theories which are weakly-coupled below a cut-

off scale Λ. This cut-off can be finite or infinite. If Λ = ∞, then the theory is

weakly-coupled at all energies, and the amplitude is a meromorphic function of the

Mandelstam variables.

At energies E ≪ Λ, the amplitudes are well-approximated by the tree-level exchanges

of a discrete set of intermediate particle states with massesmn < Λ, which correspond

to simple poles in the Mandelstam variables. Without loss of generality, we allow for

either a finite or an infinite set of masses and order them by 0 = m0 < m1 < · · · < Λ.

The weakly-coupled spectrum may exhibit an accumulation point, in which case there

are an infinite set of masses and a finite cut-off with limn→∞mn = Λ.

At energies E ≥ Λ, we are agnostic to the physics and the strength of the interactions,

allowing for loop effects and branch cuts in addition to simple poles. Specifically,

we assume that the su- and stu-symmetric amplitudes have the following analytic

structure, depicted in Figure 2.

At fixed u < 0, A(su)(s, u) is an analytic function of s ∈ C with only the following

non-analyticities on the real s-axis:

• simple poles in s at each s = m2
n

• possible branch cuts or simple poles in s along s ∈ [Λ2,∞)

At fixed u < 0, A(stu)(s, u) is an analytic function of s ∈ C with only the following

non-analyticities on the real s-axis:

• simple poles in s at each s = m2
n and s = −u−m2

n

• possible branch cuts or simple poles in s along s ∈ [Λ2,∞) and s ∈ (−∞,−u−Λ2]
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· · · · · ·
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Figure 2. The analytic structure of the amplitudes A(su)(s, u) and A(stu)(s, u) for complex s and

fixed u < 0 (assuming weak coupling analyticity). Isolated red dots indicate simple poles in s, and

the red zig-zag lines indicate poles or branch cuts.

6. Low-energy expansion

Our amplitudes admit a low-energy expansion near s = u = 0 of the form

A(s, u) = Amassless(s, u) +
∞∑
k=0

k∑
q=0

ak,q s
k−quq , (1.16)

where Amassless(s, u) contains the simple poles from the tree-level exchange of massless

states at s = 0 and u = 0 (in the su-symmetric case) or at s = 0, u = 0, and

s + u = 0 (in the stu-symmetric case). This expression is valid for |s|, |u| < m2
1 in

the su-symmetric case and for |s|, |u|, |s+ u| < m2
1 in the stu-symmetric case.

The ak,q are called Wilson coefficients and have mass dimension [ak,q] = 4− d− 2k.

The set of ak,q with fixed k correspond to operators of the form ∂2kϕ4 in an effective

Lagrangian (where ϕ is the massless scalar field). Hence, the values of the Wilson

coefficients parametrize the space of EFTs with a given massless spectrum.

At weak-coupling, A(s, u) and its Wilson coefficients are parametrically small, so

modern bootstrap methods usually study ratios of Wilson coefficients (or other ratios

of observables) in which the overall small parameter cancels. Formally, this small

parameter can be factored out of A(s, u) without changing any of our assumptions,

so we can formally study individual Wilson coefficients (and other parametrically

small observables) without always writing ratios.
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7. Finite spin exchange (Polynomial residues)

At each weakly-coupled mass level mn, our amplitudes exchange states with a finite

set of spins less than or equal to some maximum spin Jn ≥ 0. In other words, the

residues of each amplitude at s = m2
n (with fixed u < 0) are polynomials in u with

degree Jn. In the stu-symmetric case, only even spins are exchanged, so Jn is even

and the residue is a polynomial in u2. If there are no massless poles, we set J0 = −1

(su-symmetric) or J0 = −2 (stu-symmetric) by convention so that our formulas are

true in every case.

We believe that our first six assumptions are uncontroversial and that only this last

assumption is worthy of further discussion. While finite spin exchange is a common

assumption in the modern S-matrix bootstrap literature [49, 66–71, 85], its exclusion

from the set of bootstrap assumptions is also common [10, 27–29, 36, 50–52, 63].

Finite spin exchange is often stated as a fundamental physical requirement related to

locality since local particle-like excitations can be decomposed into a finite number of

angular momentum modes, unlike generic extended objects [63, 66–71]. This position

seems reasonable, so we take finite spin exchange as a mathematical assumption.

In section 5, we discuss amplitudes known as infinite spin towers, first described

in [10], which violate the assumption of finite spin exchange while satisfying the

other bootstrap assumptions.

1.3 Poles, residues, and couplings

Before we proceed, let us further examine the poles and residues at each weakly-coupled

mass level to set our conventions for various normalizations. The residue of each pole

can be decomposed in spin, and the coefficients of this decomposition are related to the

coupling constants of the theory.

For the massive exchanged states, we can decompose the residue at s = m2
n into a sum

of spin-j Gegenbauer polynomials with 0 ≤ j ≤ Jn (and j even in the stu-symmetric case):

A(s, u)
s→m2

n∼ − 1

s−m2
n

m6−d
n

Jn∑
j=0

g2n,j P
(d)
j

(
1 +

2u

m2
n

)
, (1.17)

where gn,j is the dimensionless three-point coupling between two massless scalars and the

state with mass mn and spin j. Without loss of generality, we assume gn,j is real so that

we can write g2n,j instead of |gn,j |2 throughout. Schematically, this interaction vertex is

given by

mn, j
∝ ign,j , (1.18)

where the single lines denote massless scalars and the double lines denote the massive state

(with its Lorentz indices suppressed). The contraction of two such vertices with the massive
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spin-j propagator produces the expected s-channel pole at m2
n:

mn, j
= − 1

s−m2
n

m6−d
n g2n,j P

(d)
j

(
1 +

2u

m2
n

)
. (1.19)

The full pole at m2
n contributes the following delta function to ImA(s, u),

ImA(s, u)
s→m2

n∼ π δ(s−m2
n)m

6−d
n

Jn∑
j=0

g2n,j P
(d)
j

(
1 +

2u

m2
n

)
, (1.20)

which contributes to the spectral density functions as

ρj(s)
s→m2

n∼ δ(s−m2
n)m

2
n

Jn∑
j′=0

g2n,j′ δj,j′ . (1.21)

Positivity requires each squared coupling to be non-negative g2n,j ≥ 0. Without loss of

generality, we further assume that g2n,Jn > 0 is strictly positive for each maximum spin Jn.

If we had g2n,Jn = 0, then we would simply redefine Jn.

For the massless exchanged states, we must write the residues in a slightly different

form since we cannot simply take the mn → 0 limit of (1.17) while leaving the coupling

constant dimensionless. Instead we opt for dimensionful coupling constants and write the

simple pole at s = 0 as

A(s, u)
s→0∼ −1

s

J0∑
j=0

λ2
j u

j , (1.22)

where λj is the three-point coupling between two massless scalars and the spin-j massless

state. This coupling has mass dimension [λ2
j ] = 6− d− 2j. Symmetrizing this massless

s-channel pole produces the full contribution to the amplitude from massless exchanges:

A
(su)
massless(s, u) = −

J0∑
j=0

λ2
j

(
uj

s
+

sj

u

)
,

A
(stu)
massless(s, u) = −

J0∑
j=0
even

λ2
j

1

2

(
tj + uj

s
+

uj + sj

t
+

sj + tj

u

)
. (1.23)

These general expressions agree with tree-level Feynman diagram calculations for massless

spin-0 or spin-1 exchanges (with su-symmetry) and massless spin-0 or spin-2 exchanges

(with stu-symmetry):

A
(su)
spin-0(s, u) = −λ2

0

(
1

s
+

1

u

)
, A

(stu)
spin-0(s, u) = −λ2

0

(
1

s
+

1

t
+

1

u

)
,

A
(su)
spin-1(s, u) = −λ2

1

(
u

s
+

s

u

)
, A

(stu)
spin-2(s, u) = +λ2

2

(
tu

s
+

us

t
+

st

u

)
. (1.24)
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In both the su- and stu-symmetric cases, non-zero λ0 indicates the presence of a cubic

interaction for the massless scalars. In the su-symmetric case, non-zero λ1 indicates

the presence of a gluon, meaning the symmetry group under which the massless scalars

transform is gauged. In the stu-symmetric case, non-zero λ2 indicates the presence of

a graviton, meaning the theory is gravitational. This coupling is related to Newton’s

gravitational constant by λ2
2 = 8πG.

At the level of the amplitude, non-zero λj appears to be consistent for any spin j even

though interacting massless particles with spins higher than two are known to be physically

inconsistent [96]. Interacting higher-spin massless states are of course consistent in curved

spacetime [97, 98], but we are working in Minkowski space. Moreover, gravitons must be

singlets under any symmetry group [44] and should not appear as intermediate states in

the su-symmetric amplitudes. Hence, we should really only consider J0 ≤ 1 and J0 ≤ 2

for the su-symmetric and stu-symmetric cases, respectively. However, to be as general as

possible, we can ignore these constraints and consider any value of J0.

Let us conclude this discussion by writing explicit expressions for the couplings at any

mass level in terms of the generic amplitude A(s, u). For the massless states, we first use

a contour integral around s = 0 to compute the residue and then take j derivatives with

respect to u to isolate the coefficient of uj :

λ2
j =

(
1

q!

∂j

∂uj

‰

s=0

ds

2πi
A(s, u)

)∣∣∣∣
u=0

. (1.25)

For the massive states, we first use a contour integral around s = m2
n to compute the

residue and then use the orthogonality relation for the Gegenbauer polynomials to isolate

the coefficient of the spin-j term. The orthogonality relation is

1

2
N (d)

n
(d)
j1

ˆ 1

−1
dx (1− x2)

d−4
2 P(d)

j1
(x)P(d)

j2
(x) = δj1,j2 , (1.26)

where n
(d)
j is defined in (1.12) and

N (d) =
1

(16π)
d−2
2 Γ(d−2

2 )
. (1.27)

Thus,

g2n,j =
N (d)

n
(d)
j

2πi

u=0ˆ

u=−m2
n

du

m2
n

(−4u(u+m2
n)

m4
n

) d−4
2 P(d)

j

(
1 +

2u

m2
n

) ‰
s=m2

n

ds

m2
n

A(s, u)

m4−d
n

(1.28)

for any mn > 0 in the weakly-coupled spectrum. Technically, we have written the couplings

as functionals of the amplitude A(s, u).

1.4 Summary of results

From a naive, purely field theoretic perspective, it may appear that the masses, spins, and

couplings of weakly-coupled states are totally unconstrained. However, these parameters
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are not free. The bootstrap assumptions of unitarity, causality, and locality imply an

infinite number of constraints on the masses and spins of the weakly-coupled spectrum. In

both the su-symmetric case and the stu-symmetric case, we can derive a set of “Sequential

Spin Constraints” (SSC) and “Sequential Mass Constraints” (SMC).

1.4.1 Sequential Spin Constraints

The SSC are linear bounds which constrain the maximum spins Jn at each mass level mn

in terms of the the degree α of the polynomial bound (1.9) and the maximum spins at

lower mass levels. The exact form of the SSC differs slightly between the su-symmetric

and stu-symmetric cases.

Theorem 1.1 (su-SSC) For any su-symmetric amplitude which satisfies our bootstrap

assumptions, the maximum spins Jn at mass mn are constrained by

Jn ≤ max(α− 1, J0, J1, . . . , Jn−1) + 1 (1.29)

for all mn > 0 in the weakly-coupled spectrum. Equivalently, the mass of the lightest spin-j

state must be smaller than the mass of the lightest spin-(j+1) state for all j ≥ max(α, J0 + 1).

Theorem 1.2 (stu-SSC) For any stu-symmetric amplitude which satisfies our bootstrap

assumptions, the maximum spins Jn at mass mn are constrained by

Jn ≤ max(2⌊α−1
2 ⌋, J0, J1, . . . , Jn−1) + 2 (1.30)

for all mn > 0 in the weakly-coupled spectrum. Equivalently, the mass of the lightest

spin-j state must be smaller than the mass of the lightest spin-(j + 2) state for all even

j ≥ max(2⌈α2 ⌉, J0 + 2).

1.4.2 Sequential Mass Constraints

The SMC are non-linear bounds which further constrain the value of the smallest mass at

which a spin-j particle appears. To cleanly state the SMC, we define µj as the first mass

level at which a spin-j state is exchanged and nj as the index of this mass level so that

mnj = µj . Equivalently, nj is the smallest value of n such that Jn ≥ j. The SMC bound

ratios of µj . The SMC inequality is identical for both the su-symmetric and stu-symmetric

cases, but the conditions of applicability slightly differ.

Theorem 1.3 (su-SMC) For any su-symmetric amplitude which satisfies our bootstrap

assumptions, the masses µj of the lightest spin-j particles are constrained by(
µj′′

µj

)j′−j

≤
(
µj′

µj

)j′′−j

(1.31)

for all j′′ ≥ j′ ≥ j ≥ max(α, J0 + 1) with µj , µj′ , µj′′ > 0 in the weakly-coupled spectrum.
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Theorem 1.4 (stu-SMC) For any stu-symmetric amplitude which satisfies our bootstrap

assumptions, the masses µj of the lightest spin-j particles are constrained by(
µj′′

µj

)j′−j

≤
(
µj′

µj

)j′′−j

(1.32)

for all even j′′ ≥ j′ ≥ j ≥ max(2⌈α2 ⌉, J0 + 2) with µj , µj′ , µj′′ > 0 in the weakly-coupled

spectrum.

1.5 Outline

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.

• In section 2, we prove the SSC and SMC for su-symmetric amplitudes.

• In section 3, we prove the SSC and SMC for stu-symmetric amplitudes.

• In section 4, we discuss the extension of our results to super-gluon and super-graviton

amplitudes, such as the amplitudes of open and closed superstrings.

• Finally, we conclude in section 5.

The proofs in section 2 and section 3 are written in parallel so that each section can be

read independently of the other.

2 The su-symmetric case

In this section, we prove the Sequential Spin Constraints (SSC) and the Sequential Mass

Constraints (SMC) for all su-symmetric amplitudes that satisfy our bootstrap assumptions.

We begin by defining a pole-subtracted amplitude whose first mass level is at mn so that

we can isolate the contribution of each state. We then carefully analyze this amplitude’s

Wilson coefficients. Our derivation of the dispersion relations for these Wilson coefficients

is not new [11, 14], but the constraints on the spectrum (i.e. the SSC and SMC) are new

to the literature as discussed in section 1.

2.1 The pole-subtracted amplitude

For any mass mn > 0 in the weakly-coupled spectrum of the su-symmetric amplitude

A(su)(s, u), we define the pole-subtracted amplitude A
(su)
n (s, u) by explicitly subtracting

the massless poles and the massive poles with masses mp < mn:

A(su)
n (s, u) = A(su)(s, u) +

J0∑
j=0

λ2
j

(
uj

s
+

sj

u

)
(2.1)

+

n−1∑
p=1

m6−d
p

Jp∑
j=0

g2p,j

[
1

s−m2
p

P(d)
j

(
1 +

2u

m2
p

)
+

1

u−m2
p

P(d)
j

(
1 +

2s

m2
p

)]
.
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The “subtractions” are accomplished with plus signs because the poles have an overall

minus sign as described in (1.17) and (1.22). We also recall that Jp is the maximum spin

exchanged at mass mp.

This pole-subtracted amplitude is a well-defined functional of the original amplitude

since the couplings λ2
j and g2p,j can be written in terms of A(su)(s, u) using (1.25) and (1.28).

The subtraction manifestly respects the su-symmetry of the original amplitude while

eliminating the simple poles in s at s = 0,m2
1, . . . ,m

2
n−1. Otherwise, the pole-subtracted

amplitude has the same analytic structure as the original amplitude, depicted in Figure 2.

2.1.1 Polynomial bound

Due to the various powers of s in the numerators of the u-channel poles, the pole-subtracted

amplitude is polynomially-bounded by

lim
|s|→∞

fixed u<0

A
(su)
n (s, u)

sJn
= 0 (2.2)

with

Jn = max(α− 1, J0, J1, . . . , Jn−1) + 1 , (2.3)

where α is the degree of the polynomial bound of the original amplitude A(su)(s, u) in (1.9).

This polynomial bound Jn is finite since each maximum spin Jn is finite (by assumption).

If there are no massless poles, we set J0 = −1 by convention.

2.1.2 Low-energy expansion

Since we have subtracted the massless poles, the low-energy expansion near s = u = 0 is

analytic in s and u and given by

A(su)
n (s, u) =

∞∑
k=0

k∑
q=0

a
(su)
n;k,q s

k−quq . (2.4)

This low-energy expansion is valid for |s|, |u| < m2
n. As a consequence of su-symmetry, the

Wilson coefficients obey homogeneous linear equations, graded by the Mandelstam order k.

Namely, a
(su)
n;k,q = a

(su)
n;k,k−q for all k ≥ q ≥ 0.

2.1.3 Dispersion relations

We can derive a dispersion relation for the the Wilson coefficient a
(su)
n;k,q with k− q ≥ Jn by

considering the following contour integral at fixed u ∈ (−m2
n, 0):{ ‰

s=0

+
∑

mp≥mn

‰

s=m2
p

+

‰

s∈[Λ2,∞]

+

fi

s=∞

}
ds

2πi

A
(su)
n (s, u)

sk−q+1
= 0 . (2.5)

The full contour is depicted in Figure 3 and trivially vanishes by Cauchy’s integral theorem.
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• The contour around s = 0 extracts the Wilson coefficients in (2.4):

‰

s=0

ds

2πi

A
(su)
n (s, u)

sk−q+1
=

∞∑
q′=0

a
(su)
n;k−q+q′,q′ u

q′ . (2.6)

• The contours around each s = m2
p can be evaluated using (1.17):

‰

s=m2
p

ds

2πi

A
(su)
n (s, u)

sk−q+1
= − 1

m2k−2q+d−4
p

Jp∑
j=0

g2p,j P
(d)
j

(
1 +

2u

m2
p

)
. (2.7)

• The contour around s ∈ [Λ2,∞] computes the discontinuity of the integrand across

the real s-axis, and within this integral, the imaginary part of the pole-subtracted

amplitude is equal to the imaginary part of the original amplitude A(su)(s, u), which

can be expanded as a sum over the spectral density functions ρj(s) defined in (1.14):

‰

s∈[Λ2,∞]

ds

2πi

A
(su)
n (s, u)

sk−q+1
= −

ˆ ∞

Λ2

ds

sk−q+1

∞∑
j=0

ρj(s)P(d)
j

(
1 +

2u

s

)
. (2.8)

• Finally, the contour at infinity vanishes since k − q ≥ Jn.

Each contribution to the full contour integral is a power series in u, valid for all values

of u ∈ (−m2
n, 0) with no obstruction to taking the limit u → 0. Thus, we can act with

the operator 1
q!(∂/∂u)

q on the full contour integral before taking u → 0 to extract the

coefficient of uq.

After some straightforward algebra and a change of integration variables to the dimen-

sionless combination z = Λ2s−1, we arrive at the following dispersion relation for the Wilson

coefficients of A
(su)
n (s, u). This relation holds for all integers n ≥ 1 with mn in the weakly-

coupled spectrum and for all integers k, q ≥ 0 satisfying k − q ≥ Jn:

a
(su)
n;k,q =

∑
mp≥mn

1

m2k+d−4
p

Jp∑
j=q

g2p,j v
(d)
j,q

+
1

Λ2k+d−4

ˆ 1

0
dz zk−1+ d−4

2

∞∑
j=q

ρj
(
Λ2z−1

)
v
(d)
j,q . (2.9)

Here v
(d)
j,q is the coefficient of xq in the spin-j Gegenbauer polynomial P(d)

j (1 + 2x):

v
(d)
j,q =

(
j

q

)
Γ(j + d− 3 + q) Γ(d−2

2 )

Γ(j + d− 3) Γ(d−2
2 + q)

. (2.10)

These coefficients are manifestly non-negative for all d > 3 and all integers j, q ≥ 0.
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Re(s)

Im(s)

0 m2
n Λ2−u

· · ·

A
(su)
n (s, u)

sk−q+1

Figure 3. The contour integral in (2.5).

We could have alternatively computed this dispersion relation using a contour which

encircles s ∈ [m2
n,∞] (without closing the contours around the poles at each s = m2

p). In

this case, we find

a
(su)
n;k,q =

1

m2k+d−4
n

ˆ 1

0
dzn z

k−1+ d−4
2

n

∞∑
j=q

ρj
(
m2

nz
−1
n

)
v
(d)
j,q , (2.11)

where the new integration variable is defined as zn = m2
ns

−1. For s ∈ [m2
n,Λ

2), the spectral

density functions are given by a sum over delta functions with support at each s = m2
p, as

in (1.21), which reproduces the previous form of the dispersion relation.

The sums over j in (2.9) and (2.11) begin at j = q because the coefficients v
(d)
j,q vanish

for integers 0 ≤ j < q. Hence, only spin-q states and higher contribute to a
(su)
n;k,q. We also

note that these Wilson coefficients are manifestly non-negative as a consequence of the

positivity of the spectral densities ρj(s) ≥ 0 and the positivity of each v
(d)
j,q ≥ 0.

2.1.4 The k → ∞ limit

Before we proceed, let us examine the k → ∞ limit (with q fixed) of the Wilson coefficients

using the dispersion relation (2.9). We can safely take this limit because each contribution

to (2.9) is non-negative. However, we must first eliminate the overall mass dimension.
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Given any mass m, we can form the dimensionless combination m2k+d−4 a
(su)
n;k,q. The choice

of this mass determines whether the limit is zero, non-zero and finite, or infinite.

• If m < mn, then the limit vanishes:

lim
k→∞

(
m2k+d−4 a

(su)
n;k,q

)
= 0 . (2.12)

• If m = mn, then the limit results in a finite sum over the spin-j couplings at that

mass level beginning with j = q,

lim
k→∞

(
m2k+d−4

n a
(su)
n;k,q

)
=

Jn∑
j=q

g2n,j v
(d)
j,q , (2.13)

which vanishes if q > Jn. This sum is finite because (by assumption) the amplitude

exchanges a finite set of spins with maximum spin Jn at mass mn.

• If m > mn, then the limit generically diverges, but if m = µq is the first mass level

at which a spin-q or higher state is exchanged (with µq > mn, assuming that such a

mass level exists), then the limit results in a finite sum over the spin-j couplings at

that mass level beginning with j = q, similar to the previous equation:

lim
k→∞

(
µ2k+d−4
q a

(su)
n;k,q

)
=

Jnq∑
j=q

g2nq ,j v
(d)
j,q , (2.14)

where nq is the index of the first mass level at which a spin-q state is exchanged so

that mnq = µq. This limit is finite because, in this case, no terms proportional to xk

with x > 1 appear after multiplying the dispersion relation (2.9) by µ2k+d−4
q .

2.1.5 An inequality from positivity

Our next step will be to use the positivity of the spectral densities and the alternative form

of the dispersion relation (2.11) to write an inequality relating Wilson coefficients with

different values of the “k” subscript. Let us first consider any sequence of real numbers

(A0, A1, A2, . . . ) with A0 = 1 and

Ai =

ˆ 1

0
dz σ(z) zi , (2.15)

where σ(z) is a positive measure satisfying the distributional inequality 0 ≤ σ(z) ≤ 1 so

that Ai+1 ≤ Ai with each Ai ∈ [0, 1]. Such a sequence is known as a Hausdorff moment

sequence in the mathematics literature, but we will not use any special mathematical results

here. For any integer q ≥ 0 and any mass m, the following ratios of Wilson coefficients

form a Hausdorff moment sequence:

Ai = m2i
a
(su)
n;q+Jn+i,q

a
(su)
n;q+Jn,q

. (2.16)
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In this case, positivity of the measure σ(z) follows from the alternative form of the

dispersion relation (2.11) and the positivity of the spectral density functions.

Now consider two integers i2 > i1 ≥ 1. The function z 7→ zi2/i1 is convex on the

domain [0, 1]. Thus, by Jensen’s integral inequality (a generalization of the Cauchy–Schwarz

integral inequality which relates the value of a convex function of an integral to the integral

of the convex function) [86], we have

Ai2
i1
=

( ˆ 1

0
dz σ(z) zi1

)i2/i1· i1
≤
(ˆ 1

0
dz σ(z) (zi1)i2/i1

)i1

= Ai1
i2

(2.17)

for any Hausdorff moment sequence (A0, A1, A2, . . . ). This inequality trivially extends to

all integers i2 ≥ i1 ≥ 0. If we now substitute into this inequality the sequence of ratios of

Wilson coefficients (2.16) and choose q = k−Jn − i1 for any integer k ≥ 2Jn + i1, we find(
a
(su)
n;k,k−Jn−i1

)i2 ≤
(
a
(su)
n;k+i2−i1,k−Jn−i1

)i1(a(su)n;k−i1,k−Jn−i1

)i2−i1 . (2.18)

This inequality does not depend on the arbitrary mass m which appeared in (2.16), but

the variable k appears in both the “k” subscript and the “q” subscript of each Wilson

coefficient. To simplify the dependence on k, we can use crossing symmetry. Recall that

su-symmetry implies that the Wilson coefficients obey a
(su)
n;k,q = a

(su)
n;k,k−q for all k ≥ q ≥ 0.

Using this relation in the previous inequality yields(
a
(su)
n;k,Jn+i1

)i2 ≤
(
a
(su)
n;k+i2−i1,Jn+i2

)i1(a(su)n;k−i1,Jn

)i2−i1 . (2.19)

Now k only appears in the “k” subscript of each Wilson coefficient. Moreover, each of these

Wilson coefficients has a dispersion relation of the form (2.9) for all integers i2 ≥ i1 ≥ 0

because k ≥ 2Jn + i1 implies that the difference between the “k” subscript and the “q”

subscript is greater than or equal to Jn for all three coefficients.

2.2 Proving the su-SSC and su-SMC

Both the su-symmetric SSC and SMC follow directly from the inequality (2.19). For each

proof, we simply multiply both sides of the inequality by an appropriate factor and then

analyze the k → ∞ limit.

2.2.1 Proving the su-SSC

The su-SSC can be written as Jn ≤ Jn. In other words, the maximum spin Jn exchanged

at mass mn is less than or equal to Jn, the degree of the polynomial bound in (2.3).

We shall prove this statement by contradiction. Let us first assume that Jn ≥ Jn + 1.

Next we consider the inequality (2.19) and multiply both sides by m
(2k+d−4)i2
n . We then

set i1 = Jn − Jn and i2 = i1 + 1 so that i2 > i1 ≥ 1. We can now compute the k → ∞
limit using (2.13) to find(

Jn∑
j=Jn

g2n,j v
(d)
j,Jn

)Jn−Jn+1

≤

(
Jn∑

j=Jn+1

g2n,j v
(d)
j,Jn+1

)Jn−Jn
(

Jn∑
j=Jn

g2n,j v
(d)
j,Jn

)
. (2.20)

– 19 –



The first sum on the right-hand side vanishes identically because the lower limit is larger

than the upper limit, and the sum on the left-hand side is manifestly non-negative. Since the

coefficient v
(d)
j,j > 0, we must have g2n,Jn = 0, which contradicts our bootstrap assumptions.

Recall that in section 1 we assumed that the coupling of the maximum spin at each

mass level g2n,Jn > 0 was strictly positive without loss of generality. Having reached a

contradiction, we conclude that Jn ≤ Jn.

2.2.2 Proving the su-SMC

To prove the su-SMC, we begin with a corollary of the su-SSC. If nj is the index of the

first mass level at which a spin-j state is exchanged (so that mnj = µj), then the su-SSC

implies that the maximum spin at this mass level is equal to j. More precisely, Jnj = j

and Jnj = j for all j ≥ max(α, J0 + 1) with µj in the weakly-coupled spectrum. In other

words, the first appearance of a spin-j state must be at a mass level at which it is the

maximum spin.

This corollary then implies that the limit (2.14) with q = j for any j ≥ max(α, J0 + 1)

such that µj ≥ mn simplifies to

lim
k→∞

(
µ2k+d−4
j a

(su)
n;k,j

)
= g2nj ,j v

(d)
j,j > 0 , (2.21)

which is strictly positive because both v
(d)
j,j > 0 and g2nj ,j = g2nj ,Jnj

> 0 are positive.

Now we consider the inequality (2.19), setting n = nj for j ≥ max(α, J0 + 1) with µj

in the weakly-coupled spectrum so that Jn = j. We define j′ = j + i1, and j′′ = j + i2
with µj′ , µj′′ also in the weakly-coupled spectrum. After some rearranging, (2.19) becomes

1 ≤

(
a
(su)
nj ;k+j′′−j′,j′′

)j′−j(
a
(su)
nj ;k+j−j′,j

)j′′−j′(
a
(su)
nj ;k,j′

)j′′−j
. (2.22)

Next we multiply both sides of this expression by(
µ
2(k+j′′−j′)+d−4
j′′

)j′−j(
µ
2(k+j−j′)+d−4
j

)j′′−j′(
µ2k+d−4
j′

)j′′−j
(2.23)

to find a messy inequality,

(
µ2
j′′

µ2
j

)(j′′−j′)(j′−j)
((

µ2
j′′

µ2
j

)j′−j(µ2
j

µ2
j′

)j′′−j
)k+ d−4

2

≤

(
µ
2(k+j′′−j′)+d−4
j′′ a

(su)
nj ;k+j′′−j′,j′′

)j′−j(
µ
2(k+j−j′)+d−4
j

a
(su)
nj ;k+j−j′,j

)j′′−j′(
µ2k+d−4
j′ a

(su)
nj ;k,j′

)j′′−j
. (2.24)

The left-hand side is positive for all finite k. The k → ∞ limit of the right-hand side can

be computed using (2.21). The result is finite and positive. Thus, the same limit of the
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left-hand side must also be finite. Hence, the quantity inside the large parentheses in (2.24)

must be less than or equal to one. Therefore,(
µ2
j′′

µ2
j

)j′−j

≤
(
µ2
j′

µ2
j

)j′′−j

. (2.25)

This completes our proof of the su-symmetric SMC.

2.3 Saturating the su-SSC and su-SMC

We conclude this section by discussing the saturation of the su-SSC and su-SMC bounds.

2.3.1 Saturating the su-SSC

The su-SSC is a simple linear inequality, and it is trivially saturated by Jn = Jn for all

n ≥ 1 with mn in the weakly-coupled spectrum. In this case, the maximum spins at

each mass level increase linearly as Jn = n + ȷ̂ − 1, where ȷ̂ = max(α, J0 + 1), so that

the masses obey mn = µn+ȷ̂−1. In summary, when the su-SSC is saturated, the maximum

spins increase by one at each subsequent mass level beginning with spin-ȷ̂ at mass m1.

The open superstring spectrum in Figure 1 saturates the su-SSC with J0 = α = 1 and

Jn = n+ 1. We revisit this observation in section 4.

2.3.2 Saturating the su-SMC

The su-SMC is more complicated because (2.25) is highly non-linear. Moreover, the su-

SMC only constrains the set of masses µj at which a spin-j state is first exchanged. In

general, this set is a subset of the full set of masses mn. That is,

{µj : j ≥ ȷ̂} ⊂ {mn : n ≥ 1} . (2.26)

The smallest spin for which the su-SMC applies is ȷ̂ = max(α, J0 + 1), and for all j ≥ ȷ̂,

the following masses saturate (2.25):

µ2
j = µ2

ȷ̂

(
µ2
ȷ̂+1

µ2
ȷ̂

)j−ȷ̂

. (2.27)

Since we are free to measure masses in units of µȷ̂, this expression has one free parameter,

the ratio of masses χ = µ2
ȷ̂+1/µ

2
ȷ̂ . As a consequence of the su-SSC, these masses are ordered

by 0 < µȷ̂ < µȷ̂+1, so we have χ > 1. Hence, χ ∈ (1,∞) parametrizes a set of masses µj

which saturate (2.25).

If the masses µj saturate the su-SMC, then we can also bound a subset of the couplings.

If each µj is given by (2.27), then the quantity inside the large parentheses in (2.24) is now

equal to one. The k → ∞ limit of this expression can be computed using (2.21) and yields

the following non-linear inequality involving both the masses and couplings:

(
µ2
j′′

µ2
j

)(j′′−j′)(j′−j)

≤

(
g2nj′′ ,j′′

v
(d)
j′′,j′′

)j′−j(
g2nj ,j v

(d)
j,j

)j′′−j′(
g2nj′ ,j′

v
(d)
j′,j′
)j′′−j

. (2.28)
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Choosing j = ȷ̂ and j′ = ȷ̂+ 1, redefining j′′ 7→ j, and then using (2.27) to write the ratio

of masses in terms of the parameter χ, this inequality becomes

g2nj ,j v
(d)
j,j ≥ g2nȷ̂,ȷ̂ v

(d)
ȷ̂,ȷ̂ χ(j−ȷ̂)(j−ȷ̂−1) ξj−ȷ̂ , (2.29)

where we have defined

ξ =
g2nȷ̂+1,ȷ̂+1

g2nȷ̂,ȷ̂

v
(d)
ȷ̂+1,ȷ̂+1

v
(d)
ȷ̂,ȷ̂

. (2.30)

This parameter ξ > 0 is strictly positive since the two couplings g2nȷ̂,ȷ̂ and g2nȷ̂+1,ȷ̂+1 are

strictly positive as discussed in section 1. The final inequality (2.29) is vacuously true for

both j = ȷ̂ and j = ȷ̂+ 1, so it holds for all j ≥ ȷ̂.

We do not know of any theories whose mass spectrum saturates the su-SMC, but we

can prove by contradiction that such a theory is inconsistent if particles of arbitrarily high

spin appear in the weakly-coupled spectrum. If this theory were consistent, then its Wilson

coefficients would be finite quantities. Let us consider the Wilson coefficient a
(su)
1;ȷ̂,0 using

the dispersion relation (2.9):

a
(su)
1;ȷ̂,0 =

∑
n≥1

1

m2ȷ̂+d−4
n

Jn∑
j=0

g2n,j +
1

Λ2ȷ̂+d−4

ˆ 1

0
dz zȷ̂−1+ d−4

2

∞∑
j=0

ρj
(
Λ2z−1

)
. (2.31)

Here we have used v
(d)
j,0 = 1. Let us derive a lower bound on this expression. Since ρj(s) ≥ 0

and g2n,j ≥ 0, we can drop the integral and then use (2.26) to restrict the sum over masses

from the set of mn to the subset of µj to find

a
(su)
1;ȷ̂,0 ≥

∑
j≥ȷ̂

1

µ2ȷ̂+d−4
j

g2nj ,j . (2.32)

Using (2.27) to write each µj in terms of the parameter χ > 1 and (2.29) to bound the

couplings, we find

a
(su)
1;ȷ̂,0 ≥ µ−2ȷ̂+4−d

ȷ̂ g2nȷ̂,ȷ̂ v
(d)
ȷ̂,ȷ̂

∑
j≥ȷ̂

χ(j−ȷ̂)(j−2ȷ̂+1− d
2
) ξj−ȷ̂ 1

v
(d)
j,j

. (2.33)

If the sum over j is infinite (that is, if the theory contains particles of arbitrarily high spin

in its weakly-coupled spectrum), then this sum diverges by the ratio test since χ > 1 and

ξ > 0. In this case, a
(su)
1;ȷ̂,0 diverges, and the theory is inconsistent. Therefore, the su-SMC

cannot be saturated for an infinite set of spins, which implies that the su-SMC (2.25) is

not an optimal bound.

3 The stu-symmetric case

In this section, we prove the Sequential Spin Constraints (SSC) and the Sequential Mass

Constraints (SMC) for all stu-symmetric amplitudes that satisfy our bootstrap assump-

tions. Our proof proceeds analogously to the previous section with a few important changes.
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We repeat much of the language in section 2 so that this section is self-contained. We

again begin by defining a pole-subtracted amplitude and carefully analyzing its Wilson

coefficients. Again, our derivation of the dispersion relations for these Wilson coefficients

is not new [11, 14], but the constraints on the spectrum (i.e. the SSC and SMC) are new

to the literature as discussed in section 1.

3.1 The pole-subtracted amplitude

For any mass mn > 0 in the weakly-coupled spectrum of the stu-symmetric amplitude

A(stu)(s, u), we define the pole-subtracted amplitude A
(stu)
n (s, u) by explicitly subtracting

the massless poles and the massive poles with masses mp < mn:

A(stu)
n (s, u) = A(stu)(s, u) +

J0∑
j=0
even

λ2
j

1

2

(
tj + uj

s
+

uj + sj

t
+

sj + tj

u

)
(3.1)

+

n−1∑
p=1

m6−d
p

Jp∑
j=0
even

g2p,j
1

2

{
1

s −m2
p

[
P(d)
j

(
1 +

2t

m2
p

)
+ P(d)

j

(
1 +

2u

m2
p

)]
+

1

t −m2
p

[
P(d)
j

(
1 +

2u

m2
p

)
+ P(d)

j

(
1 +

2s

m2
p

)]
+

1

u−m2
p

[
P(d)
j

(
1 +

2s

m2
p

)
+ P(d)

j

(
1 +

2t

m2
p

)]}
,

with t = −(s+ u). The “subtractions” are accomplished with plus signs because the poles

have an overall minus sign as described in (1.17) and (1.22). We also recall that Jp is the

maximum spin exchanged at mass mp.

This pole-subtracted amplitude is a well-defined functional of the original amplitude

since the couplings λ2
j and g2p,j can be written in terms of A(stu)(s, u) using (1.25) and (1.28).

The subtraction manifestly respects the stu-symmetry of the original amplitude while elim-

inating the simple poles in s at s = 0,m2
1, . . . ,m

2
n−1 and at s = −u,−u−m2

1, . . . ,−u−m2
n−1.

Otherwise, the pole-subtracted amplitude has the same analytic structure as the original

amplitude, depicted in Figure 2.

3.1.1 Polynomial bound

Due to the various powers of s in the numerators, the pole-subtracted amplitude (3.1) is

polynomially-bounded by

lim
|s|→∞

fixed u<0

A
(stu)
n (s, u)

sJn
= 0 (3.2)

with

Jn = max(α− 1, J0, J1, . . . , Jn−1) + 1 , (3.3)

where α is the degree of the polynomial bound of the original amplitude A(stu)(s, u) in (1.9).

This polynomial bound Jn is finite since each maximum spin Jn is finite (by assumption).

The Jn must be even as a consequence of stu-symmetry, as discussed below (1.10). If there

are no massless poles, we set J0 = −2 by convention.
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3.1.2 Low-energy expansion

Since we have subtracted the massless poles, the low-energy expansion near s = u = 0 is

analytic in s and u and given by

A(stu)
n (s, u) =

∞∑
k=0

k∑
q=0

a
(stu)
n;k,q s

k−quq . (3.4)

This low-energy expansion is valid for |s|, |t|, |u| < m2
n. As a consequence of stu-symmetry,

the Wilson coefficients obey homogeneous linear equations, graded by the Mandelstam

order k. For instance, the subset of su-symmetry implies a
(stu)
n;k,q = a

(stu)
n;k,k−q for all k ≥ q ≥ 0.

3.1.3 Dispersion relations

We can derive a dispersion relation for the the Wilson coefficient a
(stu)
n;k,q with k− q ≥ Jn by

considering the following contour integral at fixed u ∈ (−1
2m

2
n, 0):{ ‰

s=0

+
∑

mp≥mn

( ‰
s=m2

p

+

‰

s=−u−m2
p

)
+

‰

s∈[Λ2,∞]

+

‰

s∈[−u−Λ2,∞]

+

fi

s=∞

}

× ds

2πi

A
(stu)
n (s, u)

sk−q+1
= 0 . (3.5)

The full contour is depicted in Figure 4 and trivially vanishes by Cauchy’s integral theorem.

• The contour around s = 0 extracts the Wilson coefficients in (3.4), which can be used

since |s| < 1
2m

2
n and u ∈ (−1

2m
2
n, 0) imply that |s|, |u|, |s+ u| < m2

n:

‰

s=0

ds

2πi

A
(stu)
n (s, u)

sk−q+1
=

∞∑
q′=0

a
(stu)
n;k−q+q′,q′ u

q′ . (3.6)

• The contours around each s = m2
p can be evaluated using (1.17):

‰

s=m2
p

ds

2πi

A
(stu)
n (s, u)

sk−q+1
= − 1

m2k−2q+d−4
p

Jp∑
j=0
even

g2p,j P
(d)
j

(
1 +

2u

m2
p

)
. (3.7)

• The contours around each s = −u−m2
p can be similarly evaluated by first using the

st-symmetry relation A
(stu)
n (s, u) = A

(stu)
n (−s−u, u) and then using (1.17):

‰

s=−u−m2
p

ds

2πi

A
(stu)
n (s, u)

sk−q+1
= − 1

m2k−2q+d−4
p

(−)k−q(
1 + u

m2
p

)k−q+1

Jp∑
j=0
even

g2p,j P
(d)
j

(
1 +

2u

m2
p

)
. (3.8)
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Re(s)

Im(s)

0 m2
n Λ2−u−u−m2

n−u−Λ2

· · ·· · ·

A
(stu)
n (s, u)

sk−q+1

Figure 4. The contour integral in (3.5).

• The contour around s ∈ [Λ2,∞] computes the discontinuity of the integrand across

the real s-axis, and within this integral, the imaginary part of the pole-subtracted

amplitude is equal to the imaginary part of the original amplitude A(stu)(s, u), which

can be expanded as a sum over the spectral density functions ρj(s) defined in (1.14):

‰

s∈[Λ2,∞]

ds

2πi

A
(stu)
n (s, u)

sk−q+1
= −
ˆ ∞

Λ2

ds

sk−q+1

∞∑
j=0
even

ρj(s)P(d)
j

(
1 +

2u

s

)
. (3.9)

• The contour around s ∈ [∞,−u−Λ2] can be similarly evaluated using st-symmetry:

‰

s∈[−u−Λ2,∞]

ds

2πi

A
(stu)
n (s, u)

sk−q+1
= −
ˆ ∞

Λ2

ds

sk−q+1

(−)k−q(
1 + u

s

)k−q+1

∞∑
j=0
even

ρj(s)P(d)
j

(
1 +

2u

s

)
. (3.10)

• Finally, the contour at infinity vanishes since k − q ≥ Jn.

Each contribution to the full contour integral is a power series in u, valid for all values

of u ∈ (−1
2m

2
n, 0) with no obstruction to taking the limit u → 0. Thus, we can act with
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the operator 1
q!(∂/∂u)

q on the full contour integral before taking u → 0 to extract the

coefficient of uq.

After some straightforward algebra and a change of integration variables to the dimen-

sionless combination z = Λ2s−1, we arrive at the following dispersion relation for the Wilson

coefficients of A
(stu)
n (s, u). This relation holds for all integers n ≥ 1 with mn in the weakly-

coupled spectrum and for all integers k, q ≥ 0 satisfying k − q ≥ Jn:

a
(stu)
n;k,q =

∑
mp≥mn

1

m2k+d−4
p

Jp∑
j=0
even

g2p,j w
(d)
j;k,q

+
1

Λ2k+d−4

ˆ 1

0
dz zk−1+ d−4

2

∞∑
j=0
even

ρj
(
Λ2z−1

)
w

(d)
j;k,q . (3.11)

Here w
(d)
j;k,q is a sign-indefinite linear combination of the v

(d)
j,q coefficients, defined by

w
(d)
j;k,q = v

(d)
j,q +

q∑
q′=0

(
k − q′

q − q′

)
(−)k−q′v

(d)
j,q′ . (3.12)

An explicit expression for v
(d)
j,q is given in (2.10). The sum over q′ in (3.12) can actually be

performed, resulting in a 3F2 hypergeometric function:

w
(d)
j;k,q = v

(d)
j,q + (−)k

(
k

q

)
3F2

[
−j, j+d−3, −q

1
2
(d−2), −k ; 1

]
. (3.13)

This hypergeometric function is a well-defined finite series, but one must take care when

expressing it using the series representation of 3F2 because of the negative “downstairs”

argument −k. In any case, we can define the following combination of these 3F2’s which is

anti-symmetric under q ↔ k − q:

f
(d)
j;k,q = 3F2

[
−j, j+d−3, −q

1
2
(d−2), −k ; 1

]
− 3F2

[
−j, j+d−3, −k+q

1
2
(d−2), −k ; 1

]
. (3.14)

This f coefficient vanishes for all non-negative integers j, k, q with j even and k ≥ j, q.

While we do not have an analytic proof of this property, we have numerically verified it for

all values of j, k, q up to k = 50 and for a random selection of j, k, q with 51 ≤ k ≤ 200.

In contrast to the su-symmetric dispersion relation (2.9) for a
(su)
n;k,q where the sums

over j begin with j = q, the sums in the stu-symmetric dispersion relation (3.11) begin

at j = 0 because the w coefficients are generically non-zero for all j ≥ 0. Hence, all even

spins contribute to the stu-symmetric Wilson coefficients a
(stu)
n;k,q. Moreover, since the w

coefficients are sign-indefinite, so to are the stu-symmetric Wilson coefficients, again in

contrast to the su-symmetric Wilson coefficients which are manifestly non-negative.

3.1.4 The b coefficients

To proceed, it will be useful to have a quantity analogous to the su-symmetric Wilson

coefficients which is manifestly non-negative and which depends only on a restricted set
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of spins. To that end, we define the b coefficients by replacing each w coefficient in the

dispersion relation for a
(stu)
n;k,q with the corresponding v coefficient:

bn;k,q =
∑

mp≥mn

1

m2k+d−4
p

Jp∑
j=2⌈q/2⌉

even

g2p,j v
(d)
j,q

+
1

Λ2k+d−4

ˆ 1

0
dz zk−1+ d−4

2

∞∑
j=2⌈q/2⌉

even

ρj
(
Λ2z−1

)
v
(d)
j,q (3.15)

Each b coefficient is manifestly positive, and the sums over j begin with j = 2⌈q/2⌉, the
smallest even integer greater than or equal to q. The a and b coefficients can be related

using the definition (3.12) of the w coefficients in terms of the v coefficients. Clearly, each

Wilson coefficient is a linear combination of the b coefficients.

Now, the su-symmetry relation A
(stu)
n (s, u) = A

(stu)
n (u, s) implies that the Wilson

coefficients obey a
(stu)
n;k,q = a

(stu)
n;k,k−q. If both k − q ≥ Jn and q ≥ Jn, then this crossing

symmetry relation can be written in terms of the b coefficients using equations (3.11),

(3.13), (3.14), and (3.15):

∆bn;k,q = bn;k,k−q − bn;k,q

= a
(stu)
n;k,k−q − a

(stu)
n;k,q︸ ︷︷ ︸

0

+

q∑
q′=0

(
k − q′

q − q′

)
(−)k−q′bn;k,q′ −

k−q∑
q′=0

(
k − q′

k − q − q′

)
(−)k−q′bn;k,q′

= (−)k
(
k

q

){ ∑
mp≥mn

1

m2k+d−4
p

Jp∑
j=2⌈k/2⌉

even

g2p,j f
(d)
j;k,q

+
1

Λ2k+d−4

ˆ 1

0
dz zk−1+ d−4

2

∞∑
j=2⌈k/2⌉

even

ρj
(
Λ2z−1

)
f
(d)
j;k,q

}
, (3.16)

where we have defined ∆bn;k,q = bn;k,k−q − bn;k,q. The sums over j in this expression begin

with j = 2⌈k/2⌉ because the f coefficients vanish for even j ≤ k as discussed above.

3.1.5 The k → ∞ limit

Following the strategy of the previous section, let us now examine the k → ∞ limit of these

dispersion relations with q held fixed. Because of the complicated k-dependence of the w

coefficients, we cannot simply compute the infinite k limit of the stu-symmetric Wilson

coefficients. We can, however, compute this limit for the b coefficients using (3.15). As

before, we must first eliminate the overall mass dimension in this equation by multiplying by

an appropriate power of some mass m. The particular choice of this mass then determines

whether the limit is zero, non-zero and finite, or infinite.

– 27 –



• If m < mn, then the limit vanishes:

lim
k→∞

(
m2k+d−4 bn;k,q

)
= 0 . (3.17)

• If m = mn, then the limit results in a finite sum over the spin-j couplings at that

mass level beginning with j = 2⌈q/2⌉,

lim
k→∞

(
m2k+d−4

n bn;k,q

)
=

Jn∑
j=2⌈q/2⌉

even

g2n,j v
(d)
j,q , (3.18)

which vanishes if q > Jn. This sum is finite because (by assumption) the amplitude

exchanges a finite set of spins with maximum spin Jn at mass mn.

• If m > mn, then the limit generically diverges, but if m = µ2⌈q/2⌉ is the first mass

level at which a spin-(2⌈q/2⌉) or higher state is exchanged (with µq > mn, assuming

that such a mass level exists), then the limit results in a finite sum over the spin-j

couplings at that mass level beginning with j = 2⌈q/2⌉, similar to the previous

equation:

lim
k→∞

(
µ2k+d−4
2⌈q/2⌉ bn;k,q

)
=

Jn2⌈q/2⌉∑
j=2⌈q/2⌉

even

g2n2⌈q/2⌉,j v
(d)
j,q , (3.19)

where n2⌈q/2⌉ is the index of the first mass level at which a spin-(2⌈q/2⌉) state is

exchanged so thatmn2⌈q/2⌉ = µ2⌈q/2⌉. This limit is finite because, in this case, no terms

proportional to xk with x > 1 appear after multiplying the dispersion relation (3.15)

by µ2k+d−4
2⌈q/2⌉ .

Let us also analyze the k → ∞ limit of the crossing symmetry relation (3.16) for the

b coefficients. To compute these limits, we need a few intermediate results. First, we can

use the series representation of the hypergeometric function to verify that the k → ∞ limit

of the f coefficient (3.14) vanishes with fixed j, q, d:

lim
k→∞

f
(d)
j;k,q = 0 . (3.20)

Also, for |x| < 1 and fixed q,

lim
k→∞

xk
(
k

q

)
= 0 (3.21)

since
(
k
q

)
∼ kq grows polynomially with k. With these results in hand, we can compute the

k → ∞ limit of (3.16) multiplied by m2k+d−4.

• If m < mn, then the limit trivially vanishes as a consequence of (3.20) and (3.21):

lim
k→∞

(
m2k+d−4∆bn;k,q

)
= 0 . (3.22)
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• If m = mr with mr ≥ mn is any mass in the weakly-coupled spectrum of A
(su)
n (s, u),

then the limit requires some care. The terms proportional to (mr/mp)
2k withmp > mr

or to (mr/Λ)
2k trivially vanish as a consequence of (3.20) and (3.21). This leaves

a finite number of terms proportional to (mr/mp)
2k with mp ≤ mr. The k → ∞

limit of these terms appears to diverge, but they in fact vanish because the set of j

satisfying the summation criterion 2⌈k/2⌉ ≤ j ≤ Jp is empty in the limit k → ∞
since each Jp is finite by assumption. Thus,

lim
k→∞

(
m2k+d−4

r ∆bn;k,q

)
= 0 . (3.23)

We conclude that the infinite k limit of m2k+d−4∆bn;k,q vanishes for any m in the weakly-

coupled spectrum.

3.1.6 An inequality from positivity

Again in close analogy to the previous section, we can use positivity to write an inequality

relating the b coefficients with different values of the “k” subscript. For any integer q ≥ 0

and any mass m, the following ratios yield a sequence of the form discussed in section 2:

Ai = m2i bn;q+Jn+i,q

bn;q+Jn,q
. (3.24)

For any integers i2 ≥ i1 ≥ 0, positivity (and Jensen’s theorem) implies Ai2
i1

≤ Ai1
i2
. If we

choose q = k − Jn − i1 for any integer k ≥ 2Jn + i1, then this inequality becomes(
bn;k,k−Jn−i1

)i2 ≤
(
bn;k+i2−i1,k−Jn−i1

)i1(bn;k−i1,k−Jn−i1

)i2−i1 , (3.25)

or equivalently(
bn;k,Jn+i1 +∆bn;k,Jn+i1

)i2 ≤
(
bn;k+i2−i1,Jn+i2 +∆bn;k+i2−i1,Jn+i2

)i1
×
(
bn;k−i1,Jn +∆bn;k−i1,Jn

)i2−i1 , (3.26)

where ∆bn;k,q = bn;k,k−q − bn;k,q. Each term which appears in this final inequality has a

dispersion relation and a convergent k → ∞ limit.

3.2 Proving the stu-SSC and stu-SMC

Both the stu-symmetric SSC and SMC follow directly from the inequality (3.26). For each

proof, we simply multiply both sides of the inequality by an appropriate factor and then

analyze the k → ∞ limit.

3.2.1 Proving the stu-SSC

Let us first demonstrate that the stu-SSC can be written as Jn ≤ 2⌈Jn/2⌉, where 2⌈Jn/2⌉
is the smallest even integer greater than or equal to Jn, the polynomial bound in (2.3).

The ceiling function is monotonic, so it commutes with the maximum function. Moreover,
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each maximum spin Jp is even, so 2⌈(Jp + 1)/2⌉ = Jp + 2. Finally, for all integers α, we

have 2⌈α/2⌉ = 2⌊(α− 1)/2⌋+ 2. Thus,

2⌈Jn/2⌉ = max(2⌊(α− 1)/2⌋, J0, J1, . . . , Jn−1) + 2 , (3.27)

so the stu-SSC can be written as Jn ≤ 2⌈Jn/2⌉ as claimed.

We shall prove this statement by contradiction (mirroring our proof of the su-SSC).

Let us first assume that Jn ≥ 2⌈Jn/2⌉+ 2. Next we consider the inequality (3.26) and

multiply both sides by m
(2k+d−4)i2
n . We then set i1 = Jn − 2⌈Jn/2⌉ and i2 = i1 + 2 so that

both i1 and i2 are even and i2 > i1 ≥ 2. Now we can compute the k → ∞ limit of this

expression using (3.18) and (3.23). The ∆b terms vanish in this limit while the b terms

yield finite sums over j as follows:(
Jn∑

j=Jn
even

g2n,j v
(d)
j,Jn+Jn−2⌈Jn/2⌉

)Jn−2⌈Jn/2⌉+2

≤

(
Jn∑

j=Jn+2
even

g2n,j v
(d)
j,Jn+Jn−2⌈Jn/2⌉+2

)Jn−2⌈Jn/2⌉

×

(
Jn∑

j=2⌈Jn/2⌉
even

g2n,j v
(d)
j,Jn

)2

. (3.28)

The first sum on the right-hand side vanishes identically because the lower limit is larger

than the upper limit, and the sum on the left-hand side is manifestly non-negative. The

single v coefficient which appears on the left-hand side is either v
(d)
Jn,Jn

or v
(d)
Jn,Jn−1, depending

on whether Jn is even or odd. Both of these v coefficients are strictly positive, so we must

have g2n,Jn = 0, which contradicts our bootstrap assumptions. Recall that in section 1

we assumed that the coupling of the maximum spin at each mass level g2n,Jn > 0 was

strictly positive without loss of generality. Having reached a contradiction, we conclude

that Jn ≤ 2⌈Jn/2⌉+1, but since Jn must be even, we have Jn ≤ 2⌈Jn/2⌉. This completes

our proof of the stu-symmetric SSC.

3.2.2 Proving the stu-SMC

To prove the stu-SMC, we begin with a corollary of the stu-SSC. If nj (with j even) is the

index of the first mass level at which a spin-j state is exchanged (so that mnj = µj), then

the stu-SSC implies that the maximum spin at this mass level is equal to j. More precisely,

Jnj = j and Jnj = j for all even j ≥ max(2⌈α/2⌉, J0 + 2) with µj in the weakly-coupled

spectrum. In other words, the first appearance of a spin-j state must be at a mass level at

which it is the maximum spin.

This corollary implies that the limit (3.19) with q = j for even j ≥ max(2⌈α/2⌉, J0 + 2)

such that µj ≥ mn simplifies to

lim
k→∞

(
µ2k+d−4
j bn;k,j

)
= g2nj ,j v

(d)
j,j > 0 , (3.29)

which is strictly positive because both v
(d)
j,j > 0 and g2nj ,j = g2nj ,Jnj

> 0 are positive.
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Now we consider the inequality (3.26), setting n = nj for even j ≥ max(2⌈α/2⌉, J0 + 2)

with µj in the weakly-coupled spectrum so that Jn = j. We restrict to even i2 ≥ i1 ≥ 0

and define j′ = j + i1 and j′′ = j + i2 with µj′ , µj′′ also in the weakly-coupled spectrum.

After some rearranging, (3.26) becomes

1 ≤
(
bnj ;k+j′′−j′,j′′ +∆bnj ;k+j′′−j′,j′′

)j′−j(
bnj ;k+j−j′,j +∆bnj ;k+j−j′,j

)j′′−j′(
bnj ;k,j′ +∆bnj ;k,j′

)j′′−j
. (3.30)

Next we multiply both sides of this expression by(
µ
2(k+j′′−j′)+d−4
j′′

)j′−j(
µ
2(k+j−j′)+d−4
j

)j′′−j′(
µ2k+d−4
j′

)j′′−j
(3.31)

to find a horribly messy inequality,(
µ2
j′′

µ2
j

)(j′′−j′)(j′−j)
((

µ2
j′′

µ2
j

)j′−j(µ2
j

µ2
j′

)j′′−j
)k+ d−4

2

≤

(
µ
2(k+j′′−j′)+d−4
j′′

(
bnj ;k+j′′−j′,j′′ +∆bnj ;k+j′′−j′,j′′

))j′−j

×
(
µ
2(k+j−j′)+d−4
j

(
bnj ;k+j−j′,j +∆bnj ;k+j−j′,j

))j′′−j′

(
µ2k+d−4
j′

(
bnj ;k,j′ +∆bnj ;k,j′

))j′′−j
. (3.32)

The left-hand side is positive for all finite k. The k → ∞ limit of the right-hand side can be

computed using (3.19) and (3.29). The result is finite and positive. Thus, the same limit

of the left-hand side must also be finite. Hence, the quantity inside the large parentheses

in (3.32) must be less than or equal to one. Therefore,(
µ2
j′′

µ2
j

)j′−j

≤
(
µ2
j′

µ2
j

)j′′−j

. (3.33)

This completes our proof of the stu-symmetric SMC.

3.3 Saturating the stu-SSC and stu-SMC

We conclude this section by discussing the saturation of the stu-SSC and stu-SMC bounds.

3.3.1 Saturating the stu-SSC

The stu-SSC is a simple linear inequality, and it is trivially saturated by Jn = 2⌈Jn/2⌉
for all n ≥ 1 with mn in the weakly-coupled spectrum. In this case, the maximum spins

at each mass level increase linearly as Jn = 2n + ȷ̂ − 2, where ȷ̂ = max(2⌈α/2⌉, J0 + 2) is

even, so that the masses obey mn = µ2n+ȷ̂−2. In summary, when the stu-SSC is saturated,

the maximum spins increase by two at each subsequent mass level beginning with spin-ȷ̂

at mass m1.

The closed superstring spectrum in Figure 1 saturates the stu-SSC with J0 = α = 2

and Jn = 2n+ 2. We revisit this observation in section 4.
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3.3.2 Saturating the stu-SMC

The stu-SMC is more complicated because (3.33) is highly non-linear. Moreover, the stu-

SMC only constrains the set of masses µj at which a spin-j state is first exchanged. In

general, this set is a subset of the full set of masses mn. That is,

{µj : even j ≥ ȷ̂} ⊂ {mn : n ≥ 1} . (3.34)

The smallest spin for which the stu-SMC applies is ȷ̂ = max(2⌈α/2⌉, J0 + 2), and for all

even j ≥ ȷ̂, the following masses saturate (3.33):

µ2
j = µ2

ȷ̂

(
µ2
ȷ̂+2

µ2
ȷ̂

) 1
2
(j−ȷ̂)

. (3.35)

Since we are free to measure masses in units of µȷ̂, this expression has one free parameter,

the ratio of masses χ = µ2
ȷ̂+2/µ

2
ȷ̂ . As a consequence of the stu-SSC, these masses are

ordered by 0 < µȷ̂ < µȷ̂+2, so we must have χ > 1. Hence, χ ∈ (1,∞) parametrizes a set of

masses µj which saturate (3.33).

If the masses µj saturate the stu-SMC, then we can also bound a subset of the

couplings. If each µj is given by (3.35), then the quantity inside the large parentheses

in (3.32) is now equal to one. The k → ∞ limit of this expression can be computed

using (3.19) and (3.29) and yields the following non-linear inequality involving both the

masses and couplings:(
µ2
j′′

µ2
j

)(j′′−j′)(j′−j)

≤

(
g2nj′′ ,j′′

v
(d)
j′′,j′′

)j′−j(
g2nj ,j v

(d)
j,j

)j′′−j′(
g2nj′ ,j′

v
(d)
j′,j′
)j′′−j

. (3.36)

Choosing j = ȷ̂ and j′ = ȷ̂+ 2, redefining j′′ 7→ j, and then using (3.35) to write the ratio

of masses in terms of the parameter χ, this inequality becomes

g2nj ,j v
(d)
j,j ≥ g2nȷ̂,ȷ̂ v

(d)
ȷ̂,ȷ̂ χ

1
2
(j−ȷ̂)(j−ȷ̂−2) ξ

1
2
(j−ȷ̂) , (3.37)

where we have defined

ξ =
g2nȷ̂+2,ȷ̂+2

g2nȷ̂,ȷ̂

v
(d)
ȷ̂+2,ȷ̂+2

v
(d)
ȷ̂,ȷ̂

. (3.38)

The parameter ξ > 0 is strictly positive since the two couplings g2nȷ̂,ȷ̂ and g2nȷ̂+2,ȷ̂+2 are

strictly positive as discussed in section 1. The final inequality (3.37) is vacuously true for

both j = ȷ̂ and j = ȷ̂+ 2, so it holds for all even j ≥ ȷ̂.

Now, we do not know of any theories whose mass spectrum saturates the stu-SMC, but

we can prove that such a theory is inconsistent if particles of arbitrarily high spin appear

in the weakly-coupled spectrum. If this theory were consistent, then its Wilson coefficients

would be finite quantities. Let us consider the Wilson coefficient a
(stu)
1;ȷ̂,0 using the dispersion

relation (3.11):

a
(stu)
1;ȷ̂,0 =

∑
n≥1

2

m2ȷ̂+d−4
n

Jn∑
j=0
even

g2n,j +
2

Λ2ȷ̂+d−4

ˆ 1

0
dz zȷ̂−1+ d−4

2

∞∑
j=0
even

ρj
(
Λ2z−1

)
. (3.39)
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Here we have used w
(d)
j;ȷ̂,0 = 2. Let us derive a lower bound on this expression. Since

ρj(s) ≥ 0 and g2n,j ≥ 0, we can drop the integral and then use (3.34) to restrict the sum

over masses from the set of mn to the subset of µj to find

a
(stu)
1;ȷ̂,0 ≥

∑
j≥ȷ̂
even

2

µ2ȷ̂+d−4
j

g2nj ,j . (3.40)

Using (3.35) to write each µj in terms of the parameter χ > 1 and (3.37) to bound the

couplings, we find

a
(stu)
1;ȷ̂,0 ≥ 2µ−2ȷ̂+4−d

ȷ̂ g2nȷ̂,ȷ̂ v
(d)
ȷ̂,ȷ̂

∑
j≥ȷ̂
even

χ
1
2
(j−ȷ̂)(j−3ȷ̂+2− d

2
) ξ

1
2
(j−ȷ̂) 1

v
(d)
j,j

. (3.41)

If the sum over j is infinite (that is, if the theory contains particles of arbitrarily high spin

in its weakly-coupled spectrum), then this sum diverges by the ratio test since χ > 1 and

ξ > 0. In this case, a
(stu)
1;ȷ̂,0 diverges, and the theory is inconsistent. Therefore, the stu-SMC

cannot be saturated for an infinite set of spins, which implies that the stu-SMC (3.33) is

not an optimal bound.

4 Super-gluon and super-graviton amplitudes

In this section, we briefly discuss how the Sequential Spin Constraints (SSC) and Sequential

Mass Constraints (SMC) might be generalized to the four-point amplitudes describing

the scattering of any states in the massless supermultiplets of super Yang-Mills (SYM)

theories or supergravity (SUGRA) theories. To this end, we consider any EFT whose

massless sector is described by maximally supersymmetric SYM or SUGRA. We dub these

theories SYM-EFT and SUGRA-EFT, respectively. This particular bootstrap problem was

recently studied in [49–52]. The ten-dimensional Type I and II superstring theories provide

canonical UV-complete solutions, but our conclusions hold for any putative maximal SYM-

EFT or SUGRA-EFT that may exist, UV-complete or not.

4.1 Super-gluons

Let us first consider a SYM-EFT. The massless sector is given by the super-gluon multiplet.

The color-stripped tree-level field theory amplitude which describes the scattering of any

four massless particles in this supermultiplet can be written as

ASYM-tree = g2YMF4 1

su
, (4.1)

where F4 is a kinematic prefactor which is determined by maximal supersymmetry and

which contains the information about the particular states being scattered [99]. This

kinematic prefactor is a function of the momenta and polarizations of the external states.

Using supersymmetric Ward identities [5, 52], one can show that the same amplitude

in a generic SYM-EFT depends on a single su-symmetric scalar function f(s, u),

ASYM-EFT = g2YMF4 f(s, u) , (4.2)
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whose low-energy expansion is given by

f(s, u) =
1

su
+ analytic terms . (4.3)

This scalar function has a positive partial wave expansion like (1.10) [49–52, 99] and

determines all the four-point scattering amplitudes for the super-gluon multiplet. All

information about the helicities of the external states is encoded in F4.

Tree-level open superstring theory provides a canonical example of (4.2), the Veneziano

amplitude [57] (with vanishing Regge intercept and Regge slope α′):

fopen(s, u) = (α′)2
Γ(−α′s) Γ(−α′u)

Γ(1− α′s− α′u)
. (4.4)

In the generic case, we can multiply the scalar function f(s, u) by t = −(s+ u) to produce

a stripped-amplitude A(su)(s, u):

A(su)(s, u) = −(s+ u) f(s, u) = −
(
1

s
+

1

u

)
+ analytic terms . (4.5)

In [52], it was argued that this stripped-amplitude should obey the usual su-symmetric

bootstrap assumptions described in section 1. If we further assume thatA(su)(s, u) exchanges

a finite number of spins at each weakly-coupled mass level, then we can apply the su-SSC

and su-SMC to produce bounds on the massive spectrum in any effective theory of super-

gluons!

The consequences of the su-SSC require some care. Because the kinematic prefactor

in (4.2) scales with u like F4 ∼ u2 (for at least some choice of external states), the full SYM-

EFT amplitude will be related to the stripped-amplitude by ASYM-EFT ∼ u1 · A(su)(s, u).

This extra factor of u then modifies the spin spectrum. At each mass level, the full

SYM-EFT amplitude ASYM-EFT will exchange spins one unit higher than those of the

stripped-amplitude A(su)(s, u).

Let us now determine the appropriate values of J0 and α for the stripped-amplitude.

From (4.5), we see that the stripped-amplitude describes the exchange of massless scalars so

that J0 = 0. To determine α, we look to the example of the open superstring. In this case,

−(s+ u) fopen(s, u) ∼ sα
′u (with fixed u < 0) is polynomially-bounded by s0 so that α = 0.

Thus, we assume that α = 0 in the generic case as well. This UV behavior is marginally

better than that of tree-level field theory since −(s+ u) 1
su ∼ s0 is only bounded by s1.

With J0 = α = 0, the su-SSC implies that the spins of the massive states exchanged in

the stripped-amplitude are bounded by Jn ≤ max(0, J1, J2, . . . , Jn−1) + 1. Shifting by one,

we conclude that the spins exchanged in the full SYM-EFT amplitude are bounded by

Jn ≤ max(1, J1, J2, . . . , Jn−1) + 1 . (4.6)

The open superstring spectrum saturates this bound with Jn = n+ 1 for all n ≥ 0.

The su-SMC simply implies that the masses of exchanged states in any SYM-EFT

must satisfy (2.25). In particular, the open superstring spectrum is given by α′m2
n = n,
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which satisfies (but does not saturate) the SMC because(
n2

n0

)n1−n0

<

(
n1

n0

)n2−n0

(4.7)

for all integers n2 > n1 > n0 ≥ 1.

4.2 Super-gravitons

Now let us consider a SUGRA-EFT. The massless sector is given by the super-graviton

multiplet. The tree-level field theory amplitude which describes the scattering of any four

massless particles in this supermultiplet can be written as

ASUGRA-tree = κ2R4 1

stu
, (4.8)

whereR4 is a kinematic prefactor (like F4) which is determined by maximal supersymmetry

and which contains the information about the particular states being scattered [49, 99].

Using supersymmetric Ward identities [5, 52], one can show that the same amplitude

in a generic SUGRA-EFT depends on a single stu-symmetric scalar function g(s, t, u),

ASUGRA-EFT = κ2R4 g(s, t, u) . (4.9)

This scalar function is related to dilaton scattering, has a positive partial wave expansion

like (1.10) [49–52, 99], and determines all the four-point scattering amplitudes for the

super-graviton multiplet.

Tree-level closed superstring theory provides a canonical example of (4.9), the Virasoro-

Shapiro amplitude [58, 61] (with vanishing Regge intercept and Regge slope α′

4 ):

gclosed(s, t, u) =
(α′

4

)3 Γ(−α′

4 s) Γ(−
α′

4 t) Γ(−
α′

4 u)

Γ(1 + α′

4 s) Γ(1 +
α′

4 t) Γ(1 +
α′

4 u)
. (4.10)

In the generic case, we can multiply the scalar function g(s, t, u) by 1
4(s

2 + t2 + u2)2 to

produce a stripped-amplitude A(stu)(s, u):

A(stu)(s, u) =
1

4
(s2 + t2 + u2)2 g(s, t, u) =

(
tu

s
+

us

t
+

ut

s

)
+ analytic terms . (4.11)

In [52], it was argued that this stripped-amplitude should obey the usual stu-symmetric

bootstrap assumptions described in section 1. In fact, this stripped-amplitude is precisely

the four-dilaton amplitude stripped of the gravitational coupling κ2. If we further assume

that A(stu)(s, u) exchanges a finite number of spins at each weakly-coupled mass level, then

we can apply the stu-SSC and stu-SMC to produce bounds on the massive spectrum in

any effective theory of super-gravitons!

Let us now determine the appropriate values of J0 and α for the stripped-amplitude.

From (4.11), we see that the stripped-amplitude describes the exchange of massless gravi-

tons so that J0 = 2. To determine α, we look to the example of the closed superstring.

In this case, 1
4(s

2 + t2 + u2)2 gclosed(s, t, u) ∼ s
1
2
α′u+2 (with fixed u < 0) is polynomially-

bounded by s2 so that α = 2. Thus, we assume that α = 2 in the generic case as
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well. This UV behavior is marginally better than that of tree-level field theory since
1
4(s

2 + t2 + u2)2 1
stu ∼ s2 is only bounded by s3.

With J0 = α = 2, the stu-SSC implies that the spins of the massive states exchanged

in both the stripped-amplitude and the full SUGRA-EFT amplitude are bounded by

Jn ≤ max(2, J1, J2, . . . , Jn−1) + 2 . (4.12)

The closed superstring spectrum saturates this bound with Jn = 2n+ 2 for all n ≥ 0.

The stu-SMC simply implies that the masses of exchanged states in any SUGRA-EFT

must satisfy (3.33). In particular, the closed superstring spectrum is given by 1
4α

′m2
n = n,

which satisfies (but does not saturate) the SMC because of (4.7).

5 Discussion

In this paper, we proved the Sequential Spin Constraints (SSC) and Sequential Mass

Constraints (SMC) for generic su- and stu-symmetric four-point massless scalar amplitudes

(with or without gravity) using a standard set of S-matrix bootstrap assumptions. We

discussed our assumptions and the detailed form of our results in section 1. We then

proved the SSC and SMC in the following two sections. Our proof of the su-symmetric

case simplifies that of [85], and our proof of the stu-symmetric case is a new result. Finally,

in section 4 we discussed the generalization of our results to maximally supersymmetric

super-gluon and super-graviton amplitudes.

While our precise statement of the SSC is new to the literature, a result quite similar

to the su-SSC appeared in [45] at the advent of the modern S-matrix bootstrap program.

Specifically, the authors of [45] proved an asymptotic version of the SSC for meromorphic

su-symmetric amplitudes, but they did not prove the statement that the lightest spin-j

state must be lighter than the lightest spin-(j+1) state for all j. Therefore, our statement

of the su-SSC provides an infinite number of analytic constraints which are not technically

implied by the asymptotic result of [45]: the lightest state with any given spin must always

appear before states with higher spins. Additionally, the argument of [45] makes use of

an analytic continuation of its meromorphic amplitudes into the unphysical regime with

large and positive s, u ≫ 0, highlighting the interplay between the analytic properties of

an amplitude and its spectrum. In this paper, we only assume meromorphicity below the

cut-off |s|, |u| < Λ2 to allow for loops of massive particles and non-meromorphic tree-level

amplitudes with accumulation point spectra such as the Coon amplitude [62, 64] (which

appeared as a counterexample in [45]) and its hypergeometric cousins [68].

To our knowledge, the SMC was first described in the prelude to this work [85], and no

similar statements about the masses of spinning states appear in the bootstrap literature.

It is, however, unsurprising that such constraints follow from the bootstrap assumptions.

Polynomial boundedness alone places strict constraints on the spectrum. Roughly, the

exchange of each massive spin-j particle contributes to the amplitude as

P(d)
j

(
1 +

2s

m2

)
∼ sj (5.1)
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in the Regge limit. For the amplitude to be polynomially-bounded by sα, the contributions

with j ≥ α need to resum. The SMC provides a necessary bound on the masses of these

higher-spin states so that their contributions to the amplitude can properly resum. This

resummation is a defining property of string theory amplitudes [3] and must be similarly

exhibited by all healthy UV completions.

We hope the SSC and SMC can serve as a guide to help probe the space of physically

consistent theories. Indeed, all the analytic expressions for four-point amplitudes which

satisfy our bootstrap assumptions (both from the old S-matrix bootstrap days and from

the modern program) obey the SSC and SMC [57–71]. In fact, the SSC implicitly appears

within the infinite product constructions of [65, 67].

There are, however, a class of amplitudes which have appeared in the modern S-matrix

bootstrap program and which do not satisfy the SSC and SMC: the infinite spin towers.

5.1 Infinite spin towers

The infinite spin tower (IST) amplitudes, first introduced in [10], satisfy all of the bootstrap

assumptions discussed in section 1 except for finite spin exchange. Hence, the ISTs evade

the conclusions of this paper. The ISTs come in su- and stu-symmetric varieties:

A(su-IST)(s, u) = g2
m4

(s−m2)(u−m2)
,

A(stu-IST)(s, u) = g2
m6

(s−m2)(t−m2)(u−m2)
. (5.2)

With our conventions, the coupling has mass dimension [g2] = 4 − d. The su-IST is

polynomially-bounded by s0, and the stu-IST is polynomially-bounded by s−1.

The residues of these amplitudes at s = m2 are non-polynomial in u but can be

expanded into an infinite sum of Gegenbauer polynomials with positive coefficients. Thus,

the spectrum of each IST consists of an infinite set of particles with mass m and all possible

spins (j = 0, 1, 2, . . . for the su-IST and j = 0, 2, 4, . . . for the stu-IST). This spectrum, with

an infinite set of spins at a single mass, manifestly violates the SSC. The SMC, however, is

still true for the IST spectrum since 1j
′−j ≤ 1j

′′−j for all j′′ ≥ j′ ≥ j. In fact, the ISTs can

be viewed as a marginal solution of the SSC and SMC with a degenerate vertical Regge

trajectory and all spins at a single mass.

While the ISTs violate the assumption of finite spin exchange, they otherwise appear to

be healthy four-point amplitudes. In the weak-coupling limit, they are unitary (positive),

polynomially-bounded, and analytic in s away from their obvious simple poles. However,

it is not yet known if these tree-level four-point amplitudes can be generalized to higher

points and higher loops. Moreover, the authors of [20] claim in their Appendix C that the

tree-level stu-IST violates non-linear unitarity at finite coupling.

In any case, the tree-level four-point ISTs regularly appear at the boundaries of

allowed theory space, and they are notoriously difficult to exclude from numerical bootstrap

studies [10, 23, 27, 36, 51, 52]. The precise role of ISTs in the S-matrix bootstrap program

is still an open question.
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As we suggested in our discussion of finite spin exchanged in section 1, it may be

reasonable to conclude that the ISTs correspond to a non-local microscopic theory. To

this end, it was recently proposed in [74] that the stu-IST describes tree-level chiral string

theory, a variation of worldsheet string theory in which the transformation α′ 7→ −α′ is

applied to the right-handed string modes. If this proposal holds true, then we suspect that

one could trace the stu-IST’s violation of the SSC back to some unphysical property of

the chiral worldsheet. Furthermore, if the ISTs are ultimately inconsistent (as evidenced

by their non-unitarity at finite coupling [20]), then we suspect that this inconsistency may

manifest as some loop-level anomaly in chiral string theory.

5.2 Future directions

Let us conclude with some future directions of research.

Bounding couplings While we have derived bounds on the masses and spins of particles,

we have said nothing of their couplings (other than the assumption of weak-coupling). Only

when the mass spectrum saturated the SMC could we write any non-trivial inequalities

involving couplings, namely (2.29) and (3.37). In this case, we were able to rule out the

existence of amplitudes with an infinite set of weakly-coupled states whose masses saturate

the SMC. More general coupling bounds could perhaps be used to rule out other spectra.

In any case, couplings are of great interest both to experimental particle physicists

and to the bootstrap community. Recent bootstrap studies of QCD have derived rigorous

numerical bounds on couplings (normalized by a particular Wilson coefficient) [27] and

correlations between various couplings [29]. These numerical results are beyond the scope

of this paper, but analytic techniques may still yield interesting results. For instance, more

general inequalities than those studied in this paper can be derived using Hankel matrix

techniques [11, 14, 22, 63, 85]. Perhaps these inequalities place constraints on the couplings.

Regge trajectories It was recently shown in [100], that su-symmetric amplitudes with

a finite number of Regge trajectories are inconsistent and that consistent amplitudes must

have an infinite number of daughter trajectories. String amplitudes have an infinite number

of Regge trajectories, and the spectrum of real-world QCD exhibits daughter trajectories

in accordance with [100]. However, single-Regge-trajectory amplitudes regularly appear at

the boundaries of theory space in the numerical S-matrix bootstrap [10, 23, 27, 36, 51, 52].

One example is the infinite spin tower, which has a single degenerate Regge trajectory with

infinite slope (i.e. all spins at a single mass).

Unfortunately, there is no hint of the result of [100] in this paper. While we have

excluded the IST by assumption, the SSC and SMC themselves do not prohibit the existence

of a finite number of Regge trajectories. In the conventions of this paper, the existence of

an infinite number of Regge trajectories means that there must be an infinite number of

non-zero couplings g2n,j > 0 at each j. Deeper insights into the couplings may thus shed

light on the Regge trajectories. In future work, we hope to explicitly study the properties

of Regge trajectories along with the couplings. An immediate goal is the generalization

of [100] to stu-symmetric amplitudes.
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Beyond weak-coupling Throughout this work, we have only worked with weakly-

coupled theories. Correspondingly, we have only used the positivity relation (1.15) rather

than the full non-linear unitarity relation (1.13). Full unitarity is a much stronger constraint

than positivity, but one must go beyond tree-level to go beyond positivity. Some ideas

for incorporating loops into the bootstrap are presented in [11, 18, 49]. Systematically

including loop-level effects would allow us to harness the full power of unitarity. A finite-

coupling bootstrap could also kill the infinite spin tower (without assuming finite spin

exchange) as discussed above.

Beyond identical massless scalars We also hope to extend our results to other four-

point amplitudes. We suspect that similar bounds can be derived for the weakly-coupled

states exchanged between four-point photon, gluon, graviton, or multi-scalar amplitudes.

We also believe that a generalization to massive scalar amplitudes may be in reach. While

the set-up of this paper allows for these states to be exchanged as virtual particles between

identical massless scalars, it will be fruitful to consider them as external states. Each new

set of bounds will further constrain the spectra of consistent effective theories, and we

anticipate that any new bounds could be applied to predict the QCD spectrum as in [85].

The Conformal Bootstrap Given that the essential features of our proof are crossing

symmetry and the existence of positive moments, it would be interesting to understand

if the same methods could be applied to the conformal bootstrap problem [56]. Similar

bounds have already been derived in the conformal bootstrap literature using a variety of

other techniques, e.g. [101–103]. Thus, it is possible that one could find analytic bounds

on the conformal dimensions and spins of operators in consistent conformal field theories,

analogous to the SSC and SMC.
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[14] B. Bellazzini, J. Elias Miró, R. Rattazzi, M. Riembau and F. Riva, Positive moments for

scattering amplitudes, Phys. Rev. D 104 (2021) 036006 [2011.00037].

[15] L.-Y. Chiang, Y.-t. Huang, W. Li, L. Rodina and H.-C. Weng, Into the EFT-hedron and

UV constraints from IR consistency, JHEP 03 (2022) 063 [2105.02862].

[16] L.-Y. Chiang, Y.-t. Huang, L. Rodina and H.-C. Weng, De-projecting the EFT-hedron,

JHEP 05 (2024) 102 [2204.07140].

[17] A. Guerrieri and A. Sever, Rigorous Bounds on the Analytic S-matrix, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127

(2021) 251601 [2106.10257].

[18] B. Bellazzini, M. Riembau and F. Riva, IR side of positivity bounds, Phys. Rev. D 106

(2022) 105008 [2112.12561].

[19] M. Carrillo Gonzalez, C. de Rham, V. Pozsgay and A.J. Tolley, Causal effective field

theories, Phys. Rev. D 106 (2022) 105018 [2207.03491].
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