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ABSTRACT: Recently the notion that quantum gravity effects could manifest at scales much
lower than the Planck scale has seen an intense Swamplandish revival. Dozens of works
have explored how the so-called species scale—at which an effective description of gravity
must break down—relates to String Theory and the Swampland conjectures. In particu-
lar, the interplay between this scale and the abundant towers of states becoming lighter in
asymptotic regions of moduli spaces has proved to be key in understanding the real scale
of quantum gravity. Nevertheless concerns have been raised regarding the validity of using
infinite towers of states when estimating this scale within Effective Field Theory and, more
precisely, the consistency of cutting the tower part way through in a framework that relies
on a clear separation of scales. In this work we take an EFT point-of-view and provide
a detailed perturbative derivation of the species scale—by computing the 1-loop graviton
propagator in the presence of many fields—thereby clarifying common sources of confusion
in the literature. Not only do we clarify the setup, assumptions and regimes of validity of
the result, but more importantly apply the same methods to an infinite tower of states. We
show how each state in the tower contributes to the species scale and how the procedure
of counting only “light fields” can be compatible with not cutting the tower, thereby main-
taining the harmony between infinite towers and EFTs even in the context of the species
scale.
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1 Introduction

Quantum gravity is often thought of as being observationally out of reach. Unlike the other
fundamental interactions that have been probed with high precision in particle accelerators,
gravity appears to hide its fundamental nature at energies that are far too high for us to
probe (not only now, but also in the reasonably near future). For this reason, proposals
for quantum gravity such as String Theory are extremely hard to test and their validity
has been so far restricted to internal self-consistency' and the ability to reproduce the
observed low-energy physics. Regrettably, while this might be enough to rule out some
clearly unacceptable possibilities, it still leaves us with an unfathomable number of new-
physics scenarios to consider, each presumably just as likely to be “true” as any other.

Perhaps one of the key questions regarding quantum gravity is precisely the scale at
which we should expect to see its effects. At low energies, gravity is very well described
by General Relativity (GR) and over more than a century we were able to use it to study
many gravitational phenomena, from cosmology to black holes and gravitational waves, to
name a few. We have also come to understand this intrinsically geometrical theory in the
language of Effective Field Theory (EFT), which gave us a deeper understanding of the
regime of validity of GR. As we will review in the next section, GR can be thought of as
encoding the leading gravitational interactions in a derivative expansion that should include
higher-derivative terms as corrections [1-5]. We also learn from GR that the gravitational
coupling is dimensionful—from the EFT point-of-view it gives a dimensionful parameter
controlling an expansion and suggests that the description is only valid up to energies
E < Mp; =~ 2.1 x 10! GeV. The Planck scale is therefore our first guess for the scale of
quantum gravity.

However it is not necessarily our last—what Mp; really gives us is an upper bound
on the cutoff of our gravitational EFT, not the actual cutoff itself. It is conceivable that
some of those higher-derivative interactions come into play at scales much lower than Mpy,
which would then constitute a lower cutoff for the theory. One such scale was introduced
in [6-11] and is induced by the gravitational interaction of a large number of fields (or
species) within the EFT. The “species scale”, Agy,, was motivated both perturbatively and
non-perturbatively (through black hole and entropy arguments), in both cases representing
a scale beyond which our effective description of gravity should break down.

In this work, we will focus our attention on the perturbative definition of Ay, [1, 6,
12-15]. From the perturbative point of view, the “species scale” arises as the scale at
which the perturbative expansion of gravitational interactions breaks down. It can be
determined by performing a 1-loop computation of the graviton propagator, with the light
fields running inside the loop and renormalising the gravitational coupling. From this
computation, we find a “strong coupling” scale rather than an EFT cutoff—we will clarify
the relation between the two in the next section. The upshot of the argument is that in
the presence of a large number of light fields the low-energy effective (and perturbative)

Tt is however impressive how much self-consistency can restrict a physical theory, something that is
clearly seen in String Theory.



description of gravity breaks down at a scale much lower than Mpi, thus suggesting a much
lower quantum gravity scale.

While this gives an interesting twist to the usual discussion of quantum gravity scales,
Agp only differs significantly from Mp in the presence of an exponentially large number of
light fields, which might require some motivation in the first place. Within the context of
the Swampland programme [16-22| however, light fields seem to be the rule—according to
the so-called Swampland Distance Conjecture (SDC) [23], in a theory with a moduli space
of possible scalar field expectation values, any asymptotic limit taken in this moduli space
is accompanied by an infinite tower of fields whose masses are exponentially suppressed. In
other words, as we move towards the asymptotic boundaries, an infinite tower of states be-
comes light(er). From a top-down String Theory point-of-view, this is an observed pattern;
the conjecture is that the same pattern will be true for any EFT compatible with quantum
gravity. If anything, the Distance Conjecture provided a clear motivation for the presence
of light fields.

Many works have explored and developed this connection between the “species scale”
and the infinite towers of states that arise in String Theory over the past few years [24—
47]—comparing bottom-up counting predictions with the knowledge of the UV in several
concrete examples; looking at the consequences for scalar field potentials and cosmology;
and in connection with the Emergence Proposal?. We highly recommend [28] for an in-depth
discussion of the “species scale” and infinite towers in the context of String Theory.

However, one may worry that estimates involving infinite towers of states within an
EFT can never be controlled procedures. The scale separation that is required to properly
define an EFT with cutoff Agpr appears to be in tension with the idea of cutting an infinite
tower partway so that N fields remain in the theory, while all others are integrated out [51].
Indeed such a cut would require my < Agpr < mpyy1, which is not compatible with a
regular tower of states (e.g. Kaluza-Klein or string-oscillator towers). Yet there appears to
be a plethora of examples in String Theory where Ay, does in fact give the correct scale at
which an effective gravitational theory breaks down |24, 28|.

Our goal here is to clarify the relation between these two observations. We shall argue
below that there is no contradiction as long as one is referring to the correct EFT, dealing
with the correct scales and considering convergent towers®. Firstly, to run the perturbative
argument for the “species scale” one must consider the EFT that includes the infinite tower
and not one with the massive tower integrated out—integrating it out would indeed generate
an EFT expansion controlled by the ratio E/myiower that would break down at energies
E ~ Myiower- We will also argue that keeping the infinite tower in the computation remains
consistent, even if ultimately the theory should not be valid above (at least) the scale Ag,—
since the tower states will only appear inside the loops, we are never actually considering
processes with energies above Ag, and the result should therefore not be in tension with

2 According to the Emergence Proposal [17, 46, 48-50], the dynamics (kinetic terms) for all low-energy
fields emerges from integrating out towers of massive states down from an ultraviolet scale, below the
Planck scale, where quantum gravity takes over. The need to identify this ultraviolet scale accurately gives
a theoretical motivation to understand the “species scale”.

3We clarify what we mean by convergence in Section 5.1.



the effective description used to compute it.

We intend to clarify what is meant by “light” in deriving the “species scale” and study
how “heavy” states of the same tower contribute to this scale, thereby demystifying the
apparent cut of the infinite tower and justifying the procedure even from an EFT standpoint.
We also compare Ag, with a true EFT cutoff Agpr, emphasizing the idea that Ag, should
serve as an upper bound on the regime of validity of the effective description, rather than
giving the EFT cutoff itself.

Nevertheless, by computing several corrections in a controlled string-theoretic setup one
finds many examples where the “species scale” does control higher-curvature corrections [33,
34|. This top-down observation suggests a strong connection between the two scales, but it
requires the knowledge of a specific UV completion. Identifying this scale from a bottom-
up perspective instead requires assumptions about the UV theory and may provide a hint
towards the fundamental principles that underlie the top-down observations [15, 52-55].
While we want to emphasise that the strong coupling scale is not guaranteed to be the
scale suppressing higher-curvature corrections, this is mostly of no consequence for these
top-down studies. In contrast, it is rather crucial if we wish to use bottom-up arguments
to estimate the EFT scale.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we review some of the necessary
background on EFTs, using well-known examples such as QED and the Fermi theory to
work our way towards a gravitational EFT in Section 2.5. In Section 3 we compute in
detail the 1-loop correction to the graviton propagator due to a massive scalar field coupled
to gravity, leading in Section 3.5 to the determination of the strong-coupling scale in the
presence of the scalar. In Section 4, we apply these results to a theory with N identical
scalar fields and relate them to the original proposal for the “species scale”. We analyse
different limits for the mass of the scalars that will be useful when considering infinite towers
of states, recovering the well-known behaviour of Ag, in the small mass limit. In Section 5
we finally consider infinite towers of scalar fields. After briefly discussing the convergence
of the results for different types of towers in Section 5.1, in Section 5.2 we explicitly analyse
the contribution of different states in the tower. Finally, in Section 6 we briefly summarise
the key points of our analysis and contextualise it within the existing literature. We also
include in Appendix A some details of the 1-loop computation.

2 Effective Field Theories: from QED to gravity

Many phenomena of gravitational EFTs are commonly attributed to the idiosyncrasies
of gravity. Although some are due to the properties of gravity, we can find many in more
familiar effective theories. In this section we will introduce several relevant concepts related
to Effective Field Theories and perturbation theory, making use of theories where these ideas
are particularly clear. After giving a brief overview of the EFT framework itself, we consider
QED in turn as a UV theory and as a low-energy EFT, introducing and contrasting concepts
such as the strong coupling scale and the EFT cutoff. We also use them to introduce the
idea of an EFT with many “light” fields that will be key for the notion of species scale.
It will also be useful to consider a theory of photons and neutrinos, where the particular



interactions of neutrinos result in naively unexpected Wilson coefficients in the low-energy
EFT. This is an illustration of how effective interactions depend heavily on the UV theory,
in ways that might seem to go against EFT intuition. Finally, having all these concepts
and examples at hand, we end the section by giving a brief overview of gravitational EFTs,
as well as the setup that will be the basis of the remaining sections.

2.1 Effective Field Theories

Nowadays the average theoretical physicist’s toolbox includes the powerful machinery of
Effective Field Theory (EFT) [4], which is understood to various levels of depth to mean
the following: the low-energy physics of a system may often be described in terms of a
theory (the low-energy EFT) that is somewhat agnostic as to what lies at much higher
energy scales. This notion of decoupling between IR and UV physics turns out to be
extremely useful, and successful theories like the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics
and General Relativity (GR) have been progressively reframed in the context of EFTs.

From the point of view of an EFT, the low-energy physics is described by a finite
set of renormalisable interactions that dominate in the IR together with an infinite set of
non-renormalisable interactions suppressed by the ratio E/Ayy, for some high-energy scale
Apy

> Om)

n
n=5_ UV

ﬁEFT - ﬁren + (21)

At energies £ ~ Ayy contributions from this infinite series of terms can no longer be
treated perturbatively in powers of E/Ayy and the EFT no longer gives a good description
of the physics at these scales. One should include in the EFT all terms (renormalisable
and non-renormalisable) that can be built out of the field content and derivatives of these
fields, while respecting the symmetries one wants to preserve [4].

It is clear that the scale Ayy is a key feature of an EFT, telling us the range of validity
of this low-energy description—but what exactly is Ayy? The answer will depend crucially
on the amount of information one has either from the UV theory or the IR physics, in the
absence of which this scale remains unknown. In other words, one could fix it using either
a bottom-up or a top-down approach, which in practice correspond to an experimental and
theoretical determination, respectively.

From a bottom-up perspective, we can use the EFT to compute some observable (e.g.
the amplitude of a specific scattering process) that depends on Ayy and then measure it
in a laboratory. Comparing the measurement with the EFT prediction, one can deduce
the value of Ayy—this is, for example, how the scale related to the Fermi theory of weak
interactions [56] was determined to be Apermi ~ 360 GeV. Alternatively, from a top-down
perspective, we could derive the form of these non-renormalisable interactions from a known
UV theory and express the cutoff Ayy in terms of parameters of this parent theory—doing
this we learn that Aperm; is related to the electroweak coupling g, and the W-boson mass

4We consider the case d = 4, for concreteness, but this discussion could be generalised to higher dimen-
sions.
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Of course, an actual number would still require some measurement, now of the values of

AFermi ~ (22)

guw ~ 0.63 and My ~ 80 GeV in the SM [57]. However, it gives new information because
it tells us that this interaction is due to the exchange of a massive state® (the W-boson)
and that new physics appears not exactly at the inferred scale of 360 GeV (where the EFT
description would certainly break down), but at a somewhat lower scale of My, ~ 80 GeV.
We understand the discrepancy between the two scales in terms of the weak coupling g,
with which the W-boson will couple to fermions.

But the appearance of the coupling g,, is not merely a precision factor that corrects the
UV scale and it is not a peculiarity of the Fermi theory or the weak interactions. It hints
at an even more important point of EFTs: the low-energy theory and, in particular, the
suppression of the non-renormalisable interactions is dictated by the way different particles
interact in the UV theory [4].

2.2 QED as the UV theory

Let us illustrate some key points using the simple case of QED and a low-energy EFT
describing photons at energies F < m.. In this example, the UV theory is given by the
QED Lagrangian,

1
4g2
where F,, = 0,4, — 0,4, and X = y* X, while the photon EFT is [4]

Lqep = ——5Fu F* — (@ + me)p — YA, (2:3)

1 1 1 7 .
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Since the photon kinetic term belongs to the renormalisable part of the EFT, it already
appears in the UV theory—the effect of integrating out electrons will be equivalent to the
usual quantum corrections due to electron loops in QED, apart from the fact that we are
now mainly interested in energies ¥ < m.. Using dimensional regularisation, the one-loop

vacuum polarisation diagram contributing to this term gives®

1 ! 2 m? +p?z(l — o
H(pz)l,loop = 2772/0 dzx x(1 — x) {5 + v+ log ( ZWM(Q )> + O(e)} . (2.5)

where € = d — 4, u is an arbitrary scale introduced for dimensional consistency and  the
Euler-Mascheroni constant. As we should expect, there is a divergence as ¢ — 0, which
tells us that we must renormalise the theory by introducing the appropriate counterterm
with parameter 67, so that the renormalised (finite) result becomes

H(pQ)YeIl = H(pz)lfloop —0Z. (26)

5More precisely, one should also include Z-boson exchanges, whose mass is similar to the W-boson.
5Note that due to the non canonical normalisation we chose, the vertices do not carry any powers of

the coupling. Nevertheless the tree-level propagator will be enhanced by a factor fo g2 and therefore this
1-loop result is relatively suppressed.



Because we want it to contribute at tree-level, the counterterm in question should be of the
form 67 - F,, F*", so that in practice adding it corresponds to shifting the coefficient of the
photon kinetic term

1 1
———F,F" —» — — +6Z |F,, F". 2.7
g2 " <4g§ i > ! 27)
But how do we fix §Z7 Note that the total contribution to the 1PI 2-point function is
2 1 2
p - |:—2 + H(p )ren:| . (28)
Ge

Let’s say we know what the result should be at some scale p? = p2,

1
pz . [_2 + H(pz)ren:| = measured value, (2.9)
Je
where
1 /1 2 m?2+p? z(1 — x)
N(p2)en = —5 | dea(l—z)3= 1 e Tox —4Z. 2.1
(p?) 271'2/0 x x( x){€+7+ og( A2 )} (2.10)

We can thus express dZ in terms of this quantity

1 1 9 2 2 (1 —
07 = —H(pi)ren + 271_2/0 dx .’E(]_ — .73‘) {6 + v+ IOg <me +Z;_z§ x)>} . (211)

Plugging it back into the renormalised result (2.6), we find

m?2 +p? z(1 — :z:)) ' (2.12)

1 1
H(p2)ren = H(pZ)l"en + ﬁ /0 dx I(l - x) IOg <m2 —|—p2 :E(l - l‘)
e *

This result is now finite and expressed in terms of some physical scale p2. However, writing
it in terms of II(p2).en still hides a crucial point—we did not really measure II(p?);en, but
instead the combination [—é + TI(p2?)ren] and so there is a redundancy between g2 and
I (p?)ren- Although we have been implicitly assuming that g2 is fixed and independent of
p2, if g2 = g2(p?) we can choose IT1(p2)ren = 0 and let the coupling carry the information
about our measurement, in which case (2.12) becomes

I m2 +p? (1 — )
O(p?)ren = — [ dz z(1—z)1 ¢ , 2.13
0 = ) 201t (=5 ) 219
in terms of which (2.8) is
1
2 2
p - +H(p )ren:| . (2'14)
[ 9¢(p?)

Note that we could have chosen any scale p? (as long as we had a way to determine what
H(pz)ren should be) and the outcome could not have depended on our choice of reference.
Therefore, p? is just as arbitrary as the parameter u, although it now has the clear physical
meaning of providing the scale at which we will match the result with something we know.
It also becomes clear that the quality of our perturbative expansion will not depend only
on how small the coupling g, is, but also on how small the log remains; and it is clear from



(2.13) that it will only remain small as long as p? is close enough to p2. Moreover, the fact

that the physics should be independent of our choice of p? while g.(p?) depends on this
scale, leads to the following equation for this coupling’s energy dependence,

2l _ g /1dx p: 2*(1 - )
* dp? 272 J, m2+p2x(l—x)

which yields

(2.16)

This equation allows us to track continuously the evolution of g.(p?) and quantifies exactly
how the coupling depends on the reference scale p2. Recalling that we are interested in the
low-energy EFT obtained from integrating out the electron, we take the limit p? < m?2,

o dg2 . gr Pl

P dp2 ~ T 60m2 m2’

(2.17)

where we can see that already the leading term is suppressed in powers of p?/m? < 1.
This is to be expected, since it signals the decoupling of the electron at energies p2 < m?2.
Therefore, at these energies the coupling is approximately constant, which fixes the effective
coupling in the low-energy EFT to be

2
p
Jeff = ge(Pf = mg) + O<*2> ) (2.18)
me
essentially the QED coupling evaluated at m2, the mass of the lightest particle to be inte-
2
grated out—it gives the familiar value i‘f R~ %

This covers the renormalisable part of the EFT action, which simply gives the photon
kinetic term. Interactions between photons within the EFT are captured by the non-
renormalisable set of terms generated by integrating out the electron and for those the
effective coupling can be made explicit by canonically normalising the photon,

1 1 1 7

(photon) 2 ~ N2
Forr = =g BB g g e T g (e R (219)
in terms of the scale
V12w -
Agp = Y= Me (2.20)

Geft
The first thing to point out is that, just like for the Fermi theory, the scale that suppresses
these terms is not directly the mass of the integrated-out particle. Rather than simply
corresponding to the electron mass, m., this scale is enhanced by 1/geg, and so will be
somewhat bigger. Again this is reflecting the weak coupling of the UV theory, i.e. the fact
that electrons and photons interact weakly at the electron mass scale. On the other hand,
the scale Aqrp ~ 10 MeV is what tells us about the validity of the EF'T—the actual coupling
for these interactions will be p*/ AéED and so treating them perturbatively will no longer be
allowed once we reach an energy scale £ ~ Aqgp. Because the EFT intrinsically encodes



the effect of integrated-out electrons as a perturbative expansion of induced interactions,
this description simply breaks down at this scale. Fixing it requires us to go back to the
UV theory that contains the electrons mediating these photon interactions.

It is important to distinguish between this break-down scale Aqgp and a “strong cou-
pling” scale corresponding to the physical scale at which photons (and electrons) interact
strongly. At ' ~ Aqrp the QED coupling is still small. We can deduce at which scale the
interactions become strong by taking the opposite limit p2 > m?2 in (2.16),
pz dgg ~ gg .

dp? 1272

(2.21)

Choosing get as a reference scale (or initial condition), we can solve the equation and track
the evolution of g, as

2
g
o) = — (2.22)
1 — 1575 log =

Since the energy scale p? appears logarithmically, only at very high energies will the QED
coupling actually become strong—in fact it would become of O(1) at an energy scale’

671'2'(17923)
V2= AgrEo?lg =me-e ser ) ~10%% . m, . (2.23)

This is indeed an absurdly high energy, much higher than our EFT cutoff Aqrp ~ 10 - me..
If we are handed an EFT such as (2.19), with no reference to electrons or electron loops,
the scale Agti]ig is out of reach. The scale at which loop expansions will break down will
be Aqrp and what this signals is that the EFT expansion is no longer valid. It is only
by bringing back the electron and using QED as the UV completion of our EFT that one
can compute the running of the QED coupling and find that the theory becomes strongly
coupled at
As a final comment, note that we can actually solve (2.15) exactly. To do this, rather
than considering it as a differential equation (which does have its benefits) we can just match
two choices of p,—one generic that we want to solve for, and a known one (e.g. p, = m, or
pyx = 0). More specifically (2.15) implies (emphasising the dependence of II(p?)ren on py)

2

p*- ?

1
SR | (N n] =p*- {—
92(p?) e 92(p2,)

1 1t P
@—m—fﬂa Odml‘(l—:zr)log 1+m7213(1—l‘) =

+ H(p2ap3*)ren] — (2-24)

__ bt 1 /01 dr 2(1 — 2)log <1 n fj; 2(1— g;)) (2.25)

g2(p2,) 2m? 2

"Here we focus our attention on the scale at which the coupling becomes of O(1), where QED interactions

can no longer be treated perturbatively. It differs from the famous Landau pole, at which an extrapolation of
the relation (2.16) to arbitrarily high-energies would suggest the theory becomes infinitely strongly-coupled
(i.e. ge(p?) — oo as p? — Al,.qau). This scale will be even higher than Ag?o?]g, at ALandau ~ 10250 - m..
Since all we did was within perturbation theory, the conclusions should be trusted only while g. < 1, and

one would be hardly justified in trusting it all the way up to the Landau pole.



where in going to the second line we cancelled the common p? dependence on both sides
and added ﬁ log m? on both sides to make the argument of the logarithms dimensionless.
Choosing p?, = 0, which makes the logarithm on the RHS vanish, and using the fact that
9er = 92 (P} = 0) = 1 we find
1 1 /1 P2 1
—————=— [ drz(l—2x)log <1—{—* z(l—2x)) =—— (2.26)
92(p2) 27 Jo mg

which we can solve to obtain

2
g
9e(0) = ——— off . . (2.27)
1— 3% [y dv x(1—2)log (1 + mf’%x(l — x))

This is the exact solution. This expression gives the same limits we found before, from
which we recover the freezing of the coupling at energies below m, and the running at high-
energies (2.22) when p? > m?2. From this we can then extract both the “strong coupling”

scale A;%E)?lg and the Landau pole Atandau.

With an eye on the species scales

Let us make a few comments that will be useful to keep in mind when we discuss our
main topic with gravity. First, one may wonder what would happen if we tried to extract
the scale at which perturbation theory breaks down by simply comparing the 1-loop result
(2.13) with a tree-level contribution. Choosing again the reference scale to be p? = 0 and
focusing our attention on the high-energy limit p? > m?2

1iggﬂ/1d (1 —a)log (142 21— )
_27'('20 Xr T x)log mQ.%' X

e

2 2 2
geff p Me

~ ==L | — ol = 2.28
1272 % (m2> " (p2 > (2.28)

we would conclude that perturbation theory breaks down when

1272

2 Mme - € Ser = Atandau y (229)

p

i.e. at the Landau pole that appears when we follow the running coupling all the way up to
QED
strong

coupling” scale by immediately comparing the tree-level and the 1-loop terms provides a(n

ge — 0. Since we know from the running that A < Alandau, estimating the “strong
exponentially) misleading result. In reality, the theory becomes strongly coupled much
earlier than our estimate predicts. In order to accurately estimate this scale, one should
find the solution to g2(p?) = 1 using (2.27), which will lead to (2.23) and the correct
“strong-coupling” scale.

A second question we might pose is what would happen if there were N copies of
the electron, rather than one. Assuming these are actual copies, with the same mass and
couplings to the photon, each of them would contribute the same amount to the photon
self-energy and the result (2.13) would simply come multiplied by N,

m? + p? a:(l—x))
m2+pla(l—x))

1 1
H(pQ)ren =N 2772/0 dz z(1 — z)log ( (2.30)

~10 -



Estimating the “strong coupling” scale for this setup, we now find that the perturbative
expansion breaks down when

ﬁ.(l‘gzﬁf)
V2 =me-e ™ \ % /) (2.31)

This tells us that having N copies of the electron would bring down the “strong coupling”
scale exponentially. Note that the effect of N electrons with coupling constant g. is equiv-
alent to that of 1 electron with a rescaled coupling g — V/N - g, which can be seen from
(2.26)%. This leads to

(2.32)

Mme Me

1
QED QED N
Astrong (Astrong )

QED

strong "~ Me * 10% ~ 1 TeV, much lower than

For example, if there were N = 40 electrons, A
the absurdly high scale (2.23).

What about the theory at low-energies? Were we to integrate out these N electrons,
the coefficients in front of the non-renormalisable interactions generated for the photon at

energies I/ < m, would also come multiplied by N. Our photon EFT would then read

cooton) _ Lo p o Nogep L p 2+ L (R, ey (2.33)
EFT 4 2% ( /7127_‘_ . me)4 10 1224 40 1224 9 .

for canonically normalised photons, resulting in a cutoff scale

V121 - me

14 2.34
N1/4geff ( )

Aqep =
suggesting that we should expect our EFT to break down at energies N4 lower that in
the case where 1 electron had been integrated out. We do not find the same VN - geg
dependence as before, since the scaling suggested by the photon self-energy result does
not scale all terms in the QED Lagrangian equally. Instead, factors in front of the non-
renormalisable interactions depend on the details of the UV physics that generates them.

2.3 “QED” as a low-energy EFT

It is instructive to compare this with the scenario where this N-electron QED is itself an
EFT at energies I/ < m,, that arises from integrating out the muon,

1 . _
LQED == —@FWFW—N'W@%—meW—N'?/)xfw
1 1 7 .
+ e | = (FW F"™)? + —(F F")?
(V12m - my,)* 1o Fiw 7 g (P F77)
1

+———F,OF"™, 2.35
(v240m - m,,)2 " (2.35)

80ne should be careful to perform this rescalling in both couplings appearing in (2.26), ge and ges.
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There are two key differences in this setup. One is that the coupling g. is not effectively
frozen anymore, since we still have electrons that are allowed to run in the loop, and the
coupling will run at the (logarithmic) rate we have computed above. Hence we expect that
our EFT should break down at a scale that depends on this running coupling after we
canonically normalise the photon,

4 |
W ) =1 (2.36)

Since this should happen at p? > m,, we have

Vi2r - 2 A2 V127 -
Aon ~o 220 M <1 Nl g ( m“°n>> SR SR (2.37)

Geff 1272 mg Jeff

While it is true that the running coupling will affect the scale at which the EFT breaks
down, it will not by itself determine this scale. In fact, when this effect is strong enough to
be important, we reach scales at which the full theory becomes strongly coupled rather than
one at which the low-energy description simply breaks down (i.e. the UV completion that
includes the muon is itself becoming strongly coupled). The extremely slow logarithmic
running allows the corrections to remain small even though the ratio of scales is large.

This example is instructive because there is a clear distinction between Agirong and
Agpr, which can even be hierarchically well separated. Furthermore, we see explicitly
that computing Agtrong Within the N-electron EFT does not determine Agpr, although it
provides a scale beyond which the EFT would not be perturbatively well-defined regardless
of AEFT-

The second key difference is that there is a new non-renormalisable term that did not
exist in our theory of photons. This is a redundant operator (quadratic in A,) which is
better expressed in terms of the current sourcing the photons. When there is no source
left (as in the photon EFT), this term vanishes. If the electrons remain in the EFT, they
contribute to the current and therefore this operator is effectively a contact 4-electron
interaction |[4],

ge
(V12072 - my,)?

This term is not only less suppressed than the other two, but also appears suppressed by a

() () - (2.38)

formally different scale,

V1207 - my,

A ~
g2

muon

> Amuon - (2.39)

The key point is that the precise dependence of Agpr on the coupling g. depends on the
details of the UV physics generating these interactions. Although it is still true that the
exact scale that suppresses each non-renormalisable operator will be bigger than the mass
of the particle whose integrating out generates the interaction, the explicit dependence on
the coupling depends on the UV process that generates it.

This effective theory is the closest analogue to the case we study in the main body
of the paper, where the graviton plays the role of the photon, the scalars play the role of
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the electrons and the higher-curvature operators correspond to the photon effective cou-
plings suppressed by Anuon. The species scale we will introduce for gravity will correspond
to Astrong in this theory of photons and N electrons, while the scale suppressing higher-
curvature corrections to GR, which constitutes Agpr in the gravitational EFT, will corre-
spond to Apuon. One may refer back to this example later on, when the distinction between
these two scales becomes less obvious.

2.4 A theory of photons and neutrinos

When the UV theory is as simple as QED, with only one heavy state to be integrated out
and one light state to remain in the EFT, tracking scales is relatively simple. Most often,
however, the UV theory is richer, with more states to integrate out and more states in the
low-energy EFT.

For example, consider the EFT of photons and neutrinos that arises after integrat-
ing out all other massive states in the SM. What will be the scale suppressing non-
renormalisable neutrino interactions? One may naively say that Ayy should be close to
the electron mass, me, since the electron is the lightest particle to be integrated out and
does indeed interact with neutrinos. Unfortunately, one would be wrong. All neutrino in-
teractions would in fact be suppressed by at least one power of 1 /MI%V, which gives a much
bigger suppression. This is because in the Standard Model, neutrinos only have renormalis-
able couplings involving W (and Z) bosons and thus all effective neutrino interactions will
be suppressed by 1 /M%V once the massive bosons are integrated out. Of course, one will
then integrate out lighter particles (like quarks and electrons) and the electron will indeed
provide the lowest suppression scale out of these states—what we will find then are leading
neutrino interactions at low-energies that are at least suppressed by some power of MEV [4].

The simplest way to understand this is by considering what happens when we integrate
out each of the relevant heavy states. Let us write schematically only the couplings of
interest for the argument, involving the light photons and neutrinos (A*, v), and the heavy
electrons and W-bosons (¢, W),

Lsn D —ge - Y AY — g2 (AWH) +igy -0 W 1h. (2.40)

We will take this as a simple toy model. For the photons, we already know what happens.
All particles that couple to it like the electron will generate interactions analogous to the
ones in (2.4), which will be suppressed by a scale proportional to their mass. Since the
electron is the lightest out of these, it will provide the leading order terms as expected. For
neutrinos the situation is different because the neutrino never interacts with the electron
alone, without also interacting with a W-boson. One could make this explicit by taking an
intermediate step and integrating out the W-boson,

»CFerrni D _17[_}447# + CL(FMVF“V)Q +

M (DyH 1)) (yur) - (2.41)

Fermi
The last term describing interactions between electrons and neutrinos is nothing but the
kind of interactions described by the Fermi theory and will be suppressed by Apermi ~ Mw

Juw
The photon self-coupling term will be suppressed by M{}V, but by now we already know not
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to expect the coefficient ¢, to be O(1). In fact, since the photon couples to the W-boson
through a coupling g., we should expect ¢, ~ gZ. Although the two terms arise from
integrating out the same massive particle, this gives a scale slightly higher that Ape,m; since
Je < Jw-

Now we take the next step and integrate out the electron to find the EFT of photons
and neutrinos,

LPROORY) o i fy) — < 9 ]&4 )(FWF’“’)z + % (7 v)2. (2.42)
The photon interaction terms show clearly that the leading term is suppressed by m., so
these are indeed dominated by the lightest particle to be integrated out. But once again we
should ask what the coefficient ¢, should be—from the lessons above, rather than expecting
it to be O(1), it should depend on the coupling in the UV theory, which in this case is a
dimensionful coupling. What one finds is that ¢, ~ (gw - me/Mw)* ~ 10722, which is
reflecting the fact that the suppression by Aperm; trickles down from EFT to EFT as we
integrate out more particles.

The key lesson here is that, if our effective coupling arises from interactions that are
themselves non-renormalisable, then the naive expectation that the integrated out particle
should give the suppression of the generated coupling might fail. In fact, in such cases we
should instead expect the original coupling suppression to appear in the generated coupling,
in the way that M{}V appears in the low-energy neutrino coupling [4].

2.5 Effective Field Theories of Gravity

We have so far kept gravity out of the picture, even though our main focus will be an
EFT with gravity. While all the phenomena described above are also present in these
theories, they tend to appear in more complicated and intermingled ways. Keeping in mind
everything we introduced previously in this section in the context of more familiar theories,
we end it by giving a brief overview of gravitational EFTs.

What should one expect of an EFT describing gravity? Classically, gravity is well
described by Einstein’s General Relativity,

M2
L£OR) — /—g. Pl R. (2.43)

The Ricci scalar R is quadratic in the metric g, and contains 2 derivatives, which looks
a lot like a field kinetic term. In order to use perturbation theory, we must rewrite this
action in terms of fluctuations around a given background, g,, = g, + Miplhw,. Choosing
the background to be Minkowski for simplicity, the R term becomes

Mlgl 1 pv caf 2 hn_2
(=g = R= =o€ hap + Z e (OR)* s (2.44)
n=3 Pl
where éﬁf is the Lichnerowicz tensor defined as
Enhap = Dl = 20a00,0°,) + 00,0 — 1 (O — 020507 ) . (2.45)
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The first term corresponds to the graviton kinetic term. When it comes to pure gravity, this
is the only term that is renormalisable. All graviton self-interactions correspond to operators
of order bigger than 4 and will therefore be non-renormalisable. This means that higher-
derivative interactions are not negotiable, they are generated even if one does not include
them in the original action. Therefore even in its simplest form, at least perturbatively
(see however [58-60| for a non-perturbative approach), gravity must be treated as an EFT
that includes all possible non-renormalisable interactions consistent with diffeomorphism
invariance [1-5],

o)
Ay

LERT) = e s+ Y (2.46)
n

Higher-derivative interactions in (2.46) correspond to higher-curvature terms that can
be added to (2.43), but the scale Ayy need not be Mpj—as we saw in our quick review of
EFTs, the suppression of these non-renormalisable terms will depend on the details of the
UV theory. Since gravity couples to everything, we might even expect the opposite of what
we found for neutrinos: an EFT scale which is lower than expected rather than higher. Just
like integrating out the electron generated photon interactions that dominated over the ones
generated by the muon, the lightest states to be integrated out should provide the scale of
the dominant interaction terms, unless some symmetry prevents it (e.g. supersymmetry).

It is worth emphasising that from a bottom-up perspective, not knowing what states
(if any) were integrated out to generate higher-derivative interactions, we cannot determine
Ayy in (2.46). However, at least in QED, the coupling appears in the interactions, and we
even argued that reaching a scale Agirong below Ayy would render the question ill-defined
(since we would reach strong coupling before the EFT expansion breaks down and require
a new description anyway). Thus one may try to use Agtrong instead to bound the validity
of our effective description.

This is where the notion of species scale may help us extract some information from

the EFT itself. “Species scale” is just another name for gravitational strong coupling scale,

Agrav

strong> Which emphasises the role of the number of different species coupling to gravity in

determining strong coupling [6—11]. It corresponds to the scale at which any quantum field
theory of gravitons (as massless spin-2 fields) becomes strongly coupled—it might still be
that a weakly coupled theory exists in terms of different degrees of freedom (e.g. strings in
string theory). This might be reminiscent of what happens in QCD below Agcp, in which
a theory of quarks will be strongly coupled, but one can describe the physics using a theory
of weakly coupled hadrons (quark bound states) (cf. chapter 8 of [4]). In contrast with
string theory, this is still a quantum field theory.

In the following we will carefully study the simplest possible system—a scalar field
minimally coupled to gravity in 4d,

ravi 1.0 ca 1 1
E%FT v = _ghu guuﬁhaﬁ - 5(‘%‘75)(3”?5) - §m2¢2
1 o)
——h,, T* 4+ ——h,, h,, THP? . 2.47
+ 2Mp; " +4MF2,1 Hep +;Agv (247)
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with TH*” and TH"P? the scalar energy-momentum tensor and its metric variation. We will
discuss in detail the computation of the graviton vacuum polarisation at leading (loop)
order, i.e. the 1-loop correction to the graviton propagator due to the presence of the
scalar field. This correction is of particular interest precisely because it is universal, in
the sense that every graviton exchange receives a correction from the vacuum polarization.
As soon as this specific correction becomes too large to be treated as a perturbation, no
gravitational interaction can be studied perturbatively. At the scale at which this happens,
any perturbative expansion of gravitational interactions necessarily breaks down.

Carefully going through this computation will allow us to illustrate and clarify several
of the concepts and statements made here, and analyse different regimes and the validity of
such computations. The results will then be generalised in two ways. First, we will consider
the effect of IV identical scalar fields, which will lead us to recover the original species scale
[7, 8]. Finally we will consider a tower of scalar fields as has been done in the context of
the Swampland programme [24-47] and discuss in detail the interplay between the infinite
tower and the validity of the EFT.

3 The 1-loop computation

We begin by examining how a single scalar field contributes to the graviton propagator at
1-loop order. This will serve as the building block for the cases of interest—the contribution
to the species scale of N scalars of equal mass and a massive tower of states.

3.1 Setup and conventions
The action describing GR and a scalar field ¢ of mass m minimally coupled to gravity is
M3 1 1
S = /d43: V—g {2“3 — ivuqsw(p — 2m2¢2} . (3.1)

There are two equivalent ways to interpret our calculations, from a path integral point-of-
view [4]. Although they yield the same answer in the end, it is useful to keep both in mind
in intermediate calculations.

1. The metric is non-dynamical: from this perspective we only integrate over ¢ in

the path integral, the metric is an external source and we are merely computing the
term in the partition function/effective action which is quadratic in the metric.

2. The metric is dynamical: from this perspective we are computing a two-point
function for the metric and zeroing in on the scalar contribution to that correlator.

In either case we must start by changing variables in the metric, defining

2 .
G = M + M—Pl P s N = diag(—1,+1,+1,+1), (3.2)
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so that our calculations will be valid for a Minkowski background. We then expand the
scalar field action to quadratic order in hy, (or equivalently, to quadratic order in 1/Mpy)?

Sy = / d*z { - % L, POM ) — %m2¢2 + MlPth {8%8% - %n’“’ (0p00" + m2¢2)] +

1

Mg,

4 0<1> (3.3)
Mg )’

where we have raised and lowered the indices using the background Minkowski metric 7,
and define

1
+ e [QPWP” (02006 + m?0?) + 0 96076 — 277“’)0%8"@5} }+

PHPT = %(ﬂ“pn”” + 070" = n?7). (3.4)

From this action one can derive the Feynman rules needed to compute the 1-loop

correction to the graviton propagator due to the scalar field,

7 . 1
TETTTTTT = i (O pipy + 0 (—prp2 + m?))  (35)
pz \\\\
]}l ’ !
_ b 2
T Mg [2PWPU(_?’1 ‘2t mg)—

— " (P13 + p7ph) — "7 (PP + piph)—
+ " (p1ps + pipy) + " (Pivs + Pivs)+
P (Dpg + pTh) + o + ofeh)| . (36)

With these ingredients we can now compute the relevant Feynman diagrams and eval-
uate the necessary integrals.

9One might worry about expanding in a parameter with non-zero mass dimension. To make it more
m

2
palatable one can think of this as an expansion in ;1> and T
P
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Figure 1: Feynman diagrams contributing to the graviton propagator involving only scalar field
loops.

3.2 Integrals to compute

There are two diagrams contributing at 1-loop (Fig.1). The one with 2 cubic couplings
contributes as

1 d4k Auupo‘
(d33)wpo = M2, / @m)t (B2 +m2 —ie)((k — q)2 + m? —ic)’ (87)

where

A;wpa = (_ku(ku - qy) - (ku - Qu)kV + nul’(k : (k - Q) + m2))

X (_kp(ka - QU) - (kp - Qp)ka + npa<k : (k - Q) —+ m2)) (38)
= (2kuku - ku‘]u - quV - nul/(k2 —k-q+ m2))
x (2kpko — kplo — Qpko — Npo (K — k - g+ m?)) . (3.9)

The diagram with 1 quartic coupling contributes as

1 d*k B
d vpo — e 1
( 4)M P MP%] / (271')4 k2 +m2 *’L'a?’ (3 0)
where
Bouvpo = Puvpe (K +m?) + nywkoke + Npakuky — 20,koyky — 20, (ko) ki - (3.11)

Here we can use rotational invariance to replace k*k" — %an“” under the integral and
obtain (after some algebra)

By @) = | (1= 3 )14 ] P (3.12)

From here onwards it is a matter of tedious and technical computations to perform
the above integrals. We have used dimensional regularisation to maintain gauge invariance
and have checked our work by verifying the Ward identity was preserved throughout. A
summary of these computations can be found in the Appendix and the Mathematica code
used will be included as supplemental material.
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3.3 The result

It is convenient to write down the result in terms of the following index structures,

Ml?’l ) H;ll_ulzgp(q) = c1* (MuoMvp + NupTve) + €2 - N Npo

dQvqc vy a9 quq
+c3 - <77#p yz + Mo 1/2p + Nvp ”20 + Nvo M2p>
q q q q
dpq quq
+cq- (nuu pQU + Npo #21/)
q q
+ g - Wdrdpds (3.13)
q
for which the Ward identity can be written as
C3 = —C1, (3.14&)
cy = —ca, (3.14b)
cs =2c1+co. (3.14C)

As shown in Appendix A, our 1-loop computation does obey the above relations and we
can therefore rewrite the result as

Mg, -T2 (q) = e+ (LupLve + LuoLup — 2Ly Lpo) + ¢5 - Ly Lpo (3.15)
where we define
L,uz/ = Guv — q;gu . (316)

Now it is evident that the first term has the exact index structure of the tree-level (gauge
invariant) graviton propagator.
Using dimensional regularisation, to leading order in € = 4 — d we find'®

oo (1—F(a))+m2q2<5 +§—2F(a)—37—31 <m2 >>

= 30n2 1572 \ 16c ' 96 3277 32 °9% \4np2
+1g;<3126+f§)—;2£“(a)—617—6210g (47:;2», (3.17a)
e = 1’5;(1 _F(a)+ Y;fj <—2 +s F(a))
+ 1;1; <41€ + 24770 - %F(a) - %'y . élog <4:‘;>> . (3.17b)

where we define the variable o = 4(1%2 and the function

Flz)=v1+4uz- arctanh( (3.18)

)

10Note that only writing ¢; and cs is sufficient as they uniquely determine the full result through (3.14).
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Figure 2: Plot of the function F(x) defined in (3.18). The argument of F'(x) is always o = 4;’; ,
2

so that the limit ¢ — 0 corresponds to x — oo and ¢? = m? corresponds to = = 4.

satisfying the following properties

Am?2 ¢ ¢ ¢ 3
F(z)=F[ 22} =1 -1 e 1
() < ¢ > T o2 T T20m? +O<4m2) ’ (3.19)
1
F(z) ~ ~5 logz, as z—0. (3.20)

We immediately identify in (3.17) the divergences as € — 0 that need to be cancelled
by appropriate counterterms in order to render the result finite and physical.

3.4 Counterterms

In order to cancel these divergences, one must introduce counterterms in the original action
and choose their coefficients appropriately. The counterterm action is

M2 1 1
Set. = /d4x\/fg{5A + % 0Zy- R — §5Z¢ SR 55’"5& e
+ R + ax Ry, B} (3.21)

The first line corresponds to a renormalisation of all the parameters that appear in our
original action, while the second line introduces higher-derivative terms that are required!!
to cancel the divergences at order ¢* in graviton momentum. This generation of additional
higher-order divergences is a consequence of the fact that GR contains irrelevant interac-
tions, i.e. that it is a non-renormalisable theory [4]. Since we are only interested in terms

We have used the Gauss-Bonnet topological invariant G = Ruuee R'?7 — AR, R + R? to trade
Ryupe R*P7 with a linear combination of R? and R, R*”.
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quadratic in hy,, with no other fields, the scalar counterterms (0Zy, 5m?¢) will not be rel-
evant to our discussion and will be discarded. They would of course be crucial were we
discussing loop corrections to the scalar field propagator instead.

Expanding the counterterm action to second order in h*",

1 v lo}
Sect. = /d4x\/ ) Mi}%] h*" b { - 5A(gupgva + GuoGvp — glwgpa)

0Z,

Tg - q2{ — (GupGvo + GuoGvp) + 29090

qvqo QVQp QMQU qudp 9p40 quqv
+19 +g + gv + 9v >_2<g v——5 14 >}
< e q? e q? P q? 7 q? : q? re q?

+ Mg, -

+ q4{5a2(gupgw + GuoGup) + (8-:0a1 + 2-:0a2) g 9po

qvq qvq auq quq
— das <gup 1:]20 + Guo ;2p + Gvp l:] z + Gvo 22,0)

4p40 qu4
— (8:da; + 2'5612)(9;“/ ; + Ypo Z2y>

T (860 + 4.5@)%;%%}} Lo, (3.22)

we find their contribution to the coeflicients ¢;,

0Z,
Scp = —6A — M3, - - cq* + bas - ¢, (3.23a)
074
dcyg = 0N+ 2- MPl 2 q + (8 daq + 2- (5(12) , (3.23b)
0Z,4
Scz = M, - N cq? = bas - q*, (3.23¢)
o 0Zg
deqg = =2 Mp, - - - q* — (8:0ay + 2-0a) - ¢*, (3.23d)
Scs = (8-0ay + 4-0ag) - ¢*. (3.23e)

We can check that the d¢; satisfy the same identities as the 1-loop result (3.14) only
when §A = 0—this tells us that d A is not required for this 1-loop computation. Additionally,
were we to take this contribution seriously we would obtain a tadpole term that gives a non-
zero vev to h,,. Consequently we should have expanded around a different background,
i.e. around a g, such that R! = A, which is of course inconsistent with expanding
around Minkowski. All in all, we must disregard the presence of a cosmological constant
and therefore set 6A = 0.
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3.5 Renormalisation and the strong coupling scale

Adding the counterterm contribution to our previous 1-loop results we find

024
61201+501=—M§1‘7 —|—5a2 q +30 (1-F(a))

+m2q2<5+43_1p(a)_57_5] g< m’ ))
1572\ 16e 96 4 32 32 4
G5 = 5 + 0cs = (801 + 4-8a2) - ¢ 1’;””; (1-F(a)) + ’{;:2 ( % + % F(a)>
+ 1;; (415 bt~ F(a) 17— Llog (4’:;)) . (3.24D)

The counterterms must be chosen such that all divergences are cancelled. There is however
the usual freedom in how to fix the finite pieces—we must choose a renormalisation scheme.
Let us impose the following 3 conditions in order to fix the 3 counterterms.

= 8aP™® 4 4085 (3.25)

The first condition ensures that at some reference scale ¢? the 1-loop contribution to
the ¢? term vanishes, which leaves the normalisation of the graviton fixed by the tree-level
contribution when ¢? = ¢2. In other words, it defines the scale at which we are choosing
our graviton kinetic term normalisation.

Contrary to the ¢? term, there is no ¢* contribution at tree-level since we did not
include higher-derivative terms in the original action. Had we done so, their tree-level con-
tribution would take exactly the same form as the counter-terms da;. The EFT expansion
(necessary to make sense of a non-renormalisable theory) puts the tree-level 4-derivative
terms at the same order as the 1-loop 2-derivative contribution [4]. Therefore, our remain-
ing two conditions are actually analogous to the first one—we are imposing that, at the
scale ¢2, the 4-derivative contribution is purely tree-level. Nevertheless, having not directly
phys .

low-energies, the way we do for the Planck scale . At most one can require that they re-

measured these contributions prevents us from assigning a value to the constants a;

main negligible/subleading, compatible with the fact that their effect has so far not been
detected. The EFT suppression then implies that the a?hys coefficients themselves should
not be much bigger than O(1).

Solving these 3 equations for the 3 counter-terms (§Zg,dai,daz) and plugging them
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back into the 1-loop result we obtain

~ 4 phys m4
é1=q" - ad™ + 2072 (1 -F(a))
m2q? 2m? 20m? ¢
1—-8F 10F 1-— - ==
g {1 7R+ 10700 (1= )+ S 5
4 2 4 2 4
q 3 2m 6m 3m 6m
Z_F F 1-— - 3.26
48072 {4 @)+ (a*)< @ g > 22 qt )’ (3.268)

4 2.2
_ h h m m=q® (3
¢ =q' - (8a]™" +4af™) + T (1= Fla) — 555 <4 - F(a))

n g Qg 2 E 7 9m* 7 19m? n 5q3 qu
6072 \ 1+ a, 32 4q}  16¢2  16m2  64m*

2 4 4 2 2 4
qx qx 3F(Q*) 6m 8m qx 95
_F(a)(1 1 G . (3.26b

<a>< +2m2+16m4>+ 8 T e T T (3.26b)

This is clearly finite when ¢ — 0, as it should, and it depends very explicitly on the reference

scale ¢2. A natural choice for this reference scale would be ¢? = 0, which would not only
correspond to the scale where the graviton propagator has a pole (therefore corresponding
to an on-shell condition) and one at which we can certainly perform an experiment, but it
would also simplify the result significantly,

_ m? m2q® [T 7t 23
o=t R+ (1w ) 4 gl (B p@), @am)

~ m? m2q® (3
és=q*- (SaIfhyS + 4a§hys) + 102 (1-F(a)) — <4 — F(a)>

4
637 <;1g - F(a)) . (3.27h)

The downside of making this choice is that we would lose track of the arbitrary reference
scale ¢2. Keeping this scale and following the reasoning we developed for QED (cf. Section
2.2), we can consider the 1PI 2-point function
2 )
€. [—M§1+2- °‘1<g ) : (3.28)
2 q q2:0

and demand that it does not depend on our choice of g2. Note that this means the parameter
Mp) that appears in (3.28) is not the usual Mp; ~ 10'® GeV, but instead a function of ¢>—
let us therefore rename it Mgrav(qf) and call it the gravitational mass scale. We then deduce
the following equation

2 _
_qf dMgraV + 2 . qu |:C].
dg? q>

=0. 3.29
*dg? q2—0] 0 (3.29)
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Figure 3: Plot of (3.30), rescalled by the factor 9607%. We can see that in the limit ¢® > 4m?
(i.e. a < 1), Mgy decreases at a constant rate, while in the limit ¢? < 4m? (i.e. @ > 1), Mgay
is approximately constant. Physically, we can interpret this as the scale Mgy, running (to smaller
values) at energies much higher than m? and not running at energies much smaller than m?, at
which the scalar could be integrated out and no longer run in the loops.

which gives

ZdMgzrav 6]3 ( Qi ){ 4 50é* 150[3_

q = o (1-— F(a*))} ) (3.30)

dg2 96072

It is instructive to look at different limits for equation (3.30). When oy > 1, which
corresponds to scales below the mass of the scalar (i.e. ¢2 < 4m?), we find

dM; 11 1
grav. _ L L 31
dq? 28072 @ +0 <a2> ’ (3:31)

*

which is suppressed by «, > 1. Therefore, Mgy, is constant at zeroth order in 1/, and
determined by the measured Planck scale at low-energies Mgrav(qf = 0) = Mpy. This
defines the Planck scale and gives us an initial condition for Mgra\,(q2).

In the high-energy limit o, < 1 (i.e. ¢2 > 4m?), we find

2

2 2 2 q
Moy (qy) = Mp) — m(l + O(ay)) - (3.32)
This tells us that at high enough energies ¢?, the gravitational mass scale Moy vanishes.
The equivalent of this phenomenon in QED was the infinite coupling scale, where g, — 00,
which we identified as the Landau pole. For our present case, we can make this explicit

by canonically normalising the graviton h,, — % and looking at the gravitational
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coupling?
2 2
q q
= 3.33)
2 2 2\ (
Maan @) M3, (1- gt - o5

for g2 > 4m?. The divergence of the coupling at ¢* = 24072 - Mgl now becomes explicit.
Just like for QED, our interest is the “strong coupling” scale,

2 2
q ! tron [ 2407
=1 — AS & — —— - M ~ Mp; . 3.34
M2, - (1 1 g ) grav 1+ 24072 Pl Pl (3.34)

T 94072 Ar2
2407 Mg,

Note that the “strong coupling” scale is significantly smaller than the “divergent coupling”
scale. For gravity with a scalar field of mass m, we find that Ajea® ~ Mp; as long as
m < Mp and the approximation ¢? > 4m? is valid up to this scale.

In the opposite limit, 4m? > ¢% (a, > 1), the “strong coupling” scale is still approx-
imately given by the Planck scale, which is consistent if m > Mp;. All in all, for any
value of the scalar mass, as long as there is only a single scalar the strong coupling scale is
approximately given by the Planck scale.

As was the case for QED we can note that [61232)} - is zero for ¢2 = 0 to solve (3.30)
q =

more expediently,

a1(q?)
M2, () = M3+ 2[ / } (3.35)
q q2:0
2
q 5 5 5
= M3 — 7240*%2 (1 + 50 <6 - F(a*)> - Zaf(l — F(oz*))) (3.36)

where we have used the boundary condition Mg,y (qf = 0) = Mpy. If we define the function

H(a) = 1+ Za(z _ F(a)) - Zoﬂ(l —F(a)), (3.37)

we can write the result as

2
q

Mgrav(qz) = Ml?’l - W*T‘_QH(OZ) ) (338)
and recover the limits found above.

Since H(c) is bounded between 0 and 1 (Fig.4), the correction to M2, due to a single

grav
scalar field is always smaller than 24%% ~4x107* ¢ < 4 x 107* Mp; at energies below
Mp;. Therefore the correction to the tree-level value of Mp; is negligible for any scalar field
mass, even if it is slightly bigger for smaller masses.
As we anticipated in Section 2, there is a key difference with respect to QED. While
at tree level QED appears to be valid at all energy scales, only revealing its breakdown at

2An attentive reader might be confused with the passage from g, to ¢. The philosophy of RG-
improvement dictates that one should choose a ¢. as close as possible to our experimental scale g, which is
why in this analysis we make the choice ¢, = q. Note however that we can only do this at the very end,
since otherwise we could not have derived the equation for Mgrayv (q2).
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Figure 4: In terms of the function H(q?) we can clearly still see the behaviour from Figure 3: at
low momenta this function approaches zero, which means Mg, Will approach Mpi; for o, ~ 1 there

is a sharp derivative; for high momenta it approaches a constant, which means Mg, — M3, o ¢z.

sufficiently high energies once we include loop contributions, gravity breaks down imme-
diately at tree-level. This is because gravity only has non-renormalisable interactions—it
should itself be treated as an EFT with an associated cutoff and it cannot be defined at
arbitrarily high-energies, not even at tree-level.

Although the above strong coupling scale is no longer exponentially high, it is still con-
ceptually different from the EFT scale one usually refers too in the context of gravitational
EFTs—the scale at which the a?hys terms become as important as the tree-level 2-derivative
terms. The details will depend on the precise measured value of these coefficients but we
can combine (3.26a) with (3.28) to find

rav M rav
APy ~ ———— (3.39)

phys
2 * az

If aghys ~ O(1) this scale will coincide with the strong coupling scale—this is not an

accident, it follows directly from our definition of as. In fact, a; and ay are defined to

grav

strong does not tell

control the ratio between ALY, and AFEY, and therefore computing A
us anything about AZ7T. unless we also know the values of a1 and as from the UV theory!?.
Note that the EFT we consider includes both the graviton and the scalar field, which has
not been integrated out.

Taking a1, as ~ O(1) would be the technically natural choice, but as we illustrated with
the neutrino example this is not necessarily the case. In the neutrino case this coupling

was ‘“unnaturally” small due to the fact that it only couples to other particles via the weak

13The terms associated to a; are somewhat special in the sense that the dimension of the operators R>
and R, R"” does not require a dimensionful parameter Agrr for consistency. It might therefore seem that
these operator do not have an associated scale either. Thinking of a; as the ratio between Agrr and Mp;
makes it more transparent that a scale is still involved.
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force; given that gravity couples to everything, we might not be surprised if these couplings
are “unnaturally” large.

As a final point you might be slightly concerned regarding the running of aghys. There
are two points that can be made regarding this: firstly, its value can only be fixed from
knowledge of the UV theory or experimental measurements so at most we are adding a
known value on an unknown constant and the total result would still be unknown; secondly,
the running would appear at higher loop order and would be a subleading effect if the EF'T
expansion is to be trusted.

4 The original species scale

The original species scale calculation concerned N identical scalars for very large N [7, §|.
In this case the strong coupling scale will change rather dramatically, potentially shifting
it away from a naive expectation near Mp;.

4.1 The strong coupling scale for N identical scalars

Since the N scalars are identical, each of them will contribute as a scalar ¢ of mass m as
the one in Section 3. Their effect is therefore captured by multiplying ¢; in (3.26a) by N
so that (3.30) becomes

2 dMgQrav CJE (o7 4 Y™ 15&2
q* d B = N . 3 . -
q; 9607 1+ oy

With the simple rewriting

d (Mg % o 4 S5a 1502

2 grav i * . 2
= ' l—— = — - 1-F 4.2
g2 ( N ) 96072 <1 + a*) { a2 5 (a*))} ;o (42)

it seems that our previous analysis will hold for a rescaled mass parameter Mg, —
Mgrav/V N. This was the crux of the original reasoning behind the species scale [6-11].
However, since we must still impose Mgra\,(qf = 0) = Mp) as a boundary condition, the

solution for N scalars is given by

Mool = M =N o (1 30, (2o Fan) - Sata-FGe))). @

which means that the well-known behaviour Mgray — Mgray /v N is not an exact statement.
To find the scale at which the coupling becomes O(1), i.e.

2

V@ 4
we must solve the equation
2
¢ =M - N - Hla), (4.5)
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Figure 5: Strong coupling scale as a function of m/Mp for different values of N.

1.2 T T T T
1.0 3
0.8

Astrong

— 06f 1

Mp

041 B
0.2 B
0.0

Figure 6: Strong coupling scale as a function of N for different values of m/Mp.

with

H(a) = 1+ ;a<2 _ F(a)> _ Zoﬂu _F(a)). (4.6)

Writing it fully in terms of «, it becomes clear that the solution depends only on the
parameters m/Mp; and N,

[0 m2

101+ 5255 -H(a)) M3~ (47)

Solving the equation numerically for different values of (IV, Mﬂpl), we can see how the
strong coupling scale depends on these parameters (Fig. 5 and 6). When m > Mp, the
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scalars do not affect the strong coupling scale, regardless of their number N. In contrast,
when m < Mpj the scalars bring down the strong coupling scale, more significantly for a

larger number N of scalars. This means that if we have scalars with different masses, we

grav

strong- Moreover, exactly

should expect the lightest ones to have the strongest effect on A
how light these scalars need to be to behave as if they were massless depends on the their
number N.

In the remainder of this section we will strive to make these statements more quanti-
tative.

4.2 Massless limit

In the limit of zero mass we have H(«) — 1 and therefore

2
2 2\ _ g2 q
Mgrav(Q*) - MPI - N- W*ﬂ_g(l + O(Oé* log O[*)) ) (48)

from which we find the strong coupling scale

24072
ASirong = \/ N 124072 Mp . (4.9)

Taking the limit when N >> 2407% ~ 2369 we obtain

/24072 1
grav
Astrong ~ N : MPI +0 <N3/2> (410)

which reproduces the scaling found in the literature. It is worth noting nevertheless that

this is only recovered for N quite large (cf. N ~ 1032 in [7]), and that the prefactor is not
exactly O(1) as V24072 ~ 49.

For us to trust the solution given by (4.9) not only do we need m < Mp; but also
m < A ong:

coupling scale may not obey (4.9).

Even if m <« Mpy, for N sufficiently large and non-zero masses, the strong

4.3 Large mass limit

For larger masses, i.e. in the a, > 1 limit we obtain

2
3 1
M2 () =Mi-N.-— ([ Lol= 4.11

grav(q*) Pl 24072 7o, + Oé% ( )

The factor of N is common to all terms in the expansion in large ay, so the validity
of this expansion is unaffected. However, in this limit neglecting the leading order term in
1/ay in comparison with Mp; will be less accurate for sufficiently large N.

At leading order in a%, the strong coupling scale becomes

112072 m?2 N M2
grav _ Pl
Astrong = Mp1 | —1— - ME -1+ \/ I+ =53 |- (4.12)
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Figure 7: Strong coupling scale as a function of the parameter £ (4.13), which depends on both
the number of scalars N and their mass m/Mp;. The black line corresponds to the exact solution
from (4.14) and the dashed gray line to the first order approximation for small £ (4.17).

Note that Aftrfgng is really a function of the combination

56072 m?
== 4.13

in terms of which we can write

AR = Mpl\/ 25(-1 41t 2) . (4.14)

Since this solution was derived under the assumption that o, > 1 = 4m? > ¢2, we

grav
Astrong

this hierarchy holds. Being a function of ¢, which depends on the ratio m?/N, A

< 2m. Thus it is worth checking under which circumstances

grav
strong

should only trust it if

may satisfy this condition in different limits in N and m/Mp). Let us then examine these
different limits one by one.

N fixed, m? large: In this limit £ is large and we have asymptotically
Agtrragng = Mp <1 - i + O<12>> . (415)
8¢ £
As is to be expected, in the infinite mass limit the strong coupling scale freezes at
Mpy, a constant. If m > Mp) then (4.12) is valid. In fact, m — oo also corresponds

to @ — oo and therefore H(a) — 0. Since it is always true that H(a)) > 0, it follows
directly from (4.5) that

24072
N

The strong coupling scale is always bounded above by the Planck scale and approaches

H(a) >0 =

Mgy >0 = ¢* < M} (4.16)
q2 q Pl :

it as m — oo for any finite N.
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m? fixed, N large: In this case ¢ — 0 and therefore

Ao ~ M (V264 4 0(£41)), (4.17)

which is valid for )
£<1 = N> 56079—;4”2 : (4.18)

Pl

In this case, the strong coupling scale approaches zero, which is not entirely surprising.

The hierarchy Afifg’ng < 2m is respected in this regime, not because m is arbitrarily

grav

large, but because Ag o

is very small at large V.

This is the situation alluded to in the paragraph below (4.10). Even if the mass is
parametrically smaller than the Planck mass, as long as it is non-zero, there will be
an N sufficiently large to push us outside of the regime of validity of (4.9).

grav

N and m? large, ¢ fixed: In this case, the hierarchy is satisfied because %;ng will be
some fixed number between 0 and 1, whereas m will be large.

We conclude that (4.12) is valid for any value of ¢ as long as either m? or N is large.
grav

One may worry about having AmOng

<& 2m, since this surely implies that the mass of
the scalars is above the EFT scale. Intuitively, one should not consider these states. This
intuition might not be justified for two reasons.

Firstly, as emphasised in the previous section we do not have access to the EFT scale
without first measuring or calculating the a;. It is therefore possible that despite the scalars
lying above the strong coupling scale they would still lie below the EFT scale.

Secondly, note that there is no specific mathematical inconsistency with including
states with masses above Agpr, as long as they do not appear in external legs to avoid
considering processes with energies at these scales. The only problem we might run into is
that when we calculate the effects of those states they would contribute at the same order
as unknown UV physics, and adding a known quantity to an unknown one does not give us
more knowledge. At its most basic level, an EFT is agnostic with respect to the physical
states whose masses lie above Agpr. Therefore, when we add a number of scalars with mass
above AgrT we have no way of knowing what other states could appear at the same scales.
In fact, this is precisely what happens in the & — oo limit, where the ¢? contribution
vanishes. The only contribution is a ¢* term, where the effect of these scalars appears
intertwined with the unknown as coefficient. There is therefore no physical significance in
the scalar contribution in this case.

However, we find a different behaviour in the limit & — 0. When N is sufficiently

large, even for masses above the strong coupling scale, we cannot neglect the contribution

grav

from the scalars. Despite a single scalar with mass above Ag ;..

having a completely
negligible contribution, if there are a sufficient number of them, their combined behaviour
will no longer be subleading in the EFT expansion and we cannot neglect these states.
This behaviour is somewhat reminiscent of dangerously irrelevant contributions, when we
believe we can fully neglect a term in the IR, which ends up contributing towards certain

observables.
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4.4 Intermediate case

It may happen that N and m are delicately balanced to produce A%;7,, ~ m and therefore,
neither of the above approximations holds. In this case the interesting question is not “what
is the cutoff” because we know it: it is close to m. What is interesting is the relationship

between m and N required to make this happen. Setting o = 1 in (4.7), we have

(4.19)

1 m? 24072 [ M3,
N a2 T = a2 L)
A1+ g2H(1)) My H(1) \4m
which tells us how many particles of mass m are needed to push the strong coupling scale
all the way down to m. Note that the RHS is only positive for
M
m < % : (4.20)

so that for larger masses Afgf(;’ng will always be below m.

4.5 Summary of results

We summarise our results in the table below, including all the different regimes studied in

this section.

~ 24072
ASirong =\ wyodorz - Mp1 (4.9)
AStrong > 2m
N > 24072 Ag o~ 9 My (4.10)
A8V 0T 112072 m? (_q 1 N M3 419
strong ™~ t¥1P1 N Mlgl + + 56072 2 ( . )
AES < 2m | mo> Men JUN A~ M, (4.15)
strong 8 7072 strong Pl .
56072 m? grav \/* 56002 m2 1/4
N> V2 Mig,l Astrong ~ Mp1v2 - <TM71§1) (4.17)
~  240x2 ( M3
Aftrf(:]ng A 2m N =~ H(ir) (MPQI - ) (419)

Table 1: Summary of results for N identical scalars in different mass regimes.

5 A Tower of States

Having gone through the detailed analysis of the previous section, our main goal is to
consider an infinite tower of scalars with mass m, = f(n) - m, rather than N scalars of
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equal mass. Their contribution to Mgrav(qQ) is such that the coupling becomes strong when

o0
2 2
q° = Mg, —

n=

q2
1 .4, H(ay), 1

2
where a,, = % = f(n)? - a and we allow for a degeneracy of states at each level d,,.

5.1 Convergence of the sum

Since we are now dealing with an infinite number of states, the first question one must ask
is whether this is a sensible mathematical procedure. There is in fact some hope that it
might be sensible because states with masses greater than Mp; barely contribute to the
loop. Let us make this more precise.

If the solution to (5.1) is finite, there will be an ny such that all states with masses
my > f(nm) - m obey a, > 1. In this case, we an approximate (5.1) by (cf. (4.11))

nH—l

> a2 4 3" du- H(ow) + 34" i il (5.2)
TR g0m | & T T agm L '

The first sum is finite because ny is a finite number. Whether the latter sum converges
will of course depend on the specific f(n) we choose to analyse. For the famous example of
a simple Kaluza-Klein tower with f(n) = n and d,, = 1, the sum does indeed converge

0 2

Z%:%. (5.3)

n=1

In fact, the sum for a Kaluza-Klein tower corresponding to the compactification of p extra

14

dimensions™* (rather than a single one), which behaves as f(n) = nP, p > 1, and d,, = 1

[29], will also converge,
oo

1
Z n2r ¢(2p). (5.4)
n=1
However, for a string-like tower f(n) = /n and d,, ~ eV™ 15 which makes the series
divergent,
> — = o0, (5.5)
n
n=1

Likewise, for a gonion-like tower [62, 63], which behaves as f(n) = y/n and d,, ~ O(1), the

series becomes
(oo} oo
Sy
n
n=1

n=1

— 00, (5.6)

S|

4 The exact behaviour of such a tower will depend on the details of the compactification. For example,
in the simple case of an isotropic torus compactification, TP, what we really have is a p-dimensional lattice
of KK states that gives rise to a tower with level mass m,, and level degeneracy d,, > 1 [29].

711/26477\/271

5More precisely, to leading order at large n the degeneracy behaves as d,, ~ n for Type II

strings and d,, ~ n~'"/2e2" VDV for Heterotic strings [61].
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since the harmonic series is divergent.

Let us clarify the way in which we use these towers as examples. When we refer to
a string-like tower, we only mean a tower whose masses and degeneracies behave as an
actual string tower would, but we do not consider the actual physics of a tower of string
states in a full string theory (e.g. not all of those would be scalars). Likewise, when we
refer to gonion-like towers, we do not mean to consider a tower of massive states that arise
from open strings stretched between intersecting D-branes in a chiral D-brane model [62,
63], but only an EFT tower of scalar fields with masses and degeneracies like those of such
towers. It is important to keep this in mind, since considering the string theory and the
D-brane models will introduce subtleties that we are ignoring in our computations and
results'®. Here we want to assume that a tower of scalars with these properties appears and
contributes to the graviton self-energy, and that we know nothing more about this tower.
This way we can analyse how much can be inferred from a “tower state counting” procedure
akin to the original proposal of [8] compared to what can be deduced only by knowing the
UV origin of such towers.

Despite this caveat, it is interesting to note that from the few examples we consider,
the convergent ones are field theory towers and the divergent ones are stringy towers. Even
if an infinite tower of states can be compatible with an EFT computation, it is probably
pushing it too far to ask such a computation to be compatible with towers whose origin we
know to be stringy in nature. While for KK towers, both the towers and their UV origin
can be described with appropriate EFTs, string oscillator towers originate from a vibrating
string whose full description cannot be captured by a field theory. Our conclusion is that
we cannot use a field theoretic description to study stringy towers.

These observations are consistent with results found in the literature. From a top-
down perspective, specific string theory examples identify the string scale itself, mg, as
the gravitational EFT cutoff'” in limits associated with string towers becoming light (e.g.
see |28] and references therein). This contradicts state counting arguments, which would
predict a species scale above mg. Conversely, if the string scale was actually the species
scale, there would be no states in the string tower below that scale to use in the counting
argument to begin with.

From this point onwards we will assume that f(n) is such that the sum in (5.1) is
convergent, so that the procedure is meaningful.

5.2 Computing the sum

Computing the relevant sum is more complicated for a tower of states than it was for N
identical scalars, in particular because different parts of the tower belong to different mass

6For example, if one naively considers a string-like tower in QFT and computes its contribution to the
cosmological constant, one gets a divergent result. Nevertheless, computing this contribution in string
theory renders the result finite due to properties that are inherently stringy and not captured by the field
theory description.

7This is still often referred to as “species scale”. However, in our nomenclature it corresponds to the
EFT cutoff rather than the strong coupling scale.
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regimes. Nevertheless some progress can be made by splitting the sum into different sectors,
in each of which we can use the approximations from the previous section.

5.2.1 Light states

Given that H(«) is a strictly decreasing function (cf. Fig.4), the leading contribution should
come from the lightest states. To figure out how they contribute, imagine adding each state
one by one, starting with the lightest, rather than including the full tower at once.

If m1 = m <« Mpy, then the first state we add can be approximated as massless. Given
a <1 = H(a)~ 1, we can use (4.9) with N =1 to determine AT .. If mo < AET

we can repeat the procedure, now using (4.9) with N = 2, and so on and so forth for each
state in the tower. This procedure will be valid for the level n as long as a,, < 1 and

24072
2. . Mpy) —— .
f(n)-m < Mp N 24072 (5.7)

for N =%"}_, di.. We define ny, to be the highest level for which the above approximation

therefore

is still valid, so that Nz, = > %, d,, can be interpreted as the number of light states in our
theory.

Our crudest approximation for the strong coupling scale will then be given by

[ 24072
tow ~
As?ro(ilrg ~ Mp Ny + 24072 (58)

Mpy
. . . NL
this approximation for the KK tower case when d,, = 1 and f(n) = n.

which for large enough N, recovers the well-known behaviour Ag, ~ . Fig. 9 exemplifies
Notice that there are two approximations in the above expression. Firstly, we assume

that the states above ny do not contribute at all. Secondly, we take all the modes below

Atower

strong- 111 some sense the choice of ny, should strike a balance

ny, to have masses m, <
between these two concerns—for ny, closer to saturating (5.7), the assumption that all
modes above ny, are heavy (and thus negligible) improves, but it means that there might
be modes below it that are not approximately massless; conversely if ny is smaller, then
the modes below nj, could be reasonably approximated as massless, but we would be less
justified in neglecting all modes above np, since some might not be sufficiently heavy. The
next two sections will improve on this approximation by including the modes above ny, in
the discussion as well.

It is worth remarking that the definition of ny, is somewhat circular—we need to know
n, to find ALY, but, simultaneously, we need to know the solution to verify (5.7). This

circularity is present in most estimates of the species scale for a tower of states [29]. To some
extent, we can justify it by including the states one by one starting from the lightest state

tower
strong

until (5.7) stops being valid, thereby defining ny and computing A simultaneously.
The key assumptions are then that any heavier states will have negligible contributions and
all states up to level ny, can be accurately approximated as massless. We shall revisit these

two assumptions in turn in the following sections.
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5.2.2 Heavy states

In the previous section we argued that the modes above n; could be neglected. While it
is true that H(a) — 0 as @ — oo there is still an infinite number of them and even for
a convergent tower their contribution might be significant. In this subsection we include
them as very massive states by approximating a,, > 1, i.e. we take ng = ny + 1 using the

notation introduced at the beginning of this section. The equation that determines Agfg’ng
is then
2 2
2 2 q 3q dp
~Mp— ——| N+ —= . 5.9
1 PL™ 24072 ( L G 2 f(n)2> (5:9)
n=ng
For ease of notation let us define
3 v dn

== E 5.10
T A T 10

n=ng

in terms of which the strong coupling scale is given by

wer 24072 1
Ag;)ro(;g ~ MP]\/NL—FW : \/QEH <—1 + \/E) (5.11)

Np + 24072\ ? 24072 m?2
e = -

with

(5.12)

24072 on M3

This solution is very similar to what we found for N identical scalars with masses above
the cutoff (4.14), except that the prefactor is A2 in the light-state-only approximation

strong

(5.8) rather than Mpj and £ — £y as defined in (5.12) through a combination of the number
of light states and the sum over heavy states.

In this solution, since ng = ny, + 1, both Ny, and oy are functions of ny. The number
of light states IN;, obviously increases as ny increases and opg decreases as fewer modes
are included in the series (5.10). Therefore the parameter £ increases for larger nyp—if

we choose to include more modes as light-states, the {y-dependent factor in (5.11) will

tower

strong 1S approximately given by (5.8). Conversely, if we include fewer

approach 1, so that A
states as massless then ny will be smaller, which implies that £y will be smaller. In this

tower
strong

To minimize the error in our approximations we should choose ny, such that all states

case A will approach 0 and the solution will significantly deviate from (5.8).

tower
strong>

below it obey a,, < 1, i.e. lie far below A and such that all states above it obey

oy > 1, i.e. lie far above the A;‘t’;’g‘;rg. This is of course not possible in the way we have set
up our problem. By choosing ng = ny + 1 there will definitely be modes for which «;, ~ 1

and therefore neither approximation holds. The best we can do is to demand

2
f(nL)-m<MP1\/NL2f’ZZOW2-\/25H<—1+,/1+;{> < fp+1)-m,  (5.13)

to balance the error in the light and heavy states. Fig. 9 exemplifies this method for the KK

tower with d, = 1 and f(n) = n, in comparison with the ligh-states-only approximation.
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Figure 8: Plot of the difference between A7, obtained from (5.11) including the correction

from the heavy states and the one obtained from the light-states-only estimate (5.8). Note that for
m ~ Mpi, the two result agree—this is simply reflecting the fact that A%, — Mp; in this limit.

In the opposite limit, for m < Mp, the difference saturates at ~ 20%.
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Figure 9: Strong coupling scale as a function of the mass of the lightest scalar for a KK tower.
The solid curve includes both light and heavy states, corresponding to the solution (5.11). The
dot-dashed line only includes the light states and corresponds to the solution (5.8). Note how the
effect of the heavy states is to always lower the cutoff and that this effect becomes negligible for
heavier towers. The dashed line represents the curve AL, = m to illustrate that the cutoff always
lies part way along the tower.

While the rough shape of the solution is similar, the contribution of the heavy states lowers
Aforeer, with respect to the light-states-only result. In the following section we will attempt
to improve on this approximation by treating the modes for which «, ~ 1 separately.

Before we do so, let us just note a curious result. Setting Ny = 0 and ng = 1
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approximation a,, = o1 > 1 then requires

corresponds to a A lying below the mass of the first state, m. The consistency of the

m? S 607>
MP2’1 o + 24072

(5.14)

Unless oy is comparable to 2407% the RHS is approximately 1/4 and thus the strong
coupling scale can only lie below the whole tower if the first state is already close to Mp;,

otherwise Afﬁfgng will always lie part way along the tower (e.g. for a KK tower with

m < Mp) we have oy = 72/14 and therefore A%~ should be higher than the KK scale).

strong
This might seem quite disturbing. Cutting the tower part way seems to leave very little

separation between the last mode included and the first not included in the computation of

grav
Astrong :

the tower is included in the theory. The scale separation we require is between the external

tower

strong —€very mode in

The key point is that we are not excluding the modes above A

graviton momenta and the EFT scale'®. As long as we do not include tower states in
external legs, there is no need for scale separation between the masses of the scalars above

and below Agg;’(vﬁfg. Furthermore, let us reiterate that there is no mathematical inconsistency

tower
strong

one simply has to keep in mind the possibility that these only contribute to UV sensitive

in including modes above A in internal lines. As we discussed at the end of Section 4.3,

observables and will therefore not provide us with useful information.

5.2.3 Intermediate states

Finally, let us try to account for those states in the tower that do not satisfy either of
the previous approximations, i.e. the modes for which «;, = 1. In this regime, we can
approximate H(a) &~ ¢; — caar (with ¢1 = 0.46, co ~ 0.18) and the equation that determines

A& ong becomes
2 ng—1 2 2
2 2 q 24m q
~ M3 — AN d - — o - —_ . 5.15
=nr

Note that the first new term is simply a correction to the number of light states. If there are

N = ZZH;f d,, intermediate states, then this correction can be interpreted as a correction
L

to the number of light states as N;, — Np.; = N + ¢1 - Nj, where each intermediate state

counts as rougly half of a truly light state. The second new term involves the sum

nH—l

Ir= > dn-f(n)? (5.16)

n=nr+1

in terms of which the equation becomes

q2

24072

4m2 q2
2 o 2
q NMPI_ '{NL+I_C2'q2'19]+W-UH}. (5.17)

18 And this could also differ from the strong coupling scale! Without knowledge of the a; we have no access
to the true EFT scale. In any case, the validity of the loop computation (i.e. the perturbative expansion)
requires the graviton momentum to at least be below this strong coupling scale.
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The solution can then be written as

| 24072 1+&
ABEY = M —— |2 -1 1 1

where we have defined, analogously to &,

2

&262'689712'1\?&' (5.19)
Once again we can see the effects of the intermediate states as a correction to the previous
result. In contrast with the heavy-state correction, the intermediate states appear in two
different ways: as a correction to the number of light-states, Np4 7, and as a correction to
the contribution of the heavy states. This is not entirely surprising, since the intermediate
states define the split between light and heavy states, which makes it reasonable to expect

corrections to both contributions.
The first contribution is simply taking into account the presence of these states with
masses near A%+ in the counting of light states. We can understand it as getting as close

strong

as possible to this scale while still counting as light “enough”.

grav
strong>

be and therefore the larger £; will become. Note that in the presence of the intermediate

On the other hand, the more states we count as being close to A the larger ¥ will

states, the two limits we considered for f are affected—for small £ (i.e. when we increase
ng), the square root contribution approaches v/2(1 + 51)1/46}{/4 (c.f. (4.17)); for large &y
(i.e. when we decrease ny), this contribution approaches /1 + & (c.f. (4.15)).

While it is difficult to give a precise definition of which states count as intermediate,
we can build an intuition for when there can be a large number of them. There can only be
many states in a tower whose masses are near the scale AZ7T . if m/AS . < 1 or if the
degeneracy of a few levels with masses near this scale is very large. The key point we want
to make is that including these intermediate terms, to first approximation, only corrects
the contributions from light and heavy states, without qualitatively changing the results.
Ultimately, the best way to account for all modes is to solve the equation numerically, which

avoids the arbitrariness in our definitions of n; and ny (and consequently Ny).

5.3 Towers and EFTs

Let us close the analysis by focusing on the main goal of this work. We wanted to understand
whether a bottom-up determination of the “species scale” for an infinite tower of states was
compatible with the regime of validity of the EFT. If it was, we wanted to learn how much
could be inferred from the bottom-up perspective alone, without any knowledge of the UV
origin of the tower.

As we already argued, the computation itself is compatible with the EFT framework as
long as one keeps the infinite tower in the theory and keeps the graviton external momenta
below the EFT cutoff. A key observation is that this cutoff should not be related to the mass
scale of the tower, since the tower was never integrated out to generate operators suppressed
by that scale. It is also not necessarily the strong coupling scale that we compute, which is
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a logically independent scale (cf. discussion in Section 2). Additionally, the tower must be
a convergent one, in the sense described in Section 5.1, which appears to require an EFT
origin for the tower of states (in contrast, for example, with a tower of string oscillator
modes).

In fact, for a string oscillator tower, the scale obtained through a state counting argu-
ment will not correspond to the top-down expectation that the effective description breaks
down at the string scale ms (or from an estimate using black hole arguments) [46, 47|. In-
deed, from the counting argument one obtains a scale above myg, enhanced by a logarithmic
factor log (Mp;/ms) commonly interpreted as a correction [28, 29]|. Since this “correction”
is what counts the large number of species responsible for lowering the strong coupling scale
with respect to Mp; (at least from the bottom-up perspective), it would be inconsistent to
simultaneously disregard it in Agirong (0r Agp). We would argue instead that the field theory
computation should simply not be trusted for the case of a string tower, in accordance with
our previous comments. While the top-down studies of the quantum gravity scale (e.g. as
the scale suppressing higher-curvature corrections computed within a specific string theory
setup) are in no way affected by this conclusion, one should not force a “match” between
these results and an EFT estimated based on counting arguments for string towers.

The original species scale proposal |7, 8| gives what we called the “light-states-only”
approximation (5.8) that essentially neglects the modes above the strong coupling scale.
Even though these heavy states contribute in a subleading way, a large number of them
might give a significant contribution. Including them in our analysis, together with the
light modes, slightly reduces the scale compared to the “light-states-only” estimate (5.11).
However, for a large enough number of light states, this correction will be small and the
strong coupling scale will still behave as Mp)/+/Np. As an example of a convergent tower,
we used a Kaluza-Klein tower that arises from the compactification of an extra dimension
to illustrate these results. As expected, for mxx < Mpj, the result is very close to the
light-state-only approximation.
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6 Conclusion

The idea that quantum gravity effects lie far above the energy scales we might probe
has for a long time been used as an argument against the phenomenological interest of
proposals such as String Theory. Perhaps more importantly, it meant that we could not
hope for experimental clues at low enough energies that could tell us where to look for such
a fundamental theory. On the other hand, the huge Landscape of possible vacua turned
a highly constrained fundamental theory into an unwieldy number of low-energy effective
theories [64, 65], from which one could hardly extract specific testable predictions. Amidst
this state of affairs, the Swampland programme [16] took off as an approach that studied
not specific elements of the Landscape, but rather universal patterns that could potentially
hint at fundamental principles of quantum gravity [17-22].

One such pattern is the appearance of towers of states that become exponentially
lighter in the asymptotic limits of the moduli space of the effective theories [23]. Together
with the observation that the scale at which an effective description of gravity breaks down
can be much smaller in the presence of a large number of fields [6-11], the conjectures led
to a wave of work on a key question: what is the real scale of quantum gravity?

However the interplay between EFT methods and infinite towers of massive states
raised concerns of validity and consistency |51]. At face value, there appears to be a tension
between the scale separation required for the validity of the EFT expansion and the very
nature of these infinite towers that seems to prevent such a clean separation of scales. In
particular, the perturbative derivation of the so-called “species scale” [1, 6, 12-15|, Agp, in
the presence of towers, relies on the validity of this interplay and it is therefore important
to understand whether it can be trusted.

In this paper we have outlined in full detail the perturbative argument for Ag,, with
particular emphasis on the assumptions and regimes of validity of the result. Having un-
derstood this in detail, we could then study in Section 5 the full effect of an infinite tower of
states on this scale. We argue that the seeming tension between the use of towers and the
validity of the EFT arises only because the answer to the following question is not always
clear:

e What is the EFT one must consider in the computation of the “species scale”?

e What is the “species scale” really and how does it relate to an EFT cutoff?

The confusion with regards to cutting infinite towers and the lack of scale separation
necessary to define the EFT arises because one often conflicts different effective theories
when thinking about the towers. We are so used to integrating out infinite towers of states
in order to define a valid low-energy EFT that we instinctively take the effective theory to
be the one where the tower was integrated out. The whole framework of EFTs then tells us
(correctly) that this theory should break down at energies above the mass of the first state
to be integrated out [4]. Processes involving energies above this cutoff would therefore not
find a valid answer within this EFT. On the other hand, nor could we perform the 1-loop
computation required to run the perturbative argument for the “species scale’—once the
tower has been integrated out, there is no tower to speak of.
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Thus the EFT must be the one that includes the infinite tower, the one where the
tower was not integrated out and so no infinite series of higher-order operators is controlled
by the mass scale of the tower. While one may worry that an effective theory with infinitely
many massive states is not well defined, there is no reason to believe that it should break
down at the scale of the first state. With this in mind, we ensure the validity of the EFT by
keeping the external momenta involved in the process below the very scale one is interested
in finding, the scale at which the effective description of gravity breaks down due to the
states within the EF'T.

Furthermore, one must be careful with the physical interpretation of the “species scale”.
Due to the nature of gravitational interactions, the distinction between EFT cutoff and a
strong coupling scale is murkier than it would have been in a theory like QED. From
a bottom-up perspective and based solely on the perturbative argument outlined in this
work, one can only take the “species scale” as an upper bound on the regime of validity of
our EFT. As we showed in Section 3, from this point-of-view the strong coupling scale and
the EFT cutoff associated with higher-curvature corrections to GR are logically distinct,
and the latter cannot be determined from this argument alone. We must therefore keep in
mind the possibility that some other EFT cutoff appears at a different scale, possibly due
to other states (unrelated to the tower) having been integrated out.

What propelled the study of this scale within the Swampland programme was again the
observation of a pattern: even if the bottom-up argument does not guaranty a correspon-
dence between strong coupling and the EFT cutoff, many examples were found where the
“species scale” was indeed the scale controlling higher-curvature corrections. Observing this
connection requires a top-down perspective, through the computation of such corrections in
a controlled string-theoretic setup [33, 34]—it constitutes the gathering of evidence within
a specific example of quantum gravity. Identifying this scale from a bottom-up perspective
(which typically leads one to make assumptions about fundamental properties of the UV
theory) would not only strengthen our confidence on a quantum gravity scale much lower
than Mp;, but also likely provide a hint towards the fundamental principles that underly
the top-down observations [15, 52-55].

Ultimately there is no fundamental conflict between infinite towers and the EFT frame-
work when it comes to the “species scale”. For certain towers, like KK towers, the pertur-
bative argument can be used consistently to estimate the strong coupling scale; for others,
like the string tower, the argument fails and the perturbative EFT estimate will not match
the scale expected from top-down reasoning. Furthermore, the “species scale” is not guar-
anteed, by the perturbative argument alone, to be the scale suppressing higher-curvature
corrections, but this is mostly of no consequence for all top-down studies of this quantum
gravity scale—it rather becomes important if one tries to push the bottom-up argument
too far.
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A Details of 1-loop computation

In this appendix we provide the explicit details of the 1-loop computation. As a consistency
check, we will confirm the validity of the Ward identity at each stage of the computation.
This verification was in fact crucial to ensure the absence of typos.

A.1 Initial check

We begin by testing if we had no typos in deriving an applying the Feynman rules by
contracting the propagator with ¢* to verify the Ward identity. Analising the first factor
in A,,,s we find

0" (2kuky — kuay — quky — nu (K2 — k - g +m?)) =
=2(k- ks — (k- )t — kv — (k> — (k- q) + m?) =
=—k(q* = 2(k-q) — @(k* + m?) + ky (k* + m?) — k, (k* + m?) =
= — ko ((k — ¢)> + m?) + (ks — @) (K* + m?), (A1)

where in the penultimate line we added and subtracted k, (k% + m?).
All in all,

1 d*k " Apvpo
qu(dSB)uupa = / —

M3, ) (2m)% (k2 +m? —ie)((k — q)% + m? — ie)

, (A.2)

. 1 / d4k _ku (Qkpka - kp‘]a - kaa - npo(k2 —k- q+ m2))
- M (2m)4 k? +m? — ie

where we have used the invariance under k — g — k to double up the two terms we got in
q"Auupe and then cancel one of the factors in the denominator. Since the denominator is

invariant under kK — —k, terms with odd powers of k do not contribute and we obtain

1 d*k kuk,qo + kuqoks — kunpe(k - q)
L(d oy = e vivp{4o vipho vilpo ) A3
¢ (ds3) M2, / (2m)1 k2 +m? — e (4.3)
Now we use rotational invariance to replace k*k¥ — ék%“”, and obtain
1 41 d?k k2
H(ds: vpo = 79 " 3 o\Uplo volp — 0'1/'4_d/
q"(d33) p MEd 5 (optlo + vy = Npot) - 1 Om) R T m? — i
1 d?k 412
— q" Py - e d A4
M3, @S avpo 1t /(27r)dk2+m2—ie’ (A-4)
Adding the contribution from the second diagram (with the quartic coupling)
(d ) _ 1 4—d/ ddk ((1 B %)kQ + m2)PlWPU (A 5)
4)pvpo — MFg)llu’ (27-[-)d kQ + TTL2 e ) .
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we find p ) )
d’k k

T2y, (A.6)
2m)4 k2 +m? — ie

1 _
qN(dS?y + d4),u1/po' = mqup'uupo : ,U/4 d/ (
Pl

Let us evaluate that last integral in dim-reg. We have (now in Euclidean signature)

4_d/ A% k2 4+m? om0 /°° dk kO 2/00 dk k-1
a enizem? - " T\ Coiem2 " )y iR+ m?
smaq_m (F(—S)T(Hg) +T(1—§)F(§)>

r(s) r(s)

_ M4—d(::)i§ (F(—i) g — g r<_g>> =0 (A7)

Note how we didn’t need to take the d — 4 limit (or ¢> — anything for that matter) to

prove this identity. As long as the integral is computed correctly this identity should hold
before any limits are taken.

A.2 Feyman Parametrisation

We use the following standard result,

1 ! 1
AB /0 W AT (1 — 2B (A.8)

which holds for A > 0, B > 0 (i.e. in Euclidean signature), or A = a —ie, B = b — i€ (i.e.
Lorentzian signature). We can therefore write

(o5 1 / d*k Apwpo
33 ) uvpo = (27()4 (/{:2 +m2— ’LE)((k _ q)2 +m?2 — i€) =

2
Mg,

S I Apwpo
VER / (2m)4 /0 4 [2((k — q)2 +m2 —ie) + (1 — 2) (k2 + m2 — ie)]*

1 kot Appo
:2/d 4/dx — 5 (A9)
Mg, J (2m)* Jo (k2 +m? —ie + x(—2k - ¢ + ¢?)]

we now change variables by defining

by =k, —xq, =k, =10, +xq, (A.10)

to obtain

1 dte [t A
o / / e 1wpo A1l
( 33>,u P MI%I (27T>4 0 [EQ + m?2 + l‘(l _ :l?)q2 _ i6]2 ( )

the numerator becomes

Apvpr = (2kpky — kugy — auky — 0 (K% — k- g+ m?))-
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: (Qkpka - kp‘]a - kaa - npo(k2 —k-q+ mQ)) =
= (%MKV —22(1 — 7)quq, — 2(1 — 22)€(,q,)—

(= 2(1 = 2)g> = (1= 20)(£+ q) +m?) ) - (u > po) (A.12)

With these changes we have lost the explicit symmetry of the integrand under k, —
qu — Ky, which is now realised as a symmetry under the combined transformation

by — L, z—=1-—x. (A.13)

Apvpo = <(2£u£l/ - ”uvez) —2(1 — 2)(2g,9, — 77/wq2) - 771wm2

— (1= 20) (263,80 = M )ats) - (u > po) (A14)
A.2.1 Checking Ward Identity

To ensure we have not made any mistakes let us double check that the Ward identity still
holds. Note how the quartic integral is unaffected by this trick. Once more focusing on the
first factor of A,y we find

q" (2@&, —2x(1 — x)quq, — 2(1 — 2x)€(uqy) — N (62 —z(l— at)q2 —(1—2z)(L-q)+ m2))
=0,(2(g-0) — (1 —22)¢*) — ¢ (> + m* + 2(1 — 2)¢?) . (A.15)

The first term is quadratic in ¢ so only terms which are even in ¢ coming from the
other factor will contribute. The second term is odd in £ so only terms which are odd in ¢
in the second factor contribute. The remaining terms directly cancel a propagator so only
terms even in ¢ will contribute. Let us consider these three integrals separately.

For reference, the terms even in ¢ in the second factor are

(20,5 — 22(1 — 2)qpgs — Mpo (£ — 2(1 — z)g* + m?)) (A.16)
and the terms odd in ¢ are
—(1—2x) (2£(pqg) — Npor (£ + q)) . (A.17)

Let us look at these integrals in turn (where d is kept unfixed and in Euclidean signa-
ture). We will need the substitutions (valid under the integrals in ¢)

1
Eugu — g€277;w7 (A.18a)
1
00,00, — m£4(nuynpg + NupNve + NueTpr) - (A.18b)

First term

/ de /1 d 20,(q - E)(%p&, —22(1 — 2)qyq5 — Npo (62 —z(1—2)¢*> + mz))
@m Jo 2 +m? + (1 —0))

(A.19)
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Let us split this even further by powers of ¢ (note that the 7,, term has the opposite
sign in the ¢? so it does not cancel with the denominator).

! @md Jo 12 +m2+ z(1 — )¢

dv 1 Ll 00
=2¢"(26)67 — npon’™" / / dx =
q ( p-o 77p n ) (27T)d 0 [€2+m2+x(1—x) ]2

=2¢" (25;\5; — npan)”)

1
m(nuunm’ + UMNIZs + 77MT77AV)‘

dde 1 s
/ 2 d/dx 2 2 — 212
@m)tJo (2 +m2+a(l —2)¢?

2
d(d+2)

ddﬁ 1 64
'/(27T)d/0 dx [£2+m2+x(1—x)q2]2 (A.QO)

/ 26,(q - ) (—=22(1 — 2)dpds — 1po (~(1 — 2)q* + m?))
[02 + m? 4 z(1 — 2)¢?]?

(_dqunpa + 2‘]p771/a + 2qa?7pu)-

-

_ / —22(1 — 2)qpGo — Npo (—x(1 — 2)g* + m?)) 2"
/ dde 0,0, B
L2 +m? + 21— 2)¢?)?
[ 2020t - st~ (a1 - 1+ )
dde 2
. A21
/ 2m) 2+ m? + 2(1 — z)¢?)° 2

Second term

I — / (ddz /1 . 6,1 —22)q* (1 — 22) (20(,40) — Mpe (€ + q)) _

@) J, (2 + m? + x(1 — 2)¢?)?
X qds 0.0
= d$1—2$225“0+5g - U“/ o B
/0 ( )a* (94 U = pot") (2m)4 (2 + m? + 2(1 — 2)¢??
1 2 dde £2
= 1-2 24 vdo ovip — tpoYv / A2
/0 da ( x) d (oo + Nlovdp — Npot) 2m)4 (2 + m?2 + 2(1 — 2)¢?]? —
Third term
/ vy / qw ~ W Plolo = 21— 2)apto — 1po ( — 2(1 =) +1%)) oy
2 +m?+x(l —x)¢? |
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We can also split this into powers of ¢ (again noting that the last term does not cancel

with the denominator due to the different sign in ¢?).

7 _ / dds /1 do (20,l5 — npot?) _
3 (2m)e J, 2 +m?+x(l—1x)¢?

1 d o4
_ _ AT AT AST =
—/0 dqu( 2090 + Tlpo'l )/(27r)d€2+m2+x(1—96)q2

L od-2 d4¢ 2
:/O dz ql/npo/( (A24)

d 2m)4 02 + m?2 + 2(1 — x)q?
10 _ / d?t /1 —v (=22(1 = 2)4p4s = Npo (—2(1 = 2)¢* + m?)) (A.25)
3 2m)d Jo 2+ m?+x(l—x)¢? '

Now we use the following results

dd¢ I M d\ d d
/ 2 a3 ) = d<1+2> 2F<—2>, (A26a)
(2m)9 [02 + M?] (47)2
dd¢ 0 M2 d\ d d
e Er s
@2m)? 12+ M2?  (47)3
dde 0 M® d d
[ Gy (m? 2 (-5): (A.260)
dd¢ 1 M2 d d
/ 2m)d 2+ M2 (43 <_2> T<_2> ’ (4.264)
where M? = m? + x(1 — x)q?, to obtain
1 d\ [!
I§4) = d (—quﬁpa + 2(];)771/0 + 2(]077p1/)r <—> / dx Md (A.27a)
2(4m)2 2) Jo
(2) d d ' 2 2 d—2
W=\, (22(1 = 2)gp0 +1po (—2(1 = 2)g® +m?)) M (A.27b)
m)2
¢*d d ' 23 rd—2
I =— 70 =5 ) owdo + Novp — Mpoqy) | dz (1 —22)"M (A.27c)
4(4m)2 2 0
_ 1
19 —gnpe =21 (=9) [z nt (A.27d)
2
2(4m)2 0
I?EO) =— d dF(—d>q,,-
2(47)2 2
1
. / dz (22(1 — 2)qpqo + Npo (—2(1 — 2)g* +m?)) M4~2 (A.27e)
0

— 48 —



We can immediately see some cancellations. Ifz) = — éo) and the first terms of I§2)
and I§4) also cancel. In total we get

% : —q"Pyuypol <—d> /1 da <Md — q2§(1 — 295)2Md_2> (A.28)
Mgy (47)2 2) Jo 4

qM (d33),uupcr =

which is tantalisingly close to what we want.
Using the fact that

4 ol (- 2x) M2 (A.29)
we can integrate by parts to obtain
1 4 4 1
/ de M42(1 —22)%¢* = ——m? + / dx M¢ (A.30)
0 d d Jo
Plugging that result in we find:
1 2 d
M(d33) wpe = ~—5——7G"Puvpol | —= | - m? A31
q ( 33)u p ]\4%)1 (47r)gq uvp < 2> ( )
1 2 d
H(d vpo — MPVUF . 'md' A.32
q ( 4)# p M}%l (47r)gq v p ( 2> ( )

which does cancel, thereby confirming the Ward identity is satisfied.
A.3 Computing the integrals

Our job is now to compute the integrals without first contracting with ¢*. We start from

Apvpo = ((%MEV - 77;11/62) —z(1 —2)(2quqv — "7Wq2) - UWmQ

— (1= 22)(200,8) — 1 Yats) - (v 45 po) (A.33)

where we note how the first line is even in ¢ and the second line is odd in ¢. The only
non-zero contributions will therefore be the product between the even terms or between the
odd terms,

AZ‘:/%]U = ((2€ugu - 77#1/62) - l’(l - l’) (2Q,uQV - TIWQQ) - nuum2) : (:U’V s pO‘) s (A'34)
At = (== 20) (200,35 — mun®® ) ats) - (v ¢ po). (A.35)

After this we can also consider different powers of £ separately. Let us do these integrals in
turn.

Even-quartic

oo~ | = / ! o e = ) 2hle —mpo?)
(2m)4 Jo (2 +m? + 2(1 — 2)¢?)?

— 49 —



/0 dz (45%5(5353 — 20?8708 — 21,610 8565 + nu,,npgnaﬁml*).

/ e Calglyls
2m)4 (2 4+ m?2 + 2(1 — 2)¢?]?

1
= /0 A (455878305 — 2um™ 6363 = 2pon 5505 + M 1? )

L N N ) / ade o
d(d + 2) 770457776 7704’77765 7706577’}/6 (27-(-)d [62 + m2 + x(l _ x)q2]2

~d(d = 2)nMp0 + 8Puvps / / dde Iz
d(d +2) €2+m2+x(1—x) ]2

-2 vilpo P, vpo
_ A= 2) d+8 b -r<—d>/ dz M4 (A.36)
4(4m)2 2) Jo

Even-quadratic

() :/ ddye /1 dz (%uf,, — nwﬂ) (—:U(l —x) (2qpqg — npqu) — npamQ) N
(2m)® Jo (02 +m? + (1 — 2)¢2)?

/ i / " 5 = 2) (20000 — @) = 1wm?) (2plo — 0pot?)
(2m)d (02 + m? 4+ 2(1 — 2)¢?)?

1
:/0 dx <(—x(1 —x) (2qpqg — npgq2) — np0m2) (253(55 - nuynO‘ﬁ)—l—

+ (_$(1 - ) (2%‘11/ - 77Wq2) - nlwmQ) (25(;55 - Upanaﬂ))‘

/ dde lals
2m)4 (2 4 m2 + 2(1 — x)¢?)?

1
2
:/ dzx <d — 1> (—2.%'(1 — 2) (oM + 4uGupe) + 22(1 — x)npoanQ - 217p0m277/w).
0

‘ / d¥ 0?
(2m) (2 + m? + 2(1 - 2)¢%)

1
:/ dz Md_z(—Qx(l — 2)(Qp9oNuw + Quvnpe) + 2x(1 — :U)nwnpan — 277/.Lunpam2)'
0

. CiL(ZL;)? .p<_;l) (A.37)

Even-constant

1
10 :/0 dz (_x(l - ) (QQqu - nul/qz) - 77,uum2) (_m(l - x) (QQpQU - 77poq2) - 77pom2)'
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dd¢ 1
/ 2m)4 2 + m2 + z(1 — 2)¢?)? (A.38)

The integral we need to compute is new. We need to use

/ (gifd |2 +1M2]2 - X:)_j (1 - j) (‘Z>F<_Z) (A.39)

to obtain

10 — /01 de ?ﬁ)—g (1 . Z) <—§>F(—g> (~2(1 - 2)(20u00 — M) — Num?)-

) (_‘T(l - ‘T) (QQ/)QO' - npqu) — ﬁpng)
(g Ad=2) [ e,
_F< 2) 4(4m)3 /0 e

: (962(1 — 2)? (44,90 9p90 — 2490 Moo — 24pGoqNuw + N Npeq” ) +

+22(1 — 2) (quaquMpe™® + QploNum® — Nunpeq*m?) + nuunpam4> (A.40)

— — (63 ﬁ _ oéﬂ X
I(0,2) :/ ddﬁ /1 da ( (1 21’) (25(H5V) ymali )%%) (/.U/ <~ pO’)
0 (02 +m? 4+ z(1 — 2)¢?)

1
:/0 dz (1 —22)%(6%qw + 024qu — muwa®) (a0 + 62ap — Mpeq”)-

/ dde lol,
2m)4 02 +m?2 + 2(1 — 2)¢?)?

= (Upp%/qﬂ + Mo Qv dp + Mvpdudo + MvoQudp — 2MpeduGy — 2N dpde + UuuanQQ)'

1 d 2
.1/ dm(1—2x)2/ e ¢ .
d Jo (2m)% [02 4+ m2 4 z(1 — x)¢?]

== (nupQVQU + NuoQvp + MvpQudo + MvoQulp — 2Mpedudy — 2Muvdpdo + 77,Lw77p0q2)'

Now we need to pair them together. Note how M depends on ¢? so we cannot just

naively count powers of ¢?>. We instead take the following split into index structures

Mlgl : H;ll_zl(;gp(Q) =C- (77;107711/) + 77up771/0) + 2 M Npo
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avq qQvq, quq quq
+c3- <7iup ;20 + Mo ;2/7 + Nvp ZU + Nvo 22/))

qp4 quq
+cq- <77w/ ;20 + Npo ZV>

+e5- q“q;# . (A.42)
We therefore write
1) = (e )(77#0771/;7 + NppTve) + Cg )"7W77p0 (A.43a)
e 9p4c qu9v
12 _Cg )mwﬁpa =+ CA(L 2 <77;w Z + Npo Z ) (A.43b)
e e, e 490 qudv ,0)49v9p90
70 = ( 0)77MV77P0 + CEL o <nul/ 22+ Npo #2 ) * Cée 0)% (A.43¢)
q> q q
o o qv4o avq 4190 qu9
12 zcé )Uuunpg‘f‘c( ? <77Mp 7 T o5 + e 5 + e M2p>+
q q > q
£ do? (mw Wl |, %;@) (A.43d)
q> q
where
. 1 d\ !
cg A = dF(—) / dz M (A.44a)
(4m)2 2) Jo
e d(d —
ety A=) — 4 <_> / Ao M (A.44b)
4(4m)2
. d(d — 2 d
Cg 2) QI‘ <_) / dl‘Md 2(m2 _ a?(l _ Z‘)qZ) (A.44C)
2(4)% 2/ Jo
e -2 !
e2) _ _ dld d)l“<—d) dz M9 22(1 — 2)¢? (A.44d)
2(4m) 2 2/ Jo
. d(d—2 d\ [*
Cg 0 — ( d)r<_> / doe M4 (m2 —z(1— 96)612)2 (A.44e)
4(4m)2 2/ Jo
e -2 !
o0 _ d(dd)p<_d> / dz MA42(1 - 2)g?(m? — 2(1 — 2)¢?) (A.44f)
2(4m)2 2) Jo
. d(d—2 d\ [*
cg 0_dd=2) - )F<—> / de MT422(1 — 2)2¢* (A.44g)
(4m)2 2/) Jo
1
o d_ p(_d> / dz MI=2(1 — 22)2¢? (A.44h)
4(4m)2 2/ Jo
1
o _ 4 F<_d) / dz M=2(1 — 20)%¢? (A.44i)
4(4m)2 2/ Jo
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1
o = 4 . .r<_d>/ dz M3=2(1 — 22)%¢° (A.44j)
2(4m)2 2/ Jo

Let us sum the individual contributions to each ¢;. Since there is a common factor of

1 %I‘(—%), let us not write it.

(4m)
A 1
cge’ ) :/ dz M? (A.45a)
0
_9 1
cgeA) = <d(d4) — 1) /0 dz M (A.45D)
_ 1
o2 d(d22) /0 dz M42(m? — 2(1 — 2)¢?) (A.45d)
B 1
cg&,o) — d(d4 2) /0 dl' Md—4 (m4 _ 2$(1 — x)q2 . m2 _|_ 1’2(1 —_ x)2q4> (A45e)
(0,2) Cf 1d MI2(1 — 92242 A 451
_ 1
Cie,Z) _ d(d2 2) /0 dx Md_233(1 _ x)q2 (A45g)
1
651072) = id/o daz M32(1 — 22)%¢? (A.45h)
. 1
0 = 6“6522)/0 dx M4 (m(l —2)¢® - m? —2%(1 — x)2q4) (A.451)
1
A0 = d(d—2) - /0 dz M2 (1 — 2)%¢* (A.45])

Recall also the result for dy,

1 d
Mlgl ’ (d4),LWPU = _(nuanl/p + NupNve — nuunpa) : (4F<—> . md (A.46)

[NJIsH

We once again use integration by parts to write

1 4 4 1
/ de M42(1 —22)%¢* = —=m? + / dz M¢ (A.47)
0 d d 0

Using the definition of M we can trivially write (just put the last term to the LHS)

Ma¥2g(1 — 2)¢? = M? — m>MT2 (A.48)
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Similarly for integrals with powers of M%~* we can write
M (m? + 2(1 - 2)¢?)” =M?

Md_4$2(1 _ $)2q4 :Md _ m4Md—4 _ 21:(1 _ x)q2m2Md_4

=M% — 2m?MI=2 4 mA a4 (A.49)
where in going to the last line we used (A.48).
We then find
1
cge’4) = / da M¢ (A.50a)
0
e -2 !
cg A = <d(d) — 1> / da M@ (A.50b)
4 0
) 1
céo’ )= md — / dz M? (A.50c)
0
. _ 9 1 1
cfe?) = d(dQ) < / daz M4 — 2m? / dz Md_2> (A.50d)
0 0
. dld =2 1 1 1
cg 0 = ( 1 ) (/ dz M? — 4m2/ dz MT2 —|—4m4/ da:Md_4) (A.50e)
0 0 0
) 1
cgo’ ) = md —/ dx M? (A.50f)
0
e dd—2)( (! !
04(1 2 _dd-2) 5 )</ dde—mQ/ da:Md2> (A.50g)
0 0
1
051072) = —9m? + 2/ dz M? (A.50h)
0
. dld —2 1 1 1
{0 = (2) <_ / dz M? + 3m? / dz M2 — 2m* / dz Md4> (A.50i)
0 0 0
1 1 1
A0 = d(d - 2) - < / dz M? — 2m? / dao M2 4 / dz Md—4) (A.50j)
0 0 0
which (together with (A.46)) leads to
1
c = —md+/ dz M9, (A.51a)
0
1 1
cog =2me + (d(d — 2) — 2)/ de M4 —2.-d(d—2) -m2/ da M4 (A.51b)
0 0
1
+d(d —2)-m? / dz M4 (A.51c)
0
1
c3 = m? —/ de M<. (A.51d)
0
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1 1
ey = —2m? — (d(d—2) —2) / dz M%+2-d(d—2)- m2/ dz M2 (A.51e)
0 0

1
—d(d—2)- m4/ dx M4 (A.51f)
0
1 1
cs = d(d — 2)/ dez M?*— 2. d(d —2) ~m2/ da M2 (A.51g)
0 0
1
+d(d—2)-m? / da M4, (A.51h)
0

A.3.1 Checking Ward identity
Contracting (A.42) with ¢*, we find that the coefficients must satisfy

c1+c3=0, (A.52a)
co+cq4 =0, (A.52b)
2cs+c4+c5=0. (A.52c)

Using the results above, we can confirm that this is indeed satisfied.

A.4 The result

Due to the relations that the coefficients satisfy, only 3 are independent and need to be
computed, involving 3 different types of integrals,

1
/ de M=, a4=0,24. (A.53)
0

Expanding around d = 4 (with d = 4 — €) before integrating, introducing the function

1
Fz)=v1+4uz- arctanh<m> , (A.54)
and using the variable a = 4(1%2, we find the result quoted in the main body of the
manuscript.
m? m?>¢ (5 43 1 5 5 m?
= — _(1-F 42 CF(a) — —y— —1
= goz( - Fla)+ 955 (166+96 JF@) =557 g5 loe <4mﬂ>>
4 2
q 1 23 1 1 1 m
2 =+ =2 - —Fla)— —y— —log [ — A.55
T (326 s 2T Tl <4ﬂu2>)’ (A.55)
m? m2q? 3 1
= 1-F ~24F
¢ = 1om (1~ Fl@)+ 157r2< 373 <a)>
L AT eyt 21y m* (A.55b)
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