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Abstract

We study a class of renormalizable quantum field theories with purely virtual parti-

cles that exhibits nonrenormalizable behavior in the high-energy limit of scattering cross

sections, which grow as powers of the center-of-mass energy squared and seems to violate

unitarity bounds. We point out that the problem should be viewed as a violation of per-

turbativity, instead of unitarity, and show that the resummation of self energies fixes the

issue. As an explicit example, we consider a class of O(N) theories at the leading order

in the large-N expansion and show that the different quantization prescription of purely

virtual particles takes care of the nonrenormalizable behavior, making the resummed cross

sections to decrease at high energies and the amplitudes to satisfy the unitarity bounds.

We compare the results to the case of theories with ghosts, where the resummation can-

not change the behavior of cross sections due to certain cancellations in the high-energy

expansion of the self energies. These results are particularly relevant for quantum gravity.
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1 Introduction

Nonrenormalizable quantum field theories are considered, for any practical purpose, as

effective theories, namely they can be predictive only up to some energy scale. The reason

for this is twofold. First, nonrenormalizability implies that infinitely many operators are

generated by renormalization. Those operators have dimensions that increase with the

number of loops and are multiplied by independent new couplings. Therefore, the higher

the energy of the physics at play, the more the number of parameters necessary to describe

it. Second, the presence of couplings with negative mass dimension leads to cross sections

that can grow as powers of the center-of-mass energy squared, which makes the perturbative

expansion not reliable above a certain energy scale.

However, the last property can appear also in renormalizable theories with higher

derivatives. In fact, certain cancellations between tree-level diagrams lead to the same

cross sections that would be obtained from the theory without the higher derivatives. If

such a theory is nonrenormalizable, then the cross sections will grow as powers of the

center-of-mass energy squared. A well-known example is Stelle gravity [1], a renormaliz-

able extension of Einstein theory. Besides the massless graviton and a massive scalar field,

the theory propagates a massive spin-2 ghost responsible for the violation of unitarity. In

this theory, all the tree-level scattering cross sections that involve only gravitons coincide

with those of general relativity [2]. This can be easily seen by means of a change of vari-

ables and writing an equivalent action that explicitly contains the fields of the scalar and

spin-2 ghost [3]. Then, by deriving the interactions, it follows that only purely-graviton

vertices, which are the same as in general relativity, can be used for tree-level diagrams

with external gravitons1.

In recent years, a method for reconciling unitarity with renormalizability in quantum

gravity has been developed, which involves transforming the ghost into a so-called purely

virtual particle (PVP) or fakeon [5, 6], that is to say a particle that can only circulate

inside Feynman diagrams without ever appear as external, on-shell state. This can be

implemented in any quantum field theory by means of a different quantization prescription

(to suitably modify the diagrams that contain PVP), together with a projection at the level

of the Fock space (to remove the PVP from the possible external state). This procedure is

consistent with unitarity [7, 8] and give unambiguous results that are phenomenologically

different from those of the original theory, where all the degrees of freedom are quantized

in a standard way [9, 10]. We refer to the whole procedure as fakeon prescription.

Despite the fact that the theory of gravity with PVP is both unitary and renormaliz-

1This property actually follows from a general theorem [4]. See also [2] for more details

2



able, the tree-level graviton cross sections still grow at high energies. In fact, the fakeon

prescription leaves tree-level diagrams unmodified (with the exception of the removal of

some delta functions, which are not relevant for the high-energy behavior). This might

jeopardize the predictivity of the theory, since those cross sections become large at the

Planck scale, where quantum gravity is most needed.

In this paper we show that this is not the case and suggest that quantum gravity

with PVP can be predictive above Planck scale, provided that certain resummations are

performed.

In the literature, especially in particle phenomenology, the fact that a cross section

grows at high energies is often interpreted as a symptom of the breaking of unitarity

above some energy scale. The reason is that the so-called “unitarity bounds” appear to be

violated. We argue that the unwanted behavior of the cross sections should be viewed as

a violation of perturbativity, rather than unitarity. Indeed, we show that nonperturbative

resummation of self energies, fixes the issue when PVP are present. In particular, we study

a class of higher-derivative O(N) theories at the leading order in the large-N expansion. We

show that, after the resummation, the cross sections in renormalizable theories with PVP

decrease as inverse powers of the center-of-mass energy squared and that the amplitudes

satisfy the unitarity bounds. These results are compared to the case of theories with ghosts,

where the resummation does not help in improving the high-energy behavior. In doing so,

we study also the case of nonrenormalizable theories, which can be cured by means of the

partial resummation as well.

Our claim is that if a theory satisfies the diagrammatic version of the optical theorem

and violates the unitarity bounds, then nonperturbative techniques, such as partial resum-

mations, can always make the cross sections explicitly unitary. Theories with PVP, as well

as nonrenormalizable ones2, fall in this category, while theories with ghosts do not, despite

their renormalizability, and are truly not unitary.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we review the standard derivation of

the unitarity bounds and point out the reason why their violation above some energy scale

signals a lack of perturbativity there. Moreover, we introduce the effect of the fakeon

prescription in the case of one-loop bubble diagrams, which are the only ones needed in

our analysis. In section 3 we introduce a class of scalar higher-derivative O(N) models

and show the strategy that we adopt to study the resummation in a given model, as well

as some general properties. In particular, we show how the high-energy behavior of the

2However, in the case of nonrenormalizable theories the presence of infinitely many couplings generated

by renormalization remains and, therefore, they still cannot be considered predictive up to arbitrary

energies.
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self energies is affected by the different prescriptions. In section 4 we study in detail a

superrenormalizable model that belongs to the class of section 3 and mimic Stelle gravity

in some aspects. We show that, after the resummation, the cross sections decrease at high

energies in the case of PVP and point out the qualitative difference with the ghost and

nonrenormalizable cases. Finally, we show that in the case of PVP and nonrenormalizable

theory the resummed amplitudes satisfies the unitarity bounds, while in the ghost case

they are still violated. Section section 5 contains our conclusions. In Appendix A we

discuss the renormalizability of the models of section 3 and section 4.

Our convention for the signature of Minkowski metric is (+,−,−,−).

2 Unitarity, perturbativity and purely virtual parti-

cles

In this section we review some aspects of unitarity and perturbativity. Moreover, we briefly

recall the formulation of purely virtual particles in the context needed for this paper.

The unitarity condition on the scattering matrix S is written in terms of its nontrivial

part T as

−i
(
T − T †) = 1

2
T †T, (2.1)

which is historically called optical theorem. If each matrix element of iT is expanded as

a sum of Feynman diagrams, we can compare the terms of the same order. However, a

more general set of equations, valid diagram by diagram, can be derived. In fact, in any

quantum field theory the so-called cutting equations hold by construction and state that

for each diagram D we have

Im (−iD) = −
∑
c

Dc, (2.2)

where Dc are the cut diagrams, which are obtained by means of additional Feynman rules.

The details are irrelevant for the present discussion. The important point is that when the

right-hand-side of (2.2) can be interpreted as the right-hand-side of (2.1) for each diagram,

then the cutting equations represent the diagrammatic version of the optical theorem and

the theory is unitary. This does not always hold, since it depends on the residues of

propagators and a few other caveats due to gauge symmetries [11]. When it is true we call

the set of equations (2.2) the diagrammatic optical theorem.

Another way of writing (2.1) is by means of the partial wave expansion, which is often

used in the literature in order to impose certain bounds. The usual argument works as
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follows. Consider a matrix element M of T , which we call amplitude3. To simplify the

steps and quickly go to the point we choose an elastic scattering of two scalar particles

with masses m1 and m2. The amplitude M is a function of the Mandelstam variables s

and t or, in the center-of-mass frame, a function of s and the scattering angle θ. Therefore,

the cross section reads

σ(s) =
1

32πs

∫ 1

−1

dv|M(s, v)|2, v ≡ cos θ (2.3)

and the optical theorem (2.1) turns into

ImM(s, 1) =
√
κ(s,m2

1,m
2
2)
∑
X

σX(s) ≥
√

κ(s,m2
1,m

2
2)σ(s), (2.4)

where

κ(x, y, z) = x2 + y2 + z2 − 2xy − 2xz − 2yz (2.5)

is the Källen function, σX is the cross section for the process where particles m1 and m2

go into a final state X, and the sum is over all possible final states.

The amplitude can be expanded using the Legendre polynomials Pj as basis
4

M(s, v) = 16π
∞∑
j=0

(2j + 1)Aj(s)Pj(v),

∫ 1

−1

dvPj(v)Pk(v) =
2

2j + 1
δjk (2.6)

and the cross section becomes

σ(s) =
16π

s

∞∑
j=0

(2j + 1)|Aj(s)|2. (2.7)

Using (2.6) in (2.4) we get

∞∑
j=0

(2j + 1)ImAj(s) ≥
√
κ(s,m2

1,m
2
2)

s

∞∑
j=0

(2j + 1)|Aj(s)|2. (2.8)

The inequality (2.8) is used to derived bounds for specific cases. A very common one is the

situation where only the elastic channel is allowed and (2.8) becomes an equality leading

to

ImAj(s) =

√
κ(s,m2

1,m
2
2)

s
|Aj(s)|2. (2.9)

3The relation between T and M is ⟨f |T |i⟩ = (2π)4δ(4)(pf − pi)M, for some initial and final states

|i⟩,|f⟩ with total momentum pi and pf , respectively.
4The general derivation for particles with spin is obtain by changing basis of the Fock space used to

derive the matrix elements of T and involves Wigner functions. For details see [12].

5



Defining Aj(s) =

√
κ(s,m2

1,m
2
2)

s
Aj(s) we find

|Aj| ≤ 1, 0 ≤ ImAj ≤ 1, |ReAj| ≤
1

2
. (2.10)

All of the above is well known. Indeed, in the literature, the set of inequalities (2.10) is

often used to verify whether or not a theory satisfies unitarity at arbitrary energies. The

most common check is done by means of s-channel diagrams, since they do not depend on

θ. For example, suppose that a theory produces a tree-level s-channel amplitude M(s) =

λ2s/M2, where λ is a coupling constant and M some mass scale. In this case, we have5

A0 = A0 = λ2s
16πM2 . From the first inequality in (2.10) it would follow that unitarity is

violated for s > 16πM2/λ2. We think that this conclusion is incorrect. The reason is

that the above argument is based on two hypotheses: unitarity and perturbativity. In

fact, the inequalities (2.10) are valid for the full amplitudes and no expansion in terms of

Feynman diagrams is assumed there. While in the typical arguments used in the literature

the perturbative expansion is performed and higher orders are considered smaller that

the lower ones. On the other hand, the diagrammatic optical theorem makes use of the

perturbative expansion, albeit in a formal sense. In fact, there is no need for the coefficients

of higher-order terms to be smaller than the lower ones (as functions of s) to derive the

cutting equations. It is sufficient to have an expansion in terms of Feynman diagrams

(even formally) and local vertices. In quantum field theory perturbativity can be violated

in many ways, even if the coupling constants are small and we can still perform expansion

in Feynman diagrams, since the coefficients of the series that we obtain are functions of

s. Therefore, we find confusing to state that a theory violates unitarity at some scale

because certain tree-level cross sections grow as powers of s. Unitarity is equivalent to the

diagrammatic optical theorem which, if satisfied, holds regardless the energy dependence

of cross sections. If a cross section grows with the energy, so does the imaginary part of

the associated diagram and they grow hand in hand without violating unitarity.

The correct statement is that if (2.10) are violated at tree level then either unitarity

or perturbativity is violated. But if the diagrammatic optical theorem holds, it does

independently on s. Therefore, perturbativity must be violated. This simply means that

above some scale higher-order terms count as much as lower ones and they are necessary

to explicitly show unitarity.

Another statement often seen in the literature is that the violation of (2.10) signals the

presence of new physics that will eventually cure the violation above certain scale where

such new physics is relevant. Adding new physics can be a solution, but there has to be

5For simplicity we consider massless particles.
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a way within the same theory, since the optical theorem does not know anything about

new physics. A theory, effective or not, is just our mathematical description and if satisfies

the optical theorem then the cure of its apparent violation must rely on a nonperturbative

mechanism within the same theory, without advocating any new physics.

In the next section we show some explicit examples where this is realized by means of

partial resummations both in nonrenormalizable theories and in renormalizable theories

with PVP. Finally, the resummation is performed also in theories with ghosts to show a

true violation of unitarity.

Before to proceed, we recall some basic properties of PVP and how they are imple-

mented in quantum field theory.

The aim of introducing a particle that is purely virtual is to keep its contributions to

renormalization, while being able to truly remove it from the set of degrees of freedom

that can appear as external legs of Feynman diagrams. The main application of this idea

is in theories plagued by the presence of ghosts, i.e. degrees of freedom with negative

residue, such as renormalizable quantum gravity. In fact, in the case of Stelle gravity, the

presence of the ghost ensures renormalizability thanks to its virtual contributions, while

at the same time spoils unitarity in those situations where it can be on shell. The solution

to this problem is to turn the ghost into a PVP. The procedure used to implement a PVP

in a theory is made of two main steps: a prescription and a projection. The prescription

consists in a different way of treating the amplitudes near the branch cuts associated to the

physical production of PVP, while the projection restricts the Fock space onto a subspace

where the PVP are not external states. The latter procedure is consistent thanks to the

prescription. The generality of the fakeon prescription is addressed in several papers [7, 8, 9]

and explicit formulas for one-loop diagrams, as well as their phenomenological implications,

can be found in [10]. However, for the purposes of this paper it is enough to know how the

fakeon prescription works in the case of bubble diagrams and we direct the reader to the

above-mentioned references for the details beyond those presented here.

We define a bubble diagram by means of the integral

Bij(p
2) ≡

∫
dDq

(2π)D
1

(p+ q)2 −M2
i + iϵ

1

q2 −M2
j + iϵ

, (2.11)

where Mi are masses, ϵ > 0 and D is the extended dimension of dimensional regularization.

For the moment we have used the Feynman prescription for both propagators, although

in the case of PVP we need to use the fakeon prescription. There is a way to implement

it in terms of propagators and Feynman integrals [5, 7]. However, the easiest way is

to compute the integrals using Feynman prescription everywhere and apply the fakeon
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procedure directly at the level of the amplitude. In the case of bubble diagrams the

procedure simplifies to just removing the imaginary part of the amplitude (or the real

part of the diagram). This means that if at least one of the particles of mass Mi and Mj

in (2.11) is a PVP, then the fakeon prescription amounts to the substitution

Bij(p
2) → Im

[
Bij(p

2)
]
. (2.12)

In the next sections we use the explicit form of the integral (2.11), which reads [13, 14]

i(4π)2Bij(p
2) = −2

ε̃
+ ln

MiMj

µ2
+

M2
i −M2

j

s
ln

Mi

Mj

−θ(u−)

√
u+u−

s

(
ln

√
u+ +

√
u−√

u+ −√
u−

)
+ θ(−u−)θ(u+)

2
√
−u+u−

s
arctan

√
−u−

u+

+θ(−u+)

√
u+u−

s

(
ln

√
−u− +

√
−u+√

−u− −
√
−u+

− iπ

)
, (2.13)

where 2/ε̃ = 2/ε − γE + 2 + ln 4π, γE is the Euler-Mascheroni constant, ε = 4 − D, µ is

the renormalization scale and

u± = (Mi ±Mj)
2 − p2. (2.14)

Moreover, it is useful to introduce6

Bij(p
2, τ) ≡ Tij(τ)ReBij(p

2) + iImBij(p
2) (2.15)

where the matrix Tij(τ) is 1 if both particles i and j are standard, while it is τ ∈ R if at

least one particle among i and j is purely virtual. In order to truly reproduce the fakeon

prescription, τ should be zero. However, in order to keep track of the effect of the different

prescriptions, we keep τ nonvanishing and set it to 0 only at the end of the computations.

Removing the real part of Bij comes from the requirement that a PVP cannot be

produced on shell. In fact, viewing the bubble diagram (2.13) as a function of the complex

variable p2, there is a branch cut on the real axis for p2 ≥ (Mi +Mj)
2, which corresponds

to an imaginary part of the amplitude. The threshold p2 = (Mi+Mj)
2 represents the value

of p2 above which a couple of particles Mi and Mj can be produced on shell. Therefore,

if at least one of them is purely virtual, such imaginary part of the amplitude must be

set to zero, hence the choice τ = 0. As mentioned above, setting τ = 0 is consistent with

the fakeon projection and the degrees of freedom removed in this way cannot be generated

back by quantum corrections.

The explicit formulas for the generalization of (2.12) in the case of triangle and box

diagrams can be found in [10], while we refer to [9] for the rules at all orders.

6No summation over repeated indices.
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3 General strategy

In this section we consider the lagrangian of a general scalar theory with higher derivatives,

both in the kinetic and interaction terms, encoded in some polynomial functions. For the

moment we do not focus on the renormalizability of the model, as some choices of the

functions might lead to a nonrenormalizable theory. We choose a renormalizable example

in the next section and discuss general renormalization properties in Appendix A. Here

we show the strategy that we use to study the resummation of bubble diagrams and show

how the fakeon prescription can affect their high-energy behavior. In order to justify

the resummation, we consider a O(N) theory and perform the large-N expansion. The

lagrangian reads

L(φ) = 1

2
∂µφ

aFn

(
−□
M2

)
∂µφa − 1

2
m2φaFn

(
−□
M2

)
φa − 1

8
φ2Gr

(
−□
M2

)
φ2

= Lkin(φ)−
1

8
φ2Gr

(
−□
M2

)
φ2, φ2 ≡ φaφa, a = 1, . . . N,

(3.1)

where Fn(z) and Gr(z) are polynomials of degree n and r, respectively, and M is a mass

parameter. We rewrite the interaction term by introducing two auxiliary fields Ω and χ

with the purpose of reducing it to a single term proportional to Ωφ2. Part of the old

interaction is recast into the Ω propagator, which has no poles. The new lagrangian reads

L′(φ,Ω, χ) = Lkin(φ)−
1

2
χGr

(
−□
M2

)
χ+

1

2
Ω(2χ− φ2). (3.2)

It is easy to see the equivalence of the two lagrangians by solving the equation of motion

for Ω, which gives χ(φ) = φ/2 and we have

L′(φ,Ω, χ(φ)) = L(φ). (3.3)

However, in the rest of the paper we integrate χ out so we can explicitly write the Ω

propagator. The role of the field χ is to show that the lagrangian (3.5) (see below) can be

written as (3.2), which is local. The equation of motion for χ gives

χ(Ω) = G−1
r Ω, (3.4)

where G−1
r is an inverse operator of Gr (which one is unimportant for our purposes, since

the results do not depend on this choice). Thus we have

L′(φ,Ω, χ(Ω)) = Lkin(φ) +
1

2
ΩG−1

r

(
− □
M2

)
Ω− 1

2
Ωφ2. (3.5)
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The Ω propagator in momentum space is

iDΩ(p
2) = iGr(p

2/M2), (3.6)

while that of the field φ is

iDab
φ (p) =

iδab

(p2 −m2 + iϵ)Fn(p2/M2)
≡ iδabDHD(p

2), (3.7)

where we assume that all the zeros of Fn are real and each pole M2
i is shifted to M2

i − iϵ.

The function DHD can always be decomposed into a sum of simple fractions as

DHD(p
2) =

a0
p2 −m2 + iϵ

+
n∑

i=1

ai
p2 −M2

i + iϵ
, with

n∑
i=0

ai = 0, (3.8)

where ai are real constants.

The tree-level amplitude for a generic process φaφb → φcφd is

Mab→cd = −Gr(s)δ
abδcd −Gr(t)δ

acδbd −Gr(u)δ
adδbc, (3.9)

where s = (pa+pb)
2, t = (pa+pc)

2, u = (pa+pd)
2 are the Mandelstam variables. Depending

on Fn and Gr, the cross section of a given process can grow as a power of s.

In this section, we do not specify Fn and Gn and show that in general the presence of

purely virtual particles changes the high-energy behavior of the self energies. Using (2.11),

the one-loop Ω self energy is given by NΣ(p2) where

Σ(p2) =

∫
dDq

(2π)D
DHD(p+ q)DHD(q) =

n∑
i,j=0

aiajBij(p
2), M0 ≡ m. (3.10)

Using the modified bubble diagram (2.15) we define Σ(p2, τ) as

Σ(p2, τ) ≡
n∑

i,j=0

aiajBij(p
2, τ). (3.11)

We want to show how Σ(s, τ) is modified by the different prescriptions. More precisely,

in the large-s expansion the terms of order O(1/s0) and O(1/s) are always absent in the

imaginary part, while in the real part they cancel only in the ghost case. In order to see this

we first write the large-s expansion of Bij(s, τ). From now on, we omit the divergent part

of the bubbles, assuming that they are subtracted by suitable counterterms in the modified

minimal subtraction scheme. The leading order in the large-s expansion of Bij(s, τ) is

Bij(s, τ) = B
(1)
ij (s, τ) +O(1/s2), (3.12)
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where B
(1)
ij (s, τ) contains the terms O(1/s) and its real and imaginary parts read

ReB
(1)
ij (s, τ) = −Tij(τ)

16π

(
1−

M2
i +M2

j

s

)
, (3.13)

ImB
(1)
ij (s, τ) = ImB

(1)
ij (s, 1) = − 1

16π2

[
ln

s

MiMj

− 1

s

(
M2

i +M2
j −M2

i ln
s

M2
i

−M2
j ln

s

M2
j

)]
,

(3.14)

respectively. For simplicity, throughout the paper we include the terms (ln s)/sn inO(1/sn).

In the ghost case (τ = 1) the large-s expansion of the Ω self-energy is

−16πReΣ(s, 1) =
n∑

i=0

ai

n∑
j=0

aj

(
1− 2

s
M2

j

)
+O(1/s2), (3.15)

−16π2ImΣ(s, 1) =
n∑

i=0

ai

n∑
j=0

aj

[
ln

s

M2
j

− 2

s
M2

j

(
1− ln

s

M2
j

)]
+O(1/s2). (3.16)

Hence, using that
∑n

i=0 ai = 0,

Σ(s, 1) = O(1/s2). (3.17)

For the more general case we assume that the particles Mi with 0 ≤ i ≤ k, k ∈ N+ are

standard. Therefore, Tij(τ) is made by a block with a k × k matrix with all the entries

equal to 1, while the entries in the other blocks are equal to τ . Using the explicit form of

Tij and the symmetry in i, j, the real part of the self energy can be written as

ReΣ(s, τ) = Re
k∑

i,j=0

aiajBij(s, 1) + τRe

[
2

k∑
i=0

n∑
j=k+1

aiajBij(s, 1) +
n∑

i,j=k+1

aiajBij(s, 1)

]

= Re
k∑

i,j=0

aiajBij(s, 1) + τRe

[
Σ(s, 1)−

k∑
i,j=0

aiajBij(s, 1)

]

= (1− τ)Re
k∑

i,j=0

aiajB
(1)
ij (s, 1) +O(1/s2).

(3.18)

where in the last step we have expanded in powers of 1/s and used (3.17). The imaginary

part is unchanged. From the general formula (3.18) we can read the ghost case (τ = 1)

and the case where n − k particles are purely virtual (τ = 0). Depending on Fn and Gr,

this difference can be crucial when the resummed Ω propagator is used to compute the

cross sections.
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Figure 1: The leading diagrams in the 1/N expansion. The solid lines represent φ, while the

dashed lines represent Ω. The dashes on the right represent all other diagrams with an

arbitrary number of self-energy insertions.

To prepare the ground for the next section, we make use of the large-N expansion

and resum all the diagrams of order 1/N . In order to discuss the diagrammatics in the

large-N expansion it is sufficient to know that the vertex function Gr is linear in the

couplings, which we label λi. Then, we introduce the ’t Hooft couplings λ̃i ≡ Nλi, so

Gr(s, λi) = Gr(s, λ̃i)/N , and consider the large-N limit while keeping each λ̃i finite. In

this parametrization it is easy to derive which diagrams contribute to the leading order in

1/N (see e.g. [15, 16]). In fact, each Ω propagator is proportional to 1/N , while each closed

φ loop gives a factor N . For definiteness we choose to study the scattering φaφa → φbφb

with a ̸= b. In this way we have only s-channel diagrams, as well as a few less diagrams

in the next-to-leading order. However, we still need to specify which degree of freedom is

set on shell in the external states. In fact, having higher-derivative kinetic terms, each φa

describes n + 1 degrees of freedom. From now on we assume that the on-shell external

states always satisfy the equation p2 = m2, where pµ is the four-momentum associated to

an external leg. The tree-level diagram and the diagrams with an arbitrary insertion of self

energies shown in figure Figure 1 are all of order 1/N . Such diagrams can be resummed

and represented by a single tree-level diagram with the dressed propagator for Ω, which

reads

iD(s, τ) =
1

N

iGr(s, λ̃i)

1− iGr(s, λ̃i)Σ(s, τ)
. (3.19)

Depending on the model, the presence of the first terms in (3.18) due to the fakeon pre-

scription (τ = 0) leads to an improvement of the large-s behavior of the cross sections. In

the next section we show an explicit example.

4 Explicit model

In this section we choose a particular theory of the class (3.1) and show explicitly that the

high-energy behavior of the cross section changes when we adopt the fakeon prescription.
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In particular, we choose

n = r = 1, F1(z) = 1− z, G1(z) = λ0 − λ1z, (4.1)

where λi are real parameters. The lagrangian reads

L(φ) = 1

2
(∂µφ

a)

(
1 +

□
M2

)
(∂µφa)− m2

2
φa

(
1 +

□
M2

)
φa − 1

8
φ2

(
λ0 +

λ1□
M2

)
φ2, (4.2)

where M > m. Such model has all the features necessary for our purposes. It con-

tains N standard particles of mass m and N ghosts of mass M . Moreover, it is (su-

per)renormalizable (see Appendix A), while if we remove the higher-derivative kinetic term

it becomes nonrenormalizable, pretty much like Stelle theory turns into Einstein gravity if

the terms quadratic in the curvature are removed. Obviously, the case of gravity is more

complex and requires a separate discussion. However, this simple model is enough to show

some features which might be extended to the case of gravity.

The φ propagator is

iDab
φ (p2) = − iM2δab

(p2 −m2 + iϵ)(p2 −M2 + iϵ)
(4.3)

and its decomposition (3.8) is given by

M0 = m, M1 = M, a0 = −a1 =
M2

M2 −m2
> 0. (4.4)

From (4.4) we see that there are two degrees of freedom, one with positive and one with

negative residues. The latter, if quantized using the Feynman prescription, is a ghost.

Therefore, for the theory to satisfy the diagrammatic optical theorem we need τ = 0 for

that degree of freedom, as explained in section 2.

Another common feature of (4.2) and Stelle gravity is that some tree-level cross sections

grow with s. In the case of the process φaφa → φbφb, with a ̸= b, the cross section reads

σ(s) =
a20

16πs

(
λ0 − λ1

s

M2

)2

, (4.5)

where we have introduced the factor a20 to account for the correct normalization of the

phase space integral. After introducing the auxiliary field Ω and following the steps of the

previous section, the resummed cross section is given by

σ(s, τ) =
a20

16πs
|D(s, τ)|2. (4.6)

13



For τ ̸= 1 its expression at large s and to the leading order in the large-N expansion is

σ(s, τ) =
1

(τ − 1)2
16π

a20N
2

(
1

s
+

4m2

s2

)
+O(1/s3), (4.7)

while for τ = 1 we have

σgh(s) ≡ σ(s, 1) =
λ̃2
1a

2
0

16πM4N2

[
s− λ̃1a0

4π2

(
m2 ln

s

m2
−M2 ln

s

M2

)]
+O(1/s0). (4.8)

We see that the terms proportional to 1− τ in the expansion (3.18) are crucial and give a

different behavior in the cross section, which, after the resummation, decreases like 1/s for

large s. On the other hand, the high-energy behavior in the case of ghosts is unchanged

and the cross section still grows for large s, even after the resummation.

Finally, we check the optical theorem for the resummed cross sections and show that

it is violated in the ghost case, while it is satisfied in the PVP case. The optical theorem

gives

Im [−D(s, τ)] =
√
κ(s,m2,m2)

∑
X

σX(s, τ), (4.9)

where σX is the cross section of two φa with mass m going to the state X and the sum

runs over all possible final states. First, we note that every final state with more than two

particles is subleading in the large-N expansion, since each Ω propagator brings a factor

1/N . Therefore, at the leading order, X can be only a two-particle state, which include

either states of mass m or M . Then, since the external states have no spin and their masses

are the same for any φa, the sum over X gives N copies of the same three possible cross

sections. For τ = 1 we have

Im [−D(s, 1)] = N
√

κ(s,m2,m2)
[
σmm
gh (s) + 2σmM

gh (s) + σMM
gh (s)

]
, (4.10)

where

σm1m2
gh (s) =

√
κ(s,m2

1,m
2
2)√

κ(s,m2,m2)
θ
(
s− (m1 +m2)

2
)
σgh(s), (4.11)

while for τ = 0 we have

Im [−D(s, 0)] = N
√
κ(s,m2,m2)σ(s, 0). (4.12)

Note that the processes that involve particles of mass M in the final states are removed

by the fakeon prescription and, therefore, do not appear in (4.12).

It is easy to check whether equations (4.11) and (4.12) are satisfied by writing them in

terms of the real and imaginary parts of Σ. In general, we have

Im [−D] = − 1

N

G2
1ReΣ

|1− iG1Σ|2
, (4.13)
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Figure 2: Resummed cross sections of the process φaφa → φbφb with a ̸= b as a function of the

center-of-mass energy
√
s for the ghost case (purple line), the PVP case (blue line) and

the nonrenormalizable case (orange line), together with the tree-level amplitude (dashed

line). The values of the parameters are (m,M) = (15, 50)GeV, (λ0, λ1) = (0.1, 0.3)

and N = 1.

For τ = 1, (4.13) gives

ReΣ(s, 1) = − a20
16π

[√
1− 4m2

s
θ
(
s−4m2

)
+

√
1− 4M2

s
θ
(
s− 4M2

)
+ 2

√
κ(s,m2,M2)

s2
θ
(
s− (m+M)2

) ]
,

(4.14)

which is violated since the sign in front of
√

κ(s,m2,M2) is opposite to that contained in

ReΣ(s, 1). If we define the phase space such that σmM
gh → −σmM

gh then (4.14) would be

satisfied. However, we would have to deal with negative probabilities and negative cross

sections, which have no physical meaning.

For τ = 0 we have

ReΣ(s, 0) = − a20
16π

√
1− 4m2

s
θ
(
s− 4m2

)
, (4.15)

which is always satisfied.

For completeness, we also study the nonrenormalizable version of (4.2), i.e. without
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the higher-derivative kinetic term. In this case the cross section is given by

σnr(s) =
1

16πs
|Dnr(s)|2, iDnr(s) =

1

N

iG1(s, λ̃i)

1− iG1(s, λ̃i)B00(s, 1)
, (4.16)

and in the large-s expansion we find

σnr(s) =
16π

sN2
(
1 + ln2 s

m2

) +O(1/s2), (4.17)

which also decreases. The quantitative difference between (4.17) and (4.7) is due to addi-

tional terms that appear in the imaginary part of B00(s, 1), which is

ImB00(s, 1) = − 1

16π2
ln

s

m2
+

m2

8π2s

(
1 + ln

s

m2

)
+O(1/s2), (4.18)

in addition to the constant and 1/s terms in the real part, which are already enough to

change the high-energy behavior. The fact that resummations of self energies can improve

the behavior of cross sections in nonrenormalizable theories is known. For example, in [15]

the same procedure adopted here was used in the case of two-derivative O(N) models,

both in the bosonic and fermionic cases (in 5 and 3 dimensions, respectively). Moreover,

also the case of general relativity has been studied in [17] and [18], where the scattering

of massless scalars nonminimally coupled to gravity was considered and the graviton self

energies (with scalar loops only) were resummed in the large-N limit. Again, after the

resummation the cross section satisfies unitarity. However, a treatment in the case of Stelle

gravity is missing. We believe that the results of this paper suggest that resummations

might cure the high-energy behavior of graviton scattering in Stelle gravity, provided that

the ghost is turned into a PVP.

So far, we have used the large-s expansion to facilitate the study of the high-energy

behavior of the cross sections. However, (4.6) gives us the full formula for the cross sections

at the leading order in 1/N . Since the explicit formulas are rather cumbersome and not

very instructive, we show only their plots, which give an idea of the modifications due to

the resummation. They are depicted altogether in Figure 2. We can see that the PVP and

nonrenormalizable cases (blue and orange curves, respectively) decrease at high energies

and develop a peak at some finite value. These peaks correspond to poles of order one in

the complex-s plane and might be interpreted as new resonances. However, in the case

considered in Figure 2 the orange curve has a rather large peak and a particle interpretation

might be not applicable. On the other hand, the blue curve has a more pronounced peak

and the narrow width approximation could be used there. However, this difference between

the blue and the orange curves depends on the values of the masses and couplings and can
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Figure 3: The modulus, modulus of real part and imaginary part of (4.19) and (4.20) as functions

of the center-of-mass energy
√
s. The purple lines represent the ghost case, the blue lines

represent the PVP case, while the orange lines represent the nonrenormalizable case.

The horizontal dashed lines represent the bounds (4.21). The values of the parameters

are (m,M) = (15, 50)GeV, (λ0, λ1) = (0.1, 0.3) and N = 1.

even be switched by varying them. We think that the resummed cross sections should be

studied in details as analytic functions of a complex variable in the context of more realistic

models, such as quantum gravity, in order to give a physical interpretation. This kind of

study might give some bounds on the parameters of the theory, obtained by requiring that

the resonance have positive mass squared and positive width (in those situations where

the narrow width approximation can be applied). This goes beyond the purpose of this

paper, but it is worth of investigation for the future.

To complete our analysis of unitarity, in Figure 3 we show the quantities |A(s)|,
|Re [A(s)] | and Im [A(s)] where

Agh(s) = − a20
16π

[√
1− 4m2

s
+ 2

√
κ(s,m2,M2)

s2
+

√
1− 4M2

s

]
D(s, 1), (4.19)

APVP(s) = − a20
16π

√
1− 4m2

s
D(s, 0), Anr(s) = − 1

16π

√
1− 4m2

s
Dnr(s) (4.20)

for the ghost, PVP and nonrenormalizable cases, respectively. Unitarity implies

|A(s)| ≤ 1, |Re [A(s)]| ≤ 1

2
, 0 ≤ Im [A(s)] ≤ 1. (4.21)

From the purple lines in Figure 3 we can see that (4.21) are violated in the case of ghost.

In fact, both |A| and |ReA| diverge in the limit s → ∞, while ImA can be negative. The

other two cases satisfy the bounds, as expected, since the diagrammatic optical theorem

holds there. Note that in both Figure 2 and Figure 3 we have set N = 1 and the bounds are
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still satisfied. This might hint that the resummation can work also in pure gravity, where

there is no analogous of N to guide the resummation. In that case it could be enough

to view the partial resummation as a prescription for asymptotic series, even without the

help of a large-N expansion.

To summarize, cross sections that grow as powers of s in unitary theory can be modified

by means of partial resummations. Therefore, such behavior does not signal the breakdown

of predictivity or the need of new physics, but only the need of nonperturbative techniques.

Nevertheless, nonrenormalizable theories remain predictive only at low energies due to the

presence of infinitely many counterterms, each one with a new independent coupling. On

the other hand, a renormalizable theory with PVP inherits only part of the behavior of its

nonrenormalizable parent theory and, in the case of gravity, can be predictive well beyond

the Planck scale.

5 Conclusions

We have shown that resummations can cure apparent violations of unitarity bounds in

a certain class of renormalizable theories with PVP, and in standard nonrenormalizable

theories. We have pointed out how the behavior of the cross sections changes when PVP

are introduced by studying the high-energy expansion of bubble diagrams. Moreover,

using a higher-derivative O(N) model in the large-N limit, we resummed the leading order

diagrams and obtained the full cross section, which has the correct decreasing behavior

for high energies. A crucial point for such a mechanism to work is the validity of the

diagrammatic optical theorem, that is to say the cutting equations can be interpreted

as the diagrammatic expansion of the unitarity equation. Indeed, we have shown that

renormalizable theories with ghosts cannot be cured in this way, and the presence of

scattering cross sections that grow at high energies poses doubts on their predictive power,

in contrast with the common believe that renormalizable theories can be predictive up to

arbitrary high energies.

Moreover, the unitarity bounds of the O(N) model are satisfied even for N = 1, which

suggest that the same method might be used in pure gravity, where the situation in terms

of scattering amplitudes is similar to that of the models studied in this paper, although

without a large N . In that case, additional obstacles need to be overcome yet, such as the

resummations of diagrams made by quartic vertices and handling their more complicated

structure. We plan to deal with this in a future publication.

In the end, the fakeon prescription is able to retain not only the good properties of
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theories with ghosts that concern renormalizability, but also those of the parent nonrenor-

malizable theory that ensures good high-energy behavior in the finite parts.

Finally, the resummation introduces new complex poles in the cross sections that might

be interpreted as resonances and deserve a deeper analysis.
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A Renormalization

We derive the superficial degree of divergence for the theories studied in this paper, starting

from (4.2). Switching to the variables φ̂a = φa/M , λ̂0 = λ0M
4 and λ̂1 = λ1M

2, we find

L = −1

2
φ̂a

(
M2 +□

)
(m2 +□)φ̂a − 1

8
φ̂2

(
λ̂0 + λ̂1□

)
φ̂2, (A.1)

up to a total derivative. The dimensions of fields and couplings are

[φ̂a] = 0, [λ̂0] = 4, [λ̂1] = 2. (A.2)

This shows that the counterterms are polynomials in couplings with positive dimensions.

An L-loop diagram D with I internal legs, E external legs, V0 vertices proportional to λ̂0

and V1 vertices proportional to λ̂1 satisfies

ω(D) = 4L− 4I + 2V1, (A.3)

where ω(D) denotes the superficial degree of divergence. Using

L− I + V = 1, 4V = E + 2I, V = V0 + V1, (A.4)

we find

ω(D) = 4− 2V0 − 2V, (A.5)

which is 2 for the one-loop tadpole with V0 = 0 and 0 for V0 = 1, while for all the

other one-particle irreducible diagrams is smaller or equal than 0, since the number of

vertices V cannot be smaller than 2. Thus, the only non-tadpole divergent diagrams are

logarithmically divergent and have V = 2, V0 = 0. There are two such possibilities:

L = E = 2, I = 3 and L = 1, E = 4, I = 2. Therefore, the theory is two-loop

superrenormalizable.
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Adding the tadpole and switching back to the original variables, the one-loop renor-

malized lagrangian reads

LR =
Zφ

2
∂µφ

a∂µφa − m2Zm2

2
φ2 − λ0Zλ0

4!
(φ2)2, (A.6)

where

Zφ = 1 +
λ1

8π2ε
+O(λiλj), Zλ0 = 1 +

λ2
1

4π2ε
+O(λiλj), (A.7)

m2Zm2 = 1 +
λ1(m

2 +M2)

8π2ε
− λ0M

2(N + 2)

16π2ε
+O(λiλj). (A.8)

After the resummation, the superficial degree of divergence changes, if we set τ = 0, while

it stays the same for τ = 1. In fact, the new resummed vertex proportional to (3.9) with

the substitution

Gr(z) →
1

N

Gr(z, λ̃i)

1− iGr(z, λ̃i)Σ(z, τ)
, (A.9)

which for large z and τ = 0 goes to a constant. Therefore, it does not contribute to the

superficial degree of divergence, which now reads

ω(G) = 4L− 4I ⇒ ω(G) = 4− 4V. (A.10)

Hence, every non-tadpole diagram (V > 1) is finite.

In the case of ghosts (τ = 1) the high-energy behavior of the vertex function is not

modified and the superficial degree of divergence remains the same.

In general, the superficial degree of divergence for the lagrangian (3.1) is

ω(D) = 4L− 2(n+ 1)I + 2
r∑

k=0

kVk, (A.11)

where Vk is the vertex proportional to λk. Using again the relations (A.4) we can write

ω(D) = 4 + (n− 1)E − 4nV + 2
r∑

k=0

kVk

≤ 4 + (n− 1)E − 2(2n− r)V

= 4− (n− r + 1)E − 2(2n− r)(L− 1),

(A.12)

where in the last step we removed V using (A.4) again. From (A.12) we can see that some

particular cases are superrenormalizable or finite. For example for n = r > 1 we get

ω(D) ≤ 4− E − 2n(L− 1), (A.13)
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which shows that for L = 1 only diagrams with E = 2, 4 are divergent, while for L > 1 all

the diagrams are finite and these theories are one-loop superrenormalizable. Note that in

these cases the all the possible interactions of 4 fields and up to 2r derivatives cannot be all

written in the form φ2Grφ
2. However, because of superrenormalizability, the renormalized

lagrangian is always of the form (A.6). Therefore, there is no need to include all the other

form of interaction, since they are not generated by renormalization.

Another possibility is to set n > r ≥ 1. If n− r = 1, then the only divergent diagram

is the one-loop tadpole (E = 2 and L = 1), while for n− r > 1 the theories are finite.
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[2] P. Donà, S. Giaccari, L. Modesto, L. Rachwal, and Y. Zhu, Scattering amplitudes in

super-renormalizable gravity, JHEP 08 (2015) 038, [arXiv:1506.04589].

[3] D. Anselmi and M. Piva, Quantum Gravity, Fakeons And Microcausality, JHEP 11

(2018) 021, [arXiv:1806.03605].

[4] D. Anselmi, Renormalization and causality violations in classical gravity coupled

with quantum matter, JHEP 01 (2007) 062, [hep-th/0605205].

[5] D. Anselmi and M. Piva, A new formulation of Lee-Wick quantum field theory,

JHEP 06 (2017) 066, [arXiv:1703.04584].

[6] D. Anselmi, On the quantum field theory of the gravitational interactions, JHEP 06

(2017) 086, [arXiv:1704.07728].

[7] D. Anselmi and M. Piva, Perturbative unitarity of Lee-Wick quantum field theory,

Phys. Rev. D 96 (2017), no. 4 045009, [arXiv:1703.05563].

[8] D. Anselmi, Fakeons And Lee-Wick Models, JHEP 02 (2018) 141,

[arXiv:1801.00915].

[9] D. Anselmi, Diagrammar of physical and fake particles and spectral optical theorem,

JHEP 11 (2021) 030, [arXiv:2109.06889].

[10] A. Melis and M. Piva, One-loop integrals for purely virtual particles, Phys. Rev. D

108 (2023), no. 9 096021, [arXiv:2209.05547].

21

http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.04589
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.03605
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0605205
http://arxiv.org/abs/1703.04584
http://arxiv.org/abs/1704.07728
http://arxiv.org/abs/1703.05563
http://arxiv.org/abs/1801.00915
http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.06889
http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.05547


[11] G. ’t Hooft and M. J. G. Veltman, DIAGRAMMAR, NATO Sci. Ser. B 4 (1974)

177–322.

[12] C. Itzykson and J. B. Zuber, Quantum Field Theory. International Series In Pure

and Applied Physics. McGraw-Hill, New York, 1980.

[13] M. Bohm, H. Spiesberger, and W. Hollik, On the One Loop Renormalization of the

Electroweak Standard Model and Its Application to Leptonic Processes, Fortsch.

Phys. 34 (1986) 687–751.

[14] D. Anselmi, The quest for purely virtual quanta: fakeons versus Feynman-Wheeler

particles, JHEP 03 (2020) 142, [arXiv:2001.01942].

[15] G. Parisi, The Theory of Nonrenormalizable Interactions. 1. The Large N Expansion,

Nucl. Phys. B 100 (1975) 368–388.

[16] B. Rosenstein, B. Warr, and S. H. Park, Dynamical symmetry breaking in four Fermi

interaction models, Phys. Rept. 205 (1991) 59–108.

[17] T. Han and S. Willenbrock, Scale of quantum gravity, Phys. Lett. B 616 (2005)

215–220, [hep-ph/0404182].

[18] U. Aydemir, M. M. Anber, and J. F. Donoghue, Self-healing of unitarity in effective

field theories and the onset of new physics, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 014025,

[arXiv:1203.5153].

22

http://arxiv.org/abs/2001.01942
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0404182
http://arxiv.org/abs/1203.5153

	Introduction
	Unitarity, perturbativity and purely virtual particles
	General strategy
	Explicit model
	Conclusions
	Renormalization

