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Abstract: Theoretical data obtained from physically sensible field and string theory
models suggest that gravitational Effective Field Theories (EFTs) live on islands that are
tiny compared to current general bounds determined from unitarity, causality, crossing
symmetry, and a good high-energy behavior. In this work, we present explicit perturbative
and nonperturbative 2→ 2 graviton scattering amplitudes and their associated low-energy
expansion in spacetime dimensions D ≥ 4 to support this notion. Our new results include
a first nonperturbative example consisting of a D = 4, N = 1 supersymmetric field theory
that is coupled weakly to gravity. We show that this nonperturbative model lies on the same
islands identified using four-dimensional perturbative models based on string theory and
minimally-coupled matter circulating a loop. Furthermore, we generalize the previous four-
dimensional perturbative models based on string theory and minimally-coupled massive
spin-0 and spin-1 states circulating in the loop to D dimensions. Remarkably, we again find
that the low-energy EFT coefficients lie on small islands. These results offer a useful guide
towards constraining possible extensions of Einstein gravity.
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1 Introduction

The language of effective field theory (EFT) is a widely accepted framework in which to
formulate the physical laws at a certain energy scale (often referred to as the infrared (IR)
scale). Typically, this language is used in the context of current and near-future high-
energy physics experiments [1, 2], but has also found applications in a variety of topics
including hydrodynamics [3], inflation [4], the large scale structure of the Universe [5],
and the description of binary motion in general relativity [6], among many others. In
EFTs, the relevant physics is parameterized by independent local operators that capture
all relevant physical degrees of freedom and are consistent with the known symmetries of
the problem. Examples of such symmetries include Lorentz invariance and possibly gauge
or global symmetries. The unknown physics at high energy or ultraviolet (UV) physics
is then systematically parameterized by successively including higher-dimension operators
that capture corrections to low-energy observables. Naively, the (Wilson) coefficients of such
higher-dimension operators are undetermined and can take on arbitrary values. However,
desirable properties of the underlying theory such as causality (analyticity) and unitarity
impose nontrivial constraints or bounds on the allowed values of the low-energy couplings [7,
8]. A way to expose these bounds is to study the connection of the 2 → 2 scattering
amplitude in the IR and the UV by means of dispersion relations which relate low-energy
Wilson coefficients to the discontinuities of the UV amplitude by a contour deformation
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subject to certain assumptions about the Regge growth of amplitudes at large energies in
the complex plane, see e.g. Refs. [9–12]. In recent years this basic philosophy has been
systematized to extract various nontrivial constraints [13–19].

It is critical to understand the full implications of these constraints and whether sensible
physical theories must necessarily lie in small regions of the EFT parameter space. Ref. [15]
observed that the Wilson coefficients of two distinct classes of gravitational effective field
theories derived from models of UV physics populate small theory islands in the larger
space allowed by current dispersive arguments. The first class are string theories, which are
ultraviolet complete, and the second class comes from integrating out minimally coupled
matter circulating in loops. In both instances gravity is assumed to be weakly coupled so
that only the leading order contributions are required, corresponding to tree level in string
theory and one loop in the field-theory models. While the field-theory models are not full
UV completions, they can be interpreted as intermediate-scale theories, which satisfy all the
assumptions used to derive bounds on the EFT coefficients. The fact that such dissimilar
models land on the same small theory island suggests that sensible theories should obey
much stronger constraints than have been found as yet from the general arguments. The
observed small islands were interpreted as being related to low spin dominance—essentially
the property that the spectral density in these models is dominated by the lowest spin
partial waves.

While suggestive, an obvious question is whether the appearance of small islands is
an artifact of the special theories that were considered or whether they are generic for
physically sensible theories. Here we provide evidence towards the latter by obtaining data
from two new classes of theories. The first is a nonperturbative strongly coupled N = 1

supersymmetric gauge theory which is then weakly coupled to gravity and the second is
matter minimally coupled to gravity in D > 4 spacetime dimensions. Specifically, we
present explicit results in D = 6, 10 dimensions with further data and evaluation routines
available in the ancillary files. The well known string-theory amplitudes in D > 4 provide
a third class of EFT data. We use this data to support the notion that small theory islands
are not a special feature of D = 4 perturbative examples, but indeed generalize beyond
the cases analyzed in Ref. [15]. It remains a challenge to find the tightest bounds that
physically sensible EFTs must satisfy. Some recent progress on improving bounds is found
in Refs. [17, 18].

One of the key lessons of the modern scattering amplitudes program is to focus on
gauge- and field-redefinition-invariant quantities. In this spirit, as in Refs. [13–17], we
focus on the low-energy expansions of scattering amplitudes directly, rather than Wilson
coefficients in a Lagrangian that are subject to field-redefinition and integration-by-parts
ambiguities. Assuming that gravity couples weakly, we can work to tree-level accuracy
in the EFT. There is then a one-to-one map between S-matrix elements in the IR and
Wilson coefficients in any given basis of operators, see e.g. [20]. In this way, the low-energy
amplitude can be schematically expanded in the form1

1Below, we denote amplitude coefficients by their monomial term, e.g. a[sk−qtq]. For the sake of com-
pactness, here we simply use ak,q which will have a different meaning for a particular 4D helicity amplitude.
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MIR(s, t) ∼ light exchange +
∑
k≥q≥0

ak,q s
k−qtq , (1.1)

where the Mandelstam invariants are s = (p1 + p2)2, t = (p1 + p4)2, and u = (p1 + p3)2.
As usual, for massless external states, they satisfy the relation u = −s − t. The terms
denoted by “light exchange” correspond to low-energy poles from massless or light (relative
to the scale of Mandelstam invariants) exchange of states that are within the low-energy
EFT. Finally, the ak,q parameterize new four-point contact interactions graded by mass
dimension k.

In the ultraviolet, it is convenient to parameterize the unknown physics in terms of
the partial-wave expansion of the amplitude, involving the spectral density and some char-
acteristic polynomial of the scattering angle cos θ = 1 + 2t/s (for massless external states
in the s-channel center of mass) that encodes the Poincaré-invariance properties akin to
conformal partial waves in conformal-field-theory (CFT) correlation functions [21–24]. For
external scalars, these are the Gegenbauer polynomials (see e.g. [14]) in general D and the
Wigner-d matrices for spinning external states in D = 4, see e.g. Refs. [25, 26].

The simplest incarnation of the bounds on the coefficients ak,q in Eq. (1.1) is relatively
easy to understand. In the presence of some elastic channel where the ‘out’ state is the
same as the ‘in’ state, in the forward limit (i.e. t → 0) the discontinuity of the amplitude
becomes an absolute square which then implies positivity constraints on EFT amplitude
coefficients [7]:

ak,0 ∼ 〈in|T †T |in〉 =
∣∣T |in〉∣∣2 ≥ 0 . (1.2)

Such bounds have first appeared in the context of chiral Lagrangians and pion scattering
[27–29], before experiencing a revival inspired by the seminal works of Refs. [7, 8]. Recently,
similar bounds [13, 30–36] were organized into a novel geometric structure termed the EFT-
hedron [14] (see also Ref. [15, 18, 37]), related to the Weak Gravity Conjecture [38–40], the
analytic bootstrap in AdS/CFT [16, 41], and applied to the Standard Model EFT and
pion scattering [42–45]. Furthermore, these bounds were refined away from the forward
limit [17, 46, 47] in order to handle cases with gravitational couplings where the t-channel
graviton exchange causes difficulties with some of the naive forward limit bounds. Cases
with different external helicity configurations, which individually cannot be considered as
elastic scattering, were also considered in Refs. [15, 17, 18], in a spirit similar to Refs. [48–50].
A key feature, common to all presently known bounds is the appearance of the demarcation
of allowed and disallowed regions in the space of low-energy couplings ak,q.

As already noted above, in previous four-dimensional studies, explicit string- and field-
theory data suggest that physical EFTs live on small theory islands [15]. In contrast to
the four-dimensional case, and for the D-dimensional scattering of scalar particles, the
spinning partial-wave decomposition that enter the UV part of the dispersion relations are
not presently analyzed for the scattering of D-dimensional spinning states (see however
our “note added” below and the upcoming work of Ref. [51]). Nevertheless, independently
of the availability of precise bounded regions, we can ask where do explicit data lie in
order to guide further explorations. Here, we address the question of whether similar
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islands are observed for more general models than the ones considered in [15]. We do so by
obtaining new explicit examples of UV models, including nonperturbative matter and cases
outside of four dimensions, from which we extract the low-energy expansion coefficients for
gravitational scattering amplitudes. Our analysis further supports the notion that small
theory islands are a robust feature of gravitational EFTs. Our example of nonperturbative
matter in gravitational 2→ 2 scattering opens up a new class of possible theories to analyze
in the future. Higher dimensions are interesting for various reasons, including that they
allow for analyses of bounds that avoid complications with IR singularities [47] and because
10 dimensions is natural for addressing the question of where does string theory lie in the
space of possible UV completions [52].

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In section 2 we summarize our
kinematic conventions for D-dimensional graviton scattering including a parametrization
of the center-of-mass momenta and the polarization states of the external gravitons. In
section 3, we use supersymmetric arguments to generate a first four-dimensional example
of nonperturbative matter for gravitational 2 → 2 scattering. In section 4 we discuss the
straightforward case of tree-level four-graviton string-theory amplitudes in general space-
time dimensions. Our results for one-loop minimally-coupled graviton amplitudes in D

dimensions, from which we extract nontrivial EFT data, is presented in section 5. We
consider the cases of minimally-coupled massive spin-0 and spin-1 matter circulating in
the loop. We also briefly summarize the well-known amplitudes techniques such as gen-
eralized unitarity and integration tools used to evaluate and manipulate such expressions.
In section 6 we give a summary of our data by plotting some of the obtained low-energy
amplitude coefficients that should serve as a useful guide for any near-future attempts to
place dispersive bounds on higher-dimensional graviton scattering. We supply the relevant
amplitudes and their low-energy expansion in a computer-readable form as ancillary files
to this paper. We close with conclusions and a future outlook in section 7.

2 External kinematics

To describe 2→ 2 graviton scattering in D dimensions we introduce external momenta pi,
where i = 1, . . . , 4 labels the external graviton in question, and work in an all-incoming
convention. To capture scattering of all possible external states, we use formal polarization
tensors for the gravitons

εµνi = εµi ε
ν
i , with pi · εi = 0 and εi · εi = 0 . (2.1)

We express gravitational polarization tensors in terms of transverse, null polarization vectors
εµi . Note that there are D − 2 such independent null vectors in D spacetime dimensions,
while there are D(D − 3)/2 independent symmetric traceless tensors. The expressions in
terms of the above tensors capture the entire space of states for theD-dimensional gravitons.
Indeed, a generic polarization tensor Eµν ≡ εµε̃ν + ε̃µεν may always be written in terms of
linear combinations of factorized tensors, e.g. [53, 54]

εµε̃ν + ε̃µεν = (ε+ ε̃)µ(ε+ ε̃)ν − εµεν − ε̃µε̃ν , (2.2)
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where we take ε · ε̃ = 0 to ensure tracelessness.
To study specific examples, we introduce explicit momenta and polarization tensors.

We consider scattering in the center-of-mass frame, where

pµ1 =

√
s

2


+1

−1

0
~0D−3

 , pµ2 =

√
s

2


+1

+1

0
~0D−3

 ,

pµ3 =

√
s

2


−1

− cos θ

− sin θ
~0D−3

 , pµ4 =

√
s

2


−1

cos θ

sin θ
~0D−3

 , (2.3)

and the scattering angle θ is related to the Mandelstam invariants via cos θ = 1 + 2t
s , with

s > 0, and −s < t < 0 for physical s-channel scattering. In all examples analyzed in this
paper, we consider external polarization tensors of the factorized form in Eq. (2.1). Different
cases can also be obtained straightforwardly as explained above. Focusing on even D, given
a set of spatial unit vectors eµa = δµa , with a = 1, . . . , D, we define (see e.g. Ref. [53])

εµ
1,2n± =

1√
2

(eµ2n−1 ± i eµ2n) , n = 2, . . .
D

2
. (2.4)

We obtain the polarization vectors for the other three gravitons using appropriate rotations.
More details on the polarization choices are included in the ancillary files with explicit eval-
uation code for all Lorentz products for graviton polarizations similar to the ones discussed
here. Note that for D = 4 (n = 2) the polarizations in Eq. (2.4) describe helicity states. In-
deed, for this choice our results reproduce the ones obtained in Ref. [15] using spinor-helicity
methods.

3 Non-perturbative data

To gain some direct indication on nonperturbative low-energy effective actions, we consider
a matter-coupled N = 1 supersymmetric gauge theory which we couple to gravity. This
gauge theory confines in flat space at some scale Λ, whose specific relation to the high-
energy couplings will not be important. We assume that Λ is relatively high and that
the the low-energy theory is described by the glueball superfield which is much lighter
than the confinement scale. This can be arranged by adjusting the couplings of the high-
energy theory. We then focus our discussion on energies below the mass ms of the glueball
superfield. Thus we can ignore terms O(p2/Λ2), but we cannot ignore terms O(pn/mn

S).
The Wilsonian effective action below the confinement scale for an N = 1 supersym-

metric gauge theory with (holomorphic) tree-level superpotential Wtree(φ,Q, Q̄) depending
on some chiral superfields φ in the adjoint representation and other superfields Q, Q̄ in the
fundamental representation, has the standard form

L =

∫
d4θKeff(S, S̄,G, Ḡ) +

∫
d2θWeff(S,G) + h.c. , (3.1)
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where S is the glueball (chiral) superfield, G is the Weyl superfield and Keff and Weff are
the effective Kähler potential and superpotential respectively. The latter is completely
nonperturbative [55], while the former receives both perturbative and nonperturbative con-
tributions. The Weyl superfield G, capturing the induced coupling of the effective theory
with gravity, carries left-handed spinor indices and its first two components are the self-dual
gravitino field strength and the self-dual Riemann tensor respectively.

While the effective Kähler potential is largely unconstrained, the effective superpo-
tential is stringently constrained by symmetry and holomorphy arguments and instanton
calculations [56–58]. Refs. [59, 60] argued that the effective superpotential has the form

Weff =
∂F0

∂S
+
∂2F0

∂S2
GαβγGαβγ +O

(
(GαβγGαβγ)2

)
, (3.2)

where F0 is a holomorphic function of the glueball superfield S.2 Given a tree-level super-
potential Wtree, the nonperturbative effective potential Weff can be computed algorithmi-
cally, including its gravitational couplings, either via a symmetry and holomorphy analysis
[56, 57], or through matrix-model methods [59–66]. For our purpose here we do not need
its detailed form.

In the latter approach most terms in Weff are evaluated perturbatively, and the glue-
ball superfield S enters initially in the form of the gauge invariant bilinear S ∝ Tr[WαWα],
where W is the vector superfield, whose lowest component is the gluino. The nonperturba-
tive nature of the superpotential comes from interpreting this superfield as a fundamental
field, and from the inclusion in F0 of the Veneziano-Yankielovicz superpotential [67], which
accounts for the chiral anomaly.

The critical point of the G-independent part of the effective superpotential, which is
a solution of ∂2F0/∂S

2 = 0, fixes a vacuum expectation value, S = S∗, of the glueball
superfield. This breaks chiral symmetry and determines the non-normalized mass of this
superfield as m̃S = ∂3F0/∂S

3|S=S∗ .3 It also implies that among the terms with two Weyl-
superfields there exists a linear coupling to (S − S∗), mS(S − S∗)GαβγGαβγ , which is also
proportional to the mass of these fields. Evaluating the integral over Grassmann variables
in Eq. (3.2), integrating out the the auxiliary fields and normalizing the quadratic term for
ϕ leads to∫

d2θWeff + h.c. = |mS |2ϕ̄ϕ+M ϕRαβγδR
αβγδ +M∗ ϕ̄ Rα̇β̇γ̇δ̇R

α̇β̇γ̇δ̇ + fermions , (3.3)

where M = m̃S/(∂S∂S̄Keff|S=S∗)
1/2, ϕ = (S − S∗)|θ=0 is the scalar in the glueball super-

field and Rαβγδ and Rα̇β̇γ̇δ̇ are the self-dual and anti-self-dual parts of the Riemann tensor,
containing the negative- and positive-helicity gravitons respectively. Thus, the nonpertur-
bative superpotential couples the fluctuation ϕ of the glueball scalar around its expectation

2We do not include a detailed expression of the higher-order terms because they contribute only to
higher-point gravitational amplitudes, so we do not need them.

3The mass mS depends on the details of the Kähler potential. On dimensional and holomorphy grounds
one may expect that up to numerical factors, mS ∝ S

4/3
∗ m̃S .
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value S∗ with two gravitons of the same helicity,

G

G

S

∼ m̃S →

h−

h−

ϕ

. (3.4)

Setting aside the exchange of gravitons, the leading-order terms in the four-graviton am-
plitude come from tree-level exchange of ϕ. There are three possible contributions: two
vertices from the superpotential, two vertices from the Kähler potential, and a contact
term from the Kähler potential. Since extracting gravitons out of the G superfield requires
only one Grassmann derivative, it follows that the third field in a vertex with two gravi-
tons is acted upon by two Grassmann derivatives, so it must be the auxiliary field of the
glueball superfield. Thus, the Kähler potential can contribute only contact terms at tree
level. We graphically denote superpotential contributions by circles and Kähler potential
contributions by boxes. The corresponding graphs are:

G

G G

G

,

G

G G

G

,

G

G G

G

. (3.5)

We first focus on the superpotential contributions and argue later that under certain cir-
cumstances the Kähler potential contributions do not affect the conclusions.

Four-graviton tree-level diagrams with vertices from the superpotential are very simple.
Eq. (3.3) implies that, for a fixed graviton helicity configuration, the amplitude receives con-
tributions from a single exchange diagram. For example, if gravitons 1 and 2 have negative
helicity and gravitons 3 and 4 have positive helicity, the only diagram that contributes is:

M(1−, 2−, 3+, 4+) ∼

1−

2− 3+

4+

. (3.6)

This diagram depends on the scalar-field propagator, which in turn depends on the Kähler
potential.4 The Källén-Lehmann representation of massive two-point functions identifies
this propagator as some function f of the momentum with a simple pole at p2 = m2

S where
mS is the physical mass of the field ϕ. In particular, this implies that it has a regular
expansion around vanishing momentum, i.e.

f(s) =
∑
n≥0

ans
n . (3.7)

4A dimensional-analysis-based suggestion was put forth in Ref. [67], K(S) ∝ (S̄S)1/3.
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Then, the amplitudeM(1−, 2−, 3+, 4+) is given by

M(1−, 2−, 3+, 4+) = 〈12〉4[34]4 f(s) , (3.8)

with other helicity configurations, M(1−, 2+, 3+, 4−) and M(1−, 2+, 3−, 4+), obtained by
relabeling. This implies that

an,j
an,0

= 0 , for all j > 0 , (3.9)

which puts the nonperturbative contributions from the superpotential on the small islands
of physical EFTs and the low-spin-dominance lines in D = 4 discussed in Ref. [15].

Consider now briefly the consequences of including Kähler-potential contributions to
leading-order gravitational amplitudes. As we saw earlier, these contributions can come
only from contact terms which arise either from terms of the type

∫
d4θf(S, S̄)G2Ḡ2 in

Keff in Eq. (3.1), or from terms with two Weyl multiplets in Keff upon integrating out the
auxiliary field in the glueball superfield.

Nonperturbative contributions to Keff necessarily depend on the confinement scale Λ;
moreover, if they are dependent on momenta, then dimensional analysis suggests that they
depend on p2/Λ2 which, according to our initial assumption, is negligible at the energy scale
p2 � Λ2 that we are focusing on. Thus, the contributions of such Kähler potential terms to
amplitudes are essentially constant (up to the helicity-dependent factor), and therefore they
affect only a limited number of an,j coefficients, perhaps only a0,0, leading to effectively no
changes to Eq. (3.9).

One may wonder if the expansion around the nonvanishing expectation value for the
glueball superfield S may enhance these terms suppressed by the ratio p2/Λ2. The expec-
tation of a smooth limit in which the high-energy theory is trivial (i.e. that the tree-level
superpotential is zero) suggests that the momentum dependence cannot be enhanced for
small values of the parameters of the high-energy theory. While this argument suggests that
the nonperturbative momentum dependence could be enhanced at large values of these pa-
rameters, naively of the order of Λ2/p2, there remains a comfortable range of parameters
of the high-energy theory for which inclusion of the purely nonperturbative terms in the
Kähler potential does not affect Eq. (3.9).

Extension of this discussion to the perturbative and mixed part of the Kähler potential
is difficult because of their detailed dependence on the parameters of the high-energy theory.
Using however the identity

x ≤
a

(1)
n,j

a
(1)
n,0

,
a

(2)
n,j

a
(2)
n,0

≤ y =⇒ x ≤
a

(1)
n,j + a

(2)
n,j

a
(1)
n,0 + a

(2)
n,0

≤ y , (3.10)

if all an,j > 0 together with the results of Ref. [15] and those discussed in later sections, we
expect that the complete nonperturbative four-graviton amplitude in the class of theories
discussed here belongs to the EFT island for p2/Λ2 � 1. Further study and explicit
calculations are necessary to fully settle this issue and to extend our analysis to scales
p2 . Λ2 in which all nonperturbative contributions to the Wilsonian effective action become
important.
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4 Tree-level graviton amplitudes in string theory

Having analyzed the first nonperturbative data for four-dimensional graviton scattering via
supersymmetric arguments, we now move on to more traditional perturbative amplitudes,
although beyond the commonly considered four-dimensional setup. We expect that this
data will provide useful guidance for any attempts to place dispersive bounds on graviton
scattering in higher dimensions.

To this end, we collect the available tree-level results for the scattering of four external
gravitons in superstring (ss), heterotic-string (hs), and bosonic-string (bs) theory. These
closed-string amplitudes are determined by Kawai-Lewellen-Tye (KLT) relations [68] in
terms of open-string ones. We take the mass of the first excited string level to be m2

s = 4/α′

for all string theories and express the string-theory amplitudes in terms of gauge-invariant
tensor structures T . We need two such structures,

TsYM = −s t (ε1 · ε3)(ε2 · ε2) + · · · ,

Tbos = − s u

(1 + α′t/4)
(ε1 · ε4)(ε2 · ε3) + · · · ,

(4.1)

which are normalized to have mass-dimension four. The full expression for these structures
is provided in the ancillary file. We may now write the four-graviton amplitudes in a form
that uniformly applies to the three string theories,

M(β) = −
(κ

2

)2
(
α′

4

)3

Tβ
Γ
[
−α′s

4

]
Γ
[
−α′t

4

]
Γ
[
−α′u

4

]
Γ
[
1+α′s

4

]
Γ
[
1+α′t

4

]
Γ
[
1+α′u

4

] , (4.2)

where β ∈ {ss, hs, bs} and

Tss = T 2
sYM , Ths = TsYM Tbos , Tbs = T 2

bos . (4.3)

Newton’s constant G is related to κ via κ2 = 32πG. As a consistency check, by specializing
the polarization tensors to describe four-dimensional helicity states we recover the results
collected in Appendix B of Ref. [15].

The bosonic string-theory amplitude contains the tachyon exchange. Following Ref. [15],
we define a modified bosonic string-theory amplitude by subtracting this exchange and
present our data within this definition. In four dimensions, this amplitude is consistent
with the generic bounds and hence we expect the same to be true in higher dimensions as
well. Let us, however, note that none of the conclusions drawn in the present paper change
if we chose to drop the bosonic string-theory amplitude, given the undesired appearance of
the tachyon.

We may also identify the massless exchanges in all three sting theories. Specifically,
the superstring amplitude only contains the minimal-coupling graviton exchange. The
heterotic string-theory amplitude contains both the minimal-coupling and Gauss-Bonnet
graviton exchanges, as well as the dilaton exchange. Finally, the bosonic string-theory
amplitude contains all the heterotic string-theory amplitude exchanges as well as those
from an R3-type coupling. Subtracting these exchange contributions is possible but not
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necessary in order for the amplitudes to be physical. We do not perform such a subtraction
in the present work.

Furthermore, we point out that there is an inherent ambiguity in separating the non-
analytic from the analytic part (or equivalently the non-local from the local part) of the
amplitude. This ambiguity is reflecting part of the freedom in writing a Lagrangian. When
there are no R3-type contributions, there is no such ambiguity. In these cases, a simple
powercounting argument shows that dilaton and Gauss-Bonnet contributions do not mix
with DnR4-type (contact) operators. In contrast, when R3-type operators are present,
terms of the form R2 × R3 and R3 × R3 contribute at the same order as R4-type and
D2R4-type operators respectively. Hence, in order to obtain the coefficients of the latter,
one needs to calculate the low-energy amplitudes starting from a Lagrangian (or define
in a different way a scheme for separating the non-analytic from the analytic part of the
amplitude). For the complete analysis of the inherent ambiguity in mapping amplitude
coefficients to Lagrangian coefficients one has to also include massless loop effects [13, 36].
In this work we neglect massless loop effects, and plot coefficients of DnR4-type operators
with n > 2 which do not mix with the massless exchange contributions.

5 Loop-level graviton amplitudes in quantum field theory

Besides the tree-level string theory amplitudes discussed in the previous section, we are also
interested in field-theory models where we allow massive states circulating in the loop as a
D-dimensional extension of the four-dimensional analysis of Ref. [15]. Such models should
not be viewed as proper UV completions, but should instead be viewed as intermediate-
energy theories. Because they satisfy all input assumptions used to derive bounds on the
low-energy EFTs they provide useful guidance on where physically sensible theories live.
Here we opt to construct the full amplitudes for a simple reason: In the derivation of EFT
bounds one needs the Regge behavior to determine the validity of bounds which rely on
knowing (or assuming) the high-every behavior. With the exact amplitudes in hand it
is straightforward to extract the high-energy behavior. A side benefit in having the full
one-loop amplitudes computed is that they may be useful for purposes other that studying
low-energy EFTs.

5.1 Maximally supersymmetric massive matter in the loop

The simplest loop-level data we can consider originates from a massive deformation of the
maximally supersymmetric gravity amplitude at one-loop, where we give a common mass
to the supermultiplet circulating in the loop. This is accomplished by taking the original
massless one-loop four-point amplitude written in terms of scalar box integrals [69],

M(N=8) =
(κ

2

)4
Tss
[
I

(D)
box (s, t) + I

(D)
box (s, u) + I

(D)
box (u, t)

]
. (5.1)

and replacing the loop propagators by massive ones. This may be interpreted as dimensionally-
reducing a higher-dimensional maximal supergravity and integrating out a Kaluza-Klein
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mode whose mass is the extra-dimensional momentum. The polarization information is
encoded in the tree-level superstring tensor Tss and the integrals are defined e.g. as

I
(D)
box (s, t) =

∫
dD`

(2π)D

3∏
n=0

1

(`+
∑n

i=1 pi)
2 −m2

. (5.2)

The UV divergences that are present for D ≥ 8 are straightforward to extract. In fact, the
UV expansion of the amplitude and its large-mass expansion are intimately related: both
are equivalent to an expansion around small external momenta yielding massive tadpoles,
as can be easily seen from the interpretation of the mass as Kaluza-Klein momentum. We
will return shortly to the large-mass expansion.

5.2 Non-supersymmetric massive matter in the loop

We obtained the four-graviton amplitude with a maximally supersymmetric massive mul-
tiplet circulating in the loop by simply replacing formerly massless propagators by massive
ones in the known representation of the one-loop amplitude [69]. We are also interested
in D-dimensional one-loop amplitudes with massive scalars and massive spin-1 fields run-
ning in the loop. We do not explicitly consider massive fermions, gravitinos, or massive
spin-2 states here for the sake of brevity even though there is no conceptual problem to
construct these amplitudes as well. The workflow of our construction uses a number of
modern scattering-amplitude methods.

We start by constructing the amplitude’s loop integrand via generalized unitarity [70–
72] from the knowledge of tree-level amplitudes. We find it most convenient to directly
match two-particle cuts

, (5.3)

where the external states are gravitons (denoted by wiggly lines) and the massive states
propagating inside the loop are generically denoted by a solid line (which can represent
either massive spin-0 or spin-1 states). Since we are interested in expressions that are valid
in arbitrary spacetime dimension D, we utilize tree-level gravitational Compton amplitudes
(grey ‘blobs’ in (5.3)) in terms of formal (traceless symmetric) polarization tensors εµνi =

εµi ε
ν
i of the gravitons that can be found e.g. in Ref. [73]. The unitarity cuts involve a sum

over physical states. For the massive spin-1 circulating in the loop, the relevant states
are selected out by inserting the physical state projector Πµν(p,m) = ηµν − pµpν

m2 for each
cut leg. From the resulting expressions, we extract the kinematic numerators of the cubic
diagrams

, , , (5.4)
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which are functions of the following Lorentz invariants: εi · pj , s, t, pi · `, and εi · `. For
the massive spin-1 exchange, it is convenient to split the numerators into a ‘spin-0’ part
and a ‘spin-1’ remainder akin to the supersymmetric decomposition of the four-dimensional
amplitudes in Ref. [15]:

N spin−1 = N
spin−1

+ (Ds − 1)N spin−0 , (5.5)

where Ds = ηµµ is the state-counting parameter. This separation effectively eliminates the
terms of highest degree in the loop momentum ` from N spin−1.

At one loop, all contractions between the loop momentum ` and the external mo-
menta pi can be written in terms of inverse propagators, see e.g. [74], but contractions of
the loop-momentum with polarization vectors εi require the evaluation of tensor integrals.
Such integrals are well known from e.g. Refs. [75, 76] where one converts tensor integrals
into dimension-shifted [77–79] scalar integrals, see also Ref. [80]. The relevant dimension
shifts can be derived algorithmically with the help of integration-by-parts relations [81–84],
implemented in modern computer codes such as FIRE [85, 86].

We find it convenient to organize the resulting amplitudes in a special basis of scalar
integrals where all integral coefficients are independent of the mass of the state in the
loop and of the spacetime dimension D. This closely follows the discussion of the four-
dimensional amplitude construction of Ref. [15] and can be likewise achieved by judiciously
using dimension-shifting relations [77–79].

The attentive reader might have noticed that our amplitudes construction via the two-
particle cut in Eq. (5.3) is not yet complete as we could be missing contributions from bubble
integrals with a single massless line on one side (sometimes referred to a ‘snail integrals’),
or from tadpole integrals. These contributions are determined along the lines of Ref. [87] by
demanding that the amplitudes considered here remain IR-finite in the massless limit and by
requiring that the UV divergences are mass-independent.5 At the end of our construction,
we find that all one-loop four-point amplitudes due to massive spin-S exchange considered in
this work can be expressed in terms of 42 independent (possibly dimension shifted) integrals
that are multiplied by gauge-invariant tensors involving only the Mandelstam invariants and
contractions between polarization vectors and external momenta,

M(S) =
∑
k

T (S)
k (ε, p) Ik(s, t,D,m

2) . (5.6)

We include the explicit expressions of the amplitudes in the representation of (5.6) in
computer readable form with explicit rules for the T (S)

k in terms of Lorentz products of the
external data.

In view of our goal to provide explicit expressions for the low-energy gravitational EFT
amplitudes once the massive state is integrated out, it is highly advantageous to organize
the amplitudes as in Eq. (5.6). Indeed, since only the scalar (dimension-shifted) integrals,
Ik(s, t,D,m

2), depend on the mass, we only need to find their large-mass expansion. This
5The latter requirement is equivalent to demanding that the corresponding counterterm has a local

expression in terms of Riemann tensors.
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can be achieved by dimension shifting all integrals back to D = 4 and using the known
polylogarithmic expressions, conveniently collected in Ref. [88], and expanding them for
m2 � |s|, |t|. Alternatively, the same expressions can be obtained by expanding the inte-
grand along the lines of the ‘method of regions’ [89] for |`| ∼ m� |pi|, leading effectively to
tadpole integrals which are known exactly in D. We find the latter method computationally
much more efficient. We provide the expansion of all one-loop integrals that appear in (5.6)
to sufficiently high order in 1/m2 in the attached ancillary file.

As a further consistency check on our computation, we can evaluate our D-dimensional
scattering amplitudes for D = 4− 2ε and for specific choices of polarization vectors εµi that
correspond to four-dimensional helicity states, thereby reproducing all earlier results from
Ref. [15], e.g.

M(0)(14+24+34+44+) =
stu

504m2
+

(s2 + st+ t2)2

3780m4
+ . . . , (5.7)

where 14+ refers to the polarization vector εµ
1,4+

, etc. (See our conventions in Eq. (2.4)).
Using our scattering amplitudes we may now probe the richer space of states of the

graviton inD > 4. We consider examples of elastic amplitudes of the formM(1a−2b−3b+4a+)

for various values of a and b.
As mentioned above, generally, in order to ensure the validity of EFT bounds it is

crucial to know the behavior of our amplitudes in the Regge limit, |s| � −t, |s| � m2.
Since our field theory data are only stand-in models for a intermediate UV completion of
gravitational scattering, their behavior is generically worse than expected from quantum
Regge bounds [11, 12, 90]. The exact behavior of the amplitudes in the Regge limit depends
on the graviton polarizations, but using the explicit expressions for the amplitudes we have
checked that the worst behavior is saturated by the spin-2 exchange (inside the N = 8

amplitude) with a scaling (in even spacetime dimension D) of the form

M∼ sD−1 , (5.8)

which recovers the s3 behavior in D = 4 explored in Ref. [15].
Similarly to the string-theory cases, the non-supersymmetric examples we consider

here contain massless exchanges that would need to be taken into account in mapping the
amplitude coefficients to Lagrangian coefficients.

6 Data summary and plots

Having discussed the relevant computations of the new explicit models of UV completions,
we now proceed to explore the associated values of the low-energy couplings in the large-
mass expansion of the amplitudes. Our analysis supports the notion that physical theories
lie on small islands. Interestingly, if we choose the external states to be 4± (which may be
thought of as polarization tensors restricted to a four-dimensional subspace), we find that
the projective data points remain on the same four-dimensional islands independent of the
spacetime dimension.
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6.1 Sample data in D = 4

To confirm ourD-dimensional setup, we first reproduce the data points in Fig. 10 of Ref. [15]
by specializing to D = 4. To do so we select four-dimensional helicity states for the external
gravitons corresponding toM(14−24−34+44+) = s4f(t, u) (see Eq. (2.4) for our polarization
conventions), where f(t, u) admits the low-energy expansion

f(t, u) =
∑
k≥q≥0

ak,q s
k−qtq . (6.1)

Additionally, as explained in section 3, we add a new data point for our nonperturbative
results for the four-graviton scattering generated from the effective superpotential of a
N = 1 matter-coupled supersymmetric gauge theory further coupled to gravity. In this
special case, f is a function of s only so that the sum truncates and the only nonzero
coefficients are the ak,0.

-� � � � � � �

�

�

�

�

Figure 1: The D = 4 EFT data for various models for a4,1/a4,0 and a4,2/a4,0. A line with
slope 3/2 is added. The data points do not land perfectly on this line.

In Fig. 1 and the following, our labeling conventions are as follows: NP Matter ≡
nonperturbative matter-coupled N = 1 supersymmetric gauge theory, Scalar ≡ massive
spin-0 running in the loop, Vector ≡ massive spin-1 running in the loop, mN=8 ≡ massive
N = 8 supermultiplet in the loop. The new data points further emphasize the main
observation of Ref. [15], that explicit data lies on small ‘theory islands’ in the space allowed
by unitarity, causality, and crossing constraints (this larger space is not indicated in Fig. 1
and is the red-shaded region in Fig. 9 of Ref. [15]).

6.2 Sample data in D = 6

To showcase some features of our amplitude data, we generate similar data plots for graviton
polarizations that are outside the four-dimensional helicity setup. To this end, we first
consider scattering of gravitons in D = 6 with the polarization choice M(16−26−36+46+)
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where all polarizations are outside the four-dimensional subspace. (See Eq. (2.4) for our
conventions of the graviton polarization states.) We consider the coefficients of the 1/m2

terms in Fig. 2 which are polynomials in s, t of degree four. The particular helicity choice
renders the amplitude t ↔ u symmetric and we denote the amplitude coefficients by their
corresponding monomial in the Mandelstams. Unlike for the D = 4 examples considered
previously, it is not always possible to factor out some overall powers of Mandelstams.

-� � � � � � �

�

�

�

�

Figure 2: The D = 6 EFT data for various models for a[s3t]/a[s4] and a[s2t2]/a[s4]. A
line with slope 3/2 is added to guide the eye. Here a[x] stands for the coefficient of the
monomial x in the Taylor expansion of the amplitude.

It is fascinating to observe that, similarly to four-dimensional theories, the data points
of the various models lie on an almost straight line and their spread from the line is much
smaller than the extend of the line itself, giving us a concrete first example of small theory
islands beyond D = 4.

We should, however, stress that not all extra-dimensional data falls on such perfect
lines. To see this, let us investigate a three-dimensional section of the coefficient space at
mass-level 1/m6 where we have degree-6 polynomials in s and t. We summarize our results
in Fig. 3. As seen in a rotated viewpoint shown in Fig. 4, this data essentially lies in a
plane. While it appears that the virtual scalar EFT lies somewhat off a line formed by the
other models, it is difficult to assess the broader significance of this departure vis-à-vis the
parameter space allowed by causality, unitarity and crossing constraints, which is currently
not known beyond D = 4.

6.3 Sample data in D = 10

We proceed to analyze the data provided by perturbative calculations in D = 10, which
is an interesting dimension from a superstring perspective. We observe that, as in lower
dimensions, the ratios of four-graviton amplitude coefficients again lie on a remarkably
thin island. As mentioned in the introduction, this theoretical data should provide crucial
guidance for future dispersive analyses analogous to those carried out in D = 4. Here, we
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Figure 3: The D = 6 EFT data for various models for the ratios of low-energy amplitude
coefficients a[s5t]/a[s6], a[s4t2]/a[s6], and a[s3t3]/a[s6]. We add a straight line to guide the
eye. As illustrated in Fig. 4 from a different viewpoint the data essentially lie in a plane.

Figure 4: The same data points and line of Fig. 3 from a different viewpoint that demon-
strates that the data essentially lie in a plane.

only plot one particular section through our data inD = 10 which could eventually interplay
with the search for string theory via the analysis of graviton scattering. For concreteness,
we consider the amplitudeM(16−210−310+46+).

Taking the large-mass expansion and evaluating all tensor structures for the specified
graviton-polarization choice we collect, for example, the expansion coefficients similar to
the k = 4 coefficients in D = 4. Notably, in D = 10 it no longer holds that we can factor
out an overall helicity-dependent polynomial of the Mandelstam invariants. Therefore, the
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formerly k = 4 amplitude coefficients are associated to honest degree-8 polynomials in
s, t. In the particular example we discuss, even though we do not naively have crossing
symmetry due to the polarization choice, the only nontrivial contractions of polarization
vectors that survive are ε2 · ε3 and ε1 · ε4 which is left invariant under 2 ↔ 3 or 1 ↔ 4.
At the level of the polynomials in Mandelstam invariants, this leaves three independent
degrees of freedom that we can in general bound from unitarity, causality, crossing and
Regge-behavior considerations. The three independent coefficients are associated to the s8,
s6t2 and s4t4 terms respectively and their ratios are depicted in Fig. 5.

� � �� �� �� �� ��
�

�
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��
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��

��

Figure 5: The D = 10 EFT data for various models for the ratios of low-energy amplitude
coefficients a[s6t2]/a[s8] and a[s4t4]/a[s8]. A line with slope 9/2 is added to guide the eye.

The data lie on an almost straight line of approximate slope 9/2. We leave to future
work to establish the appropriate bounded regions of allowed parameter space from unitarity
and causality constraints. However, the similarity between Figs. 1 and 5 suggests that
many of the interesting features of the four-dimensional theory islands survive in higher
dimensions as well.

Recently, the projective bounds between independent Wilson coefficients of the same
mass-level k have been generalized to extremely interesting bounds of Wilson coefficients
against e.g. Newton’s constant [17, 18]. Here, we chose to plot projective data points due in
part to the surprising observation that Fig. 1 in D = 4 does not change significantly com-
pared to Fig. 6 in D = 10, where in both cases we evaluate the amplitudes for polarizations
corresponding to four-dimensional helicity states. Specifically, only the “Vector” data point
is D-dependent, and this dependence is solely due to the Ds appearing in Eq. (5.5). The
net effect of this D-dependence is that the “Vector” data point is closer to the “Scalar” in
Fig. 6 compared to Fig. 1. While we do not spell out the details, this relative uniformity of
the data across dimensions can be understood from the analysis of dimension-shifted scalar
integrals. This is consistent with the intuition that extra-dimensional momenta in the loop
can be thought of as a Kaluza-Klein mass which we effectively integrate over. This integral
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Figure 6: The D = 10 EFT data with four-dimensional external polarizations 4±. Here
we follow the conventions of Eq. (6.1). A line with slope 3/2 is added to guide the eye.

over the mass then drops out from the projective data.

7 Conclusions and Outlook

In this work we studied explicit perturbative and nonperturbative models for UV sensible
four-graviton scattering amplitudes and their respective low-energy expansions. In partic-
ular, as a first example, we studied a nonperturbative N = 1 supersymmetric gauge theory
also coupled to gravity in four spacetime dimensions. Moreover, in D dimensions we consid-
ered tree-level four-graviton amplitudes in string theory and computed minimally-coupled
one-loop four-graviton amplitudes with massive matter circulating in the loop.

The crucial output is the low-energy expansion of these amplitudes. As in the four-
dimensional EFTs considered in Ref. [15], the low-energy coefficients of our data populate
rather small theory islands compared to the naive expectation that consistent theories
should fill out the full space of allowed low-energy couplings. Unlike the four-dimensional
case where this feature was attributed to low-spin dominance, in general spacetime dimen-
sions we do not currently have the same level of understanding. Nonetheless, our explicit
analysis suggests that similar mechanisms are at work and it would be extremely interesting
to further explore it by studying the partial-wave decomposition of our higher-dimensional
amplitudes. We also anticipate that our explicit data will serve as a useful guide for any
upcoming analysis of dispersive bounds on the low-energy Wilson coefficients. Further data
can be found by exploiting the results of Ref. [91], in which one-loop amplitudes in theo-
ries deformed by operators induced by integrating out massive string states are computed.
Similarly to the discussion in section 5.1, the states circulating in the loop can be rendered
massive through Kaluza-Klein reduction; then, the resulting amplitudes are interpreted as
those of an EFT of compactified string theory valid at scales p2 ∼ m2

KK � (α′)−2, in the
same spirit as the discussion in section 3.
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There are several further interesting directions to pursue. For one, beyond D = 4, grav-
itational scattering amplitudes are no longer plagued by infrared singularities that hamper
obtaining a number of four-dimensional bounds from various approaches and can show up
in the form of IR-logarithms even beyond the forward limit bounds [17]. Gravitational
scattering in higher dimensions is also interesting in light of the recent attempts to find
string theory [52] from an S-matrix bootstrap point of view. It would be very interesting
to narrow down the range of possible extensions of gravitational UV completions in 10
spacetime dimensions beyond string theory. One could also combine the scattering matrix
for different graviton states in higher dimensions into a matrix, on which nontrivial bounds
can be determined, analogous to the ones found for different helicity configurations in four
dimensions [15].

Additionally, the data presented here is primarily deduced from conventional gravita-
tional scattering amplitudes, although we also presented a first example of data deduced
from nonperturbative amplitudes. Recently, certain more exotic amplitudes with “accumu-
lation point spectra” have gained some attention in e.g. Refs. [92, 93] and likewise in the
model of Appendix D of Ref. [15] that in turn was inspired by Ref. [46]. It is interesting to
note that while the accumulation-point model of Ref. [15] was designed to violate low-spin
dominance, the associated low-energy EFT still belongs to the same theory island as the
more conventional string- and field-theory data. It would be interesting to study the ulti-
mate fate of accumulation-point amplitudes and determine whether or not they should be
thought of as physical UV completions.

Along similar lines, it would be interesting to think about additional models that UV-
complete gravitational scattering. Perhaps the most interesting new classes of theories
involves nonperturbative physics. Here, we studied only a first example. It is possible
to carry out a controlled non-perturbative analysis in the context of the AdS/CFT corre-
spondence [94–96], generalized as in e.g. Ref. [97] or with a simple cutoff in the transverse
direction [98], to describe a confining boundary theory. Indeed, bulk AdS5 supergravity
can be used to find the boundary four-dimensional correlation functions of e.g. four stress
tensors, which in turn can be interpreted as the four-graviton off-shell Green’s functions.
Fourier-transforming to boundary momentum space allows on-shell conditions to be im-
posed and leads to the boundary four-graviton amplitude due to virtual nonperturbative
matter. Naively, the contribution of one bulk-exchange diagram to the amplitude is, up to
a polynomial helicity-dependent factor, a function of the corresponding Mandelstam invari-
ant. It would be very interesting to explore the consequences of these polynomial factors
on the Taylor coefficients of the expansion of the amplitude at large confinement scale.6

In conclusion, placing bounds on gravitational scattering and analyzing explicit data in
four spacetime dimensions and beyond should give us a fruitful probe of possible extensions
of Einstein gravity. A key question is whether we can constrain sensible theories to live on
islands as small as those suggested by the explicit theoretical data.

6At high energies the scattering process is localized in AdS space and given, up to external-state factors,
by tree-level string theory amplitudes [98]. This suggests—but does not prove—that we may expect certain
similarities between the properties of flat-space string-theory Taylor coefficients and those of the boundary
graviton amplitudes.
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Note added:

While completing this manuscript, we were informed by Simon Caron-Huot, David Simmons-
Duffin, Julio Parra-Martinez, and Yue Zhou about their study of “Graviton partial waves
and causality in higher dimensions” [51]. It would be interesting to compare the explicit
data presented here to the bounded regions derived from the dispersive arguments and
study possible low-spin dominance explanations of the small theory islands.
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