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Abstract: We derive two rigorous constraints on the spectrum of massive states in weakly
coupled theories with massless scalars in the adjoint representation of a large-N gauge
group. First, we show that the presence of massive spinning states necessitates the existence
of lighter states with lower spins. Explicitly, if there exists a massive state with spin J > 2,
then there must be a state with spin J − 1 and a non-zero mass lower than that of the
lightest spin-J state, a state with spin J − 2 and a mass lower than that of the lightest
spin-(J − 1) particle and so on until we reach a mass below which only states with spin less
than 2 are exchanged. Second, we find strict upper bounds on the masses of the lightest
states at any spin. If there are spin-J states in the spectrum, the maximum mass of the
lightest spin-(J + 1) state is determined by the masses of the lightest spin-J and (J − 1)

states. In the approximation that this bound applies to pion scattering in real world QCD,
we find it gives a window of only ∼150 MeV for the expected mass of the yet unmeasured
spin-7 meson.
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1 Introduction and Main Results

The spins and masses of heavy mesons measured in neutral pion scattering can be organized
into Regge trajectories, curves along which states with increasing spin have increasing
mass. Historically, the study of Regge trajectories lead to the discovery of the Veneziano
amplitude [1] and they continue to be essential for understanding many features of scattering
amplitudes with massive resonances [2–4].

Despite their ubiquity in theories with spinning massive states, such as meson scattering
or string theory, there is no known formal proof that amplitudes are required to have Regge
trajectories. Moreover, it is not known what properties Regge trajectories must satisfy if
they do appear. In this paper, we take a step towards understanding the generic features
of Regge trajectories using techniques developed in the S-matrix bootstrap program. The
S-matrix bootstrap seeks to carve out the space of possible scattering amplitudes using con-
sistency conditions. These assumptions can come in many forms [5–12], but, at their core,
they rely on the fundamental physical requirements that the S-matrix describes scattering
in a unitary, local, causal, and Lorentz-invariant quantum field theory.

In this paper, we employ the so-called “dual formulation” of the modern S-matrix
bootstrap, which uses dispersion relations to place rigorous exclusion bounds on the space
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of effective field theories (EFTs) with valid UV-completions [3, 4, 8, 9, 13–29]. With the
bootstrap, one can nontrivially test the possible existence of Regge trajectories in the
spectrum of the four-point amplitudes in weakly-coupled theories.

These dispersion relations are used to connect the high and low energy behavior of the
amplitude by writing down a four-point amplitude’s EFT coefficients in terms of an integral
over its high energy spectrum. To ensure the convergence of these dispersion relations, we
require that the amplitudes have some minimal integer n0 such that

lim
|s|→∞

A(s, u)

sn0
→ 0 (1.1)

at fixed momentum transfer u < 0. This limit, |s| → ∞ with fixed u < 0, is called the Regge
limit. The Froissart bound suggests that n0 ≤ 2 in well-behaved theories satisfying the usual
bootstrap assumptions [30, 31]. To control the low-energy behavior of the amplitude, we
additionally enforce the existence of some maximal spin J0 for the massless states in our
theory.

The analytic version of dual bootstrap emphasized in [9] and [18] allows us to derive two
bounds on the spectra of such amplitudes when the theory is weakly-coupled, crossing sym-
metric, and the scattered states are massless scalars that are in the adjoint representation
of some large-N gauge group. These constraints are:

1. Sequential Spin Constraint (1.7): States with spin at least as large as J̃1 =

max{n0, J0+1} appear at sequentially increasing masses, i.e. a spin J̃1 state appears
at a lighter mass than any spin J̃1+1 state, which is itself exchanged at lower energy
than the first J̃1 + 2 state, and so on. These states form the spectrum’s “leading”
Regge trajectory, the curve along which the lightest state with each spin lies.

2. Mass Bound (1.13): The lightest state with spin J ≥ J̃1 + 2 which lies on this
leading trajectory, has an upper bound determined by the masses and spins of any
two states with lower spin on the trajectory.

In the following subsections, we briefly motivate and describe these constraints in more
detail and then describe their implications for the physical meson spectrum in the large-N
approximation for QCD which agree surprisingly well with experimental measurements.

1.1 The Sequential Spin Constraint

A hint that the sequential spin constraint (SSC) should exist was noticed numerically in
[27]. There, the n0 = 0 case was studied in the 2 → 2 scattering of massless colored scalars
with maximal supersymmetry. Simplifying the setup slightly, let us for now consider an
n0 = 0 amplitude with crossing symmetry,

A(s, u) = A(u, s) , (1.2)
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and has a low-energy expansion of the form

A(s, u) =

kmax∑
0≤q≤k

ak,qs
k−quq ak,q = ak,k−q . (1.3)

For the moment, we assume that there are no massless poles. We further require that
there be a finite mass gap Mgap below which there are no massive states, a second scale
µcM

2
gap above the mass gap such that there are no contributions to the imaginary part of

the amplitude’s spectral density for M2
gap ≤ s ≤ µcM

2
gap, and that the amplitude have no

t-channel poles.1 Above µcM
2
gap, we are agnostic about the spectrum, allowing both single

particle exchanges and branch cuts on the real-s axis. The parameter kmax is necessary for
numerical implementation and corresponds to truncating the effective Lagrangian at some
finite derivative order 2kmax. Larger truncation order yields stronger bounds.

For the sake of illustration, suppose we take µc = 1.1. This choice does not change
the results qualitatively for any µc > 1. At the mass gap we assume that states with all
spins up to some J1 > 0 are exchanged. These exchanges have couplings gJ,1 for gJ,µ the
three-point coupling of two massless scalars to a particle at mass µM2

gap with spin J :

g∗J,µgJ,µ J

M2 = µM2
gap

(1.4)

We can numerically determine the maximum allowed value of

|gJ1,1|2

a0,0
(1.5)

for a0,0 being the coefficient of the four-point contact term by solving a semidefinite op-
timization problem [8, 21]. To do so, we use SDPB [32], an optimization code originally
developed for the conformal bootstrap.

The upper bounds on this ratio for various J1 at increasing truncation orders are shown
in Figure 1, where we find that the coupling for J1 > 0 converges to zero as we take kmax to
be large. The numerical bootstrap appears to be telling us that no states with spin greater
than zero are allowed at the mass gap. In [27], a similar analysis showed that at the second
mass level, the maximal values for states with spin larger than one have couplings that
vanish with increasing kmax. We are at most allowed a scalar at the mass gap and a vector
at the second mass level, which is precisely the beginning of a leading Regge trajectory.

The analytic condition we find exactly matches this numerical intuition that as long
as there are only states of finite spin exchanged at the lowest mass level, those states can
only be scalars when n0 = 0 and there are no massless poles. We further show a more
general constraint which applies at any mass level: for theories with finitely many tree-level

1Were we to take n0 = 1, this would describe scattering of massless pions in large-N QCD [21–23, 26]
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Figure 1: A log-log plot of the maximum coupling |gJ1,1|2/a0,0 for states at the mass gap,
i.e. the lowest mass state, of spin J1 = 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 (blue, orange, green, red, purple, brown)
to the massless scalars with µc = 1.1. While the coupling to the scalar stays constant with
increasing kmax, the coupling to the state with maximal spin J1 > 0 begins to converge to
zero, suggesting that these states are forced to have zero coupling in the large kmax limit
so that only scalar exchanges are allowed at the mass gap.

exchanges at masses Mn such that M1 < M2 < · · · < MN < · · · , the largest spin at mass
level n, which we denote Jn, can only be one higher than the largest spin at any lower mass
level. Importantly, this relation only determines the maximum possible JN . The spins are
trivially at least zero, but have no other lower bound. Therefore, the largest spin at mass
level N has to be less than or equal to N − 1. In Figure 2, the dashed lines show various
examples of choices for JN that that are either allowed or disallowed by this bound.

This result can be generalized for any choice of n0 in (1.1) and to amplitudes with
massless poles, which we ignored in (1.3). These massless states affect the dispersive rep-
resentation of the amplitude that is necessary for argument [9, 20, 28] and can change the
strength of the spin bound. The idea that the highest spin allowed increases by at most one
at each mass level still applies in the same way, but the starting spin is different. Instead
of the maximal spin at the mass gap being zero, it becomes some spin J̃1 (the tilde here
denotes the maximal allowed spin at mass level one, the mass gap, whereas J1 without the
tilde is the actual maximal spin at the mass gap). The spin J̃1 can be determined as

J̃1 = max{n0, J0 + 1} (1.6)

where J0 is the maximal spin of the massless states that are exchanged. For example, if the
only massless states the external scalars interact with are themselves, J0 = 0. When the
massless scalars can also exchange a massless vector, though, the spin-one massless pole
makes J0 = 1. Massless graviton exchanges make J0 = 2, but are not directly relevant here
because there are no massless spin-two colored particles in the large-N limit, and so with
the Froissart bound, this tells us J̃1 ≤ 2.
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Figure 2: A visual representation of the n0 = 0 SSC where MN is the Nth mass at which
states are exchanged. The points on the first diagonal correspond to the spins saturating
the bound JN ≤ N−1. The dashed lines on the left correspond to different possible choices
of JN which are allowed by the spin bound. On the right side, they correspond to choices of
JN inconsistent with the spin bound, either because they contain states above the absolute
maximum at a given mass level or because they increase in spin too quickly. The leading
Regge trajectory can be determined by tracing through the lightest masses at which each
spin appears on each dashed line.

With this dependence on Regge behavior and massless poles in mind, we can show that
at the lowest mass level M2

gap, we have J1 ≤ J̃1. As before, the maximal possible spin at
higher masses is simply one more than the maximal spin at previous mass levels, so the
spin at mass level N always has an absolute maximum of N + J̃1 − 1. We can express this
more mathematically as

JN ≤ max{J̃1 − 1, J1, J2, . . . , JN−1}+ 1 ≤ N + J̃1 − 1 . (1.7)

In the n0 = 0 case with no massless poles, J̃1 = 0, which is why the analysis in Figure
1 shows that only scalars can be exchanged at the mass gap. This bound means that a
theory with states that have spin > J̃1 must be nontrivially coupled to states of sequentially
increasing spin on a leading Regge trajectory.

1.2 Mass Bound Along the Leading Trajectory

Consider now a spin J state on the leading Regge trajectory required by the SSC. Crossing
symmetry, (1.2), requires that a general spin J state at mass µM2

gap contribute to the
amplitude as

A(s, u) ⊃ |gJ,µ|2
(
G

(D)
J (1 + 2u/s)

s− µM2
gap

+
G

(D)
J (1 + 2s/u)

u− µM2
gap

)
(1.8)

where gJ,µ is the three point coupling as in (1.4) and the G
(D)
J are Gegenbauer polynomials.

The polynomial G(D)
J is order J , so a spin-J state contributes a term of order sJ to the
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amplitude. Therefore, if a particle with spin J ≥ n0 appears in the amplitude, then the
amplitude can only diverge slower than sn0 in the Regge limit if the contributions from
higher spin states resum such that the Regge behavior is better than the individual terms.
Resummation is only possible if we have an infinite tower of massive spinning states so all
such theories are required to have infinitely many spins exchanged. With the SSC, we can
go a step further and find an upper bound on the mass at which states with a particular spin
must appear. In its simplest form, with n0 = 0 and no massless poles, the bound tells us
that the mass M̃J , where the lightest spin-J state appears, is constrained by M̃1, the mass
of the lightest spin-one state and M̃0 = Mgap, the mass of the lightest scalar exchanged:(

M̃J

Mgap

)
≤

(
M̃1

Mgap

)J

. (1.9)

One amplitude that satisfies these assumptions is the open superstring Veneziano amplitude
with a particular choice of external scalars2:

A[zzz̄z̄] = −(α′s)2A(s, u) , where A(s, u) =
Γ(−α′s)Γ(−α′u)

Γ(1 + α′t)
. (1.10)

While the original amplitude A[zzz̄z̄] does not satisfy crossing due to the overall factor
of s2, the stripped amplitude A(s, u) does. Further A(s, u) vanishes in the Regge limit
(n0 = 0) and, while A[zzz̄z̄] has J0 = 1 due to massless gluon exchanges, the removal of
the s2 factor makes A(s, u) act as though it effectively has J0 = −1.3 For A(s, u), then, we
have

J̃ str
1 = max{0,−1 + 1} = 0 . (1.11)

This amplitude saturates the maximal spin constraint with a scalar at the gap, a vector
at the second mass level, a spin-two state at the third and so on. The squared-masses are
spaced exactly linearly such that M2

2 = 2M2
gap, M2

3 = 3M2
gap. The lightest vector appears

at M2
2 = 2M2

gap, so M̃1 = M2 =
√
2Mgap. Similarly, M̃J =

√
(J + 1)Mgap. The Veneziano

amplitude obeys (1.9), since it is always the case that

√
J + 1 ≤

√
2
J

(1.12)

for J ≥ 1.
The bound (1.9) generalizes to different kinds of Regge behavior and amplitudes with

standard massless poles (leading to J̃1 ≥ 0), giving a bound on the mass of the lightest spin
J state in terms of the lightest states with two lower spins J − n1 and J − n2. The general

2This amplitude is related by supersymmetry to the original Veneziano amplitude [25, 27].
3We are not directly bounding the physical amplitude A[zzz̄z̄] here, so this “effective” J0 no longer has

the interpretation of being the largest spin of an exchanged massless state. Instead, it is defined by how
the massless pole contributes to dispersion relations.
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State J Maximum Mass (MeV) Measured Mass (MeV) [33]
ρ(770) 1 - 775.3± 0.2

f2(1270) 2 - 1275± 1

ρ3(1690) 3 m2
f2
/mρ = 2098 1689± 2

f4(2050) 4 m2
ρ3/mf2 = 2237 2018± 11

ρ5(2350) 5 m2
f4
/mρ3 = 2411 2330± 35

f6(2510) 6 m2
ρ5/mf4 = 2690 2470± 50

ρ7 7 m2
f6
/mρ5 = 2618 ??

Table 1: A table showing the strongest bounds on the experimental masses of different
QCD bound states from (1.13) relative to their physical values (the maxima are found using
the central experimental values and ignoring error). All measured values lie below the value
that would be required by (1.13) if real-world QCD obeyed our formal assumptions. The
strongest bounds always come from choosing n1 = 1 and n2 = 2.

expression for the bound is

M̃J

M̃J−n2

≤

(
M̃J−n1

M̃J−n2

)n2/(n2−n1)

for n2 > n1 > 0 , J − n2 ≥ J̃1 . (1.13)

The SSC additionally implies the heirarchy M̃J−n2 < M̃J−n1 < M̃J . String theory, which
characteristically has linear Regge trajectories, satisfies this bound at all spins.

1.3 Approximate Bounds on QCD

As a “real-world” example, we can consider the spectrum of ππ → ππ scattering. In
the large-N limit of QCD with massless pions, this process satisfies our assumptions with
J̃1 = 1 [21]. If we ignore any corrections from the fact that real-world QCD has N = 3

and that real pions are not massless, we can plug the observed masses of the lowest mass
meson resonances, the ρ and f mesons, into (1.13) and find bounds on their masses. This
approximation is of course not precise, but our bounds are satisfied for measured values of
the mesons. This is quite surprising, especially given that these higher mass resonances are
highly unstable, while our bounds only rigorously apply to stable massive states. Further,
the authors of [26] found that, by inputting the measured masses and spins of the ρ and f2
mesons into the numerical bootstrap, there was a corner in the numerical maximum coupling
to the f2 meson. This corner suggested the existence of a state with mass ∼1678MeV,
extremely close to the physical ρ3 mass! Upon extracting the spectrum of the theory with
a state at that mass, they found that the theory had a leading Regge trajectory that had
states quite close that of QCD. The compatibility of the large-N QCD bootstrap with
real-world QCD suggests that our bounds might still be applicable to real-world QCD even
beyond currently measured states, at least in some approximate way.

We list the masses and their bounds in Table 1 along with the experimentally deter-
mined values for the masses of the states [33]. The experimental values are at least 80%
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Figure 3: The contour deformation that defines (1.15). The contour around the branch
cut can be identified with the discontinuity of the s-channel branch-cut. We do not include
them in the in the figure, but there can be an infinite number of massive simple poles on the
positive real s-axis. These simple poles correspond to exchanges of stable massive states.

of the maximal values determined by (1.13) and the central experimental value for the ρ5
meson is at 97% of its maximal value. Assuming the continued validity of the mass bound
to real-world QCD continues to hold above the f6 meson, then we can determine an ap-
proximate maximal mass for the ρ7 meson using the measured values in Table 1. The ρ7
meson does not have an experimentally determined mass, but assuming the central values
for the masses of the ρ5 and f6 mesons, then the mass bound along with the SSC tell us

2470 MeV = mf6 ≤ mρ7 ≤
m2

f6

mρ5

= 2618 MeV, (1.14)

a range of only ∼150 MeV within which we expect this spin seven state to appear. While the
allowed range is quite small, the assumption of large-N implies stable mesons, ignoring the
fact that these resonances have decay widths. Given that the f6 meson has a decay width
in the tens of MeV, the width of the ρ7 could be similar to this 150 MeV mass window in
which we predict that its mass is. It would be interesting if data from collider experiments
could be used to further test the applicability of the bounds to QCD for these states with
shorter lifetimes.

1.4 Proof Sketch and Outline

In Section 2, we prove the SSC for the case shown in Fig. 1, with J̃1 = 0 and no massive
loops, then explain how the proof could be straightforwardly generalized. Let us now outline
how these above results are derived.

At the core of the proof are fixed-u dispersion relations. Assuming that our weakly
coupled massless 2 → 2 scattering amplitudes A(s, u) are analytic away from the real-s
axis, we use the contour deformation shown in Figure 3 to relate an amplitude with a mass
gap and no t-channel cut to the integral over its imaginary part on the positive real s axis.

This contour deformation allows us to write down a dispersion relation for the amplitude
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at fixed momentum transfer |u| ≪ M2
gap where the amplitude is analytic [9]:4

A(s, u) = Asub +

∫ ∞

M2
gap

ds′

π

Im[A(s, u)]

s′ − s
. (1.15)

The contribution from the contour at infinity, Asub, vanishes when n0 = 0. Along with the
partial wave expansion of a tree-level amplitude,

A(s, u) =
∞∑
J=0

|gJ,µ|2G(D)
J

(
1 +

2u

s

)
, (1.16)

the expression (1.15) and “k − q-times subtracted” versions of it,

A(s, u)

sk−q
= Ak−q sub +

∫ ∞

M2
gap

ds′

π

Im[A(s, u)]

sk−q(s′ − s)
, (1.17)

allow us to write down dispersion relations for individual Wilson coefficients ak,q by taking
contours around s = 0. These take the characteristic form

ak,q ∼
∞∑
J=q

∫ ∞

M2
gap

ds
ρJ(s)

sk+1
vJ,q , (1.18)

where ρJ(s) ≥ 0 encodes information about the massive spectrum. The coefficients vJ,q ≥ 0

are defined in (2.11) and come from expanding the Gegenbauer polynomials. In units of
the mass gap, tree-level exchanges such as (1.4) contribute to Wilson coefficients as

ak,q ⊃
|gJ,µ|2

µk+1
vJ,q , (1.19)

where M2 = µM2
gap is the mass of the exchanged particle. If we assume that there are

only tree-level exchanges at the mass gap with spin up to a finite maximum value J1 > 0

and some cutoff µc > 1 such that ρJ(s) has no support on the interval (1, µc), then the
coefficients can be written

ak,q ∼
J1∑
J=q

|gJ,1|2vJ,q +
∞∑
J=q

∫ ∞

µc

ds
ρJ(s)

sk−q+1
vJ,q . (1.20)

We show that in the k → ∞ limit, the integral in (1.20) gets suppressed by powers of µ−k
c ,

so the Wilson coefficients ak,q at large k are simply equal to the sum over contributions at
the mass gap.

We can change integration variables from s to x = M2
gap/s and find that the dispersive

4The discontinuity of the amplitude is proportional to its imaginary part, 2iIm[A(s, u)] = A(s+ iϵ, u)−
A(s− iϵ, u).
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relations for the Wilson coefficients become

ak,q ∼
∞∑
J=q

∫ 1

0
dxxkρ̃J(x)vJ,q , (1.21)

where ρ̃J ∝ ρJ . As was pointed out in [9], this expression means that the ak,q coefficients
at fixed q are moments of the distribution

∑
J mJ(x)vJ,q and are strongly constrained in

terms of each other. One can use these moment bounds along with crossing symmetry (1.2)
to find a upper bound on the q = J1 Wilson coefficient in terms of a q = J1 + 1 Wilson
coefficient for any J1 > 0. In the large k limit, the suppression of the high energy integral,
which is the only place there can be dependence on spins larger than J1, means that the
q = J1 coefficients depend only on the coupling |gJ1,1|2, while the q = J1 + 1 coefficient
must go to zero as it is independent of the states at the mass gap. Taking the k → ∞ limit
implies |gJ1,1|2 must vanish. There is no upper bound on ak,0 in terms of ak,1, however, so
scalars (and only scalars) can be exchanged at tree-level.

We proceed similarly at general mass level M2
N , but with the contributions of tree-level

exchanges to the Wilson coefficients given in units of MN . Inductively assuming that mass
levels below N only contribute spins up to some maximum spin J − 1, we know Wilson
coefficients with q ≥ J are independent of any coupling to a state with mass less than MN .
All of the coefficients with q ≥ J then vanish in the large-k limit. We again find an upper
bound on |gJN ,µN

|2 (where µNM2
gap = M2

N ) that goes to zero as k → ∞ unless JN ≤ J .
The spins must therefore increase sequentially in mass level starting at J = 0. Moreover,
all spins up to J appear at mass levels below the first level at which a spin-J is exchanged.

Section 3 proves the mass bound (1.13). The proof is similar to the proof of the SSC,
also requiring the moment constraints to show that the coupling to a state which we assume
has finite coupling must vanish unless states with higher spin appear below some mass.

In Section 4, we give some perspective on our results and suggest possible extensions,
while the appendices contain additional proofs necessary for the results in this paper.

2 Deriving the Sequential Spin Constraint

We begin this section by giving the precise assumptions required for the proof of the sequen-
tial spin constraint. We discuss some simple bounds on Wilson coefficients that come from
those assumptions and give the rigorous argument for maximal spin at the mass gap. We
then explain the generalization of the argument to higher mass levels, but save the technical
discussion for Appendix A. Finally, we discuss why removing a subset of our assumptions
is straightforward and how the spin bound and its proof would be modified without them.

2.1 Assumptions

We consider planar, color-ordered amplitudes of massless scalars living in the adjoint rep-
resentation of a large-N group. The behavior of such amplitudes has been bootstrapped,
for example, in large-N QCD pion scattering [21, 23, 26, 34], maximally supersymmetric
Yang-Mills EFTs [25, 27, 28], and studies of dual-resonant models [2, 12, 35–39]. By consid-
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ering massless scalar external states and choosing the 1234 color ordering, the amplitudes
can be made to be symmetric under s and u, recovering the constraint (1.2),

A[1234] = A(s, u) = A(u, s) . (2.1)

The large-N in the group structure suppresses multi-trace operators such that A(s, u) has
no t poles, so we assume that, for fixed u < 0, A(s, u) is analytic in the complex s plane
anywhere away from the the positive real-s axis. The amplitude must have a partial wave
expansion

A(s, u) =

∞∑
J=0

n
(D)
J aJ(s)G

(D)
J

(
1 +

2u

s

)
, (2.2)

in which the sum is over spins J of the exchanged states, aJ(s) is the amplitude’s spec-
tral density, n

(D)
J is a dimension-dependent normalization [8, 40], and G

(D)
J are the D-

dimensional Gegenbauer polynomials,

G
(D)
J (x) ≡ 2F1

(
−J, J +D − 3,

D − 2

2
,
1− x

2

)
. (2.3)

We further require that the massless sector of the theory be weakly coupled so that the
contributions to aJ(s) from loops of massless states are suppressed. In this limit, unitarity
of the S-matrix reduces to a condition colloquially known as “positivity”:

Im(aJ(s)) ≥ 0 . (2.4)

We assume that, with n finite, at the nth mass for which there are tree-level exchanges,
there is not an infinite tower of spinning states. This precludes the existence of amplitudes
like 1/(s−m2)(u−m2), which have non-polynomial residues and have been argued to be
nonlocal [2, 36, 39], though can satisfy all other conditions we require.5

Additionally, we enforce the existence of a gap in mass from the massless states to some
scale Mgap, below which there are no states with nonzero mass, which allows us to write
down the fixed-u dispersion relation (1.15) for the amplitude.

The contribution from the contour at infinity in (1.15), Asub, cannot be accessed in the
kind of bootstrap we discuss here, so we typically consider “n-times subtracted” versions of
the dispersion relation (1.15) [38, 45] such that Asub vanishes:

A(s, u)

sn
=

∫ ∞

M2
gap

ds′
Im[A(s, u)]

s′n(s′ − s)
. (2.5)

When the amplitude has the behavior (1.1), any subtraction level n > n0 has no contribution
from the contour at infinity. Causality arguments suggest the existence of a Froissart-Martin

5This finite spin constraint does, however, allow amplitudes with accumulation points which have been
studied recently [12, 41–44].
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like bound for polynomially bounded massless amplitudes like (1.1) [9, 46]

lim
|s|→∞

A(s, u)

s2
→ 0 (2.6)

for fixed −M2
gap ≪ u < 0, which guarantees n0 ≤ 2.6 Such a bound is rigorous for the

scattering of massive theories [30, 31], but is unproven for massless scattering.
To simplify the argument necessary for Section 2.3, we further constrain the problem.

First, we assume that the entire theory, including the massive sector, is weakly coupled such
that we are studying the tree-level approximation of our amplitude. This approximation
applies naturally, for example, to large-N QCD [21, 47]. Having the entire theory be weakly
coupled suppresses loops of massless states and decays of massive states and ensures that
after each massive pole at s = µM2

gap (for µ ≥ 1) at which states are exchanged, the
amplitude is analytic in s until s = (µ+ δ)M2

gap for δ > 0.
Second, instead of the standard Froissart bound (2.6), we impose softer Regge behavior

than is strictly necessary,

lim
|s|→∞

A(s, u) → 0 (2.7)

for fixed u < 0, taking n0 = 0 in (1.1).
Third, we require that there are no massless poles in the low-energy expansion of the

amplitude:

A(s, u) =

∞∑
0≤q≤k

ak,qs
k−quq ak,q = ak,k−q . (2.8)

This is not necessarily the case for any particular theory, but, along with (2.7), simplifies
our discussion. The precise argument given here applies, with a small change in notation,
to massless scalar scattering in N = 4 supersymmetric theories [25, 27]. All three of
these conditions can be weakened and the argument would still apply with only slight
modification, as we describe in Sec. 2.5.

2.2 Dispersion Relations and Simple Consequences

We can use the contour deformation in Figure 3 and the partial wave expansion (2.2) to
rewrite the (k − q)-times subtracted dispersion relation as∮

ds′

2πi

A(s, u)

s′k−q(s′ − s)
=

∞∑
J=0

∫ ∞

M2
gap

ds′

π

n
(D)
J Im[aJ(s

′)]

s′k−q(s′ − s)
G

(D)
J

(
1 +

2u

s

)
(2.9)

6It was pointed out in [21] that because this kind of bound holds for the complex-s plane with fixed
t < 0 as well as fixed u, one can find additional constraints on amplitudes. This property does not play a
role in our argument.
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for D > 3. Then, taking s → 0, using the low-energy expansion (2.8), applying q derivatives
with respect to u, and setting u → 0, we find

ak,q =
1

q!

∂q

∂uq

( ∞∑
J=0

∫ ∞

M2
gap

ds

π

n
(D)
J Im[aJ(s)]

sk−q+1
G

(D)
J

(
1 +

2u

s

)) ∣∣∣∣∣
u=0

. (2.10)

The only u-dependence in the expression comes from the Gegenbauer polynomaials, so,
defining the coefficients v

(D)
ℓ,q such that

G
(D)
J (1 + 2δ) =

J∑
q=0

v
(D)
J,q δn , v

(D)
J,q =

(
J

q

)
Γ(J +D − 3 + q) Γ(D−2

2 )

Γ(J +D − 3) Γ(D−2
2 + q)

, (2.11)

we find

ak,q =

∞∑
J=0

∫ ∞

M2
gap

ds

π

n
(D)
J Im[aJ(s)]

sk+1
v
(D)
J,q . (2.12)

From here on we drop the superscript (D) as our argument is dimension independent. The
improved Regge behavior (2.7) allows us to write dispersion relations for all ak,q Wilson
coefficients of (2.8). Upon rescaling7

(M2
gap)

k+(D−4)/2ak,q → ak,q (2.13)

to make the Wilson coefficients dimensionless, we find [25, 27]:

ak,q =
∞∑
J=0

∫ ∞

1
dy fJ(y) y

−kvJ,q (2.14)

where y = s/M2
gap is the dimensionless center-of-mass energy and the normalized spectral

density is fJ(y) = y−(D/2+1)nJ Im(aJ(M
2
gapy))/π ≥ 0.

The two properties of vJ,q important here are that

vJ,q ≥ 0 for all J and q

vJ,q = 0 for J < q .
(2.15)

This second property means that we can make the lower bound in the sum over J depend
on q,

ak,q =

∞∑
J=q

∫ ∞

1
dy fJ(y) y

−kvJ,q , (2.16)

so, naively, ak,q does not depend on the exchange of states with spin J < q. For notational
7We can equivalently think of this as choosing units in which M2

gap = 1.
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convenience we define the bracket〈
y−kvJ,q

〉
µ
=

∞∑
J=q

∫ ∞

µ
dy fJ(y) y

−kvJ,q . (2.17)

Then

ak,q =
〈
y−kvJ,q

〉
1
. (2.18)

The positivity of the integrand in (2.16) and the fact that y ≥ 1 trivially tells us that

ak,q ≥ ak′,q for k ≤ k′ . (2.19)

Along with the crossing constraint (1.2), which requires

ak,q = ak,k−q (2.20)

for all coefficients, we can show that [25]

0 ≤ āk,q ≡
ak,q
a0,0

≤ 1 , (2.21)

for all k, q. In [9], finding bounds on the ak,q coefficients was identified with a moment prob-
lem and, among several other conditions, were found to obey a so-called “Hankel matrix”
constraint, with  aq,q aq+1,q . . .

aq+1,q aq+2,q . . .
...

...
. . .

 (2.22)

being totally nonnegative, meaning each minor must have nonnegative determinant. In
Appendix B, we show a particular consequence of (2.22) is that(

ak,q
aq,q

)(k′−q)/(k−q)

≤
(
ak′,q
aq,q

)
(2.23)

for k ≤ k′.
A tree-level exchange at mass µM2

gap of a state with spin J contributes to the imaginary
part of the spectral density as

nJ Im(aJ(s)) ⊃
|gJ,µ|2(

µM2
gap
)(4−D)/2

δ
(
s/M2

gap − µ
)
, (2.24)

where gJ,µ is the (appropriately normalized) dimensionless coupling of the massless states
to to the massive state. With the rescaling (2.13), the contribution of a tree-level exchange
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to a Wilson coefficient is

ak,q ⊃
|gJ,µ|2

µk+1
. (2.25)

We now have all the necessary ingredients to prove for this setup that only scalars can be
exchanged at the mass gap.

2.3 At the Mass Gap

There are two main steps in the proof. First, we show that, in the large k limit, any fixed-q
Wilson coefficient ak,q is completely determined by contributions at the mass gap. This
means that upon assuming the existence of some maximal spin exchanged at M2

gap, J1,
any Wilson coefficient with q ≥ J1 must vanish in the k → ∞ limit since coefficients with
q = J have only contributions from states with spin ≥ J . Further, the large-k limit of
the coefficient with q = J1, ak,J1 , is exactly proportional to the coupling to the state with
spin J1 at the mass gap. Second, we use the Hankel matrix constraints to find an upper
bound on ak,J1 in terms of a coefficient with q, k− q > J1 that vanishes in the large-k limit,
implying that the coupling to the state with spin J1 at the mass gap must also be zero.

The first step relies on the weak coupling limit of the massive sector. In this approx-
imation, there are no contributions to the spectrum with mass-squared between M2

gap and
some cutoff scale µcM

2
gap for µc > 1 where the next tree-level exchanges appear. The spec-

trum fJ(y) has no support for y ∈ (1, µc) and we can write the dispersion relation (2.16)
as

ak,q =

J1∑
J=q

|gJ,1|2vJ,q + ⟨y−kvJ,q⟩µc . (2.26)

Assuming k ≥ 2J1 + 1 so that J1 < k − J1, we use (2.26) to find from crossing

ak,k−J1 = ak,J1 = |gJ1,1|2vJ1,J1 + ⟨y−kvJ,J1⟩µc . (2.27)

Dividing by a0,0, we get

āk,k−J1 = āk,J1 = |ḡJ1,1|2vJ1,J1 +
1

a0,0
⟨y−kvJ,J1⟩µc , (2.28)

where |ḡJ,M2 |2 ≡ |gJ,M2 |2/a0,0. All quantities in this expression must be finite due to (2.21).
Consider the integral over contributions above µc: for y ∈ [µc,∞) and k ≥ J1, we know

y−k = µ−k
c

(
y

µc

)−k

≤ µ−k
c

(
y

µc

)−J1

, (2.29)

so, at any J , the integrand obeys

y−kvJ,qfJ(y) ≤
y−J1

µk−J1
c

vJ,qfJ(y) . (2.30)
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Since we assumed k ≥ 2J1 + 1, we then get the inequality

1

a0,0
⟨y−kvJ,J1⟩µc ≤

1

µk−J1
c

1

a0,0
⟨y−J1vJ,J1⟩µc . (2.31)

Using (2.26), we can see the high energy integral on the right hand side of (2.31) is equal
to āJ1,J1 − |ḡJ1,1|2, so we find

1

a0,0
⟨y−kvJ,J1⟩µc ≤

āJ1,J1 − |ḡJ1,1|2

µk−J1
c

. (2.32)

Since āJ1,J1 − |ḡJ1,1|2 ≤ 1 and µc > 1, as we take k → ∞ the right hand side of (2.32) goes
to zero, meaning the high-energy integral on the left hand side of (2.32) must vanish as
well. Taking the k → ∞ limit of (2.28), we then see

lim
k→∞

āk,J1 = |ḡJ1,1|2vJ1,J1 . (2.33)

We have found, as desired, a Wilson coefficient which depends entirely on the coupling to
the spin J1 state at the mass gap. We can use this same idea to show that there exist Wilson
coefficients which vanish in the large k limit. In particular, since k > 2J1 + 1, the sum
over spins in (2.16) starting at J = q implies neither āk+1,k−J1 nor its crossing symmetric
partner, āk+1,J1+1, have contributions from the states in the tower at the lowest mass level.
Therefore, we can bound āl+1,k−J1 from above by using crossing symmetry,

āk+1,k−J1 = āk+1,J1+1 =
1

a0,0
⟨y−(k+1)vJ,J1+1⟩µc

≤
āJ1+1,J1+1

µk−J1
c

.
(2.34)

Since āJ1+1,J1+1 is finite, it must be the case that āk+1,J1+1 vanishes in the large-k limit.
We can now move on to the second step necessary to prove only scalar exchanges are

allowed at the mass gap: showing that the coupling to the spin J1 state must be zero if
J1 > 0 by finding a bound on āk,k−J1 in terms of āk+1,k−J1 and taking the k → ∞ limit.
We can get this bound by setting q = k − J1, k′ = k + 1 in (2.23):(

ak,k−J1

ak−J1,k−J1

)1+1/J1

≤
(

ak+1,k−J1

ak−J1,k−J1

)
. (2.35)

Barring all coefficients and using crossing, we can write āk+1,k−J1 = āk+1,J1+1 and āk−J1,k−J1 =

āk−J1,0, which has the dispersive representation

āk−J1,0 =

J1∑
J=0

|ḡJ,1|2vJ,0 +
1

a0,0
⟨yJ1−k⟩µc . (2.36)

As we saw in (2.31), the high energy integral is bounded by 1/µk
c×finite, so this coefficient

is equal to just the sum over the couplings in the large k limit. Taking the large k limit in
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the barred version of (2.35), we obtain(
|ḡJ1,1|2vJ1,J1∑J1

J=0 |ḡJ,1|2

)1+1/J1

≤
limk→∞ āk+1,J1+1∑J1

J=0 |ḡJ,1|2
= 0 , (2.37)

where we have used the fact that vJ,0 = 1 for all J . Then, since vJ1,J1 is finite for finite J1,
(2.37) implies

|ḡJ1,1|2∑J1
J=0 |ḡJ,1|2

= 0 . (2.38)

Thus, the coupling to spin J1 has zero contribution, so the theory can have a tower of
states only up to J1−1. This argument holds for any integer J1 ≥ 1, so rules out exchanges
of any states with spin larger than or equal to one. At J1 = 0, though, it fails, perhaps
most obviously because the Hankel constraint (2.23) can be satisfied with aq+n,q/aq,q = 0

for all coefficients with integer n > 0, so it has no bounding power on the scalar coupling.
Therefore, we have shown that J1 = 0, i.e. that at the lowest mass level of any tree-level
UV completion of a colored scalar theory which admits zero-times subtracted dispersion
relations, there can only be a massive scalar exchanged.

2.4 Higher Mass Levels

We can modify the proof in the previous section to show that the largest spin of a state
that could possibly be exchanged at any mass level above the mass gap is one higher than
the highest spin exchanged at lower mass levels. That is to say, at the second mass level, we
can exchange at most a spin-one state since we can have only spin-zero states at the gap,
at the third mass level, we can exchange at most a spin-two state if a vector is exchanged
at the second mass level or at most a vector if only scalars are exchanged at the second
mass level, and so on. Using JN to denote the largest spin exchanged at mass level n, this
constraint tells us that the maximal spin exchanged at mass level N obeys

JN ≤ J̃N . (2.39)

where we are using the shorthand8

J̃n = max{−1, J1 = 0, J2, . . . , Jn−1}+ 1 (2.40)

for spin one larger than the maximal spin exchanged at any level below N . Note that we
do not require JN = J̃N , so we can think of J̃N as the maximum possible spin exchanged at
mass level N , while JN is the actual maximal spin exchanged at mass level N . To find this
maximal spin constraint, we use the same strategy we employed in the previous section:
first find the coefficient which isolates the contribution of a the maximal spin-JN state at

8We know J1 = 0 because we chose the masses MN such that there are states exchanged at s = M2
N

and Section 2.3 proved that J1 ≤ 0
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some mass level N and then use the Hankel matrix bounds to show that, if JN > J̃N , the
coupling to the spin-JN state must vanish.

In this language, Section 2.3 proves that J1 = J̃1 = 0. At any mass level below the
second (i.e. only at the first mass level), then, the exchanged states are maximally spin
zero. This is the base case for the inductive assumption that below mass level N , only
states with spin up to a maximum J̃N − 1 can be exchanged. We now want to show that,
if this is true up to some mass level N − 1, then JN ≤ J̃N .

We reserve this proof for Appendix A because the core idea is identical to that in
Section 2.3 and just requires more detailed notation. The only additional insight is that if
we consider rescaled coefficients

µk+1
N ak,q , (2.41)

then we compensate for the mass suppression of the states at mass level N in the k → ∞
limit, and so those contributions from exchanges with s = µNM2

gap become finite. While
this also makes contributions from states at levels n < N infinite in the large k limit, our
inductive assumption tells us that those states all have spins only up to J̃N−1, and so do not
contribute to rescaled Wilson coefficients µNak,q with q, k − q ≥ J̃N due to the properties
of the vJ,q constants. This identifies finite rescaled coefficients which have contributions
only from the state with spin JN , which we can then bound from above by zero using the
Hankel matrix constraints if JN > J̃N .

These bounds result in us inductively showing that crossing symmetry and the Regge
behavior lim|s|→∞A(s, u) → 0 imply that any amplitude subject to our assumptions has a
maximal spin of J̃N at mass level N in its spectrum. As a consequence, the highest spin
in the massive spectrum must increase one at a time: an amplitude having exchanges of
states with spin J at some mass necessitates the existence of states with spin J −1 at some
lower mass, spin J − 2 at an even lower mass, and so on until we reach the scalar at the
mass gap. Together, these conditions tell us the maximal allowed spin at mass level N has
the bound

JN ≤ J̃N = max{−1, J1, J2, . . . , JN−1}+ 1 ≤ N − 1 , (2.42)

exactly matching the constraint (1.7) with J̃1 = 0.

2.5 Removing Simplifying Assumptions

In addition to the assumptions which were strictly necessary for the proof of the sequential
spin constraint to work, we made three simplifications to the problem in Section 2.1:

1. The entire theory, both massless and massive sectors, is weakly coupled so that the
tree-level approximation is valid at all energy scales.

2. The amplitude vanishes in the Regge limit, i.e. that n0 = 0 in (1.1).

3. The low-energy expansion of the amplitude has no massless poles.
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In this section, we discuss to what extent these assumptions can be relaxed and how the
proof would need to be modified.

Loosening the weak coupling assumption in the massive sector (though keeping it for
the massless sector) to allow massive loops means there are no longer gaps in the support
of Im(aJ(s)) above some scale µloopM

2
gap at which the loops first appear. Further, loop

level contributions are not purely polynomial in Mandelstams, so cannot be approximated
by a finite sum over Gegenbauer polynomials. They contribute to the spectral density at
all J , no matter the spin of the state in the loop, violating the assumption that we can pick
some maximal spin JN for some mass level N above which Im(aJ(s)) = 0 [9]. However, so
long as the loop-level contributions to the Wilson coefficients are finite, then they would be
suppressed at large k because their contributions inherently come from integrating over the
real s-axis above some threshold and large s information comes with factors of (s/M2

gap)
−k.

Thus, if µloop > 1, then the argument holds for all tree-level exchanges below µloopM
2
gap.

When the massless sector is not weakly coupled, then the amplitude can have loops of
massless states, leading to branch cuts that reach down to s = 0 in the complex s plane. We
are then unable to define our naive Wilson coefficients [9]. As long as the theory remains
perturbative, the massless loop contributions can be determined in terms of the tree-level
Wilson coefficients, so we could expect that these bounds might at least be approximately
true, but they would not rigorously apply.

Relaxing the Regge behavior constraint to general n0 in (1.1) means that we need
to take at least n0 subtractions for Asub to vanish in (2.5), and so we have convergent
dispersion relations only for ak,q with q, k − q ≥ n0. This is exactly analogous to how we
consider only rescaled coefficients with q, k − q ≥ J̃N in Section 2.4. The base case for
the inductive argument at the first mass level follows the same logic as if we took N = n0

in Section 2.4, and so we rule out any massive states with spins J > n0 being exchanged
at M2

gap.9 This, for example, explains why the massive spin-one ρ meson is found at the
lowest mass level in pion scattering [33] and a trajectory with J = n is found for the at
least singly-subtracted dispersion relations pertinent to large-N QCD [21, 26].

A similar phenomenon occurs if we allow for the existence of massless poles. The low
energy expansion, (2.8), then becomes

A(s, u) = g2
(
f(u)

s
+

f(s)

u

)
+

∞∑
0≤q≤k

ak,qs
k−quq . (2.43)

If the only massless states the scalars interact with are themselves, then f(s) = 1 and
the zero-times subtracted dispersion relation picks up an additional contribution from the
1/u pole which goes to infinity in the u → 0 limit we use in the dispersive representation
of the Wilson coefficients (2.10). These massless contributions interfere with the crossing
relations and Hankel bounds.10 The fact that they are not polynomial in u means they
require “smeared” dispersion relations [17, 28, 29]. These smeared relations do not allow
the same kind of Hankel type bounds essential for our argument, so we would need to start

9With the Froissart bound (2.6), we additionally know n0 ≤ 2.
10See Sec. 4 in [9].
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with once-subtracted dispersion relations even if n0 = 0. The beta function amplitude,

A(s, u) =
Γ(−s)Γ(−u)

Γ(−s− u)
, (2.44)

relevant in bootstraps for amplitudes with dual resonance [12, 36, 39], has this property.
Despite having the vanishing Regge behavior of (2.7), it has a spin-one state at its first
mass level. This is because of its scalar massless pole, which means that we cannot write
dispersive representations for the Wilson coefficients ak,k on their own.

More generally, if the massless scalars interact with massless states of spin J0, then
f(s) ⊃ sJ0/u, so we need dispersion relations which are subtracted at least J0 + 1 times
to get rid of their contributions. Together, then, the falloff condition and massless pole
conditions combine to necessitate at least

J̃1 = max{n0, J0} (2.45)

subtractions, and so we replace the −1 in (2.42) with J̃1 − 1 to get

JN ≤ max{J̃1 − 1, J1, J2, . . . , JN−1}+ 1 ≤ N + J̃1 − 1 , (2.46)

where the second inequality comes from the fact that the spins can increase at most by one
at each level starting at spin-J̃1 at mass level one. This is precisely (1.7), the sequential
spin constraint.

3 Finding Upper Bounds on Masses

To show the power of the sequential spin constraint when combined with the moment-type
constraints, we prove in this section that, together, they place an upper bound on the
lightest mass at which there are states of a given spin in terms of the lightest masses at
which there are lower spins.

Let µ̃J be defined such that it is the first mass at which a state of spin J appears. The
SSC tells us that there is a sequence µ̃J̃1

< µ̃J̃1+1 < . . . < µ̃J < . . . < µ̃JE < µloop for some
finite masses µJ below µloop and JE the highest spin for a particle exchanged below the
loop scale.11 In this section, we directly show that these masses obey the bound

µ̃J+n

µ̃J̃1

≤

(
µ̃J

µ̃J̃1

)(J+n−J̃1)/(J−J̃1)

. (3.1)

for J ≥ J̃1 and 0 ≤ n ≤ JE − J . It is possible to prove a generalization of (3.1) simply by
replacing J̃1 with J̃ for any J̃ < J in the argument we present.12 The most general bound

11These masses µ̃ are the exchanges on the theory’s leading Regge trajectory.
12We thank Nick Geiser for pointing this out.
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then reads

µ̃J+n

µ̃J̃

≤
(
µ̃J

µ̃J̃

)(J+n−J̃)/(J−J̃)

. (3.2)

Making the replacements J̃ → J − n2, J + n → J , and J → J − n1 in this expression,
remembering that µ̃N is defined such that M̃2

N = µNM2
gap, and taking the square root of

both sides of this expression, we find

M̃J

M̃J−n2

≤

(
M̃J−n1

M̃J−n2

)n2/(n2−n1)

. (3.3)

for 0 ≤ n1 < n2, reproducing the constraint given in (1.13).
The argument for this bound is technical for unfixed J̃1, but displays some of the rele-

vant complications with the more general proof. The core idea that we use the combination
of crossing symmetry and the Hankel matrix bounds remains the same, with the main
requirement being more difficult notation.

To start, we use (2.25) to write the Wilson coefficients for amplitudes with tree-level
exchanges up to µloop as

ak,q =

N∑
n=1

∞∑
J=q

|gJ,µn |2vJ,q
µk+1
n

+ ⟨y−kvJ,q⟩µloop , (3.4)

where µN < µloop is the largest mass level at which states are exchanged below the scale at
which loops contribute to the mass spectrum of the theory µloopM

2
gap. Now we want to find

coefficients which have contributions only from individual spins at a given mass level. To
do so for general spin and mass level, we need to consider Wilson coefficients with different
mass scalings, similar to what we described with (2.41).

In this spirit, we define level-(r) coefficients,

a
(r)
k,q ≡ (µ̃r)

k+1 ak,q . (3.5)

and their barred versions

ā
(r)
k,q ≡

a
(r)
k,q

a
(r)

r+J̃1,J̃1

. (3.6)

We can relate barred coefficients of different level-(r) by

ā
(r1)
k,q =

µ̃k+1
r1

µ̃k+1
r2

a
(r2)

r2+J̃1,J̃1

a
(r1)

r1+J̃1,J̃1

ā
(r2)
k,q . (3.7)

We chose the level-(r) coefficients so that we can pick out individual tree-level contributions
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in the k → ∞ limit, where the barred coefficients behave, for fixed q, as

lim
k→∞

ā
(r)
k,q =


∞ J̃1 ≤ q ≤ r − 1

|ḡ(r)r,µr |2vr,r q = r

0 otherwise

. (3.8)

Crucially, crossing tells us a
(r)

r+J̃1,J̃1
= a

(r)

r+J̃1,r
⊃ |g(J)r,µr |2vr,r, so a

(r)

r+J̃1,J̃1
≥ |g(J)r,µr |2vr,r. As

long as r and µr are finite, this means

|ḡ(r)r,µr
|2 ≡ |gr,µr |2

a
(r)

r+J̃1,J̃1

(3.9)

is finite, independent of k, and its ratios with other level-(r) barred terms can only be zero
when |ḡ(r)r,µr |2 itself is zero.

Now, given the scale µ̃J at which spin-J exchanges first appear, we can find a bound on
the lowest scale µ̃J+n at which a spin-J + n particle must appear by using Hankel matrix
bounds on these level coefficients. We show that the Hankel matrix bounds require that the
coupling to the spin-J state be zero if µ̃J+n is too large as compared to µ̃J , which causes
a contradiction because µ̃J is defined such that there is a nonzero coupling to a spin-J
particle.

The first step in finding this bound is to find a Hankel matrix bound which relates a
coefficient with q = J , which gains contributions only from states with at least spin-J , to a
coefficient with q = J +n. In the infinite k limit, however, both of these coefficients vanish,
so we naively get only a trivial bound by using this constraint. Therefore, in the second
part of the argument, we parameterize the vanishing of these Wilson coefficients at large
k with the masses µ̃J and µ̃J+n where they respectively first have contributions. Once we
have done so, we are left with an upper bound on a quantity we assume is greater than zero
in terms of the k → ∞ limit of a quantity which depends on µ̃J , µ̃J+n, and µ̃J̃1

, which is
therefore forced to be non-vanishing. We find the upper bound on µ̃J+n by requiring the
limit of this product of masses not go to zero.

As discussed, the first step requires the Hankel matrices. In Section 2.5, we explained
that we have access only to coefficients with q, k− q ≥ J̃1, so the Hankel matrix constraints
reduce to totally nonnegativity of the submatrix aq+J̃1,q

aq+J̃1+1,q . . .

aq+J̃1+1,q aq+J̃1+2,q . . .
...

...
. . .

 . (3.10)

By construction, these coefficients all have q, k − q ≥ J̃1, so have convergent dispersion
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relations. The equivalent of (2.23) then is

(
ak′,q

aq+J̃1,q

)(k′′−q−J̃1)/(k′−q−J̃1)

≤

(
ak′′,q
aq+J̃1,q

)
(3.11)

for k ≥ J̃ and q ≤ k − J̃N . Taking k′ = k + J , k′′ = k + J + n and q = k, we can rewrite
this bound in terms of barred level-(J̃1) coefficients as ā

(J̃1)
k+J,J

ā
(J̃1)

k+J̃1,J̃1

Jn

≤
ā
(J̃1)
k+J+n,J+n

ā
(J̃1)

k+J̃1,J̃1

, (3.12)

where we define

Jn =
J + n− J̃1

J − J̃1
. (3.13)

This is the bound on the coefficient with q = J in terms of the coefficient with q = J + n

we need to complete the first step of the proof.
The problem is that in the k → ∞ limit, this entire expression vanishes, so gives the

trivial bound 0 ≤ 0. We now want to find how the Wilson coefficients vanish in terms of a
finite quantity and the mass at which states first contribute to it. Using the logic of (2.31),
we can find that for the q = J + n coefficient, we have

ā
(J̃1)
k+J+n,J+n ≤

µ̃k−J̃1
J̃1

µ̃k−J̃1
J+n

ā
(J̃1)

J+J̃1+n,J+n
=

µ̃k−J̃1
J̃1

µ̃k−J̃1
J+n

ā
(J̃1)

J+J̃1+n,J̃1
. (3.14)

The basic bound (2.19) tells us ā
(J̃1)

J+J̃1+n,J̃1
is finite and nonzero if the theory has any

contributions from spins J + n or larger, which we assume it does. In the infinite k limit,
then, this expression vanishes not because the Wilson coefficient does, but because the SSC
requires µ̃J̃1

< µ̃J+n. For the q = J coefficient on the other hand, (3.8) tells us that

lim
k→∞

ā
(J)
k+J,J = |ḡ(J)J,µJ

|2vJ,J . (3.15)

Therefore, we want to rescale (3.12) so that we are bounding a
(J)
k+J,J which is finite and

nonzero in the large k limit instead of a(J̃1)k+J,J . Doing such a rescaling and using (3.14), the
Hankel bound (3.12) becomes µ̃k+1

J

µ̃k+1
J̃1

ā
(J̃1)
k+J,J

ā
(J̃1)

k+J̃1,J̃1

Jn

≤

(
µ̃k+1
J

µ̃k+1
J̃1

)Jn µ̃k−J̃1
J̃1

µ̃k−J̃1
J+n

ā
(J̃1)

J+J̃1+1,J̃1

ā
(J̃1)

k+J̃1,J̃1

. (3.16)
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Using (3.7), we can rewrite (3.16) asa
(J)

J+J̃1,J̃1

a
(J̃1)

2J̃1,J̃1

ā
(J)
k+J,J

ā
(J̃1)

k+J̃1,J̃1

Jn

≤

(
µ̃k+1
J

µ̃k+1
J̃1

)Jn µ̃k−J̃1
J̃1

µ̃k−J̃1
J+n

ā
(J̃1)

J+J̃1+1,J̃1

ā
(J̃1)

k+J̃1,J̃1

(3.17)

so that we are explicitly bounding a
(J)

J+J̃1,J̃1
as desired. The k-independent term in the

parenthesis on the left can be translated back to standard Wilson coefficients with (3.5)

a
(J)

J+J̃1,J̃1

a
(J̃1)

2J̃1,J̃1

=
µ̃J+J̃1
J

µ̃2J̃1
J̃1

aJ+J̃1,J̃1

a2J̃1,J̃1
(3.18)

which is finite for finite J . The two coefficients receive contributions from all states with
spins ≥ J̃1, so there is no way their coefficient can be zero so long as there are contributions
from exchanges with J ≥ J̃1, which we are assuming is the case. Notice that we have now
put all of the k dependence of our bound into the ratios µ̃J/µ̃J̃1

and µ̃J+n/µ̃J̃1
, completing

the second step of our proof.
We can finally take the k → ∞ limit of the Hankel bound (3.17). Using (3.15), we seea

(J)

J+J̃1,J̃1

a
(J̃1)

2J̃1,J̃1

|ḡ(J)J,µJ
|2vJ,J

|ḡ(J̃1)
J̃1,µJ̃1

|2vJ̃1,J̃1


Jn

≤
ā
(J̃1)

J+J̃1+1,J̃1

|ḡ(J̃1)
J̃1,µJ̃1

|2vJ̃1,J̃1
lim
k→∞

( µ̃k+1
J

µ̃k+1
J̃1

)Jn µ̃k−J̃1
J̃1

µ̃k−J̃1
J+n

 . (3.19)

As we discussed, the left hand side cannot be zero in order for µ̃J and µ̃J+n to be defined,
so we have assumed |ḡ(J)J,µJ

|2 > 0 and that ā
(J̃1)

J+J̃1+1,J̃1
≥ 0. Thus, we need

lim
k→∞

(
µ̃k+1
J

µ̃k+1
J̃1

)Jn µ̃k−J̃1
J̃1

µ̃k−J̃1
J+n

̸= 0 (3.20)

to not have a contradiction. In order for the limit not to vanish, the masses must obey the
bound (3.1)

µ̃J+n

µ̃J̃1

≤

(
µ̃J

µ̃J̃1

)(J+n−J̃1)/(J−J̃1)

. (3.21)

The integers J and n are arbitrary as long as J > J̃1 and 0 ≤ n ≤ JE−J , so this bound holds
for any such choices of J and n and completes the proof of the mass bound. As mentioned
earlier, the constraint (1.13) comes from a simple generalization of this argument and a
relabeling of the indices.
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4 Discussion

We have shown that fundamental physical assumptions require weakly coupled color-ordered
amplitudes of massless states that admit convergent J̃1-times subtracted dispersion relations
to have states of at most spin J = N − 1 + J̃1 at the Nth mass level for which massive
states are exchanged. Additionally, the maximal spin at any given mass level can at most
increase by one from the maximal spin exchanged at a lower mass level, so the existence
of massive spin-J exchanges necessitates exchanges of all spins lower than J at some lower
mass. Finally, we proved that if a state with spin-J ≥ J̃1 + 1 exists, there is a strict upper
bound its mass in terms of the lightest masses that spin J − n1 and J − n2 states appear
for any n1, n2 > 1.

An additional feature important for many S-matrices with large-spin massive states is
“Reggeization”, meaning that the state with the largest mass at mass level µ0 (taken to
be µ0 = 0) in this paper is a part of the leading Regge trajectory. Reggeized massless
amplitudes have n0 ≤ J0, so have convergent dispersion relations for any k − q > J0.
Further, their behavior in the Regge limit is controlled by the function j(M2):

lim
|s|→∞

A(s, u) = f(u)sj(u) , (4.1)

where j(M2) is defined such that J(M2) = j(M2) on the leading Regge trajectory. Ampli-
tudes that have states which Reggeize can be analytically continued to part of the unphysical
regime in Mandelstam variables [48–50], so they exhibit the behavior (4.1) for some u > 0.
Based on this, the authors of [2] argued for a maximal spin constraint similar to (1.7) for
Reggeized scalar amplitudes. While the heuristic arguments in favor of the Froissart bound
(2.6) for massless scattering typically depend on the behavior of the Legendre polynomials
for u > 0 [9], they still have u ≪ M2

gap. It is quite interesting that we recover the existence
of a maximal spin at a given mass level of amplitudes, which, in principle, is information
contained in the leading Regge trajectory j(u) for unphysical kinematics with u > M2

gap,
where we have little analytic control over the amplitude.

Recent work with the numerical bootstrap showed that minimal input about the low-
energy spectrum of the UV completion generates dramatic new features of the allowed
space, including novel cusps and even reductions to shrinking islands of allowed parameter
space [26–28]. Upon extracting the numerically-determined high-energy spectrum of the
extremal theories in these features, one finds a large number of states with low mass but
high spin [17, 26–28, 51]. The states found in the spectra of extremal theories do not appear
to follow any kind of particular trajectory at all and violate the maximal spin bound we
have described here. The results of this paper show that these states must be numerical
artifacts which come from applying bounds on the truncated Lagrangian.

The SSC is only rigorous in the large k limit, and so imposing it in the numerical
bootstrap can be interpreted as inputting some information we know must be true in the
kmax → ∞ limit at finite kmax. In [3, 27, 28] this kind of constraint was input by specifying
the form of the leading Regge trajectory. Rather than input a specific Regge trajectory,
it would be preferable to require simply the SSC, and find the Regge trajectories which
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saturate the bounds. It is argued in [27] that these extremal trajectories should be linear,
similar to string theory, at least for some large swath of parameter space.

The mass bound is equally interesting from a bootstrap perspective. Its implementation
in the numerical bootstrap procedure could also remove parameter space that cannot be
ruled out at finite kmax. Beyond the bootstrap, it also could be of some phenomenological
relevance, as seen from the rather strict constraint it appears to give on the ρ7 meson mass.
We can continue using the measured meson masses to constrain those with even higher spin.
The strongest bounds on the next few pion masses come from the upper bound mJ−5

f6
/mJ−6

ρ5 ,
making

mf8 ≲ 2776 MeV, mρ9 ≲ 2953 MeV, mf10 ≲ 3119 MeV. (4.2)

Additionally, the mass bound appears to be applicable even beyond the limit in which it
is formally derived, at least in some approximate sense. It is plausible that they could
additionally be applied to any crossing symmetric system with massive states of large spin.

An obvious alternative scenario there could be an analogous constraint is for fully
permutation symmetric amplitudes which are invariant under s ↔ t ↔ u. These bounds
would be applicable to UV-completions of gravity. This scenario, however, is far more
complex because there are t-channel poles. When we define a dispersion relation for the
Wilson coefficients in these amplitudes, we need to encircle cuts on both the positive and
negative s-axis, corresponding to the existence of s and t-channel contributions. The basic
dispersion relations become

ak,q = ⟨y−kwJ ;k,q⟩ , (4.3)

where the wJ ;k,q are related, but not equal, to the Gegenbauer expansion coefficients vJ,q.
There are three main reasons the argument in Section 2 fails: the k dependence of wJ ;k,q,
the fact that wJ ;k,q is not positive semidefinite, and the lack of wJ ;k,q coefficients that
are manifestly independent of all spins up to some J . All of these properties prevent
essential pieces of our argument from working. However, based on the stringy examples of
UV completions, we still expect a type of SSC to exist. There are no contributions from
odd spin exchanges to these amplitudes due to properties of the Gegenbauer polynomials,
meaning the spin sum is only over even spins. Studying example amplitudes, we expect
that there should be no spins above 2(N − 1+ ⌈J̃1/2⌉) at the Nth mass level and the spins
should increase by at most two at each mass level.13 While we do not have an analytic
argument for such a bound in general, we, along with collaborators, have found numerical
evidence similar to that shown in Figure 1 for it.

Recently, there has been interest in writing down and checking the unitarity of new ex-
amples of tree-level UV-complete amplitudes [3, 12, 28, 36, 37, 39, 41–43, 52–59]. These are
often generalizations of a string amplitude, whether it be Veneziano or Virasoro-Schapiro,

13The closed string Virasoro-Schapiro amplitude has n0 = 2, so seems like it would be required to have
at most a spin-2 at the first mass level, but it in fact has a spin-4 exchange. This is a manifestation of the
graviton massless pole making J0 = 2 and J̃1 = 3, leading to the massive spin-4 at the first mass level.
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and obey the sequential spin constraint. Our bounds can provide an explicit check of the
validity of these amplitudes in addition to the simple partial-wave unitarity tests that are
typically done in these papers, particularly when one cannot explicitly prove or disprove
non-negativity of the partial waves. These bounds also contain more information than par-
tial wave unitarity, as they test the explicit location of the masses and spins on a theory’s
leading Regge trajectory, telling us that not every function with a positive partial wave
expansion is a unitary amplitude.

Despite their clear power in bounding the space of possible theories, let us emphasize
that the constraints we use in this paper are not even close to the full set implied by
the treatment of bounding Wilson coefficients as a moment problem. In deriving (2.23),
we use only the nonnegativity of the two-by-two minors in (2.22), so we disregard an
infinite set of inequalities implied by the total nonnegativity of (2.22). One might hope
that the remaining minors could be used to find, for example, an even stronger bound on
the locations of the masses of states on the leading Regge trajectory than (1.13) or a bound
on the relative couplings of these states. Even beyond those larger minors, [18] showed that
total nonnegativity of (2.22), while a necessary condition, is not even sufficient to describe
the full set of Hankel-type constraints on Wilson coefficients! Instead, the bounding of
Wilson coefficients can be treated as a double-moment problem, leading to even more
constraints. It is clear that these Hankel matrices contain important physical information,
so fully understanding their implications could lead to far stronger results than the ones
derived here. For example, another issue apparent in the spectra of theories in [26–28] is
the lack of daughter trajectories in extremal amplitudes. Similar to the existence of states
above the leading trajectory, this could be a finite k effect. Rather general arguments
[38] rule out the existence of Reggeizing theories with single Regge trajectories, so for
the extremal amplitudes to not have daughter trajectories, these amplitudes would have
to be pathological when analytically continued in spin J , which seems unlikely due to
their close connection with physical theories like real-world pion scattering and maximally
supersymmetric string theory.
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A Full Proof for Higher Mass Levels

In this appendix, we complete the proof of the SSC with J̃1 = 0 which we described
heuristically in Section 2.4. In Section 2.3, we proved that there are only scalar exchanges
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at the mass gap. This becomes the base J̃1 case for the inductive assumption that the
maximal spin at mass level n, Jn, obeys the bound

Jn ≤ J̃n , (A.1)

where

J̃n = max{−1, J1 = 0, J2, . . . , Jn−1}+ 1 (A.2)

is one larger than the maximal spin exchanged at any level below n.The goal is to show
that then JN ≤ J̃N if this bound holds up to some mass level N − 1.

The Nth mass level has M2 = µNM2
gap. If µN is not the first mass at which a state

of spin JN appears, then JN ≤ Jn for some n < N and so JN < J̃N because J̃N > Jn for
any n < N . Therefore, the only nontrivial case to check is that in which JN > Jn for all
n < N . This means we can assume

µN = µ̃JN , (A.3)

where, as in Section 3, µ̃JM
2
gap is the lowest squared-mass at which a spin J state is

exchanged.
We can then use the level-(r) coefficients defined in Section 3:

a
(r)
k,q = (µ̃r)

k+1ak,q , (A.4)

with r = JN . The contribution of a single tree-level exchange at the nth mass M2 = µnM
2
gap

to the level-(N) coefficients become

a
(JN )
k,q ⊃

µk+1
N |gJ,µn |2

µk+1
n

vJ,q , (A.5)

where we have used (A.3) to write the contributions in terms of µN for easier comparison
with µn. States now contribute to ak,q with powers of (µN/µn)

k+1, so exchanges at levels
n < N which have µn < µN give problematic infinities in the large k limit. However, our
inductive assumption tells us that at these mass levels n < N , we can only exchange states
up to some finite spin J = J̃N − 1 . Since vJ,q = 0 for J < q, any Wilson coefficient
ak,q with q, k − q ≥ J̃N is independent of spins J ≤ J̃N , meaning they cannot have any
contribution from states at mass levels N or below. Therefore, any such coefficient has
only finite contributions in the k → ∞ limit, and we can restrict ourselves to consider only
constraints on this subset of coefficients.14

We now follow the same two step process as in Section 2.3. First, we want to find a
coefficient which has only contributions from the state with maximal spin JN at mass level
N in the large-k limit similar to (2.33). Then, we need use the Hankel constraints to show
that coupling gets bounded from above by zero if JN ≥ J̃N .

14This is similar to considering only dispersion relations with higher levels of subtraction, as described
by (2.5).
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The necessary coefficient can be found in a similar way to Section 2.3. Crossing sym-
metry, (2.20), gives

a
(JN )
k,k−JN

= a
(JN )
k,JN

a
(JN )

k−JN+J̃N ,k−JN
= a

(JN )

k−JN+J̃N ,J̃N
.

(A.6)

Our inductive assumption was that there are no couplings to spins J > J̃N − 1 for mass
levels below N , so there are no contributions to ak−JN+J̃N ,J̃N

or ak,JN from states with
mass less than µNM2

gap. The dispersive expressions for the right hand sides of (A.6) are

a
(JN )
k,k−JN

= |gJN ,µN
|2vJN ,JN + µk+1

N ⟨y−kvJ,JN ⟩µc
(A.7)

and

ak−JN+J̃N ,k−JN
=

JN∑
J=J̃N

|gJ,µN
|2vJ,J̃N + µk+1

N ⟨y−k+JN−J̃N vJ,JN ⟩µc . (A.8)

We now define a double indexed the level-(r) barred notation as:

ā
(JN ,JN )
k,q ≡ a

(JN )
k,q /a

(JN )

JN+J̃N ,J̃N

|ḡ(JN ,JN )
J,M2 |2 ≡ |gJ,M2 |2/a(JN )

JN+J̃N ,J̃N
.

(A.9)

This differs from the bar in (3.7) because the coefficient we normalize by is the a
(r)

r+J̃N ,J̃N

coefficient rather than the a
(r)

r+J̃1,J̃1
coefficient. In this notation, then, the barred coefficients

in Section 3 are the (r, J̃1) coefficients.
We divide both sides of (A.8) by aJN+J̃N ,J̃N

. The naive bound (2.19) requires ā(JN ,JN )

k−JN+J̃N ,J̃N

be bounded from above by one with k ≥ JN + J̃N . By the same argument as in Section 2.3,
then, the high energy integral contribution to ā

(JN ,JN )

k−JN+J̃N ,J̃N
in (A.8) must vanish at large k

to make

lim
k→∞

ā
(JN ,JN )

k−JN+J̃N ,J̃N
=

JN∑
J=J̃N

|ḡ(JN ,JN )
J,µN

|2vJ,J̃N . (A.10)

We chose JN + J̃N = JN + J̃N so that, by crossing, we would have a
(JN )

JN+J̃N ,J̃N
= a

(JN )

JN+J̃N ,JN
.

The simple bound (2.19) implies ā
(JN )
k,JN

is also bounded from below by ā
(JN )

JN+J̃N ,J̃N
at finite

k and

lim
k→∞

ā
(JN ,JN )
k,JN

= |ḡ(JN ,JN )
JN ,µN

|2vJN ,J̃N
. (A.11)

We have found in ā
(JN ,JN )
k,k−JN

a coefficient which depends solely on the coupling to the maximal
spin-JN state.
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We can use (3.11) with J̃1 → J̃N to find

 a
(JN )
k,k−JN

a
(JN )

k−JN+J̃N ,k−JN

(JN−J̃N+1)/(JN−J̃N )

≤

 a
(JN )
k+1,k−JN

a
(JN )

k−JN+J̃N ,k−JN

 . (A.12)

This bound only makes sense with the hierarchy k ≥ JN ≥ J̃N so is not valid if JN , the
maximal spin at mass level N is less than J̃N . However, we already assumed this was the
case because if JN < J̃N , (2.39) is trivially satisfied.

Finally, we want to show that the coupling to the spin-JN state is forced to be zero
for JN > J̃N by barring all coefficients in the k → ∞ limit of our Hankel constraint (A.12)
and using crossing symmetry along with (A.7)-(A.11):

(
|ḡ(JN ,JN )

JN ,µN
|2vJN ,JN∑JN

J=J̃N
|ḡ(JN ,JN )

J,µN
|2vJ,J̃N

)(JN−J̃N+1)/(JN−J̃N )

≤

 limk→∞ ā
(JN ,JN )
k+1,JN+1∑JN

J=J̃N
|ḡ(JN ,JN )

J,µN
|2vJ,J̃N

 . (A.13)

We know ā
(JN ,JN )
k+1,k−JN

≤ ā
(JN ,JN )

JN+J̃N ,k−JN
= 1 and the dispersion relation for ā

(JN ,JN )
k+1,k−JN

tells us

ā
(JN ,JN )
k+1,JN+1 =

µk+1
N ⟨y−(k+1)vJ,JN+1⟩µc

a
(JN )

JN+J̃N ,J̃N

. (A.14)

The high energy integral, as usual, vanishes in the infinite k limit, requiring that the limit
limk→∞ ā

(JN ,JN )
k+1,JN+1 = 0, meaning that |ḡ(JN ,JN )

JN ,µN
|2 → 0. At mass level N , then, JN ≤ J̃N .

This argument is entirely independent of N other than needing J̃N − 1 ≤ N , and so we can
minimally take N = J̃N − 1, exactly where we would expect it to be if we had a string-type
Regge trajectory.

By induction, this result applies at all N , so crossing symmetry and the Regge behavior
lim|s|→∞A(s, u) → 0 imply that any amplitude subject to our assumptions has a maximal
spin of J̃N at mass level N in its spectrum. Further, the highest spin in the massive
spectrum must increase one at a time: an amplitude having exchanges of states with spin
J at some mass necessitates the existence of states with spin J − 1 at some lower mass.
Together, these conditions tell us that, at a given mass level N , the maximal allowed spin
has the bound

JN ≤ J̃N = max{−1, J1, J2, . . . , JN−1}+ 1 . (A.15)

This holds at any N , telling us spins can increase at most by one at each mass level. Since
we start from only spin zero states at mass level one, we know that

JN ≤ N − 1 (A.16)
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for any mass level N , so we know

JN ≤ J̃N = max{−1, J1, J2, . . . , JN−1}+ 1 ≤ N − 1 . (A.17)

matching (1.7) with J̃1 = 0.

B Deriving (2.23)

We start from the compact expression of the Wilson coefficients (2.14), which we restate
here for convenience:

ak,q =
∞∑
J=0

∫ ∞

1
dy fJ(y) y

−kvJ,q, . (B.1)

This expression can be converted to a so-called “Hausdorff moment problem” by changing
variables to x = 1

y , giving

ak,q =
∞∑
J=0

∫ 1

0

dx

x2
xk+D/2+1Im(aJ

(
M2

gap/x)
)
xkvJ,q, . (B.2)

Remembering that ak,q need only be convergent for k ≥ J̃1+ q, we then define the measure

dµq(x) =
dx

x1−D/2−J̃1−q

∞∑
J=0

Im(aJ
(
M2

gap/x)
)
vJ,q , (B.3)

which is a positive Borel measure because x ≥ 0, Im(aJ(M
2
gap/x)) > 0 from unitarity, and

vJ,q ≥ 0 was a property given in the main text. Then, defining m = k − q − J̃1, (B.2) can
be written in the canonical form of a Hausdorff moment problem,

ak,q =

∫ 1

0
xmdµq(x) , (B.4)

with m ≥ 0. We know there exists a solution to this moment problem because the ak,q
coefficients are all convergent for the chosen m. The existence of a solution to the Hausdorff
moment problem requires that the associated Hankel matrices are positive semidefinite: aq+J̃1,q

aq+J̃1+1,q . . .

aq+J̃1+1,q aq+J̃1+2,q . . .
...

...
. . .

 ⪰ 0 (B.5)

and aq+J̃1+1,q aq+J̃1+2,q . . .

aq+J̃1+2,q aq+J̃1+3,q . . .
...

...
. . .

 ⪰ 0 . (B.6)
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This condition is equivalent to the statement that (B.5) be totally nonnegative [60]. As
discussed in the text, total nonnegativity means all minors of (B.5) must have nonnegative
determinant. To derive (2.23), we need consider only determinants of the two-by-two minors
in the first two rows

0 ≤ aq+n,qaq+n+2,q − a2q+n+1,q (B.7)

Defining

ãk,q =
ak,q

aq+J̃1,q

, (B.8)

(B.7) requires

ã2k,q ≤ ãk−1ãk+1,q (B.9)

for all k > q + J̃1. Starting from k = q + J̃1 + 1, we find

ã2
q+J̃1+1,q

≤ ãq+J̃1+2,q . (B.10)

Assume for induction that

ã
(k−q−J̃1+1)/(k−q−J̃1)
k,q ≤ ãk+1,q , (B.11)

which is satisfied at the base case k = q + J̃1 + 1. By (B.9)

ã2k+1,q ≤ ãkãk+2 ≤ ã
(k−q−J̃1)/(k−q−J̃1+1)
k+1 ãk+2, (B.12)

where the second inequality comes from changing the location of the power in our in (B.11).
Then, we can simply rearrange to find

ã
2−(k−q−J̃1)/(k−q−J̃1+1)
k+1,q = ã

(k−q−J̃1+2)/(k−q−J̃1+1)
k+1,q ≤ ãk+2 , (B.13)

proving our inductive hypothesis. To get a relationship between general ãk,q and ãk′,q,
simply consider

ãk,q ≤ ã
(k−q−J̃1)/(k−q−J̃1+1)
k+1,q ≤ ã

(k−q−J̃1)/(k−q−J̃1+1)(k−q−J̃1+1)/(k−q−J̃1+2)
k+2,q

= ã
(k−q−J̃1)/(k−q−J̃1+2)
k′,q ≤ . . . ≤ ã

(k−q−J̃1)/(k′−q−J̃1)
k,q .

(B.14)

Writing these out in terms of bare Wilson coefficients and moving the exponent, we finally
find (

ak,q
aq+J̃1,q

)(k′−q−J̃1)/(k−q−J̃1)

≤
ak′,q

aq+J̃1,q

, (B.15)
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matching the bounds in (2.23) for J̃1 = 0 and (3.11) for generic J̃1.
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