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Preface

This thesis is based mainly on the candidate’s publications mentioned above. After a general intro-
duction, the original contributions are included in chapters 3, 4 and 5. With some further original
contributions in subsection 2.4.4.

Notations and conventions
Throughout this thesis the units used set

ℏ = c = 1 ,

where c is the speed of light in the vacuum and ℏ is the reduced Planck constant.

With the exception of section 5.1, the convention used for the metric of spacetime is the “mostly minus”
metric gµν = diag (1,−1,−1,−1); four vectors are denoted by light italic type; three-vectors by
boldface type (except for that section, where they expressed with an arrow on top); unit (four)-vectors
have a hat on top. As an example xµ = (x0,x) and xµ = (x0,−x), with ∂µ = (∂0,∇).

The Pauli and Dirac matrices (in the Dirac representation), Dirac spinors, as well as the conventions
on Fourier transforms are taken from those of [1].

v



Introduction

Around the beginning of the 20th century, the limitations of the classical approach to describe micro-
scopic physical processes were becoming more and more apparent, and the first quantum descriptions
of phenomena started appearing: Planck’s hypothesis on the quantization of energy levels to model
black body radiation [2], Einstein’s explanation of the photoelectric effect [3], Bohr’s description of the
hydrogen’s atom spectral lines [4], and many more. These findings opened a new exciting highway of
research in physics that culminated in the condensation of Quantum Mechanics into a few postulates
by Von Neumann [5]. Quantum Mechanics was a brilliant and intriguing way of describing micro-
scopic phenomena at low energies. However, the unification of the Quantum theory with Einstein’s
theory of special relativity [6] was not an easy task. Given the success of the models presented indepen-
dently by Pauli [7] and Darwin [8] describing the electron as a spin-1

2
particle to explain hydrogen-line

fine-splitting spectra, Paul Dirac managed to describe the nature of the electron resorting only to its
quantum behaviour and the basic principle of special relativity in his paper “The Quantum Theory of
the Electron” [9]. At the same time, many efforts were made in the direction of describing the radia-
tion produced by electrons and the photon was already being described as a field. This perspective
led to the description of arbitrary particles as quantum fields by Heisenberg and Pauli [10, 11]. It is
also worth mentioning that Heisenberg and Pauli introduced the Lagrangian formulation of Quantum
Field Theory (QFT), which is widely used in modern particle physics and throughout this thesis. This
formulation helped deriving the equations of motion for the fields via an action principle, while they
quantized the fields by promoting them to operators on a certain (later called) Fock space.

From here on, addressing multiple new problems (interpretation of probabilities, infinities in the the-
ory and many more), the use of quantum field theories to describe the interactions of elementary par-
ticles started to become standard.

At the same time, the “gauge” properties of the fundamental forces of Nature became, with time, evi-
dent, to the point that, nowadays, all forces known (the electromagnetic, the weak and strong nuclear
forces) are expressed in terms of a gauge quantum field theory. Also, the gauge essence of the theory of
gravity (which is not a force of Nature in the sense of the others) was also used and noticed by Hilbert,
who derived in 1915 Einstein’s field equations for General Relativity by assuming the gauge invariance
of the action under a general coordinate transformation [12].

The unprecedented experimental accuracy of quantum field theories has proven it to be a very powerful
method for understanding the microscopic world. In this thesis, the application of the Quantum Field
Theory framework to a wide variety of topics in Particle Physics proves again the potentiality of this
language in the research of cutting edge physics topics.

1



2 INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Standard Model and beyond
Throughout the 20th century, many developments and discoveries led to the vast understanding of
the theories describing the nature of particles and interactions in the observable universe that we have
at the present day. The model describing all known forces and fundamental particles is called the
Standard Model (SM), term introduced in [13]. This model characterizes in detail the electroweak and
strong interactions and is compatible with the vast majority of experimental observations and data
[14]. We will briefly discuss the main features of the SM and also mention the experimental hints that
point to the possibility of having physics beyond the Standard Model (BSM).

The SM is a renormalizable QFT (i.e. infinities in the theory can be cured and correctly interpreted,
see Sect. 2.3.2) where both the strong and electroweak interactions are described by gauge theories. It
is based on the Lie group (for an introduction to Lie groups, see [15]) symmetries

SU(3)c ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y , (1.1)

where SU(3)c denotes the color interaction responsible for the strong force, SU(2)L the isospin cou-
pling of lefthanded fermions and U(1)Y the hypercharge group.

The SM contains three parts (see Figure 1.1): a matter sector described by fermionic fields, the force
sector described by vector boson gauge fields, and the so called electroweak symmetry breaking sector
(EWSBS). The matter sector contains three generations, each one made of two quark flavors (up and
down-like quarks) and two leptons (left-handed neutrino and electron-like), with all their antiparti-
cles. The gauge fields describing the strong interactions are called gluons g, whereas the electroweak
gauge fields are, after symmetry breaking, theW± andZ massive weak force bosons and the familiar γ
electromagnetic photon. The Electroweak Symmetry Breaking Sector (EWSBS) is responsible for the
massive nature of the weak force bosons and has the famous Higgs boson as a physical particle, theo-
rized in 1964 [16, 17, 18] and finally discovered in 2012 [19]. The couplings of all matter fields (except
neutrinos) with the Higgs boson are encoded in the so called Yukawa interactions, which generate the
“current” masses of these matter fields [14].

Up to date, almost all experiments are consistent with the SM. Some exceptions are:

• The measured value of the muon’s gyromagnetic ratio, first at Brookhaven [20] and con-
firmed recently at Fermilab [21], is in some tension (4.2σ) with the SM theoretical prediction
from [22]. Lattice BMW predictions are in better agreement with the SM, theorists do not seem
to agree with each other on the SM theoretical value. See [23] for a detailed review.

• The mass measurement of theW± mass by the CDF collaboration [24] with an uncertainty
band that leaves well outside the SM prediction. Nonetheless, recent ATLAS results are in agree-
ment with the SM value for theW± mass [25].

Apart from these experimental tensions, the SM seems not to be the fundamental theory for Nature’s
particle interactions at all energies for several other reasons:

• Neutrino’s masses: from the discovery of the electron neutrino in 1956 [26] it was widely be-
lieved that neutrinos were massless. This was in agreement with the fact that neutrinos were
observed to be only left-handed and not right-handed (regarding chirality). However, when the
Super-Kamiokande experiment [27] confirmed the oscillation of neutrino flavours, the need for
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Figure 1.1: Particle content in the SM. The quoted particle’s masses are taken from [14] and we omit
their uncertainties. In this thesis we will treat with all these particles except for the leptons, included
here for completeness. (Modified from texample.net).

neutrino’s masses was reinstated (and hence the existence of right-handed neutrinos). This poses
the question, how can the SM accommodate the needed right-handed neutrinos?

• Thenaturalness problem: if one views the SM as an effective field theory at low energies, valid
below a scale where new degrees of freedom might appear, naturalness is the statement that the
nature of this effective field theory should not be too much dependent on the corresponding
high energy complete theory. However, having a scalar particle as a fundamental field in the SM
poses a problem regarding the effect of quantum radiative corrections to the Higgs boson’s mass.
These corrections to its mass become very large at high energies (if a cut-off scale in the theory
is assumed, f.e. the Planck scale) and hence the “small” value of the Higgs boson mass is viewed
as a fine tuning problem. See [28] for a detailed modern review.

• Cosmic inflation andmatter-antimatter asymmetry: the theory of inflation is very appeal-
ing since it helps solving several problems in fundamental physics such as the flatness problem
and the horizon problem [29, 30], but it might require new physics. Also, measurements (COBE
[31] or more recently WMAP [32]) addressing the cosmological evolution of our universe sup-
port the occurrence of an inflationary period at its very first moments. This and the fact that
there is more matter than antimatter in the Universe cannot be explained by the SM alone [33].

https://texample.net/tikz/examples/model-physics/
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• Dark matter evidence: Furthermore, throughout the last century, there has been mounting
experimental evidence that the majority of matter in the universe is not part of the SM (recent
data from Planck collaboration suggest there is roughly 5 times more dark matter than ordinary
SM matter [34]). Signaling the possibility that there are new stable dark particles.

To address these problems, many researchers have pursued specific models that can accommodate
these tensions with the SM. Some examples are: the Two Higgs Doublet Model [35], modelling flavor
changing neutral currents; technicolor [36], the composite Higgs models [37] or supersymmetric mod-
els, which could alleviate the naturalness problem (see [14] for a review); the dilaton model for inflation
and baryon asymmetry [38]; and many more). Many of these models are inspired by the faint hint of a
possible grand unification theory of the strong and electroweak forces, since the running couplings of
the gauge groups in eq. (1.1) seem to become comparable around a scale of 1015 GeV. We will use this
hint to address why the SM has those specific symmetries and no other in section 2.4.4.

In this thesis and specifically in Chapters 3 and 4, our point of view is more humble, we do not seek
for specific completions of the SM. Instead, we will assume that there is New Physics at a very high
energy compared to the energies hitherto reached by accelerators and treat with an effective field the-
ory (EFT) built up with the observed particle content. Within these EFTs, the hope is to observe new
forces among the known particles that may be mediated by very heavy dark or new unknown particles
(since direct detection of these may be impossible at present). We hence rely on the improvement of
precision on current or near-future experiments (such as High-Luminosity LHC [39]) in order to be
able to extrapolate low energy data to assess the nature of physics beyond the Standard Model. To this
end, we concentrate on the EWSBS since it is deeply related to most of the issues with the SM raised
above. In Chapter 3, we focus on how to experimentally distinguish the different EFTs for this sector
and, in Chapter 4, on how to put to use dispersive methods to predict the energies that must be reached
in order to directly access the New Physics.

The search for new physics also requires accurate control of the SM pieces. Whereas Electromagnetism
and the Weak nuclear force can almost always be perturbatively treated (reaching hence high precision),
the Strong nuclear force does not. At low energies this interaction is so intense that its particle degrees
of freedom, the quarks and gluons, appear confined inside hadrons (such as the proton, the neutron or
the pions) through the process called Confinement. This process is still not completely understood and
poses one of the biggest problems in modern theoretical physics, we will study this problem in section
2.5. In this low-energy strongly-interacting regime of the strong nuclear force, the dispersive methods
studied in Chapter 4 and the assessment of their uncertainties is crucial for achieving precision. On
the other hand, at high energies this force can be perturbatively treated and in Chapter 5 we study
this regime from the coordinate space viewpoint of QFTs, introducing also a novel and promising
formalism called Flow Oriented Perturbation Theory.

In Chapter 2 we will introduce the main tools that are used in this thesis to study QFTs both in the
perturbative and non-perturbative regimes.



Quantum Field Theories: perturbative and
non-perturbative regimes

In this chapter we will review, as a theoretical framework, the main definitions and concepts of quan-
tum field theories used in this thesis. When relevant, we will introduce some novel treatments that
have been researched during this thesis’ duration (specifically section 2.4.4).

2.1 The gauge principle
As early as 1865, Maxwell introduced his equations to describe electromagnetism [40] and noticed that
there was some freedom in the choice of the electromagnetic potentials (the electric potential ϕ and
the vector potential A, usually cast asAµ = (ϕ,A)) which define the electric E = −∇ϕ− ∂tA and
magnetic B = ∇ × A fields: one can shift ϕ → ϕ + ∂tf and A → A − ∇f without changing
the electric and magnetic fields. This freedom is called the gauge freedom in the description of the
electromagnetic interactions (this term was introduced by Weyl in 1918 in an attempt to unify gravity
and electromagnetism [41]).

One can exploit this freedom for choosing a condition over Aµ that simplifies the problem at hand.
This choice is usually regarded as fixing a gauge and effectively reduces the available degrees of freedom
(four) to match the fact that electromagnetic waves have only two polarizations, which are transversal
to the direction of propagation (one degree of freedom is eliminated through the gauge fixing and the
other through the condition that waves propagate at the speed of light). Maxwell’s equations can be
written in covariant form as

∂µFµν = Qejν with Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ , (2.1)

where jµ = (ρ, j) is the electromagnetic four-current, Q is the amount of the proton’s elementary
charge, e, and ρ and j are the charge distribution and electric current respectively. On the other hand
the charged particles (electrons or protons) are fermions, described by the Dirac field ψ obeying the
Dirac equation

(iγµ∂µ −m)ψ = 0 . (2.2)

In order to treat with full Electrodynamics (with both photons and charged particles), one needs to
couple the Dirac field to the electromagnetic field. To do so, working in analogy with classical electro-
dynamics, where, in order to reproduce the Lorentz forceQe(E+p×B/m) one needs to replace the
momentum p by p−QeA and the HamiltonianH byH −Qeϕ, one must modify the corresponding

5
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quantum operators as ∂µ → ∂µ + iQeAµ to obtain the interacting Dirac equation[
iγµ (∂µ + iQeAµ)−m

]
ψ = 0 . (2.3)

Both equations (2.1) and (2.3) are the basic equations of electrodynamics (ED). To obtain these equa-
tions from an action principle, one can define the Lagrangian density

LED = −1

4
FµνF

µν + ψ̄

[
iγµ
(
1

2

↔

∂µ + iQeAµ

)
−m

]
ψ , (2.4)

where ψ̄ = ψ†γ0 and a
↔

∂µb = a∂µb − (∂µa)b. This Lagrangian is Hermitean, Lorentz invariant
and Maxwell’s and the interacting Dirac equations can be derived from the Euler-Lagrange equa-
tions

∂µ
∂L

∂(∂µAν)
− ∂L
∂Aν

= 0 , ∂µ
∂L

∂(∂µψ̄α)
− ∂L
∂ψ̄α

= 0 , (2.5)

where α = 1, ..., 4 is the index selecting the component of the Dirac field.

Also, the Lagrangian in (2.4) is invariant under the global U(1) (the unitary group in one dimension)
transformation ψ → e−iQeθψ for real θ. According to Noether’s theorem this invariance gives rise to
the conserved current jµ = ψ̄γµψ, ∂µjµ = 0 ensuring the conservation of the electric charge.

Furthermore, the θ spinor phase can be made coordinate dependent, θ = θ(x), and the Lagrangian
in (2.4) is still invariant under the local transformation ψ → e−iQθ(x)ψ provided Aµ transforms as
Aµ → Aµ + ∂µθ/e (which is nothing but the gauge transformation we discussed at the beginning of
this section). The combination Dµ ≡ (∂µ + iQeAµ) is called the covariant derivative since Dµψ →
e−iQθ(x)Dµψ. Summing up, classical electrodynamics can be cast as a U(1) local gauge field theory
with fermions as matter fields as in (2.4).

We now turn to the discussion on how to quantize scalar field theories and will leave the quantization
of gauge (Abelian or non-Abelian) field theories for section 2.4.

2.2 Quantization of scalar field theories
Following quantum mechanics, Heisenberg and Pauli [10] studied quantum field theories by promoting
the fields to be operators with certain canonical commutation relations. This procedure is called the
canonical operator formalism, and all the Green’s functions of the theory (i.e. the functions that help
solving the inhomogeneous equations for the fields) are expressed in terms of a vacuum expectation
value of field operators. For example, take the free scalar field with Lagrangian

LKG =
1

2
(∂µφ∂

µφ−m2φ2) , (2.6)

with the Klein-Gordon (KG) equation as equation of motion (with □ ≡ ∂µ∂
µ)

□φ+m2φ = 0 . (2.7)
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Similarly to the harmonic oscillator in QM, this equation is solved in terms of Fourier modes and
creation and annihilation operators as (defining Ep ≡

√
p2 +m2)

φ(x, t) =

∫
d3p

(2π)3
√

2Ep

(a(p)e−i(Ept−p·x) + a†(p)ei(Ept−p·x)) . (2.8)

This theory is quantized by imposing the canonical commutation relations

[φ̂(x), π̂(y)] = iδ(4)(x− y) , (2.9)

where the conjugate momentum operator is obtained from promoting the conjugate momentumπ(x) =
δL0

δ(∂0φ)
= ∂tφ(x) and the fieldφ to operators. Among the Fourier modes, the creation and annihilation

operators obey the only non-trivial commutation relation

[â(p), â†(q)] = (2π)3δ(3)(p− q) . (2.10)

The vacuum of the free theory, |0⟩, is such that â(p) |0⟩ = 0 for all p. The one-particle state with
momentum p is defined as |p⟩ =

√
2Epâ

†(p) |0⟩, so that amplitudes like the ortogonality relation
⟨p|q⟩ = 2Ep(2π)

3δ(3)(p − q) are Lorentz invariant. With these definitions one can interpret the
state φ(x) |0⟩ as creating a particle at the spacetime position x (or destroying an antiparticle there)
[42].

Hence, for calculating the probability amplitude of creating a particle at x and finding it at y one must
compute ⟨0|φ(y)φ(x)|0⟩, which is one of the so called Green’s functions of the theory. This is so
because it can be shown that (∂2 +m2) ⟨0|φ(y)φ(x)|0⟩ = −iδ(4)(x− y) [42], which is by definition
the Green’s function for the Klein-Gordon equation.

2.2.1 Path Integral Quantization
The quantization procedure of a field theory is not unique. A modern standard method is to quan-
tize the field theory using the Feynman path integral method (introduced by Feynman for quantum
mechanics [43]). This method of quantization is very useful because it does not need the operator for-
malism, it quantizes the theory (i.e. it is able to compute Green’s functions) through functional integrals
of classical fields.

Let us describe the path integral formulation of QFTs with the simple example of an interacting massive
scalar field theory with the Lagrangian density

L =
1

2
(∂µϕ∂

µϕ−m2ϕ2)− V (ϕ) , (2.11)

where V (ϕ) is the potential energy density that couples the field to itself. We will treat the field opera-
tor ϕ̂(x) in the Heisenberg representation, so that its time evolution is set by the usual equation

−i∂ϕ̂(x)
∂t

= [Ĥ, ϕ̂(x)] . (2.12)

So that
ϕ̂(x) = eiĤtϕ̂(0,x)e−iĤt , (2.13)
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where Ĥ is the Hamiltonian operator of the system in the canonical operator formalism. Take |ϕ(0,x)⟩
to be an eigenstate of ϕ̂(0,x). We can prove that the state |ϕ(0,x), t⟩ ≡ eiĤt |ϕ(0,x)⟩ is an eigenstate
of ϕ̂(x) with eigenvalue ϕ(0,x).

Let us compute the probability amplitude of one initial field configuration, ϕi (ϕ(0,x) at each spatial
point x), at an initial time, ti, evolving into a final field configuration ϕf at a final time, tf ,

⟨ϕf , tf |ϕi, ti⟩ = ⟨ϕf |e−iĤ(tf−ti)|ϕi⟩ . (2.14)

Now we need to discretize spacetime, since otherwise ϕ̂(x) will have uncountably infinite degrees of
freedom. We will hence take a finite volume of spaceV and divide it intoN small cells of volume v such
that V = Nv. At the end of the process we will take the limits N → ∞ and v → 0 with V fixed and
then take V → ∞ to finally recover the continuous Euclidean three-dimensional space. In this way
we will have a finite number of fields ϕj ≡ ϕ(0,xj) where xj (j = 1, ..., N) is the point at the cen-
ter of the jth cell. We will slice the time interval tf−ti intoM+1 equal intervals of duration τ as well.

Using the completeness of the state |ϕjl ⟩ ≡ |ϕjl , tl⟩∫
dϕjl |ϕ

j
l ⟩ ⟨ϕ

l
j| = 1 , (2.15)

on eq. (2.14) (expressing ⟨ϕ1
f |ϕ1

i ⟩ ⊗ ⟨ϕ2
f |ϕ2

i ⟩ ≡ ⟨ϕ1
f , ϕ

2
f |ϕ1

i , ϕ
2
i ⟩), we obtain

⟨ϕf |ϕi⟩ = lim
N→∞

⟨ϕ1
f , ϕ

2
f , ..., ϕ

N
f , tf |ϕ1

i , ϕ
2
i , ..., ϕ

N
i , ti⟩ =

= lim

∫ N∏
j=1

dϕjM ...dϕ
j
i ⟨ϕ

j
f |ϕ

j
M⟩ ⟨ϕjM |ϕjM−1⟩ ... ⟨ϕ

j
1|ϕ

j
i ⟩ . (2.16)

Where the limit in the last line takes first N → ∞ with V finite, followed by the limit V → ∞ and
M → ∞ withMτ finite. Each of these factors, when expanded in powers of τ , equals

⟨ϕjm+1|ϕjm⟩ = ⟨ϕjm+1|e−iĤτ |ϕjm⟩ = ⟨ϕjm+1|ϕjm⟩ − iτ ⟨ϕjm+1|Ĥ|ϕjm⟩+O(τ 2) . (2.17)

At this point, we need to discretize the Hamiltonian as Ĥ =
∫
d3x Ĥ(x) = v

∑
j Ĥ(xj) so that,

using the completeness relation for the conjugate momentum eigenstates |πj⟩ of the operator π̂j with
eigenvalue πj , we obtain from eq. (2.17)

⟨ϕjm+1|ϕjm⟩ =
∫
dπjm ⟨ϕjm+1|πjm⟩ ⟨πjm|ϕjm⟩

− iτ

∫
dπjmdπ

′j
m ⟨ϕjm+1|πjm⟩ ⟨πjm|Ĥ|π′j

m⟩ ⟨π′j
m|ϕjm⟩+O(τ 2) . (2.18)

Notice that ⟨πj|Ĥ|π′j⟩ is the Hamiltonian in momentum representation, which is proportional to a
δ(πj − π′j) due to conservation of momentum (translational invariance of the theory). Remembering
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that ⟨πjm|ϕjm⟩ = e−iπ
j
mϕ

j
m/(2π) from the usual conjugate representation |ϕjm⟩ =

∫
dπe−iπ

j
mϕ

j
m |πjm⟩ /(2π),

we find

⟨ϕjm+1|ϕjm⟩ =
∫
dπjme

iπj
m(ϕjm+1−ϕ

j
m) − ivτ

∫
dπjme

iπj
m(ϕjm+1−ϕ

j
m) ⟨πjm|Ĥ(xj)|πjm⟩+O(τ 2)

=

∫
dπjm
2π

eiπ
j
m(ϕjm+1−ϕ

j
m)−iτvHj

m +O(τ 2) , (2.19)

where Hj
m ≡ ⟨πjm|Ĥ(xj)|πjm⟩. Now we insert eq. (2.19) into eq. (2.16) to obtain at O(τ 2),

⟨ϕf , tf |ϕi, ti⟩ =

= lim

∫ N∏
j=1

( M∏
m=1

dϕjm

M∏
n=0

vdπjm
2π

)
exp

{
i

M∑
m=0

τ
N∑
j=1

v

(
πjm

ϕm+1 − ϕm
τ

−Hj
m

)}
. (2.20)

We can now identify the discretized time derivative of ϕ to write eq. (2.20) in the compact notation
([dϕ] denotes the measure as in eq. (2.20) )

⟨ϕf , tf |ϕi, ti⟩ =
∫

[dϕ]

[
vdp

2π

]
exp

{
i

∫ tf

ti

dt

∫
d3x(π(x)∂tϕ(x)−H(x))

}
, (2.21)

and, transforming the Hamiltonian density H(x) to the Lagrangian density in eq. (2.11) while per-
forming a Gaussian integration in π, we finally find

⟨ϕf , tf |ϕi, ti⟩ = C

∫
[dϕ] exp

{
i

∫ tf

ti

dt

∫
d3xL(x)

}
, (2.22)

where C is a numerical constant.

We could also have followed the same derivation for quantities such as ⟨ϕf , tf |ϕ̂(x)|ϕi, ti⟩ or the more
interesting ⟨ϕf , tf |T [ϕ̂(x)ϕ̂(y)]|ϕi, ti⟩, where T is the time ordering operator, to obtain

⟨ϕf , tf |T [ϕ̂(x1)...ϕ̂(xn)]|ϕi, ti⟩ = C

∫
[dϕ]ϕ(x1)...ϕ(xn) exp

{
i

∫ tf

ti

dt

∫
d3xL(x)

}
. (2.23)

As seen in the introduction of this section, objects like ⟨0|T [ϕ̂(x)ϕ̂(y)]|0⟩ (Time-ordered Green’s func-
tions) tell us the probability amplitude of creating particles at some initial spacetime point and mea-
suring them at some other final point. Hence, We would like to extract the ground state or vacuum
contribution of eq. (2.23). For doing so we will use the completeness of the (energy) eigenstates of
the Hamiltonian |Em⟩ fulfilling Ĥ |Em⟩ = Em |Em⟩. We take the ground state energy to be E0 = 0
(assuming this vacuum is unique), finding that

⟨ϕf , tf |T [ϕ̂(x1)...ϕ̂(xn)]|ϕi, ti⟩ =

=
∞∑

m,m′=0

eiEmti−iEm′ tf ⟨ϕf , 0|Em′⟩ ⟨Em|ϕi, 0⟩ ⟨Em′|T [ϕ̂(x1), ..., ϕ̂(xn)]|Em⟩ . (2.24)
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Now we will perform a Wick rotation and set ti = −iT and tf = iT , also taking T → ∞. When
taking this limit, all exponentials in eq. (2.24) vanish except for Em = Em′ = 0. Hence,

lim
T→∞

⟨ϕf , iT |T [ϕ̂(x1), ..., ϕ̂(xn)]|ϕi,−iT ⟩ = ⟨ϕf , 0|0⟩ ⟨0|ϕi, 0⟩ ⟨0|T [ϕ̂(x1), ..., ϕ̂(xn)]|0⟩ .
(2.25)

We can also notice that

lim
T→∞

⟨ϕf , iT |ϕi,−iT ⟩ = ⟨ϕf , 0|0⟩ ⟨0|ϕi, 0⟩ . (2.26)

Combining eqns. (2.22), (2.23), (2.25) and (2.26) while transforming back to real time, we find the path
integral expression for Green’s functions for scalar QFTs,

⟨0|T [ϕ̂(x1), ..., ϕ̂(xn)]|0⟩ =

∫
[dϕ]ϕ(x1)...ϕ(xn) exp

{
i

∫
d4xL(x)

}
∫

[dϕ] exp

{
i

∫
d4xL(x)

} . (2.27)

This expression greatly resembles the computation of correlation functions in statistical physics. In
fact, just as in statistical physics, one can define a partition function (functional)

Z[J ] =

∫
[dϕ] exp

{
i

∫
d4x(L(x) + ϕ(x)J(x))

}
, (2.28)

and take functional derivatives thereof to obtain the Green’s functions (n-point correlation functions)
for the field as

⟨0|T [ϕ̂(x1), ..., ϕ̂(xn)]|0⟩ =
(−i)n

Z[0]

δnZ[J ]

δJ(x1)...δJ(xn)

∣∣∣
J=0

. (2.29)

In this way, we have quantized scalar QFT, and expressed Green’s functions of the theory as func-
tional integrals of the classical action and fields. We will use this language again when quantizing non-
Abelian QFTs in Sec. 2.4. We will now turn to make a connection between experimentally measurable
quantities and computable quantities in quantum field theories (Green’s functions/n-point correlation
functions).

2.3 Cross sections and the Scattering Matrix
The most successful method used to the present day for unraveling the structure of matter in the uni-
verse are collider or scattering experiments (from Rutherford’s experiment to the LHC). In these ex-
periments one accelerates a bunch of known particles (such as electrons, protons or heavy nuclei) in
a collimated beam and collides them with another bunch of particles. This collision (scattering in the
language of waves) will create other particles that are eventually detected in the experiment. These
processes elucidate the nature of microscopic interactions between different particles and the more
energetic the collision is, the smaller the structure of particles that is resolved.

Consider as an example a scattering process between two particles in the prepared beams producing
n particles in the final state as depicted in Fig. 2.1,

(p1, J1) + (p2, J2) −→ (k1, j1) + ...+ (kn, jn) , (2.30)
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where the two colliding particles in the initial state carry momentum p1 and p2 and angular momentum
J1 and J2 respectively. Likewise, the final-state particles are produced with momenta ki and angular
momenta ji.

k1

k2

kn−1

k3k3

k4 ...

p2p1

kn

Figure 2.1: Representation of the scattering process of eq. (2.30) where two incoming particles with
momentum p1 and p2 collide producingn outgoing particles travelling freely with momentum ki each.

The aim is to construct a measurable quantity that will be independent of the size of the beam and
its intensity (number of particles per unit volume), so that different collider experiments are able to
access it. In our particular case we want to study how likely the process of eq. (2.30) is, normalized
by the number of incoming particles in the incident beam, the density of target particles and the time
and volume where the scattering is taking place. This quantity will have units of area, and is called the
cross section because it represents the effective area that a target particle is “showing” to the incident
particles.

With these considerations, the total cross section for the process in eq. (2.30) amounts to [44]

σtot =
∑

pol

W

FD
, (2.31)

where the sum represents the sum over the polarizations of the incoming and outgoing particles (av-
eraged over the product of the total number of polarizations of each incoming particle),W is the tran-
sition probability per unit time and unit volume for the given process (encoding the probability of the
initial state evolving into the final state) which will be computed in the next paragraph, F is the inci-
dent particle flux andD the density of target particles. In the frame where one of them (the target) sits
at rest, these quantities equal

F (s) = 2p10|v⃗1 − v⃗2| = K(s)/m2 (2.32)
D = 2p20 = 2m2 , (2.33)

where the center-of-mass squared energy equals

s = (p1 + p2)
2 , (2.34)

and the kinematical factorK(s) =
√
(s− (m1 +m2)2)(s− (m1 −m2)2).
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The S-matrix: Now we turn to computing the probability of the initial state evolving with the time-
evolution operator e−iĤt to the final state. Both the final and initial state particles are supposed to be
well described by wavepackets that are narrow in momenta (i.e. they have a well defined momentum).
The incoming (initial) |p1,p2 in⟩ and outgoing (final) |k1, ...,kn out⟩ states are supposed to have the
incoming particles produced at T → −∞ and the outgoing ones to be observed at T → +∞, so that
(omitting polarizations) their overlap is

⟨k1, ...,kn out|p1,p2 in⟩ = lim
t→∞

⟨k1, ...,kn,+t|p1,p2,−t⟩ = lim
t→∞

⟨k1, ...,kn|e−2iĤt|p1,p2⟩ ,
(2.35)

where in the last expression all states are defined at a common reference time (t = 0). This limit-
ing procedure of time-evolution operators is called the S-matrix, and its matrix elements are defined
as

⟨k1, ...,kn out|p1,p2 in⟩ ≡ ⟨k1, ...,kn|S|p1,p2⟩ . (2.36)
This operator is unitary by definition, meaning that it conserves total probability (there is no loss of
information).

Hence, the transition probability per unit time and volume for the process is related to the interacting
part of the S-matrix, (S − I), as

W =
1

V4

∫ n∏
i=1

d3ki
(2π)32Eki

∑
µ1,...,µn

|⟨k1µ1, ...,knµn|(S − I)|p1λ1,p2λ2⟩|
2 , (2.37)

where V4 =
∫
d4x = (2π)4δ(0) is the spacetime volume where the scattering takes place. The in-

teracting part of the S-matrix is given its own name: the transition matrix, T , and (extracting the total
momentum conservation law) the scattering amplitude, M, as

⟨k1µ1, ...,knµn|(S − I)|p1λ1,p2λ2⟩ ≡ ⟨k1µ1, ...,knµn|iT |p1λ1,p2λ2⟩ ≡ (2.38)

≡ i(2π)4δ4

(
n∑
i=1

ki − p1 − p2

)
M(p1λ1, p2λ2 → k1µ1, ..., knµn) . (2.39)

Summing up, the total cross section for the process amounts to

σ =
1

2K(s)

1

(2J1 + 1)(2J2 + 1)

∑
λ1,λ2,µ1,...,µn

∫ n∏
i=1

d3ki
(2π)32Eki

(2π)4δ(4)

(
n∑
i=1

ki − p1 − p2

)
×

× |M(p1λ1, p2λ2 → k1µ1, ..., knµn)|2 . (2.40)

It finally remains to connect the transition matrix element above to computable quantities in the quan-
tum field theory, i.e. the correlation functions in the field theory. To do so we will employ the Lehmann-
Symmanzik-Zimmerman (LSZ) reduction formula [45]. This procedure will help us linking the tran-
sition matrix element to Green’s functions for the quantum fields.

To expose the LSZ formalism, for simplicity, we will restrict ourselves to the case of elastic scattering
(i.e. a 2 → 2 scattering) of neutral particles with mass m (described by the Lagrangian in eq. (2.11)).
The S-matrix element of eq. (2.36) for this process equals

⟨k1,k2|S|p1,p2⟩ = ⟨k1,k2 out|p1,p2 in⟩ . (2.41)
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We define the incoming and outgoing fields as asymptotic limits of the Heisenberg interacting field
ϕ̂(x) as

φ̂ out
in
(x) = lim

t→±∞
ϕ̂(x) , (2.42)

where we are assuming that interactions are gradually turned off as t→ ±∞ (as particles get far apart
their interaction decreases, i.e. we assume short range interactions) to justify the use of asymptotic free
fields.

The “in” states are constructed by applying creation operators to the vacuum state as

|p1,p2 in⟩ =
√
2Ep1

√
2Ep2

â†in(p1)â
†
in(p2) |0⟩ , (2.43)

where the operators â†in(p) are the Fourier coefficients of the incoming free scalar field φ̂in(x) of eq.
(2.42) as in eq. (2.8) with the commutation relations of eq. (2.10). Similar relations hold for outgoing
operators â†out(k). It is easy to check that√

2Epâin(p) = i

∫
d3xei(tEp−x·p)

↔

∂0φ̂in(x) . (2.44)

With an analogous relation for the “out” operators. In this way we manipulate the S-matrix element
of eq. (2.41) as

⟨k1,k2 out|p1,p2 in⟩ = ⟨k1|
√

2Ek2 âout(k2)|p1,p2 in⟩ =

=i lim
x0→+∞

∫
d3xei(tEp−x·p)

↔

∂0 ⟨k1|ϕ̂(x)|p1,p2 in⟩ =

= ⟨k1|
√
2Ek2 âin(k2)|p1,p2 in⟩+ i

∫
d4x∂0

(
ei(tEp−x·p)

↔

∂0 ⟨k1|ϕ̂(x)|p1,p2 in⟩
)
,

where we use that the single-particle incoming Hilbert space is equal to the single-particle outgoing
Hilbert space, and from the second to the third line we have discarded surface terms (one can justify
this by using wave-packets instead of plane waves [44, 42]). Using now that ∂0(f

↔

∂0g) = f(
↔

∂0)
2g and

that the plane waves fulfil the Klein-Gordon equation ∂20eik2·x = (∇2 −m2)eik2·x we find,

⟨k1,k2 out|p1,p2 in⟩ = ⟨k1,k2in|p1,p2 in⟩+

+ i

∫
d4xei(Ek2

t−k2·x)(□+m2) ⟨k1|ϕ̂(x)|p1,p2 in⟩ . (2.45)

Using this procedure repeatedly we find the so called reduction formula [44]

⟨k1,k2 out|p1,p2 in⟩ = ⟨k1,k2in|p1,p2 in⟩+ i4
∫
d4x1d

4x2d
4y1d

4y2e
i(k1·x1+k2·x2−p1·y1−p2·y2)×

× (□x1 +m2)(□x2 +m2)(□y1 +m2)(□y2 +m2) ⟨0|T [ϕ̂(x1)ϕ̂(x2)ϕ̂(y1)ϕ̂(y2)]|0⟩ . (2.46)

Noticing now that ⟨k1,k2 out|p1,p2 in⟩−⟨k1,k2in|p1,p2 in⟩ = ⟨k1,k2|(S − I)|p1,p2⟩, we finally
connect the transition matrix of eq. (2.38) for the 2 → 2 scattering to a fields’ Green’s function

⟨k1,k2|iT |p1,p2⟩ = i4
∫
d4x1d

4x2d
4y1d

4y2e
i(k1·x1+k2·x2−p1·y1−p2·y2)×

× (□x1 +m2)(□x2 +m2)(□y1 +m2)(□y2 +m2) ⟨0|T [ϕ̂(x1)ϕ̂(x2)ϕ̂(y1)ϕ̂(y2)]|0⟩ . (2.47)
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At this point, it is useful to define the momentum-space Green’s functions, G̃n(p1, ..., pn), as Fourier
transforms of coordinate space Green’s functions,Gn(x1, ..., xn) = ⟨0|T [ϕ̂(x1)...ϕ̂(xn)]|0⟩,

(2π)4δ(4)(p1 + ...+ pn)G̃(p1, ..., pn−1) =

∫
d4x1...d

4xne
−i(p1·x1+...+pn·xn)Gn(x1, ..., xn) . (2.48)

It is also useful to define the truncated Green’s functions, G̃t
n, from which incoming/outgoing one-

particle poles are removed, by the relation

G̃n(p1, ..., pn−1) = G̃2(p1)...G̃2(pn)G̃
t
n(p1, ..., pn−1) . (2.49)

With these definitions at hand we can integrate by parts in eq. (2.50) to obtain the LSZ reduction
formula

⟨k1,k2|iT |p1,p2⟩ =i4(2π)4δ(4)(k1 + k2 − p1 − p2)×

×
[
(m2 − k21)(m

2 − k22)(m
2 − p21)(m

2 − p22)G̃4(k1, k2, p1)
]∣∣∣
k21=k

2
2=p

2
1=p

2
2=m

2
. (2.50)

As we will see shortly, the propagator G̃2(p), near the mass shell behaves as G̃2(p) ∼ iZϕ/(p
2 −m2)

whereZϕ is the so called field renormalization constant (a factor of
√
Zϕ comes from each field inside

the correlation function). This means that

⟨k1,k2|iT |p1,p2⟩ =Z4
ϕG̃

t
4(k1, k2, p1) , (2.51)

so that computing transition matrix elements amounts to calculating truncated Green’s functions in
momentum-space. Actually, it can be shown [42, 44] that the only contributing Green’s functions to
the T matrix elements are not only truncated but also connected (this comes from normalizing the
correlation functions with the vacuum contribution, ⟨0|0⟩). The connected Green’s functions,Gc

n, can
be extracted from the functional Z[J ] = exp {iW [J ]} with

Gc
n(x1, ...xn) = (−i)n−1 δnW [J ]

δJ(x1)...δJ(xn)

∣∣∣
J=0

. (2.52)

As an example one can show that

δ2W [J ]

δJ(x1)δJ(x2)

∣∣∣
J=0

=
−i
Z[0]

δ2Z[J ]

δJ(x1)δJ(x2)

∣∣∣
J=0

= i ⟨0|T [ϕ̂(x1)ϕ̂(x1)]|0⟩ = iG2(x1, x2) , (2.53)

and, for the connected four-point Green’s function,

Gc
4(x1, ..., x4) =G4(x1, ..., x4)−

−G2(x1, x2)G2(x3, x4)−G2(x1, x3)G2(x2, x4)−G2(x1, x4)G2(x2, x3) .
(2.54)

One can see from eq. (2.54) how the connected 4-point Green’s function is the full four-point function
minus the disconnected pieces connecting the external points (see Fig. 2.2). This fact generalizes for
any n-point connected Green’s function.

The truncated and connected Green’s functions, Gtc
n , can be easily calculated in perturbation theory

with the language of Feynman diagrams (anticipated by the representation in Fig. 2.2). We now turn
to describe this method.
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= − − −Gc
4 G4

x3

x2

x4

x1

Figure 2.2: Representation of eq. (2.54) for the coordinate-space connected four-point Green’s func-
tion, Gc

4(x1, x2, x3, x4). In all five diagrams, the black lines represent two point Green’s functions
G2 = Gc

2.

2.3.1 Perturbation theory and Feynman graphs
Let us now describe the perturbative method for computing Green’s functions in scalar field theories.
This method assumes that the field theory under treatment is perturbed from the free scalar theory of
eq. (2.11) through small corrections sourced by the potential V (ϕ), for example V (ϕ) = λϕ4/(4!).
Strictly speaking, perturbation theory assumes that the Green’s functions of the theory are suitable
to be approximated by an asymptotic series in the couplings of the theory (λ for the example). This
means that, computations of increasing order in the coupling are expected to subsequently improve
the precision on the prediction of observable quantities (such as the cross section).

To start, let us conveniently cast the partition functional of scalar QFT in eq. (2.28) as

Z[J ] = exp

{
−i
∫
d4yV (ϕ)

}
Z0[J ] , (2.55)

where Z0[J ] is the partition functional of the free scalar field theory (after integration by parts)

Z0[J ] =

∫
[dϕ] exp

{
− i

2

∫
d4xd4yϕ(x)K(x, y)ϕ(y) + i

∫
d4xϕ(x)J(x)

}
, (2.56)

and the kernelK(x, y)
K(x, y) = δ(4)(x− y)(□y +m2) . (2.57)

eq. (2.56) is a Gaussian-like integral which can be computed (analogously to completing squares in a
usual Gaussian integral) to get, by neglecting an overall numerical constant [44],

Z0[J ] = exp

{
−1

2

∫
d4xd4yJ(x)D(x, y)J(y)

}
, (2.58)

with the free scalar-field Feynman-propagator in coordinate spaceD(x, y) being the inverse operator
of the kernelK(x, y), i.e. ∫

d4zK(x, z)D(z, y) = −iδ(4)(x− y) . (2.59)

As is section 2.2, D(x, y), is nothing more than the two-point Green’s function of the free scalar field
φ̂. In fact, from eq. (2.58) one easily finds

Gfree
2 (x, y) = ⟨0|T [φ̂(x)φ̂(y)]|0⟩ = (−i)2

Z0[0]

δ2Z0[J ]

δJ(x)δJ(y)

∣∣∣
J=0

= D(x, y) . (2.60)
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Using the Fourier representationD(x, y) =
∫
d4pe−ip·(x−y)D̃(p)/(2π)4 in eq. (2.59) one finds

D(x, y) =

∫
d4p

(2π)4
ie−ip·(x−y)

p2 −m2 + iϵ
⇒ D̃(p) =

i

p2 −m2 + iϵ
. (2.61)

To continue, let use take V (ϕ) = λϕ4/(4!) to write eq. (2.55) as a perturbative series in λ,

Z[J ] =

1− iλ

4!

∫
d4y

(
δ

δJ(y)

)4

− 1

2

(
λ

4!

)2
(∫

d4y

(
δ

δJ(y)

)4
)2

+ ...

Z0[J ] , (2.62)

where we used that ϕ(y) = δ/(iδJ(y)) (as operators acting inside the path integral of Z0[J ]). By
computing the functional derivatives we find

δ4Z0[J ]

(δJ(y))4
=

(
3(D(y, y))2 − 6D(y, y)

(∫
d4xD(x, y)J(x)

)2

+

(∫
d4xD(x, y)J(x)

)4
)
Z0[J ] ,

(2.63)
Which, for example, helps us computing the first order correction to the two-point Green’s func-
tion

G2(x1, x2) =
(−i)2

Z[0]

δ2Z[J ]

δJ(x1)δJ(x2)

∣∣∣
J=0

=
1

Z[0]

[
D(x1, x2)

(
1− iλ

8

∫
d4y(D(y, y))2

)
+

− iλ

2

∫
d4yD(x1, y)D(y, y)D(y, x2) +O(λ2)

]
. (2.64)

Using that
Z[0] = 1− iλ

8

∫
d4y(D(y, y))2 +O(λ2) , (2.65)

we finally find

G2(x1, x2) = D(x1, x2)−
iλ

2

∫
d4yD(x1, y)D(y, y)D(y, x2) +O(λ2) . (2.66)

These equations can be pictorially represented using Feynman Graphs as in Fig. 2.3.

G2(x1, x2)
O(λ) = + +• • • • • ••

• )/( (
1 +

)
•

• • • ••=

Figure 2.3: First line: Representation using Feynman graphs of the RHS of eq. (2.64), using the value
of Z[0] from (2.65). Second line: representation of the result in eq. (2.66). All at first order in λ.

Since the two point Green’s function is connected by definition (as shown in eq. (2.53)), the contribut-
ing diagrams to it are also connected (i.e. there are no disjoint parts in each diagram). This statement
is true for any n-point connected Green’s function.

The relation between Fig. 2.3 and eq. (2.66) is made explicit by the use of the following Feynman rules
in coordinate space (see further details in section 5.2):
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1. To compute the λm order contribution to an n-point connected Green’s function in the cou-
pling, sum all possible connected graphs having n external points andm interaction vertices (or
internal points).

2. Each edge on a graph connecting points x and y (external or internal) corresponds to a propa-
gatorD(x, y).

3. For each interaction vertex at a given graph’s point, yi, integrate by −iλ
∫
d4yi.

4. Divide each graph by its corresponding symmetry factor (see [42, 44] for details).

Given these rules, we can compute Green’s functions perturbatively in a very intuitive and easy way
using Feynman graphs or diagrams.

As seen trough the use of the LSZ reduction formula in eq. (2.47), it is common to compute connected
and truncated Green’s functions in momentum space. Hence, we will translate the Feynman rules of
scalar field theories to the momentum space picture:

1. To compute the order λm contribution to an n-point connected Green’s function, sum all pos-
sible connected graphs having n external edges andm interaction vertices.

2. For each edge in the graph with assigned momentum k, multiply by D̃(k) and, for each interac-
tion vertex, multiply by −iλ.

3. Apply conservation of four-momentum at each vertex.

4. For each loop in a diagram, integrate with the measure
∫

d4k
(2π)4

.

5. Divide each contribution by its symmetry factor.

6. Truncate the connected Green’s function according to eq. (2.49).

For example, eq. (2.66) becomes in momentum space

Gc
2(p) = D̃(p)− iλ

2
(D̃(p))2

∫
d4k

(2π)4
D̃(k) +O(λ2) , (2.67)

so that the truncated two point function is

Gtc
2 (p) =

1

Gc
2(p)

= (D̃(p))−1 +
iλ

2

∫
d4k

(2π)4
D̃(k) +O(λ2) . (2.68)

2.3.2 Renormalization of scalar field theories
When computing perturbative corrections to Green’s functions for the fields, one finds that there are
divergent loop integrals, such as the integral in the RHS of eq. (2.68). These integrals usually have
the so called UV divergences, i.e. divergences occurring for large loop momenta. To make sense of
these divergences one needs to extract them somehow, and, to do so, one can employ the method
of Dimensional Regularization [44]. This method extends the field theory at hand to D = 4 − 2ϵ
dimensions in order to regulate the divergences of loop integrals and to extract them as a Laurent
series in ϵ. Once extracted, the strategy is to absorb the divergent terms by redefining the fields as
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well as the couplings and masses. For the scalar theory in eq. (2.11) with V (ϕ) = −λϕ4/4! one can
define

ϕ =
√
ZϕϕR λ = ZλλR m =

√
ZmmR , (2.69)

where the subscript R denotes renormalized quantities. In this way one can express the Lagrangian
as

L =
1

2
(∂µϕR∂

µϕR −m2
Rϕ

2
R)−

λR
4!
ϕ4
R+

+
1

2
[(Zϕ − 1)∂µϕR∂

µϕR − (ZϕZm − 1)m2
Rϕ

2
R]− (Zλ − 1)

λR
4!
ϕ4
R . (2.70)

Now one can define the renormalization constants, Zϕ, Zλ and Zϕ, in such a way that the second
line in eq. (2.70) acts as a counterterm Lagrangian. This means that one chooses these renormalization
constants in order to exactly cancel the divergences obtained in perturbative calculations with the part
of the Lagrangian in the first line of (2.70) (which are the divergences one would have obtained from
the original unrenormalized Lagrangian).

When using dimensional regularization, extending the field theory to D = 4 − 2ϵ spacetime dimen-
sions, one needs to properly adjust the mass dimension of the Lagrangian, since it must equal D. A
scalar field inD dimensions has mass dimension of [ϕ] = 1− ϵ, so that [m] = 1 and [λ] = 2ϵ. We can
hence extract the mass-dimension dependence on ϵ as

λ = λ0µ
2ϵ
0 , λR = λrµ

2ϵ ⇒ λr =

(
µ0

µ

)2ϵ

Z−1
λ λ0 , (2.71)

whereλ0 andλr are dimensionless couplings,µ0 is a fixed energy scale, andµ is the (variable) renormal-
ization energy scale. Using eq. (2.71) and m =

√
ZmmR =

√
Zmmr we obtain the renormalization

group equations

µ
dλr
dµ

= β(µ) with β(µ) = −2ϵλr −
µ

Zλ

dZλ
dµ

λr , (2.72)

µ
dmr

dµ
= −mrγm(µ) with γm(µ) =

µ√
Zm

d
√
Zm
dµ

. (2.73)

Both the β(µ) function and the anomalous mass dimension γm(µ) are finite functions, since the di-
vergences in the renormalization constants exactly cancel in both equations (2.72) and (2.73). These
equations predict that the masses and the couplings of particles in QFT depend on the renormaliza-
tion energy scaleµ. The interpretation of this fact is due to Wilson [46], which explains that once that a
mass and the coupling of a particle are measured at one particular energy, at a different energy regime
the quantum corrections behave differently, hence shifting the value of the coupling and masses. The
equations (2.72) and (2.73) set the so called “running” of both the coupling and mass over different
energy scales.

The treatment of scalar theories that we have described above is easily translatable to more complex
theories such as Quantum Chromodynamics or the Electroweak force, but helps understanding most
of the tools used in those realistic QFTs. We move on to describe them since are the building blocks of
the Standard Model.
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2.4 Yang-Mills theories and QCD
In 1954, Yang and Mills extended Abelian field theories, such as Electrodynamics, to more general
non-Abelian field theories [47]. This idea turned out to be very successful to describe fundamental
properties of the strong interaction. First, asymptotic freedom (needed to explain Bjorken scaling
[48], which suggested that there were almost-free point-like particles inside the proton, i.e. quarks).
Second, the need for an extra quantum number for quarks in order to preserve Pauli’s exclusion prin-
ciple from the discovery in 1952 of hadronic resonances like the ∆++ [49, 50] (the solution to this
problem was proposed by Han and Nambu in [51], this quantum number for quarks was later called
color). After the proof of its asymptotic freedom by Gross, Wilczek [52] and Politzer [53] in 1973 and
of its renormalizability by ’t Hooft in 1972 [54], the Yang-Mills theory for strong interactions cou-
pled to quarks, Quantum-Chromodynamics, was finally confirmed to be the correct description for
the dynamics of the strong nuclear force (after extensive testing in the 1980s at collider experiments).
Nowadays, Yang-Mills theories are well established and used to describe all known interactions of mat-
ter (strong and electroweak forces). In this section we will briefly introduce these theories and their
quantization.

Classical Yang-Mills theories

Let us now extend the classical approach to electrodynamics of section 2.1 to generic non-Abelian
groups. Take a fermionic field ψ(x) with N (“color” or “weak isospin”) components, ψi(x), which
transforms in the so called fundamental representation of a Lie groupG as

ψ′
i(x) = Uijψj(x) with U = exp (−iT aθa(x)) , (2.74)

where all repeated indices are summed over and the θa(x) are arbitrary real functions. Here, the ma-
trices T a, with a = 1, ..., n, are the generators of the Lie algebra corresponding to G which obey the
commutation relations

[T a, T b] = ifabcT c , (2.75)

where the fabc are the structure constants that characterize the Lie algebra of G. Analogously to
the electrodynamics case, defining the covariant derivative in the fundamental representation of G
asDµ = ∂µ − igT aAaµ(x) and imposing that it fulfils (Dµψ)

′ = UDµψ we have that the gauge fields
must transform as

T a(Aaµ)
′ = U

(
T aAaµ −

i

g
U−1∂µU

)
U−1 . (2.76)

From computing the curvature tensor,Fµν , as the commutator of two covariant derivatives [Dµ, Dν ] =
−igT aF a

µν one finds the gauge covariant field strength tensor for non-Abelian field theories

F a
µν = ∂µA

a
ν − ∂νA

a
µ + gfabcAbµA

c
ν . (2.77)

In this way, we can construct the Lagrangian for Yang-Mills theories

LYM = −1

4
F a
µνF

aµν + ψ̄(iγµDµ −m)ψ , (2.78)

which is invariant under the transformations of eqns. (2.74) and (2.76).
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Relevant for the SM of particle physics is the special case of Chromodynamics (CD) where G is the
special unitary group in three dimensions SU(3) (3× 3 complex matrices with unit determinant) and
there are six quark flavors, f = u, d, c, s, b, t (corresponding to the ones in Fig. 1.1),

LCD = −1

4
F a
µνF

aµν +
∑
f

ψ̄f (iγ
µDµ −mf )ψf , (2.79)

which describes the classical strong interaction of “colored” quarks.

Quantization of gauge theories

Let us focus in quantizing pure non-Abelian gauge theories with Lagrangian

Lgauge = −1

4
F a
µνF

aµν . (2.80)

If one tries to quantize this theory in the operator formalism withAaµ as the quantization variable, one
will find the problem that one component of the canonical momentum, Πa

0(x) ≡ δL
δ(∂0Aa 0)

, vanishes.
This means that no canonical commutation relations can be imposed on this operator. This is due to
the fact that there is still the gauge freedom on the field Aaµ and one needs eliminate this freedom by
choosing a gauge. In electrodynamics, it is possible to directly introduce a gauge-fixing term in the
Lagrangian (such as (∂µAµ)2). However, gauge invariance on amplitudes for non-Abelian gauge fields
is spoiled by the appearance of three-body and four-body interactions in the Lagrangian of eq. (2.80)
even after choosing the gauge in this way [44].

At this point, the path integral quantization procedure of section 2.2.1 becomes very useful for correctly
fixing the gauge. Translating the result of eq. (2.28), we can build the generating functional for non-
Abelian gauge fields as

Z[J ] =

∫
[dA] exp

{
i

∫
d4x(Lgauge(x) + Aaµ(x)J

aµ(x))

}
. (2.81)

One can show that the measure [dA] is gauge invariant, so thatZ[0] is too. However the presence of J
spoils the gauge invariance ofZ[J ]. Consequently, let us first deal withZ[0]. One of the first shortcom-
ings of dealing withZ[0] comes from the fact that the integrand is gauge invariant and hence constant
over each gauge orbit (which is the set of field configurations,Aaµ(θ), that one can reach by applying all
possible gauge transformationsU(θ) on a givenAaµ). The region of integration corresponding to every
gauge orbit is infinite, making hence Z[0] divergent and meaningless. In consequence, we would like
to factor out this infinite measure, choosing a class representativeAaµ for each gauge orbitAaµ(θ). For
doing so we require that the equation,

GµAaµ(θ) = Ba , (2.82)

yields a unique solution θa1, whereGµ is a gauge condition andBa an arbitrary function. To introduce
this gauge fixing condition in the functional integral one can define the Fadeev-Popov determinant

1This requirement is not guaranteed in the non-perturbative regime of Yang-Mills theories, where the gauge condition
in eq. (2.82) may have several solutions, called Gribov copies [55]. This is closely related to Confinement and will be
discussed in section 2.5.
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[56], ∆G[A], through the equation

∆G[A]

∫
[dg]δ(n)(GµAaµ(θ)−Ba) = 1 , (2.83)

where [dg] =
∏

a[dθ
a] is the gauge-invariant group measure (see [44] for the proof). We can solve for

the operator ∆G[A] with the usual rule for δ functions that define a system of equations to get

∆G[A] = detMG with (MG(x, y))
ab =

δ[GµAaµ(θ)](x)

δθb(y)
. (2.84)

We can introduce eq. (2.83) into Z[0] obtaining

Z[0] =

∫
[dA][dg]δ(n)(GµAaµ(θ)−Ba)∆G[A]e

i
∫
d4xLgauge(x) , (2.85)

and, using the fact that ∆G[A] is gauge invariant and alsoZ[0] and hence so is the argument inside the
delta function in eq. (2.85), we can factor out the integral volume over the group measure, [dg], and
redefine Z[0] as

Z[0] =

∫
[dA]δ(n)(GµAaµ −Ba)∆G[A]e

i
∫
d4xLgauge(x) . (2.86)

To fix the gauge we can integrateZ[0] in eq. (2.86) with respect toBa with the Gaussian weight

exp

{
−i 1

2α

∫
d4x(Ba(x))2

}
, (2.87)

to finally obtain meaningful gauge-fixed expression for the partition functional Z[J ],

Z[J ] =

∫
[dA] detMG exp

{
i

∫
d4x(Lgauge −

1

2α
(GµAaµ)

2 + AaµJ
aµ)

}
. (2.88)

In this way we have fixed the gauge in a consistent manner, obtaining the non-trivial factor detMG

that would have been lost by naive gauge fixing. The fact that the naive gauge fixing works for electro-
dynamics comes from the fact that detMG is a constant for Abelian gauge fields, making the canonical
quantization work. Particular useful gauges are the Lorentz gauge where Gµ = ∂µ (when α = 0 this
gauge choice is regarded to as Landau gauge) and the Coulomb gauge where Gµ = (0,∇).

Quantum Chromodynamics

At this point, to quantize Yang-Mills theories coupled to fermions, we wish to include fermions in the
functional integral for gauge fields. In order to do so one needs the tools so called Grassmann alge-
bra: integration of anti-commuting functions (this is so because fermion fields anticommute). In this
algebra, the so called Berezin integrals [57] are useful for exponentiating detMG in eq. (2.88),

detMG =

∫
[dξ][dξ∗] exp−i

{∫
d4xd4yξ∗ a(x)(MG(x, y))

abξb(y)

}
, (2.89)

as well as defining a functional integral for fermion fields. The auxiliary fields ξ and ξ∗ are called ghost
fields or Fadeev-Popov ghosts. They account for the restriction imposed by the gauge choice and are
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unphysical fields (hence the name), since they are scalar and they anticommute, violating the spin-
statistics theorem as a consequence (we cannot build a meaningful Hamiltonian from ghost fields).
This means that in practical calculations ghost fields must be taken into account in intermediate steps
and never as final states.

In the Lorentz gauge (MG(x, y))
ab = (δab□− gfabc∂µAcµ)δ

(4)(x− y), and therefore∫
d4xd4yξ∗ a(x)(MG(x, y))

abξb(y) = −
∫
d4x(∂µξ∗(x))Dab

µ ξ
b(x), (2.90)

where we integrated by parts in x andDab
µ = δab∂µ−gfabcAcµ is the covariant derivative in the adjoint

representation of the Lie groupG.

Gathering up all the pieces we finally find the partition functional of Yang-Mills theories and QCD

Z[J, χ∗, χ, η, η̄] =

∫
[dA][dξ∗][dξ][dψ][dψ̄] exp {i

∫
d4x(LQCD + AJ + χ∗ξ + ξ∗χ+ ψ̄η + η̄ψ)},

(2.91)

where χa and χ∗ a are anticommuting source functions, and η and η̄ are fermionic (we omit color
indices). The Lagrangian for QCD (for now we treat with only one quark flavor and a generic semi-
simple Lie groupG) equals

LQCD = LYM + LGF + LFP , (2.92)
with LYM defined in eq. (2.78), the gauge fixing Lagrangian being LGF = −(∂µAaµ)

2/2α and the
Fadeev-Popov Lagrangian being LFP = (∂µξ∗ a)Dab

µ ξ
b.

2.4.1 Perturbative treatment of Yang-Mills theories
As we will see shortly, QCD in the SM is a force of opposite nature to QED. The electromagnetic force
becomes very intense at short distances (high energies), whereas the strong force grows with distance.
As a consequence, quarks and gluons of QCD cannot be directly observed as final state particles, this
is due to the confining properties of the strong force (see section 2.5). Only hadrons (f.e. the proton
or the pion), bound states of quarks and gluons, can be observed as final states. The “hadronization”
of quarks is a highly non-perturbative phenomenon. However, at very high energy processes (such as
Deep Inelastic Scattering [58]), sensitivity to QCD perturbative interactions is reached, since for these
processes the hadronic final states are averaged over (totally inclusive processes).

As in the scalar case of section 2.3.1, to compute perturbative calculations in QCD, we separate the
free part in the partition functional of Yang-Mills in eq. (2.91) from the interacting part as in eq. (2.55).
All the details for these computations can be found in [44, 59]. Here we limit ourselves to present the
Feynman rules for Yang-Mills theories in momentum space.

The Feynman rules for QCD in momentum space are very similar to the ones presented for the scalar
case with the following rules for propagators and vertices:

• Each gluon propagator with momentum k,

b ν ,a µ
k
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corresponds to −iδabdµν(k)/k2 with dµν(k) = gµν − (1− α)kµkν .

• Each ghost propagator with momentum k,

b ,a
k

corresponds to iδab/k2.

• Each quark propagator with momentum k,

j ,i
k

corresponds to iδij/(/k −m).

• There are three-gluon and four-gluon vertices, and a gluon-ghost-ghost vertex whose Feynman
rules can be found in Appendix D of [44].

• Since it is of interest for this thesis, the tree-level quark-quark-gluon (qq̄g) vertex,

j ,i

a µ

corresponds to igγµT aij .

• Each outgoing (incoming) fermion with momentum p corresponds to a spinor u(p) (ū(p)). Each
outgoing (incoming) antifermion with momentum p corresponds to a spinor v̄(p) (v(p)). Also,
outgoing and incoming gluon or vector lines with momentum k correspond to a polarization
vector εµ(k).

With these rules one can now perform any perturbative calculation in QCD, we will for example use
the calculations at order g5 in section 2.4.4 to obtain the renormalized running masses and couplings
for different non-Abelian groups. In section 5.1 we will use the corresponding Feynman rules in coor-
dinate space for QCD to perform some explicit computations for factorized QCD amplitudes.

2.4.2 Renormalization of Yang-Mills theories
The strategy to renormalize QCD order by order is the same as for the scalar case in section 2.3.2. One
redefines the fields as

Aaµ =
√
ZAA

a
Rµ , ξ =

√
ZξξR , ξ∗ =

√
Zξξ

∗
R , ψ =

√
ZψψR , (2.93)

and the parameters as
g = ZggR , α = ZAαR , m = ZmmR . (2.94)

Notice we choose the renormalization of the gauge parameter α in order to keep the gauge condition
unaltered; this condition is crucial for obtaining the so called Slavnov-Taylor identities. These ensure
the universality of the renormalized coupling gR, i.e. in all parts of the Lagrangian where g appears,
this coupling renormalizes in a unique way. The Slavnov-Taylor identities can be obtained from the
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BRS [60] symmetry of the QCD Lagrangian, a symmetry of the quantum Lagrangian inherited by the
gauge symmetry of the classical one. BRS symmetry is crucial for the proof that QCD is renormalizable
at all orders in perturbation theory.

Here we will only concentrate on the running of the gauge coupling gr(µ) = gRµ
−ϵ and the quark

massmr = mR. As in the scalar case, the renormalization equations for these quantities are

µ
dgr
dµ

= β(µ) with β(µ) = −ϵgr −
µ

Zg

dZg
dµ

gr , (2.95)

µ
dmr

dµ
= −mrγm(µ) with γm(µ) =

µ√
Zm

d
√
Zm
dµ

. (2.96)

One can compute the running functions β(µ) and γ(µ) perturbatively as

β(µ) =− β1g
3
r − β2g

5
r +O(g7) , (2.97)

γm(µ) =γm 1g
2
r + γm 2g

4
r +O(g6r) . (2.98)

For example, the first and second correction to the running of the coupling gr , β1, can be computed
from the ghost self energy, the ghost-gluon vertex and the gluon self energy (owing to the Slavnov-
Taylor identities) at two loops to give, in the MS renormalization scheme [44],

β1 =
1

(4π)2

(11CG −Nf

3

)
, (2.99)

β2 =
1

(4π)4

(34
3
C2
G − 2

(5
3
CG + CF

)
Nf

)
. (2.100)

Where
∑

a(T
aT a)ij ≡ δijCF and CA =

∑
cd f

acdf bcd = δabCG are the fundamental and adjoint
Casimir for the groupG. Nf is the number of quark flavors.

Likewise, the first and second corrections to the running of the current massmr are

γm 1 =
6CF
(4π)2

, (2.101)

γm 2 =
CF
(4π)2

(
3CF +

97

3
CG − 10

3
Nf

)
. (2.102)

These results, especially eq. (2.99), are important to prove asymptotic freedom in QCD (whereCG = 3
and Nf = 6), i.e. the fact that the coupling for the strong force, gs(µ), in the SM vanishes as µ → ∞,
making quarks behave freely at high energies. We will use these equations in section 2.4.4 to study the
running of couplings and masses for different Lie groups.

2.4.3 Dyson-Schwinger equations
The functional treatment of QFTs will help us describing and dealing with non-Abelian QFTs in their
non-perturbative regime through the Dyson-Schwinger equations (derived for Electrodynamics by
those two authors [61, 62] and extended to non-Abelian theories in [63]). In this section we will, for
simplicity, first derive Dyson-Schwinger equations (DSE) in QED and then move forward to present
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them in QCD. These equations are the wave equations of a QFT, formulated as identities among its
exact Green’s functions. They are most easily obtained by noticing that a total derivative inside a path
integral vanishes, i.e ∫

[dϕ]
δ

δϕ
(F [ϕ]) = 0 , (2.103)

for any arbitrary bounded functional, F , of the field ϕ (this assumes that the functional integral brings
no boundary terms for arbitrary large |ϕ| field configurations). ChoosingF to be the usual exponential
of the action, S[ϕ] =

∫
d4xL[ϕ], plus the source terms we obtain∫

[dϕ]
δ

δϕ
exp

{
iS[ϕ] +

∫
d4xϕJ

}
=

∫
[dϕ]i

[
δS

δϕ
[ϕ] + J

]
exp

{
iS(ϕ) +

∫
d4xϕJ

}
= 0 .

(2.104)
Which, in terms of the partition functional Z[J ], can be expressed as (changing ϕ→ δ

iδJ
)[

δS

δϕ

[
δ

iδJ

]
+ J

]
Z[J ] = 0 . (2.105)

For the case of QED we use in eq. (2.105) the corresponding partition functional of eq. (2.91) with
the gauge group being U(1) (so that there are no ghost fields or color indices) and g = −e, finding
(omitting spinor indices)[

η(x) +

(
i/∂ −m− eγµ

δ

iδJµ(x)

)
δ

iδη̄(x)

]
Z[J, η, η̄] = 0 . (2.106)

If, at this point, we take another functional derivative as δ
−iδη(y) in eq. (2.106) and set η = η̄ = 0, we

get

δ(4)(x− y)Z[J, 0, 0]−
(
i/∂ −m− eγµ

δ

iδJµ(x)

)
Z[J, 0, 0]SF (x− y; J) = 0 , (2.107)

where
SF (x− y; J) ≡ 1

Z[J, 0, 0]

(
δ2Z[J, η, η̄]

iδη̄(y)(−i)δη(x)

) ∣∣∣
η=η̄=0

, (2.108)

is the fermion propagator in the presence of the source J .

Now we use the definition of the generating functional for connected Green’s functions Z[J, η, η̄] =
exp iW [J, η, η̄] to obtain

exp iW [J, 0, 0]

[
δ(4)(x− y)−

(
i/∂ −m− eγµ

δW [J, 0, 0]

δJµ(x)
− eγµ

δ

iδJµ(x)

)
SF (x− y; J)

]
= 0 .

(2.109)

In order to simplify eq. (2.109), let us express the classical fields as vacuum expectation values of field
operators (similarly to eq. (2.29)) in the presence of sources:

Aµcl(x; J, η, η̄) ≡
1

Z[J, η, η̄]

δ

iδJµ(x)
Z[J, η, η̄] =

δW [J, η, η̄]

δJµ(x)
, (2.110)
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ψcl(x; J, η, η̄) ≡
1

Z[J, η, η̄]

δ

iδη̄(x)
Z[J, η, η̄] =

δW [J, η, η̄]

δη̄(x)
, (2.111)

ψ̄cl(x; J, η, η̄) ≡
1

Z[J, η, η̄]

δ

−iδη(x)
Z[J, η, η̄] =

δW [J, η, η̄]

−δη(x)
. (2.112)

Now we need to define the effective action as a Legendre transform ofW ,

Γ[Acl, ψcl, ψ̄cl] ≡ W [J, η, η̄]−
∫
d4y(η̄ψcl + ψ̄clη + JµA

µ
cl) , (2.113)

which is a functional of the classical fields [59]. From eq. (2.113) we have that (dropping the cl subindices
and the dependence on the source fields)

δΓ

δAµ(x)
= −Jµ(x) , δΓ

δψ(x)
= η̄(x) ,

δΓ

δψ̄(x)
= −η(x) . (2.114)

At this point we need to use the following identity

δ4(x− y) =
δψ(x)

δψ(y)
=

∫
d4z

δη(z)

δψ(y)

δψ(x)

δη(z)
=

=

∫
d4z

(
δ2Γ

δψ(y)δψ̄(z)

) ∣∣∣
ψ=ψ̄=0

(
δ2W

δη(z)δη̄(x)

) ∣∣∣
η=η̄=0

, (2.115)

obtained by the use of the chain rule, the eqns. (2.111), (2.112) and (2.114), and setting afterwards η
and η̄ to zero for convenience (which also means setting ψ and ψ̄ to zero). Eq. (2.115) means that the
inverse fermion propagator equals

S−1
F (x− y; J) =

(
−iδ2W

δη(z)δη̄(x)

)−1 ∣∣∣
η=η̄=0

=

(
−iδ2Γ

δψ(x)δψ̄(y)

) ∣∣∣
ψ=ψ̄=0

. (2.116)

This relation will help us compute the last term in eq. (2.109),

δ

iδJµ(x)
SF (x− y; J) =

∫
d4z

δAν(z)

δJµ(x)

δ

δAν(z)

(
δ2Γ

δψ(x)δψ̄(y)

∣∣∣
ψ=ψ̄=0

)−1

, (2.117)

since we have the following relations [59],(
δ

δAµ(x)

δ2Γ

δψ̄(y)δψ(z)

) ∣∣∣
A=ψ̄=ψ=0

= −ieΓµ(x; y, z) , (2.118)

withΓµ being the irreducible vertex function (which is the sum of all proper/1PI diagrams contributing
to the photon-electron-positron (γeē/gqq̄) vertex), and the usual definition,(

δAν(z)

δJµ(x)

) ∣∣∣
J=η̄=η=0

=

(
δ2W [J, η, η̄]

δJµ(x)δJν(z)

) ∣∣∣
J=η̄=η=0

= iDµν(x− z) , (2.119)

where Dµν(x) is the full photon propagator.
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=
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+

Figure 2.4: Representation of the DSE in eq. (2.120) for the electron (quark) propagator in QED (QCD).
The black blob in between fermion lines represents the full fermion propagator, the gray blob in be-
tween gluon lines represents the full photon/gluon propagator, and the blue blob represents the γeē
(gqq̄) dressed vertex.

Using eq. (2.118) and (2.119) into eq. (2.117), we have finally from eq. (2.109), after settingJ = 0 (which
means Acl(x) = 0) and multiplying by a S−1

F (y, y′) and integrating over y and relabeling y′ → y, the
DSE for the electron propagator in coordinate-space

S−1
F (x, y) = (i/∂ −m)δ(4)(x− y)− e2

∫
d4z d4v γµDµν(x− z)SF (z − v)Γµ(z; v, y) . (2.120)

This DSE for the electron propagator in QED is depicted using Feynman diagrams in Fig. 2.4.

The DSE for the quark propagator in eq. (2.120) is nothing but the electron’s field equation in full QED
since it is equivalent to

[(i/∂ −m− Σ)SF ](x− y) = δ(4)(x− y) , (2.121)
where Σ is the self energy operator equal to the last term in the RHS of eq. (2.120).

In QCD, the boundary terms that could arise from the total derivative in eq. (2.103) also vanish since
detMG vanishes at the Gribov Horizon [64] for Coulomb or Landau gauges (see the next section 2.5
for details). So that the same derivation of the DSE can be performed for QCD to obtain, similarly to
eq. (2.120) transformed to momentum space,

S̃−1(p) = Zψ(S̃0(p))
−1 − Z1Fg

2CF

∫
d4k

(2π)4
γµD̃µν(p− k)S̃(k)Γµ(p, k) , (2.122)

where now S̃0(p
2) = i

/p−mc
, is the free fermion propagator with current mass mc and D̃µν is the

gluon propagator both in momentum space, Γµ is the renormalized quark-antiquark-gluon (qq̄g) ver-
tex (without its color structure), andZ1F = ZgZψ

√
ZA is the vertex’s renormalization constant.

In order to have a complete set of coupled equations for solving QCD in its non-perturbative regime,
one needs to obtain the DSE for the ghost and gluon propagators and also for the qq̄g and the ghost-
antighost-gluon vertex. These equations can be found in the literature (e.g. [64] or [65]) and we will not
present them here.

Now we turn to use QCD in both the perturbative and non-perturbative regimes for studying the effect
on dynamical mass generation on fermions charged under different Lie groups.

2.4.4 Why is the SM formulated to have such specific symmetries?
A peculiar feature of the SM’s symmetry groups in eq. (1.1) is the small size of the numbers 1-2-3. Why
do we observe such symmetry groups? Why not larger groups like SU(7) or Sp(8)?
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To address these questions, based on our original publication [66], we study how hypothetical quarks
colored under different Lie groups acquire masses from a Grand Unified Theory (GUT) scale where all
groups under consideration are chosen to have the same couplings and quark masses, down to lower
energies where the interaction becomes strong. To do so, we will use the Renormalization Group Equa-
tions (RGE) at two loops in eqns. (2.97) to (2.102). Then, when interactions become strong, we treat the
DSE in the so called “rainbow ladder” approximation and omitting the wave-function renormalization
of the quarks. This is enough for qualitatively studying mass generation at the lowest scales.

The evolution for the couplings for the different color groups from the Grand Unification scale of
µGUT = 1015 GeV to the point where interactions become strong (at a scale σ) for each group (we
choose CF αs(σ) = 0.4), is presented in Fig. 2.5.

Figure 2.5: Running couplings, αs = g2/4π, for the families SU(N), SO(N), Sp(N) and most of the
Exceptional Lie groups.

At the GUT starting scale of the RGEs we choose a fermion mass mc(µGUT) = 1 MeV and fix the
coupling αs(µGUT) ≡ gs(µGUT)

2/4π = 0.0165 to broadly reproduce the isospin average mass for the
SU(3)C quarks of the first generation at the scale µ = 2 GeV,

m(2GeV) = mu(2 GeV) +md(2 GeV)
2

≃ 3.5 MeV . (2.123)

These initial conditions are taken to be the same for all Lie groups, as suggested by the concept of
GUT. Then, the mass running for the various Lie groups, with color factors taken from [66] is plotted
in Figure 2.6.
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Figure 2.6: Running masses for the families SU(N), SO(N), Sp(N) and four out of five Exceptional
Lie groups.

Once the interactions become strong, perturbation theory breaks down and we need to use the DSE.
We will adopt the simplest possible DSE for the quark self energy where the dressed gqq̄ vertex and
the gluon propagator (see Fig. 2.7). This is the rainbow ladder approximation and owes its name to the
fact that it only sums all rainbow-shaped diagrams (see [66]), ignoring the rest of contributions.

= Σrainbow(p)

Figure 2.7: The rainbow truncation of the complete DSE in Fig. (2.4) approximates Σ(p) (last term in
the RHS of Fig. 2.4) with Σrainbow(p).

In the non-perturbative regime, the free propagator of a fermion with current mass mc, S̃0(p
2), be-

comes a fully dressed one S̃(p2) = i
A(p2)/p−B(p2)

. Being only interested in qualitative features of
spontaneous mass generation, we can approximate A(p2) = 1 which leaves the physical mass (i.e. the
pole of the propagator) as M(p2) ≡ B(p2). From the DSE of eq. (2.122),

S̃(p2) = S̃0(p
2) (1 + Σ(p)S̃0(p

2))−1 , (2.124)

we see that
S̃−1(p2) = S̃0(p

2)−1 + Σ(p) ⇒M(p2) = mc + Σ(p) . (2.125)
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Passing to Euclidean space with k0E = ik0, p0E = ip0, and omitting the renormalization constant (we
will employ a renormalization procedure where Z1F = Zψ = 1, see below), the rainbow self energy,
Σrainbow(p), is given by

Σrainbow(p) =− CFg
2
s

∫
d4k

(2π)4
γµ

i

/k −M(k2)
γν

ηµν
(k − p)2

= CFg
2
s

∫ ∞

0

dkE k
3
E

π3

M(k2)

M2(k2) + k2E

∫ +1

−1

√
1− x2

dx

(k2E − 2|kE||pE|x+ p2E)
, (2.126)

in Feynman gauge (α = 1 for the gluon propagator). We define the last integral in x of eq. (2.126) as
the averaged gluon propagator D0

k−p (in the Feynman Gauge) over the four dimensional polar angle.
Hence, we conclude that the Dyson-Schwinger equation in the rainbow approximation for the quark
propagator is

M(p2) = mc + CFg
2
s

∫ ∞

0

dq q3

π3

M(q2)

M2(q2) + q2
D0
q−p . (2.127)

The integral in (2.127) is divergent and must be regularized. We could employ a simple cutoff regu-
larization cutting this integral at a scale Λ; instead we would like to preserve Lorentz invariance and
exhibit renormalizability. Following [66, 67], we introduce renormalization constants Z(Λ2, µ2) to
absorb infinities and any dependence on the cutoff Λ as

S̃−1(p2, µ2) ≡ ZψS̃
−1
0 (p2) + Σ(p2, µ2) , (2.128)

where the dependence of Σ on µ is given by the fermion and gluon propagators. Apart from the wave-
function renormalization Zψ we introduce Zm for the bare quark mass. The relation between the
(cutoff dependent) unrenormalized mass mc(Λ

2) and the renormalized mass at the renormalization
scale µ,mR(µ

2), is that of eq. (2.94),

mc(Λ
2) = Zm(Λ

2, µ2)mR(µ
2). (2.129)

Since we will maintain the restriction A(p2) = 1, renormalization of the quark wave-function is
not necessary, therefore Zψ = 1. The only renormalization condition is to fix the mass function at
p2 = µ2. The DSE is then

M(p2) = ZmmR(µ
2) + Σ(p2, µ2) . (2.130)

Evaluating (2.130) at p2 = µ2 and subtracting it again to (2.130), takingµ parallel to p, we obtain,

M(p2) =M(µ2) + CFg
2
s

∫ ∞

0

dq q3

π3

M(q2)

M2(q2) + q2

(
D0
q−p −D0

q−µ

)
. (2.131)

It is easy to show that asymptotically [66, 67],

∂M(p2)

∂Λ
∝ M(Λ2)(p− µ)

Λ2
. (2.132)

Therefore, for largeΛ,M(p2) stops depending on the cutoff (which can be taken e.g. toΛ = 1010 GeV),
and renormalization is achieved.
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Now we are ready to obtain the quark constituent masses for all the groups studied. We match the
RGE solution (high scales) to the DSE solution (low scales) at the matching energy σ where interac-
tions become strong, CFαs(σ) = 0.4 for each group, as advertised. For SU(3) (CF = 4

3
), the scale

where αs(σ) = 0.3 is σ = 2.09 GeV. From this point down in scale we freeze αs. A constant ver-
tex factor of order 7 is applied to the DSE to guarantee sufficient chiral symmetry breaking at low
scales, determined by requiring the constituent quark massM(0) to be close to 300 MeV (roughly one
third of the proton’s mass) using the subtracted DSE of eq. (2.131). This is supposed to mock up the
effect of vertex-corrections not included, and is known to scale with N [68] for large N , the group’s
fundamental dimension. Finally, theM(p) obtained is plotted in Figure 2.8.

Figure 2.8: Matching of RGE and DSE solutions of the Mass Running for SU(3).

To obtain the constituent fermion masses for the different Lie Groups we use a trick presented in [66,
67]: to perform a scale transformation

p2 → λ2p2 , σ2 → λ2σ2 , (2.133)

on the DSE of eq. (2.131). Changing the integration variable q2 → λ2q2, giving d4q → λ4d4q, the
modified DSE equation is satisfied by a modified M̃ and the relation between the constituent masses
is simply M(0) = M̃(0)

λ
. Now, taking λ as the ratio of the scales where interactions become strong

for SU(3) and another group,
σgroup
σSU(3)

= λ , (2.134)

the mass function scales in the same way,
Mgroup(0)

MSU(3)(0)
= λ . (2.135)

Hence, eliminating the auxiliary λ, we find
Mgroup(0)

MSU(3)(0)
=
σgroup
σSU(3)

. (2.136)
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Using these results we compute the constituent masses for the quarks charged under the different
groups (Fig. 2.9).

Figure 2.9: Constituent Masses for the groups which break chiral symmetry in RGE before 10−5 GeV.

Summing up, combining the methods of RGE and DSE and requiring that the constituent masses of
SU(3)C colored quarks to be 300 MeV has allowed us to obtain the constituent masses of hypothetical
fermions charged under different groups from a Grand Unification Scale of 1015 GeV. From this
treatment we can conclude that groups belonging to the SU(N) and Sp(N) families, with N > 4,
generate masses of order or above the few TeV. Notwithstanding the crude approximations we have
employed, our computation gives about 5 TeV toSU(4)-charged fermions, which would not be far out
of reach of mid-future experiments provided the GUT conditions apply. It appears from our simple
work that larger groups (except the Exceptional Groups and SO(N) with N < 10) might endow
fermions with a mass too high to make them detectable in the foreseeable future.

Hence, the question “Why the symmetry group of the Standard Model, SU(3)C ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y ,
contains only small-dimensional subgroups?” can be partially answered: It happens that, upon equal con-
ditions at a large Grand Unification scale, large-dimension groups in the classicalSO(N),SU(N) and
Sp(N) families force dynamical mass generation at higher scales because their coupling runs faster.
Should fermions charged under these groups exist, they would appear in the spectrum at much higher
energies than hitherto explored.

2.5 Confinement in QCD
At low energies and low temperatures, quarks and gluons are confined inside hadrons (such as the
proton or the neutron). All known hadrons are color singlets under theSU(3)C color group, and many
physicists refer to confinement as the absence of asymptotic colored particle-states (more specifically
color confinement). Nonetheless, in gauge theories with a Higgs mechanism (see section 2.6.2 below),
where forces are of Yukawa-type and the dynamics resemble those of the weak interactions, asymptotic
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Figure 2.10: Empirical Regge trajectories for some of the meson families (data from [71]). Each family
of mesons lies approximately on a straight line (the Regge trajectory).

states are also color singlets. This is known as the FSOS Theorem [69, 70], which states that observables
in a gauge-Higgs theory are continuously connected between a Higgs-like phase and a confinement
phase, so that in both phases one has colorless asymptotic states.

Hence, what is the main difference between the dynamics of QCD and the electroweak theory? One pe-
culiarity of the QCD spectrum is that if one plots the total angular momentum of mesons and baryons
against their squared mass one finds that they fall into the so called Regge trajectories (straight lines)
as shown in Fig. 2.10.

There is a very simple model that explains Regge trajectories, it describes mesons as “spinning sticks”
with massm, mass per unit length σ (which is called string tension) and length L = 2R,

2R

,

which rotates with the endpoints moving at the speed of light (this means assuming that the quarks
sitting at the endpoints of the stick are massless), so that the linear velocity for each point on the stick
is v(r) = r/R in natural units.

The relativistic energy for the spinning stick is

m = E = 2

∫ R

0

σdr√
1− v2

= 2

∫ R

0

σdr√
1− r2

R2

= πσR , (2.137)

and the relativistic angular momentum is

J = 2

∫ R

0

σrv(r)dr√
1− r2

R2

=
1

2
πσR2 . (2.138)
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Hence, with this simple model we reproduce to some extent the linear Regge trajectories for light
mesons shown in Fig. 2.10:

J =
1

2πσ
m2 . (2.139)

The spinning stick model is an oversimplification of mesons which describes qualitatively Regge tra-
jectories, but the important question here is how could a stick-like (or string-like) object emerge from
QCD. A possible answer is that the color electric field between the constituent quarks of a meson is
compressed into a cylindrical region, with a cross-sectional area that remains nearly constant as the
quark separation increases. In that case, the energy stored in the color electric field grows linearly
with the quark separation [64]. Also, as expected by asymptotic freedom at short distances, the po-
tential must behave like a Coulomb potential (see Fig. 2.11, where the formation of a chromoelectric
flux tube explains the linear rising potential at large separations and Coulomb-like potential at short
distances).

Figure 2.11: The creation of a flux tube, i.e. the color electric field (blue lines) being squeezed into a
cylinder, interpolates between a Coulomb-like potential at short distances and a linear rising potential
at greater distances. This is so because the chromo-electric field between Σ and Σ′ decreases as 1/r2
and it is constant between S and S ′, since the total electric flux remains constant.

Lattice simulations in SU(3) gauge theory with static quarks do support the flux tube picture [71]. In
real QCD with dynamical quarks, the linear potential must eventually become flat (independent of the
inter-quark distance) when the energy stored in the flux tube is sufficient to extract a qq̄ out of the
vacuum, breaking the flux tube (this is the mechanism for meson decay, that we will discuss in the next
section). There also some other features of the confining force (supported by lattice simulations) that
a full picture of confinement should explain. These are: the Casimir scaling at intermediate distances
[72] and the N-ality (the number of boxes in a Young Tableau [15]) dependence of the potential at
large distances for quarks in different representations of the gauge group (see [64] for details), among
others.

There are several partial explanations for confinement in QCD, all depending on different gauge choices,
the first one that appeared historically was suggested by ’t Hooft [73] and Madelstam [74], inspired by
solid state physics. In a Type II superconductor, an external magnetic field cannot enter the supercon-
ductor (Meissner effect). However, above a critical value of the external magnetic field, the material lets
some magnetic flux tubes go through (generating a linear rising potential among hypothetical magnetic
monopoles). This picture suggested that the vacuum of QCD could consist of magnetic Cooper pairs
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(being hence a dual Type II superconductor) and Polyakov was able to prove confinement in compact
QED in 2+1 dimensions using this mechanism in [75]. In order to be in compliance with the N-ality
dependence of the inter-quark potential, the monopole picture needs that the magnetic monopoles’
worldlines lie on the so called vortex sheets with their magnetic fields collimated along center vortices
[64].

These last two concepts are related to one of the most successful, yet intriguing, explanations of the
properties of the confining force: the Center Vortex mechanism. The center vortex mechanism for
confinement is based on a unbroken realization of a global center symmetry [64] (the center of a group
consists of the group elements that commute with all the elements of the group). The so called Polyakov
loops [76] are order parameters for the spontaneous breaking of the center symmetry as well as being
related to the free energy of a quark (i.e. the energy that costs to introduce an isolated quark in the
QCD vacuum): if the expectation value of the Polyakov loop is zero it turns out that center symmetry
is unbroken and the free energy of an isolated quark infinite (see [64] for details). In the lattice, the
study of time-like Wilson loop operators elucidates the nature of the potential between static quarks
(they represent the creation, time evolution and destruction of a quark and an antiquark, both static):
a linear rising potential means that Wilson loops must fall off with an area law [64]. The Wilson loop
operator, which creates a unit of electric flux, is dual to the ’t Hooft operator, which creates a a thin line
of magnetic flux (also called a thin center vortex). ’t Hooft showed in [77] that a perimeter falloff for
the ’t Hooft loops implies an area falloff of Wilson loops, meaning that totally uncorrelated magnetic
fluxes or center vortices means heavily correlated electric fluxes (i.e. magnetic disorder is related to the
creation of flux tubes). The center vortex mechanism has passed several tests in the lattice, it is possi-
ble to locate center vortices and if one removes them by hand, the confining properties of the strong
force disappear (see [64] for details). This mechanism can also accommodate the N-ality dependence
and the Casimir scaling of the potential, and the fact that at high energies there is a deconfinement
phase transition for QCD. On the other hand this mechanism cannot account for theories with broken
center symmetry, which is the case for quarks in the fundamental representation of SU(N) groups,
although center vortices seem to be responsible of intermediate scale string tensions and allow flux
tube breaking [64].

Other attempts to prove confinement are: the Gribov-Zwanziger [55, 78] mechanism in Coulomb
gauge and the DSE approach in Landau gauges.

The first mechanism argues that the inter-quark Coulomb potential for QCD is so enhanced in the
infrared that it becomes linear at large distances. This is closely related to the fact that in Coulomb
(or Landau) gauge each gauge field is a member of a gauge orbit and this gauge orbit may intersect the
subspace generated by the gauge restriction more than once, these are called Gribov copies of a gauge
configuration. At each Gribov copy, the Fadeev-Popov (FP) determinant of eq. (2.84) may have different
signs with the same absolute value, producing the possibility that the functional integral vanishes. This
is not desirable and Gribov argued that the domain of the functional integration should be restricted
to the Gribov region, a region in Aaµ field-space where the FP determinant is positive, so that different
Gribov copies cannot cancel each other’s contribution. The boundary of the Gribov region is called
the Gribov horizon (defined by the region where the first eigenvalue of the FP operator vanishes) and
it concentrates most of the volume of the Gribov region (see Fig 2.12). All this discussion is relevant
because the Coulomb potential is related to the inverse of the FP operator, M of eq. (2.84), and since
close to the Gribov horizon the eigenvalues of M are very close to zero, they will greatly enhance the
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Coulomb potential. Coulomb confinement is strongly supported by lattice simulations [64], although
it is only a necessary but not sufficient condition for confinement (since the Coulomb potential is an
upper bound of the static quark potential).

× ××

Gauge-fixing hypersurface

Gribov Horizon

Gauge orbit

FMR GRGR

Figure 2.12: The rectangular region represents the subspace of the space of all gauge configurations
that satisfy the (Coulomb or Landau) gauge condition. The region inside the ellipse (the Gribov Hori-
zon) in orange is known as the Gribov Region (GR). A generic gauge orbit it blue intersects the GR sev-
eral times: the intersections (marked with× in blue) are the Gribov copies. The Fundamental Modular
Region (FMR) is the region where each gauge orbit intersects the gauge-fixing hypersurface only once
[64].

The DSE approach tries to obtain solutions to the fully coupled equations that support a confinement-
like behaviour of QCD in the infrared region (see [79, 80, 81, 82], among many others), and the dis-
cussion is still ongoing. Recent works also relate this framework to the Center Vortex mechanism for
confinement [83].

Summing up, the confinement problem in non-Abelian gauge theories is very rich and fundamental,
with very diverse explanations (each for a different gauge) that must converge to the same basic physics
phenomenology. In a future publication we will obtain a gauge field solution in Landau gauge that
resembles an infinitely long flux tube and try to address the longstanding 3P0 problem of meson decay,
coupling the flux tube to a qq̄ pair through the parametrization of the gqq̄ vertex obtained from solving
the fully coupled DSEs.

2.6 EffectiveFieldTheories for theStandardModel andbeyond
From Rutherford’s experiment to the ongoing upgrade of the LHC (HL-LHC), the goal in accelerator
physics has been accessing higher and higher energies with increasing precision, aiming at resolving
the structure of matter and its interactions at smaller scales (actually Rutherford only had a natural
source of α++ particles). At present, we are reaching a point where direct discovery of new particles
outside the SM seems more and more unlikely, either because these particles interact too feebly with
ordinary particles or because they are too heavy to be produced at current accelerators. In this thesis
we will take the second assumption: new physics sits at an energy scale far above the energies hitherto
reached at experiment and our hope is to observe, not new particles, but new forces among the known
particles that are not described by the SM. This is the natural setting for effective field theories (EFTs),
where one parameterizes the effect of new physics with operators built up with the known particles
only, hence describing new forces among these. In section 2.6.1 we will introduce the EFT used in low
energy QCD, where QCD is strongly coupled and the useful degrees of freedom are hadrons: chiral
perturbation theory (ChPT). The study of this theory becomes very useful for new physics searches
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because, as we will see in section 2.6.2 and more in detail in Chapter 3, chiral perturbation theory is
the perfect language to describe deviations from the SM in the Electroweak sector. It is also impor-
tant to mention that usually, the amplitudes calculated through effective Lagrangians are at odds with
unitarity at high energies.

Usually, in order to make sense of the effective theory and restore its predictive power, one needs to
“unitarize” the amplitudes by some procedure. In Chapter 4, we will discuss one of the most successful
unitarization methods: the Inverse Amplitude Method. The aim is to assess the systematic uncertain-
ties of this to put its predictive power at use with LHC data.

2.6.1 Strong force EFT
Since QCD becomes non-perturbative at low energies, the relevant degrees of freedom are not quarks
and gluons but their bound states: the hadrons. The (approximate) symmetries of QCD constrain
the properties of hadrons, especially the chiral symmetry of QCD and its spontaneous breaking. The
fermionic part of the Lagrangian in eq. (2.79) is, taking the quark masses to zero, invariant under
SU(Nf ) transformations in flavor space for both left handed and right handed chiral projections of
the quark fields (as vectors in flavor space),

ψL ≡ 1

2
(1− γ5)ψ with ψL → LψL , (2.140)

ψR ≡ 1

2
(1 + γ5)ψ with ψR → RψR , (2.141)

where (L,R) ∈ SU(Nf )L ⊗ SU(Nf )R. This symmetry produces the conservation of the vector,
V µa = ψ̄γµT aψ, and axial, V µa

5 = ψ̄γ5γµT aψ, currents, so that for each hadron multiplet there
should be a degenerated multiplet with opposite parity and approximately the same mass.

Since the up and down quarks are very light, SU(2)L ⊗ SU(2)R should be a good approximate sym-
metry of the corresponding hadron spectrum. However, experiments only observe SU(2)V triplets
like the rho ρ = (ρ−, ρ0, ρ+) or the pion π = (π−, π0, π+) and not the corresponding triplets with
opposite parity. This means that that the axial generators do not annihilate the vacuum and hence
chiral symmetry is spontaneously broken to its SU(2)V subgroup as

SU(2)L ⊗ SU(2)R −→ SU(2)V , (2.142)

producing, due to Goldstone’s theorem [84, 85], three pseudoscalar massless bosons. These Nambu-
Goldstone bosons are the pions, which are not exactly massless due to the explicit breaking of the chiral
symmetry produced by the current quark masses.

To describe the relevant physics for hadron interactions at low energies, one can build up an effective
theory with the NGB (the pions for the SU(2) case). One can cast the NGB into a unitary matrix,
U ,

U = exp

(
i
ϕ(x)

f0

)
, with ϕ = ϕ · σ/2 =

 π0
√
2π+

√
2π− −π0

 , (2.143)

for the SU(2) case, where f0 is a constant with mass dimension (this constant is approximately equal
to the pion decay constant, fπ). In this way one can build up the most general Lagrangian compatible
with the symmetries of QCD and its chiral symmetry breaking pattern in terms of the matrixU .
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This Lagrangian has an infinite number of compatible terms organized as a perturbative power expan-
sion in the number of derivatives (a term with k derivatives will produce a contribution proportional
to pk/Λχ, where p is the typical momentum of the process and Λχ = 4πf0 is the symmetry breaking
scale). Only even derivatives are compatible with Lorentz invariance of the Lagrangian, so that the
ChPT Lagrangian has the form

LChPT = L0 + L2 + L4 + ... , (2.144)

with L0 containing no derivatives, L2 two derivatives, and so forth. The term with two derivatives
is

L2 =
f 2
0

4
⟨∂µU †∂µU⟩ , (2.145)

with the brackets representing a color trace, and produces the leading order (LO) terms in the chiral
expansion. At higher orders one needs to take into account L4, L6, ..., and loop corrections; with each
Feynman diagram contributing to an order given by Weinberg’s power counting rule [86]. Each term
in the Lagrangian will be multiplied by some coefficients called low energy constants (LEC) in hadron
physics or Wilson coefficients in the EFT generic language.

Since the focus of this thesis in on the EW SBS sector and its EFT extensions, we will move on to
introduce them in the next section. It turns out that ChPT is the perfect language for this task and the
QCD symmetry breaking pattern of eq. (2.142) is very similar to that of the EW sector. In Chapter 4 we
will also use hadron physics ChPT to assess the systematic uncertainties of one particular unitarization
method, in order to put it to use in the EW sector for predicting possible new physics resonances.

2.6.2 Electroweak Symmetry Breaking Sector
Historically, when obtaining the fundamental properties of the forces in the SM, gauge invariance of
the theories became a crucial tool to unravel the structure of these forces. When the W± and the Z
bosons of the nuclear weak force where understood to be massive, there was a big theoretical effort
to reconcile this fact with gauge invariance (since mass terms for vector bosons break it). This effort
culminated in the well known Higgs mechanism, explaining the masses of the gauge bosons via a spon-
taneous symmetry breaking mechanism. In this section we will explain this mechanism and present the
effective field theories that are relevant for new physics in this symmetry breaking sector (SBS).

In the SM the electroweak interactions are based in the gauge group SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y , where the
subscriptL denotes the fact that all chirally left handed fermions in the SM are organized intoSU(2)L
(weak)-isospin doublets as

Q =

U

D

 , L =

N

E

 , (2.146)

where Q is the quark doublet with up-like quarks, U , and down-like quarks, D, for each family. The
same happens for the lepton doublet, L, with neutrinos, N , and electron-like fermions, E . The left-
handed part of these doublets, QL and LL, transform under the usual SU(2) gauge transformation
(with generators T a = σa/2, where σa are Pauli matrices and with the upper and lower members
of the doublets having weak isospin T 3 components 1/2 and −1/2 respectively). All right handed
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components QR and LR are singlets under the SU(2)L transformation. Finally, for a given fermion
ψ = e, νe, u, d, ... the U(1)Y hypercharge acts with charge yψL (yψR) on its left (right) handed chiral
components. All hypercharge, weak isospin and electric charge (defined asQ = Y + T 3) assignments
for all fermions in the SM are listed in Table 2.1.

UR UL DR DL NL ER EL

y 2/3 1/6 −1/3 1/6 −1/2 −1 −1/2

T 3 0 1/2 0 −1/2 1/2 0 −1/2

Q 2/3 2/3 −1/3 −1/3 0 −1 −1

Table 2.1: Hypercharge and weak isospin projection assignments for all matter fields in the SM.

The electrically neutral component of the gauge fields for the weak SU(2)L,W a
µ with coupling g, and

for the hypercharge,Bµ with coupling g′, mix to produce the physical photon,A, and the electroweak
boson, Z , as

Aµ = sin θWW
3
µ + cos θWBµ , Zµ = cos θWW

3
µ − sin θWBµ . (2.147)

where θW = arctan(g′/g) is the “Weinberg angle”. These bosons have zero electric charge since the
electric charge, commutes with T 3 and the hypercharge Y . There are two other combinations with
well defined electric charge which are the electroweak W± bosons

W±
µ =

1√
2
(W 1

µ ∓ iW 2
µ) . (2.148)

The SM Electroweak SBS and the Higgs mechanism

In order to give masses to the electroweak bosons W± and Z while preserving gauge invariance one
can couple the SM to the SBS. The simplest way to do this is to define a complex scalarSU(2)L doublet
HT = (ϕ+, ϕ0) with hypercharge Yϕ = 1/2, so thatQϕ+ = ϕ+ andQϕ0 = 0 and Lagrangian

LSBS = (DµH)†(DµH)− V (H) + LYK . (2.149)

Where DµH =
(
∂µ + ig

′

2
Bµ − ig

2
σaW a

µ

)
H and LYK are the Yukawa terms coupling the SBS to

matter fields. Now we choose ad hoc the potential V (H) to spontaneously break the global SU(2)L×
U(1)Y down to U(1)EM as

V (H) = −µ2(H†H) + λ(H†H)2 , (2.150)
with µ2, λ > 0. This potential has a minimum at (H†H) = µ2/2λ ≡ v2/2 and produces a family of
degenerate vacua related by an SU(2) transformation. The so called Higgs vacuum expectation value
v, is according to [14] v ≃ 246 GeV. As a result we need to choose a vacuum and a useful choice is
HT

vac = (0, v/
√
2). This choice spontaneously breaks the global Electroweak symmetry. Replacing

H ′ = H − Hvac in eq. (2.149), the covariant derivatives of H produce mass terms for the W and Z
bosons. The mass for these bosons at tree level equals

MW =
gv

2
, MZ =

MW

cos θW
. (2.151)

The experimental values for these masses are listed in Fig. 1.1.
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General considerations for the EW EFTs

To finish this section let us note that if one sets the gauge charges g′ and g to zero, one can show that the
purely scalar part in the Lagrangian of eq. (2.149) has a larger symmetry, namely SU(2)L ⊗ SU(2)R.
This means that, without gauge couplings, the symmetry breaking pattern is SU(2)L ⊗ SU(2)R →
SU(2)L+R producing three massless Nambu-Goldstone bosons (NBG) [42, 87]. These three NGBs
become, through the Higgs mechanism, the longitudinal polarizations of the weak gauge bosons (po-
larizations that would not appear if they were massless). The SU(2)L+R symmetry is regarded to
as the “custodial symmetry” since it keeps the ρ parameter, measuring the relative strength of of the
charged and neutral weak currents, equal to one. Apart from the CDF measurement mentioned in
the introduction, the custodial symmetry seems a well established approximate symmetry of the SM.
Nonetheless, the U(1)Y coupling does break explicitly the custodial symmetry, inducing corrections
to ρ as ρ = 1 +O(g2) [87].

All the above considerations leave us with only one possibility for building up an effective Lagrangian
for the EW SBS [87], i.e. there has to be a new physics sector coupled to the SM that contains a symmetry
breaking pattern from a global group G = SU(2)L ⊗ SU(2)R to a subgroup H = SU(2)L+R that
leaves three NBG (giving masses to the three electroweak gauge bosons) that are embedded in the
manifold/cosetK = SU(2)L−R, which is an axial group, and hence are pseudoscalar particles (just as
the pions for QCD). In the next chapter we will study in much more detail the EFT setting for the EW
SBS.



Electroweak Symmetry Breaking Sector
Effective Field Theories

There are many aspects of the Standard Model and beyond that can be studied at accelerators (the
many-parameter flavor structure in both lepton and quark sectors, the Higgs couplings to the fermions,
the CP violating phases, QCD processes, ...) but, at the energy frontier, the most important aspect of
physics that is being clarified right now is the nature of the Electroweak Symmetry Breaking mech-
anism: whether it happens as the well-known discussion in the Standard Model paradigm presented
in subsection 2.6.2, or whether new particles or interactions influence the global SU(2)× SU(2) →
SU(2) breaking pattern that is crucial for the Electroweak interactions. When extending the EW SBS
and assuming there is new physics sitting at a large scale Λ, two effective field theories have been pro-
posed: Standard Model EFT (SMEFT) and the Higgs EFT (HEFT).

Throughout most of this chapter we will discuss these theories in a regime where the energies,E, of the
scattered particles are much higher than their masses,mh, and much smaller than the new physics scale,
so that mh ≪ E ≪ Λ. In such regime and in the presence of new physics that would yield derivative
couplings with ∂ ∼ E ≫ mh, the much discussed Higgs potential V (h) is actually a correction
that does not play the pivotal role it enjoys in the SM. As we will see shortly, the crucial function to
distinguish between SMEFT and HEFT will be the Flare function F(h) (that name originated in our
first publication on the topic [88]).

For a while, it was often stated that the SMEFT [89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94] and the HEFT [95, 96, 97,
98, 99] must encode similar physics, just in different coordinates (related by a simple change between
Cartesian-like to spherical-like coordinates), with HEFT being perhaps a bit more general because it
does not incorporate the Higgs boson h into an SU(2) multiplet.

However, the work of the San Diego and Oregon groups [100, 101, 102, 103] has sharpened the differ-
ences between both formulations. Every Lagrangian in SMEFT form, such as that in eq. (3.1) below,
can be recast in the shape of HEFT. An example in the relevant energy region is given in eq. (3.3). Nev-
ertheless, the converse statement is not true, not every HEFT can be cast as a SMEFT. From the work
at San Diego it has become apparent that this can be achieved only if the Flare functionF(h) presented
shortly in eq. (3.4) has a zero for some real value of the classical field h, ∃ h∗ ∈ R|F(h∗) = 0. (The
precise and complete conditions as presently understood for this SMEFT ↔ HEFT equivalence are
presented in section 3.2). This function controls high-energy processes with multiple Higgs bosons in
the final state: achieving a good control over it requires measurements with an increasingly large num-
ber of them, that would look in a detector like a flare of Higgs bosons, whence the name of F .

41
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A summary of our present understanding is given by the following scheme:

Specific correlations

Valid Double zero between ai
SMEFT =⇒ of F(h) =⇒ coefficients

at some h∗ from expanding F(h)

around h = 0

Both aspects, the double zero of F(h) (see subsection 3.3.3 below, for example) and the possibility of
using correlations between its coefficients, ai, to distinguish SMEFT from HEFT from experimental
data (see subsection 3.4.2 and section 3.5) have been separately discussed in the last years. We here
provide an integrated discussion with full detail, putting less weight on geometric aspects and more
in field-theory and particle physics ones and make several new contributions. Finally, it is also worth
mentioning that similar relations exist between the coefficients of the nonderivative VHEFT potential,
since a valid SMEFT description of V must obey a series of conditions analogous to those for the flare
function F(h) [103]. Assuming SMEFT’s validity would then also impose important correlations be-
tween the coefficients of the potential –trilinear, quartic, etc.– (see e.g. [104] for a HEFT phenomeno-
logical analysis). This and correlations that SMEFT produces on Yukawa couplings are presented in
subsection 3.5.2.

The rest of this chapter is organized as follows: we provide a basic discussion in section 3.1, where some
superficial differences between the electroweak SMEFT and HEFT theories are studied at the level of
the Lagrangian. Section 3.2 is devoted to identifying the effective operators in SMEFT (of dimension 6
and 8) with leading TeV-scale contributions toWLWL → n× h scattering and to expressing them in
HEFT coordinates (hereWL stands for the longitudinal polarizations of electroweak bosons). In doing
so, we expose the correlations on the HEFT parameters induced by assuming SMEFT’s validity. Then,
in section 3.3 we review the field-redefinition invariant criteria to distinguish SMEFT from HEFT. We
also present a novel and simple analytic way of deriving the conditions on the flare function,F(h), that
allow for the deployment of SMEFT around the symmetric point. Continuing, section 3.4 deals with
the generic properties of the flare function F(h) such as its positivity, the general correlations (and
their experimental bounds in section 3.5) induced on its coefficients by assuming the existence of a
symmetric point (where F(h∗) = 0) and analyticity around, it allowing a continuation to our physical
vacuum. Also, some example functions are provided as illustration. Section 3.6 cursorily discusses how
to experimentally extract the value of the coefficients of the flare function, presenting the amplitudes
of the scattering of two Goldstone bosons to nHiggs bosons (with n = 1, 2, 3, although an automated
amplitude generator for n ∈ N can be provided on demand). We also observe that to first nontrivial
order, the structure of SMEFT makes amplitudes with more than two Higgses in the final state vanish.
With the first non-zero contributions appearing at the next order, which is not the case for a generic
HEFT. Section 3.7 explores the status of the symmetric-point knowledge based on current bounds
on HEFT parameters by ATLAS and CMS, and also under what conditions Schwarz’s Lemma can
guarantee the existence of such a point. Finally, section 3.8 takes on a more speculative road by studying
the far-future possibility of producing a large number of Higgs bosons at non-zero temperature, hence
giving access to an arbitrary expansion order of the flare function. Our final conclusions are provided
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in section 3.9 and some technical details are relegated to Appendix A.1.

3.1 Cosmetic differences between EW EFTs
In this section we will review the differences between the SMEFT framework and the HEFT setting
at the Lagrangian level, to afterwards move on to show explicitly how a SMEFT can be cast as a HEFT
through field redefinitions.

3.1.1 Key aspects of the SMEFT Lagrangian
The first of the theories extending the SM EW SBS is the Standard Model EFT (SMEFT) electroweak
Lagrangian. As in subsection 2.6.2, its symmetry breaking sector is expressed in terms of the SU(2)
doubletHT = 1√

2
(ϕ1+iϕ2, ϕ4+iϕ3) (that can also be collected as anO(4)quartetϕ = (ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3, ϕ4))

and takes the general form

LSMEFT = A(|H|2)|∂H|2 + 1

2
B(|H|2)(∂(|H|2))2 − V (|H|2) +O(∂4) . (3.1)

Where both functions A(|H|2) and B(|H|2) are real, and analytic around |H|2 = 0. The SM is re-
trieved by choosing A(|H|2) = 1 and B(|H|2) = 0. Thus, the organization of the theory is carried
around an electroweak symmetric vacuum, instead of the energy minimum at ⟨ϕ4⟩ = v.

SMEFT arranges the order of usage of operators in terms of their canonical-dimension counting, so
that the leading corrections to the SM are composed of dimension six operators (each multiplied by a
Wilson coefficient and divided by the new physics scale squared, Λ2).

In the TeV region, the derivative terms multiplyingB become much larger than V , and we can neglect
this potential. It will be shown that the piece of most importance for this chapter is that function B,
that contains the electroweak symmetry breaking physics in the TeV region in the presence of new
physics, particularly the dimension-6 operator OH□ = |H|2□|H|2.

3.1.2 HEFT Lagrangian (for the EW SBS in the TeV region)
What has come to be called the Higgs EFT (HEFT) Lagrangian (the second to bear that name) is an evo-
lution of the Electroweak chiral Lagrangian (inspired in eqns. (2.144)-(2.145)). Its degrees of freedom
are built from a Cartesian to spherical-like change of coordinates

ϕ = (1 + h/v)n , (3.2)

where n = (ω1, ω2, ω3,
√
v2 − ω2

1 − ω2
2 − ω2

3), so that n · n = v2. It couples the ωi Goldstone
bosons to an additional low-energy Higgs field singlet, h, that is not assumed to be part of the SU(2)
Goldstone triplet. At leading order in the chiral counting, the scalar sector of the HEFT Lagrangian (in
EW Goldstone spherical coodinates ωi in eq.(3.2)) is given by

LLO HEFT =
1

2
F(h)∂µω

i∂µωj
(
δij +

ωiωj

v2 − ω2

)
+

1

2
∂µh∂

µh , (3.3)
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where the function F scales the scattering amplitudes involving two, four, and generically an even
number of Goldstone bosons. Thus, the flare function F(h) relates the EW Goldstone processes to
amplitudes with an arbitrary number of Higgs bosons (since these are of the same order in the chiral
counting):

F(h) = 1 +
∞∑
n=1

an

(h
v

)n
. (3.4)

Usually, since only the first terms of the F function are known, the Lagrangian is expressed [105,
106] in terms of F(h) ≃

[
1 + 2ah

v
+ b
(
h
v

)2], with a1 = 2a and a2 = b . In the TeV regime, the
leading corrections to this Lagrangian are not of order mW or mh, both in the 100 GeV range, but
rather derivative couplings. This means that V (h) is irrelevant and electroweak symmetry breaking
in the TeV region is more naturally discussed in terms of the coefficients of the Higgs-flare function
F(h).

At NLO, the Lagrangian relevant to study unitarity and resonances in the TeV regime acquires two
further derivatives (so that amplitudes receive terms of order s2) and becomes

LNLO HEFT =
1

2

[
1 + 2a

h

v
+ b

(
h

v

)2
]
∂µω

i∂µωj
(
δij +

ωiωj

v2 − ω2

)
+

1

2
∂µh∂

µh

+
4α4

v4
∂µω

i∂νω
i∂µωj∂νωj +

4α5

v4
∂µω

i∂µωi∂νω
j∂νωj +

g

v4
(∂µh∂

µh)2

+
2d

v4
∂µh∂

µh∂νω
i∂νωi +

2e

v4
∂µh∂

νh∂µωi∂νω
i , (3.5)

which will be used in the next chapter. Here we will concentrate on the LO Lagrangian (tree-level
amplitudes ∝ s) in eq. (3.3) with the Taylor series of F around the physical vacuum h = 0 (with
zero number of physical Higgs particles, that is, with ϕi = ⟨ϕ4⟩δi4 = vδi4 in terms of the SMEFT
coordinates) given by eq. (3.4). The NLO coefficients of the second and third lines in eq. (3.5) should
eventually encode similar physics to the neglected O(∂4) terms of dimension 8 in eq. (3.1), but we here
concentrate on the comparison betweenA(|H|2),B(|H|2) and F(h).

3.2 TeV-scale relevant EW SMEFT in HEFT form
We now show the explicit transformation to polar coordinates, and then to HEFT, of the SMEFT elec-
troweak Lagrangian in eq. (3.1) in terms of the SU(2) doublet H , neglecting the gauge couplings and
V (H) as is appropriate for TeV-scale physics where E ≫ mh,W,Z , following the discussion in [103].
This is achieved by decomposing the doubletH of the SMEFT framework in the spherical polar coor-
dinates of eq. (3.2),

H =

(
1 +

h

v

)
U(ω)Hvac , (3.6)

where h denotes the radial Higgs-boson field in the SMEFT framework. The SU(2) matrix U(ω)
contains the EW Goldstone bosons analogously to eq. (2.143). The VEV modification due to higher-
order corrections can always be later incorporated to the analysis by considering a shift in the Higgs
field 2 h→ h+∆.

2This removes terms linear in h and recenters the Higgs field expansion around the potential minimum.
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Substituting H†H = (v + h)2/2 inA andB of eq. (3.1) and neglecting the potential V , we get

Lpolar−SMEFT =
1

2
(v + h)2A(h)(∂µn · ∂µn) + 1

2

(
A(h) + (v + h)2B(h)

)
(∂h)2

=
1

4
(v + h)2A(h) ⟨∂µU †∂µU⟩+ 1

2
(A(h) + (v + h)2B(h))(∂h)2 , (3.7)

withA((h+ v)2/2) ≡ Ã(h) → A(h) now a function of h to avoid cumbersome notation.

The SM, with A = 1 and B = 0, is the first and simplest of the family of SMEFT Lagrangians in
eq. (3.7), and in this form it reads

LSM = |∂H|2 =
1

4
(v + h)2 ⟨∂µU †∂µU⟩+ 1

2
(∂h)2 . (3.8)

In the general case, even though the coordinates of eq. (3.7) are now those of HEFT, the Lagrangian is
not yet in its canonical form because, by convention, the HEFT Higgs field’s h kinetic term needs to
be fixed to its free-wave standard expression

LHEFT =
v2

4
F(h1) ⟨∂µU †∂µU⟩+ 1

2
(∂h1)

2 , (3.9)

which requires a further change of the h variable. Finding an h1 field that absorbs the multiplicative
factor in eq. (3.7) and that becomes the Higgs field in the HEFT framework, implies solving the differ-
ential condition [107]

dh1 =
√
A(h) + (v + h)2B(h) dh , (3.10)

that will collect all factors ofh1 to multiply only the Goldstone term to the right of eq. (3.7), from which
the F of eq. (3.3) can be read off,

v2F(h1) = (v + h(h1))
2A(h(h1)) . (3.11)

in terms of h1 = h1[A,B](h). In the next subsection 3.2.1 we will show that non-trivial A terms
are unnecessary, so we can set A = 1 and employ B alone, which will determine the relation h1 =
h1(h).

Once h has been expressed in terms of h1, the Lagrangian will have reached its HEFT form and the
subindex in h1 may be dropped 3. With this method, the coefficients of eq. (3.4) expanding the generic
HEFT Lagrangian radial function can be retrieved from the initial SMEFT.

To complete this discussion we will quickly digress, in the next subsection, to show that A = 1 can
be consistently taken, afterwards proceeding to carry out the transformation h → h1 for the relevant
SMEFT pieces for the electroweak sector in the TeV energy regime wheremh ≪ E ∼ ∂ ≪ Λ.

3Note we are dropping here the possible shift h1 → h1 + ∆, required if there are modification to the SM Higgs
potential. We are interested in high-energy effects and ignore non-derivative operators in LHEFT. This shift can easily be
incorporated if needed.
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3.2.1 A(H) is not really necessary for
√
s≫ mh

We here quickly show that it is possible, and can be more convenient, to eliminate the nth-power
operators (for n ≥ 1) obtained in an expansion of A, by means of a partial integration. For this,
note that, up to a total divergence,

(H†H)n|∂H|2︸ ︷︷ ︸
A-type operator

= −n
2
(H†H)n−1(∂|H|2)2︸ ︷︷ ︸

B-type operator

−1

2
(H†H)n

(
(∂2H†)H +H†(∂2H)

)
, (3.12)

obtained by using the relation ∂2|H|2 = 2|∂H|2 + (∂2H†)H + H†(∂2H). This teaches us that we
can always convert (by partial integration) any n-power operator of A-type into an (n − 1)-power
operator of B-type. The price to pay includes an irrelevant total derivative and a couple of terms
proportional to ∂2H and ∂2H†. However, the classical equations of motion ofH can be used to trade
the derivative operators for ∂2H (and its conjugate) by operators without derivatives, up to correction
of higher dimension in 1/Λ2. In this way, the A-type of operators can be removed from the theory
and transformed into B-operators at fixed dimension 6, 8, etc. Employing this freedom, we will set
∆ABSM = 0 and just keep the leading operator, A = ASM = 1. Hence SMEFT can be formulated in
polar coordinates (h, ωa) as

Lpolar−SMEFT =
v2

4

(
1 +

h

v

)2

⟨∂µU †∂µU⟩+ 1

2

(
1 + (v + h)2B(h)

)
(∂h)2 , (3.13)

instead of eq. (3.7). The change of variables in the Higgs field, h = h(h1) of eq. (3.10) then be-
comes

dh1 =

(
1 + (v + h)2B(h)

)1/2

dh . (3.14)

This change determines F in the form

F(h1) =

(
1 +

h(h1)

v

)2

, (3.15)

with h implicitly given [107] by the relation

h1 =

∫ h

0

(
1 + (v + h)2B(h)

)1/2

dh . (3.16)

3.2.2 Explicit computation with SMEFT’s power expansion ofB(|H|2)
Order 6 in the SMEFT counting

The SMEFT Lagrangian is an alternative parametrization of SM deviations, that assumes the SM sym-
metries and fields, and particularly assumes the traditional doublet structure for the Higgs field. The
Higgs sector of this Lagrangian was introduced in eq. (3.1), and can more generally be written as

LSMEFT = LSM +
∞∑
n=5

∑
i

c
(n)
i

Λn−4
O(n)
i . (3.17)



3.2. TEV-SCALE RELEVANT EW SMEFT IN HEFT FORM 47

At dimension 6, there are three operators of the SMEFT Warsaw basis [108] that directly distort the
Standard Model’s Electroweak Symmetry Breaking Lagrangian, which written in terms of the Higgs
field doubletH appropriate for SMEFT are (∂2 ≡ □)

OH = (H†H)3 , OHD = (H†DµH)∗(H†DµH) ,

OH□ = (H†H)□(H†H) . (3.18)

They can of course be reexpressed in terms of the singlet field for the Higgs boson via (H†H) =
(h + v)2/2 (in polar coordinates this is manifestly gauge-independent). Those three operators are
actually all that is needed for Higgs-Goldstone boson scattering up to dimension 6 in the SMEFT
counting. Moreover, OHD breaks custodial symmetry so that it can be counted as higher order due to
the small size of the corrections to Peskin-Takeuchi [1] observables in the SM at LEP [109]

We would like to remark that not only at dimension-6 but also at dimension-8 there is an additional
operator with two derivatives acting only on a product of Higgs doublets. However, these terms violate
custodial symmetry and they actually contribute to an independent type of HEFT operator, Longhi-
tano’s a0 Lagrangian term [110, 111]. Consistently, this a0 operator is related to the experimentally
suppressed oblique T–parameter. Thus, we will no longer consider this type of custodial breaking op-
erators in this chapter, although a similar study can be worked out if this kind of corrections needed
to be included.

In turn, OH is not a derivative operator, so that it does not contribute to the flare function that we are
pursuing (though it does affect the Higgs self-coupling, namely the Higgs SM potential, and the vacuum
expectation value, important near threshold, its impact in the TeV region is much smaller than that of
the derivative operator).

In summary, only the OH□ operator contributes to F(h) at order O(Λ−2). Moreover, it has been
shown in [112], by geometric arguments, that only one operator is needed at this order, which is con-
sistent with our discussion. The rest of the electroweak operators of the Warsaw basis that the reader
may be wondering about,

OW = ϵijkW
νi
µ W

ρj
ν W

µk
ρ , OHW = (H†H)W i

µνW
µνi ,

OHB = (H†H)BµνB
µν , OHWB = (H†τ iH)W i

µνB
µν , (3.19)

are necessary only if one intends to couple the transverse electroweak gauge bosons [104, 113], but
they are of no concern for our purposes of studying the TeV-region electroweak-symmetry breaking
Lagrangian that requires only, by the Equivalence Theorem [114, 115] in the TeV region, the Gold-
stone bosons, which encode the relevant physics of the longitudinal WL, ZL. Further, a generic basis
could also contain an operator of the form ∂µ(H

†H)∂µ(H†H), but this is eliminated in the standard
Warsaw treatment because it is equivalent to OH□ in eq. (3.18) up to a total divergence, in analogy to
eq. (3.12),

(X2)□(X2) = −∂µX2∂µX2 + ∂µ(X
2∂µX2)︸ ︷︷ ︸

surface term

, (3.20)

or in terms of the h singlet,

OH□ = (H†H)□(H†H) = −∂µ(H†H)∂µ(H†H) + ∂µ(...) = −(h+ v)2∂µh∂
µh+ ∂µ(...) .

(3.21)
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Therefore, the only contributing dimension-six operator of the Warsaw basis that preserves custodial
symmetry is

OH□ = (H†H)□(H†H) = −∂µ(H†H)∂µ(H†H) , (3.22)

that in the Lagrangian appears multiplied by the Wilson coefficient cH□ and is suppressed by two
powers of the high-energy scale Λ respect to the dimension-4 Lagrangian. Comparing with eq. (3.1)
we read the (constant) values A(|H|2) = 1 andB(|H|2) = −2 cH□

Λ2 , that contain no fields.

The role of cH□ in SMEFT and bounds on its size from experimental data

Because SMEFT has been used for a few years now to analyze LHC data, there already exist bounds on
the coefficient cH□ from Run 2 of the machine (even if the associated operator OH□ is quite elusive in
LHC fits); we now recall those bounds.

The best overall constraints on the dimension-6 basis arise from Higgs-sector observables (production
and decay) [116, 117], but it is only when combined with other electroweak channels that this cH□

coefficient can be well constrained. The reason for this is the way that OH□ enters in the B piece of
the Lagrangian in eq. (3.1). Its effect is to change the Higgs wave-function normalization

LSMEFT =
1

2

(
1− 2cH□v

2

Λ2

)
∂µh∂

µh + ... (3.23)

instead of the Higgs couplings to other particles, that are not directly affected. Hence, the contribu-
tion of this operator to any on-shell production or decay process of a single Higgs boson appears as a
kinematics-independent shift, as evident from eq. (3.23). In particular, for the reference value ofΛ = 1
TeV used in most analysis, this overall shift for the several processes considered, whether decay width
or production cross-section, becomes

σH, SMEFT

σH, SM
∝ ΓH, SMEFT

ΓH, SM
∝ 1 + 2

cH□v
2

Λ2
= 1 + 0.12cH□ , (3.24)

which was already numerically observed by the ATLAS collaboration and reported, for example in Ta-
ble 1 of [118]. It is obvious that the numbers there, between 0.115 and 0.125, just reflect the exact 0.12
factor of eq. (3.24). This is true in any process involving only one on-shell Higgs boson (as will also
be the case in our eq. (3.95) below); but events with two or multiple h particles such as eq. (3.96) and
following have different dependences on cH□ and will allow a cleaner separation within SMEFT. Also,
the cross sections above in σH, SMEFT

σH, SM
are implicitly understood as their narrow Higgs-width approxi-

mation, where one Higgs is produced on-shell and then cascades into the final products. For off-shell
Higgs studies the dependency would be different.

In consequence, this kinematically not very exciting OH□ operator is often overlooked and few works
actually constrain it. Still, the works of Ellis et al. [116] and Ethier et al. [117] offer quite interesting
bounds on cH□, that at 95% confidence level, and rounding off to the precision of the leading digit of
the uncertainty, read as follows,

cH□ ≃ −0.3± 0.7 (individual) (3.25)
cH□ ≃ −1± 2 (marginalized) . (3.26)

Both are compatible with the Standard Model value cH□ = 0.
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Operator of order 8 in the SMEFT counting

Going one order further in the 1/Λ2 power counting makes the SMEFT parametrization more inter-
esting [119, 120, 121, 122]. In particular, the full dimension-8 basis in SMEFT was recently published
in [123, 124]. To find the dimension-8 operator that contributes O(Λ−4) corrections to the flare func-
tion F(h) we can return to the B(H) term in eq. (3.1) remembering that A(H) is irrelevant as per
section 3.2.1, 1

2
B(|H|2)(∂(|H|2))2, and set B(|H|2) ∝ |H|2 instead of 1. Therefore, at dimension-8

we only find the following operator:

O(8)
H□ = |H|4□|H|2 = −2|H|2(∂(|H|2))2 = −(h+ v)4∂µh∂

µh . (3.27)

We have chosen this operator’s normalization for convenience and resemblance to O(6)
H□ in eq. (3.22)

when expressed in terms of the Higgs doublet modulus (v + h)/
√
2. Through partial integration, it

can be easily rewritten in other forms considered in the bibliography (up to a total derivative):

O(8)
H□ = −2|H|2(∂(|H|2))2 = |H|4□|H|2 = 2|H|4|∂H|2+ |H|4((□H†)H+H†(□H)) , (3.28)

with the last contribution |H|4((□H†)H + H†(□H)) being proportional to the Higgs equations of
motion, so they can be removed from the effective action and transformed into operators including
EW Goldstone bosons and also fermions, as well as the Q(1)

H6 = |H|4|DH|2 operator chosen for the
dimension-8 basis in Ref. [123]. The other possible two-derivative dimension-8 operator,Q(2)

H6 , breaks
custodial symmetry and will not be discussed.

In the next section, we will first work out the precise change of Higgs variable h → h1 from SMEFT
to HEFT up to dimension-6. Afterwards, in subsection 3.2.3, we will proceed up to the next order and
provide the NNLO modification induced by this dimension–8 operator.

3.2.3 Change of coordinates hSMEFT → hHEFT
1

Once we have identified the SMEFT relevant operators at the TeV scale, we will expose the correlations
on HEFT parameters produced by SMEFT’s structure.

Derivation and result at dimension-6

The first step to put the dimension-6 relevant SMEFT Lagrangian into HEFT form is then to change
the variable as in eq. (3.7) yielding

LSMEFT =
1

2

(
1− 2(v + h)2

cH□

Λ2

)
(∂µh)

2 +
1

2
(v + h)2(∂µn · ∂µn) . (3.29)

We next have to take the Higgs kinetic energy to canonical form. This requires integrating (3.10) (t
being the integration variable taking the place of h):

h1 =

∫ h

0

√
1− (v + t)2

2cH□

Λ2
dt =

∫ v+h

v

√
1− t2

2cH□

Λ2
dt =

√
Λ2

2cH□

∫ θ1

θ0

| cos θ| cos θdθ ,

(3.30)
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where θ0 = arcsin
√

2cH□
Λ2 v and θ1 = arcsin

√
2cH□
Λ2 (v + h). Now, since 0 ≤ θ0 ≤ θ1 ≪ π/2

(because the EFT coefficient is very small by current bounds [125]) we can assume that the cosine in
eq. (3.30) is positive and hence find

h1 =
1

2

√
Λ2

2cH□

(
θ +

sin 2θ

2

)∣∣∣θ1
θ0
=

1

2

√
Λ2

2cH□

(
θ + sin θ

√
1− sin2 θ

)∣∣∣θ1
θ0
=

=
1

2

(
(v + h)

√
1− 2cH□(h+ v)2

Λ2
− v

√
1− 2cH□v2

Λ2

)
+

+
1

2

√
Λ2

2cH□

(
arcsin

√
2cH□

Λ2
(v + h)− arcsin

√
2cH□

Λ2
v
)
. (3.31)

Such expression is not particularly useful, especially taking into account that we need to invert it to
obtain h(h1), so we explore it by expanding eq. (3.31) to leading order in cH□/Λ

2, finding

h1 = h− 1

3

(cH□

Λ2

)
(h3 + 3h2v + 3hv2) +O

(c2H□

Λ4

)
, (3.32)

which can be iteratively inverted, yielding

h = h1 +
1

3

(cH□

Λ2

)
(h31 + 3h21v + 3h1v

2) +O
(c2H□

Λ4

)
. (3.33)

Finally, we can use eq. (3.11) and (3.33) to obtain F(h1),

F(h1) =

(
1 +

h(h1)

v

)2

=

=

(
1 +

h1
v

)2

+
2v2cH□

Λ2

(
1 +

h1
v

)(
h31
3v3

+
h21
v2

+
h1
v

)
+O

(c2H□

Λ4

)
=

= 1 +

(
h1
v

)(
2 + 2

cH□v
2

Λ2

)
+

(
h1
v

)2(
1 + 4

cH□v
2

Λ2

)
+

+

(
h1
v

)3(
8
cH□v

2

3Λ2

)
+

(
h1
v

)4(
2
cH□v

2

3Λ2

)
+O

(c2H□

Λ4

)
, (3.34)

which expresses the expansion coefficients of HEFT’s F in terms of the SMEFT Wilson coefficient (in
the philosophy of the appendix of [126]),

a1 = 2a = 2
(
1 + v2

cH□

Λ2

)
, a2 = b = 1 + 4v2

cH□

Λ2
, a3 =

8v2

3

cH□

Λ2
, a4 =

2v2

3

cH□

Λ2
. (3.35)

These relations expose the inclusion of SMEFT into HEFT: theai coefficients, independent parameters
in the latter, are correlated in SMEFT up to a given order, as all of the first four ai are given in terms of
only one Wilson coefficient cH□. This feature has been suggested as a handle to discern, from upcoming
experimental data, whether SMEFT will be applicable later on (in the presence of any separation from
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the SM values a = b = 1). Measurements of the ωω → nh scattering process (see section 3.6) would
allow the determination of the ai and can probe the SMEFT-predicted correlations [127] (or the SM
ones [128, 104]). In the absence of such correlations, it is plausible that a HEFT formulation would be
needed.

However, this difference can be put into question in the presence of unnatural Wilson coefficients. If
the dimension-8 operators contribute at an order similar to that of the dimension-6 operator, because
the coefficients are not of order 1 or because Λ is not large enough to significantly suppress them,
additional SMEFT parameters would appear in the expressions of eq. (3.35), decorrelating the ai co-
efficients and complicating the analysis. Therefore, though perhaps illustrative, given that naturalness
may have already failed as a safe guiding principle in view of the light Higgs boson mass, we have pro-
vided more robust criteria that helps systematize the correlations to distinguish SMEFT from HEFT,
and to them we turn in the next section.

To finish, let us comment on the shift on the value of the symmetric point. The position of the symmet-
ric point h∗ that satisfies F(h∗) = 0 is always given by h(h1) = −v (with |H| = (h+v)/

√
2), as seen

directly from eq. (3.15). In turn, the position of the symmetric point in HEFT coordinates becomes
displaced from its SM value hSM∗ = −v by an O(Λ−2) SMEFT correction,

h∗
v

=
h1(h)

v

∣∣∣∣
h=−v

= −1 +
cH□v

2

3Λ2
, (3.36)

where we use the relation h1 = h1(h) in eq. (3.32). This procedure provides the only real root of
F (h1) up to O(1/Λ2), with F(h1) = F (h1)

2 (in addition, there are two more complex-conjugate
roots). However, this information gets blurred if we instead consider F up to O(1/Λ2), which has
the real roots h1/v = −1 and h1/v = −1 + 2cH□v

2/Λ2 (in addition to a pair of complex-conjugate
roots which escape to infinity for Λ → ∞). Notice that, due to the 1/Λ2 truncation in eq. (3.34),
none of the four zeroes of eq. (3.34), a fourth-order polynomial, seems to be double. This means that
inside a small interval of values of h1 of width suppressed by 1/Λ2, eq. (3.34) can violate positivity (see
subsection 3.4.1 below). Furthermore, we find that F(h1) = O(1/Λ4) for h1/v = −1 + x v2/Λ2

∀x ∈ R [88]. Hence, it looks that the perturbative analysis of F alone does not allow us to extract any
information beyond h∗ = −v +O(1/Λ2).

We note, however, that eq. (3.36) is indeed the correct solution of h(h1) = −v up to order cH/Λ2,
even though the O(1/Λ2) Flare-function in eq. (3.34) fails to recover that precise expression at that
perturbative order. This ambiguity will be solved in theO(1/Λ4) analysis in the next subsection.

Change of variables and symmetric point at dimension-8

We now quote the result of adding the operator of dimension-8 in eq. (3.2.2); the calculation follows
along the same lines of the previous paragraph so we only quote the combined result for the flare
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function F , which reads

F(h1) =

(
1 +

h(h1)

v

)2

= 1 +

(
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)(
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c
(6)
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+

+
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H□v

4

Λ4

)
+

+
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+

+
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(
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+
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(
44

(c
(6)
H□)

2v4

45Λ4
+ 2

c
(8)
H□v

4

5Λ4

)
+O(Λ−6) . (3.37)

Note that the bracket in each line provides the corresponding aj up to and including O(Λ−4). Also,
to make the order manifest and avoid confusion, we have denoted cH□ by c(6)H□ in this paragraph and
below whenever it may be needed.

As for the symmetric point around which SMEFT is built, eq. (3.36) takes a further correction of
O(Λ−4) that may take it away from the Standard Model value. Again, eq. (3.15) shows that theSU(2)×
SU(2) fixed-point point condition F(h∗) = 0 has always the solution h = −v, which in the in the
HEFT coordinates up to and including O(Λ−4) SMEFT corrections is given by

h∗
v

=
h1(h)

v

∣∣∣∣
h=−v

= −1 +
c
(6)
H□v

2

3Λ2
+
(
(c

(6)
H□)

2 + 2c
(8)
H□

) v4

10Λ4
. (3.38)

where we used the relation between SMEFT and HEFT coordinates at this order:

h1 = h +
c
(6)
H□

3Λ2

(
v3 − (v + h)3

)
+

((c
(6)
H□)

2 + 2c
(8)
H□)

10Λ4

(
v5 − (v + h)5

)
+ O

(
1

Λ6

)
, (3.39)

which can be iteratively inverted, yielding

h = h1 +
c
(6)
H□

3Λ2

(
(v + h)3 − v3

)
+

(c
(6)
H□)

2

30Λ4

(
13(v + h1)

5 − 10v3(v + h1)
2 − 3v5

)
+
c
(8)
H□

5Λ4

(
(v + h)5 − v5

)
+ O

(
1

Λ6

)
. (3.40)

The study of the O(1/Λ4) Flare-function in eq. (3.37) shows that F(h1) = O(Λ−4) for h1/v = −1+

x v2/Λ2 for all x ∈ R except for h1/v = −1+ c
(6)
H□v

2/3Λ2, where we find F(h1) = O(Λ−6). Hence,
requiring F(h1) = 0 up to O(1/Λ4) leads to the real solution h1/v = −1+ c

(6)
H□v

2/3Λ2+O(1/Λ4),
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solving the O(1/Λ2) ambiguity of the previous subsection. However, the perturbative expression in
eq. (3.37) is not able to recover theO(1/Λ4) expansion of the symmetric point (3.38). In order to fix the
O(1/Λ4) term of h∗ there are two ways to proceed: analyze the Flare-function constraint F(h1) = 0
up to 1/Λ6; or solve the equation F = 1 + h(h1)/v = 0 up to O(1/Λ4).

3.3 Geometric andanalyticdistinctionbetweenHEFTandSMEFT
This section exposes the precise theoretical conditions allowing to discern between SMEFT and HEFT,
summarizing the main results of several articles [98, 100, 101, 102, 103] in their geometrical aspects
and adding an extended analytical discussion about the function F of our own. Much of the past
confusion between the two EFT formulations arose from the fact that there are two coordinate systems
to describe the same set of particles. For this reason, the San Diego and Oregon groups employed a
geometric perspective to be able to make coordinate-invariant statements.

3.3.1 Flat SM geometry
TheO(4) components in the scalar field of eq. (3.2) used for the SM Higgs sector, ϕ = (ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3, ϕ4)
are taken to represent coordinates in a (momentarily flat, later in the next subsection curved) geometric
manifold M. ϕ contains the Higgs field and the three “eaten” Goldstone bosons and has a Lagrangian
(turning off gauge fields)

LSM =
1

2
∂µϕ · ∂µϕ− λ

4
(ϕ · ϕ− v2)2 . (3.41)

In these Cartesian coordinates the globalO(4) transformations should act linearly

ϕ → Oϕ , OTO = 1 . (3.42)

The field breaks the global electroweak symmetry O(4) down to O(3) by acquiring a vacuum expec-
tation value

⟨ϕ · ϕ⟩ = v2 ,

where v ≃ 246 GeV. Usually, the vacuum expectation value is chosen to be ⟨ϕ4⟩ = v while ⟨ϕ1⟩ =
⟨ϕ2⟩ = ⟨ϕ3⟩ = 0 and the Higgs field h in these Cartesian coordinates is defined through the relation
ϕ4 = v + h.

The alternative coordinate system in which HEFT is based expresses the SM Higgs sector Lagrangian
in polar form

ϕ =
(
1 +

h

v

)
n(ω), n · n = v2 . (3.43)

Clearly, the constraint n · n = v2 makes the O(4) symmetry to be realized in a non-linear way. This
comes about because the four components of n = (ω1, ω2, ω3,±

√
v2 − ω2) rotate linearly with O

in eq. (3.42), imposing a non-linear transformation law on the polar-coordinate Goldstone bosons,wa
(a = 1, 2, 3). In these polar coordinates, the Higgs sector SM Lagrangian of eq. (2.149) is 4

LSM =
1

2

(
1 +

h

v

)2
(∂µω

i∂µω
j)

(
δij +

ωiωj
v2 − ω2

)
+

1

2
(∂µh)

2 − λ

4
(h2 + 2vh)2 . (3.44)

4Note the difference with eq.(2.12) in [100] where the ωiωj piece is absent. It is unnecessary unless amplitudes with
more than two Goldstone bosons are analyzed, which we leave for future investigation.
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In the SM, we thus see that

F(h = h1) =

(
1 +

h

v

)2

(3.45)

This exercise enlightens the fact that that the SM Higgs sector O(4) symmetry can be realized both
in a linear or a non-linear manner. That is why, when studying EFTs that extend the SM, one should
concentrate on objects which are invariant under field redefinitions [129].

3.3.2 Beyond SM: curved ϕ geometry
The kinetic term of the Lagrangian (giving the classical equations of motion as the geodesics of that
manifold) in eq. (3.3) has the form

1

2
gij(ϕ)∂µϕ

i∂µϕj ,

and can be interpreted in terms of a metric tensor gij that provides lengths in the geometrical space
of the ϕ fields, gijdϕidϕj in any of the different coordinate choices. This is the point of contact be-
tween physics experiments at colliders, i.e. production and scattering amplitudes derived from this
Lagrangian, and the field geometry, where the amplitudes are represented in terms of curvature in-
variants. We now briefly recall the results presented in [100, 103].

In the SM, the metric is just a Kronecker delta gij(ϕ)SM = δij , but the SMEFT of eq. (3.1) extends it
to a more general form

gij|SMEFT = A
(ϕ · ϕ

Λ2

)
δij +B

(ϕ · ϕ
Λ2

)ϕiϕj
Λ2

(3.46)

whereΛ is the new physics scale. It is always possible to express the SMEFT metric (and in particular its
SM limit) in HEFT form by changing to polar coordinates followed by a field redefinition to make the
kinetic term of h canonical as in section 3.2. This makes the HEFT metric take the generic form

gij(h,ω)HEFT =

F(h)gab(ω) 0

0 1

 (3.47)

where gab(ω) is the O(3) invariant metric on the scalar submanifold O(4)/O(3) = S3 described by
the Goldstone bosons in angular coordinates (corresponding to the manifold SU(2)L−R introduced
in subsection 2.6.2). The SM is the special case with a flat scalar manifold M (since its metric is just
δij for all values of the field: there exist global Riemann coordinates). For both SMEFT and HEFT, M
has curvature. But what makes SMEFT different from HEFT?

eq. (3.47) allows to interpret the function F(h) in the manifold M ∋ ϕ as a scale factor akin to the
a(t) one in the Friedmann-Robertson-Walker metric. For each value of h (in units of v) there is an S3

submanifold (parametrized by the ωi), away from the origin of M by an amount F(h), that acts as a
radial distance.

One can in that way always write SMEFT in HEFT form, but as we will see, the converse is not always
true. This means that

SM ⊂ SMEFT ⊂ HEFT .
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This is so because, in order to write a HEFT as a SMEFT, there must exist a point in M which is
invariant under the O(4) symmetry. This translates into the condition that the function F(h) must
vanish for some h∗, F(h∗) = 0. Hence this h∗, an invariant point under theO(4) symmetry, plays the
role of an origin for the Cartesian-like SMEFT coordinates on M.

This invariant point is a necessity to deploy a linear representation of the O(4) group around it, just
as in eq. (3.42), and hence to write down HEFT as a SMEFT. But it happens that the existence of such
zero of F(h) is not a sufficient condition for SMEFT to be deployed. Non-analyticities might arise
at the fixed point h∗ or between that h∗ and h = 0 (the physical vacuum), spoiling the possibility of
constructing a viable SMEFT around h∗ that is applicable in particle physics. This is why we must
require that the metric and thus F(h) be analytic in a sufficient domain (see [103] for further detail).
In a lower energy regime mh ∼ E where the potential V makes a relevant contribution, the same
considerations also apply to V .

Once the basics of the situation have been understood, instead of obtaining these results by further fol-
lowing the powerful yet intricate geometric methods just mentioned, we will continue with coordinate-
dependent field theory in the spirit of staying close to the phenomenological formulation that can be
brought to bear at accelerator experiments.

3.3.3 Zero and analyticity ofF upon passing fromHEFT to SMEFT
We are going to show in this subsection how to proceed from HEFT to SMEFT, and under what con-
dition this is possible in an analytical manner in terms of the field coordinates. For this we need to
combine the Higgs h1 and the EW Goldstone bosons ωa appropriate for HEFT into the complex dou-
bletH used in SMEFT. Problems can arise about whether the resulting Lagrangian will obey minimal
physical requirements from the theoretical (e.g., analyticity) and the phenomenological (e.g., perturba-
tion theory convergence) points of view.

The first step to reconstruct the SMEFT form from the HEFT Lagrangian in eq. (3.9) is to define a new
Higgs variable h from the HEFT one, h1 in this subsection, by the condition

F(h1(h)) = F 2(h1(h)) =

(
1 +

h

v

)2

, F (h1(h)) = 1 +
h

v
, (3.48)

implying the inverse relations

h1 = F−1
(
(1 + h/v)2

)
, h1 = F−1(1 + h/v) . (3.49)

This change of variable unravels the standard HEFT normalization of the Higgs kinetic term in eq. (3.5),
turning the Lagrangian in the “polar-SMEFT” form,

Lpolar-SMEFT =
v2

4

(
1 +

h

v

)2

⟨∂µU †∂µU⟩+ 1

2

(
1

v
(F−1)′(1 + h/v)

)2

(∂h)2 . (3.50)

The second, h-kinetic term can also be expressed in terms of the square of F , that is, F . To achieve it,
we can simply replace (F−1)′(1 + h/v) by 2(1 + h/v) (F−1)′((1 + h/v)2). We note that F−1 and
F−1 are the inverse functions of F and F , respectively, and F (h1) = 1 + h(h1)/v.
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Up to this point there is no concerning issue; this polar-coordinate form half way between HEFT
and SMEFT, that we also find when calculating in the opposite direction in eq. (3.13) is still a valid
Lagrangian (if we postpone for a later moment the discussion on the convergence of the perturbative
series) totally equivalent to HEFT.

The possible obstacle to this conversion can however arise when trying to reconstruct the Higgs-
doublet fieldH from the EW Goldstone bosons ωa inU and the Higgs scalar field h, making use [103]
of

|H|2 = (v + h)2

2
,

|∂H|2 = (v + h)2

4
⟨∂µU †∂µU⟩+ 1

2
(∂h)2 ,

(∂|H|2)2 = (v + h)2 (∂h)2 = 2|H|2 (∂h)2 . (3.51)

The inversion of these equations to express eq. (3.50) in terms of H brings about a possible |H|−2

singularity in the SMEFT Lagrangian,

LSMEFT = |∂H|2︸ ︷︷ ︸
=LSM

+
1

2

[(
1

v
(F−1)′

(√
2|H|2/v2

))2

− 1

]
(∂|H|2)2

2|H|2︸ ︷︷ ︸
=∆LBSM

. (3.52)

That divergence from the |H|2 denominator is incompatible with a power-expansion in powers of
|H| as needed to deploy the SMEFT counting. The only way that eq. (3.52) can provide an analytical
Lagrangian around |H| = 0 to allow a valid SMEFT expansion in powers of H is by restricting the
F = F 2 function of eq. (3.3) to fulfill the condition[

1

v
(F−1)′

(√
2|H|2/v2

)
− 1

]
|H|→0
= 0 + O(|H|2) , (3.53)

so that this zero cancels the |H|−2 denominator in eq. (3.52). Furthermore, even if the zero is cancelled,
the analyticity of the SMEFT Lagrangian at any order implies that the O(|H|2) remnant must also
have an analytic expansion in integer powers of |H|2 (from the square-root argument) . Otherwise an
expansion-breaking nonanalyticity is present and SMEFT becomes a theory that is not systematically
improvable by furthering the expansion. This remarkable fact can be traced to eq. (3.49), where the
change of variables h→ h1 happens at the level of individual singlet particles, whereas the doubletH
employed in SMEFT (and in the SM) needs to be squared to |H|2 to produce an electroweak singlet,
forcing the square root upon us.

The relation (3.53) is a differential equation for (F−1) in the variable z :=
√
2|H|2/v2, whose inte-

gration leads to

F−1(z)
|H|→0
= F−1(0) + vz + O(z3) . (3.54)

The analyticity of the SMEFT Lagrangian at all orders implies that theO(z3) remainder has an analytic
expansion that only contains odd powers of z. We solve for the z variable around z = 0 in terms of
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F−1(z), and invert to recover the original function F = (F−1)−1 around the point h∗1 ≡ F−1(0),
remembering from eq. (3.49) that F−1 is a HEFT-Higgs h1 value:

z = F (h1)
|H|→0
=

1

v
(h1 − h∗1) + O((h1 − h∗1)

3) , (3.55)

where the O(z2) remnant can be put in O((h1 − h∗1)
2) form up to higher orders. In terms of F

the relation would be given by (1 + h/v)2 = 2|H|2/v2 = z2 = F (h1)
2 = F(h1). Moreover,

the analyticity of the SMEFT Lagrangian at all orders implies that the solution of eq. (3.54) for z –
shown in (3.55)– has an analytical expansion around h1 = h∗1 that only contains odd powers of (h1 −
h∗1).

The existence of that zero h∗1 ≡ F−1(0) of F –and thus of its square F–, and the analyticity required
for a power series expansion (both of F and the Higgs potential V ), broadly constitute the necessary
and sufficient requirements for a given HEFT Lagrangian density characterized byF to be expressible
as a SMEFT. Let us summarize and make these findings, that agree with the ones presented in [103],
somewhat more precise:

1. F (h1)must have at least a simple zero at some h∗1, i.e.,F (h∗1) = 0. This implies that the function
in the HEFT Lagrangian density of eq. (3.3) F(h∗1) = F (h∗1)

2 = 0 must have a double zero.

2. At that point h∗1, F must have the slope F ′(h∗1) = 1
v

. This translates into two conditions over
F , namely

F ′(h∗1) = 0 , F ′′(h∗1) =
2

v2
.

3. Finally, it is possible to exploit the analyticity of the SMEFT Lagrangian at higher orders, if
the expansion is to be continued and be systematically improvable. In general, analyticity as an
all-order requirement forces all even derivatives to vanish at the symmetric point: F (ℓ)(h∗1) =
0 for even ℓ. From the point of view of F this implies the vanishing of all odd derivatives,
F (2ℓ+1)(h∗1) = 0 .

The first two conditions mean that the HEFT F flare function must be an upward-bending parabola if
an equivalent SMEFT is to exist. In the next subsection, Figure 3.1 shall expose that current knowledge
is compatible with it, and allows to estimate how intensely one of the HEFT coefficients needs to
separate from the SM or SMEFT for the latter not to be applicable.

Should eq. (3.55) fail, the SMEFT Lagrangian would not have an analytical expansion in powers of the
doublet field H . Moreover, it is important to remark that in order to avoid a singularity, at least at
dimension-6, the remnant in (3.53) must be at least O(|H|2), or equivalently, the remnant in (3.55)
must be at least O((h1 − h∗1)

3).

Various examples will be provided in subsection 3.4.3 below. We will deal with the possibility of ex-
perimentally finding such zeroes h∗1 in section 3.7.
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3.4 Generic properties of the flare functionF(h)

3.4.1 Current knowledge ofF(h)

In particle physics language, the appearance of the F(h) function in eq. (3.3) controls the (derivative)
coupling of a pair of ω ≃ WL longitudinal gauge bosons to any number of Higgs bosons.

While this coefficient is the dominant Higgs production in the TeV region, multiboson processes at
the LHC in the hundred GeV energy regime already constrain, although not tightly, the coefficients of
the F(h1) expansion. Since, for the rest of the main body of the chapter, we will be concentrating on
HEFT and there can be no confusion with the SMEFT h field, we will drop the subindex h1 → h
and make it explicit whenever a change of coordinates between SMEFT and HEFT is used. We give a
graphical representation of the present status of F in Figure 3.1.

At the time of writing there is no significant deviation from the Standard Model, which is a particular
case of SMEFT, meaning that there is no particular reason to doubt the applicability of SMEFT: the
uncertainty bands in Fig. 3.1 by no means exclude a zero of F , possibly where the Standard Model
requires it, at h = −v. The SM line, as a particular SMEFT case, is a parabola with vertex at F = 0,
as discussed in subsection 3.3.3. The reason why we have cut off values F < 0 in Fig. 3.1 will become
clear in the next subsection.

Positivity from boundedness of the Hamiltonian

From the LO HEFT Lagrangian in eq. (3.3) we can construct the Hamiltonian of the theory, find-
ing

HHEFT =

∫
d3x

1

2

[
∂0h∂0h+∇h ·∇h + F(h)

(
∂0ω

i∂0ω
j +∇ωi ·∇ωj

)(
δij +

ωiωj
v2 − ω2

)]
.

(3.56)
From the condition that the Hamiltonian HHEFT must be bounded from below for vacuum stability
one obtains that F(h) ≥ 0. This justifies the common usage of the form F 2(h) instead of simply F .
While a matter of taste, it is not clear what in particle physics is the quantity F being squared (a radial
distance in the ωa field space), so we prefer F for most of the discussion.

One can also often see that, after expanding the functionF(h) around our physical low-energy vacuum
h = 0 as in eq. (3.4), the positivity condition onF(h) is forgotten or not explicitly mentioned, although
in those approaches employing F (h) with F = F 2(h) it is automatically incorporated.

Therefore we are going to distinguish three cases. First let us mention that if F requires an infinite
expansion, the information about positiveness is intricately hidden in the coefficients ai.

The second case that we next address corresponds to the treatment of experimental data within order
by order EFT; F is truncated to a few terms and the customary assumption that F = F 2 is accepted.
However, because the most general polynomial of degree n cannot be written as a square [130], we
briefly discuss, as a third case, the possibility that F is well approximated by a polynomial, but this
needs to be decomposed as F = F 2

1 + F 2
2 that holds in all generality (because it corresponds to |F |2,

the modulus square of a complex function). For the sake of simplicity, we will express h in units of v
in the discussion of this section 3.4.
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Figure 3.1: Sensitivity of F(h) to typical parameter ranges. The solid parabola (green) is the SM prediction
1+2hv +

(
h
v

)2. The grey bands, in the order given, show the uncertainty due to our present knowledge of the ai
coefficients that we vary one at a time around the SM value. Respectively, the coefficients a1 = 2a, a2 = b and
a4, couple ωω to h (the best constrained one, a), hh (controlled by b), and in view that a third order polynomial
always has a zero (and we ignore a3 by itself), hhhh with an even number of powers as the next most interesting
one.

Figure 3.2 displays, in its left plot, the (a1, a2) plane corresponding to a quadratic F . The positivity-
forbidden region is the lower, shaded area (blue). The white area at the top respects positivity and
supports a HEFT formulation. The dividing line is that where the Higgs flare function presents a
double zero, so it is of the form F = (1 + a1

2
h)2.

On the right panel of the Figure 3.2 we show a three-dimensional plot where, additionally to (a1, a2),
the value of h∗ is represented. There are regions where there is no zero of F (so only HEFT is appli-
cable), a line (along the lower surface’s fold) where the zero of F is double. However, SMEFT is not an
acceptable description along this line (at dimension 6) since non-analyticities arise when reconstruct-
ing the Higgs doublet H for a ̸= 1 because, in that case, the curvature of the Flare function at the
symmetric point is not equal to 2/v2 as should be for SMEFT (see the previous section; an example of
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this is the dilaton model, explained below around eq. (3.80)). There are also regions where there are
two simple real roots of F = 0 that entail a sign change, and thus a violation of positivity. An example
of this is shown by a vertical line piercing both sheets.

Figure 3.2: (a1, a2) plane (left plot) and (a1, a2, h∗) three-dimensional representation (right plot),
showing the regions where HEFT is valid; those where there is a double zero (that follow e.g. from the
dilaton model discussed in subsection 3.4.3); and the region where there are two simple zeroes and a
quadratic polynomial F corresponds to no valid theory.

F = F 2 is assumed. In this situation, there are restrictions among the coefficients ai that guarantee
positivity of F . We obtain them up to fourth order, by squaring the expansion of F . If the expansion
ended at first order, that is, normalizing h by v,

F (h) = 1 + αh =⇒ F(h) = F 2(h) = 1 + 2αh+ h2α2 , (3.57)

we obtain the relation
a2 =

a21
4
, (3.58)

or b = a2 which is exactly the correct one for a and b in the Standard Model.

If that relation is experimentally found to be broken, then at least one more order is necessary in the
expansion of F . This then implies that the degree of the flare function F must be at least two orders
higher,

F (h) = 1 + α1h+ α2h
2 =⇒ F(h) = 1 + 2α1h+ h2

(
α2
1 + 2α2

)
+ 2α1α2h

3 + α2
2h

4 , (3.59)

implying two correlations:

2a3 = a1

(
a2 −

a21
4

)
, 4a4 =

(
a2 −

a21
4

)2

, (3.60)
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These new correlations (3.60) would substitute (3.58), being a smoking gun of the presence of further
BSM 3-Higgs and 4-Higgs vertices in the effective Lagrangian, which could then be measured in further
collider experiments.

Iterating the analysis procedure, any eventual experimental deviations from the relations in eq. (3.60),
immediately imply the presence of higher order coefficients in the function F , and therefore also in
the flare function F that provides the WW → nh effective vertices.

To have enough freedom to accommodate the SMEFT values of the ai coefficients in eq. (3.35) to
O(Λ−2), the expansion of F needs to be run up to fourth order in h,

F (h) = 1 + α1h+ α2h
2 + α3h

3 + α4h
4 . . . (3.61)

where the Greek names of the coefficients mimic those of the expansion ofF . The positivity conditions
on the coefficients ai of F can be obtained from

F(h) = F 2(h) = 1 + 2α1h+ h2
(
α2
1 + 2α2

)
+ h3(2α1α2 + 2α3) + h4

(
2α1α3 + α2

2 + 2α4

)
. . .

(3.62)
and essentially leave the first four ai undetermined, while those with i = 5 . . . 8 become dependent
of those earlier four. Once more, an experiment that does not respect the corresponding correlations
points to a higher term in the expansion ofF and so on. There is a tower of positivity correlations that
should be experimentally tested as multiHiggs data in the correct kinematic region becomes avail-
able.

Most general non-negative polynomial satisfyingF = F 2
1 + F 2

2 . In this case, the flare function
F(h) is the most general nonnegative polynomial F(h) ≥ 0 ∀h ∈ R, and therefore, even of degree
2d, F(h) =

∑2d
n=0 anh

n.

We invoke the theorem [130] that states that such a nonnegative polynomial can be decomposed as
F(h) = F 2

1 (h) + F 2
2 (h) in terms of two polynomials5 F1(h) and F2(h) of degree d. The equivalent

of eq.(3.59) then becomes

F(h) =1 + 2(α1 cos θ + β1 sin θ)h+ (α2
1 + β2

1 + 2α2 cos θ + 2β2 sin θ)h
2+

+ 2(α1α2 + β1β2)h
3 + (α2

2 + β2
2)h

4 , (3.63)

having expanded F1 up to second order with coefficients αi, F2 with coefficients βi, and having noted
that because of the normalization of the kinetic term, F(0) = F1(0)

2 + F2(0)
2 = 1, a practical

parametrization is F1(0) = cos θ, F2(0) = sin θ for some angle θ. The number of free parameters is
5To demonstrate it, we will note that the most general form of a polynomial of order 2d, that is F(h) = an

∏d
i=1(h−

h∗
i )(h− h̄∗

i ), can be restricted because positivity and real analyticity demand that both the real and complex roots must be
double,

F(h) := |F (h)|2 with F (h) =
√
an

n∏
i=1

(h− h∗
i ) ;

the theorem then follows from taking the real and imaginary parts, F1(h) = Re [F (h)] and F2(h) = Im [F (h)]. (That
the real roots are double thwarts any sign change near them and guarantees positivity).
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now high enough (five, θ, α1,2, β1,2, for four orders that depend on them) so that, in an order by order
expansion of the polynomial, the correlations are weaker than in the simplified case F = F 2 with F
real.

Nevertheless, one should note that if, given an experimental situation, the highest given order h2d has
a negative coefficient a2d, then higher orders are necessary. This can be used in experiment to detect
(further) new physics. Currently, the sign of b = a2 is not known; discerning whether it is positive or
negative is therefore an interesting experimental analysis exercise that, if it turned out to be negative,
would immediately and of necessity point out to new coefficients a3 and a4 (and of course, indicate
new physics, since in the Standard Model b = 1).

3.4.2 Restrictions onF(h)’s coefficients from assuming SMEFT
The restrictions overF at the symmetric pointh∗ that guarantee the existence of a SMEFT at the end of
subsection 3.3.3 translate into conditions over theai at the physical vacuumh = 0, that are constrained
by experiment. Here we will write down the known ones. Let us express the series expansion around
h = 0 setting a0 := 1, and take h normalized to v, so that v = 1,

F(h) =
n∑
i=0

aih
i . (3.64)

Since the conditions over F are taken at h∗, we reexpand around that point, and in terms of a∗j =

F (j)(h∗)/j!, find

F(h) =
n∑
j=0

a∗j(h− h∗)
j . (3.65)

By matching the two expansions around the two different points it is easy to read off the coefficients
a∗j (on which the conditions over F are expressed) in terms of the ai (more directly accessible to ex-
periment). The relation reads

a∗j =
∞∑
k=0

ak+jh
k
∗ · bjk . (3.66)

The coefficients of this expansion can be recursively obtained,

b0k = 1 ∀k ,

bjk =
k∑
l=0

bj−1 l . (3.67)

The closed formula that solves eq. (3.66) as

a∗ℓ = Aℓjaj , (3.68)

requires the following simple auxiliary matrix

Aℓj =


0 if j < ℓ , j

ℓ

 hj−ℓ∗ if j ≥ ℓ .
(3.69)



3.4. GENERIC PROPERTIES OF THE FLARE FUNCTION F(h) 63

We can now deploy the four straightforward conditions F(h∗) = F ′(h∗) = F ′′′
(h∗) = 0, F ′′

(h∗) =
2/v2 → 2 as four linear constraints on the coefficients around the physical vacuum, namely

∞∑
k=0

hk∗ak · b0k = a∗0 = 0 ,
∞∑
k=0

hk∗ak+1 · b1k = a∗1 = 0 ,

∞∑
k=0

hk∗ak+2 · b2k = a∗2 = 1 ,
∞∑
k=0

hk∗ak+3 · b3k = a∗3 = 0 . (3.70)

Square-matrix four-coefficient truncation A first possible truncation of the series is to keep the
terms with the first four (a1, a2, a3, a4) coefficients (the zeroth coefficient is identically a0 = F(0) =
1 by construction of the HEFT formalism so we include it in the inhomogeneous term together with the
(a∗1, a

∗
2, a

∗
3, a

∗
4) values from the conditions on F ). These are the coefficients that collect dimension-6

SMEFT corrections to the SM as shown in eq. (3.34), and the linear system becomes
h∗ h2∗ h3∗ h4∗

1 2h∗ 3h2∗ 4h3∗

0 1 3h∗ 6h2∗

0 0 1 4h∗




a1

a2

a3

a4

 =


−1

0

1

0

 . (3.71)

The matrix has determinant h4∗, so that barring the zero at h∗ = 0 (the physical vacuum, where the
coefficients ai and a∗i coincide), the system has a unique solution for each h∗. Such solution for the ai
is that of eq. (3.34), with the symmetric point of SMEFT h∗ = −v + v

c
(6)
H□v

2

3Λ2 that of eq. (3.36), as can
be easily checked by substitution.

Systematic order by order truncation Instead of that truncation, one could be more systematic
and match the two Taylor expansions in powers of h at an arbitrary (but equal) order, say N . In that
case the systemA a⃗∗ = a⃗ hasN unknowns but (N+1) equations and compatibility becomes an issue.
The criterion of Rouche-Frobenius guaranteeing an algebraic solution then links possible values of the
h∗ with the unknown a∗2n that can appear on the right hand side of the equivalent system.

Taking F(h) as a polynomial of order h4, this compatibility condition is,

1 = F(0) =
h2∗
v2

+ a∗4
h4∗
v4
. (3.72)

Without extra work, the vanishing of a∗n for odd n = 1, 3, 5... yields the same relation even if F(h) is
a polynomial of order h5. For a flare function F(h), still polynomial but now of order h6 (or even h7)
the constraint takes one more term,

1 = F(0) =
h2∗
v2

+ a∗4
h4∗
v4

+ a∗6
h6∗
v6
. (3.73)

Let us recall that a non-singular SMEFT Lagrangian requires a∗0 = 0, a∗2 = 1 and a∗n = 0 for odd
n = 1, 3, 5..., as shown earlier in subsection 3.3.3. It is not difficult to check that SMEFT fulfills these
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relations (3.72) and (3.73) at O(Λ−2) and O(Λ−4), respectively, as that effective theory predicts (see
Eqs. (3.37) and (3.38)):

h∗
v

=
F−1(0)

v
= −1 +

c
(6)
H□v

2

3Λ2
+
(
(c

(6)
H□)

2 + 2c
(8)
H□

) v4

10Λ4
+O(Λ−6) ,

a∗4 =
1

4!
F (4)(h∗) =

2c
(6)
H□v

2

3Λ2
+O(Λ−6) ,

a∗6 =
1

6!
F (6)(h∗) =

(
44(c

(6)
H□)

2

45
+

2c
(8)
H□

5

)
v4

Λ4
+O(Λ−6) , (3.74)

with all these properties determined by the precise form of the flare function F .

If we extended the analysis to include a5 and a6, which is easily done and omitted for briefness, we
would have two more Lagrangian parameters but only one further constraint over F , namely the van-
ishing of its fifth derivative. This means that SMEFT would have a second parametric degree of free-
dom that could take any value. And in fact, this is precisely the case in eq. (3.37), that depends on the
additional parameter c(8)H□ from the dimension-8 relevant Lagrangian.

Resulting testable correlations Table 3.1 collects the correlations between the ai coefficients of
HEFT that we have worked out at orderΛ−2 andΛ−4 (further correlations are possible from the higher
odd derivatives of F vanishing, and all become a bit weaker numerically if yet higher orders in 1/Λ
are studied, by the need of introducing further ai coefficients).

The correlation in the first row, second column of Table 3.1 originates in a quadratic one 2(∆a2 −
2∆a1)− 3

4

(
a3 − 4

3
∆a1

)
=
(
−3∆a1 +

5
2
∆a2 − 9

8
a3
)2 with two solutions for a3, a small and a large

one. In keeping near the SM value a3 = 0 we take this second one and reexpand to linearize in a3 so
that it can be related to a1 and a2 in a straightforward manner; the difference is more suppressed than
O(Λ−4) in the SMEFT expansion.

The remarkable property of these equations is that they are independent of the SMEFT parameters
c
(n)
H□, that is, they are tests of the SMEFT theory framework itself, up to a given order in 1/Λ, that

cannot be rewritten away in terms of its parameters.

These equations can be experimentally tested looking for the consistency of SMEFT. Given tight exper-
imental bounds on a1, these relations (and those from F ≥ 0) can already predict how the next HEFT
coefficients will look like if SMEFT is valid. This we will delay until subsection 3.5.1 below.

The 1/Λ2 relations in the first column of Table 3.1, all hanging from∆a1, are rather constraining given
that one-Higgs production is well known. Those in the second column, as they depend also on ∆a2,
which is much less well measured, are not very useful; but they can be further tightened by imposing
perturbativity of the SMEFT expansion.
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Table 3.1: Correlations between the ai HEFT coefficients necessary for SMEFT to exist, at orderΛ−2 andΛ−4.
They are given in terms of ∆a1 := a1 − 2 = 2a − 2 and ∆a2 := a2 − 1 = b − 1. This way, all the objects
in the table vanish in the Standard Model, with all the equalities becoming 0 = 0. Notice that the r.h.s. of each
identity in the second column shows the O(Λ−4) corrections to the relations of the first column. The third one
assumes the perturbativity of the SMEFT expansion.

Correlations Correlations Λ−4 Assuming

accurate at order Λ−2 accurate at order Λ−4 SMEFT perturbativity

∆a2 = 2∆a1 |∆a2| ≤ 5|∆a1|

a3 =
4
3
∆a1

(
a3 − 4

3
∆a1

)
= 8

3
(∆a2 − 2∆a1)− 1

3
(∆a1)

2

a4 =
1
3
∆a1

(
a4 − 1

3
∆a1

)
= 5

3
∆a1 − 2∆a2 +

7
4
a3 = those for a3, a4, a5, a6

= 8
3
(∆a2 − 2∆a1)− 7

12
(∆a1)

2

a5 = 0 a5 =
8
5
∆a1 − 22

15
∆a2 + a3 = all the same

= 6
5
(∆a2 − 2∆a1)− 1

3
(∆a1)

2

a6 = 0 a6 =
1
6
a5

Perturbativity constraints Perturbativity can be deployed by recalling that, at O(Λ−4),

a1 =

(
2 + 2

c
(6)
H□v

2

Λ2
+ 3

(c
(6)
H□)

2v4

Λ4
+ 2

c
(8)
H□v

4

Λ4

)

a2 =

(
1 + 4

c
(6)
H□v

2

Λ2
+ 12

(c
(6)
H□)

2v4

Λ4
+ 6

c
(8)
H□v

4

Λ4

)
. (3.75)

For clarity, let us shorten notation for the rest of the paragraph, writing

∆a1 = 2x+ 3x2 + 2y
∆a2
2

= 2x+ 6x2 + 3y = ∆a1 + 3x2 + y . (3.76)

In general, there are two free parameters, x and y. What perturbativity suggests is that each of the
terms of the O(Λ−4) should not be larger than the O(Λ−2) term (this is akin to the Cauchy criterion
for convergence of a sequence, but of course there is no guarantee that it will be satisfied at a fixed
order; again, it is only a perturbativity argument, similar to the one in [121]). Taking this at face value,
it must be that 3x2 ≤ 2|x| (by the way, this means that |x| ≤ 2/3, that however is of little value as
experimental constraints are much tighter) and that |y| < |x|.

Returning to the first of eq. (3.76) and separately analyzing the positive and negativex cases, we find

|x| < max

(
|∆a−1 |,

1

2
|∆a+1 |

)
(3.77)
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and noting that half the upper 95% uncertainty ∆a+1 /2 is larger than the lower one ∆a−1 as discussed
around Table 3.2 below, leads us to

|∆a2| ≤ 2|∆a1|+ 2 · 3
2
|∆a+1 | =⇒ |∆a2| ≤ 5|∆a+1 | , (3.78)

relation which we elevate to the third column of Table 3.1, in the understanding that the uncertainty
there is the maximum (+) of the two asymmetric uncertainties, and where the absolute value bars have
been at last dropped.

In the order in which experimental data can be used,

• A nonzero measurement of ∆a2 signals new physics. SMEFT or HEFT are needed.

• If additionally the stronger correlation ∆a2 = 2∆a1 is violated, severe corrections to 1/Λ2

SMEFT are suggested.

• If the weaker correlation in eq. (3.78), ∆a2 ≤ 5∆a1 is violated, those correlations make SMEFT
unnatural and put its perturbative use into question but they do not necessarily rule it out as
discussed in the next paragraph.

• If the weakest correlation in the second column of Table 3.1 is broken, the first two orders of
SMEFT do not make much sense and the theory is falsified for all practical purposes.

To close this subsection, we note that the presence of the zero (and minimum) of F at h∗ is a dis-
tinguishing property in the TeV region, for near-threshold physics the Higgs potential V (h) is also
important. The SMEFT potential needs to be analytic too so that a power-expansion makes sense. The
relevant theory regarding V is briefly discussed in subsection 3.5.2.

3.4.3 Example functions to illustrate HEFT vs SMEFT differences
Let us illustrate the whole discussion with a few simple example functions (as opposed to the more
ambitious construction of entire UV completions shown in [103, 131]).

Example flare functionsF where SMEFT is applicable

A couple of examples of HEFT flare functions that lead to regular SMEFT Lagrangians are:

• The SM has F(h) = (1 + h/v)2 that of course is analytic, possesses a zero at h∗ = −v and
trivially fulfills all correlations in Table 3.1 since ∆a1 = 0 = ∆a2, ai = 0 ∀i > 2.

• The Minimally Composite Higgs Model with symmetry breaking pattern SO(5)/SO(4) [132],
with F(h) = f2

v2
sin2

(
h
f
+ arcsin v

f

)
, which expanded to fourth order in h/v and second in

v/f yields 6:

F(h) = 1 +

(
2− v2

f 2

)
h

v
+

(
1− 2v2

f 2

)
h2

v2
− 4v2

3f 2

h3

v3
− v2

3f 2

h4

v4
. (3.79)

6Up to one more order, O(v4/f4), the flare function in the MCHM can be given by the polynomial F(h) = 1 +(
2− v2

f2 − v4

f4

)
h
v +

(
1− 2v2

f2

)
h2

v2 +
(
− 4v2

3f2 + 2v4

3f4

)
h3

v3 +
(
− v2

3f2 + 2v4

3f4

)
h4

v4 +
(

4v4

15f4

)
h5

v5 +
(

2v4

45f4

)
h6

v6 . This result

is fully consistent with the O(Λ−4) SMEFT flare function in eq. (3.37) for the relations c(6)H□ = −Λ2/(2f2), c(8)H□ =
−Λ4/(2f4).
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It is easy to observe that this is a particular case of the SMEFT flare function at O(Λ−2) in
eq. (3.34) after the identification cH□ = −Λ2/(2f 2).

Example flare functionsF where SMEFT is not applicable

Examples of HEFT Lagrangians that transform to non-regular SMEFT Lagrangians are given by the
models with F = e2h/v or F = 1 + 1

2
sin(4h/v). Such models fail to have a zero of F .

However, as seen in section 3.3, this condition is not sufficient to have an appropriate SMEFT La-
grangian in terms of H : we illustrate this with the dilatonic model [133, 134, 135], that has a HEFT
function F = (1 + ah/v)2 that does present a zero at h∗ = −v/a. Nonetheless, the corresponding
SMEFT Lagrangian (3.52) happens to be singular for a ̸= 1, with a pole atH†H = 0:

LSMEFT =LSM +
1

2

[(
1

v
(F−1)′(1 + h/v)

)2

− 1

]
(∂h)2 =

=LSM +
1

2

(1− a)

a
(∂h)2 = LSM +

1

2

(1− a)

a

(∂|H|2)2

2|H|2
. (3.80)

It might be tempting to consider that the divergence of the second term in the second line in eq. (3.80)
could be removed by an appropriate rescaling ofh, but this would disarray the operators inLSM, which
would not come together anymore to conform LSM. In this case, it happens that there is a zero in
F (h) = 1 + ah

v
at h∗ = − v

a
but the slope of F is not 1

v
but rather F ′(h∗) = a

v
̸= 1

v
for a ̸= 1.

From a completely different approach, based on the phenomenology of the effective couplings, we
could observe that the dilaton is not compatible with the SMEFT expansion, since SMEFT –in eq. (3.35)–
predicts ∆b = 4∆a up to 1/Λ4 NNLO corrections [127, 136], while the dilatonic model predicts that
we should be observing ∆b = 2∆a [133, 134, 135], with ∆a ≡ a − 1, ∆b ≡ b − 1. The only
way SMEFT could be able to reproduce the “dilatonic-line data” is through a 100% correction from
operators of dimension-8 and greater, indicating a breakdown of the 1/Λ expansion.

Example of potentials V where SMEFT is applicable

Next, we propose two Higgs-Higgs self-interaction potentials that lead to regular SMEFT Lagrangians
(corresponding to the correlations explained in subsection 3.5.2 below) , for example

• The SM potential (with λ,−µ2 both positive) is given by

VSM(H) = µ2H†H + λ(H†H)2 , (3.81)

which, in HEFT coordinates, becomes7

VSM(h) =
m2
h

2

(
h2 +

h3

v
+

h4

4v2

)
, (3.82)

with v2 = −µ2/λ andm2
h = 2|µ|2.

7In this case, the correlations of table 3.3 in subsection 3.5.2 below are trivially satisfied, because the variables there
defined ∆v3 = ∆v4 = . . . 0 all vanish.
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• The SMEFT potential with the correlations obtained in section 3.5.2 will need to have an ex-
pansion which, up to O(Λ−2) has the form

V (h) =
m2
h

2

[
h2 +

h3

v
(1 + ϵ) +

h4

v2

(
1

4
+

3

2
ϵ

)
+

3ϵ

4

h5

v3
+
ϵ

8

h6

v4

]
. (3.83)

Including the custodial-invariant SMEFT operator without derivatives, OH , of eq. (3.18) leaves
the potential as

VSMEFT(H) = µ2H†H + λ(H†H)2 − cH
Λ2

(H†H)3 . (3.84)

By expanding H around its minimum, and expressing the SMEFT potential in HEFT coordi-
nates, one reproduces the structure in eq. (3.83) with m2

h = −2µ2 (1 + 3ϵ/4) and 2⟨|H|2⟩ =
v2 = v20 (1− 3ϵ/4), where we made use of the lowest order vev v20 = −µ2/λ and the O(Λ−2)
correction ϵ = −2cHv

4/m2
hΛ

2 = µ2cH/(λ
2Λ2). Notice that, for sake of clarity in the illus-

tration, here we have taken cH□ = 0, so there is no Higgs field renormalization: treating only
terms in the potential, i.e. non-derivative couplings implies, up to a constant shift, h = h1.

Example of potentials V where SMEFT is not applicable

An example of a potential which can not be written as a SMEFT is

V (H) = VSM(H) +
ε

H†H
, (3.85)

with ε a constant small enough so as to avoid unsettling the potential away from h = 0 by a finite
fraction of v now there is no symmetricO(4) point where the function is analytic, there is a divergence
at the origin. Consistently with the symmetric-point criterion, SMEFT cannot be used: this model does
not reproduce eq. (3.83).

3.4.4 Unitarity imposes no constraint on the coefficients, causalitymay
It has recently been proposed that unitarity violations in the effective theory could be used to describe
the space of theories that can be characterized as HEFT but that, due to non-analyticities, can not be
brought up to SMEFT form [137]. While this may deserve further study, we are not very sure about
that program.

The reason is that the HEFT Lagrangian yields a properly Hermitian Hamiltonian, and therefore a
unitary scattering matrix. Truncating an expansion of a partial wave amplitude in perturbation theory
is indeed a procedure that violates unitarity, but this has nothing to do with the theory itself, but with
the truncation. For example, as we will see in detail in the next chapter, in the well-known case of two-
body elastic scattering one can, instead of the partial wave amplitude, expand first the inverse partial
wave amplitude to one loop in the EFT

1

tIJ
=

1

tIJ0 + tIJ1
(3.86)

and then invert back to obtain
tIJ ≃ (tIJ0 )2

tIJ0 − tIJ1
. (3.87)
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This expansion of the inverse amplitude, that can be carried out order by order, can also be derived
from a dispersion relation, so it satisfies all analyticity properties expected from an elastic scattering
amplitude. Additionally, elastic unitarity over the physical cut of the amplitude is exact, no matter
how strong the interaction, as long as the low-energy theory has the structure of HEFT (or Chiral
Perturbation Theory or other similar theories with derivative couplings). This has been documented
at length in the literature[138, 139, 140, 105, 141, 142] so we will not delve any longer on the issue here.
The point is that the failure (or not) of unitarity is not really about the theory, whether SMEFT, HEFT
or another, but about the way to treat it to obtain observables. This is an ancient observation dating
at least to the Effective Range Expansion [143] that needs to be discussed more often in the context of
high-energy physics.

On the other hand, causality does impose limits on the parameters of an effective Lagrangian, though
they have not been very thoroughly studied and perhaps we will attempt this in future work. These
come about because a scattered wave packet in the forward direction cannot precede the incoming
wave packet (though this is possible at wide angles [144]). Perturbatively, Wigner’s bound for the
derivative of the phase shift of any partial wave δJ respect to the centre-of-mass three-momentum
k, in terms of the scatterer’s radiusR is a well-known low-energy result [145],

dδJ
dk

≥ −R . (3.88)

However, what should be used for R in a relativistic scattering theory is less well understood. Such a
set of bounds on the scattering matrix (one for each of its partial wave projections) yields one-sided
bounds on the ai coefficients. Employing unitarized methods one can immediately set constraints by
demanding that no poles of the amplitude lay on the first Riemann sheet [140, 105] of s, which also
violate causality. But these poles typically fall in regions where the uncertainties of the unitarized
amplitude [146] are large. In all, we think that this deserves a separate investigation, as it is not clear
that it affects our main thrust of distinguishing SMEFT from HEFT.

3.5 SMEFT-induced bounds on HEFT parameters
In this section we will use the data of ATLAS and CMS experiments for setting bounds on HEFT
parameters through the correlations induced by assuming SMEFT’s structure.

3.5.1 SMEFT bounds on theF(h) coefficients
From one and two Higgs production

Knowledge of the ai coefficients is rapidly evolving, as they directly correspond to the κi scaling cross
sections respect to the Standard Model ones. A data-driven constraint for a1 based on LHC run-I
data can be found in [149]; at 2σ, those authors conclude that a ∈ [0.7, 1.23]. A bound on b was
originally obtained by examining the absence of a resonance inWLWL scattering below 700 GeV [150]
(according to [146], presented in the next chapter, the dispersive methods used for obtaining these
bounds have a 10-20% uncertainty on the position of the resonance). Direct ATLAS and CMS work
has improved those earlier limits, and the latest bounds on the first two ai coefficients are discussed
next in subsection 3.5.1; those coefficients a1 = 2a and a2 = b remain the only ones with current
experimental constraints.
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Figure 3.3: SMEFT at order 1/Λ2 predicts the correlation a2 = 2a1 − 3 from the first column in
Table 3.1, which is plotted against the current 95% confidence intervals for these two HEFT parame-
ters [147, 148].

In Figure 3.3, a straight line shows the SMEFT correlation obtained in the first column of Table 3.1.
The rest of the plane corresponds at most to HEFT theory. The SM is the point in the center of the
figure. Finally the 95% confidence bands for the a1 and a2 parameters are presented as dashed lines
with the numbers taken from the caption of Table 3.2.

Multiple Higgs production

We employ the correlations found earlier in Table 3.1, in conjunction with current direct experimental
bounds on deviations of a1 and a2 from their Standard Model values, to propagate the information to
other coefficients of F that are presently unconstrained provided SMEFT holds.

These are then quoted in Table 3.2, an interesting new contribution of this chapter to the phenomenol-
ogy of HEFT. If, for example, a3 is measured to be different from zero, this would immediately estab-
lish new physics (which is known); but additionally, if it exceeds the bounds given in the table, it would
mean that SMEFT correlations are being violated and the EFT has to be extended into HEFT.

The constrains in the first column assume the validity of SMEFT up to order 1/Λ2, O(Λ−2); because
of the tight experimental bounds on theWW → h coupling a1 = 2a, the remaining an couplings are
strongly limited. If SMEFT is considered up to 1/Λ4, O(Λ−4) (as we do in the second column), the
WW → hh coupling a2 = b becomes independent, as seen in Table 3.1 and Fig. 3.4; its experimental
bounds are then also an input. Being poorly measured so far, it introduces a large uncertainty in the
higher correlations. Thus, the bounds on the second column of Table 3.2 are much looser. Those large
uncertainties can be much reduced by improving the experimental knowledge of a2: a decrease of its
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Table 3.2: We input the 95% confidence-level experimental bounds a1/2 = a ∈ [0.97, 1.09] [147] and, for the
middle column, a2 = b = κ2V ∈ [−0.43, 2.56] [151] (see the second erratum), by the ATLAS collaboration
(top row) or the CMS collaboration (bottom row) interval of a2 = b = κ2V ∈ [−0.1, 2.2] [148]. With them we
have calculated and show here the expected corresponding 95% CL intervals for several WLWL ∼ ωω → nh
coupling, an, employing the relations of Table 3.1. Violations of the intervals in the first column would sow
doubt on the SMEFT adequacy at O(Λ−2); surpassing any in the third column, on its perturbativity; and those
of the middle column would void SMEFT of much significance as an EFT. They can be further tightened with
improved experimental data for κ2V .

Consistent SMEFT Consistent SMEFT Perturbativity of

range at order Λ−2 range at order Λ−4 Λ−4 SMEFT

∆a2 ∈ [−0.12, 0.36] ATLAS ATLAS

a3 ∈ [−0.08, 0.24] a3 ∈ [−4.1, 4.0] a3 ∈ [−3.1, 1.7]

a4 ∈ [−0.02, 0.06] a4 ∈ [−4.2, 3.9] a4 ∈ [−3.3, 1.5]

a5 = 0 a5 ∈ [−1.9, 1.8] a5 ∈ [−1.5, 0.6]

a6 = 0 a6 = a5 a6 = a5

CMS CMS

a3 ∈ [−3.2, 3.0] a3 ∈ [−3.1, 1.7]

a4 ∈ [−3.3, 3.0] a4 ∈ [−3.3, 1.5]

a5 ∈ [−1.5, 1.3] a5 ∈ [−1.5, 0.6]

a6 = a5 a6 = a5

uncertainty by an order of magnitude scales almost linearly and makes these errors roughly a factor
10 smaller.

Notice that the values in third column in Table 3.2 are identical within the precision quoted for ATLAS
and CMS. The reason is that when the experimental uncertainty of ∆a2 is very large, at the practi-
cal level, its only limitation comes from the constraint |∆a2| ≤ 5|∆a1|, this is, min(5a−1 ,−5a+1 ) ≤
∆a2 ≤ max(−5a−1 , 5a

+
1 ). Since effectively the bounds just depend on the allowed values for a1 we

are obtaining the same outcomes for ATLAS and CMS in the third column.
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Figure 3.4: Correlations for the HEFT coefficients from Table 3.1 that need to be satisfied for SMEFT
to be a valid EFT of the electroweak symmetry breaking sector. The solid diagonal is the correlation
of order Λ−2, that becomes broadened as the indicated band at order Λ−4.

3.5.2 Correlations and bounds in the Potential and Yukawa couplings
As stated above, the SMEFT-induced correlations arise from the need for consistency of the SMEFT
formulation when a change of variable hHEFT → hSMEFT is performed. This change affects any
other pieces of the Lagrangian involving the Higgs bosons, such as the Yukawa couplings to fermions,
saliently the top quark, or the interactions among Higgs bosons themselves (both of which we examine
here), as well as couplings to transversal gauge bosons (that we leave for future works).

The much discussed V (H) Higgs-potential of eq. (2.150), experimentally accessible at “low”
√
s be-

cause it contains no derivative couplings, acquires in HEFT additional non-renormalizable couplings
organized in a power-series expansion

VHEFT =
m2
hv

2

2

[(
hHEFT

v

)2

+ v3

(
hHEFT

v

)3

+ v4

(
hHEFT

v

)4

+ . . .

]
, (3.89)

with v3 = 1, v4 = 1/4 and vn≥5 = 0 in the SM. Its coefficients also need to satisfy constraints that
are exposed in Table 3.3 and Figure 3.5 if and when SMEFT applies. These correlations arise from the
fact that the potential must only have even powers ofH (see [152]).

Similarly, the SM piece coupling the top quark, ψt, to the Higgs boson is extended in HEFT [153] by a
multiplicative function G(h)

LY = −G(h)mtψ̄tψt

√
1− ω2

v2
, (3.90)
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with a Taylor expansion around the physical h = 0 vacuum given by

G(hHEFT) = 1 + c1
hHEFT

v
+ c2

(
hHEFT

v

)2

+ . . . (3.91)

(with c1 = 1, ci≥2 = 0 in the Standard Model). The correlations among these coefficients induced by
SMEFT at order 1/Λ2 are then again given in Table 3.3 and Figure 3.6. These come again from the fact
that in SMEFT G must only contain odd powers ofH .

Figure 3.5: The correlation v4 = 3
2v3 −

5
4 − 1

6∆a1 that SMEFT predicts at O(1/Λ2) is plotted making use
of current 95% confidence interval for v3 ∈ [−2.5, 5.7] [154]. The experimental a1 uncertainty [147, 148],
a1/2 ∈ [0.97, 1.09], is numerically negligible and allows to predict a SMEFT band given by the solid black line.
An experimental measurement for v4 is still missing.

Table 3.3: Correlations among the coefficients ∆v3 := v3 − 1, ∆v4 := v4 − 1/4, v5 and v6 of the HEFT
Higgs potential expansion in eq. (3.89) that need to hold, at O(1/Λ2), if SMEFT is a valid description of the
electroweak sector. Based on the current bound ∆v3 ∈ [−2.5, 5.7] in [154], O(1/Λ2) SMEFT predicts the
coefficient intervals in the last column, testable in few-Higgs final states. A coupling cH□ ̸= 0 induces the
correction ∆a1 ∝ cH□, nevertheless numerically negligible since experimental uncertainties from v3 much
exceed those of a1. Likewise, we include the leading correlations for the Yukawa G(h) function of eq. (3.91),
constraining c2 and c3 by c1 and a1 (from the correction to the value of the symmetric point h∗). We make use
of current 95% confidence interval for the top Yukawa coupling c1 ∈ [0.84, 1.22] [155].

∆v4 =
3
2
∆v3 − 1

6
∆a1 ∆v4 ∈ [−3.8, 8.6]

v5 = 6v6 =
3
4
∆v3 − 1

8
∆a1 v5 = 6v6 ∈ [−1.9, 4.3]

c2 = 3c3 =
3
2
(c1 − 1)− 1

4
∆a1 c2 = 3c3 ∈ [−0.27, 0.35]

In terms of specific operators in the SMEFT Warsaw basis, the potential V (hHEFT) is affected by both
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Figure 3.6: The correlation , c2 = 3
2(c1 − 1)− 1

4∆a1, that SMEFT predicts at O(1/Λ2) is plotted making use
of current 95% confidence interval for the top Yukawa coupling c1 ∈ [0.84, 1.22][155] (dashed red lines). The
experimental a1 uncertainty [147, 148], a1/2 ∈ [0.97, 1.09] (at 95% CL), is reflected in the width of the gray
band with the SMEFT correlation. An experimental determination of the tt̄ → hh coupling c2 is still missing.
However, should it be measured, a test of SMEFT is possible by comparing to c2 ∈ [−0.27, 0.35] (from linearly
adding uncertainties with the existing data and analyses).

OH□ and OH of eq. (3.18), so that in terms of their Wilson coefficients,

v3 =1 +
3v2cH□

Λ2
+ ϵcH , v4 =

1

4
+

25v2cH□

6Λ2
+

3

2
ϵcH

v5 =
2v2cH□

Λ2
+

3

4
ϵcH , v6 =

v2cH□

3Λ2
+

1

8
ϵcH , vn≥7 = 0 , (3.92)

withm2
h = −µ2

(
2 + 4cH□v

2

Λ2 + 6
4
ϵcH

)
, ⟨|H|2⟩ = v2

2
= −µ2

λ

(
1− 3

4
ϵcH
)

and ϵcH = µ2cH
λ2Λ2 .

Also, the ci in G(hHEFT) modifying the Yukawa coupling receive analogous contributions from both
SMEFT coefficients cH□ and cuH in standard notation, the second alternatively named ctH+ in [156].
The correction

c1 = 1− v3√
2mt

ctH+

Λ2
+
cH□v

2

Λ2
+O(1/Λ4)

can be carried on to the higher coefficients using the relations in Table 3.3 (with ∆a1 = 2cH□v
2/Λ2+

O(1/Λ4).)

3.6 ww → n× h for all n in HEFT as the telltale process
In this section we will indicate how to extract the coefficients of the flare functionF in a process where
nHiggses are produced in the final state.

First we start by noticing that the measurement of the ω+ω− → h total cross section gives us infor-
mation the value of the first nontrivial coefficient of F(h), a1 = 2a. The value of a is well constrained
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h1

hn

h2

... = −n!an
2vn

s

h1

hn

h2

... t/u-channel type

Figure 3.7: Left: The an coefficients of the flare function F control the contact piece of ωω → n× h
processes. A large number n of Higgs bosons in the final state would appear as a flare of them in
the detector read out, whence the nickname of the function. Right: t/u-channel type diagrams also
contribute to theωω → n×h process, they produce terms proportional to a product of ai coefficients
with i < n as explained in the main text.

and hence we move on to identify the processes where the subsequent coefficients of the flare function
can be measured.

Generalizing to n > 1 Higgs bosons in the final state, the contributions to the amplitude will come
from the contact diagram and the t-channel and u-channel diagrams. The contact diagram will give
a contribution of n!san/(2vn) whereas the t/u-channel will produce a string proportional to all the
coefficients of F(h), am, for 1 ≤ m ≤ n − 1. Therefore, for generic n, the amplitude will take the
form

Tωω→n×h =
s

vn

p(n)∑
i=1

ψi(q1, q2, {pk}) |IP[n]i|∏
j=1

aIP[n]ji

 , (3.93)

where ψi(q1, q2, {pk}) are functions depending on all four-momenta involved in the process (the two
Goldstone bosons having momenta q1 and q2 and the k-th Higgs boson with momentum pk) which
will be made explicit below. These functions contribute to the angular integration used to obtain the
total cross section of the process. The symbol IP[n] represents the integer partitions of n and it is a
collection of p(n) vectors with length |IP[n]i| each, and components IP[n]ji . For example, for n = 4
(see [88]), IP[4] = {{4}, {3, 1}, {2, 2}, {2, 1, 1}, {1, 1, 1, 1}} and hence p(4) = 5, and the lengths
|IP[4]i| = {1, 2, 2, 3, 4} and IP[4]12 = 3. In that case the amplitude takes the form

Tωω→4×h =
s

v4

(
4!a4 + a3a1ψ2(q1, q2, {pk}) + a22ψ3(q1, q2, {pk})+

+ a2a
2
1ψ4(q1, q2, {pk}) + a41ψ5(q1, q2, {pk})

)
. (3.94)

The strategy is to fit to data each an with increasing n starting form the one-Higgs boson production,
then fit two-Higgs boson production, etc. We have developed a small program for the computation
of the amplitudes Tωω→n×h that can be provided by the author on request. We present in the next
subsection 3.6.1 the amplitudes for the production of one, two, three and four Higgs bosons.

3.6.1 Amplitudes of ωω → n× hwith n = 1, 2, 3, 4

Formally, the amplitude ωω → h with the LO HEFT Lagrangian in eq. (3.3) is given by

Tωω→h = −a1s
2v

. (3.95)
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There is no on-shell cross section associated to this amplitude (because of the impossibility to sat-
isfy four-momentum conservation with three on-shell massless particles). Therefore we move on and
quote the amplitude with two Higgs bosons in the final state, that is simply [105]

Tωω→hh =
s

v2
(a2 − b) =

s

v2

(
a21
4

− a2

)
. (3.96)

The tree-level amplitude with a larger number of Higgs bosons can be obtained (by automated means);
the one with three Higgs bosons in the final state is,

T ωω→hhh =
s

v3

(
−a

3
1

2
+ 2a1a2 − 3a3

)
. (3.97)

The amplitude with four Higgs bosons in the final state, Tωω→hhhh, is complicated enough that it is
worth to look it up in our publication [88]. We have not yet found a a compact form of it.

A check of these amplitudes is to take the limit to the Standard Model by setting the ai coefficients to
the values a1 = 2, a2 = 1, a3 = 0 and a4 = 0. Because the SM is renormalizable and unitary, these
derivative terms must vanish, as indeed our computation reproduces, having eq. (3.96) and eq. (3.97)
above as well as the amplitude of four Higgs bosons satisfy

T SMωω→hh = 0 ; T SMωω→hhh = 0 ; T SMωω→hhhh = 0 , (3.98)

where conservation of momentum has been used. For a more detailed comparison, we refer to Ref. [128],
which provides the physical WW → hh cross section in the SM, with σ ∼ 102 pb (this cross section
gets reduced to σ ∼ O(fb) for the actual LHC process pp → hh+2 jets containing this vector boson
scattering).

3.6.2 Cross-sections
Equations (3.95)-(3.97) and successive for an increasing number of Higgs bosons are what is needed for
a phenomenological extraction of the ai coefficients in the TeV region. From single Higgs production,
through eq. (3.95), a1 is already constrained (see subsection 3.5.1), so current work focuses on two-
Higgs processes which allows to address a2 = b in eq. (3.96). The a1 appears squared (and is known to
10% precision) and a2 appears linearly, interference in this latter amplitude is possible and the sign of
the deviations of a2 from the SM value is at hand.

With a1 and a2 already constrained, it would become feasible to in turn constrain a3 (null in the Stan-
dard Model) with eq. (3.97) and so forth for higher coefficients with higher-point processes with more
bosons in the final state. Since each successive amplitude is linear in the highest appearing coefficient,
their signs can be determined if a separation from the SM value is found.

An important correlation that allows to ascertain whether SMEFT is at play comes from the obser-
vation that at order 1/Λ2 all the deviations in F from the SM in a1 through a4 stem from the same
operator (see eq. (3.35)). Note also that the amplitudes in subsection 3.6.1 are the net deviations from
the Standard Model in HEFT, since their SM prediction is zero. In fact, since the OH□ operator only
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has four boson legs, the amplitudes with more than two boson legs in the final state vanish at leading
order in the SMEFT counting,

Tωω→n×h = O(Λ−4) for n > 2 . (3.99)

Hence, cross sections for these processes will be strongly suppressed by the new physics scale, and the
non-zero contributions appear at dimension 8. On the other hand, in a general HEFT case the cross
sections are non-zero: for three Higgses in the final state, for example, we have

σωω→hhh =
1

s

(
a31
2

− 2a1a2 + 3a3

)2
4π3

3

( s

16π2v2

)2
. (3.100)

This can be a way of distinguishing whether SMEFT is applicable or not, from “low” energy data, with-
out access to the underlying UV completion of any new physics. One can compare the predictions with
experimental data, and see whether indeed there is no room for a discrepancy at order 1/Λ2.

Finally, a comment on the use of GB amplitudes is due at this point: Scattering amplitudes based on
Goldstone bosons can be related to scattering amplitudes of longitudinal gauge bosons at the expense
of O(mW/

√
s) corrections. AtWW center-of-mass energy of 800 GeV (challenging but not in the far

future), this becomes a 1% expansion parameter, of the size of αEM . It is therefore a very reasonable
starting point for energies well enough over the threshold. However, the Goldstone-Higgs couplings
discussed in the chapter (a1, a2, a3, ...) parameterize these processes in terms of the physical W ’s as
well. For this example, this happens with ω+ω− → hh: W+W− → hh is also fully determined by
a1 = 2a and a2 = b at LO in HEFT [128, 157], even beyond the naive Equivalence Theorem [114, 115].
Recently, the full process has been calculated at one-loop in [158, 159], and at NLO in [160]. Notice
in Fig. 3.8 how the CMS experiment is sensitive to the amplitude computed in the naive equivalence
theorem when exclusively studying two-Higgs production.

Furthermore, a complete comparison with data needs to take the transverse gauge bosons into ac-
count. This is no problem, nevertheless, as HEFT’s leading order Lagrangian already incorporates all
possible W interactions, determined at that order by the same a1, a2, .... Still, the possibility of sep-
arating longitudinal and transverse W polarizations in data analysis would improve the efficiency of
theory-experiment comparisons (see f.e. [162]) Thus, precise enough experimental data should be able
to recover the Flare-function coefficients that set the amplitudes.

3.7 Finding out whether theF(h) function has a zero
Among the precise conditions that allow to express a HEFT as a SMEFT, thoroughly studied in [103],
the first necessary requirement among those spelled out in subsection 3.3.3 is the existence of anO(4)
symmetric point h = h∗. This requires a zero, that recalling the Taylor expansion in eq. (3.4) yields
the relation

F(h∗) = 1 +
∞∑
n=1

an
hn∗
vn

= 0 .

In this section we will try to address what can be done, empirically and assuming that any UV physics
is not known or understood (bottom-up approach) to improve the knowledge of whether such zero h∗
could be present.
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Figure 3.8: CMS experimental confidence regions for the hWW coupling κV = a = a1/2 and for
the hhWW coupling κ2V = b = a2 [161] (white lines and colour map). We have superimposed the
correlation between a1 and a2 in SMEFT at O(1/Λ2) (red line). In addition, we have also plotted the
parabolas a2 − a21/4 = 0 (solid black) and a2 − a21/4 = ±0.2 (dashed black), which determine the
WW → hh scattering in the naive equivalence theorem.

3.7.1 When Schwarz’s Lemma guarantees a function’s zero
In this subsection we examine and adapt a known result from complex-variable analysis that guarantees
the existence of a zero of a complex function: in the case of F(h) this would be an O(4) fixed point
candidate around which SMEFT could be built.

The information that we would eventually need to have at hand to exploit the theorem would be a
number of coefficients of the Taylor series, depending on any future accelerators energy reach (sub-
section 3.6). To avoid too large a mathematical digression, Schwarz’s Lemma and two of its corollaries
are detailed in Appendix A.1. What can guarantee a zero of F is the second corollary. The needed
hypotheses are as follows:

• First, the functionF(h) (extended to be a complex function of a complexh argument, in units of v
throughout this whole section) needs to be analytic inside a disc of radius |h| = R around the
vacuum h = 0. This disk has to be large enough to reach the possible symmetric point (i.e.,
h = h∗ or, in SMEFT, |H| = 0) from the observed vacuum (i.e., ⟨|H|⟩ = 1/

√
2, or in HEFT

⟨h⟩ = 0), where one constructs the flare function F(h).

• Second, the image of that disc (the set of possible values of F ) has to be contained inside another
disc of radius M (the maximum value of |F|) centered at F(0) = 1. Finally, the derivative of
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the function is assumed to have been measured, so that F ′(0) = a1 is known.

The second corollary then guarantees that a disc of radius Rmin := R2a21/γM centered at F = 1 is
completely contained in the image of F . Here γ is

γ =
(
√
2 + 2)(

√
2 + 1)√

2
≃ 5.83 . (3.101)

Therefore, a zero of F(h) is ensured if that radius Rmin is greater than one (so that F = 0 can be
reached from F = 1),

R2a21/γM > 1 =⇒ ∃h∗ | F(h∗) = 0 . (3.102)

Depending on how large the ai coefficients end up being, this lemma could provide a tool to extract a
scale at which one is sure that there exists an O(4) fixed point candidate.

To use that second corollary in Appendix A.1, notice that by construction we have that F(0) = 1 and
hence we can employ the auxiliary g(h) ≡ F(h) − 1 satisfying g(0) = 0 and g′(0) = F ′(0) = a1,
which is the g to which the corollary applies. This means that, if the function F(h) is analytic in the
open disc of radius R, denoted as D(0, R), then we will have that the condition for the existence of
at least one (complex) value of the Higgs field h∗ ∈ D(0, R) such that F(h∗) = 0 is (see eq. (A.8)
below)

R2 >
γM

a21
(3.103)

where M is the maximum value that |F(h)| takes for h ∈ D(0, R). For clarification see Figure 3.9.
Regrettably, the application of the lemma will give a definite positive answer to the existence of a zero
ifM(R) is at mostR2, which means that we can only profit from the lemma for polynomials of order
up to two (due to analyticity). This still leaves room for some cases that we explore below, saliently
including the variations around the SM that are conceivable in the near future, with F up to order
4.

Experimentally, the fullF(h) can not be measured. It is only its Taylor expansion that can be accessed
in practice (unless the SM UV-completion is directly observed, of course). Hence, we must follow the
logic:

1. First we must assume that F(h) is analytic in a neighborhood of the h = 0 physical vacuum
(and hence its Taylor expansion, and thus HEFT, makes sense). This region can be taken as the
open diskD(0, R).

2. Suppose we measure k coefficients of the Taylor expansion of the function F(h) such that, for
h in units of v,

F(h) = 1 +
k∑
i=1

aih
i +Rk(h)

where of course we trust the expansion up to an energy scale such that we know that, for h ∈
D(0, R), F(h) is analytic 8. Here Rk(h) is the remainder of the Taylor Expansion. We must

8The difficulty here is that, unlike in analyticity in Mandelstam s that ultimately follows from causality via Titchmarsh’s
theorem [144], it is hard to find a guiding principle in h– space that justifies assuming analyticity. At least we are exposing
the necessary hypothesis, that is often taken for granted when writing down a SMEFT.
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h ∈ C

R

F(h)

F(h) ∈ C

1×possible fixed point

R2c21
γM

M

F (D(0, R))

Figure 3.9: Left-hand side: the disc of radius R, D(0, R) (orange), is the region where the Taylor approxi-
mation of the F(h) function is supposedly trusted, which can only be experimentally assessed. Right-hand
side: the grayish outer region is the image of D(0, R), namely F(D(0, R)), and M is the maximum distance of
F(D(0, R)) to 1 (thus, the maximum value of |F − 1| for |h| ≤ R). Under the conditions of applicability for
Schwarz’s lemma, we can assure that the disc on the right (bluish), D(1,

R2c21
γM ), is contained in F(D(0, R)), i.e.

D(1,
R2a21
γM ) ⊂ F(D(0, R)).

When it happens that R
2c21
γM > 1, the radius of the disc in the image F plane around F(h = 0) = 1, we are

assured that F(h) has a zero for some h∗ ∈ D(0, R).

neglect this Taylor remainder since, although it is bounded by {max|h|=R |F(h)|}βk+1/(1−β)
for β ∈ [|h|/R, 1), it cannot be experimentally accessed.

3. Assign

M = max
|h|=R

|
k∑
i=1

aih
i|.

The zeroth order coefficient is omitted because we must use the maximum of g(h) ≡ F(h)−1,
as described in the appendix. Notice that the maximum modulus of

∑k
i=1 aih

i
1 is reached at the

boundary of its domain thanks to the Maximum modulus principle.

4. Using the second corollary we will have that we can assure the presence of an O(4) fixed point
if we reach a field intensity such that

|h|2 = R2 >
γM

a21
(3.104)

Standard Model case This discussion has been quite abstract, so let us try to apply eq. (3.102) in
practice. The first obvious example is the Standard Model.

We can apply Schwarz’s lemma to either the F (h) function, in the SM F (h) = 1+ h, or its square F ,
the flare function. In the first case we see that F (h) is analytic for all h ∈ C, and hence we can takeR
as big as we want. It is immediate to see that M = R so that we can assure the presence of a zero of
F (h) whenever

R2 > γR , (3.105)

which can be met forR = |h| > γ (in units of v).
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If instead we apply Schwarz’s lemma directly to the flare function F(h) = F 2(h), we find no useful
information, as can be understood from the result in the next example.

Generic second-order polynomial Taking F(h) = 1 + a1h + a2h
2, the condition to assure the

presence of a fixed-point candidate becomes

R2 >
γ

a21
(|a1|R + |a2|R2) ≥ γ

a21
max
|h|=R

(∣∣∣a1h+ a2h
2
∣∣∣) (3.106)

So that for R sufficiently large, the condition will be met if 1 > γ|a2|
a21

, i.e. a21/a2 > γ assures the
presence of a fixed-point candidate. For the known a1 = 2 central value we obtain that

4

γ
> |a2| ⇒ if a2 ∈ (−0.68, 0.68) ⇒ zero of F assured (3.107)

This result is in agreement with the condition of positivity on the discriminant of the polynomial which
gives a

2
1

4
> a2 (SMEFT region in Fig. 3.3) and hence guarantees a zero ofF(h∗) = 0 forh∗ ∈ R.

Comparing to the interval for a2 given by experiment and quoted in Table 3.2, we see that for negative
a2, the experimental bound is already inside the Schwarz’s lemma limit; if the upper experimental limit
also drops into the 0.68 boundary (which is not unthinkable, only a factor 3 better than the current
LHC extraction), then Schwarz’s lemma will tell us that a zero of F is at hand unless new discoveries
of higher ai coefficients require further scrutiny. Because a third-order polynomial always has a real
zero, this takes us to a fourth order one, discussed in the next paragraph.

Perfect-square, fourth-order polynomial Taking now a quadratic F (h) = 1+ αh+ βh2 entails
a quartic flare function

F(h) = 1 + 2αh+ (α2 + 2β)h2 + 2αβh3 + β2h4 . (3.108)

In this case, the condition of eq. (3.104) that guarantees the presence of a symmetric point candidate
h∗ becomes

α2

γ
> β .

Squaring the above relation, for the central value a1 = 2, we get the bound on the fourth order coef-
ficient

a41
4γ2

> a4 ⇒ if a4 ∈ (−0.118, 0.118) ⇒ zero of F assured.

Notice of course that if a4 is measured to be negative, higher order terms will be needed in the expan-
sion of F (see Subsection 3.4.1) to guarantee its positivity.

3.8 Far future: multiple Higgs production in extreme-T colli-
sions

The pion was first discovered in 1947 [163, 164] when precious few events from cosmic rays were
obtained in photographic emulsions taken at high altitudes; nowadays, they are routinely produced by
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the thousands per event in central heavy-ion collisions at the LHC [165]. Whereas currently multiple
Higgs-boson events (or for that matter, multiple longitudinal gauge-boson ones) are not possible, one
day they might come within reach. At that point, the entire F(h) function (or at least, to a very large
order in the Taylor expansion) may become part of potential observables. We wish to illustrate the
possibility of accessing it with such future work in this subsection.

The idea of a large number of Higgs bosons has been put forward before [166, 167, 168] although in a
different context, in a proposal to solve the hierarchy problem. Here, we notice that the appearance of
F(h) in eq. (3.3) makes it that, in a thermal medium with temperatures of order the hundreds of GeV
(over two orders of magnitude beyond what is possible today, but not an arbitrarily large scale, and
within the validity of the EFT), the process X → n × h +m ×WL/ZL with a thermal distribution
becomes possible. In the next lines we propose a very schematic analysis chain that proceeds according
to the following flow diagram:

Measure Use Compare
Measure Fit to it Obtain volume V V , T , to
pT =⇒ T and =⇒ F(h1) =⇒ using HBT =⇒ Ek =⇒ measured

Ek fromEk interf. to predict N
N as check

Transverse-momentumdistribution As pioneered by Hagedorn [169, 170], an observable reveal-
ing the statistical distribution is the pT -distribution of the bosons produced.

In the case of a free-boson gas with Lagrangian 1
2
((∂h)2 + (∂ωi)

2)) this is given [171] by

d2N

2πpTdpTdη

∣∣∣∣
0

= mT
gV

(2π)3
e

µ−E
T . (3.109)

While µ is the chemical potential associated to a conserved particle number (which can be left out if
events with different number of bosons are considered), V is the volume of the source and g = 1, 3 or
4 depending on what is measured (h, VL or both), we want to call attention to the transverse mass-like
quantitymT =

√
m2 + p2T ≃ pT .

Integrating eq. (3.109) over the longitudinal momentum (or rapidity) then yields a typical pT distribu-
tion

fBose(pT )dpT = constant × pTdpT

∫ ∞

0

dpx
1

e
1
T

√
p2x+m

2
T − 1

(3.110)

In the simplest free gas described by eq. (3.109), fBose(pT ) falls off as a simple exponential. This
Boltzmann-like dependence is obtained from mean occupation numbers

n̄α(k) = Xα(k)
∂ logZ

∂Xα(k)
(3.111)

withXα(k) = exp(−Eα(k)/T ) and the partition function expressed [169] as

Z =
∑
n

∏
αk

Xα(k)
n̄α(k) . (3.112)
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Here k = 0, 1, 2, . . .∞ as corresponds to a boson occupation number. The momentum distribution
can then be obtained from the density of states V

2π2d
3p.

The pT dependence of eq. (3.110) is modified in the interacting theory: this is what gives access to the
function F(h).

In case there is an interacting Hamiltonian, containing the F(h) function, it is possible, through the
statistical distribution of bosons to access it almost completely or at least to a very high degree in the
ai expansion. Such statistical distribution [172] (see eq. (26.6) in page 251 there, though in a nonrela-
tivistic treatment) will amount to

dN

d3k
=

−gV
(2π)3

T
∑
n∈Z

1

iωn −
√
E2

k + Σ(k, iωn)
(3.113)

where Ek =
√

k2 +m2, the summation is carried over Matsubara frequencies ωn = 2πnT , and
Σ(k, k0) is the self energy of the (Higgs or Goldstone) bosons defined through, just as in the DSE of
chapter 2,

[G(k, k0)]
−1 =

[
[G0(k, k0)]

−1 + Σ(k, k0)
]−1

. (3.114)

The propagator G(k, iωn) (see [173, 174] for a detailed discussion on analytic continuation of prop-
agators) can be computed from the euclidean partition function, that has a path-integral representa-
tion,

Z =

∫
DhDω exp

{
−
∫ β

0

dτ

∫
d3x

[
1

2
F(h)∂µω

i∂µω
j

(
δij +

ωiωj

v2 − ω2

)
+

1

2
∂µh∂µh

]}
(3.115)

where summation in the Euclidean µ indices is assumed. We then directly see how the F(h) function
affects the statistical distribution of bosons through their self energy. The coordinate-space represen-
tation of this propagator for Higgs bosons will simply amount to

G(x, τ) =

∫
DhDω h(x, τ)h(0, 0)×

× exp

{
−
∫ β

0

dτ

∫
d3x

[
1

2
F(h)∂µω

i∂µω
j

(
δij +

ωiωj

v2 − ω2

)
+

1

2
∂µh∂µh

]}
.

(3.116)

Once this path integration has been estimated on the lattice or by other means, the self energy from
eq. (3.114) can be extracted, and substituting it into eq. (3.113), a pT spectrum directly comparable with
experiment can be obtained as a functional of F .

Number of Higgs bosons Additionally, we can try to get an idea of what is the number of Higgs
bosons that should be produced in an experiment in order to access the SM O(4) symmetric point
h∗ = −v. The SM Higgs potential is

VSM(ϕ) =
1

2
µ2ϕ · ϕ+

1

4
λ(ϕ · ϕ)2 (3.117)
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where −µ2, λ > 0 and ϕ · ϕ = ϕ2
1 + ϕ2

2 + ϕ2
3 + ϕ2

4. Choosing the unitary gauge, the SM vacuum
sits at ϕ1 = ϕ2 = ϕ3 = 0 and ϕ4 = v and ϕ = ϕ4 =

√
−µ2/λ. After redefining ϕ4 = v + h the

physical Higgs mass amounts tomh =
√
2λv2, which usingmh = 125.3 GeV and v = 246 GeV gives

λ ≃ 0.13.

The invariant point under O(4) in field space is the origin ϕ = 0. The difference of potential energy
density between the SM vacuum and the SMO(4) invariant point is

∆V = V (0)− V (v) =
1

4
λv4 ≃ 1.19 · 108 GeV4 = 1.49× 1010 GeV/fm3.

Now we wish to translate this energy density into a temperature, for doing so we look for T such
that

ε(T ) ≡ 1

(2π)3

∫
d3k

Ek

eEk/kBT − 1
= ∆V . (3.118)

where Ek =
√
c2ℏ2k2 +m2c4 is the relativistic energy of a boson with three-momentum k. This

gives a temperature of kBT = 140 GeV (which matches the EWSB second order phase transition
critical temperature [175]). Using this temperature we are ready to compute the number density of
Higgs bosons at a temperature where the SM symmetric point is reached

n(T ) =
N

V
=

1

(2π)3

∫
d3k

1

eEk/kBT − 1
= 258 Higgs bosons/(0.1fm)3. (3.119)

This is certainly a daunting concentration of energy and particle number that is not expected in a
foreseeable future. But when/if it is achieved, the absolute number can serve as cross-check of the
pT spectrum line shape to extract a temperature (hopefully the same) if the volume of the hot source,
addressed next, is known.

d1
k1

k2

k1

k2 d2

C

Figure 3.10: HBT/GGLP Interferometry: Detecting two particles with momenta k1 and k2 at the re-
spective detection points d1 and d2 and studying their correlation gives information about the dimen-
sions of the homogeneity region of source in bluish.

Obtaining the volume of a multi-Higgs source It remains to guess what would be the hot source
volume that a future multi-Higgs factory, (i.e. a collider capable of producing statistically significant
numbers of Higgs bosons) could achieve. This type of machine would allow us to explore the existence
of such a symmetric point by directly heating the electroweak sector to populate it, and to explore the
properties of the EW phase transition.

With the data in hand, the volume could be obtained by using Hanbury-Brown-Twiss (HBT) or its
particle physics analogue Goldhaber-Goldhaber-Lee-Pais (GGLP) interferometry: the Higgs bosons
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exiting the collision would retain memory (by interference) of the radius of the source that emitted
them. The technique is routinely used in astrophysics to establish the size of astrophysical objects
from the emitted photons, and in nuclear collisions by analyzing pions. That future electroweak col-
lider could likewise obtain the radius of a hot electroweak ball from the Goldstone and Higgs bosons
emitted.

Let us state schematically how this interferometry works (a comprehensive review can be found in
[176]). Suppose that a source has emission points continuously distributed in a space-time volume
V4 with an emission probability amplitude, Π(r;k), of emitting a particle with momentum k (on the
mass-shell with plane-wave wave-function ψk(r) ∝ eik·r) at the space-time point r. Hence, the total
probability of observing the emission of one particle with momentum k from the source is P (k) =∫
V4
d4r|Π(r;k)|2.

Likewise, the total probability of measuring two particles with momenta k1 and k2, assuming the two
emissions are uncorrelated, i.e. Π(r1, r2;k1,k2) = Π(r1;k1)Π(r2;k2), amounts to

P (k1,k2) =

∫
V4

d4r1d
4r2

∣∣∣∣ψk1(r1)ψk2(r2) + ψk1(r2)ψk2(r1)√
2

∣∣∣∣2 |Π(r1;k1)|2|Π(r2;k2)|2

=P (k1)P (k2) +

∫
V4

d4r1d
4r2 cos

[
(r1 − r2) · (k1 − k2)

]
|Π(r1;k1)|2|Π(r2;k2)|2 .

(3.120)

The GGLP experiment could be adapted to measuring, at two detection points d1 and d2, two Higgs
bosons with precise momentumk1 andk2 respectively (see Fig. 3.10). The correlation function among
the two momenta is

C(k1,k2) :=
P (k1,k2)

P (k1)P (k2)
= 1+

∫
V4
d4r1d

4r2 cos
[
(r1 − r2) · (k1 − k2)

]
|Π(r1;k1)|2|Π(r2;k2)|2

P (k1)P (k2)
.

(3.121)
Under the assumptions explained thoroughly in [177] (neglection of higher order symmetrization,
smoothness and equal time approximations, useful for large (RHIC-like) sources) the correlation func-
tion in eq. (3.121) simplifies to

C(k1,k2)− 1 =

∫
d3r′SK(r′) cos

[
(r1 − r2) · (k1 − k2)

]
SK(r′) :=

∫
V4
d4r1d

4r2|Π(r1;k1)|2|Π(r2;k2)|2δ(r′ − r1 + r2)

P (k1)P (k2)
, (3.122)

where K = k2 + k1 is the total momentum of the pair of outgoing particles. The function SK(r′)
encodes “the distribution of relative positions of particles with identical velocities and total momentum K”
[177] and it gives information about the size of the region of homogeneity of a source (i.e. the region
where the equilibrium assumptions can be taken). The curvature ofC(k1,k2) at q := k1 −k2 = 0 is
related to the mean-square separation of the three-dimensional quadrupolar moments [177]

−C(k1,k2)

dqidqj

∣∣∣∣∣
q=0

=

∫
d3rSK(r)rirj . (3.123)

In this way we can obtain the volume of the region where the source can be considered homogeneous
and the equilibrium conditions apply.
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3.9 Summary
In this chapter we have bridged between the SMEFT and HEFT formalisms inspired by the work of
other groups [102, 101, 100, 103, 137]. We have focused on the Higgs-flare functionF that controls the
derivative couplings of two Goldstone bosonsωi to any number of Higgs bosons. We have exhaustively
studied this flare function F and particularly addressed the existence of its key zero at a symmetric
point in the (ωi, h) field space. In what follows we summarise the novel results presented here.

Saliently, we have provided a simple derivation of the previously known conditions on the flare func-
tion F(h) and its derivatives around the EW symmetric point necessary to deploy SMEFT. By com-
paring the Taylor expansions between the symmetric point and our vacuum, the correlations induced
by SMEFT’s validity on HEFT coefficients are exposed at fixed order in the EFT expansion. We believe
that this will extend the clarity of the criteria for SMEFT to exist, so far mostly discussed in geometric
terms.

We extend previous results concerning the expression of a few coefficients of this function in terms of
the cH□ Wilson coefficient of SMEFT in section 3.2; in this chapter we have addressed a larger number
of such coefficients, we have employed the Warsaw basis, in contrast with earlier analyses, and we have
proceeded to the next order (1/Λ4) in the SMEFT expansion. We have identified the relevant TeV-scale
SMEFT operators at dimensions 6 and 8; we have then employed the correlations that we here report,
together with ATLAS and CMS constraints in order to identify the HEFT coefficient space where
SMEFT at either dimension 6 or dimension 8 can be deployed.

With the latest ATLAS and CMS bounds on the a1 (also known as 2κV ) and a2 (known as κ2V ) coef-
ficients we have explicitly given 95% confidence intervals for a few ai, i > 2 ones, that if exceeded
would automatically rule out SMEFT, at least to the orders here considered, and point out to the need
of extending the SMEFT framework.

Further, we have completely eliminated the Wilson coefficients and obtained correlations that are
solely expressed in terms of the HEFT parameters and can be used to falsify SMEFT itself from within
the wrapping theory (sections 3.3 and 3.4). These correlations provide simple tests that analysts fol-
lowing upcoming and future experimental data can employ to test the framework of SMEFT. It may
be useful for those analysis to have explicit expressions of the ωω → nh amplitudes in HEFT and
therefore we explicitly provide in section 3.6.1 the leading order in perturbation theory of those with
lowest Higgs number n = 1, 2, 3. An automated program applicable to generic n can be provided
on demand. We have also noticed that, to leading order in the SMEFT counting and in the TeV-scale,
amplitudes with n > 2 Higgses in the final state vanish.

Finally, a few additional original contributions of this work are listed here: section 3.4 provides a
thorough study of the flare function F(h) and its properties such as positivity from the boundedness-
from-below of the HEFT Hamiltonian; section 3.7 studies what can be said about a possible zero of this
function combining Schwarz’s lemmas of complex analysis and the current knowledge of the first two
coefficients; and section 3.8 discusses how far-future colliders could access the full function by pro-
ducing Higgs bosons at finite temperature. Whileωω → nh processes allows one to accessF order by
order, a future collider that could substantially increase the temperature of the collision environment
would open the entire function via the pT -spectrum of the emitted Higgs bosons.

In section 3.5.2 we have given similar correlations that we have extracted among the coefficients of the
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V (h) nonderivative Higgs potential and the Yukawa function G(h). This is attractive because it does
not require the Equivalence Theorem (the processωω → nhneeds to be extracted fromWLWL → nh
data and corrections are needed at low-energy, whileV (h) does not involve the Goldstone bosons) and
is already accessible at LHC energies. Interestingly, it is affected by the properties of F since it is this
function which controls the change of variable between HEFT and SMEFT, h1 → h.



UnitarizationMethods for QCD and the
Electroweak Sector

Experimental data [14] support the fact that any new physics scale may be beyond the reach of present
colliders and no new particles are directly produced. Assuming there is a new physics scale not too
much higher up in energy, the effects of the new physics can be felt through the coefficients of an Ef-
fective Field Theory based on the Standard Model particles. As introduced in the previous chapter,
these coefficients, typically multiplied by powers of the momentum that grow with the reaction en-
ergy, eventually entail unitarity violations as is well known from hadron physics. Chiral perturbation
(ChPT) theory offers there a model-independent characterization of π, K and η interactions in the
shape of an expansion on meson masses and momenta due to derivative couplings in the effective La-
grangian (introduced in subsection 2.6.1). The use of ChPT is restricted to energy ranges of about 200
MeV above the first production threshold. Perturbation theory based on that Effective Theory then
fails, again due to fast unitarity violations (see Fig. 4.5 below). These are well known to appear in the
resonant J = 0,1 ππ phase shifts [178, 179], with the low-energy scalar resonance f0(500) around
500 MeV (the threshold being nearby at 280 MeV); in η → 3π decays [180]; in γγ → π0π0 [181],
etc.

Unitarization techniques such as the Inverse Amplitude Method (IAM) reviewed in this chapter allow
the reliable computation of amplitudes at higher energies, at least up to and including the first reso-
nance in each channel, (although often more resonances can also be generated like the f0(500) and
f0(980) in the isoscalar scalar mesonic sector [182, 183, 184].) The same method has been deployed
for NLO Higgs Effective Field Theory (HEFT) of eq. (3.3) in much recent work [150].

More generically, a widely used strategy in hadron physics [185] is to construct “unitarized” amplitudes
that extrapolate to those higher energy regimes satisfying unitarity exactly (for elastic processes). Pop-
ular ones are the K-matrix method, that is already being incorporated into the Monte Carlo simulations
of high-energy processes at the LHC; theN/D method [186, 187]; or variations of the Bethe-Salpeter
equation [184, 188]. The approach has not yet been widely adopted by experimental collaborations,
but the lack of a yet higher energy collider means extrapolation of electroweak results by means of uni-
tarity remains on the table. Among the problems to circumvent [189] is the fact that unitarity is best
expressed in terms of partial waves, while the simulation chain of high-energy experiments is based
on Feynman diagrams.

88
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The most powerful unitarization methods are based on dispersion relations, incorporating known an-
alyticity properties of scattering amplitudes. These methods solidly extrapolate the low-energy theory
to the resonance region; a noteworthy approach among them, which has been broadly used, is the
Inverse Amplitude Method 9 (IAM) [192, 193, 194, 195].

In these dispersive approaches, shortly described in section 4.1, the Effective Theory is used to fix the
subtraction constants of the dispersion relation, and because this relation can incorporate in principle
all the model-independent information that first principles impose on the amplitude, the information
contained in those low-energy coefficients is maximally exploited, generating an energy dependence
valid at much higher values of the energy than originally expected.

For example, one can predict the mass, width, and couplings of the first resonance of theWLWL scat-
tering amplitude [196] (a tell-tale of what Higgs mechanism is at work, as the equivalence theorem
guarantees that the Goldstone boson scattering amplitude coincides with that for WLWL at high en-
ergy), for each angular momentum, J , and weak isospin, I , channel.

A check on the reliability of the IAM has been carried out in [141] by eliminating a heavy scalar parti-
cle from the theory and trying to reconstruct its mass (successfully) from its imprint in the low-energy
parameters (see also [197]). To date however, the uncertainties of the dispersive approaches have not
systematically been laid out, so that for some colleagues there remain question marks about the reli-
ability of the unitarization methods. A classic way of analyzing different unitarization methods is to
use several of them for the same problem and with the same perturbative amplitude, to map out a rea-
sonable spread of possible results [105, 198]. Instead, we try to follow the strategy of trying to a priori
constrain the uncertainty in the unitarization method.

It is the purpose of this work (see the original publication [146]) to start analyzing the systematic un-
certainties of the Inverse Amplitude Method to put its eventual predictions (if ever any separations
from the SM couplings at the HL-LHC are discovered) on a firmer footing 10.

What we here undertake is to carefully review the derivation of the IAM method (section 4.2) and
to discuss the uncertainty which may be assigned to each of the approximations therein (section 4.3).
Section 4.4 presents a minimal outlook and distills the main conclusions of the analysis in Table 4.3. A
few more details and derivations are left for the appendices of this thesis.

4.1 Unitarity and Dispersion Relations

4.1.1 Reminder of unitarity for partial waves
Conservation of wavefunction-probability in two-particle to two-particle scattering processes is ex-
pressed as a nonlinear integral relation for the scattering matrix TI(s, t, u) (where s, t and u are the
well known Mandelstam variables and I the isospin index) of definite isospin (in hadron physics) or
electroweak isospin (in HEFT).

9Truong has provided an interesting historic perspective of early developments [190]. For a recent review devoted to
the unitarization techniques in general the reader can consult [191].

10The reader may wonder why not adopt the more precise Roy equations: the reason is that they require abundant data
over the resonance region and beyond, which does not currently look like a reasonable expectation at any new electroweak
physics sector at the LHC.
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If we decompose TI in terms of partial waves of angular momentum J , the expression of unitarity is
much simpler, see eq. (4.3). This decomposition reads

TI(s, t, u) = 16ηπ
∞∑
J=0

(2J + 1)tIJ(s)PJ(cos θs) (4.1)

and converges for physical s and scattering angle x ≡ cos θs ∈ [−1, 1]; additionally, convergence suc-
ceeds over the Lehmann ellipse for unphysical cos θ where the behavior of the Legendre polynomials
PJ is controllable [199]. If the scattering particles are identical, η = 2, otherwise η = 1. The explicit
expression for the partial waves tIJ(s) is, inverting,

tIJ(s) =
1

32πη

∫ +1

−1

dxPJ(x)TI(s, t(x), u(x)) . (4.2)

The analytic structure of the amplitude in terms of the complex variable s in the physical or first Rie-
mann sheet is so thatTI(s, t, u), as well as tIJ(s), are real in a segment of the real axis and they develop
cuts, (and eventually bound state poles, though not in the physical systems here considered). For iden-
tical particles of mass mπ , such as in ππ scattering or WLWL scattering, one such cut develops from
the production threshold sth = 4m2

π , up to +∞. (Sometimes the approximation sth ≃ 0 is adopted.)
This discontinuity is referred to as the right cut (RC). In the case that two pions appear also in the final
state we will have that the partial waves inherit the same analytic structure as the amplitude, which, by
crossing symmetry, develops a branch cut in the whole negative real axis which we call left cut (LC).
The LC comes from the regions where physical particles are exchanged in the t- and u-channels and
there is no possibility of avoiding the singularities of the amplitude (i.e. at the endpoints x = −1,+1).
Inelastic channels, due to 2n-pion states, KK̄ , ηη, etc. in hadron physics, or 2n-wi, hh, etc. in the
electroweak sector, would accrue additional cuts extending from (2n)2m2

π , 4m2
K , 4m

2
η, ... to +∞,

respectively.

The unitarity of the S matrix makes the partial waves, for physical Re(s) > 0, obey the relation, akin
to the optical theorem,

Im tIJ(s) = σ(s)|tIJ(s)|2 . (4.3)
which has the merit of being purely algebraic, though nonlinear in the partial waves. Here σ(s) =√
1− 4m2/s is the phase-space factor (which equals one for massless incoming particles). Since

eq. (4.3) is nonlinear, it restricts the modulus of the amplitude to satisfy

|tIJ(s)| ≤ 1/σ(s) , (4.4)

for physical s above threshold.

The key observation for the Inverse Amplitude Method is that the unitarity condition for purely elas-
tic processes in (4.3) also fixes the inverse of the partial wave for physical values of s above the first
threshold at sth as

Im 1

tIJ(s)
= −σ(s) for s > sth . (4.5)

This is a remarkable exact statement about a non-perturbative amplitude inasmuch as inelastic chan-
nels such as WLWL → WLWLWLWL for HEFT or ππ → ππππ in hadron physics can be neglected
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and we will dedicate subsection 4.3.3 to assess the uncertainty due to this hypothesis, which is ex-
act below the four-particle threshold and deteriorates as energy sufficiently increases beyond that. If
the inelasticity stems from an additional two-body channel such as KK̄ in hadron physics or hh in
the HEFT, the IAM requires a matrix extension. A brief recount is provided in subsection 4.3.2 be-
low.

The immediate question that comes to mind, given that the imaginary part of the inverse amplitude
is known from kinematics alone, is how can one bring in the dynamical information to also obtain its
real part. To this end we dedicate the next subsection 4.1.2.

4.1.2 Exploiting the analytical properties of the inverse amplitude
For over a century, dispersion relations have been known to link the imaginary and real parts of “causal”
functions satisfying Cauchy’s theorem in appropriate complex-E (here, s) plane regions. To exhibit
and exploit the analytic structure of the inverse amplitude 1/tIJ(s) we will deploy the appropriate
dispersion relation (see e.g. [200] for a recent detailed introduction and the book [201] for a pedagogical
account). The Cauchy theorem can be applied to any function f(s)which is analytic in a complex-plane
domain.

Figure 4.1: Analytic structure of elastic scattering partial waves for pions and the contour C in the
complex-s plane that will be used to write a dispersion relation for the inverse amplitude. The red lines
represent the discontinuity cuts in the partial wave amplitude. The red crosses additionally represent
the n-th order pole at z = ϵ and the simple pole at z = s + iϵ (with s > 4m2) coming from the
denominators in eq. (4.6).

Application of the theorem is convenient for the following integral,

I(s) ≡ 1

2πi

∫
C

dz
f(z)

(z − ϵ)n(z − s)
, (4.6)

where f(z) is taken to have two branch cuts extending from 4m2 to +∞ and from 0 to −∞ (just as
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the partial wave amplitude t(s)), and the contour of integration C is taken as depicted in Fig. 4.1. In
eq. (4.6), s is above the RC (i.e. s stands for s+ iϵ with s ≥ 4m2

π).

If the function f is polynomially bounded as |z| → ∞ (which, though not the case for partial wave
amplitudes that can diverge exponentially for composite particles [144], is satisfied for their inverse
amplitude in eq. (4.9) below, that does fall as e−az with a fixed) we are able to neglect the contribution
to eq. (4.6) coming from the two large semi-circumferences in Fig. 4.1. Due to Schwartz’s reflection
principle f(s+ iϵ) = f ∗(s− iϵ), we are left in (4.6) with the integrals of the imaginary part of f over
the LC and RC,

I(s) =
1

π

∫ 0

−∞
ds′

Imf(s′)
(s′ − ϵ)n(s′ − s)

+
1

π

∫ ∞

4m2
π

dz
Imf(s′)

(s′ − ϵ)n(s′ − s)
, (4.7)

where Imf(s) is the imaginary part of limε→0+ f(s+ iε) with s ∈ RC or LC. On the other hand, I(s)
equals the sum of its residues coming from the simple pole at z = s and the n-th order pole at z = ϵ,
with ϵ ∈ (0, 4m2

π). In this way we find the n-times subtracted dispersion relation for f(s),

f(s) =
n−1∑
k=0

f (k)(ϵ)

k!
(s− ϵ)k+

+
(s− ϵ)n

π

∫ 0

−∞
ds′

Imf(s′)
(s′ − ϵ)n(s′ − s)

+
(s− ϵ)n

π

∫ ∞

4m2
π

ds′
Imf(s′)

(s′ − ϵ)n(s′ − s)
(4.8)

(which is valid safe at branch points where the multiple derivatives f (k) could fail to exist; this is gen-
erally of no concern).

4.2 The Inverse Amplitude Method: derivation
In ChPT the partial wave amplitude tIJ accepts a Taylor-like expansion in powers of s (modified by
logarithms) for small real s as (dropping the IJ subindices) t ≃ t0+t1+O(s3), where t0 = a+bs, and
the leading behavior of each term in the series is ti ∼ si+1. Work in the seventies revealed the appeal of
writing down a dispersion relation for the inverse amplitude 11 for pion-pion or electroweak Goldstone
boson scattering, see [193, 190, 138, 191, 195]. It is customary since the last of these references to define
the function, probably introduced by Lehmann [203],

G(s) ≡ t0(s)
2

t(s)
. (4.9)

This function has the same analytic structure as tIJ except some additional poles coming from zeros
of t. At low energies these zeros are known as Adler zeroes [204] and will indeed appear in scalar
waves. For this function we make a third order subtraction (the order being the minimum compatible

11With equal right one could, instead of expanding t ≃ t0 + t1, expand t−1 ≃ 1
t0+t1

≃ 1
t0

− t1
t20

whose inverse
leads directly to eq. (4.12) below; but this expansion, while a direct mnemonic rule, is less conducive to an analysis of the
uncertainties incurred, and does not expose the validity of the IAM in the complex s-plane as the dispersive derivation
does, so we adopt the dispersive framework[202].
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with the order of the EFT to which we work, given that the perturbative amplitudes’ leading growth
is polynomial) so that the dispersion relation forG reads 12,

G(s) =G(ϵ) +G′(ϵ)(s− ϵ) +
1

2
G′′(ϵ)(s− ϵ)2 + PC(G)+

+
(s− ϵ)3

π

∫
LC

ds′
ImG(s′)

(s′ − ϵ)3(s′ − s)
+

(s− ϵ)3

π

∫
RC

ds′
ImG(s′)

(s′ − ϵ)3(s′ − s)
. (4.10)

Proceeding backwards in this formula, we first encounterPC(G), the contribution due to those Adler
zeroes of t. The standard IAM method at Next to Leading Order (NLO) neglects their contribution at
this order in ChPT since their size on the physical-s half axis counts as NNLO [205]. However, there
is no special difficulty in including them: the uncertainty introduced by neglecting the Adler zeroes
is “much less than the uncertainties (mostly of systematic origin) of the existing data on meson-meson scatter-
ing” [205] and that modified methods taking these into account differ in O(10−3) from the standard
IAM in the physical region (see subsection 4.3.1 where we delve on the uncertainty in neglecting these
zeroes and its remedy). Putting those Adler zeroes (“Pole Contributions” or PC) aside for now, we
continue examining the remaining contributions to (4.10).

Second, the right cut (RC) of the integral is treated exactly by the IAM as long as only the elastic two-
body cut contributes, and this is the one that the basic IAM includes. Inelasticities can be due to both
two and four-body additional channels. The two-body ones can be treated with a coupled-channel
IAM [206, 207], that has a less crisp theoretical basis: here we adopt the philosophy of staying within
the one-channel IAM and use its coupled channel extension to estimate the uncertainty from omitting
that channel, as long as this is sensible (see subsection 4.3.2). The four-body channel, as far as we know,
is not tractable, so the IAM just leaves it out; but its unknown contribution can be controlled as it is
short of phase space until quite high energies (see subsection 4.3.3).

Third, proceeding to the subtraction constants, we adopt three of them G(ϵ), G′(ϵ) and G′′(ϵ) which
suffices in hadron physics thanks to the saturation of the known Froissart-Martin bound [208, 209]
controlling the growth of the physical cross section and the polynomial behavior of t20 ∝ s2. In the
NLO IAM, their values are taken from NLO ChPT, a valid approximation because they are taken with
s around zero, where the EFT is valid (the uncertainty therein is discussed in subsection 4.3.4). In this
NLO approximation we can safely set ϵ = 0 in the argument of the subtraction constants since t0 and
t1 are essentially polynomials at such low s. This results in,

G(s) ≡ t0(s)
2

t(s)
= t0(s)− t1(s) +

s3

π

∫
LC

ds′
ImG(s′) + Im t1(s

′)

s′3(s′ − s)
. (4.11)

In the fourth place and finally, this dispersion relation can be further simplified if we approximate
the left cut contribution by taking the NLO chiral approximation of the discontinuity of G, ImG ≃
−Im t1. Then the integral vanishes and a remarkable formula,

tIAM ≡ t20
(t0 − t1)

, (4.12)

12Strictu senso we choose a subtraction point slightly separated from s = 0 so that the factors become (s − ϵ) and 1
z−ϵ

to avoid the divergence at z = 0 which is included in the interval of integration of the left cut. This plays little role in the
derivation that follows.
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is obtained: the usual IAM amplitude at NLO. In this step of the derivation, an uncertainty is intro-
duced upon approximating the left cut, which is further examined in subsection 4.3.5 below. This is
the most difficult one, as the left cut extends to s = −∞ where the EFT is not valid: replacing ImG
by −Im t1 is only sensible if the amplitude is wanted on the right-hand complex plane with Im s > 0
where the influence of the left cut is smaller. It must be this larger distance between the left cut and
the resonance region over right cut that binds the introduced uncertainty. This smaller contribution
of the left-hand cut is readily observed when numerically comparing it to that of the right cut for the
IAM amplitude itself at the ρ-resonance mass mρ = 770 MeV,∫ −λ2

−Λ2

dz
Im tIAM(z)

z3(z −m2
ρ)

/∣∣∣ ∫ Λ2

4m2
π

dz
Im tIAM(z)

z3(z −m2
ρ)

∣∣∣ ≃ 0.5% (4.13)

where we choose λ = 470 MeV, i.e. the scale where ChPT is known to be reasonably accurate (see
Fig. 4.5), and the cutoff as Λ = 20 GeV (where the value of the integrals becomes independent of this
cutoff). This very small value of the uncertainty is however obtained by assuming the IAM also along
the left cut, which is an unwarranted use thereof: we will later strive to obtain a priori bounds that do
not assume the IAM’s validity there.

The central quantity for the discussion in this chapter is the relative separation between the approxi-
mate IAM amplitude tIAM and the exact one, t, which tIAM approximates,

∆(s) =
(tIAM(s)− t(s)

tIAM(s)

)
. (4.14)

Therein, the contribution due to approximating the LC follows from eq. (4.11) to be

∆(s)G(s) ≡
(tIAM − t

tIAM

)t20
t
=
s3

π

∫
LC

ds′
ImG+ Im t1
s′3(s′ − s)

. (4.15)

Trying to set bounds on this integral is the goal of subsection 4.3.5.

When t(s) is of slow variation, there is a chance that the relative uncertainty ∆(s) is numerically
small. However, near a narrow resonance such as the ρ or an equivalentZ ′-like one in the electroweak
sector, the amplitude is very sensitive to small changes of the pole position. There, ∆(m2

ρ) can be of
order 1, which is not very relevant: what is interesting then is to constrain the uncertainty incurred in
computing that pole position, that is, the mass and width of the resonance.

We can discuss the position of a resonance in two ways. If it is isolated and narrow, a first approxima-
tion to sR is to use the saturation of unitarity |t(sR)| = 1/σ(sR) over the real, physical s-axis. In the
IAM, this reduces to solving for sR the simple algebraic equation [98]

t0(sR)− t1(sR) + iσ(sR)t
2
0(sR) = 0 , (4.16)

which is equivalent to
t0(sR)− Ret1(sR) = 0 , (4.17)

The uncertainty introduced by this IAM approximation instead of employing the exact amplitude is
equivalent to a nonvanishing quantity on the right hand side (RHS),

t0(sR)− t1(sR) + iσ(sR)t
2
0(sR) = −∆(sR)G(sR) . (4.18)
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Where all the functions are evaluated over the real s RC.

We see therein that constraining the uncertainty of the amplitude (∆) also helps in constraining the
uncertainty in the position of any resonance.

If one is willing to discuss sR with an imaginary part, an alternative starting point could be the relation
between an amplitude in the first and in the second Riemann sheets tII(s) = −tI(s)

1+2iσtI(s)
so that the

complex position of the pole can be obtained from the amplitude in the first sheet by t(sR) = i
2σ

. This
yields a variant of eq. (4.16)

t0(sR)− t1(sR) + 2iσ(sR)t
2
0(sR) = 0 , (4.19)

but now for sR complex (in this case we have to choose the determination σ(s∗) = −σ(s)∗), with the
equivalent of eq. (4.18) being

t0(sR)− t1(sR) + 2iσ(sR)t
2
0(sR) = −∆(sR)G(sR) . (4.20)

Either can be used to discuss new-physics resonances and, once one chosen, the relative uncertainties
of one or the other method are very similar.

We will try to quantify the uncertainty in the position of a resonance following eq. (4.18); and we will
exemplify with the vector-isovector resonance in hadron physics (where all quantities are known) ex-
cept in subsections 4.3.2 and 4.3.3 where the mass versus masslessness of the pions/Goldstone bosons
in ChPT/HEFT respectively, do make a difference due to phase space.

4.3 Sources and estimates of uncertainty
As we have shown in section 4.2, the basic NLO-IAM treatment disregards contributions from Adler
zeroes, from higher orders in perturbation theory, and from inelastic channels; and it approximates
the contribution of the left cut. We wish to compute how the mass (and, only briefly around figure A.5
below, the width) of a higher-energy resonance depends on these contributions and eventually put
bounds on them to have systematic uncertainties under control. If we recover the full expression for
G(s) taking into account inelasticities, Adler zeroes and the next order in PT for the subtraction con-
stants, we have to add terms to eq. (4.15) to read

∆(s)G(s) =
s3

π

(
LC(G+ t1)

)
+ 3rdPT + PC(G) + Iz, (4.21)

where Iz takes into account the correction coming from inelasticities on the discontinuity of t over
the right cut (see the subsections 4.3.2 and 4.3.3 and specifically equation (4.33)), LC represents the
three-times-subtracted left-cut integral of the discontinuity in its argument, 3rdPT takes into account
the next order in PT correction to the displacement of the pole (see subsection 4.3.4)).

4.3.1 Uncertainty when neglecting the poles of the inverse amplitude
In deriving eq. (4.12) through the inverse amplitude1/t, the possible zeroes of the amplitude in eq. (4.10)
were neglected. In chiral perturbation theory, such zeroes appear when one of the pions is taken with
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(near) zero mass and (near) zero energy and are referred to as “Adler zeroes” [204]. Beyond these, one
could also have extra zeroes which we distinctively refer to as “Castillejo-Dyson-Dalitz” poles [210],
and we treat both in the next two paragraphs. Such a CDD pole can be seen as a zero of t not predicted
by a subtracted dispersion relation, given both discontinuities along the LHC and RHC and fixing the
subtraction constants by some known values of T . That is, dispersion relations do not have unique
solutions and the CDD poles reflect it [210, 211]. In this sense, we consider that indeed an Adler zero
is also a CDD pole, because it is LO in ChPT, while the discontinuities are at least NLO, unable to drive
the correct energy dependence of the Adler zero.

Adler zeroes

This first shortcoming of the Adler zeroes was addressed in [205] and demonstrated to be quantitatively
small; moreover, it is a systematic uncertainty that can be disposed of if extremely high precision was
needed. In view of the larger ones that follow, we believe that this is unnecessary and we will limit
ourselves to discussing it in this subsection, ignoring it thereafter.

Near threshold, the amplitude accepts the chiral expansion in Effective Theory, t ≃ t0+ t1+ t2 · · · ≃
a + bs + εs2 + . . . up to logarithms. 1/t does not exist when t vanishes; at LO, this happens at the
Adler zero of t that lies at s = −a/b. Keeping higher orders, its position slightly shifts. The inverse
amplitude develops a pole there, but its effect is tiny once s becomes even marginally larger than this
value. The reason is that the dispersion relation is intelligently formulated in terms ofG = t20/t.

First, let us examine the chiral limit (a = 0) around which the effective theory is built. G becomes a
function of s alone, independent of mπ or, schematically, G ≃ b2s2/(s(b+ εs)) = b2s/(b+ εs) and
the numerator’s s2 power has eliminated the zero of the denominator at threshold and there is no such
pole.

Outside the chiral limit (a ∝ m2
π)

G ≃ (a+ bs)2

a+ bs+ εs2
. (4.22)

Once more, at LO, G ≃ t20/(t0 + t1) ≃ t0 presents no pole.

But the LO is insufficient near the zero of the denominator when t0 and t1 are nearly cancelling out.
Then, the double zero of the numerator is slightly displaced with respect to the zero of the denom-
inator, and the pole at low-s is not exactly cancelled. To see it, let us factorize the denominator of
G,

G ≃ b2
(s+ a/b)2

ε(s− s+)(s− s−)
(4.23)

with s± = − b
2ε
(1 ±

√
1− 4εa/b2). Taking into account the chiral counting, a ∼ m2

π , ε ∼ 1/Λ2,
we see that there is a pole near the original one, s− ≃ −a

b
+ O

(
m4

π

Λ2

)
and a pole that comes from

infinity, at s+ ≃ − b
ϵ
∼ O(Λ2). This last one is outside the range of validity of the theory and can be

safely discarded. The first one is unavoidable, but remains below the threshold, and when s is in the
physical zone, its effect on G is of order m4

π

sΛ2 : the memory of the Adler zero is very small outside its
very proximity. Since the dispersion relation for the right cut is weighted for s far from this zero of t
(pole ofG), its presence becomes a numerically small correction.
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Summarizing so far: the Adler zero causes no encumbrance in the chiral limit, which is often the ap-
proximation used for HEFT [105]; and if masses are kept, it introduces a very small uncertainty.

In any case, this one uncertainty of the basic method can be disposed of, if need be, by use of the
“Modified Inverse Amplitude Method” of [205]. Here, the amplitude is represented by

tmIAM ≡ t20
t0 − t1 + AmIAM

(4.24)

with a modification term in the denominator that uses the position of the Adler zero computed in
chiral perturbation theory (appropriate since s is very low), sA ≃ s0 + s1 + . . .

AmIAM = t1(s0)−
(s0 − sA)(s− s0)

s− sA
(t′0(s0)− t′1(s0)) . (4.25)

At the position of a resonance, s = sR ≫ s0, sA, the Mandelstam variable s drops out and AmIAM ∼
O(s20, s1) produces a small constant shift of the pole position upon substituting it in the denominator
of eq. (4.24). The relative uncertainty in that pole position is therefore O(s20/s

2
R).

The largest such uncertainty will affect the channel with the lightest resonance, the IJ = 00 scalar,
isoscalar partial wave that has its Adler zero at s0 = m2

π/2 in ChPT (see for example eq. (9.3.21) of [212]
for the value of s1). Thus, the uncertainty at the f0(500) pole in this scalar channel is ofO(m4

π/M
4
f0
) ≃

0.6%, at the few per mille level in hadron physics. For the Electroweak Chiral Lagrangian or HEFT,
taking (mZ/1TeV)

4 ≃ 7× 10−5, we see that the uncertainty is totally negligible.

Castillejo-Dalitz-Dyson poles of the inverse amplitude

It remains to discuss what happens if t0 + t1, now a polynomial of second order (up to a logarithm)
develops an additional zero above the threshold. These zeroes give rise to so-called Castillejo-Dyson-
Dalitz (CDD) poles [210] of the inverse amplitude. A dispersion relation for G ∝ 1/t would need an
additional pole contribution with treatment parallel to that of the Adler zero just discussed.

There is little that one can do to avoid these CDD poles from contributing if/when they are present, as
they represent new physics which is neither obvious nor generated from the boson-boson scattering
dynamics itself [211, 187]; nevertheless, we do not consider them a source of uncertainty since if they
are separately treated: given the measurement of the low–energy coefficients, one can try to identify
the presence of the CDD pole and subtract it as shown shortly.

Such CDD pole often appears in the I = J = 0 ππ partial wave: in many parametrizations, the phase
shift is larger than π below the KK̄ threshold [213], where the amplitude is considered to be elastic.
Therefore, both real and imaginary parts of t vanish, t(s) = σeiδ sin δ is zero at the point δ(sC) = π
with √

sC < 2mK .

The basic IAM runs into trouble when the zero of t at the CDD pole happens near a resonance, be-
cause then two contradictory equations need to be satisfied: the resonance condition (vanishing of the
denominator in tIAM(s) at s = sR) t0(sR) − Ret1(sR) = 0 and the CDD-pole condition from the
ChPT expansion at s = sC , t0(sC) + Ret1(sC) = 0. Their simultaneous fulfillment would imply that
Ret1 and t0 vanish at close values of s, which is not possible anywhere near the resonance region, since
t0(s) is zero only at the Adler zero which is below threshold. Not taking care of this CDD pole was
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found to make the prediction of a new resonance to be off by as much as 25% in Ref. [214], so care
should be exercised. This is shown with an explicit example in Appendix A.2.

How to handle a CDD pole if present

The difficulty can be overcome by studying the behavior of t0 + t1 in each case and, if suspicion of a
CDD pole ofG ∝ t−1 arises, by appropriately modifying the IAM as we next sketch.

Hence, the first thing to do is to detect the possibility of a CDD pole from the low energy chiral ex-
pansion. This expansion is such that the imaginary part of t1 does not vanish above 4m2

π , the two-pion
threshold; thus, it is necessary to study its real part.

The question to be examined upon deploying the IAM for any partial wave is whether there is a value
s = sC above threshold such that its real part does vanish

t0(sC) + Ret1(sC) = 0 . (4.26)

This is a practical test to try to detect the presence of a CDD pole. When focused on the toy-model-
amplitude t(s) of eq. (A.10) in Appendix A.2, it actually yields the exact result, detecting the CDD pole
of the inverse amplitude at sC =M2

0 , as evident in eq. (A.13). 13

Of course, the presence of a zero in t(s) requires both real and imaginary parts to vanish whereas
eq. (4.26) is a condition on the real part alone. One can ask to what extent it is a good criterion for
detecting a zero in the partial wave from the knowledge of the NLO amplitude alone. The reason it is
useful is that elastic partial waves t(s) = eiδ sin δ only have one independent real function, the phase
shift δ(s). Re(t(s)) = cos δ sin δ vanishes for δ = 0 or π/2 mod π, but the second case corresponds
to maximum (nonzero) imaginary part and a resonant amplitude, and nothing should be said about it
from the purely perturbative t. Thus, δ = 0mod π, implying sin δ = 0 and |t(s)| = 0 is the only
relevant case, and because the amplitude is small near the zero, eq. (4.26) is generally adequate.

Once such CDD pole at sC has been identified, a second step is to introduce an auxiliary function tC(s)
without the related zero at sC , that can be minimally defined as

tC(s) =
t(s)

s− sC
. (4.27)

It is the real part of the inverse of this auxiliary function Re(1/tC(s)) that is chirally expanded up to
O(s2) or NLO. To do it, we note that sC = O(p0) because sC is not an Adler zero, it is a large scale.
Such expansion gives

Re 1

tC(s)
= Res− sC

t0 + t1
=
s− sC
t0

+ sC
Ret1
t20

+O(s) . (4.28)

In turn, the imaginary part of 1/tC(s) is fixed to −i(s − sC)σ(s) by elastic two-body unitarity and,
added to the real part, yields eq. (4.29) below.

13This example also illustrates that different results can be obtained upon looking for poles in the second Riemann sheet
versus establishing the position of a resonance by requiring the vanishing of the real part of the partial wave.
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This discussion can be wrapped up in two simple routine steps: check for the presence of a CDD pole
with eq. (4.26), and if one is present, then make a substitution in the IAM,

tIAM =
t20

t0 − t1
→ t20

t0 − t1 +
s

s−scRe(t1)
. (4.29)

The additional piece in the denominator of this equation, from applying the IAM to tC instead of t,
guarantees the CDD pole at the correct position, and does not affect the good unitarity behavior that
the IAM enjoys; in the chiral counting, the difference between both formulae starts at order s3.

Applying this procedure to the toy amplitude of eq. (A.10) gives (the next equality implying an approx-
imation in chiral perturbation theory)

GC :=
1

tC(s)
=
f 4

s
− iσ(s− sC) , (4.30)

from which one can immediately recover the exact t(s) = (s− sC)t
C(s).

Once the expansion of tC(s) is at hand, the IAM is applied thereto, and upon completion, the zero that
was factored out is multiplied back to reconstruct the approximation to the amplitude. In the example
in Appendix A.2 this is

tIAM(s) =
1

f4

s(s−M2
0 )

− iσ
. (4.31)

that indeed reproduces the exact t(s) of eq. (A.10). The conclusion, therefore, is that the unhandled
presence of a CDD pole of the inverse amplitude leads to uncertainties of orderM2

R/M
2
0 ∼ O(1), but

these can be dealt with, analogously to the Adler zeroes, to eliminate the problem. This observation
is elevated to table 4.3. Another example is also worked out in the Appendix A.2 for the I = J = 1
channel with HEFT [105], by choosing the low-energy constants to generate a zero in the partial-wave
amplitude.

4.3.2 From additional two-body channels
Strictly speaking, the unitarity condition in eq. (4.3) is valid below any inelastic threshold. Generi-
cally, in the presence of several elastic and inelastic channels, that unitarity relation should be modified
as

Im t =
∑
i

σi(s)|tππ→i|2θ(s− (
∑
j

mj)
2) (4.32)

where
∑

jmj represents the sum of the masses of the intermediate state particles and σi(s) the phase
space factor, all in the ith channel (also, it is intended that the symbol

∑
i sums or integrates over

remaining quantum numbers in channel i).

The first (strongly interacting) channel to open, as allowed byG-parity, appears when four pions can go
on-shell in the intermediate state (around 550 MeV). We discuss this in the next subsection 4.3.3.
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Here we start by discussing the uncertainty introduced by the first two-body inelastic channel, with
two kaons in the intermediate state,KK̄ , and with threshold around 985 MeV. Above this energy, the
unitarity relation for the inverse amplitude in eq. (4.5) is modified to read

Im 1

tππ
= −σππ

(
1 +

σKK̄
σππ

|tππ→KK̄ |2

|tππ→ππ|2
)
. (4.33)

There are two regimes that allow to disregard the inelastic channel in this modified unitarity equation:
when the ratio of the squared amplitudes is small, or when the ratio of the phase-space factors is the
one suppressing the amplitude.

The second term inside the parenthesis of eq. (4.33) is the correction to the right cut discontinuity of t
related to the inelastic “Iz” contribution to eq. (4.21),

Iz(s) =
s3

π

∫
RC

dz
−t20σππ
z3(z − s)

σKK̄
σππ

|tππ→KK̄ |2

|tππ→ππ|2
. (4.34)

In this form we additionally see that the three subtractions bias the integral in eq. (4.34) towards the
low energy region so that the effect of the coupled channels is even less prominent if the elastic and
inelastic amplitudes have the same scaling with z so that its powers cancel out in the ratio leaving only
logarithms (which is quite the case in ChPT). Finally, the z− s factor in the denominator enhances the
region of z around the external value of s which is the argument of Iz(s). (This we often take as the
ρ-resonance mass, i.e. mρ = 770 MeV).

In hadron physics, all these mechanisms are suppressing the inelastic coupling of ππ andKK̄ be-
low 1.2 GeV [207], except near the f0(980) resonance [183]. Because those happen close to the KK̄
threshold, and the first resonances in ππ scattering (σ and ρ) lie below it, the uncertainty in the latter’s
masses is well controlled.

In practice, the dominant contribution to the integrated uncertainty Iz(s) of eq. (4.34) in meson scat-
tering comes from the energy region up to 1.2 GeV where we can constrain it with the available data
for |tππ→KK̄ |2/|tππ→ππ|2 in the J = I = 1 channel as the integrand will be heavily suppressed above
(and much below) mρ. The factor

σKK̄
σππ

|tIJ=11
ππ→KK̄

|2

|tIJ=11
ππ→ππ|2

=
σππ
σKK̄

1− η211
η211 − 2 cos 2δππ + 1

(4.35)

is less than 0.08 below 1.2 GeV (because the vector-isovector elasticity, η11, is relatively close to one in
the 1-1.2 GeV energy region, η11 ≃ 0.99, [207, 215] and the pion-pion channel phase shift, δππ , varies
slowly in this energy region).

We will therefore concentrate on the one-channel IAM that entirely neglects the contribution of the
second channel, and use the coupled-channel IAM only to estimate the uncertainty therein.

Introducing the value above allows us to set a bound to the displacement of the pole from the KK̄
intermediate state up to s = (1.2 GeV)2. Since we know that, below 1.2 GeV,

σKK |tIJ=11
ππ→KK̄

|2

σππ|tIJ=11
ππ→ππ|2

≤ 0.08 , (4.36)
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we can use eq. (4.18), accounting for the uncertainty due to the two-body inelastic contribution to the
displacement of the pole, Iz in (4.21), (4.34) and (4.36) above to find

|∆(s)G(s)| ≤ 0.08
s3

π
|RC(t1)|(s) ≃ 1 · 10−4 . (4.37)

with the expression evaluated at s = m2
ρ. (Though this is below the two-kaon threshold, so that at the

resonance mass σKK = 0, the uncertainty does not vanish because the integral inRC extends through
∞.) In eq. (4.37)RC(f)(s) =

∫
RC

dz Imf(z)/[z3(z−s)]. We take such potential displacement of the
ρ-pole due to this uncertainty to Table 4.3.

Within the Electroweak Standard Model, the coupled-channel IAM has also been deployed in a
series of articles [139]. Because in the s ∼ 1 TeV2 region (where the HEFT would be used) the W , Z
and h boson squared masses of order 0.01TeV2 are all negligible, they have equal phase space (the ratio
σhh/σωω is close to 1), providing no suppression to eq. (4.33); only the equivalent ratio of squared am-
plitudes |tww→hh|2/|tww→ww|2 suppresses the inter-channel coupling. This is, in the notation of [105],
proportional to the parameter combination (a2 − b)2, that vanishes in the Standard Model (but its
value in strongly interacting theories of BSM physics is of course unknown). What we can state is that,
if low-energy measurements reveal this combination of low-energy constants to be numerically small,
the coupled-channel uncertainty introduced into the single-channel problem is immediately under
control.

We lean on the IAM method for coupled channels to generate the uncertainty of the one-channel IAM.
The coupled-channel case [183, 216, 207] takes the same form as the standard IAM but in terms of
matrix-valued amplitudes. For n coupled channels, the amplitude will be an n-by-n matrix, t, so that
the IAM expression becomes

tIAM = t0(t0 − t1)
−1t0 . (4.38)

Concentrating on the HEFT with two channels, upon disregard of the contributions to the IAM partial
wave amplitude of ww → ww coming from the coupled channels ww → hh and hh → hh, an error
δ is incurred,

δ =
(t111 t

12
0 − t110 t

12
1 )(t111 t

21
0 − t110 t

21
1 )(t110 − t111 )−1

(t121 (t210 − t211 ) + t120 (t211 − t210 ) + (t110 − t111 )(t220 − t221 ))
, (4.39)

where the superindices denote matrix elements of t. We are parametrizing t11IAM = tIAM + δ so that
δ takes into account all contributions from coupled channels to the one-channel IAM partial wave
amplitude, tIAM . Note that, neglecting logarithms, eq. (4.39) is a fraction of second-order polynomials
in s and the zeroes of the denominator correspond to zeroes of det (tIAM(s)−1) and, therefore, to
poles in the amplitudes (resonances).

Reading the coefficients from [105] for the IJ = 00 channel (neglecting logarithmic contributions),
the expression for δ at LO in (a2 − b)2 and (3d+ e) is
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δ(s) ≃ s2
(
a2 − b

)2 [ −9 (29(a2 − 1)2 + 5376π2a4 + 8448π2a5)
2

2949440πg
(
576π2v2(a2 − 1) + 5376π2a4s+ 8448π2a5s+ 101 (a2 − 1)2 s

)2
]

(4.40)

We see from eq. (4.40) that, as the coupling between channels (a2 − b) approaches zero, the uncertainty
from neglecting the coupled channel vanishes as expected. The denominator of eq. (4.40) carries a
dependence on the hhhh interaction parameter g coming from inverting the Gij matrix 14.

A particularity of this HEFT theory is that a small numerical factor suppresses δ. Evaluating it for
s = 1 TeV, with g = 1, and the example values in table 4.1 for the remaining coefficients of the HEFT
Effective Lagrangian (consistent with current LHC bounds), we obtain a tiny

|δ(s = 1 TeV2)| ≃ 5 · 10−3 . (4.41)

HEFT Parameter Bounds known to us Example value taken

|a− 1| < 0.15 [217, 98] a = 0.9

b− 1 ∈ (−1, 3) [150] b = 1.5

a4 < 6 · 10−4 [218] 5 · 10−4

a5 < 8 · 10−4 [218] 5 · 10−4

Table 4.1: Bounds on the parameters of the HEFT Lagrangian and the allowed example values that we
have used to estimate the uncertainty in eq. (4.39). We write down a sensible value from considering the
95% confidence bounds, with no attempt at combining different experiments or theoretical analysis.
Additionally, v = 246 GeV as is well known from the electroweak theory.

This two-body uncertainty propagates to the pole position of the IJ = 00 channel resonance, whose
real part (new physics mass) becomes fuzzed by

|∆(s)G(s)| =
∣∣ −δ
tIAM

t20
tIAM + δ

∣∣∣ ≃ 2 · 10−3 (4.42)

at 1 TeV; this is an order of magnitude larger than the hadron physics counterpart in eq. (4.37). It
is not unexpected because of the heavy phase space suppression in the earlier case. Even so, with
present knowledge, if a scale of new physics strongly affecting vector-boson scattering is discovered,
the corresponding inelasticity does not appear to be a worry.

4.3.3 From inelastic channels with additional identical particles
Let us start discussing the case of hadron physics. As mentioned at the beginning of Section 4.3.2, a
four-pion channel opens around 550 MeV. A posteriori, the accuracy of the IAM would be suggestive

14This cannot be set to zero for invertibility, but as the channels decouple its value becomes irrelevant; thus, we take this
parameter g to be of order one with little loss of precision on the ωω channel.
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of a small contribution by the four-pion channel (a four-pion intermediate state is a three-loop and
higher-order effect in ChPT), just as the KK̄-one discussed in subsection 4.3.2. Phenomenologically,
the effect of that 4π channel for

√
s < 1 GeV seems to be very small as indicated by a small experi-

mental inelasticity η ≈ 1, as well as from explicit calculations [219]. We will address the uncertainty
introduced by neglecting this channel a priori, basically controlling it due to reduced phase space.

The massive n-particle phase space differential is

dϕn = δ(4)

(
p−

n∑
i=1

qi

)
n∏
i=1

d3qi
(2π)32Ei

. (4.43)

Integrating this four particle phase space, having used the three-dimensional delta function, we arrive
at

ϕ4 =

∫ +∞

0

( 3∏
i=1

d|pi||pi|2

2Ei

)∫ +1

−1

dx1dx2

∫ 2π

0

dφ
δ(
√
s− E1 − E2 − E3 − E4)

(2π)6E4

. (4.44)

Here
E4 =

(
|p1|2 + |p2|2 + |p3|2 + 2|p1||p2|x2 + 2|p2||p3|x3+

+ 2|p2||p3|
(
x2x3 + sinφ

√
1− x22

√
1− x23

)
+m2

) 1
2 (4.45)

After numerically integrating the expression in eq. (4.44), we can compare the four-particle phase
phase, ϕ4, with the two-body one, ϕ2, which is related to σ(s) defined in eq. (4.3) as ϕ2(s) = σ(s)/8π.
For a fair comparison, the two-body phase space needs to be multiplied by a power of fπ , ϕ2 × f 4

π ,
to match the dimensions of the four-body one (here the pion decay constant is taken to be fπ = 93
MeV). This f 4

π dimensionful factor is extracted from the two-body amplitude (that correspondingly
has different dimensions from the inelastic two to four body one). The reasoning behind this choice is
explained in Fig. 4.2.

Figure 4.2: When considering each of the 2- or 4-body phase spaces, we have assigned 2π factors
according to the normalization of one-pion states. For each pion in an intermediate state there is
a factor (2π)−4. However, when calculating the imaginary part of the amplitude, each cut line will
produce an extra 2π (together with a f−1

π ). This leaves the typical (2π)−3 normalization factor for
each pion. Hence, we must only use f 4

π to compare the two-body and four-body phase spaces.

The resulting ratio, which is the meaningful measure of the relative weight of four- and two-body
states, ϕ4/(ϕ2f

4
π), is plotted in Fig. 4.3. We see that, up to s = (1.1 GeV)2, the four-particle phase

space is heavily suppressed compared to the two particle one 15.
15This is easily understood by the analogous simple relation

∫∞
0

dx1dx2dx3dx4δ(
∑

i xi−1) <
∫∞
0

dy1dy2δ(
∑

i yi−
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Figure 4.3: Numerical computation of the four- to two-particle phase-space ratio from threshold
√
s =

4mπ up to
√
s = 1.1 GeV. (The 4-body integral is calculated in successively better approximation by

replacing the energy delta function in Eq (4.44) by a Gaussian of decreasing width ∆. N is the number
of 20-Gaussian point partitions of each variable’s integration interval. Convergence is excellent and
both curves are barely distinguishable.)

For the HEFT case in the TeV region it is an excellent approximation to adopt massless particles, which
does away with the need for numerical computation since the n-particle phase space has a simple
analytic expression

ϕn =
1

2(4π)2n−3

sn−2

Γ(n)Γ(n− 1)
. (4.46)

We plot in Fig. 4.4 the ratio analogous to figure 4.3, substituting f by v = 0.246 TeV as appropriate
for the electroweak sector. Therein we see that, up to 3 TeV, four particle phase space is again much
smaller than the two particle phase space.

Now we can compute the displacement of the pole in both hadron physics and the electroweak HEFT,
taking the ratio |tππ→ππππ|2/|tππ→ππ|2 and |tww→wwww|2/|tww→ww|2 to be of order one, with the phase
space ratios from Fig. 4.3 and Fig. 4.4. Taking this information to eq. (4.21) and in analogy with
eq. (4.33) for the four body intermediate states, we find

|∆(s)G(s)| ≤

 2 · 10−2 s3

π
|RC(t1)|(s) for hadron physics

8 · 10−2 s3

π
|RC(t1)|(s) for the HEFT .

This means that for hadron physics, after computing the right cut integral, the channel IJ = 11 re-
ceives an uncertainty of order

|∆(s)G(s)| ≤ 4 · 10−5 for s = m2
ρ . (4.47)

1).
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Figure 4.4: Ratio between the massless four-particle and two-particle phase spaces up to 3 TeV, that
can be analytically evaluated from eq. (4.46). Here v = 246 GeV.

Where mρ = 770 MeV. This is much smaller than the other terms of eq. (4.18). For example, the first
term t0 = s

192πf2π
is about 0.12 at the ρ meson pole; this amounts to a relative uncertainty from the

correction at the level of four in ten thousand! Hence, the influence of the multi-pion cut in the ρ pole
position is very small.

This smallness is also reflected in the scaling of this source of uncertainty with the mass of the reso-
nance. Taking the massless limit for simplicity for ϕ4 in eq. (4.46) we see that ϕ4/ϕ2 ∼ s2, so that
if s3/π |RC(t1)|(s) scales as s2 (a typical NLO ChPT contribution), then ∆(s)G(s) for the four-
body intermediate contribution scales as s4 (a three-loop effect). Therefore, this uncertainty to the
mass of the resonances scales as (mresonance/ΛU)

8, with ΛU the unitarity cutoff the theory, 4πfπ for
hadron physics and 4πv for HEFT. Then, the influence of this uncertainty is very much diminished for
mresonance < ΛU, though it raises strongly for higher energies.

4.3.4 From truncating perturbation theory for the elastic amplitude
Perturbative expansions, and among them Chiral Perturbation Theory, are organized as a geometric
series homogeneous in an invariant energy squared E2, that acts as a counting parameter. The naive
uncertainty estimate upon truncating the series at order n is of order (E2)n+1, which assumes that
the typical coefficient multiplying this power is not excessively large, in order not to alter the relative
geometric size of the term. This is suspected to fail, for example, when the number of allowed Feyn-
man diagrams grows factorially, but it is widely accepted as the organizing principle and so we also
adopt it (although a recent study [220] lays out an interesting probabilistic method to account for the
uncertainty in the next order of such an expansion).

Increasing the order in the expansion of the EFT to improve the behavior of the unitarized method is
a strategy employed, for example, in the N/D method for NN scattering [221]. Here we attempt to



106 UNITARIZATION METHODS FOR QCD AND THE ELECTROWEAK SECTOR

quickly estimate effects that appear at NNLO and have not been discussed in the other subsections of
this section 4.3.

In the elastic Inverse Amplitude Method at NLO, two orders of the expansion have been kept. Can we
make a statement about the third, neglected order, even if the method is not organized as a geometric
expansion? If the next t2 ∼ O(p6) order of chiral-like perturbation theory for a given process and
channel becomes known (which is the case in hadron physics [222, 223] , but not yet for the electroweak
HEFT), one can expand the inverse amplitude to that higher order, using

G(s) =
t20
t
≃ t20
t0 + t1 + t2

(4.48)

and expanding to dispose of yet higher order contributions

G(s) =
t20
t
≃ t0 − t1 − t2 +

t21
t0
. (4.49)

(Some authors like thinking of the IAM as a Padé approximation, and at times criticize the inherent
ambiguity in how to choose the right sequence of Padé approximants. It is the dispersive derivation
that selects what is the appropriate sequence of approximations, by applying the EFT expansion to
G.)

However, we wish to quantify how much can the pole get displaced by including the NNLO correction,
not actually calculate to this order in every instance. This displacement can be captured by the low
energy constants of the third order perturbation theory reflecting the imprint of a resonance on them.
The relation between those constants and the resonance is known in Resonance Effective Theory [224,
225, 226](by integration of heavy degrees of freedom) and enters in the equation for the displacement
of the pole in eq. (4.21) as

3rdPT =G(0) +G′(0)s+
1

2
G′′(0)s2 − (t0 − t1)(0) + (t0 − t1)

′(0)s+
1

2
(t0 − t1)

′′(0)s2

=
(t21
t0

− t2
)
(0) +

(t21
t0

− t2
)′
(0)s+

1

2

(t21
t0

− t2
)′′
(0)s2 , (4.50)

for the NNLO correction of G. (The derivatives at s = 0 exist even in the chiral limit as we are
focusing on the polynomial contributions from the higher-order counterterms only.) This means that,
for IJ = 11,

|∆(s)G(s)| = m2
π

480f 6
π

∣∣∣(4m4
π(5r2 + 20r3 − 20r4 + 72r5 − 8r6 − 10rF )+

+m2
π(−5r2 − 40r3 + 80r4 − 216r5 + 24r6 + 10rF )s+

+ (−80l21 + 80l1l2 − 20l22 + 5r3 − 15r4 + 54r5 + 14r6)s
2
)∣∣∣ (4.51)

Example values of the constants in eq. (4.51) are given in Table 4.2.

Evaluating eq. (4.51) at the ρmass, s = m2
ρ, we find

|∆(s)G(s)| ≃ 6 · 10−3 . (4.52)
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Constants Values consistent with [224, 227]

(l1, l2, l3) (2, 4, 10) · 10−3

(r1, r2, r3, r4, r5, r6, rF ) (−17, 17,−4, 0.0, 0.9, 0.25,−1) · 10−4

Table 4.2: Renormalized scattering constants up to NNLO which we interpret as evaluated at the
renormalization scale µ = ρ = 770 MeV, this being the mass of the most prominent high-energy
resonance eliminated to obtain them.

Because the IAM matches the EFT at low s,mπ to NLO order, we expect the uncertainty to scale with
the typical NNLO s3 behavior for (quasi)massless Goldstone bosons.

However, the explicit power ofm2
π in eq. (4.50) entails am2

πs
2 contribution to the uncertainty (that we

take to table 4.3 shown later on).

4.3.5 From approximate left cut
The integral in the RHS of eq. (4.15) is the most difficult piece of the IAM derivation to be bound or
constrained, and it also contributes the largest uncertainty. We will divide this integral into different
energy regimes distinguished by how the amplitude scales with energy. It will transpire that the largest
contribution is due to the low-energy part of the integration region, and since ChPT is expected to
reasonably approximate the amplitude there, we will be able to bind the induced uncertainty.

In non-relativistic [228] theory, the left cut contains the information about the interaction potentials
whereas the right cut contains the physical particles, so there is an intrinsic difference of treatment. In
the relativistic theory on the other hand, the left cut of a given partial wave is related to the right cuts
of other channels and partial waves due to crossing symmetry, as encoded for example in Roy-Steiner
equations [178, 179].

If the integrand of eq. (4.15) vanished, that is, ImG = −Im t1, the left cut would receive exact treat-
ment. This is obviously not the case, asG is unknown a priori. Therefore, we examine the contributions
of bothG and t1 there.

Inspection of the left-cut integral for t1(s)

First, let us address t1, i.e. the NLO term of the partial wave amplitude. To assess which part of the left
cut integral is numerically most relevant we use, as a typical case, the O(p4) ChPT partial wave ampli-
tude for the IJ = 11 channel in the chiral limit from [229]. The low-|z| part of the LC(t1) integral is
suppressed by the derivative coupling in the effective theory, but the high-|z| one is suppressed by the
z3(z − s) factor from the dispersion relation. We should like to see which one contributes the most,
so we split the integration interval as

s3

π
LC(t1) =

s3

π
LCfar(t1) +

s3

π
LCnear(t1)

=
s3

π

∫ −λ2

−∞
ds′

Im t1(z)

z3(z − s)
+
s3

π

∫ 0

−λ2
ds′

Im t1(z)

z3(z − s)
, (4.53)
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with a contribution coming from a region near to the origin s = 0, [−λ2, 0], and a second from higher
energies, (−∞,−λ2]. We choose λ to be 470 MeV, i.e. the scale where the O(p4) ChPT amplitude
separates from the IAM amplitude and the scale where ChPT is supposed to give a good prediction of
the full amplitude (200 MeV above the two pion threshold). This is presented in Fig. where the moduli
of tIAM(s) and tChPT(s) are plotted along the RC.

Figure 4.5: Comparison between the moduli of tChPT and tIAM at O(p4) for the IJ = 11 channel. The
two amplitudes separate around a scale 200 MeV above the two pion threshold.

Onceλhas been chosen, we compare the near and far (respect to the origin s = 0) left cut contributions
to eq. (4.53) (with t1 in the integrand) in Fig. 4.6. Because of the structure of eq. (4.11), we also include
a line to compare t0 − t1. Note that around the resonance region the near left cut is about one order
of magnitude larger than the far left cut.

Figure 4.6: Comparison between the moduli of the near and far left cut pieces of eq. (4.53) and t0 − t1
for the IJ = 11 channel.
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The contribution from the near left cut of t1 will be treated together with the integral of ImG over
the same region of integration. This is convenient since in the region [−λ2, 0] the function G is well
approximated by the NLO ChPT expansion and the combination ImG + Im t1 is a NNLO remnant
contribution. This is discussed in the next section.

Part of the contribution from the far left cut of t1 to eq. (4.53) will be treated together with a contribu-
tion coming from the LC ofG in eq. (4.63). The rest will be accounted for in eq. (4.68).

Left Cut integral forG+ t1

We now turn to the part of the integrand in the RHS of eq. (4.15).

For low-|s|, the quantity Im (G+ t1) in eq. (4.15) is controlled a priori, as perturbation theory is a good
approximation to the scattering amplitude, and thus to G. This uncertainty is broadly included in the
uncertainty counting of subsection 4.3.4.

At high-|s| we can exploit the asymptotic behavior of the amplitude brought about by the generic rela-
tion between the left and the right cuts, described shortly, and in the case of an underlying non-Abelian
gauge theory such as QCD, that is asymptotically free, the Brodsky-Farrar counting rules [230].

This suggests that we can divide the integration domain and thus the integral forG+ t1 in the RHS of
eq. (4.15) as

s3

π

∫
LC

dz
Im (G+ t1)

z3(z − s)
≡ I1[G+ t1] + I2[G+ t1] + I3[G+ t1] . (4.54)

into three regions and discuss them separately. These will be an ultraviolet region extending through
(−∞,−Λ2), yielding I1, an intermediate region (−Λ2,−λ2) contributing to I2, and the infrared re-
gion (−λ2, 0) that returns I3. These Ii are functionals of an amplitude-like function and functions of
s and their respective interval cutoffs.

Low-|z| region (|I3|). The lowest dividing scale, λ, is chosen to allow the use of ChPT for |s|<λ2
since, as |s|→0,

ImG(s) = −Im t1(s) +O(s3)

⇒ ImG(s) + Im t1(s) = O(s3) . (4.55)

We naturally choose λ to coincide with the value where we split the LC(t1) contribution in eq. (4.53)
(λ = 470MeV). Automatically we can estimate I3 from the near-to-the-origin contribution toLC(t1).
That is, since the chiral counting is certainly valid up to this scaleλ, our estimate to the error introduced
by G+ t1 can be based on exposing the order of that counting,

|I3[G+ t1](s, λ)| ≃
∣∣∣∣s3π
∫ 0

−λ2
dz

k|z3|
z3(z − s)

∣∣∣∣ = ks3

π
log
(
1 +

λ2

s

)
, (4.56)

where k is a real positive constant encoding the third-order O
(
(s/4πf 2

π)
3
)

remnant dynamical con-
tributions. For example, the uncertainty introduced by this part of the left cut far in the right s-cut on
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the resonance region, λ2 ≪ s ≃M2
R, can be given as (note that I3[t1] = s3

π
LCnear(t1)(s))

|I3[G+ t1]| = |I3[G] + I3[t1]| ∝
s2λ2

π(4πfπ)6
(4.57)

which is indeed of the same order as would be suggested by ChPT itself, if unitarity played no role in
the discussion.

With the counting k ∼ 1/(4πfπ)
6, in hadron physics

√
s ∼ 0.77 GeV, fπ ∼ 0.092 GeV and λ ∼ 0.47

GeV, this treatment leads to a very acceptable uncertainty I3 ∼ 1%. In HEFT this is presumably similar
upon rescaling λ and s to account for v = 246 GeV instead of fπ .

In spite ofLCnear > LCfar when t1 alone is considered, more generally, because of the near cancellation
of ImG = −Im t1, we find the low-|z| contribution to be rather small.

High-|z| region (|I1|). The larger dividing scale Λ, defining region 1, is chosen to be able to invoke
the Sugawara-Kanazawa (SK) theorem [231]. This theorem may be useful because it relates the asymp-
totic behavior of the right cut (dominated by unitarity, or further out by Regge theory, and in any case
constrained by experimental data) to that of the left cut (about which much less is known and that we
wish to constrain).

To be precise, the theorem states that if the function f(z) has the same analytic structure as the partial
waves in Fig. 4.1; if it diverges at most as a finite power of z as |z| → ∞; if it has finite limits in the
RC as z → ∞± iϵ, f(∞± iϵ), and the limits at infinity in the LC exist, then

lim
|z|→∞

f(z) = f(∞+ iϵ) Im z > 0

lim
|z|→∞

f(z) = f(∞− iϵ) Im z < 0 . (4.58)

For example, the direct application of the SK theorem to the scattering amplitude, satisfying eq. (4.4)
(unitarity bound |t| ≤ 1/σ) would entail that lim|z|→∞ t(z)/z = 0. However, it is not clear that the
second of the hypotheses of the theorem, polynomial boundedness, is satisfied by partial waves in the
scattering on composite objects [144], since an exponential growth is expected for large imaginary z.
Luckily, for the inverse amplitude the exponential factor is actually damping. So that, for composite
objects,G vanishes as Im z → ∞.

Indeed, our interest is to apply the SK theorem directly to G. In the entire construction of the IAM,
from eq. (4.10) on, we have assumed that t(s) does not decrease along the right cut faster than or pro-
portionally to 1/s, since we subtractedG three times (there is no obstacle in increasing the number of
subtractions if t decreases at large energy, but Regge theory suggests that this is not the case). Actually,
it is known that Regge theory gives a scaling of t(s) ∝ constant ̸= 0 in the limit of large s over the
right cut for the IJ = 11 channel [212].

Standard deployment of the SK theorem also requires that any poles of G(s) should lie between the
cuts: however, the function G(s) could present CDD poles along the cuts. If their number NC is



4.3. SOURCES AND ESTIMATES OF UNCERTAINTY 111

finite, after identifying them we can still use the theorem for G by constructing an auxiliary function
of complex s where the poles have been shifted to an acceptable position,

G̃(z) =G(z)

NC∏
j=1

z − sj
z − ϵj

. (4.59)

There, sj are the original positions of the CDD poles of G along the cuts and ϵj are the positions of
an equal number of added poles that lie between the cuts, so that they are accounted for by the SK
theorem in standard form. In this way, the auxiliary function G̃(z) has no CDD poles along the cuts
and, because of the SK theorem we then conclude that for z → −∞± iϵ it has the same limit as in the
RHC for z → +∞± iϵ, respectively.

Then, the function G diverges as s2 and for fixed s is bounded in magnitude by k′s2 ∝ s2/(4πfπ)
4.

Similarly, we also know thatG is bounded by a constant times |z|2 for z → ∞ in any direction.

As a result of this analysis on the asymptotic behavior of G(z), we conclude that in the high energy
regime we have the following bound on |I1[G]|,

|I1[G](s,Λ)| ≡ s3

π

∣∣∣ ∫ −Λ2

−∞
dz

ImG(z)

z3(z − s)

∣∣∣ ≤ k′s2

π
log
(
1 +

s

Λ2

)
. (4.60)

To estimate the logarithm we choose Λ = 1.4 GeV≃
√
2 GeV2. This reasonable threshold for the di-

vision of intervals was used in earlier literature [232, 213] to match the phase of the ππ scalar form fac-
tor with its smooth asymptotic expression given by the Brodsky-Farrar quark-counting rules [230] for
s > Λ2, with good phenomenological success. Although these counting rules do not strictly apply to
partial-wave amplitudes, that pick up Regge contributions due to the angular integration, (semi-local)
duality also suggests that intermediate-energy resonances’ contributions would average out already
for s ≲ Λ2 to the smooth (Regge) asymptotic expression. Indeed Ref. [212] also argues that above en-
ergies |s|1/2 between 1.3 to 2 GeV, either perturbative QCD -in fixed angle problems- or Regge theory
-for partial wave amplitudes- are applicable.

An estimate of k′ in eq. (4.60) can be obtained by matching the inferred asymptotic behavior of ImG
along the LC with an estimate of its value at s = −Λ2 (|ImG(−Λ2)| < k′Λ4). We use the following
approximation,

k′ ∼ |ImG(−Λ2)|
Λ4

→ |Imt1(−Λ2)|
Λ4

, (4.61)

where we have taken into account that both t1 and G have the same ∝ s2 asymptotic behavior for
s ≲ −Λ2, and we employ the former to ascertain the order of magnitude for k′.

This estimate of k′, once more in our reference scenario of ChPT and at the ρ meson scale becomes
k′ ≃ 0.15 atΛ. This figure can of course be changed by shiftingΛ, passing to or bringing contributions
from the intermediate energy region in the next paragraph. This yields a variation of 0.05 above or
below, taking s in the range (−2GeV2,−1GeV2). eq. ( 4.60) then yields |I1[G]| ∼ 0.01 and we conclude
that |I1[G]| is roughly O(1%)
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We now combine eq. (4.60) with an equivalent piece of the left cut carrying t1,

(s3/π)LCfar(t1) ≡ I1[t1](s,Λ) . (4.62)

Since for I1[G] we only estimated a quote for its modulus we add it in quadrature with I1[t1], so
that

|I1[G+ t1](s,Λ)| ≲

([
k′s2

π
log
(
1 +

s

Λ2

)]2
+
s6

π2

∣∣∣ ∫ −Λ2

−∞
dz

Im t1(z)

z3(z − s)

∣∣∣2)1/2

. (4.63)

|I1[t1]| is evaluated, in ChPT and for the IJ = 11 channel (s = (0.77 GeV)2), to be 4.6 · 10−3.
Altogether, we have from eq. (4.63) |I1[G+ t1]| ∼ 0.01.

Intermediate-|z| region.(|I2|) This is the energy range that we have found most difficult to discuss,
as the amplitude has no simple power-law behavior. We have attempted to lean on Mandelstam and
Chew’s work to express, through crossing, Im t(s) over the left cut as a combination of partial waves
over right cuts in different IJ channels (see Eq (IV.6) in [186]). However, this characterization is not
easily controllable for numerical computations. Therefore, we show three possible simpler estimates
that are broadly consistent.

For the first estimate we change in the quantity to be reduced,

I2[G+ t1](s,Λ, λ) ≡
s3

π

∫ −λ2

−Λ2

dz
Im (G+ t1)

z3(z − s)
, (4.64)

the integral overG+t1 by the integral over t1 as a presumed upper bound, observing that they partially
cancel each other (since in the range of lowest energies involved ImG = −Imt1 +O(s3)) and that G
is expected to be of the same order than t1. We would have the bound

I2[G+ t1](s,Λ, λ) < |I2[t1](s,Λ, λ)| . (4.65)

This is the weakest point of the reasoning and could fail shouldG turn out much stronger than t1, which
can happen for example if a zero of t resides in the intermediate left cut. In such a case, one should
isolate it by consideringℑ(G+ t1)(s−szero)/(s−s1), with 0 < s1 < 4m2

π . We ignore how likely this
is, so that in a practical uncertainty analysis it needs to be checked case by case employing eq. (4.26).
With the caveat, this should be sufficient for an uncertainty estimate with eq. (4.65) ascertaining its
typical order of magnitude.

Evaluating again eq. (4.65) for s = (0.77 GeV)2 in ChPT for the IJ = 11, we see easily that |I2[G +
t1]| ≲ 6 · 10−2 ≃ 6%. This would make it the biggest contribution to the uncertainty of all those
examined, deserving further scrutiny.

We now follow a second, different path to I2[G+t1](s,Λ, λ) so as to estimate the typical size expected
for this contribution I2, which avoids the discomfort of assuming that ImG and Imt1 are of similar
magnitude. Our point now is that higher derivatives respect to s of the integral in eq. (4.64) are domi-
nated by the integrand near the upper integration limit z ≲ −λ2 for positive values of s≪ Λ2.
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To arrive to this result analytically, and for this purpose only, we take the low-energy expression
Im(G + t1) = ks3 = O(s3) with k ≃ 1/(4πfπ)

6, which is valid for z ≲ −λ2 in the upper part
of the integrand. Thus, ∫ −λ2

−Λ2

dz
Im (G+ t1)

z3(z − s)
→ k log

s+ Λ2

s+ λ2
. (4.66)

The nth order derivative of the RHS is

(−1)n−1(n− 1)!

(
1

(s+ λ2)n
− 1

(s+ Λ2)n

)
≈ (−1)n−1(n− 1)!

(s+ λ2)n
, (4.67)

where the last step is valid for s, λ2 ≪ Λ2, being quantitatively sensible already for n = 1. However,
its primitive given by the RHS of eq. (4.66) reflects the assumption done for the higher-energy region of
Im(G+t1). The general form for the primitive of the last term in eq. (4.67) forn = 1 is log(s+λ2)+C ,
whereC is a constant that, because of dimensional analysis, should be written as − log(L2). HereL is
a hard scale reflecting the deeper energy tail of the integration interval. By estimating it we compute
C , which can then be considered as a counterterm that we calculate in terms of a natural-size scale
L. For numerical computations we allow L2 to take values between Λ2 = 2 GeV2 up to 2Λ2 =
4 GeV2. The latter is motivated because in many QCD sum rules the onset of perturbative QCD input
for the spectral functions is precisely taken at 4 GeV2 [233]. Then we have the following expression
for I2[G+ t1] in eq. (4.64) for positive s, λ2 ≪ Λ2,

I2[G+ t1](s,Λ, λ) =
s3k

π
log

s+ λ2

L2
, L2 ∈ [2, 4] GeV2 . (4.68)

Evaluating eq. (4.68) at s = (0.77 GeV)2, we have |I2[G + t1]| ranging between 1.7-3.5%. As a check
of consistency, we would like to mention that our estimate for |I2[G+ t1]| is consistent with the more
reliable one for |I1[G + t1]|. Taking into account the scales driving both contributions, one would
expect that |I2| ∼ |I1|Λ4/(4πfπ)

4 ≃ 2.4%, which is well inside our estimate for |I2|.

Those two estimates can be deployed for HEFT as soon as data beyond the Standard Model is available.
But in hadron physics we can perform a third, independent check with an explicit calculation of this
intermediate energy region in eq. (4.64).

We have used, for I = J = 1, the amplitude t(s) from Ref. [215],16 where the ππ S and P waves are
parameterized analytically in the physical region based on the GKPY equation [179] and reproduce ππ
scattering data up to

√
s = 2 GeV. The integral |I2[G+ t1]| evaluates to 0.08, of the same size but on

the larger side of the first estimate. The reason is that this channel is close to the worst scenario because
the ππ P wave, as calculated from Ref. [215], becomes very small around−0.36GeV2, so that |ImG| is
much larger in this region than the typical values for any of the S waves from the same reference. This
is due to the presence of zeroes in both the real and imaginary parts of the I = J = 1 partial-wave
amplitude that are almost coincident in energy. The exact relative difference between these zeroes
strongly affects the result of I2[G]. Therefore, an error estimate would be desirable (if baroque: an
uncertainty on the uncertainty!) to provide a numerically accurate calculation of I2[G + t1] for this
partial-wave amplitude, beyond estimating its order of magnitude as done here. Unfortunately, the
uncertainty in the parameterization of [215] is presently not known for the left cut. Nonetheless, this
estimate is conservative enough to fairly account for the magnitude.

16We thank Jacobo Ruiz de Elvira for providing the data.
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Total Left Cut uncertainty. We finally put together the three pieces Ii[G+t1] from eq. (4.56), (4.63)
and (4.68) yielding the uncertainty to eq. (4.15),

∆(s)G(s) =
∑
i

Ii[G+ t1] =
∑
i

Ii[G] +
∑
i

Ii[t1] (4.69)

Proceeding to the quantity controlling the displacement of the pole in eq. (4.18), we add in quadrature
the different sources of uncertainties which moduli have been bounded previously. Attending to the
estimated typical size for them we have

|∆(s)G(s)| ≤
√
0.012 + 0.032 + 0.012 ≃ 0.04 . (4.70)

This is then propagated to eq. (4.18) for estimating the displacement of the pole (see also eq. (4.78) in
subsection 4.3.7 below). The resulting typical size expected for the uncertainty in the pole position of
the ρ(770) is around a 17%, which is given also in the last line of Table 4.3.

In the extreme case that we use the parametrization for the I = J = 1 ππ partial-wave amplitiude
provided in Ref. [215] we have the larger uncertainty

|∆(s)G(s)| ≤
√
0.012 + 0.082 + 0.012 ≃ 0.08 , (4.71)

which would double the value of the relative error in the pole displacement up to 34%. However, this
calculation is very sensitive to the exact position of the zeroes in the real and imaginary parts of the
partial-wave amplitude, whose uncertainty in position is not provided.

A posteriori in hadron physics we do of course know that the IAM predicts the ρ(770) at 710 MeV with
the central values from threshold determination of the ChPT low energy constants[87], so that the
error is of order 10% and not 30%.

This left-cut uncertainty is by far the largest entry in the table that can only be improved partially by
including higher-orders in the chiral series. This is because the largest uncertainty stems from the
intermediate-energy region along the LHC, I2[G+ t1], which could be further suppressed, albeit only
slowly, by including more subtractions since mρ ≲ Λ ∼ 4πfπ , being the latter the natural scale in
ChPT suppressing loop contributions (like those generating I2). Nonetheless, a better knowledge of
this part of the LC could sharpen our estimate of the uncertainty. This improvement would be likely
associated with a better unitarization method compared to the NLO IAM.

4.3.6 A comment on crossing symmetry violation
While the Effective Theory may be crossing symmetric, as it is a Lorentz-invariant local field the-
ory, the unitarization of its amplitudes is a procedure that, as we have seen, treats the left and right
cuts in a different manner. This leads to questions about to what extent can crossing symmetry be
respected [234, 235].

Crossing symmetry is manifest when comparing the three isospin amplitudes in SU(2) Goldstone
boson scattering,

T0(s, t) = 3A(s, t, u) + A(t, s, u) + A(u, t, s)

T1(s, t) = A(t, s, u)− A(u, t, s)

T2(s, t) = A(t, s, u) + A(u, t, s) (4.72)
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all three of which are written in terms of only one functionA(s, t, u) analytically extended to different
Mandelstam kinematic regions and with the arguments swapped.

If A(s, t, u), A(t, s, u) and A(u, t, s) were three independent complex functions A, B and C , then
they could be reconstructed by separately applying the IAM to each partial wave of fixed isospin, and
employing the partial-wave projection in each channel to reconstruct the three T0, T1, T2, then solving
the linear system in eq. (4.72) to obtain all three. But the fact that A, B, C are analytic extensions of
each other with the arguments swapped leads to subtle relations between them.

A practical way to expose them is to encode the information in integral relations between the partial
wave amplitudes, the Roy equations [236]. However, these equations relate partial waves with different
angular momenta and the number of computations accessible to the NLO IAM is limited to J < 2.
Therefore, neither a reconstruction of A nor a test of the Roy equations is really sensible: the IAM
at NLO is not predictive enough to be tested by crossing symmetry. What it does, parametrize a few
low-lying partial waves into the resonance region, it does reliably enough as we have exposed through
the work, but its reach is not sufficiently extended to make a statement about crossing.

Nevertheless, a direct attempt to test crossing in the physical region from eq. (4.72) found sizeable vi-
olations [234]; But any reasonable parametrization of the data, not only the IAM, will find very similar
results. Either crossing cannot be precisely tested without higher angular momentum waves, or the
data points themselves are violating crossing symmetry (!).

Such attempt at testing crossing with the IAM at very low s where only the first partial waves con-
tribute to the amplitude [234] employs the Roskies relations [237]. These are integral relations for
the amplitudes between s = 0 and threshold. The first few relations are very well satisfied [238] to
O(1%), and the agreement only deteriorates upon increasing their order. But this is a region where
the IAM (once the Adler zero is taken care of: the mIAM was not known in 2001, but already then an
approximate subtraction of the sub-threshold zeroes was carried out [234]) essentially coincides with
chiral perturbation theory, so that the test should be ascribed to the uncertainty of the EFT itself, and
not to that of the unitarization method.

4.3.7 Behavior and scaling of pole position uncertainty
Complementing subsection 4.3.2 we here present a simplified analytical derivation of the behavior of
the pole position and its relative displacement due to the two kaon inelastic channel. These simple
results are consistent with a numerical check on the displacement of the ρ (this derivation is extensible
to all the other sources of uncertainty).

In the chiral limit, the real part of the standard IAM equation for the pole position, sR, eq. (4.16) can
be parametrized as

asR − bs2R = 0 . (4.73)

(The logarithm multiplying the NLO s2 piece, subleading to the power, need not be kept for the purpose
of estimating the uncertainty.) This is solved by sR = a/b. When the two body coupled channel
correction in (4.37) is included we have to modify eq. (4.73), using eq. (4.18), as

asR − bs2R = cs2R . (4.74)
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Assuming the correction is sufficiently small, the pole displacement is

sR → a

b

( 1

1 + c
b

)
≃ sR

(
1− c

b

)
= sR

(
1− sR

c

a

)
. (4.75)

The constant a can be taken from LO ChPT, for example, in the vector channel, t0 = as ⇒ a =
−1/96πf 2

π ≃ 0.4 GeV−2, and to estimate the correction term c (sloppily, since this was an upper
bound and we ignore the expression’s sign) cs2R ∼ ∆(sR)G(sR) = 0.08

s3R
π
RC(t1)(sR) ⇒ c ≃

2 · 10−4GeV−4. This means that we can compute the displacement of the pole in eq. (4.75)

sR
c

a
≃ 0.001 . (4.76)

So that the ρ pole is uncertain at order 10−3 by a possible kaon coupled-channel induced displacement.
The behavior with energy of this uncertainty is readily obtained

|∆(s)G(s)| = |cs2| ≃ 5 · 10−4
( √

s

4πfπ

)4
. (4.77)

This treatment can be immediately extended to the uncertainties coming from four particle coupled
channels and from the next order in perturbation theory in the EFT, as both sources scale as s2. For
the first we obtain a displacement of the pole of order 10−4. The second source of uncertainty affects
the pole’s position at order 10−2.

The largest error in the budget comes from the left cut. We have that cs3R ∼ 0.04, hence the pole gets
displaced

s2R
c

a
≃ 0.17 . (4.78)

So that the pole may get displaced at order 100 upon approximating the left cut. The energy behavior
of this uncertainty is (mρ/fπ)

6 due to the scaling of the intermediate part of the left cut uncertainty
(eq. (4.68)).

4.4 Outlook

4.4.1 Summary of systematic uncertainty sources
It is looking increasingly likely that the LHC will not find new resonances, but it may still have a chance
of revealing non-resonant [239] separations from Standard Model cross-sections, particularly in the
EW SBS discussed in the previous chapter.

If that is the case, extrapolation of the data to higher energies will be needed to determine the new
physics scale (see the author’s handbook on how to do so [142] with the IAM). One tool to do this
is unitarization of the low-energy EFT, and controlling the uncertainties in the method is therefore
necessary. Among the many versions of unitarization, those that have an underlying derivation in
terms of a dispersion relation are more amenable to controlled systematics on the theory side. We have
examined the Inverse Amplitude Method, salient among unitarization procedures and well understood
in theoretical hadron physics, but whose uncertainties have not yet been systematically listed.
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Source of uncertainty Equation Behavior Pole displacement at
√
s = mρ Can it be improved?

Adler zeroes of t (4.25) (mπ/mρ)
4 10−3 - 10−4 Yes: mIAM

CDD poles atM0 (A.17) M2
R/M

2
0 0 -O(1) Yes: extract zero

Inelastic 2-body (4.37) (mρ/fπ)
4 10−3 Yes: matrix form

Inelastic 4...-body (4.47) (mρ/fπ)
8 10−4 Partially

O(p4) truncation (4.51) (m2
πm

4
ρ)/f

6
π 10−2 Yes: O(p6) IAM

Approximate Left Cut (4.70) (mρ/fπ)
6 0.17 Partially

Table 4.3: Different sources of uncertainty for the Inverse Amplitude Method in Hadron Physics, their
scaling if relevant, the order of magnitude of the error they introduce in the resonance region and
whether the basic method can be improved to remove that source of uncertainty if need be.

Table 4.3 summarizes the sources of uncertainty that we have identified and the status of each (whether
it is or not amenable to systematic improvement).

In the table we have explicitly spelled out our knowledge of the scaling with energy of the various
contributions to the uncertainty (see subsection 4.3.7). If instead of the ρ(770 MeV) in QCD, or an
analogous particle with proportional mass (e.g. Z ′) in EW model extensions, we had taken a resonance
with a larger mass (above that unitarity scale ΛU of 4πfπ in QCD, or the generic 4πv in a BSM theory)
the entries in table 4.3 labelled “Partially” would become a definite “No”. For the remaining entries one
could set in the estimates the mass of the resonance around 1.5 GeV (around twice the ρ mass) and
calculate the numbers.

For resonances originating below the fundamental cutoff, such as the renowned σ/f0(500) meson of
QCD, the estimated uncertainty would be even smaller than found here (for the ρ(770)), even though
it is a wide resonance. Specifically, the estimate of the largest uncertainty source along the LC coming
from the intermediate energy region in eq. (4.68) scales as s3. Because |sσ/M2

ρ |3 ≈ 0.11 ≪ 1, with sσ
the pole position of the σ/f0(500) resonance [240], the uncertainty is indeed much smaller.

It is true that dealing with such a broad resonance could modify the straightforward applicability of
eq.(4.16) to propagate the error bar to the pole position. But even then, we think that the calculated un-
certainties would be sensible at the semiquantitatively level at least. In any case, one could exquisitely
perform the error propagation by attending directly to the resonance pole position in the second Rie-
mann sheet by extending eq. (4.18).

Thus, as long as we are below the unitarity scale 4πfπ (or 4πv), the scaling of the uncertainty can be
estimated directly from table 4.3, although the numerical coefficient of that scaling does depend on the
IJ channel.

The dominant (mresonance/fπ)
6 ∼ (mV/v)

6 dependence (coming from the left cut uncertainty) even-
tually becomes of order 1 and the method is overpowered by the error. It then loses its applicability
in its known form as presented here. In QCD this would happen when 1 ∼ 0.17× (mmax/mV )

6, i.e.,
for mV ≃ 770 MeV, mmax ≃ 1050 MeV (that is in the ballpark of 4πfπ where the entire EFT setup
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becomes dubious anyway).

Also interesting is the scaling of the low-energy constants [224] in table 4.2 that we have used to es-
timate the uncertainty in the truncation at a given perturbative order (NLO). The NNLO constants
governing the uncertainty behave as f 4

π/m
4
V , which is a very steep dependence: the NLO li ∝ f 2/m2

V

see a slower fall off and therefore are more important at low energy. The NNLO constants tend to
become less visible as the mass of the resonance increases.

And last, the inelastic four-Goldstone boson channel becomes of the same order as the two-Goldstone
boson channel at about the same energy ΛU (1.2 GeV for hadron physics) as inferred from our compu-
tation of the relevant phase space in subsection 4.3.3. An extension of the IAM to a more complicated
method is then mandatory.

4.4.2 Comparison to statistical uncertainties fromeventualmeasurements
We have dealt with theoretical systematic uncertainties. But eventual experimental measurements of
the low-energy constants will have an uncertainty, presumably very dominated by statistical fluctua-
tions at initial stages.

The question of interest here is to what level do these uncertainties on the parameters of the low energy
theory have to be pushed down so that the theory uncertainties in this chapter become the pressing
issue. This is exemplified in figure 4.7.

Figure 4.7: Solid line in the middle: vector-isovector resonance generated with the HEFT Lagrangian
with parameters a = 0.95 and (a4 − 2a5) = 10−4 at µ = 3 TeV. The mass of the resonance turns
out to be about 3.8 GeV. Dashed lines to either side (red): recalculated resonance with a = 0.965
and a = 0.93. Dotted lines (blue): alternatively, a is fixed at 0.95 and a4 − 2a5 increased by 50% or
decreased by 30%, respectively, with similar result. (The larger the separation from the Standard Model
values a = 1, a4 − 2a5 = 0, the further to the left).
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The plot shows a computed elasticωLωL vector resonance chosen to show up at 3.8 TeV, approximately.
A 17%-sized uncertainty band, as suggested by the largest entry in table 4.3, would make the resonance
mass uncertain between about 3.2 and 4.4 TeV. This may seem like a large uncertainty, but note that
in the graph there are additional plots obtained by varying the low-energy constants that govern this
J = 1 = I channel. The variation levels that are roughly equivalent to the IAM systematics are

∆(1− a)

(1− a)
≃

 +30%

−40%

 ;
∆(a4 − 2a5)

(a4 − 2a5)
≃

 +50%

−30%

 . (4.79)

This means that, before the IAM systematic uncertainty became dominant, the measurement of the LO
BSM coefficient (1− a) as well as the NLO coefficient (a4− 2a5) would need to be accurate at a level
of 30%. Presently, a is compatible with 1 at the 10% level and no deviation from the SM is seen at LO;
but how soon that 30% might be achieved for the NLO combination cannot be easily answered.

This comparison would have to be carried out in each particular application of the analysis for a given
experimental channel.

4.4.3 Conclusion
We hope to have mapped the grounds that systematize the study of the IAM’s uncertainties and that it
may one day be useful at the LHC and inspire further studies for this or other unitarization alleys. Our
numerical estimates have most often relied on known hadron-physics parameters and phenomena, but
they are expected to be similar in Higgs Effective Field Theory beyond the Standard Model (because
the interplay between derivative couplings and unitarity is universal once the correct scale has been
fixed) so they can be used as a rough guide in BSM searches if any HEFT parameter separates from the
Standard Model.

A posteriori, we know that the IAM in hadron physics yields, in the channel where we have concentrated
most, the vector-isovector ρ resonance, a calculated mass mρ ≃ 710 MeV instead of 770 MeV [87],
when using the central values of the chiral counterterms fitted to low-energy data with ChPT. This is
an error of order 8%, that is way better than the 20% uncertainty that we have estimated a priori for
the largest source thereof, and have given in table 4.3. Thus, the IAM seems to be faring even better
than we have a right to state with the uncertainty analysis that we have carried out, and since this is
dominated by the left-cut, it is likely that our bounds can be improved in the future.

Very clearly, what we estimate to be the major source of uncertainty, which should not surprise prac-
titioners in this field, is the approximated left cut, which we have the most trouble constraining and
easily brings a 10% loss of precision in extrapolation to high energy. But this should be sufficient, if
separations from the SM are identified, to ascertain what energy scale should a future collider reach
to be able to study the underlying new physics.

As for the common usage of the Inverse Amplitude Method, we should also emphasize that, prior to a
search for resonance poles, one needs to examine the amplitude (through its chiral expansion) for the
possible presence of zeroes (see subsection 4.3.1). If one is present in the resonance region, typically
driving the partial-wave amplitude to having a narrow resonance with a zero close to its mass, the
expansion and construction of the IAM have to be modified to account for it. We have introduced here
the necessary methodological modification for such circumstances.



QCD and QFTs in coordinate space

In Quantum Field Theory (QFT), Green’s functions are the mathematical entities used to relate the
theoretical framework to physical processes (as introduced in chapter 2). In principle, if all the Green’s
functions of a particular theory are known, then the theory is solved completely (since these functions
are introduced to solve the quantum equations of motion for the fields). Usually, the computation of
Green’s functions is performed in momentum space due to mathematical simplicity. For example, the
momentum space DSE that these functions satisfy were deployed in chapter 2. Furthermore, scattering
and collider experiments, which are among the main methods and tools to unravel the structure of
elementary particles, are naturally formulated and studied in momentum space. Here, the requirement
of unitarity (forcing conservation of probabilities) manifests itself as the optical theorem and helps
identifying resonances or bound states that the theory possesses (see chapter 4). Moreover, huge efforts
were made at the end of last century to justify the consistent use of perturbation theory in Quantum
Chromodynamics (QCD). These resulted in the factorization theorems for amplitudes in momentum
space, which, by means of Resummation, ensured the convergence of the perturbation series in the
weak coupling regime (see [241] or [242]). On the other hand, analogue results in coordinate space
only appeared in recent years [243], signaling the little attention that the coordinate space description
has received in high-energy physics research. Seeking new perspectives and interpretations, we will
review several aspects of QCD amplitudes from the coordinate-space viewpoint.

Based in the author’s publication [244], in section 5.1 we will study the topics of factorization of QCD
amplitudes in both momentum and coordinate spaces, aiming at explicitly computing some contri-
butions to the jet function in coordinate space and gaining some intuition on the relevant physical
configurations involved. In section 5.2, also based in the author’s original article [245], we introduce a
novel representation of massless scalar field theories in coordinate space. This representation equips
us with a nice picture in terms of energy flows through Feynman graphs as well as having promis-
ing features in terms of factorization of IR singularities on a per-diagram level, among other curious
features.

5.1 Explicit computation of jet-functions
The factorization theorems mentioned above are produced in the context of another EFT appropriate
for the study of hadronic jets (usually in e−e+ → 2 jets processes). This EFT is the so called Soft
Collinear EFT (SCET), the small invariant mass of a jet, mjet, compared to the centre of mass squared
energy of the process,Q2, provides a natural expansion parameter λ ∼ mjet/Q. In the centre of mass,
the two jets produced travel back-to-back with directions nµ = (1, n̂) and n̄µ = (1,−n̂), we can

120
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hence decompose any momentum pµ as pµ = (n · p, n̄ · p, p⊥) = (p+, p−, p⊥). If we consider now
an energetic quark moving along the n direction, this particle can split into several particles moving
approximately in the same direction. These particles will be called collinear and have a momentum
scaling of

pcol ∼ Q(λ2, 1, λ) . (5.1)

Also, it is possible that particles emit low energy radiation with scaling

psoft ∼ Q(λ2, λ2, λ2) . (5.2)

Usually, poles will arise in loop integrals of a corresponding Feynman diagram when the loop momenta
lie in hypersurfaces defined by (5.1), (5.2) andλ→ 0. These will be identified as “pinch surfaces” below
and they produce leading contributions to the cross section of the process. The SCET aims hence at
capturing the behavior of QCD’s high energy dynamics, enabling us to compute IR singularities of
QCD from the SCET. Physically, collinear modes encode the interactions of particles inside a jet. While
the low energy interaction between jets is encoded in the soft modes. We will explain these concepts
in detail below.

This section is organized as follows: subsection 5.1.1 is devoted to offer a concise introduction to the
topics regarding Leading Power (LP) factorization of QCD amplitudes in the perturbative regime. Here
Landau’s equations are introduced as a condition for having an unavoidable singularity in a momen-
tum space Feynman amplitude. These equations for the one-loop quark electromagnetic form factor,
together with the Coleman-Norton picture, already elucidate the all-order structure of divergences in
the qq̄γ vertex, i.e. a hard function, two jets and a soft function which will be explained. After power
counting the possible singularities, factorization of the vertex is possible. The momentum space fac-
torization results were translated to coordinate space amplitudes in O. Erdogan’s work [243] and are
summarized in subsection 5.1.2 . Using these results we compute in subsection 5.1.3 the one-loop jet
function in coordinate space.

In recent years, within the community of QCD phenomenologists, interest has grown in the all-order
structure of the so called subleading regions. These kinematical regions can enhance non-analyticites
in certain observables such as cross sections (see f.e. the first equation in [246]), usually related to
the emission of soft and collinear gluons. Explicitly, at Next-to-Leading Power (NLP) in the soft and
collinear expansion, one deals with the so-called “radiative jets” (introduced for the first time in [247]).
Given that the study of radiative jet functions in coordinate space could give interesting insights on the
still incomplete NLP all-order factorization of QCD (many recent developments show how rich and
complicated is the structure of these subleading regions [248, 249, 250, 251, 252]), in section 5.1.4 we
will reduce to Feynman parameter integrals two contributions to the radiative one-loop jet function
in coordinate space. We also analyze Landau’s equations for all contributions to the Abelian one-loop
radiative jet function in coordinate space.

5.1.1 Landau Equations and Leading Power Factorization
Amplitudes in QFT encode the probabilities of certain processes contributing to a particular outcome
of a collider experiment with known initial conditions. Usually, amplitudes present singularities, and
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their characterization is important to identify their associated kinematical configurations. Each con-
tributing process to an amplitude is represented by a Feynman diagram or graph. A general Feynman
diagram in d ≡ 4− 2ϵ spacetime dimensionsG(p1, ..., pn) is given by (leaving out coupling constants
for now)

G(p1, ..., pn) =
L∏
i=1

∫
ddki
(2π)d

I∏
j=1

N({ki}, {pr})
l2j +m2

j − iη
, (5.3)

where the {pr} are the external momenta, {ki} the loop momenta, {lj} the line momenta (which
are linear combinations of the loop and external momenta) and mj is the current mass for the parti-
cle propagating in line j. L is the number of loops, N({ki}, {pr}) is an arbitrary polynomial in the
momenta and I the number of internal lines. Introducing Feynman’s parametrization in (5.3) we ob-
tain

G =(I − 1)!
L∏
i=1

∫
ddki

I∏
j=1

∫ 1

0

dαjδ(1−
I∑
j=1

αj)
N({k}, {p})

(D({α}, {k}, {p}))I
. (5.4)

The graphGwill be infrared (IR) divergent if its denominator unavoidably vanishes,D ≡
∑I

j=1 αj(l
2
j+

m2
j) = 0. To see what “unavoidably” means notice that D is a quadratic function in the momenta and

therefore it has no more than two zeroes in any momentum component lµi . If these zeroes are at real
values of lµi we will encounter singularities of the integrand in (5.4). However, if the contour of inte-
gration can be deformed in each of the integration variables’ complex plane, then by virtue of Cauchy’s
theorem the integral will be well defined and will not present singularities.

There can be two cases where deforming the integration contour will not be possible:

• If the two zeroes in kµi merge at the same point and “pinch” the contour of integration. This
condition amounts to,

∂D(pr, ki, αj)

∂kµi

∣∣∣
D=0

= 0 , (5.5)

which by the definition ofD means

∑
j=1

αj
∂l2j (pr, ki)

∂kµi
=
∑

i∈loop j

αjl
µ
j ϵj,i = 0 . (5.6)

Where the incidence matrix element ϵj,i is +1 if the line momentum lj in the loop i flows in the
same direction as the loop momentum ki, −1 if in the opposite direction and zero otherwise.
The sum runs over all the edges in loop j.

• If the singularity is at the endpoints of the contour of integration then we will not be able to
apply Cauchy’s theorem: we cannot modify the endpoints of integration without affecting the
result of the integral. Since kµi ∈ R this type of singularities corresponds to Ultraviolet (UV)
divergences and are taken care by renormalization. For αj integrations these singularities are
important when αj = 0 or, if D does not depend on αj (meaning that l2j = −m2

j ). Either one
of these two conditions on all of the αs has to apply in order to have an unavoidable singularity.
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Hence, we can condense the necessary conditions for unavoidable divergences in the Landau Equa-
tions, that must be simultaneously satisfied,

∑
j∈loop i

αjl
µ
j ϵj,i = 0 ∀µ, i

αj(l
2
j +m2

j) = 0 ∀j . (5.7)

To verify that the solutions are indeed unavoidable singularities we have to resort to the method of
power counting, i.e. count the divergence of the integrand and the volume of integration, to see if
they give indeed a power or logarithmic divergence when approaching certain divergent kinematical
configurations. Furthermore, in the next section we will see that these configurations must be allowed
by classical free-particle propagation of the internal lines.

Coleman-Norton picture in momentum space

Finding solutions to Landau’s equations (5.7) by hand is not an easy task, especially for higher-order
diagrams. However, owing to Coleman and Norton (CN) [253], there is a much easier and intuitive
procedure to solve the equations.

Recall that, in a solution to Landau’s equations, for off-shell lines we haveαj = 0 while for an on-shell
internal line we will have that αj ̸= 0 and ∂D/∂kµi = 0. Now, if we identify the products αjlj for
each on-shell line with a spacetime vector (introducing a parameter κ)

∆xµj ≡ καjl
µ
j , (5.8)

and λαj = ∆x0j/l
0
j as the Lorentz invariant ratio of the time component of ∆x0j to the energy l0j , then

we have that
∆xµj = ∆x0jv

µ
j , (5.9)

with the four-velocity vµi = (1, l⃗j/l
0
j ). Notice that the parameter κ has dimensions of length squared

to keep the Feynman parameter dimensionless and its introduction has a subtle meaning. For collinear
divergences it can be set to unity but it is necessary in the soft case to keep the displacement ∆xµ finite
even when all components of lµ go to zero. Since soft gluons have almost infinite wavelength, it is
natural to think that they will have a finite displacement as classical particles.

Summarizing, ∆xµj may be thought of as a four-vector describing the free propagation of a classical
on-shell particle with momentum lj . In this way, Landau’s Equations become


∑

j∈loop i

∆xµj ϵj,i = 0 if l2j = −m2
j

∆xµj = 0 if l2j ̸= −m2
j . (5.10)

This means that the “pinch” condition for on-shell lines amounts to the requirement that every loop
made out of these lines is a closed classical path and that off-shell lines are shrunk to a point (i.e. they
do not propagate a finite distance). We hence construct all the possible displacement configurations
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inside the loops (shrinking or taking the lines as soft) and then decide if these are allowed by the C-
N picture. We will regard these as reduced diagrams. To illustrate this method we now turn to an
example.

One-loop Quark Electromagnetic Form Factor reduced diagrams Let’s now work on an illus-
trative example of the application of the Coleman-Norton trick to find possible “pinched” singulari-
ties. In Feynman gauge, the only relevant diagram contributing to the QCD one loop correction to the
quark-quark-photon (qq̄γ) vertex is

≡ −ieΓµ(1)(p+, p−)

p−−p+

.

In physical gauges, there are extra contributions to the form factor coming from pinch surfaces in self
energy diagrams. There are several phenomenological uses of this vertex, some examples can be found
in [254, 255].

Which reduced diagrams (i.e. diagrams with shrinked lines or with soft lines) of the diagram above are
allowed by classical free propagation between vertices?

Figure 5.1: Reduced diagrams for the one-loop QCD correction to the qqγ vertex.

We can see all the reduced diagrams in Fig. 5.1, each corresponding to an a priori solution to Landau’s
equations. Thanks to the Coleman-Norton Trick we can immediately rule out the diagrams (e)-(g) since
a particle that leaves a vertex cannot come back to the same vertex in classical free flight. Diagram (d)
is also ruled out since the photon is taken to be off-shell and hence the particles leaving the vertex
must have different directions and can never meet again in free-flight (here we assume that the quarks
are massless). Diagram (h) corresponds to having all the internal particles off-shell, meaning that this
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solution to Landau’s equations represents an UV divergence. In this way we are left only with diagrams
(a)-(c) as possible candidates to IR soft and collinear divergences.

Already with this example it is possible to start picturing the all-order structure of the IR and UV
pinched singularities for the electromagnetic quark form factor. In Fig. 1, (a) represents the first order
contribution to what will be called the Soft function, (b) and (c) are each the first order contribution to
the two jet functions, and (h) corresponds to the Hard function encoding the UV singularities.

Power-counting and Factorization

We will deal now with the all order qq̄γ vertex defined as in eq. (2.118) and extract its Lorentz index
as γµΓ ≡ Γµ.

Thanks to the picture of reduced diagrams, we can study the IR and UV divergences in the elastic
electromagnetic form factor (qq̄γ vertex) to all orders in perturbation theory without explicitly
considering Landau’s equations. It turns out that the structure of singularities we have already studied
at one-loop is also present at higher orders. The possible reduced diagrams associated with pinch
surfaces are all of the form shown in Figure 5.2.

The reduced diagram in Fig. 5.2 corresponds to physical processes in which the photon decays into two
jets J+ and J− each with the total momenta of the two final state particles, p1 and p2. Between these
two jets the only interaction is via zero-momentum soft particles, labeled S. This is due to the fact
that once the jets are formed, they travel in different directions at the speed of light and hence no finite
momentum transfer can occur between the two. These interactions result on possible phase shifts
on the final states due to the inter-quark potential (see [256]). Higher order off-shell, short-distance
contributions coming from shrunk lines are encoded in the subdiagramH . The full derivation of this
characterization of general pinch surfaces to all orders in perturbation theory is presented in [257]. The
term pinch surface is introduced to illustrate the fact that the singularity configurations constrain loop
momenta, defining a hypersurface in the ({α}, {k}) space where the singularity pinches the contour
of integration and makes the singularity unavoidable.

The next step towards the factorization of the qq̄γ amplitude is to power-count (this amounts to just
counting the power of the so called normal variables, i.e. the ones whose vanishing defines the pinch
surface, in the numerator and in the denominator of the integrand) and find the most divergent solu-
tions to Landau’s equations. In [257] a proof can be found that in any covariant gauge, the divergences
are logarithmic at worst and the general pinch surface is of the form presented in Fig. 5.3 in d = 4 di-
mensions. Where the jet functions J± are only connected to the hard functionH through one fermion
line and longitudinally polarized gluons, the jets are connected to each other through soft gluons at-
tached to the soft function S [241]. In all physical gauges the divergences are also logarithmic at worst
and furthermore no lines except for the fermionic lines connect H to the jets J± [242].

For the sake of resummation of the logarithmic divergences (a topic we do not delve into in this dis-
sertation; for details, see [242]),our goal now is to factorize the general pinch surface in Fig. 5.3 into
contributions where in each of the regions (H , J± and S) the loop momenta are not restricted any-
more in a gauge independent way (recall that in the soft and jet subdiagrams all the lines are soft and
collinear respectively). This is performed through the introduction of the so called Wilson lines on a
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p+

p−
J−

J+

H S|

Figure 5.2: Representation of the hard (H), the soft (S), and jet J(±) pinch surfaces for the quark
electromagnetic vertex at all orders before power counting (see below). The dotted lines represent all
the possible lines (fermionic or gluonic) connecting different pinch surfaces (in the sense of the reduced
diagrams giving rise to divergences).

p+

p−
J−

J+

H S|

Figure 5.3: General pinch surface corresponding to logarithmic divergences [242]. Only gluons con-
necting the hard and soft to the jet surfaces can be present to give a logarithmic divergence.

spacetime curve, γ(t), with t ∈ [t1, t2] between the two points y = γ(t1) and z = γ(t2),

Φ(t2, t1) ≡ P
{
exp

(
− igµϵ

∫ t2

t1

dt
dγµ

dt
Aµ(γ(t))

)}
, (5.11)

where the symbol P is the path ordering operator which orders the Aµ(γ(t)) so that the ones with
higher t stand to the left (remember that theA’s are matrices). Basically, the Wilson lines help in build-
ing gauge-invariant objects between two different points in space-time. For example, spacelike Wilson
loops (which are closed Wilson lines) are used to obtain the static interquark QCD potential on the lat-
tice [64].

The Wilson lines are introduced because they reproduce order by order the so called eikonal Feynman
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rule of soft gluon emissions. This is so because soft gluons only couple to the color and the direction
of the jet they attach to [242]. For this reason we will regard their interaction as eikonal.

How to relate this fact to the Wilson line? Recall that, due to the Coleman-Norton picture, internal
lines in reduced diagrams represent particles in free-flight so that their corresponding four-velocity
vµ = dγµ(t)/dt is constant along their trajectory and we can hence write (5.11) for these particles
as

Φv(t2, t1) = P
{
exp

(
− igµϵ

∫ t2

t1

dtvµAµ(tv)
)}

. (5.12)

The usual assumption in QFT is that the interaction (the qq̄γ vertex in our case) occurs inside a compact
collision volume (set at the origin and t1 = 0) and the final state particles travel out to infinity where
they are detected. Hence we will deal with the special Wilson line Φ(∞, 0) and, expressing Aµ(x) as
the sum of its Fourier coefficients, we see that it equals

Φv(∞, 0) = P
{
exp

(
− igµϵ

∫ ∞

0

dtvµ
∫

ddk

(2π)d
Ãµ(k)e

itk·v
)}

. (5.13)

To carry out the integration in t we will Wick rotate k0 → ik0 so that the contribution from t = ∞
vanishes. In this way, counterrotating to real energy, we obtain

Φv(∞, 0) = exp
(
gµϵ

∫
ddk

(2π)d
vµ

k · v
Ãµ(k)

)
, (5.14)

which reproduces order by order the eikonal soft gluon emission Feynman rule from a fermion line
(which is vµ/k · v).

Thanks to the introduction of the Wilson lines, the so called eikonal identity (which represents the fact
that at leading order in softness soft emissions factorize and are expressed in terms of independent
emissions with eikonal vertices), and the use of Ward identities, it is possible to factorize the all order
quark EM form factor [241]. This will lead us to express the general pinch surface in Fig. 5.3 in the
factorized form in Fig. 5.4.

To get an idea how factorization of the qq̄γ vertex will come about, notice that the interaction between
two jets through soft gluons can be completely encoded in the soft function (when jets are produce and
travel in different directions at the speed of light they can only exchange soft gluons), defined as

S(β+ · β−, αs(µ2), ϵ) ≡ ⟨0|Φβ+(∞, 0)Φβ−(∞, 0) |0⟩ , (5.15)

where β+ and β− are velocities proportional to the jet momenta p+ and p− respectively, µ2 is a renor-
malization scale, ϵ the dimensional regulator, andαs(µ2) is the renormalization-scale-dependent strong-
force coupling-constant.

Now we want to describe how the fermion produced at the vertex becomes a final state fermion while
interacting through soft gluons with the other fermion and hence define each jet leg as

J±

((p± · n±)
2

n2
±µ

2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ
)
u(p±) = ⟨0|Φn±(∞, 0)ψ(0) |p±⟩ , (5.16)
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where ψ is the fermion field operator and ni is the direction of the Wilson line. To avoid spurious
collinear singularities it is customary to choosen2

i ̸= 0 (although there are considerable computational
advantages in setting n2 = 0 with an easy fixing of the spurious singularities [246]).

Now we need to take into account the overlap of the soft and collinear regions to avoid double counting
of divergences and also cancel graphs with eikonal self interactions [242] The overlapping can be seen
as a jet function whose collinear gluons become soft or a soft function whose gluons become collinear.
In either case, it can be described by the eikonal jet function defined as

Ji
((βi · ni)2

n2
iµ

2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ
)
≡ ⟨0|Φni

(∞, 0)Φβi(∞, 0) |0⟩ . (5.17)

Since we will divide the jet function (5.16) by (5.17), the eikonal self interactions of the Wilson linesΦni

and Φβi in (5.16) and (5.15) are canceled out. Defining the hard function H as the result of dividing the
form factor Γ by S

∏
i(Ji/Ji), we can finally write the formula for the factorized form factor

Γ
( µ2

Q2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ
)
=H

( µ2

Q2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ
)
S(β+ · β−, αs(µ2), ϵ)

∏
i=±

Ji

(
(pi·ni)

2

n2
iµ

2 , αs(µ
2), ϵ

)
Ji
(

(βi·ni)2

n2
iµ

2 , αs(µ2), ϵ
) , (5.18)

represented in Fig. 5.4.

H S

J−/J−

J+/J+

|

Figure 5.4: Factorized quark EM form factor corresponding to equation (5.18). The double lines rep-
resent Wilson lines.

In eq. (5.18) it is implied that, since the soft and jet functions present in (5.18) can generate spurious
UV divergences, UV counterterms are introduced to cancel them. Note that the functions defined to
obtain (5.18) depend only on general properties of the external particles like spin, charge or color, and
collect all soft and collinear divergences. This dependence and some issues concerning the so called
cusp anomaly are studied in detail in [258]. The factorization formula (5.18) can be extended to more
generic amplitudes. In cases with more legs, the color dependence of the amplitude is non-trivial but
remains tractable. The presence of the so called Glauber gluons (see [241] in pg. 14 for details) might
spoil factorization. This is still an open topic of research (see for example [259]-[260] for more recent
and refined results). Al things said, for fixed-angle scattering and the form-factor discussed here it is
always possible to deform contours away from the Glauber region [241].
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5.1.2 Coordinate space factorization
The momentum space results presented above were extensively studied from the early 1980’s to the
present day, however, the coordinate space analogue results appeared only recently thanks to O. Er-
dogan’s work [243]. There, Erdogan presents a precise derivation of the factorization formulas for the
quark EM form factor at LP using the same steps as presented above. We will work with propaga-
tors and loop integrals in coordinate space: now, the variables used will be Minkowski space coordi-
nates.

First, the unavoidable singularities of coordinate space Feynman graphs (see sec. 5.2),

I({xµi }) =
∏

vertices
k

∫
ddyk

∏
lines
j

F ({xi}, {yk})
[z2j + iη]pj

, (5.19)

are identified leaning again on the Coleman-Norton interpretation (here the {yµk} are the position
of internal vertices and {xµi } the positions of external points, and zµj denotes the argument of the
denominator in propagator of line j. F ({xi}, {yk}) is a numerator factor containing all color factors,
constant and numerator factors (such as vertex derivative terms), and pj depends on whether the line
is fermionic or bosonic, taking the values pj = 1 − ϵ for bosonic lines and pj = 2 − ϵ for fermionic
lines).

For a general massless diagram, the pinched vanishing of the denominator of eq. (5.19) defines Landau’s
equations in coordinate space 

∑
lines j

at vertex k

αjz
µ
j ϵkj = 0 and

αj z
2
j = 0 , (5.20)

where ϵij are incidence matrices in coordinate space. It is of course intended that these equations
must be satisfied together with the vanishing of the overall denominator obtained after Feynman
parametrization. To connect with the Coleman-Norton picture, identify the product αjzµj with a mo-
mentum vector lµ ≡ καjz

µ
j and καj ≡ l0j/z

0
j . Note that in the coordinate space picture the κ pa-

rameter is interpreted in the inverse way as in the momentum space picture. This means that the soft
singularities will have αj = 0 or κ going to zero. For a hard singularity, i.e. z0j = |z⃗j| → 0, the Lan-
dau’s Equations are satisfied automatically and κ helps the α parameters remain finite. In this way we
can see that each pinch singularity corresponds to massless particles propagating a finite distance on
the lightcone between vertices with their momenta satisfying momentum conservation at each vertex.
On the other hand off-lightcone particles have zero displacement when in divergent configurations
[243].

If one studies the pinch surfaces for the qq̄γ vertex one can easily recognize the same divergent surfaces
in the integration domain as in the momentum picture [243]: two jets, one soft and one hard surface.
Using power-counting techniques it is possible to see that the singularities of the vertex are, at worst,
logarithmic in d = 4 dimensions and they correspond to the coordinate space analogue of Fig. 5.3,
where only gluons connect the hard and soft with jet surfaces respectively [243].

Finally, after using the so called hard-collinear and soft-collinear approximations it is also possible to
see that the jets are connected to the soft and hard surfaces only by longitudinally polarized gluons
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(also known as scalar gluons) in Landau Gauge. Due to this fact, Ward identities are used to factorize
the coordinate space vertex function as in Fig. 5.4 [243].

In the same fashion, these results help to factorize cross sections for partonic processes such as Drell-
Yan (see [261]). Given Hermiticity of the interaction and using the Largest Time Equation [262], the
cancellation of IR divergences in inclusive cross sections can be shown in coordinate space [263].

5.1.3 One-loop jet function
Next we will turn to computing some contributions to the jet function in coordinate space. To be able
to compare our results we present here the results from momentum space calculations. There, the jet
function defined in eq. (5.16) is organized as a perturbative expansion in the number of loops n,

J =
∑
n

J (n) . (5.21)

Momentum space results for the one-loop jet function

For the jet function at one loop we will have the contributions from a self energy correction J (1)
p of

the quark line and a gluon exchange vertex correction J (1)
V between the Wilson and the fermion line.

All these contributions including the UV counterterms are presented in Fig. 5.5. The eikonal self
interaction graphs do not appear due to the fact that we divided the jet function by the eikonal jet
function in (5.17).

Figure 5.5: Diagrams contributing to the first-order momentum space jet function, J (1) in eq. (5.21).
The solid dots represent UV counterterms and the double line is a Wilson line.

The first diagram in Fig. 5.5 vanishes in dimensional regularization since it is scaleless (remember
the external momentum is lightlike, p2 = 0) and there is no available quantity with non-zero mass
dimension. This comes from a cancellation of UV and IR poles. Therefore, after introducing the UV
counterterm in the third diagram of Fig. 5.5, we will obtain that J (1)

p = 1/ϵUV (here we make explicit
the UV nature of the pole in ϵ). The vertex correction in the second diagram in Fig. 5.5 amounts
to

J
(1)
V =2iµ2ϵg2

∫
ddk

(2π)d
(/k − /p)/n

(k2 − iη)(k2 − 2p · k − iη)(2n · k − iη)
, (5.22)

where n is the direction of the Wilson line and n2 = 0. In the MS scheme, by using Dirac’s equation
on the spinor in the LHS of eq. (5.16), adding the appropriate MS counterterm in the fourth diagram
in Fig. 5.5 to eq. (5.22) results in (see eq. (3.2) in [246]),

J
(1)
V r ≡ J

(1)
V + J

(1)
V,CT = 2

(αs
4π

) [ 1
ϵ2

+
1

ϵ

(
1− γE + log

4πµ2

(−2p · n)

)
+O(ϵ0)

]
. (5.23)
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Now we turn to reproducing this result in coordinate space.

One-loop jet function in coordinate space

Once we have seen that factorization of the vertex function in coordinate space comes along pretty
much as in the momentum space picture (see [243]), let us now compute the one-loop jet function
in coordinate space and see whether, using the LSZ reduction formula, we can recover eq. (5.23) in
momentum space.

•
yx

tn
≡ J

(1)
CS(x)

•

·

Figure 5.6: Diagram representing the one-loop jet function (without UV conterterms) in coordinate
space.

Reading from Fig. 5.6 (with the help of the coordinate space Feynman rules introduced in chapter 2 and
explicitated below in section 5.2) we have that, taking the Wilson line to be lightlike (n2 = 0),

J
(1)
CS(x) =(−igT aγµ)

Γ(1− ϵ)Γ2(2− ϵ)

(2π2−ϵ)24π2−ϵ

∫
ddy

−(/x− /y)

((x− y)2 + iη)2−ϵ
−/y

(y2 + iη)2−ϵ
×

×
∫ +∞

0

dt
(−igT a)nµ

((y − tn)2 + iη)1−ϵ
. (5.24)

To carry out the whole integral we will introduce Feynman parameters in two steps, first combining
the second and third denominators and then the resulting denominator with the first one in (5.24). In
this way

J
(1)
CS(x) =− g2CF

Γ(1− ϵ)Γ2(2− ϵ)

16π6−3ϵ

Γ(5− 3ϵ)

Γ2(2− ϵ)Γ(1− ϵ)

∫
ddy

∫ +∞

0

dt

∫ 1

0

dα1dα2×

×
(/x/n/y − /y/n/y)α

1−ϵ
1 (1− α1)

−ϵα1−ϵ
2 (1− α2)

2−2ϵ

(y2 − 2y · (α2x+ (1− α1)(1− α2)tn) + α2x2 + iη)5−3ϵ
. (5.25)

With this representation, Landau’s equations read

α2(x− y)2 + (1− α2)α1y
2 + (1− α2)(1− α1)(y

2 − 2tn · y) = 0 , (5.26)
α2(x− y)µ + (1− α2)α1y

µ + (1− α2)(1− α1)(y
µ − tnµ) = 0 . (5.27)

To study the region of Minkowski space where the gluon line becomes soft we takeα1 = 1. In this case
we do not expect the gluon to change the direction of the external line since it carries no momentum.
This is indeed the case because the solution to Landau’s equations tells us that

yµ =
α2

2α2 − 1
xµ , (5.28)
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and that x and y must lie in the lightcone for α2 ̸= 0, 1. For the end-point singularities in the α
parameters we see that for α2 = 1 the vertex y migrates to the external point x, y = x. This makes
sense since the fermion line from 0 to y will be carrying all the momentum (due to the CN picture)
while the fermion line from y to x shrinks. Taking α2 = 0 means that the y vertex migrates to the
origin, yµ = 0, signaling that we are dealing with an UV divergence. However in both cases there is
not restriction to y or x to lie on the lightcone.

For the case whenα1 = 0, so that the exchanged gluon is not soft, Landau’s equations tell us that

yµ =
(1− α2)tn

µ − α2x
µ

(1− 2α2)
. (5.29)

As we will see below, the only contribution to this amplitude will come when t = 0 so that we will
have a collinear pinch surface with the vertex y obeying (5.28) but this time the gluon emerges from
the Wilson line cusp (the origin), making the gluon collinear. Both the fermion external line and gluon
line are lightlike for α2 ̸= 0, 1. Again if α2 = 1 the internal vertex y coincides with the external point
x and if α2 = 0 we will have that yµ = tnµ signaling again a UV divergence for t = 0.

Now we shift the integration variable in eq. (5.25) as y → y − (α2x + (1 − α1)(1 − α2)tn) and, by
parity, drop odd powers of the new y in the numerator. This yields

J
(1)
CS(x) =− g2CF

Γ(5− 3ϵ)

16π6−3ϵ

∫
ddy

∫ +∞

0

dt

∫ 1

0

dα1dα2×

×
(α2(1− α2)/x/n/x− /y/n/y)α

1−ϵ
1 (1− α1)

−ϵα1−ϵ
2 (1− α2)

2−2ϵ

(y2 + α2(1− α2)x2 − 2(1− α1)(α2 − α2
2)tn · x+ iη)5−3ϵ

. (5.30)

At this point, it is possible (taking n · x ̸= 0) to carry out the integration in t (contributing only at
t = 0). This gives

J
(1)
CS(x) =g

2CF
Γ(5− 3ϵ)

16π6−3ϵ

∫
ddy

∫ 1

0

dα1dα2×

×
(α2(1− α2)/x/n/x− /y/n/y)α

1−ϵ
1 (1− α1)

−1−ϵα−ϵ
2 (1− α2)

1−2ϵ

(4− 3ϵ)2n · x(y2 + α2(1− α2)x2 + iη)4−3ϵ
. (5.31)

Using standard Dimensional Regularization formulas we carry out the integral in y and identify the
Euler Beta functions in the Feynman parameters integrations to get

J
(1)
CS(x) =

−iπ d
2 g2CF (x

2)2ϵ−2

(2x · n)16π6−3ϵ

Γ(1− 2ϵ)Γ(2− ϵ)Γ(−ϵ)
Γ(2− 2ϵ)

(Γ(ϵ)(1 + ϵ)

Γ(2 + ϵ)

)(
2x · n/x(1− 2ϵ) + ϵ/nx2

)
.

(5.32)

The result of expanding in powers of ϵ eq. (5.32) is,

J
(1)
CS(x) =

iαsCF
4π

−/x
2π2(x2 + iη)2

(
− 2

ϵ2
+

2(1− 2γE)

ϵ
− (/x)−1 /nx

2

n · x
1

ϵ

)
+O(ϵ0) . (5.33)

This is a very nice result since the most divergent part is proportional to a Fermion propagator S(x)
(one can think of this result as follows: the gluon merges collinearly with the fermion producing the
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divergence times the fermion propagator) and this will allow us to use the LSZ formula to get the
momentum space expression in a very simple manner. The LSZ formula relates the jet function in
momentum space, JMS , with the one in coordinate space as

JMS(p) = −i
∫
ddxe−ip·x(i/∂)J

(1)
CS(x) . (5.34)

By using the Dirac equation /∂S(x) = iδ(d)(x) we find that the most divergent part of the jet function
is

lim
ϵ→0

JMS(p) = lim
ϵ→0

αsCF
4π

( 2

ϵ2

)
. (5.35)

So that we recover the same leading pole structure as the one-loop gluon exchange vertex correction
J
(1)
V r of eq. (5.23). The last subleading term inside the brackets (5.33) must contain the dependence on

the collinear scale p · n after LSZ reduction (which is not straightforward to perform).

5.1.4 Abelian radiative one-loop jet function
As stated in the introduction, the study of subleading regions (also called NLP regions, i.e. kinemat-
ical configurations that give rise to divergent subleading terms in observables, usually coming from
emission of soft gluons) has gained attention in recent years [248, 249, 250, 251, 252]. For this rea-
son, we will now turn on to analyze some features of the radiative one-loop jet function in coordinate
space and try to reduce in quadrature the contributing diagrams. The contributions to the one-loop
radiative jet function in the Abelian case are listed in Figure 5.7. Here we do not include external leg
corrections.

• •

•

•

(a)
·

(b)

• •

•

•

·

(c)

• ••

•

•

(d)

• • •

•

•

Figure 5.7: Diagrams contributing to the one-loop radiative jet function in coordinate space. No ex-
ternal leg corrections are included.

We will also analyze Landau’s equations for each diagram contributing to the radiative jet function.
This will help us again to identify the configurations giving rise to collinear divergences and their
overlapping with soft divergences of the emitted gluon (highlighted in the text below). To see this, as
an oversimplified example, imagine that, after reducing to Feynman parameters a contribution to the
radiative jet, one identifies through Landau’s equations that α1 = 0 entails a collinear divergence and
α2 = 1 a soft one. By separating the divergent part from the finite one on each of the two Feynman
parameters (through the usual multiplication by 1 = αi+(1−αi)), one would get four terms α1α2+
α1(1−α2)+α2(1−α1)+ (1−α1)(1−α2) encoding a collinear-finite, a collinear-soft overlapping,
a finite-finite, and a finite-soft region respectively. This example shows the potential of the present
treatment concerning the factorization and overlapping of divergent kinematical regions.
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One should however be careful when analyzing divergences on a diagram by diagram basis, since re-
sults may suffer from artifacts due to the specific integral representation under treatment. All things
said, the direct identification of individual Feynman diagrams with certain physical processes is a well
established practice in theoretical particle physics. On the other hand, if one has access to the fully inte-
grated final result in coordinate space, the soft and collinear limits can be studied by taking these in the
values of the external momenta for the outgoing fermion and gluon (after performing LSZ reduction
of the coordinate space, UV finite, result).

One-loop jet function with internal gluon emission in coordinate space

The first contribution to the Abelian one-loop radiative jet function in Fig. 5.7 is depicted in detail
in Fig. 5.8. We consider a lightlike Wilson line, i.e. n2 = 0. We will keep the non-Abelian numerical
factors (such as the fundamental Casimir of the gauge group, CF ).

• •

•

w
z

x

y

tn
≡ J

(1)µb
rad (x, y)

•

·

Figure 5.8: Diagram representing the one-loop internal gluon emission from a jet.

This diagram amounts to

J
(1)µb
rad (x, y) =(ig3T aT bT a)

(Γ(2− ϵ)

2π2−ϵ

)3(Γ(1− ϵ)

4π2−ϵ

)2 ∫
ddzddw

∫ ∞

0

dt
−(/y − /w)

((w − y)2 + iη)2−ϵ
×

× −/n(/w − /z)

((w − z)2 + iη)2−ϵ
γµ

−/z
(z2 + iη)2−ϵ

1

((w − tn)2 + iη)1−ϵ
1

((x− z)2 + iη)1−ϵ
.

(5.36)

The color structure above is easily computable, and gives T aT bT a = −T b/(2N) for SU(N). This
factor is also easily computed for SO(N), where is just T b/4 (giving no suppression of the diagram
for large number of colors), and for Sp(N) where it amounts to −T b/4 (see the Appendix in [66] for
a detailed derivation).

Analysis of Landau’s equations We will analyze Landau’s equations for this diagram by anticipat-
ing the way we will use Feynman parameters to solve eq. (5.36) (The explicit expression is in eqns.
(5.41) and (5.43) below). For the integration in z we will first combine the second and third denomi-
nators and subsequently the resulting denominator with the last denominator in eq. (5.36). Landau’s
equations for the resulting denominator read

z2 − 2z · (α1α2w + (1− α2)x) + α1α2w
2 + (1− α2)x

2 = 0 , (5.37)
zµ = α1α2w

µ + (1− α2)x
µ . (5.38)
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Let us analyze the case when α2 = 1 , which corresponds to the case of a soft emitted gluon (since the
Feynman parameter of the external gluon line is 1−α2). In this case eq. (5.38) amounts to zµ = α1w

µ

so that the emitted gluon indeed does not change the direction of the fermion. Using this result in
eq. (5.37) for a lightlike external point, x2 = 0, one obtains α1(1 − α1)w

2 = 0 which sets w on
the lightcone except for the endpoints of the integration in α1, these endpoints correspond to UV
divergences (in two distinct fermion lines) zµ = 0 for α1 = 0 and zµ = wµ for α1 = 1. Next,
let us take α2 = 0 , this gives the UV condition that xµ = zµ so that the emitted gluon travels no
distance.

Now, setting α1 = 1 , eq. (5.38) tells us that z must lie in the line connecting x and w since it equals
zµ = α2w

µ+ (1−α2)x
µ. Using this in eq. (5.37) one obtains the condition α2(1−α2)(w− x)2 = 0

which setsw on the lightcone of x except for the UV gluon with α2 = 0 and hence zµ = xµ or the UV
fermion with α2 = 1 and zµ = wµ. For the case α1 = 0 one has that zµ = (1− α2)x

µ which gives
α2(1− α2)x

2 = 0, which is automatically fulfilled if the external point is taken on the lightcone.

Landau’s equations for the other vertex w in eq. (5.36), after the steps taken to reach eq. (5.43) below,
read

αw2 + 2w · θ + κ2 =0 (5.39)
αwµ + θµ =0 . (5.40)

Here α = α3α4α5 + α5(1 − α3)α1α2(1 − α1α2) + α5(1 − α4), θµ = −(1 − α5)n
µ − α1α2(1 −

α2)x
µ − α5(1− α4)y

µ, and κ2 = α5(1− α3)α2(1− α2)x
2 + α5(1− α4)y

2.
We will set the external vertices to be on the lightcone x2 = y2 = 0, which means κ2 = 0. For the
case α ̸= 0 we will obtain that θ2 = 0 which gives the condition on the external vertices (1− α5)n ·
(−α1α2(1 − α2)x − α5(1 − α4)y) + α1α2(1 − α2)α5(1 − α4)x · y = 0. Which can be solved for
a collinear gluon emission with x ∝ y and α5 = 1. Another solution has the quarks and the gluon
emitted from the vertex all traveling in the same direction, i.e. x, y ∝ n. The case α = 0 as seen
from the result in eq. (5.44) entails several UV divergences arising from the fact that there is a Jacobian
of α−2+ϵ (UV divergences are regulated for ϵ > 0). Some of them have α4 = α5 = 1, α3 = 0 and
α1 = α2 = 1, α1 = α2 = 0 or α1 = 0 and α2 = 1.

Computation As in the previous subsection we introduce Feynman parameters in two steps for
combining the second, the third, and last denominators above such that

J
(1)µb
rad (x, y) = F b

∫
ddw

∫
ddz

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ 1

0

dα1dα2
(α1−ϵ

1 (1− α1)
1−ϵα3−2ϵ

2 (1− α2)
−ϵ)

((w − y)2 + iη)2−ϵ((w − tn)2 + iη)1−ϵ
×

×
(/y − /w)/n(/zγµ/z − /wγµ/z)

(z2 − 2z · (α1α2w + (1− α2)x) + α1α2w2 + (1− α2)x2)5−3ϵ
, (5.41)

where F b encodes the color structure and numerical factors. Now, to compute the integral in z, we
shift it as z → z − (α1α2w + (1 − α2)x) and then drop odd powers of z in the numerator due to
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parity. This integration results in

J
(1)µb
rad (x, y) =F ′b

∫
ddw

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ 1

0

dα1dα2
α1−ϵ
1 (1− α1)

1−ϵα3−2ϵ
2 (1− α2)

−ϵ

((w − y)2 + iη)2−ϵ((w − tn)2 + iη)1−ϵ
×

×
(
Kµ − (/y − /w)/nγµ(m2)/2

)
(m2)2ϵ−3 , (5.42)

wherem2 = α1α2(1− α1α2)w
2 + α2(1− α2)x

2 − 2α1α2(1− α2)x ·w andKµ = (/y− /w)/n[((1 +
α1α2)/w + (1 − α2)/x)γ

µ(α1α2 /w + (1 − α2)/x). Next we combine the second denominator above
with the last one again (the one proportional to m2) with Feynman parameters and then compute the
integral in t assuming we are not integrating w in the time-like region where w · n ≥ 0. From this
integration we will obtain a denominator factor and a −2n · w. We will combine these with the last
propagator denominator left in two steps of Feynman parametrization, which gives

J
(1)µb
rad (x, y) =F ′′b

∫
ddw

∫ 1

0

dα1...dα5α
1−ϵ
1 (1− α1)

1−ϵα3−2ϵ
2 (1− α2)

−ϵα−1−ϵ
3 (1− α3)

2−2ϵ×

× α2−3ϵ
4 (1− α4)

1−ϵα4−4ϵ
5

(αw2 + 2w · θ + κ2)6−4ϵ

(
Kµ − (/y − /w)/nγµ(m2)/2

)
. (5.43)

Finally we shift the integration variable as w → wα
1
2 + θα− 1

2 and carry out the w integration find-
ing

J
(1)µb
rad (x, y) =

ig3π3ϵ−6T b

28N(3− 3ϵ)
×
∫ 1

0

dα1...dα5α
1−ϵ
1 (1− α1)

1−ϵα3−2ϵ
2 (1− α2)

−ϵα−1−ϵ
3 (1− α3)

2−2ϵ×

× α2−3ϵ
4 (1− α4)

1−ϵα4−4ϵ
5 α−2+ϵ

(
αgρσAµρσΓ(3− 3ϵ)(M2)/2 +BµΓ(4− 3ϵ)

)
(M2)3ϵ−4 ,

(5.44)

for SU(N). The expressions for the Aµρσ ,Bµ, andM2 are shown next (here βµ ≡ α− 1
2 θµ):

M2 = κ2 − β2 , (5.45)

Bµ =(/y − /β)/n
[(
(1 + α1α2)/β + (1− α2)/x

)
γµ
(
α1α2/β + (1− α2)/x

)
−

− γµ
(
α1α2(1− α1α2)β

2 + α2(1− α2)x
2 − 2α1α2(1− α2)β · x

)
/2
]
, (5.46)

Aµρσ =(/y − /β)
(
(1 + α1α2)α1α2γργ

µγσ − α1α2(1− α1α2)γ
µgρσ/2

)
−

− γρ/n
[
(1 + α1α2)γσγ

µ
(
(1− α2)/x+ α1α2/β

)
+ α1α2

(
(1 + α1α2)/β + (1− α2)/x

)
γµγσ−

− α1α2γ
µ
(
(1− α1α2)βσ − (1− α2)xσ

)]
. (5.47)

This result is rather cumbersome and will be left for a future work to fully solve the integrations over
Feynman parameters in eq. (5.44). Nonetheless, by inspection, one straightforward possible diver-
gence is identified by noticing that in eq. (5.44) there is a α−1−ϵ

3 factor that will produce a divergence
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wheneverα3 = 0. Sinceα3 multiplies the denominator ((w−tn)2+iη)1−ϵ, this limit can be identified
with the configuration where the internal gluon line becomes soft (indeed it is regulated for ϵ < 0).
This is always the case for gluon lines, due to the power of their propagator. This happens too for
the external gluon, which produces a soft divergence whenever α2 = 1 and overlaps with a possible
collinear singularity whenever α5 = 1 at the same time.
As already stated above, the Jacobianα−2+ϵ in eq. (5.44) encodes several UV divergences (regulated for
ϵ > 0). Also, the appearance of theM2 term in eq. (5.44) also helps identifying further divergent con-
figurations: for example,M2 vanishes for lightlike and collinear external points, x2 = y2 = x · y = 0,
(in this case one needs to set also α5 = 1).

One-loop jet function with external gluon emission in coordinate space

We will continue by reducing in quadrature the second contribution to the Abelian one-loop radiative
jet function in Fig. 5.7.

• •

•

•

· ≡ J
(1)µb
ext, rad(x, y)

z
w

x

y

tn

Figure 5.9: Diagram representing the one-loop external gluon emission from a jet.

The diagram in Fig. 5.9 equals

J
(1)µb
ext, rad(x, y) =(ig3T bCF )

(Γ(2− ϵ)

2π2−ϵ

)3(Γ(1− ϵ)

4π2−ϵ

)2 ∫
ddzddw

∫ ∞

0

dt
−(/y − /z)

((z − y)2 + iη)2−ϵ
×

× −γµ(/z − /w)

((z − w)2 + iη)2−ϵ
/n

−/w
(w2 + iη)2−ϵ

1

((w − tn)2 + iη)1−ϵ
1

((x− z)2 + iη)1−ϵ
.

(5.48)

Analysis of Landau’s equations We will analyze Landau’s equations for this diagram by anticipat-
ing the way we will use Feynman parameters to solve eq. (5.48). For the integration in z we will first
combine the first and second denominator and subsequently the resulting denominator with the last
denominator in eq. (5.48). Landau’s equations for the resulting denominator for the z integration
read

z2 − 2z · (α2(α1y + (1− α1)w) + (1− α2)x) + α2(α1y
2 + (1− α1)w

2) + (1− α2)x
2 = 0

(5.49)
zµ = α2(α1y

µ + (1− α1)w
µ) + (1− α2)x

µ (5.50)

Let us analyze the case when α2 = 1 , which corresponds to the case of a soft emitted gluon (since
the Feynman parameter of the external gluon line is 1 − α2). In this case eq. (5.50) amounts to zµ =
α1y

µ + (1 − α1)w
µ so that the emitted gluon does not change the direction of the fermion traveling
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fromw to y as we expect from the momentum space picture. Using this result in eq. (5.49) for lightlike
external points, x2 = y2 = 0, one obtainsα1(1−α1)(w−y)2 = 0, which setsw−y on the lightcone
except for the endpoints of the integration in α1, these endpoints correspond to UV divergences (in
two distinct fermion lines) zµ = wµ for α1 = 0 and zµ = yµ for α1 = 1. Next, let us take α2 = 0 ,
this gives the UV condition that xµ = zµ so that the emitted gluon travels no distance. For general α2

and α1 = 0, 1 we will have that z will lie in the line connecting x to w and y respectively.

Landau’s equations for the other vertex, after the steps taken to reach eq. (5.54) below, read

αw2 + 2w · θ + κ2 =0 , (5.51)
αwµ + θµ =0 . (5.52)

Here α = α4α5 + (1 − α1)α2(1 − (1 − α1)α2), θµ = −(1 − α4)α5n
µ − α1α2(1 − α1)y

µ − (1 −
α1)(1−α2)y

µ, and κ2 = α1α2(1−α1α2)y
2 +α2(1−α2)x

2 − 2α1α2(1−α2)x · y. Taking lightlike
and collinear external points, one finds similar conclusions as in the previous example by following
the same logic.

Computation As in the previous example we will use sequential Feynman parameters to perform the
integration in z. We will first combine the first and second denominator and the resulting denominator
with the last one in eq. (5.48), after shifting z → z − (α2(α1y + (1− α1)w) + (1− α2)x), dropping
odd powers and integrating in z yields

J
(1)µb
ext, rad(x, y) =C

b

∫
ddw

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ 1

0

dα1dα2
α1−ϵ
1 (1− α1)

1−ϵα3−2ϵ
2 (1− α2)

−ϵ

(w2 + iη)2−ϵ((w − tn)2 + iη)1−ϵ
×

×
(
Kµ − γµ/n/w(m2)/2

)
(m2)2ϵ−3 . (5.53)

whereCb is a color constant,m2 = α1α2(1− α1α2)y
2 + (1− α1)α2(1− (1− α1)α2)w

2 + α2(1−
α2)x

2 − 2(α1α2y · ((1− α1)w+ (1− α2)x) + (1− α1)(1− α2)w · x), andKµ = (α2(α1/y + (1−
α1)/w) + /y)γµ(α2(α1/y + (1− α1)/w) + /w)/n/w. Next we combine the first and second denominators
in eq. (5.53) and compute the integral in t in the spacelike regionw · n < 0. We combine the resulting
two denominators with the last denominator left in two steps to get

J
(1)µb
ext, rad(x, y) =C

′′b
∫
ddw

∫ 1

0

dα1...dα5α
1−ϵ
1 (1− α1)

1−ϵα3−2ϵ
2 (1− α2)

−ϵα1−ϵ
3 (1− α3)

−1−ϵ×

× α1−2ϵ
4 α2−2ϵ

5 (1− α5)
2−2ϵ

(αw2 + 2w · θ + κ2)6−4ϵ

(
Kµ − γµ/n/w(m2)/2

)
. (5.54)

We are now ready to compute the integral in w by shifting w → wα
1
2 + θα− 1

2 to obtain

J
(1)µb
rad (x, y) =

ig3T bCF
215−4ϵπ14−7ϵ

∫ 1

0

dα1...dα5α
1−ϵ
1 (1− α1)

1−ϵα3−2ϵ
2 (1− α2)

−ϵα−1−ϵ
3 (1− α3)

2−2ϵ×

× α2−3ϵ
4 (1− α4)

1−ϵα4−4ϵ
5 α−2+ϵ

(
αgρσAµρσΓ(3− 3ϵ)(M2)/2 +BµΓ(4− 3ϵ)

)
(M2)3ϵ−4 .

(5.55)
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The expressions for theAµρσ ,Bµ, andM2 are shown next (here βµ ≡ α− 1
2 θµ):

M2 = κ2 − β2 , (5.56)

Bµ =
[
− (α2(α1/y + (α1 − 1)/β) + /y)γ

µ(α2(α1/y + (α1 − 1)/β)− /β) + γµ
(
α1α2(1− α1α2)y

2+

+ (1− α1)α2(1− (1− α1)α2)β
2 + α2(1− α2)x

2 − 2[α1α2y · ((1− α2)x− β)−

− (1− α1)(1− α2)x · β]
)
/2
]
/n/β , (5.57)

Aµρσ =(α2(α1/y + (α1 − 1)/β) + /y)γ
µ(1 + α2(1− α1))γρ/nγσ + (1− α1)α2γργ

µ×
×
[
(α2(α1/y + (α1 − 1)/β)− /β)/nγσ − (1 + α2(1− α1))γσ/n/β

]
+

+ γµ/n
[
(1− α1)α2(1− (1− α1)α2)/βgρσ/2 + γρ

(
(1− α1)α2(1− (1− α1)α2)βσ+

+ α1α2(1− α1)yσ + (1− α1)(1− α2)xσ
)]
. (5.58)

The result in eq. (5.55) has the same form as eq. (5.44) and could be combined to produce a more
tractable result, although the inclusion of the other two diagrams in the Abelian case (of Fig. 5.7) is
needed for gauge invariance. We will leave this for a future work. Instead, to complete the discus-
sion of the structures that may appear, we now turn to analyze Landau’s equations for the self energy
corrections to the one-loop radiative jet function.

Landau’s equations for the internal-emission self-energy correction of the one-loop radiative
jet function

v
zw

• ••

•

•

x

y

Figure 5.10: Diagram representing the one-loop self energy with internal gluon emission from a jet.

Next, we will analyze Landau’s equations for the self-energy contributions to gain some intuition on
some of their divergent configurations. The first one is depicted in Fig. 5.10 and, after Feynman
parametrization, equals

J
(1)µb
SE, int, rad(x, y) = (ig3T aT bT a)

Γ(10− 6ϵ)

(2π2−ϵ)4(4π2−ϵ)2

∫
ddzddw

∫ 1

0

dα′
1...dα

′
6×

×α′
1
1−ϵ
α′
2
1−ϵ
α′
3
1−ϵ
α′
4
−ϵ
α′
5
1−ϵ
α′
6
−ϵ
δ

(
1−

6∑
n=1

α′
n

)
×

×
(/y − /w)γν(/w − /v)γµ(/v − /z)γν/z(

α′
1(y − w)2 + α′

2(w − v)2 + α′
3(v − z)2 + α′

4(w − z)2 + α′
5z

2 + α′
6(x− v)2

)10−6ϵ .

(5.59)
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The first of Landau’s equations for the diagram in Fig. 5.10 reads

α′
1(y − w)2 + α′

2(w − v)2 + α′
3(v − z)2 + α′

4(w − z)2 + α′
5z

2 + α′
6(x− v)2 = 0 , (5.60)

which as usual sets all lines on the lightcone except if the lines are hard (zj → 0) or soft (αj = 0).

Now, we will separately treat the integration in each vertex, effectively imposing conservation of mo-
mentum by employing Feynman parameters in separate steps (just as in the previous examples). The
primed Feynman parameters in eq. (5.60) will be replaced later with the corresponding parameters
after successive Feynman parametrizations. Furthermore, we will set all lines not connected to the
vertex under analysis to be lightlike.

For the integration in z, the second of Landau’s equations gives (taking α′
3 = α3(1 − α4), α′

5 =
(1− α3)(1− α4) and α′

4 = α4)

zµ = α3(1− α4)v
µ + α4w

µ . (5.61)

If either the emitted gluon or the emitted fermion at z are soft (α′
3 = 0 and α′

4 = 0 respectively) then
z must lie in the direction of w or v respectively. In this way, the emitted particle does not change the
direction of the particle emitting it.
If α′

5 = 1 and hence α3 = α4 = 0 (soft emitted lines from z) then there is a UV solution to Landau’s
equations with zµ = 0.
For α′

5 = 0 with α3 = 1 (so that the outgoing fermion from the Wilson line cusp is soft), zµ will be
the convex combination of the other two internal vertices (i.e. on the line connecting them) and yields
the condition that (1 − α4)α4(v − w)2 = 0. Therefore, if α4 ̸= 0, 1, then v and w must be lightlike
separated in order to obtain a divergence in the amplitude. For the case when the emitted gluon is soft,
α4 = 0, then the gluon does not change the direction of the fermion, zµ = α3v

µ, and v2 = 0 except
for the UV cases where α3 = 0 (z = 0) and α3 = 1 (z = v). If α3 = 0 then it is the outgoing fermion
from z that is soft and hence zµ = α4w

µ and hence w2 = 0 except for the UV cases.

For the integration in v, the second Landau equation gives (taking α′
2 = α2(1 − α6), α′

3 = (1 −
α2)(1− α6) and α′

6 = α6)

vµ = α2(1− α6)w
µ + (1− α2)(1− α6)z

µ + α6x
µ . (5.62)

Let us analyze the case when the emitted gluon traveling to x becomes soft, i.e. α6 = 0. In this case vµ
will lie on the line connecting the other two internal vertices not changing the direction of the fermion.
Introducing eq. (5.62) into eq. (5.60) we find α2(1− α2)(w− z)2 = 0. This means that, if no fermion
line connected to v is soft, then the fermion lines connecting z tow must lie on the lightcone. If α2 or
(1−α2) are equal to zero then the fermion lines can be off the lightcone and there is a UV singularity
since we will have that v = z or v = w respectively.
The integration in w has very similar Landau’s equations as the one in z. Hence, we will move on to
analyze these equations for the next and last contribution to the Abelian one-loop radiative jet func-
tion.
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x

y v z
w
• • •

•

•

Figure 5.11: Diagram representing the one-loop self energy with external gluon emission from a jet.

Landau’s equations for the external-emission self-energy correction of the one-loop radiative
jet function

The last contribution to the Abelian one-loop radiative jet function is shown in Fig. 5.11 and, after
Feynman parametrization, amounts to

J
(1)µb
SE, ext, rad(x, y) = (ig3T bCF )

Γ(10− 6ϵ)

(2π2−ϵ)4(4π2−ϵ)2

∫
ddzddw

∫ 1

0

dα′
1...dα

′
6×

× α′
1
1−ϵ
α′
2
1−ϵ
α′
3
1−ϵ
α′
4
−ϵ
α′
5
1−ϵ
α′
6
−ϵ
δ

(
1−

6∑
n=1

α′
n

)
×

×
(/w − /y)γµ(/w − /v)(d− 2)(/v − /z)/z(

α′
1(y − w)2 + α′

2(w − v)2 + (α′
3 + α′

4)(v − z)2 + α′
5z

2 + α′
6(x− w)2

)10−6ϵ .

(5.63)

Hence, the first of Landau’s equations for the diagram in Fig. 5.11 reads
α′
1(y − w)2 + α′

2(w − v)2 + (α′
3 + α′

4)(v − z)2 + α′
5z

2 + α′
6(x− w)2 = 0 , (5.64)

which again sets all lines on the lightcone except those that are either hard (zj → 0) or soft (αj = 0).
Notice that for the self energy piece α3 + α4 combine into only one Feynman parameter.

For the integration in w, the second of Landau’s equation gives (taking α′
1 = α1(1 − α6), α′

2 =
(1− α1)(1− α6) and α′

6 = α6)
wµ = α1(1− α6)y

µ + (1− α1)(1− α6)v
µ + α6x

µ . (5.65)
This gives the usual solution for the soft-emitted gluon case α6 = 0, w lying in the line connecting
v to y and α1(1 − α1)(y − v)2 = 0. So that the fermion lines connecting y and v must lie on the
lightcone and the soft gluon does not change the direction of the fermion. Again, UV solutions arise
whenever α1 = 0, 1 with w = v and w = y respectively. An analogue situation happens for a soft
emitted fermion from w to y (v) corresponding to α1 = 0 (α1 = 1) for general α6. To finish, let us
analyze Landau’s equations for one vertex in the self energy part, for example v (the one with z is very
similar). The second Landau’s equation gives (taking α′

3 = α3(1 − α2), α′
4 = (1 − α3)(1 − α6) and

α′
2 = α2)

vµ = α2w
µ + (1− α2)z

µ , (5.66)
so that vmust lie on the straight line connectingw and zwith the usual conditionα2(1−α2)(w−z)2 =
0.
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5.1.5 Summary
In this section we have discussed the results leading to factorization of QCD amplitudes in both mo-
mentum and coordinate spaces and fully solved the one-loop contribution to the jet function in co-
ordinate space, finding that the most divergent part of it is proportional to a fermion propagator (eq.
(5.32)). This fact was identified as a configuration where the gluon emerging from the cusp of the Wil-
son line travelled collinearly with the fermion to the external point, hence producing the divergence.
An LSZ reduction of this result shows that we recover the correct leading divergence expected from
the previously known momentum space results.

This means that the theory of jets can, with confidence, be cast in the coordinate space formalism.
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5.2 Flow Oriented Perturbation Theory
In this section we will introduce a novel representation of Feynman graphs in coordinate space, which
we call Flow Oriented Perturbation Theory (FOPT) based in the author’s original paper [245]. We start
by discussing the one-loop triangle diagram in some detail. A number of useful concepts for FOPT
graphs, such as their completion, cycles and routes are introduced and explained with this example.
Then we move on to introduce the general derivation of FOPT and discuss some of its interesting
features.

5.2.1 Scalar QFT in coordinate space
The free massless coordinate-space Feynman propagator for a scalar field inD = 4 dimensional space
time reads

∆F (z) =

∫ d4p

(2π)4
e−ip·z

i

p2 + iϵ
=

1

(2π)2
1

−z2 + iϵ
. (5.67)

In analogy to the momentum space formulation, the Feynman rules provide a recipe to translate a
graph G with sets of edges E, internal vertices V int and external vertices V ext into an integral. Recall
that external vertices are defined by the requirement that there is only one adjacent edge to each of
them, therefore, they are guaranteed to make part of no loop. To complete the ones in introduced in
subsection 2.3.1, the usual coordinate-space Feynman rules (see for instance [59, Ch. 6.1]) read

1. Associate a coordinate vector to each internal or external vertex. We label the location of external
vertices with xa, a ∈ V ext, and that of internal vertices with yv , v ∈ V int.

2. For each internal edge e = {v, v′} multiply by a Feynman propagator ∆F (ze) = ∆F (−ze),
where ze is the difference of the coordinates of the vertices to which the edge e is incident. For
example, if e is an internal edge (none of the two vertices defining it is external), then ze =
yv − yv′ . Alternatively, if v, for example, is instead an external vertex, then ze = xv − yv′ .

3. For each interaction vertex multiply by a factor −ig.

4. For each internal vertex v ∈ V int integrate over all values of the components of yv , i.e. over all
possible locations of the internal vertex in 4-dimensional Minkowski space.

The resulting expression is a function of the external coordinates {xa}a∈V ext . To be explicit, the appli-
cation of the coordinate-space Feynman rules to a generic graphG contributing to a Green’s function
of a massless scalar theory gives

AG(x1, . . . , x|V ext|) =
(−ig)|V int|

(2π)2|E|

[ ∏
v∈V int

∫
d4yv

]∏
e∈E

1

−z2e + iϵ
. (5.68)

One integrates over the four dimensional Minkowski space location of each internal vertex. Account-
ing for symmetry factors results in an expression for the scalar n-point correlation function,

Γ(x1, ..., x|V ext|) =
〈
0|T (φ(x1) · · ·φ(x|V ext|))|0

〉
=
∑
G

1

SymG
AG(x1, . . . , x|V ext|), (5.69)

where we sum over all graphsG from a given scalar QFT with the given, fixed external verticesV ext.
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5.2.2 Illustrative example: The triangle diagram in FOPT

In this section we treat the FOPT representation of the triangle diagram. It will serve as a prototype for
later derivations in this section, because it is simple enough to show all details, while also exhibiting
most of the subtleties associated with the general arguments. In coordinate space the triangle diagram
can be drawn as

x1

x2

x3

y1

y2

y3

e1

e2

e3

e4

e5

e6

We labelled the external vertex locations with the variables x1, x2 and x3 and their adjacent internal
vertices’ locations with y1, y2 and y3 respectively. To each edge we associate a label ei, i = 1, ..., 6.
Given this labelling, the coordinate-space triangle diagram, according to the Feynman rules presented
in sec. 5.2.1, reads

AG(x1, x2, x3) =
(−ig)3

(2π)12

∫ [ ∏
v∈V int

d4yv

]
×

× 1

(x1 − y1)2(x2 − y2)2(x3 − y3)2(y1 − y2)2(y2 − y3)2(y1 − y3)2
, (5.70)

where a positive iε prescription is assumed for all propagators. The expression AG is a function of
the three external coordinates x1, x2, x3. Our first aim is to perform the time integrations

[∫
dy0v
]

in
eq. (5.70) explicitly. We will do so by employing the residue theorem together with a series of distribu-
tional identities, which will allow us to cast the result in an especially elegant form.

We aim for an expression for the following partially integrated version of AG, which we denote by
aG:

aG(x1, x2, x3, y⃗1, y⃗2,y⃗3) =
(−ig)3

(2π)12

∫ [ ∏
v∈V int

dy0v

]
×

× 1

(x1 − y1)2(x2 − y2)2(x3 − y3)2(y1 − y2)2(y2 − y3)2(y1 − y3)2
. (5.71)

Henceforth, we omit the variable dependence of aG, but emphasize that it depends on the 4-vector
coordinates of the external vertices and the 3-vector coordinates of the internal vertices.

To evaluate eq. (5.71) using the residue theorem it is convenient to introduce auxiliary variables z0e ,
for each e ∈ E, set equal to the time-difference between the vertices connected through e via a delta
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function. These variables will be integrated from −∞ to ∞. Thus we have the representation

aG =
(−ig)3

(2π)12

∫ [ ∏
v∈V int

dy0v

][∏
e∈E

dz0e
−z2e + iε

]
×

×

[
3∏
i=1

δ(z0i − x0i + y0i )

]
δ(z04 − y012)δ(z

0
5 − y013)δ(z

0
6 − y023), (5.72)

where we reintroduced the iε prescription and uses the shorthand notation y0ab = y0a − y0b .

For each edge, we can use the integral representation of the delta function, δ(z) =
∫∞
−∞

dE
2π
eiEz , to

write aG as integrals of oscillating exponentials

aG =
(−ig)3

(2π)12

∫ [∏
e∈E

dz0edEe/(2π)
−z2e + iε

][
3∏
i=1

dy0i eiEi(z
0
i −x0i+y0i )

]
eiE4(z04−y012)+iE5(z05−y013)+iE6(z06−y023).

(5.73)

Eventually, we will interpret the auxiliary variablesEe as the amount of energy that flows through the
edge e in the chosen orientation (notice the mass dimension of theEe). We are now ready to carry out
the integration in the auxiliary variables z0e of eq. (5.73). Reordering eq. (5.73) gives

aG =
(−ig)3

(2π)12

∫ [∏
e∈E

dEe
2π

][
3∏
i=1

dy0i eiEi(−x0i+y0i )

]
e−iE4y012−iE5y013−iE6y023

∏
e∈E

∫
dz0e

eiz
0
eEe

−z2e + iε
.

(5.74)
The integrals over z0e can be performed using the residue theorem. As the denominators read −z2e +
iε = −(z0e)

2+ |z⃗e|2+ iε, the integrand has two poles, located at z0e = ±
√
|z⃗e|2 + iε. ForEe > 0, we

close the contour of integration in the upper-half of complex plane, while for Ee < 0, we close it in
the lower half. In the former case, the pole contained in the integration contour is z0e =

√
|z⃗e|2 + iε,

while in the latter case it is z0e = −
√

|z⃗e|2 + iε. Therefore, we have∫
dz0e

eiz
0
eEe

−z2e + iε
=

−2πi

2|z⃗e|
(
ei(|z⃗e|+iϵ)EeΘ(Ee) + e−i(|z⃗e|+iϵ)EeΘ(−Ee)

)
, (5.75)

where we respected the iϵ-prescription by adding a small imaginary part to |z⃗e|.

The above expression means that we should differently treat negative and positive-energy flows through
an edge. This is the first key step in the flow-oriented perturbation theory formalism. We will make
this aspect explicit by writing the product of the sums of two terms as a sum over 2|E| terms. Each re-
sulting term can be interpreted as an assignment of flow directions to each edge of the graph. We will
denote such an assignment as σ that assigns σe = ±1 to an edge e to indicate a positive or negative
energy flow. Hence, we write the product as,

∏
e∈E

∫
dz0e

eiz
0
eEe

−z2e + iε
=

∑
σ∈{±1}6

∏
e∈E

−2πi

2|z⃗e|
eiσe(|z⃗e|+iϵ)EeΘ(σeEe), (5.76)
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where σ runs over all vectors of length 6 with ±1 entries. Inserting this in the expression for aG
gives

aG =
(−ig)3

(2π)12

∑
σ∈{±1}6

∫ [∏
e∈E

dEe
2i|z⃗e|

eiσe(|z⃗e|+iϵ)EeΘ(σeEe)

]
×

×

[
3∏
i=1

dy0i eiEi(y
0
i −x0i )

]
e−iE4y012−iE5y013−iE6y023 . (5.77)

Note that the iϵ ensures convergence of theEe integrals. We can rearrange the exponentials and resolve
the integration over the y0i variables by using the integral representation of the delta function, but in
reverse:

aG =
(−ig)3

i6(2π)9

∑
σ∈{±1}6

∫ [∏
e∈E

dEe
2|z⃗e|

eiσe(|z⃗e|+iϵ)EeΘ(σeEe)

][
3∏
i=1

e−iEix
0
i

]
×

× δ(E1 − E4 − E5)δ(E2 + E4 − E6)δ(E3 + E5 + E6) . (5.78)

We observe that each of the delta functions is associated to an internal vertex y0v and that they en-
force energy-conservation at each internal vertex. Performing the change of variables Ee → σeEe, and
resolving the theta functions gives

aG =
(−ig)3

i6(2π)9

∑
σ∈{±1}6

[∏
e∈E

∫ ∞

0

dEe
2|z⃗e|

ei(|z⃗e|+iϵ)Ee

][
3∏
i=1

e−iσiEix
0
i

]
×

× δ(σ1E1 − σ4E4 − σ5E5)δ(σ2E2 + σ4E4 − σ6E6)δ(σ3E3 + σ5E5 + σ6E6). (5.79)

Whenever the sign vector σ is such that the argument of a delta function is either a strictly negative
or positive sum of energies, then the integral is zero, as such sums cannot vanish under the constraint
Ee > 0. This implies that only a subset of the vectors σ contribute. We will make heavy use of a
diagrammatic interpretation of this integral in order to correctly understand which such vectors lead
to a non-zero contribution. When we introduced in eq. (5.72) the auxiliary variables that correspond to
time differences, we implicitly chose an orientation for the graph. If z0j = x0j − y0j , then we choose the
orientation of the j-th edge such that energy flows from the vertex yj to the vertex xj . Analogously, if
z04 = y01−y02 , then the 4-th edge orientation flows from y2 to y1. We can depict this chosen orientation
as a directed graph, or digraph,

x1

x2

x3

y1

y2

y3

e1

e2

e3

e4

e5

e6

(5.80)

The sign vectorσ can now be interpreted as inverting the orientations of edges in this digraph. For ex-
ample, ifσ = (−1, ...,−1), then the corresponding digraph would have all edge orientations inverted.
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If instead σ = (1,−1,−1, 1, 1,−1), then the corresponding digraph is

x1

x2

x3

y1

y2

y3

e1

e2

e3

e4

e5

e6

(5.81)

As we can see from this example, the sum over all vectors σ is actually equal to the sum over all pos-
sible orientations of the triangle graph. The energy-conservation conditions imposed by the delta
functions in eq. (5.79) can then be interpreted as enforcing the conservation of energies at any internal
vertex. As an example, let us look at the contribution of the sign vector σ = (1, . . . , 1) orientation to
eq. (5.80),

E1 − E4 − E5 = 0

−E6 + E2 + E4 = 0

E3 + E5 + E6 = 0

x1

x2

x3

y1

y2

y3

e1

e2

e3

e4

e5

e6

(5.82)
where we included the conditions imposed by the delta functions into the graphical representation.
The energy conservation condition in orange of the bottom right vertex is a sum of positive energies.
Such an energy conservation condition can never be satisfied. It follows that this orientation gives no
contribution to the FOPT representation of the triangle.

It is actually quite easy to see that the solution to the delta function constraint coincides with the phys-
ically intuitive picture of a realizable energy flow through the diagram along the indicated directions.
A digraph gives a non-zero contribution if edges are followed in the positive orientation, and two
connectivity conditions are fulfilled: (i) we must be able to reach each vertex by starting from some
external vertex, and (ii) we must be able to reach some external vertex if we start form any vertex. Even
though the y3 vertex in the digraph in eq. (5.82) can be reached from many external vertices by follow-
ing a positive route, we cannot reach any of the other external vertices if we start from it. Hence, there
is no proper energy-flow possible with the assigned orientation. The orientation of eq. (5.81) can be
depicted with its associated delta function arguments as

E1 − E4 − E5 = 0

E6 − E2 + E4 = 0

−E3 + E5 − E6 = 0

x1

x2

x3

y1

y2

y3

e1

e2

e3

e4

e5

e6

(5.83)

In this case, the connectivity condition is fulfilled and we can comply with the previously problematic
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condition imposed by the delta function from the bottom right vertex. Hence, this orientation provides
a non-zero contribution.

This utility of the graphical representation suggests a definition of the Feynman integral aG,σ associ-
ated to a single digraph (i.e. a graph G with an orientation σ). We define

aG,σ(x1, x2, x3, y⃗1, y⃗2, y⃗3) =
(−ig)3

i6(2π)9

[∏
e∈E

∫ ∞

0

dEe
2|z⃗e|

ei(|z⃗e|+iϵ)Ee

][
3∏
i=1

e−iσiEix
0
i

]
×

× δ(σ1E1 − σ4E4 − σ5E5)δ(σ2E2 + σ4E4 − σ6E6)δ(σ3E3 + σ5E5 + σ6E6) ,

(5.84)

such that

aG(x1, x2, x3, y⃗1, y⃗2, y⃗3) =
∑
σ

aG,σ(x1, x2, x3, y⃗1, y⃗2, y⃗3) , (5.85)

where the sum runs over all possible orientations of the graphG. Each such orientation gives rise to a
digraph (G,σ).

We will derive a compact representation for the functions aG,σ(x1, x2, x3, y⃗1, y⃗2, y⃗3), and illustrate the
derivation for this compact representation with an example. Take the orientation from eq. (5.81) and
set σ = (1,−1,−1, 1, 1,−1).

In this case we have

aG,σ =
(−ig)3

i6(2π)9

[∏
e∈E

∫ ∞

0

dEe
2|z⃗e|

ei(|z⃗e|+iϵ)Ee

][
3∏
i=1

e−iσiEix
0
i

]
×

× δ(E1 − E4 − E5)δ(−E2 + E4 + E6)δ(−E3 + E5 − E6). (5.86)

To resolve the delta functions we need to choose a set of linearly independent energies. We choose
E3, E4, E6, which gives as linearly dependent energies

E1 = E3 + E4 + E6, E2 = E4 + E6, E5 = E3 + E6. (5.87)

We see that our choice has the property of expressing the dependent energiesE1, E2, E5 as strictly pos-
itive sums of independent energiesE3, E4, E6. This is an important property that shall feature promi-
nently in our derivation. In order to achieve a diagrammatic understanding of this property, let us look
at the closed graph for this orientation. The closed graph is obtained from the original one by gathering
all external vertices into one special vertex ◦. For a graph G with an orientation σ, i.e. (G,σ), we
denote the associated closed digraph as (G,σ)◦. For our present triangle example from eq. (5.83), the
closed graph looks as follows:

. (5.88)

The condition that a proper energy-conserving flow exists on the original graph translates to a graph-
theoretical property of the closed graph, viz. the requirement that the closed graph is strongly connected.
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A digraph is strongly connected if we can reach each vertex from any other vertex by taking some
positively oriented route. The contribution of a digraph in FOPT will only be non-zero if the associated
closed graph is strongly connected. Furthermore, a strongly connected digraph has a unique set of
cycles. A cycle is defined as a subset of edges of an oriented graph that compose a positive-energy
oriented path starting at a vertex and coming back to that same vertex.

In the running example of the triangle, this graph has exactly three oriented cycles {p1, p2, p3} (de-
picted with coloured edges):

p1 : p2 : p3 : . (5.89)

Each of these three cycles has exactly one edge that is not contained in any other cycle. For p1, using
the original labels, it is e4. For p2, it is e3 and for p3, it is e6. This choice of edges gives exactly the
basis of energies that we used to write eq. (5.87), namelyE3, E4, E6. It turns out that for any strongly
connected orientation such a choice can be made. Furthermore, the three cycles above are canonical.
We can only find exactly these three cycles of the graph if we insist on the property of positive-energy
flow. This is in contrast to the usual covariant momentum representation, where we have many choices
to route the momenta through the diagram. In more mathematical terms, there is (up to permutation)
a unique basis of the first homology17 ofG◦ in which each basis vector is a simple, positively oriented
cycle. Opening up the ◦-vertex leads to an interpretation of the cycles p1, p2, p3 as three distinct paths
through the diagram that connect different external vertices,

−→

p1 p2 p3

(5.90)

With our chosen basis, we are now ready to solve the delta functions in eq. (5.86). Carrying out the
E1, E2, E5 integrals we obtain

aG,σ =
(−ig)3

i6(2π)9

[∫ ∞

0

dE3dE4dE6∏
e∈E 2|z⃗e|

]
eiE4(|z⃗1|+|z⃗2|+|z⃗4|+x02−x01+iϵ)×

× eiE3(|z⃗1|+|z⃗3|+|z⃗5|+x03−x01+iϵ)eiE6(|z⃗1|+|z⃗2|+|z⃗5|+|z⃗6|+x02−x01+iϵ) . (5.91)
The remaining integrations are readily performed, which gives

aG,σ =
(−ig)3

i6(2π)9
i3∏

e∈E 2|z⃗e|
1

(γp1 + x012 + iϵ)(γp2 + x013 + iϵ)(γp3 + x012 + iϵ)
(5.92)

where γp1 , γp2 , γp3 are the path lengths associated to the cycles p1, p2, p3,
γp1 = |z⃗1|+ |z⃗4|+ |z⃗2|,
γp2 = |z⃗1|+ |z⃗5|+ |z⃗3|,
γp3 = |z⃗1|+ |z⃗5|+ |z⃗6|+ |z⃗2|.

(5.93)

Eq. (5.92) is the full FOPT expression associated to the digraph (5.81).
17The first homology of a graph is the vector space spanned by all its loops.



150 QCD AND QFTS IN COORDINATE SPACE

5.2.3 Derivation of the general FOPT Feynman rules

Having discussed the triangle diagram in detail, we will proceed to the general derivation of the FOPT
Feynman rules [245].

Cauchy integrations

We will perform the integrals over the time components y0v of eq. (5.68) analytically via the residue
theorem. In fact, we are only interested in the partially integrated version aG ofAG which we already
discussed in the triangle example:

aG(x1, . . . , x|V ext|, y⃗1, . . . , y⃗|V int|) =
(−ig)|V int|

(2π)2|E|

[ ∏
v∈V int

∫
dy0v

]∏
e∈E

1

−z2e + iϵ
, (5.94)

with the relationAG(x1, . . . , x|V ext|) =
[∏

v∈V int

∫
d3y⃗v

]
aG(x1, . . . , x|V ext|, y⃗1, . . . , y⃗|V int|).

To perform the integration in eq. (5.94) in full generality, it is convenient to introduce some additional
notation. The edge displacement four-vectors zµe can be written as

zµe =
∑
v∈V int

Ee,v yµv +
∑
a∈V ext

Re,a x
µ
a , (5.95)

where Ee,v and Re,a are incidence matrices of the graph G. To calculate these matrices, we have to pick
some arbitrary orientation of the edges of the underlying graph and set Ee,v = +1 (−1) if the edge e is
directed away from (towards) the internal vertex v. A matrix entry Ee,v is 0 if the edge e is not incident
to the vertex v. The matrix Re,a is defined analogously, but only for external vertices labeled by the a
index. The initial choice of an orientation of the edges, which is necessary to define these matrices, is
arbitrary and the value of the integral in eq. (5.94) does not depend on this choice.

Slightly abusing the previous notation, we can introduce one auxiliary integration variable z0e for each
edge, fixed to be the time difference between its incident vertices,

aG =
(−ig)|V int|

(2π)2|E|

( ∏
v∈V int

∫
dy0v

)(∏
e∈E

∫ ∞

−∞
dz0e

δ (z0e − Ee,v y0v −Re,a x
0
a)

−z0e
2 + z⃗ 2

e + iϵ

)
, (5.96)

where we implicitly sum over the indices v and a in the argument of the delta function. We then again
use the integral representation of the δ function, δ(z) =

∫∞
−∞

dE
2π
eiEz (whereE is an auxiliary variable

with dimensions of energy), to arrive at

aG =
(−ig)|V int|

(2π)2|E|

( ∏
v∈V int

∫
dy0v

)(∏
e∈E

∫ ∞

−∞
dz0e
∫ ∞

−∞

dEe
2π

eiEe(z0e−Ee,v y0v−Re,a x0a)

−z0e
2 + z⃗ 2

e + iϵ

)
. (5.97)

Carrying out the z0e integrations using Cauchy’s theorem is now straightforward (see eq. (5.75)). It
gives rise to the sum of two terms that we will interpret as a positive (closing the contour in the upper
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half-plane) and a negative energy contribution (closing the contour in the lower half-plane):

aG =
(−ig)|V int|(−i)|E|

(2π)|E|

( ∏
v∈V int

∫
dy0v

)
×

×

[∏
e∈E

∫ ∞

−∞

dEe
2|z⃗e|

e−iEe(Ee,v y0v+Re,a x0a)
(
Θ(Ee)e

iEe(|z⃗e|+iϵ) +Θ(−Ee)e−iEe(|z⃗e|+iϵ)
)]
, (5.98)

where the iϵ can be dropped in the denominators as it only matters if z⃗e = 0, which is an end-point
singularity.

Energy flows and digraphs

We now interpret the different terms of the integral in eq. (5.98) (coming from expanding the product
over edges e) as corresponding to different energy flows and split the integral into 2|E| terms:

aG(x1, . . . , x|V ext|, y⃗1, . . . , y⃗|V int|) =
∑

σ∈{±1}|E|

aG,σ(x1, . . . , x|V ext|, y⃗1, . . . , y⃗|V int|) , (5.99)

where (with suppressed dependence on the arguments of aG,σ),

aG,σ =
(−ig)|V int|

(2π)|E|

∫ [ ∏
v∈V int

dy0v

][∏
e∈E

∫ ∞

−∞

dEe
2i|z⃗e|

eiEe(−Ee,v y0v−Re,a x0a+σe(|z⃗e|+iϵ))Θ(σeEe)

]
.

(5.100)
We can identify the y0v integrations with Fourier representations of the δ function. These δ functions
give rise to energy conservation constraints at each internal vertex and cast aG,σ into the form

aG,σ =
(−2πig)|V

int|

(2π)|E|

∫ ∏
e∈E

[
dEe
2i|z⃗e|

eiEe(−Re,a x0a+σe(|z⃗e|+iϵ))Θ(σeEe)

] ∏
v∈V int

δ

(∑
e∈E

Ee Ee,v

)
.

(5.101)
The change of variables σeEe → Ee resolves the Θ function, and because σ2

e = 1 we get

aG,σ =
(−2πig)|V

int|

(2π)|E|

∫
R|E|
+

∏
e∈E

[
dEe
2i|z⃗e|

eiEe(−σeRe,a x0a+|z⃗e|+iϵ)
] ∏
v∈V int

δ

(∑
e∈E

σeEe Ee,v

)
, (5.102)

where we integrate over all positive energiesEe. Note that theσe only appears in front of incidence ma-
trices Ee,v or Re,a. Changing the sign of some e-indexed row in these incidence matrices just changes
the previously chosen arbitrary orientation by inverting the direction of the e-th edge. It is clear that
the starting orientation does not matter, as we eventually sum over all orientations by reversing each
edge in all possible ways. Therefore, we can forget about the σe-sums and sum over all different over-
all orientations of the graph instead by always changing the E and R-matrices accordingly. Such an
orientation of the graph shall be denoted by σ, in the obvious way. For each orientation σ, we have
different E and R-matrices. The data of the integrand is therefore combinatorially encoded in the
graphGwith an assigned orientation σ. As before we will denote the resulting digraph as (G,σ). We
can thus rewrite the integral in eq. (5.102) as

aG,σ =
(−2πig)|V

int|

(2π)|E|

∫
R|E|
+

[∏
e∈E

dEe
2i|z⃗e|

eiEe(−Rσ
e,a x

0
a+|z⃗e|+iϵ)

] ∏
v∈V int

δ

(∑
e∈E

Ee Eσ
e,v

)
, (5.103)
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where we absorbed the entire dependence on σ into the incidence matrices. That means Eσ
e,v is +1 if

under the orientation σ the edge e is pointing away from the vertex v, −1 if it points towards v and 0
if e is not incident to v; Rσ

e,a is defined analogously.

Standard symmetry factor arguments also allow us to rewrite eq. (5.99) as

aG(x1, . . . , x|V ext|, y⃗1, . . . , y⃗|V int|)

SymG
=
∑
⟨σ⟩

aG,σ(x1, . . . , x|V ext|, y⃗1, . . . , y⃗|V int|)

Sym(G,σ)
, (5.104)

where we sum over all nonequivalent orientationsσ of the graphG. Sym(G,σ) is the symmetry factor
of the digraph (G,σ). The calculation of a digraph symmetry factor, Sym(G,σ), is the same as for
covariant diagrams if all edges were associated to charged particles.

There is a positive-energy flow on each edge of the graph in the dictated direction, which is conserved
at each vertex by the δ-functions in eq. (5.103). Due to this conservation law, not all possible orien-
tations of a graph give a non-trivial contribution as we illustrated in detail in the last section and will
expand upon next.

Canonical cycle basis and admissible paths

x1

x2

x3

x|V ext|

x|V ext|−1

x|V ext|−2

• • •G

→

• • •G◦

Figure 5.12: Illustration of the closed graph G◦ that is obtained after joining all external vertices at the
artificial vertex ◦.

Recall that for each graph G we can form the associated closed graph G◦ by joining all the external
vertices into a new vertex ◦. This process is illustrated in Figure 5.12 and works analogously for di-
graphs. A digraph is strongly connected if there is a positively oriented path between any ordered pair of
vertices [264, Ch. 10]. Such a strongly connected digraph comes with a canonical cycle basis, which we
can find as follows: start with some directed edge e(1)1 pointing from some vertex va to another vertex
vb. If va = vb, we have a tadpole cycle, which we take as one of our canonical base cycles. If we assume
that va ̸= vb, then, by strong connectivity, there must be some oriented path in (G,σ)◦ that we can
follow to go back from vb to va in a full oriented cycle. Moreover, we can require that such a cycle
consisting of a set of edges p = {e(p)

1 , e
(p)
2 , . . .} does not visit any vertex twice. We can pick such a

path and declare it to be our first independent oriented cycle p1. Next, we pick some edge that was not
in this first cycle and construct another closed oriented cycle that contains this edge. For this second
cycle p2 we are allowed to revisit edges that have been in p1, but clearly p1 ̸= p2 as p2 contains at least
one edge that has not been in p1. Continuing this, we start again with another edge that has neither
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been visited by the oriented cycle p1, nor p2, to find a third cycle and so on until no edges are left. In
each step, we are guaranteed to find a closed oriented cycle by the strong connectivity requirement.
The remarkable observation is that the resulting set of cycles p1, . . . , pL is unique up to renumbering
of the path labels. In the sense that, no matter in what order the edge numbering is chosen, the same
set of cycles appears.

The contribution of the directed graph (G,σ) to eq. (5.99) will only be non-zero if the associated
closed digraph (G,σ)◦ is strongly connected. We will denote the canonical cycle basis of the closed
digraph (G,σ)◦ as Γ = {p1, . . . , p|Γ|} where we omit the explicit reference to the digraph (G,σ) if
it is clear from the context. Opening up the closed graph again, gives rise to a set of paths in the (open)
digraph (G,σ). In this context we will also call the elements of Γ the set of admissible paths of (G,σ).
Note that every admissible path is either a completely internal and closed cycle in G, which does not
pass any external vertex, or it is a path that starts and ends at external vertices without passing another
external vertex in-between. We will call such open paths routes through the graph.

Since the graph (G,σ)◦ has |V int| + 1 vertices including the special vertex ◦, and |E| edges, one can
conclude, using the graph’s Euler characteristic, that the digraph has at most |E| − |V int| − 1 + 1 =
|E| − |V int| independent cycles. That means there are |E| − |V int| admissible paths of the digraph
(G,σ). The energy integral in eq. (5.103) is effectively |E|− |V int| dimensional, due to the |V int| delta
functions. This calculation suggests therefore that we can associate each admissible path of (G,σ)
with an independent energy integration.

Just as in the momentum space loop integral case, we can resolve the δ functions in eq. (5.103) by
introducing one integration variableEp for each admissible path p ∈ Γ.

The delta functions are resolved with the choice of coordinates

Ee =
∑
p∈Γ

s.t. e∈p

Ep , (5.105)

where we sum over all admissible paths of (G,σ), that contain the edge e. This is still analogous to
the loop momentum integral case, except for the fact that we have a dictated orientation that we need
to follow in our cycles. Using these energy variables in eq. (5.103) resolves the delta functions and
gives

aG,σ =
(−2πig)|V

int|

(2πi)|E|

∫
R|Γ|
+

∏
p∈Γ

dEp

[∏
e∈E

1

2|z⃗e|

]
exp

i∑
e∈E

∑
p∈Γ

s.t. e∈p

Ep
(
−Rσ

e,a x
0
a + |z⃗e|+ iϵ

) .

(5.106)

Recall that there is an implicit summation over a. Changing the order of summation in the exponential
renders integration in the remaining energy variables straightforward, and gives a product of trivial
oscillatory integrals

aG,σ =
(−2πig)|V

int|

(2πi)|E|

[∏
e∈E

1

2|z⃗e|

]∏
p∈Γ

∫ ∞

0

dEp exp

(
iEp

∑
e∈p

(
−Rσ

e,a x
0
a + |z⃗e|+ iϵ

))
. (5.107)
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We can now perform the Ep integrations. The boundary term at infinity is going to vanish by the
ϵ > 0 assumption. The final expression for the FOPT representation of a digraph (G,σ) is remarkably
simple and amounts to

aG,σ =
(2πg)|V

int|

(−2π)|E|

[∏
e∈E

1

2|z⃗e|

]∏
p∈Γ

1∑
e∈p
(
−Rσ

e,a x
0
a + |z⃗e|+ iϵ

) . (5.108)

The term Rσ
e,a x

0
a is only non-zero if the admissible path p goes from external to external vertex. It

can be identified with the time difference of the two corresponding vertices. The other term in the
denominator is the total Euclidean path length of the admissible path. We will discuss this entirely
combinatorial formula in the next section.

5.2.4 FOPT Feynman rules
The procedure illustrated in the last subsection generalizes to all Feynman diagrams. It provides an
alternative perturbative decomposition of correlation functions as

Γ(x1, ..., x|V ext|) =
〈
0|T (φ(x1) · · ·φ(x|V ext|))|0

〉
=
∑
(G,σ)

1

Sym(G,σ)
AG,σ(x1, . . . , x|V ext|), (5.109)

where we sum over all topologically different digraphs (G,σ), i.e. graphsG from the given scalar QFT
with a specified energy flow orientation on the propagators. Note that in contrast to ‘old-fashioned’,
or time-ordered perturbation theory, where each covariant integral is replaced by |V int|! time-ordered
integrals, we get at most 2|E| energy-flow-oriented integrals in our coordinate-space approach.

By eq. (5.104), the FOPT Feynman rules provide a way of decomposing an individual covariant Feyn-
man integral into its different flow-oriented components:

1

SymG
AG(x1, . . . , x|V ext|) =

∑
⟨σ⟩

1

Sym(G,σ)
AG,σ(x1, . . . , x|V ext|), (5.110)

where we sum over all nonequivalent ways to orient the graphG via σ.

An integral expression for AG,σ(x1, . . . , x|V ext|) can be found using the following, entirely combina-
torial recipe:

1. AG,σ = 0 if the closed directed graph (G,σ)◦ is not strongly connected.

2. Multiply by a factor of −ig for each interaction vertex.

3. For each edge e of G multiply by a factor −i
(8π2)|z⃗e| where z⃗e = y⃗v − y⃗u and y⃗v, y⃗u are the coor-

dinates of the internal or external vertices to which the edge e is incident.

4. For each admissible path p of (G,σ) (i.e. for each cycle in the canonical cycle basis of (G,σ)◦)
multiply by a factor of i/ (γp + τp + iϵ) , where

γp =
∑
e∈p

|z⃗e| (5.111)
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is the sum over all edge lengths that are in the cycle and τp is either the time passed between the
starting and ending external vertices of the path, or zero if the cycle does not go through the ◦
vertex.

5. For each internal vertex v of the graph G integrate over three-dimensional space
∫

d3y⃗v and
multiply by 2π.

Note that the iϵ can be dropped for cycles that do not go through the special vertex◦ as the denominator
is only positive and the corresponding pole is an end-point singularity.

We can summarize these Feynman rules as follows. For a given digraph (G,σ) with cycle basis Γ,
where all interaction vertices inG are internal vertices and vice-versa, we have

AG,σ(x1, . . . , x|V ext|) =
(2πg)|V

int|

(−4π2)|E|

( ∏
v∈V int

∫
d3y⃗v

)(∏
e∈E

1

2|z⃗e|

)∏
p∈Γ

1

γp + τp + iϵ
. (5.112)

5.2.5 A simple example: The self-energy graph

We now treat the simple example of the bubble (self-energy) graph to show the use of the FOPT Feyn-
man rules. It will also show how UV singularities are conveniently isolated in FOPT. The graph is

(5.113)

The traditional coordinate-space Feynman integral associated to this diagram reads,

AG(x1, x2) =
(−ig)2

(4π2)4

∫
d4y1d4y2

1

−z21 + iϵ

1

−z22 + iϵ

1

−z23 + iϵ

1

−z24 + iϵ
. (5.114)

The symmetry factor of the graph is 2, because we can exchange both edges of the bubble without
altering eq. (5.114). Adding the ◦ vertex that joins the external vertices results in the closed graph

(5.115)
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There are 12 topologically distinguishable ways to give an orientation to the edges of this graph:

(5.116)

Note that we are not allowed to permute the edges that are incident to the ◦ vertex as this would
correspond to a permutation of the external vertices of the original graph. We can think of the ◦
vertex and the edges that are incident to it as fixed while computing the symmetry factor. The edge-
oriented graphs (1), (3), (4), (6), (7), (9), (10), (12) have therefore a symmetry factor of 2 and the
other graphs have a trivial symmetry factor of 1. Of these directed graphs only (1), (2), (8) and (9)
are strongly connected as one can easily check. In the remaining directed graphs, we can always find
a vertex (including ◦) that has only in-going or out-going incident edges. These graphs are forbidden
as a consequence of energy conservation and positivity. At this point it is good to remark that there
are also non-strongly connected graphs that do not have a vertex with only in- or out-going incident
edges. Examples are graphs that consist of two cycles, each with positive cyclic energy flow, which are
connected by edges only pointing from cycle 1 to cycle 2.

The closed directed graph (1) has two independent cycles, 314 and 324, with the edge numbering as
indicated in (5.115),

(5.117)

Both cycles pass the ◦ vertex. We find by the FOPT Feynman rules from sect. 5.2.4 that

AG,σ(1)
(x1, x2) =

(2πg)2

(8π2)4

∫ d3y⃗1d3y⃗2
|z⃗1||z⃗2||z⃗3||z⃗4|

1

|z⃗3|+ |z⃗1|+ |z⃗4|+ τ + iϵ

1

|z⃗3|+ |z⃗2|+ |z⃗4|+ τ + iϵ
,

(5.118)

where we defined τ = x02 − x01. The graph (2) has the independent cycles 314 and 12. The latter cycle
does not pass the ◦ vertex. Therefore,

AG,σ(2)
(x1, x2) =

(2πg)2

(8π2)4

∫ d3y⃗1d3y⃗2
|z⃗1||z⃗2||z⃗3||z⃗4|

1

|z⃗3|+ |z⃗1|+ |z⃗4|+ τ + iϵ

1

|z⃗1|+ |z⃗2|
. (5.119)
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For the graph G we have z⃗1 = z⃗2. By changing integration variables from y⃗1, y⃗2 to y⃗1, z⃗1 = y⃗2 − y⃗1,
we find that

AG,σ(2)
(x1, x2) =

(2πg)2

(8π2)4

∫ d3y⃗1d3z⃗1
|z⃗3||z⃗4|

1

|z⃗3|+ |z⃗1|+ |z⃗4|+ τ + iϵ

1

2|z⃗1|3
. (5.120)

Basic power counting reveals that the integrand features a logarithmic UV singularity for z⃗1 → 0,
just like in momentum space. The cycle that loops between the vertices y⃗1 and y⃗2 is associated to such
a singularity. The intuitive explanation of this in the FOPT formalism is that the energy that flows
through this cycle is unbounded and can lead to a UV divergence18.

The directed graph (8) has exactly the inverted orientation of (2). Therefore

AG,σ(8)
(x1, x2) =

(2πg)2

(8π2)4

∫ d3y⃗1d3y⃗2
|z⃗1||z⃗2||z⃗3||z⃗4|

1

|z⃗3|+ |z⃗1|+ |z⃗4| − τ + iϵ

1

|z⃗1|+ |z⃗2|
. (5.121)

Analogously the graph (9) has the inverted orientation of (1)

AG,σ(9)
(x1, x2) =

=
(2πg)2

(8π2)4

∫ d3y⃗1d3y⃗2
|z⃗1||z⃗2||z⃗3||z⃗4|

1

|z⃗3|+ |z⃗1|+ |z⃗4| − τ + iϵ

1

|z⃗3|+ |z⃗2|+ |z⃗4| − τ + iϵ
.

(5.122)

Observe that inverting the complete orientation only results in a sign change of all external time dif-
ferences. By collecting the overall and individual symmetry factors, we have

1

2
A(x1, x2) =

1

2
AG,σ(1)

+ AG,σ(2)
+ AG,σ(8)

+
1

2
AG,σ(9)

. (5.123)

The digraphs (G,σ(2)) and (G,σ(8)) feature UV singularities, as expected asG is a UV singular graph
inD = 4; the other contributions are finite.

5.2.6 Singularities in FOPT and a novel representation of the S-matrix
In our publication [245] the UV and IR singularities of FOPT diagrams are thoroughly analyzed. The
UV divergences were there found to match the ones expected in the covariant formulation if the sub-
graphs generating divergences are strongly connected. On the other hand, the analysis of IR and finite
distance singularities pointed towards the need of focusing on the S-matrix in the FOPT represen-
tation, since no previously known results were reproduced (the ones in [243] and momentum space
results). The details of this representation of the S-matrix are beyond the scope of this thesis and we
quote here the main benefits of it. For this representation one Fourier transforms the FOPT contribut-
ing amplitude with respect to the external points of the diagrams to express them in momentum space
(this is needed for computing cross sections from theS-matrix). The resultingS-matrix is expressed in
a hybrid representation, it is hybrid in the sense that external kinematics are given in momentum space
while internal integrations are performed in three-dimensional coordinate space. It happens that the
hybrid S-matrix depends on the Fourier transform of the well studied flow polytope. The appearance

18We do not address the issue of regularization of divergent FOPT graphs in this thesis. We comment on possible ap-
proaches to UV renormalization in the summary.
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of this polytope’s Fourier transform nicely explains the cancellation of spurious singularities of this
representation. Furthermore, IR singularities in this representation have a factorization property on a
diagram per diagram basis.

To finish this section we present a peculiar feature of the FOPT in the context of unitarity-cut integrals,
Cutkowsky’s theorem [265] and the Largest Time equation [262]. It happens that both virtual and real
corrections to a certain process can be put all under the same integral sign, which is the whole effort
of Loop Tree Duality (LTD) in momentum space [266, 267, 268, 269], in order to show the manifest
cancellation of IR divergences.

5.2.7 Unitarity, cut integrals and Cutkosky’s Theorem
The FOPT representation that we presented above in sect. 5.2 takes an interesting form for unitarity-
cut based phase space integrals. In this subsection, we discuss this viewpoint along the lines of a classic
exposition of phase space integrals focused on the largest time equation [262]. The result is also re-
lated to Cutkosky’s theorem [265]. This FOPT-cut representation has some remarkable properties.
For instance the integrals associated to virtual and real corrections turn out to have the same integral
measure. Hence, the following considerations might be useful to pursue explicit computations of phase
space integrals with manifest cancellation of real and virtual singularities (which is the aim of LTD in
momentum space). Here, we briefly present this FOPT-based representation of cut integrals.

Given a subset of vertices V ⊂ VG of a graph G, the subgraph induced from V is the subgraph of G
that contains all edges whose both end-vertices lie in V . A cut C of a Feynman graph Γ partitions the
verticesVG into two partsV☼, V such that the respective induced subgraphs with edgesE☼, E from
both parts are connected and each part contains at least one external vertex. The edges that have one
end in V☼ and one in V are cut edges, EC. Intuitively, we think of energy flowing from the ☼-side to
the -side (just as in the largest time equation).

A cut propagator is given by

∆±(z) =

∫ d4p

(2π)4
2πδ(p2)θ(±p0)e−ip·z = − 1

(2π)2

(
1

(z0 ∓ iϵ)2 − |z⃗ |2

)
.

It follows, from the largest time equation of Veltman [262], that the real part19 of a Feynman integral
can be expressed in terms of a sum over cut integrals:

AG(x1, . . . , x|V ext|) + A∗
G(x1, . . . , x|V ext|) = −

∑
cuts C ofG

AG,C(x1, . . . , x|V ext|) , (5.124)

where the cut integralsAG,C(x1, . . . , x|V ext|) are given by the expression

AG,C(x1, . . . , x|V ext|) =

= (−ig)|V
int
☼

|(ig)|V
int


|

( ∏
v∈V int

∫
d4yv

)∏
e∈E☼

∆F (ze)

(∏
e∈EC

∆+(ze)

)∏
e∈E

∆∗
F (ze)

 .

(5.125)
19Due to an extra conventional factor of i, this real part of the integral contributes to the imaginary part of the Feynman

amplitude.
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In contrast to the original Feynman integral, the propagators on the cut are replaced with the positive
frequency∆+ cut propagator and the Feynman propagators on the-side of the cut are replaced with
the complex conjugate Feynman propagator.

We have the following expressions for the Fourier transform of the coordinate space propagator∫ ∞

−∞
dz0eeiEez0e∆+(ze) = − 1

(2π)2

∫ ∞

−∞
dz0e

eiEez0e

(z0e − iϵ)2 − z⃗2e
=

= − 1

(2π)2

∫ ∞

−∞
dz0e

eiEez0e

2|z⃗e|

(
1

z0e − |z⃗e| − iϵ
− 1

z0e + |z⃗e| − iϵ

)
=

= − 1

(2π)2
2πi

2|z⃗e|
θ(Ee)

(
eiEe(|z⃗e|+iϵ) − eiEe(−|z⃗e|+iϵ)

)
, (5.126)

with the analogous Cauchy integrals∫ ∞

−∞
dz0eeiEez0e∆F (ze) = − 1

(2π)2
2πi

2|z⃗e|
(
θ(Ee)e

iEe(|z⃗e|+iϵ) + θ(−Ee)e−iEe(|z⃗e|+iϵ)
)
,∫ ∞

−∞
dz0eeiEez0e∆∗

F (ze) = − 1

(2π)2
−2πi

2|z⃗e|
(
θ(Ee)e

iEe(−|z⃗e|+iϵ) + θ(−Ee)e−iEe(−|z⃗e|+iϵ)
)
.

(5.127)

Repeating the derivation in sect. 5.2.3, now for the cut integral in eq. (5.125), while using the Fourier
transforms of the respective propagators, results in a representation of a cut integral as a sum over
FOPT-cut integrals.

FOPT Feynman rules for cut integrals

The result is the following set of FOPT-cut integral Feynman rules for a digraph (G,σ) with a cut
C.

1. The integral vanishes if the closed directed graph (G,σ)◦ is not strongly connected or if the
admissible paths on the cut do not go from the ☼-side to the -side of the graph.

2. Multiply a factor of −ig (ig) for each ☼-side (-side) interaction vertex.

3. For each internal vertex v ∈ V int of the digraph (G,σ) integrate over 3-dimensional space with
the measure 2π

∫
d3y⃗v .

4. For each edge e of the graph multiply a factor of ∓i
8π2|z⃗e| with a − sign for a ☼-side or a cut edge,

and a + sign for a -side edge.

5. For each entirely uncut directed path, pℓ, of (G,σ)◦ multiply a factor of
i∑

e∈pℓ
|z⃗e|+ τpℓ + iϵ

if pℓ consists entirely of ☼-side edges

i

−
∑

e∈pℓ
|z⃗e|+ τpℓ + iϵ

if pℓ consists entirely of -side edges

where the sum in the denominator goes over all edges that are in the admissible path pℓ and τpℓ
is the time difference that has passed between extremes of the path if it passes through the ◦
vertex, or zero if the admissible path does not go through the ◦ vertex, i.e. is a cycle.
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6. For each directed admissible path pℓ of (G,σ)◦ that passes the cut C, multiply a factor of

−2i|z⃗eC |(∑
e∈p☼ℓ

|z⃗e| −
∑

e∈pℓ
|z⃗e|+ τpℓ + iϵ

)2
− z⃗ 2

eC

,

where we sum over the uncut ☼-side and -side edges in pℓ, p☼
ℓ and p

ℓ , and where eC denotes
the unique edge of the admissible path that is on the cut. The edge is unique because, once the
path passes over the cut edge, the energy cannot flow back through the cut.

Example

We consider the cut integrals associated to the following graph.

(5.128)

Note that x1 and x2 are both external and interaction vertices. The associated closed graph is

(5.129)

and we have the following three different admissible cuts as permutations of the internal vertices result
in topologically indistinguishable graphs (remember that each cut subdiagram must contain on of the
external vertices),

☼


☼  ☼  . (5.130)
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In addition to the positivity requirements, only energy flows from ☼ to  are allowed on cut edges.
Therefore only the following energy flows are compatible with the cuts and the positive energy re-
quirement:

(5.131)

(1a) (1b) (1c)

(5.132)

(2b) (2c)

In the depiction above, each row features only one orientation of the graph and each column a possible
cut. In this example, there are only two admissible paths that are compatible with a cut. The cut diagram
(1a) has the following three routes

−→

(1a) p1 p2 p3

Hence, applying the FOPT-cut Feynman rules from above to the cut diagram (1a) results in the fol-
lowing expression

A(σ,C)(1a) = −8
(2π)2g4

(8π2)5

∫ d3y⃗1d3y⃗2
|z⃗1||z⃗2||z⃗3||z⃗4||z⃗5|

× |z⃗2|
(−|z⃗3|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

2

|z⃗5|
(|z⃗1| − |z⃗3|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

5

|z⃗4|
(|z⃗1|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

4

.

(5.133)

where we accounted for the admissible paths through the cut, 23, 153 and 14 via the appropriate de-
nominators, and τ = x02 − x01. Analogously, applying the Feynman rules to the FOPT-cut graphs (1b)
and (1c) results in

A(σ,C)(1b) = 8
(2π)2g4

(8π2)5

∫ d3y⃗1d3y⃗2
|z⃗1||z⃗2||z⃗3||z⃗4||z⃗5|

×

× |z⃗1|
(−|z⃗4|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

1

|z⃗1|
(−|z⃗5| − |z⃗3|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

1

|z⃗2|
(−|z⃗3|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

2

,

(5.134)

A(σ,C)(1c)(x1, x2) = −8
(2π)2g4

(8π2)5

∫ d3y⃗1d3y⃗2
|z⃗1||z⃗2||z⃗3||z⃗4||z⃗5|

×

× |z⃗4|
(|z⃗1|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

4

|z⃗3|
(|z⃗1|+ |z⃗5|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

3

|z⃗3|
(|z⃗2|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

3

.

(5.135)
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These three FOPT-cut integrals all correspond to the same directed graph with different cuts on it.
Each integrand features three factors in the denominator, which each corresponding to a unique route
from the left-most to the right-most vertex.

For the other possible flow orientations of the graph, we only have two routes through the diagram
and one closed cyclic energy flow:

A(σ,C)(2b)(x1, x2) = −4
(2π)2g4

(8π2)5

∫ d3y⃗1d3y⃗2
|z⃗1||z⃗2||z⃗3||z⃗4||z⃗5|

×

× |z⃗1|
(−|z⃗5| − |z⃗3|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

1

|z⃗2|
(−|z⃗3|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

2

1

−|z⃗5| − |z⃗3| − |z⃗4|
,

(5.136)

A(σ,C)(2c)(x1, x2) = 4
(2π)2g4

(8π2)5

∫ d3y⃗1d3y⃗2
|z⃗1||z⃗2||z⃗3||z⃗4||z⃗5|

×

× |z⃗4|
(|z⃗1|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

4

|z⃗3|
(|z⃗1|+ |z⃗5|+ τ + iϵ)2 − z⃗ 2

3

1

|z⃗2|+ |z⃗5|+ |z⃗1|
.

(5.137)

The energy-flow-oriented cut graph (2b) has the cycle 534 and the graph (2c) the cycle 152.

Even though, e.g., (1a) and both (1b) and (1c) have differently sized cuts, the corresponding inte-
grands are of the same dimension. This is a convenient situation from the perspective of the numerical
evaluation of these integrals, as we can put all (1a), (1b) and (1c) under the same integral sign. We
expect IR singularities to cancel locally in our proposed representation, but we postpone the detailed
analysis of this conjecture to a future work.

5.2.8 Summary
In this section we have presented the general derivation of a novel representation of Feynman dia-
grams in terms of energy flows, which we called Flow Oriented Perturbation Theory (Which is related
to Lightcone Ordered Perturbation theory [270]). This representation is interesting by itself and has
several promising features such as per diagram IR factorization at the level of theS-matrix among oth-
ers (see [245] for details). It will be the topic of future work to extend this treatment to D dimensions
in order to be able to regularize UV divergences as well as exploring the cancellation of IR divergences
when summing real and virtual corrections in FOPT.



General Summary

In this thesis we have covered various relevant topics in Quantum Field Theories and their application
to the Phenomenology of Particle Physics. We hope to have illustrated the wide range of applicability
of QFTs for unraveling the structure of matter and Nature’s forces, as well as systematizing the quest
for new physics.

Objectives

The goal of this dissertation was to work out different aspects of quantum field theory, particularly in
non-perturbative but also in perturbative regimes, applied to the intellectual construction that is the
Standard Model, but also its extension via effective field theories.

The following are practical contributions that we wanted to develop for different subfields:

• Qualitatively assess why the SM might have its specific symmetries.

• Propose observables to experimentally distinguish Electroweak Effective Field Theories at ac-
celerators.

• Extrapolate eventual beyond the SM LHC data (low energies) to new physics resonant regions
(high energies) with controlled uncertainties.

• Study QCD precision (high energy) calculations in coordinate space.

Methodology

The methodology used throughout this thesis is based on the application of mathematical analysis to
the Quantum Field Theory framework. More specifically, this thesis combines both analytical and
numerical methods to address the various objectives.

Results

• Combining perturbative and non-perturbative QCD, we have studied the dynamical mass gen-
eration of fermions charged under large Lie groups and shown they acquire large masses (under
mild hypotheses) that might push them above the observed spectrum.

• We have shown how chiral symmetry breaking structures of the non-perturbative qq̄g vertex
seem to be dominant at the production threshold of qq̄ pairs that trigger meson decays.
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• We have elucidated, from a simple analytical criterion, the correlations that Standard Model EFT
(SMEFT) induces into Higgs EFT (HEFT) parameters. We have assessed how to experimentally
test these correlations, obtaining the amplitudes and cross sections for the relevant processes.

• To extend this EFTs beyond the lowest energy range (few hundreds of GeV), we have system-
atized the theory uncertainties of unitarization with the Inverse Amplitude Method (IAM).

• We have explicitly computed jet functions in coordinate space. We have also explored novel ways
of working with perturbation theory. In particular we have derived a new approach to Feynman
amplitudes called Flow-Oriented Perturbation Theory (FOPT).

Conclusions

In chapter 1 we have introduced the status of Particle Physics Phenomenology and the main features
of the Standard Model (SM): its forces and matter content. There, we have discussed the experiments
that are at odds with it and also several other reasons that point to the possibility that the SM is not a
complete theory for Nature’s particle interactions.

Chapter 2, introduced the theoretical framework of this thesis. We reviewed the basic and fundamental
definitions of Quantum Field Theories (QFTs): the gauge principle, quantization, the S-matrix and
cross sections. Then, we focused our attention on both the perturbative and non-perturbative regimes
of QFTs and more specifically QCD. In subsection 2.4.4 we used both regimes (perturbation theory at
two loops and Dyson-Schwinger equations (DSEs)) in order to partially answer the question: “Why does
the SM have such specific symmetries?”, finding that big Lie groups generate to much mass (from a Grand
Unification scale) to be observed at current accelerators. In this chapter we also studied in section 2.5
the topic of Confinement and briefly introduced some of its partial explanations. This DSEs can also be
used to describe the main features of QCD’s confining properties. Finally, in this chapter we introduced
the main features of Effective Field Theories (EFTs) and more specifically Chiral Perturbation Theory
(ChPT), which is very useful for both hadron and beyond the SM electroweak physics.

We discuss physics beyond the SM, but instead of looking for specific models to complete it, in chap-
ter 3 we studied its EFT extensions of the Electroweak Symmetry Breaking Sector. This is interesting
for the quest of new physics since it belongs to the most uncharted ones in the SM, with many pa-
rameters still unconstrained. To extend this sector, two effective field theories have been recently put
forward: the SMEFT and the HEFT. It happens that SMEFT is a special case of HEFT, as can be shown
by powerful geometric methods. However, in order to stay close to accelerator physics, we have de-
rived simpler and analytical conditions on a HEFT Lagrangian in order to be expressed in the SMEFT
language. These conditions produce testable correlations on parameters that are accessible at exper-
iments such as LHC’s ATLAS and CMS or future accelerators, these correlations can be assessed in
processes involving several Higgs bosons. For these we have obtained amplitudes and cross sections
whose measurement will help distinguishing between SMEFT and HEFT frameworks.

To extrapolate eventual low energy data to higher energies and predict resonant new physics, in chapter
4 we have analyzed the most promising unitarization extension of the EFTs and its uncertainties. These
uncertainties were not analyzed before. It is crucial to control them since, once LHC data suggests a
new physics scale, we need to assess the uncertainty on the prediction to see if the new physics may be
within the reach of a future accelerator. In this chapter we have consistently systematized the analysis
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of the method’s uncertainties, using hadron physics as an experimental “handle” (since data is known
here), based on the universality of ChPT. Our hope is that this type of analyses start to be generalized
when analyzing experimental data.

Finally, in chapter 5 we have laid out our contribution to perturbation theory with a study of QFTs from
the coordinate space viewpoint. In section 5.1 we have, after introducing the topic of factorization of
infrared (IR) singularities in both momentum and coordinate spaces, explicitly obtained expressions
for the jet functions in coordinate space, comparing the results to known momentum space results.
In section 5.2 we have introduced a novel approach to coordinate space QFT amplitudes. This ap-
proach, which we called Flow Oriented Perturbation Theory (FOPT) produces a nice picture of Feyn-
man graphs in terms of energy flows on the diagram and has very promising features regarding the
cancellation and factorization of IR singularities in Feynman amplitudes.



Appendices

A.1 Schwarz’s lemma incomplexanalysis and its corollaries

This brief appendix provides a short overview of Schwarz’s lemma, which we quickly use to demon-
strate the corollary of interest for subsection 3.7.1. Again, the idea is whether the image set under F
includes or not a disk around F = 1 large enough to encompass the origin F = 0. The second corol-
lary below gives a sufficient condition for this to be true. The point h∗ which is the preimage of F = 0
is the symmetric point around which the SMEFT expansion can be constructed. If the conditions of
the second corollary are met, we know that F will be analytic in a region broad enough to guarantee
the power-expansion.

To start, take a diskDz(0, 1) around the origin in the preimage complex space (in our application, the
extension h → z of the singlet Higgs field to be a complex variable). Second, Df (0, 1) is a disk in the
image complex space (also extending F → f ∈ C), both disks having radius 1 and being centered
around 0 as the notation indicates. We can then state the lemma [271] as follows.

A.1.1 Schwarz’s Lemma

Let f : Dz(0, 1) → Df (0, 1) be holomorphic with f(0) = 0. Then |f(z)| ≤ |z| and |f ′(0)| ≤ 1.
Furthermore, if |f(z0)| = |z0| for some z0 ∈ Dz(0, 1), then |f(z)| = 1 ∀z ∈ D(0, 1).

Proof Given those f(0) and f ′(0), write f(z) = zg(z): g is also holomorphic. Take r < 1, if
|z| = r we have that |g(z)| = |f(z)|

r
and hence |g(z)| = |f(z)|

r
≤ 1

r
(since the image of f is Df (0, 1)).

The inequality |g(z)| ≤ 1
r

is satisfied for all z ∈ D̄(0, r) thanks to the Maximum modulus principle
(if f is a holomorphic function, then the modulus |f | cannot exhibit a strict local maximum that is in
the interior of the domain of f ). This means that if g(z0) = 1/r, that is, it reaches its maximum for
some z0 satisfying |z0| < r, then the function g must be a constant (and the maximum is reached at the
boundary anyway). Now, taking the limit r → 1 from the left we obtain |g(z)| ≤ 1 and consequently
|f(z)| ≤ |z| for all z ∈ Dz(0, 1).

Noticing that f ′(z) = g(z) + zg′(z) it is immediate to prove that |f ′(0)| ≤ 1.

166
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A.1.2 Corollaries
First Corollary Let f : Dz(0, 1) → Df (0,M) analytic such that f(0) = 0 and |f ′(0)| = 1.
Then we will have that M ≥ 1 and Df (0,

√
2

(
√
2+1)(

√
2+2)M

) ⊂ f(Dz(0, 1)) ( the open disc of radius
√
2

(
√
2+1)(

√
2+2)M

is contained in the image through f of the open unit disc).

Proof Thanks to Schwarz’s lemma we know that M ≥ 1 since otherwise |f ′(0)| < 1. We can then
write f as

f(z) := z +
∞∑
n=2

anz
n (A.1)

The triangular inequality of the complex norm yields

|z| = |f(z)−
∞∑
n=2

anz
n| ≤ |f(z)|+ |

∞∑
n=2

anz
n| . (A.2)

Choosing to evaluate with |zM | := 1
αM

with α > 1, we find

|f(zM)| ≥ |zM | − |
∞∑
n=2

anz
n
M | ≥ |zM | −

∞∑
n=2

|an||zM |n =
1

αM
−

∞∑
n=2

|an|
(αM)n

. (A.3)

Thanks to Cauchy’s estimates (cancelling factorials) we know that for all r < 1, |an| ≤ M
rn

and hence
|an| ≤M ; we may take the worst bound with r → 1. Then,

|f(zM)| ≥ 1

αM
−M

∞∑
n=2

1

(αM)n
=

1

αM
− M

(αM)2
1

1− 1
αM

=
1

αM

(
1− M

αM − 1

)
, (A.4)

(having reconstructed the geometric series). Now, since M ≥ 1 and we have taken α > 1 we have
that

1

αM

(
1− 1

α− 1/M

)
≥ 1

αM

(
1− 1

α− 1

)
=

1

M

( α− 2

α2 − α

)
, (A.5)

giving the highest lower bound for α = 2 +
√
2. Hence, taking |zM | = 1

(2+
√
2)M

, we have

|f(zM)| ≥
√
2(√

2 + 1
) (√

2 + 2
)
M

. (A.6)

We now proceed to prove that the image of the disk in the Higgs field f(Dz(0, 1)) contains the disk of
the F function, namelyDf (0,

√
2

(
√
2+1)(

√
2+2)M

).
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Use for this an auxiliary wf ∈ Df (0,
√
2

(
√
2+1)(

√
2+2)M

), that is, |wf | ≤ |f(z0)|; the function g(z) =

wf − f(z) verifies then

|f(zM) + g(zM)| = |w| <
√
2(√

2 + 1
) (√

2 + 2
)
M

≤ |f(zM)| for |zM | = 1

(2 +
√
2)M

. (A.7)

Now we make use of Rouché’s theorem to state that f and g have the same number of zeroes in
D(0, 1

(2+
√
2)M

), i.e. at least one by definition (because by hypothesis f(0) = 0). As a consequence there
exists z0 ∈ D(0, 1) such thatf(z0) = wf , in other wordsf(Dz(0, 1)) containsDf (0,

√
2

(
√
2+1)(

√
2+2)M

).

Second Corollary Let g : D(0, R) → Dg(0,M) analytic, such that g(0) = 0 and |g′(0)| =
µ > 0. Then g(D(0, R)) contains another disk where g is analytic,

g(D(0, R)) ⊃ Dg(0,

√
2R2µ2(√

2 + 1
) (√

2 + 2
)
M

) (A.8)

The R appearing there is what can be tested to guarantee that the image includes a disk that in turn
includes 0 (and therefore, ∃h∗|F(h∗) = 0 ), and the function is analytic between the vacuum and that
symmetric point.

Proof It follows in a relatively straightforward manner by applying the first corollary to the auxiliary
function

f(z) :=
1

Rg′(0)
g(Rz) for |z| < 1 . (A.9)

A.2 Illustrationof the IAM’s inefficiency if aCDDpole is present

A.2.1 General discussion
To illustrate how to proceed to overcome the CDD difficulty in the IAM, it is enough to consider the
following simple toy model of an unspecified partial wave 20 that features both a resonance and a CDD
pole,

t(s) =
1

f4

s(s−M2
0 )

− iσ
, (A.10)

with f being an energy scale. We notice two zeroes of t(s), the Adler zero at s = 0 and the CDD pole
at s =M2

0 . In the second Riemann sheet the equation for the resonance pole is

f4 − is(s−M2
0 )σ(s) = 0 , (A.11)

with Im[σ(s− iϵ)] < 0. To keep the discussion simple, let us take the chiral limitmπ → 0 to calculate
the pole positions. For mπ → 0, the analytical extrapolation of σ(s) to Im(s) < 0 is +1 in the

20The model is obviously inspired by K-matrix considerations, so it has theoretical deficiencies that are of no concern
for this discussion, such as inadequate analytical behavior on the first Riemann sheet -poor implementation of causality-
with a second pole, that fortunately is far from the physical region of interest.
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second and −1 in the first Riemann sheet, respectively. As a result, the secular equation to be solved
for Im(sR) < 0 is f4/sR(sR −M2

0 )− i = 0, with the solution

sR =
M2

0

2

(
1 +

√
1− i

4f4

M4
0

)
. (A.12)

Let us examine what would the IAM predict for such amplitude. First, let us construct the chiral ex-
pansion (in powers of s) of t(s) in eq. (A.10), which is all that would be accessible from a low-energy
measurement,

t(s) = −sM
2
0

f4
+
s2

f4

(
1 + i

M4
0

f4
σ(s)

)
+O(s3) . (A.13)

To more clearly express this expansion in notation familiar in ChPT and HEFT, we rewrite

M2
0

f4
≡ λ

v2
=⇒ v2 =

λf4

M2
0

, (A.14)

where λ is a positive numerical coefficient,21 e.g. for the P -wave ππ scattering λ = 1/6, while v is
equivalent to fπ [187]. Then, the expansion in eq. (A.13) becomes

t(s) =− λs

v2
+

λs2

M2
0 v

2
+ iσ(s)

(
λs

v2

)2

+O(s3) . (A.15)

It is clear that the scale driving the chiral expansion is M2
0 . For instance, the NLO counterterm that

can be read from eq. (A.15) scales as v2/M2
0 , of typical size in any chiral expansion. In terms of these

parameters the pole position sR in eq. (A.12) reads

sR =
M2

0

2

(
1 +

√
1− i

4v2

λM2
0

)
. (A.16)

The IAM construction would then extrapolate this expansion to higher physical s taking the form

tIAM(s) =−
(

f4

sM2
0

(
1 +

s

M2
0

)
+ iσ

)−1

= −
(
v2

λs

(
1 +

s

M2
0

)
+ iσ

)−1

. (A.17)

The Adler zero at s = 0 is recognizable, but the second zero, the CDD pole at s = M2
0 , has not been

recovered by the IAM based on the expansion of eq. (A.13):

Compare this to the analogous form that eq. (A.10) takes in terms of v,

t(s) = −
(
v2

λs

(
M2

0

M2
0 − s

)
+ iσ

)−1

. (A.18)

21The factor M2
0 relating f4 to v2 appears because the t(s) in eq. (A.10) can be considered a K-matrix unitarization of

the chiral s-channel exchange of a resonance with constant propagator [187, 272].
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Failure to reproduce the Adler zero by the standard IAM comes along with the lack of the original pole
in the second Riemann sheet, suffering instead from one in the first Riemann sheet at

sR = − M2
0

1 + iM4
0/f

4
= − M2

0

1 + iλM2
0/v

2
. (A.19)

The criterion of eq. (4.17) to identify a resonance near the real axis,

t0(sR)− Ret1(sR) = −M
2
0 sR
f4

− s2R
f4

= 0 , (A.20)

whose solutions are 0 and −M2
0 , does not yield any sensible result with Re(sR) > 0 either. It appears

clear to us [214] that this difference between the actual wanted amplitude in eq. (A.10) and the IAM
is due to the near proximity of the CDD zero of the amplitude to the resonance pole, which is then
masked to the IAM.

A.2.2 Numerical implementation of the method in subsection. 4.3.1
To illustrate the procedure taking care of the CDD pole, let us look at a computation for the I, J = 1, 1
vector isovector channel with HEFT as deployed in [105]. The LO constants are chosen as a = 0.9,
b = a2, and the NLO ones as a5(µ = 3TeV) = −1.75× 10−4, a4(µ = 3TeV) = −1.5× 10−4 (with
all others set to zero). This set yields a ρ-like resonance around 3-4 TeV as shown in figure A.1.

Figure A.1: A simple ρ-like resonance in ωω ≃ WLWL scattering in the HEFT formulation.

For those values of the low-energy constants, there is no CDD pole so the standard IAM suffices 22.
If we increase the absolute value of a4(µ = 3TeV) to −4.5 × 10−4, a CDD pole appears satisfying
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Figure A.2: If the value of a4 is made more negative than in figure A.1, a CDD pole (zero of the partial
wave amplitude) appears, as shown by t0 +Re(t1) = 0.

eq. (4.26), as shown in figure A.2. We then calculate the conventional IAM of eq. (4.12) and the CDD-
modified IAM of eq. (4.29), and plot it in Figure A.3.

The difference between the IAM and the CDD-IAM is clear: the second naturally reproduces the CDD
pole (zero of the amplitude), while the first fails to do so and starts taking off towards a resonance such
as that of figure A.1, just at higher mass (whether and when we would trust the method at that high
energy is another discussion about predictivity reach not relevant for this point of the CDD zero; once
this first structure is well behind, the CDD-IAM should not be used.).

To clarify what happened to the resonance of figure A.1 upon changing the low-energy constant so a
CDD pole of the inverse amplitude appears in this channel, we need to pursue the computation of the
pole in the second Riemann sheet.

Figure A.4 shows the amplitude in the first (top plots) and second (bottom plot) Riemann sheets for
a4(µ = 3TeV) = −2.5× 10−4. A branching point and cut along the real s axis is clearly visible in the
first one, whereas the second shows an amplitude growing towards a pole for negative imaginary s as
expected.

Once this has been visually checked, we can follow the movement of the resonance pole in the complex
plane in the second Riemann sheet, shown in figure A.5. The computed data has employed the bare
IAM: because the resonance is broad and far from the axis for a large swath of the parameter space
described in the figure, the method is able to capture it in spite of not reproducing the shape along the
physical real axis.

22In figure A.5 below we show a calculation of the pole position of the resonance in the second Riemann sheet. For the
same parameter set, the real part of the pole position sP differs from the nominal mass on the real axis by 5%. Therefore,
at this width, the uncertainty of computing on the real s axis and not in the complex plane is subleading to the uncertainty
introduced by the left cut (at 17%). In any case, a more detailed analysis can beat that 5% by propagating errors taking into
account the complex-number nature of the resonance position.
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Figure A.3: The conventional IAM (dotted) applied to the amplitude t fails to reproduce the zero asso-
ciated to a CDD pole. However, applying the method to the amplitude t/(s− sC), leading to the small
modification of eq. (4.29), correctly reproduces the CDD zero in the amplitude (solid line).

If we instead employ the modified IAM from eq. (4.29), with parameters a = 0.9, a4 = −4.5× 10−4,
a5 = −1.5 × 10−4, the pole sits, approximately, at s = (15.7,−96.1)TeV2 on the second Riemann
sheet, corresponding to M ≃ 4 TeV, Γ ≃ 24 GeV, that is, extremely deep in the complex s-plane,
in agreement with the basic IAM. The difference is sufficiently substantial to much prefer the use of
the modified method also for the broadest resonances, due to the effect of the missed zero in the basic
IAM.

A.3 Left-cutpartialwaveamplitude: anewcharacterization
In this appendix we provide a (possibly new) characterization of the partial wave over the left cut, which
might be useful for uncertainty estimates, but we have not yet fully exploited it and have decided to
relegate it off the main text.

The partial wave over the left cut, with s ≤ 0, is

tIJ(s) =
1

32πη

∫ +1

−1

dxPJ(x)T
I(s, t(x), u(x)) (A.21)

where t(x) = (2m2 − s/2)(1 − x) and u(x) = (2m2 − s/2)(1 + x). Following Mandelstam, we
assume that there is a unique analytic amplitude T (s, t, u) such that

T (s, t, u) =


Ts(s, t, u) for s ≥ 4m2, t ≤ 0, u ≤ 0 ,

Tt (t, s, u) for t ≥ 4m2, s ≤ 0, u ≤ 0 ,

Tu(u, t, s) for u ≥ 4m2, t ≤ 0, s ≤ 0 ,
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Figure A.4: The resonance of figure 4.7 using the IAM extended to the complex s plane, with the
parameters a = 0.95, a4 = −2.5 · 10−4 and a5 = −1.75 · 10−4. The two top plots show the first
Riemann sheet, cut along the real axis Im(s) = 0. The left one is limited to low and moderate s, and
only the cut is visible; the right one extends to the resonance energy that, although it does not leave a
pole in this first sheet, it is seen to saturate unitarity (Im(s) ≃ 1 for a certain real s (the scale does not
allow to visualize the cut). The plot in the bottom line is the extension to the second Riemann sheet
and clearly features a pole for negative Im(s) < 0.

with these three physical regions of different channels shaded in Fig. A.6 (misty rose color) .

Notice that the partial-wave interval of integration in eq. (A.21) corresponds to a line crossing the
patterned region (purplish) of the Mandelstam plane shown in Fig. A.6, with endpoints fixed at the
physical u- and t-channel borderlines (velvet).

Hence we see that, for the integral which defines the partial wave over the left cut, the endpoint values
of the integrand are amenable to treatment from experimental data. These values correspond to the
physical amplitude below its right cut in the u- and t-channels respectively, T (s, x = +1) = T (s, 0, 4m2 − s) = Tu(4m

2 − s, 0, s)

T (s, x = −1) = T (s, 4m2 − s, 0) = Tt (4m
2 − s, s, 0) ,

since the left cut integrand of the s-channel (on the left-hand side) is evaluated at s + iϵ with s ≤ 0
and therefore the combination 4m2 − s − iϵ lies below the right cut of the u or t channels on the
RHS.

The partial-wave of eq. (A.21) is a linear combination of the auxiliary functions (omitting isospin in-
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Figure A.5: Motion of a resonance pole in the complex plane, for a4 ∈ [−3.56,−1.5pi] · 10−4, a5 =
−1.75 · 10−4 and a = b1/2 = 0.9 for the basic IAM. The arrows indicate the flow of the pole position
with increasing absolute value for a4.

Figure A.6: Mandelstam plane for two identical particles (in units of 4m2, t = 1 − s − u). The three
2 → 2 physical regions (misty rose-coloured) extend outside the triangle vertices. In the center-left
(patterned, purplish), we show the unphysical region where the integrand in eq. (A.21) is evaluated.
The arch (thick, blue) represents the contour of integration for x ∈ [−1, 1]; the argument of the partial
wave on the left cut, s, is negative. Note that along the slanted thick segments (velvet) the kinematics
correspond to the physical u- and t-channels, so the amplitude can be evaluated from data at the end
points of the arch.

dices),

ψJ(s) ≡
∫ +1

−1

dx xJ T (s, t(x), u(x)) , (A.22)
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which we will integrate by parts ad infinitum.

These infinitely many integrations by parts can be carried out due to Cauchy’s inequalities, since they
guarantee that the n-th derivative respect to x of the amplitude is bounded in modulus by a quantity of
ordern!×|sup (T )| in the region of the complex x-plane where T is analytic. Successively integrating
(n times) the monomial xJ yields xn+JJ !/(n + J)!. Observe then that the denominator controls the
n-th derivative of the amplitude and the integral of the monomial xJ+n tends to zero when n → ∞.
Hence,

ψJ(s) =
∞∑
n=0

(−1)nJ !

(n+ 1 + J)!

( ∂n
∂xn

T (s, x)
∣∣∣
x=+1

+ (−1)n+J
∂n

∂xn
T (s, x)

∣∣∣
x=−1

)
. (A.23)

Note that
∂n

∂xn
T (s, x)

∣∣∣
x=+1

= (2m2 − s/2)n
∂n

∂un
Tu(u, 0, s)

∣∣∣
u=4m2−s

, (A.24)

with u = 4m2 − s, and

∂n

∂xn
T (s, x)

∣∣∣
x=−1

= (s/2− 2m2)n
∂n

∂tn
Tt(t, s, 0)

∣∣∣
t=4m2−s

(A.25)

with t = 4m2 − s. So that these derivatives are to be taken from the amplitudes in both u- and t-
physical channels. In the case of purely elastic scattering the only branch points are at each channel’s
two pion threshold. Hence, we exclude s = 0where the branch points of u- and t- channels sit for x =
±1 respectively from this treatment. The derivatives can be taken since the functions are evaluated in
the first Riemann sheet, where the amplitude is analytic. Here we are also assuming that the supremum
of T , supT , exists in a neighbourhood of the cuts.

To pass from the monomials xJ to the Legendre polynomials, we represent them as

PJ(x) = 2J
J∑
k=0

(
J

k

)(
J+k−1

2

J

)
g

xk , (A.26)

where the generalized binomial coefficient is(
α

k

)
g

=
α(α− 1)(α− 2)...(α− k + 1)

k!
, (A.27)

to express the partial wave over the left cut (s < 0) as

tJ(s) =
2J

32πη

J∑
k=0

(
J

k

)(
J+k−1

2

J

)
g

∞∑
n=0

(−1)nk!

(n+ 1 + k)!
×

×
( ∂n
∂xn

T (s, x)
∣∣∣
x=+1

+ (−1)n+J
∂n

∂xn
T (s, x)

∣∣∣
x=−1

)
. (A.28)

The advantage of this expression is that the partial wave over an unphysical line (the left cut) is ex-
pressed in terms of quantities evaluated a two physical points corresponding to the u- and t-channel
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right cuts respectively. Studies such as [273] review dispersion relations for the derivatives of the for-
ward amplitude appearing in eq. (A.28) and could be useful for future studies. Now, we could be
tempted to use the unitarity relations for the physical amplitudes,

−2 ImTu(4m
2 − s, 0, s) = Tu(4m

2 − s, 0, s)T ∗
u (4m

2 − s, 0, s) (A.29)

and
−2 ImTt(4m

2 − s, s, 0) = Tt(4m
2 − s, s, 0)T ∗

t (4m
2 − s, s, 0) , (A.30)

to relate Im tJ(s) to |tJ(s)|2 over the left cut (remember that ImG = −(t20 Im t)/|t|2), and use deriva-
tives of these expressions to address eq. (A.28). We may pursue this line of thought in future work.
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