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Abstract

We present the four-loop remainder function for six-gluon scattering with maximal
helicity violation in planar N' = 4 super-Yang-Mills theory, as an analytic function
of three dual-conformal cross ratios. The function is constructed entirely from its
analytic properties, without ever inspecting any multi-loop integrand. We employ
the same approach used at three loops, writing an ansatz in terms of hexzagon
functions, and fixing coefficients in the ansatz using the multi-Regge limit and the
operator product expansion in the near-collinear limit. We express the result in
terms of multiple polylogarithms, and in terms of the coproduct for the associated
Hopf algebra. From the remainder function, we extract the BFKL eigenvalue at
next-to-next-to-leading logarithmic accuracy (NNLLA), and the impact factor at
N3LLA. We plot the remainder function along various lines and on one surface,
studying ratios of successive loop orders. As seen previously through three loops,
these ratios are surprisingly constant over large regions in the space of cross ratios,
and they are not far from the value expected at asymptotically large orders of
perturbation theory.
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1 Introduction

Recently there has been great interest in studying perturbative scattering amplitudes in N' = 4
super-Yang-Mills theory, both for their own sake and as prototypes for the kinds of mathematical
functions that will be encountered at the multi-loop level in QCD and other theories. In the
planar limit of a large number of colors, N' = 4 super-Yang-Mills amplitudes are dual to Wilson
loops for closed polygons with light-like edges, and possess a dual conformal symmetry [T}, 2 [3].
This symmetry is anomalous [4], but the anomaly, as well as various infrared divergences, can
be removed by factoring out the BDS ansatz [5]. For the case of the maximally-helicity-violating
(MHV) configuration of external gluon helicities, the finite remainder function [6] that is left
behind is a function only of the dual conformally invariant cross ratios. The first scattering
amplitude to have nontrivial cross ratios and a nonvanishing remainder function is the six-point
case, corresponding to a hexagonal Wilson loop, for which there are three such cross ratios.

The remainder function is expected to be a pure transcendental function with a transcendental
weight 2L at loop order L. Examples of transcendental functions include the logarithm (weight
1), the classical polylogarithms Lij, (weight k), and products thereof. A more general class of
transcendental functions is provided by iterated integrals [7], or multiple polylogarithms [8], [9].
Other types of functions, such as elliptic integrals, can appear in scattering amplitudes. The
two-loop equal-mass sunrise integral is elliptic [10], as is an integral entering a particular 10-
point scattering amplitude in planar ' = 4 super-Yang-Mills theory [I1]. However, based on a
novel form of the planar loop integrand [12], and also a recent twistor-space formulation [13], it is
expected that all six-point amplitudes are non-elliptic and can be described in terms of multiple
polylogarithms.

The purpose of this paper is to use the six-point amplitude to demonstrate the power of
a bootstrap [I4] [15], [16] for scattering amplitudes in planar N = 4 super-Yang-Mills theory.
This bootstrap operates at the level of integrated scattering amplitudes, not loop integrands.
It imposes physical constraints at this level, in terms of the external kinematics alone, in order
to uniquely determine the final answer. The critical assumption is that the amplitude belongs
to a certain space of functions that can be identified at low loop order. In the present case it
will be a particular class of iterated integrals. Suppose one can enumerate all such functions
and characterize their properties in the kinematic limits that are needed to impose the physical
constraints. Then one can write an ansatz for the amplitude as a linear combination of the
functions with unknown coefficients (which should all be rational numbers). Physical constraints
provide simple linear equations relating the coefficients.

If the basic ansatz is correct, then the only other question of principle is whether there is
enough “boundary data”; that is, whether one has enough physical constraints to fix all the
coefficients[] Fortunately, there is a great deal of data indeed. Much of it comes from the
operator product expansion (OPE) for Wilson loops, which corresponds to the near-collinear
limit of scattering amplitudes. The OPE was first analyzed by Alday, Gaiotto, Maldacena, Sever
and Vieira [17, [I8, 19, 20]. More recently, even more powerful OPE information has become

IThere is also a nontrivial computational question, namely how to most efficiently generate and impose a large
number of constraints on expressions that can be rather bulky.



available via integrability [21], 22 23] 24]. The application of integrability to the relevant system
of flux tube excitations has been pioneered by Basso, Sever and Vieira (BSV) [25] 26] 27, 28].
We will show that when this data is combined with that from the multi-Regge limit [29] 30} 31,
32, [33], B4), [14], B8], [36], it is exceedingly powerful, uniquely determining the six-point remainder
function through at least four loops.

The need for a remainder function beginning at six points and two loops was first identified
in the study of the multi-Regge limit [29], and also from direct numerical evaluation of the
amplitude and hexagonal Wilson loop at finite values of the cross ratios [6]. (There were also
previous indications at strong coupling that a remainder function would be required, at least in
the limit of a large number of external legs [37].) The two-loop hexagon Wilson loop integrals were
performed analytically in terms of multiple polylogarithms [38], and then simplified dramatically
to classical polylogarithms using the notion of the symbol of a transcendental function [39).

Based on the form of the two-loop symbol, it was conjectured [14, [I5] that for six-point
amplitudes to all loop orders the transcendental functions entering the remainder function (and
also the next-to-MHYV ratio function [I5]) should be polylogarithmic functions whose symbols are
made from an alphabet of nine letters, corresponding to nine projectively-inequivalent differences
z;; of projective variables z; [39]. These letters can also be represented in terms of momentum
twistors [40]. For any weight, there are a finite number of such functions. Using the symbol, one
can enumerate them all, and then impose physical constraints on a generic linear combination of
them. In this way, the symbol for the three-loop six-point remainder function was obtained, up to
two undetermined parameters [I4] which were fixed [41] using a dual supersymmetry “anomaly”
equation [411 [42].

However, the symbol does not determine the full function. Lower-weight functions multiplied
by constant Riemann ( values give rise to pure functions but vanish at the level of the symbol. In
ref. [I6] it was shown how to identify and fix these parameters at the level of the full three-loop
remainder function. In this paper, we will follow the same general strategy at four loops.

In fact, two separate strategies were pursued in ref. [16]. One strategy was to pick a particular
region in the space of cross ratios, and promote the symbol to an explicit linear combination of
multiple polylogarithms. The additional beyond-the-symbol parameters multiply products of
Riemann ( values with multiple polylogarithms of lower weight. Knowledge of the limiting
behavior of the multiple polylogarithms on certain boundaries of this region can then be used
to impose the physical constraints. A second strategy is to characterize the remainder function
by its coproduct. The coproduct is part of the Hopf algebra conjecturally satisfied by multiple
polylogarithms [43 44, [45]. It has been applied to a number of different physical problems
recently [46, [47, 48] 149, 50, 51]. In particular, the “{k—1,1}” element of the coproduct of a weight
k function specifies all of its first derivatives in terms of weight £ — 1 transcendental functions.
One can iterate in the weight, and define a candidate remainder function in terms of a set of
coupled first-order differential equations. In the limits relevant for the physical constraints, the
coupled equations can be solved in terms of a simpler set of transcendental functions, involving
harmonic polylogarithms in a single variable [52]. In the present work, we use the multiple-
polylogarithm approach to constrain all of the parameters, and both strategies to examine the
limiting behavior of the uniquely-determined function.



Besides certain standard symmetry and parity constraints, and the physical constraints to be
described shortly, we also impose a constraint on the final entry of the symbol. The final entry
should be expressible in terms of only six letters rather than all nine. This constraint comes
from a supersymmetric formulation of the polygonal Wilson loop [53] and also from examining
the differential equations obeyed by one-loop [54} 55, [56] and multi-loop integrals [14], 15] related
to N' = 4 super-Yang-Mills scattering amplitudes. The final-entry constraint on the symbol
corresponds to a differential constraint we shall impose at function level, which also has a simple
description in terms of the coproduct of the function.

The two limiting regions in which we impose physical constraints on the remainder function
are the near-collinear limit and the multi-Regge limit. In the near-collinear limit, one of the
cross ratios vanishes and the sum of the other two ratios approaches one. Because the remainder
function has a total S3 permutation symmetry under exchange of the three cross ratios, it does
not matter which cross ratio we take to vanish. Let’s call this variable v for definiteness, and
let v =T+ O(T*) as v and T — 0. Because there is no remainder function at the five-point
level, the six-point remainder function must vanish as v — 0. The precise way in which it
vanishes is controlled by the OPE. The first OPE information to be determined [17], I8, 19} 20]
concerned the leading-discontinuity terms, which correspond to just the maximum allowed power
of InT (lnL’1 T at L loops). Terms with arbitrary power suppression in 7" can be determined,
as long as they have L — 1 powers of InT". These terms are dictated by the one-loop anomalous
dimensions of the operators corresponding to excitations of the Wilson line, or flux tube. Higher-
loop corrections to anomalous dimensions and OPE coefficients only generate terms with fewer
logarithms of T'. At two loops, the leading discontinuity is the only discontinuity, and it suffices
to completely determine the remainder function [18]. At three loops [14], and particularly at four
loops, more information is required.

Recently, Basso, Sever and Vieira [20, 27, 28] were able to exploit integrability in order
to provide much more OPE information. They partition a generic polygonal Wilson loop into a
number of “pentagon transitions” between flux tube excitations. They find that certain bootstrap
consistency conditions for the pentagon transitions can be solved in terms of factorizable S
matrices for two-dimensional scattering of the flux tube excitations. These S matrices are known
for finite coupling, and they can be expanded out in perturbation theory to any desired order.
The powers of T" in the OPE expansion correspond to the number of flux tube excitations.
In their initial papers [26], 27], the leading nonvanishing OPE terms, O(T"), were described,
corresponding to single excitations. The O(T!) information, combined with the multi-Regge
limits and an assumption about the final entry of the symbol, was enough to completely fix the
three-loop remainder function [16]. However, it is not enough at four loops. Fortunately, Basso,
Sever and Vieira [28] have also been able to determine the contributions to the OPE of two
flux-excitation states, and thereby obtain the O(T?) termsE]

The O(T?) terms from the OPE were found to agree perfectly with those extracted from the
three-loop remainder function [16]. Because there were no free parameters in this comparison —
all parameters had been fixed at O(T") — the agreement is a powerful check on the assumptions
underlying both approaches. At four loops, we will need to use some of the O(7?) information,

2We thank them for making these results available to us prior to publication [57].



supplied to us by BSV, to fix a small number of remaining parameters in the four-loop remainder
function — four parameters in the symbol, and then one more at the level of the full function.
However, there is considerably more information in the O(T?) OPE expansion, and so the fact
that it agrees between our approach and BSV’s at four loops is certainly a strong indication that
both approaches are correct.

The other physical limit which can be used to constrain the remainder function is the multi-
Regge limit. In this limit, two incoming gluons scatter into four gluons that are well separated
in rapidity. Whereas the near-collinear OPE limit can be approached in the Euclidean region,
this kinematical configuration is in Minkowski space. Coming from the Euclidean region, one
first needs to analytically continue to Minkowski space by rotating the phase of one of the cross
ratios, let’s call it u, by 2m. Then u should be taken to unity at the same rate that the other
two cross ratios, v and w, vanish. The analytic continuation in u generates an imaginary part,
as well as a real part from a double discontinuity. Both the imaginary and real parts diverge
as powers of In(1 — u) as u — 1. The leading logarithmic approximation (LLA) has a behavior
proportional to In*"!(1 — u) at L loops, and it is pure imaginary [29, 30, B3I} 32].

It has been proposed that factorization in the multi-Regge limit can be extended to sublead-
ing logarithmic accuracy [33), 35, 58]. In ref. [35] the functions that should control the factoriza-
tion were computed directly through the next-to-leading-logarithmic approximation (NLLA). In
ref. [58] a closely-related form of multi-Regge factorization was proposed, based on the hypothe-
ses of rapidity factorization and the completeness of a description in terms of undecorated, null,
infinite Wilson lines. In principle, if these hypotheses are true, then the factorization could hold
to arbitrary subleading logarithmic order, up to terms that are power-suppressed like O(1—wu). In
this paper, we will assume that the factorization holds through arbitrary subleading logarithmic
accuracy. In practice, our four-loop results are sensitive to at most N3LLA. The fact that we
find a consistent solution provides evidence in favor of factorization beyond NLLA.

The assumption of factorization makes it possible to bootstrap multi-Regge information from
one loop order to the next. That is, the leading-logarithmic behavior of the remainder function
is present already at two loops [29, 30] and can be used to predict the LLA In*~!(1 —u) behavior
at three [33] and higher loops [36]. Similarly, the NLLA behavior [33] B35] first appears fully at
three loops, and can be used to predict the In“"?(1 — u) behavior at four and higher loops [36].

The factorization takes place in variables which are related to the original variables by a
Fourier-Mellin transform [35]. Two functions control the expansion: the BFKL eigenvalue and
the impact factor. Each function has an expansion in the coupling; successive orders in the
expansion are needed for higher accuracy in the logarithmic expansion. The N*LLA term in the
impact factor makes its first appearance in the remainder function in the In’(1 —u) term at k + 1
loops; whereas the N*LLA term in the BFKL eigenvalue appears one loop order later, at k + 2
loops, accompanied by one power of In(1 — u).

In ref. [30] it was observed that in the multi-Regge limit the coefficients in the expansion of
remainder function in powers of In(1 — u) are single-valued harmonic polylogarithms (SVHPLS),
first introduced by Brown [59]. Based on this observation, techniques for performing the inverse
Fourier-Mellin transform were developed, in order to efficiently find the consequences of the
N*LLA approximation for the remainder function at a given loop order. Furthermore, part of the



program of this paper to determine the four-loop remainder function was carried out there [36]:
Several constraints were applied to the relevant space of symbols: S3 symmetry, parity, the
OPE leading discontinuity and the final-entry condition were applied. These constraints left 113
symbol-level parameters undetermined. However, in the multi-Regge limit only one symbol-level
parameter, called ag, survived. This allowed the NNLLA BFKL eigenvalue and N3*LLA impact
factor to be almost completely constrained at symbol level. At function level, however, there
were an additional 26 undetermined rational numbers in the multi-Regge limit.

In the continuation of this program in the present paper, we apply additional multi-Regge
constraints from NLLA [35] that we did not impose earlier, in order to fix 33 of the 113 remaining
symbol-level parameters. Then we match the O(T") and O(T?) behavior to the OPE [26], 27, 28],
to fix the final 80 symbol-level parameters. We then account for 68 additional beyond-the-symbol
parameters, and fix them all using the same OPE information, which we now implement at the
level of full functions using the multiple-polylogarithmic representation. With the remainder
function uniquely determined, we return to the Minkowski multi-Regge limit and determine the
values of the 27 parameters we had previously introduced. This completes the determination of
the NNLLA BFKL eigenvalue and N?LLA impact factor begun in ref. [36]. We find that the
NNLLA BFKL eigenvalue has a very suggestive form that is closely related to the spectrum of
anomalous dimensions for flux tube excitations [25].

We then study the quantitative behavior of the four-loop remainder function in various re-
gions, including special lines in the space of cross ratios where it collapses to linear combinations
of harmonic polylogarithms of a single variable. We will explore various numerical observations
made at three loops in ref. [I6] about the sign and constancy of ratios of successive loop orders.
We will find that these observations remain true, and are even reinforced at four loops. We will
also discuss how close the remainder function at four loops might be, in a certain region, to its
expected behavior at large perturbative orders.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2| we describe the construction
of the four-loop remainder function. In section [3]we describe its behavior in the multi-Regge limit
and extract the NNLLA BFKL eigenvalue and N3LLA impact factor. In section 4| we explore
the sign of the four-loop remainder function in a certain “positive” region. We plot the ratio of
successive loop orders on a two-dimensional surface, and on various lines where its functional form
simplifies considerably, as well as discussing expectations for large perturbative orders. Finally,
in section [5| we conclude and discuss avenues for future research. We include one appendix on
the coproduct representation, and a second one characterizing logarithmic divergences of the
remainder function on two particular boundaries of the Euclidean region.

Many of the analytic results in this paper are too lengthy to present in the manuscript.
Instead we provide a set of ancillary files in computer readable format.



2 The construction

2.1 Hexagon functions

The six-point remainder function Rg is defined by factoring off the BDS ansatz from the MHV

planar amplitude,
Alg/IHV = AGBDS X exp(Rg) . (2.1)

The BDS ansatz accounts for all of the amplitude’s infrared divergences, or ultraviolet divergences
in the case of the Wilson loop interpretation. It also absorbs the (related) anomaly in dual
conformal transformations. Because Rg is invariant under such transformations, it can only
depend on the dual conformal cross ratios,

2 .2 2 .2 2 .2
T3 T Toy T Tae T
13 746 24 51 w 35 62 (22)

2 2 2
L1y T3 To5 Ty T36 T2

where x;, 1 <7 < 6, denote dual coordinates, related to the external momenta by p; = x; — x;11.
The six-point remainder function admits the perturbative expansion, starting at two loopsE]

(u, v, w) Za R6 (u,v,w), (2.3)

where a = g2,(N./(87?) is the 't Hooft coupling constant, gy is the Yang-Mills coupling constant
and N, is the number of colors.

The coefficients RéL) (u,v,w) are expected to be pure functions of transcendental weight 2L,
i.e., they should be Q-linear combinations of polylogarithmic functions of weight 2L. For this
reason, it is convenient to consider the symbol of RéL) (u,v,w). The symbol of a transcendental
function f*) of weight k can most conveniently be defined as follows: if the total differential of
f*) can be written as a finite sum of the form

=3 Vdng,, (24)

where the ¢, are rational functions and the fﬁkil) are transcendental functions of weight k£ — 1,
then the symbol of f*) can be defined recursively by,

S(f¥) ZS FE0) @ 6, (2.5)

The six-point remainder function for arbitrary values of the cross ratios is currently known at
two [38, 39] and three loops [14), [16]. One of the main results of this paper is to present the fully
analytic answer for the four-loop remainder function Ré4) (u,v,w). The construction of the result

3Beginning at four loops, it is important to specify whether or not Rg is exponentiated in the definition (2.1)),
because the two alternative definitions would differ by %[R?]Q at this order.



will be performed following closely the ideas of ref. [16], which allow us to bootstrap the four-loop
answer without ever inspecting the multi-loop integrand. This bootstrap will be described in the
remainder of this section.

In ref. [16], a set of polylogarithmic functions called hezagon functions were introduced. Their
symbols are built out of the nine letters,

Sy ={u,v,w, 1 —u, 1 — v, 1 — W, Yy, Yo, Y } » (2.6)
where B B _
e
and 1
zizé[—l—l—ujtv—l—wj:\/z , A=1-u—v—w)?—duvw. (2.8)

(We sometimes also use the labeling uy = w, uy = v, ug = w, Y1 = Yu, Y2 = Yo, Y3 = Yu.) The
branch cut locations for hexagon functions are restricted to the points where the cross ratios w;
either vanish or approach infinity. In terms of the symbol, this implies [19] that the first entry
must be one of the cross ratios u, v, w.

In ref. [16], a method based on the coproduct on multiple polylogarithms (or, equivalently,
a corresponding set of first-order partial differential equations) was developed that allows for
the construction of hexagon functions at arbitrary weight. Using this method, the three-loop
remainder function was determined as a particular weight-six hexagon function. In this article,
we extend the analysis and construct the four-loop remainder function, which is a hexagon
function of weight eight.

2.2 Constraints at symbol level

As in the three-loop case, we begin by constructing the symbol. Referring to the discussion in
ref. [36], the symbol may be written as

113

S(RS) = Zai Si s (2.9)
i=1

where «; are undetermined rational numbers. The S; are drawn from the complete set of eight-
fold tensor products (i.e. symbols of weight eight) that satisfy the first-entry condition. They
also are required to obey the following properties:

0. All entries in the symbol are drawn from the set {u;, 1 — u;, y;}iz1.23-
1. The symbol is integrable (i.e. it is the symbol of some function).

2. The symbol is totally symmetric under S5 permutations of the three cross ratios wu;.

w

. The symbol is invariant under the parity transformation y; — 1/y;.



4. The symbol vanishes in the collinear limit uy — 0, u; + ug — 1. (The other two collinear
limits follow from the S5 symmetry.)

5. In the near-collinear limit, the symbol agrees with the predictions of the leading disconti-
nuity terms in the OPE [I7]. We implement this condition exactly as was done at three
loops [14].

6. The final entry of the symbol is drawn from the set {w;/(1 — w;), ¥i biz1.23-

Imposing the above constraints on the most general ansatz of all 9 possible words will yield
eq. ; however, performing the linear algebra on such a large system is challenging. There-
fore, it is useful to employ the shortcuts described in refs. [36] [16]: the first- and second-entry
conditionsﬁ reduce somewhat the size of the initial ansatz, and applying the integrability con-
dition iteratively softens the exponential growth of the ansatz with the weight. Even still, the
computation requires a dedicated method, since out-of-the-box linear algebra packages cannot
handle such large systems. We implemented a batched Gaussian elimination algorithm, perform-
ing the back substitution with FORM [60], similar to the method described in ref. [61].

As discussed in ref. [36], the factorization formula of Fadin and Lipatov [35] in the multi-Regge
limit (see section provides additional constraints on the 113 parameters entering eq. (2.9)),

7. The symbol agrees with the prediction from BFKL factorization at NLL [35].

We may also apply constraints in the near-collinear limit by matching onto the recent pre-
dictions by BSV based on the OPE for flux tube excitations [26],

8. The symbol is in agreement to order 7' with the OPE prediction of the near-collinear
expansion [26], 27].

9. The symbol is in agreement to order 7% with the OPE prediction of the near-collinear
expansion [28], [57].

The dimension of the ansatz for the symbol after applying each of these constraints successively
is summarized in table 1, In this table, we also provide the corresponding numbers at two and
three loops, so that one can appreciate the increased computational complexity of the four-loop
problem. It is worth noting that some constraints become even stronger when promoted to
function-level properties, not only fixing beyond-the symbol terms, but also implying additional
relations on the symbol-level parameters. An example of this was already seen at three loops [14]
where, ultimately, only a single free parameter remained to be determined by the O(T") near-
collinear limit [16].

In ref. [16], the last two constraints were applied at function level to fully determine the three-
loop remainder function. In fact, we will soon apply them at function level in the four-loop case

4The second entry must be drawn from the set {u;, 1—u;}. This restriction follows from the first-entry condition
and the requirement that the symbol be integrable, when the integrability condition on pairs of adjacent entries
is applied to the first two entries [19] [14] [16].
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Constraint L =2 Dim. | L =3 Dim. \ L = 4 Dim. \

1. Integrability 75 643 5897
2. Total S5 symmetry 20 151 1224
3. Parity invariance 18 120 874
4. Collinear vanishing (7°) 4 59 622
5. OPE leading discontinuity 0 26 482
6. Final entry 0 2 113
7. Multi-Regge limit 0 2 80
8. Near-collinear OPE (T") 0 0 4
9. Near-collinear OPE (T%) 0 0 0

Table 1: For loop order L = 2,3,4, we tabulate the dimensions of the space of symbols with
weight 2L and first entry belonging to {u, v, w}, after applying the various constraints succes-
sively. The final four-loop symbol is uniquely determined, including normalization, after applying
the final constraint, so the vector space of possible solutions has dimension zero.

as well, but first we will apply them at symbol level in order to determine the constants not fixed
by the first seven constraints. For this purpose, it is necessary to expand the symbol & (R((;l)) in
the near-collinear limit v — 0, u + w — 1. Because we are comparing to OPE information from
ref. [26], it is convenient to adopt the parametrization used there in terms of variables F', S, and
T, which are related to the u; and y; variables by,

FS?
- (14+T*)(F+ FS2+ ST + F2ST + FT?)’

T2

YT
F
w =
F+ FS?2+4 ST + F2ST + FT?’

FS+T (2.10)

ST F(S+FT)

(S+ FT)(1+ FST +T?)
W FS+T)(F + ST + FT?)°
F+ ST+ FT?
F(1+ FST+1?)

Yw =
The near-collinear limit is the limit 7" — 0 for fixed F' and S.

2.3 Expanding the symbol in a limit

We wish to expand symbols and functions in a particular kinematic limit, which in the present
case is T — 0. To this end, we formulate the expansion of an arbitrary pure function F(T')

11



in a manner that can easily be extended to the symbol. The function may contain arbitrary
dependence on S and F', which is not shown explicitly. The expansion is not entirely trivial
because it will in general contain powers of InT', as well as powers of T', and some care must
be taken to keep track of them. Let us explicitly separate the power-law behavior from the
logarithmic behavior by writing,

F(T) = |F(T)]

+ [F(T)] + [F(T)} Yo (2.11)

0 1 2

where [-]; indicates the T" power-law term of the expansion of F'(T') around T' = (. For example,
if
F(T) =T+ TS+ TF(InT +nS) + TS+ .., (2.12)

then we have
[F(T)} — 2T +InThS,

F(T)] _ (7 +1ms), (2.13)

1
and so forth.

Now consider a pure function F(T") for which F'(0) = [F(T")]o = 0. The function can contain
powers of InT" in the expansion around 7" = 0, as long as they are accompanied by positive
powers of T" so that the limit as T" — 0 vanishes. Because symbols provide information about
the derivatives of functions in a convenient way, we write F' as the integral of its derivative, to
leading order in the expansion around 7" = 0,

1

[F(T)] - /0 ar [F’(Tl)]o, (2.14)

Owing to the presence of logarithms, it is possible that in evaluating [F'(T)]o we might generate
a pole in T. We let
_ (™)

T

where the first term comes from differentiating explicit In 7" factors in F(T"). Then we can write
the expansion of the integrand in eq. (2.14) as

F'(T) + fo(T) +O(TY), (2.15)

[P0 =4[] + [pm)] (2.16)

Notice that f_;(0) = 0 (since otherwise F'(0) # 0), so we can calculate [f_1(7T)]; by again
applying eq. (2.14)), this time with F' — f_;. Therefore eq. defines a recursive procedure
for extracting the first term in the expansion around 7" = (0. The recursion will terminate after
a finite number of steps for a pure function.

The only data necessary to execute this procedure are the ability to evaluate the function
when T" = 0, and the ability to take derivatives. Since both of these operations carry over to

0
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the symbol, we can apply this method directly to & (R((;l)). To give a flavor of how the recursion
works, we expand the symbol in the following way,

S(RM) = [Ag @ Ro) + [A1 @ R @ T+ [Ay @ Ry) 9T O T + [As @ Ry) @ TR T @ T + ..., (2.17)

where we write schematically [121Z ® R;] for a sum of terms of the form Al ® R; in which R; # T
is defined to have length one and the A; have length 7 — 7. There are terms with up to six
consecutive T entries in the final slots. Although we have made explicit the T entries at the back
end of the symbol, there may be other T entries hidden inside the A;. Applying eq. , we
obtain,

- [ ] [ "o G
[R[R[ wlE -

dr, (M dT, [T R’ (T3)
/ / / / ﬂg Rf%@ﬂo+”"

where the A; schematically denote functions whose symbols are the A;. As indicated by the
brackets [.]o, the integrands should be expanded around T' = 0 to order T°.

The coefficients [A;(T;)]p in eq. (2.18)) are functions of S and T;, which are obtained from
the symbols A; in eq. as follows: One first separates out all the explicit 7' entries in A;,
which all originate from v entries after making the substitution . Then one sets T to zero
everywhere in A, except for the explicit T" entries. The explicit factors of 7" in the symbol give
rise to logarithms of 7} in the function [A;(7})]o. They appear in the symbol shuffled (summed
over appropriate permutations) together with functions of S. (The variable F' disappears from
the symbol when T is set to zero.) For example,

SEmTI*S)=5SeT+SeTe®S+T®S®S. (2.19)

It is straightforward to extract the powers of InT" by reversing such relations, i.e. unshuffling the
factors of T from [A;],. Performing this extraction, and setting 7" — T}, we obtain the functions
[A;(T})]o. At this point the integrations over T; can be performed. It should be clear how to
extend eq. to the terms in & (Ré4)) that have more factors of 7" on the back end. Notice
that the innermost integrals have no 1/7; in the measure, and as such they will generate terms
of mixed transcendentality. The mixed transcendentality is not surprising; indeed it is typical
whenever one expands a function of uniform transcendentality to subleading order in a given
limit. For example, Inxz +In(1 —x) =Inz — 2 + O(2?) as z — 0.

The extension of eq. gives the expansion of & (R( )) to order T". Ome can easily
generalize this method to extract more terms in the T expansion. To obtain the 7™ term, we
first subtract off the expansion through order 7"~ ! and divide by 777!, yielding a function that
vanishes when 7" = 0. Then we can proceed as above and calculate the T term, which will
correspond to the 7" term of the original function.
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Proceeding in this manner, we obtain the expansion of the symbol of Ré4) through order
T2. To compare this expansion with the data from the OPE, we must first disregard all terms
containing factors of 7 or (,,, since these constants are not captured by the symbol. We must also
convert from the remainder function to the logarithm of the specific Wilson loop ratio considered
by BSV. Both expressions are finite and dual conformal invariant, but they differ by a simple
additive functionf!

In Whex(a/2) = Re(a) + Wéa) X (u, v, w), (2.20)
where the cusp anomalous dimension is
vk (a) = f: a 7%) =da — 4y a® + 22¢, a® — 4(%(6 + (C3)2) a* 4+ 0(a’), (2.21)
L=1
and the function X (u,v,w) is given by
X(u,v,w) = —Hy — Hy — HY — ln(%) In(l —v) —Inulnw + 2¢, (2.22)

where HY = Hp1(1 —u) = Lis(1 — u) denotes a harmonic polylogarithm (HPL) [52]. The
conventional loop expansion parameter for the Wilson loop, ¢?, is related to our expansion
parameter by ¢* = a/2.

Performing the comparison in eq. at four loops, we find that the information at order
T is sufficient to fix all but four of the remaining parameters. At order 72, all four of these
constants are determined and many additional cross-checks are satisfied. The final expression
for the symbol of Rgl) has 1,544,205 terms and can be downloaded in a computer-readable file
from [62].

2.4 Constraints at function level

We now turn to the problem of promoting the symbol to a function. In principle, the procedure
is identical to that described in ref. [16]; indeed, with enough computational power we could
construct the full basis of hexagon functions at weight seven (or even eight), and replicate the
analysis of ref. [I6]. In practice, it is difficult to build the full basis of hexagon functions beyond
weight five or six, and so we briefly describe a more efficient procedure that requires only a subset
of the full basis.

To begin, we wish to construct a function-level ansatz for the {5,1,1,1} components of the
coproduct of Ré4), denoted by A571,171(Ré4)). In general, the {n — k,1,1,...,1} components of
the coproduct of a pure transcendental function f of weight n (where there are k& 1’s in the list)
are defined iteratively by differentiation. Given that the differential of f can be written as

df = ) f*dlns, (2.23)

SLESy

®A version of this equation in ref. [I6] contained a spurious “1”, which is corrected here.
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where f* are pure functions of weight n — 1, the {n — 1,1} element of the coproduct of f is

defined by
Ap1a(f) =D fr@ns. (2.24)

SEESy

(In contrast to the symbol, it is conventional in the coproduct to keep the explicit “In” present
in eq. , because other components of the coproduct, such as {n —m, m} for m > 1, require
different transcendental functions in all entries.) To obtain the {n—2, 1,1} coproduct components
f°r, we differentiate each of the functions f*F, and expand their differentials in terms of dIn s;,

df*s = > fo*dlns;, (2.25)
S]'GSu
thereby defining
Ano11(f) = Z [ @Ins; ®Insy. (2.26)
55,5,ESy

If we were to iterate this procedure n times, we would arrive at the symbol. However, here we
wish to stop after the third iteration, because the {n—3,1, 1,1} coproduct components for n = 8
are weight-five functions, and a full basis of hexagon functions already exists [16] at this weight.
We can match these functions to functions derived from the symbol for R((;l).
The {5,1,1, 1} coproduct of the ansatz for Rgl) is a four-fold tensor product whose first slot is
a weight-five function and whose last three slots are logarithms. The symbols of the weight-five
functions can be read off of the symbol of Ré4), by clipping off the last three entries. They can
then be identified with functions in the weight-five hexagon basis. Therefore we can immediately
write down,
A571’1’1<Ré4)> == Z [R((;l)]si’sj’sk & In S; X In Sj & In Sk (227)

$i,85,5kESu

where [Rg‘”]wm are the most general linear combinations of weight-five hexagon functions with
the correct symbol and correct parity. There will be many arbitrary parameters, all of which are
associated with ¢ values multiplying lower-weight functions.

Many of these parameters can be fixed by demanding that > o [Ré4)]si7sj ¢ @ Ins; be the
{5,1} component of the coproduct for some weight-six function for every choice of j and k. This
is simply the integrability constraint, discussed extensively in ref. [16], applied to the first two
slots of the four-fold tensor product in eq. . We also require that each weight-six function
has the proper branch cut structure; again, this constraint may be applied using the techniques
discussed in ref. [16]. Finally, we must guarantee that the weight-six functions have all of the
symmetries exhibited by their symbols. For example, if a particular coproduct entry vanishes
at symbol level, we require that it vanish at function level as well. We also demand that the
function have definite parity since the symbol-level expressions have this property.

After imposing these mathematical consistency conditions, we will have constructed the {5, 1}
component of the coproduct for each of the weight-six functions entering Ag 1 1 (Ré4)), as well as all
the integration constants necessary to define corresponding integral representations (see section
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4 of ref. [I6]). There are many undetermined parameters, but they all correspond to ¢ values
multiplying lower-weight hexagon functions, so they cannot be fixed at this stage.

It is also also straightforward to represent A6,1,1(Ré4)) directly in terms of multiple polyloga-
rithms in a particular subspace of the Euclidean region, called Region I in ref. [16]:

A>0, O<u <1, and wup+us+uz<l,

0<y <1. (2.28)

Region I : {

The fact that the y; are all real and between 0 and 1 facilitates a representation in terms of
multiple polylogarithms, as discussed in ref. [I6]. This region is also of interest because it
corresponds to positive external kinematical data in (2,2) signature.

To this end, we now describe how to integrate directly the {n — 1,1} component of the
coproduct of a weight-n function in terms of multiple polylogarithms. The method [7, [8 [63]
is very similar to the integral given in eq. (3.8) of ref. [I6], which maps symbols directly into
multiple polylogarithms. Instead of starting from the symbol, we start from the {n — 1,1}
coproduct component, and therefore we only have to perform one integration, corresponding to
the final iteration of the n-fold iterated integration in eq. (3.8) of ref. [16]. As discussed in ref. [16],
we are free to integrate along a contour that goes from the origin ¢; = 0 to the point t; = y;
sequentially along the directions ¢,, ¢, and ¢,,. The integration is over w = dln ¢ with ¢ € S,
where S, is the set of 10 letters in the y; variables [16]. The integrand is a combination of weight-
(n—1) multiple polylogarithms in Region I. Together, these two facts imply that the integral
may always be evaluated trivially by invoking the recursive definition of multiple polylogarithms,
G(z) =1, and

In? 2z

2 dt
G ey Qs Z) = G(ag,...,a,;t), G(0,...,0;2) = : 2.29
(ar,. . ans; 2) / (az,. ., ans ) ( ) (2.20)

t—a1

(Many of the properties of multiple polylogarithms are reviewed in appendix A of ref. [16].)

Applying this method to the case at hand, we obtain an expression for A6,1,1(Ré4)) in terms
of multiple polylogarithms in Region I. Again, we enforce mathematical consistency by requiring
integrability in the first two slots, proper branch cut locations, and well-defined parity. We then
integrate the expression using the same method, yielding an expression for A771(Ré4 ). Finally,
we iterate the procedure once more and obtain a representation for Rgg itself. At each stage we
keep track of all the undetermined parameters. Any parameter that survives all the way to the
weight-eight ansatz for Ré4) must be associated with a ¢ value multiplying a lower-weight hexagon
function with the proper symmetries, branch-cut locations, and the function-level analog of the
final-entry condition. There are 68 such functions. The counting of parameters is presented in
table 2

It is straightforward to expand our 68-parameter ansatz for Ré4) in the near-collinear limit.
Indeed, the methods discussed in ref. [16] can be applied directly to this case. We carried out this
expansion through order 7, though even at order T the result is too lengthy to present here.
The expansion (after fixing all parameters) is available in a computer-readable format from [62].
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’ k \ MZVs of weight k \ Functions of weight 8 — & \ Total parameters
2 G2 38 38
3 G 14 14
4 C4 6 6
5 (2035 G5 2 4
6 (¢3)%5 Co 1 2
7 CaCss C3C4; Cr 0 0
8 | Ga(3)*, €365, sy Go3 1 4

] Total \ 68 |

Table 2: Characterization of the beyond-the-symbol ambiguities in Ré4) after imposing all math-
ematical consistency conditions.

Demanding that our ansatz vanish in the strict collinear limit fixes all but ten of the beyond-
the-symbol constants. Consistency with the OPE at order T, corresponding to contributions of
single (gluonic) flux-tube excitation, fixes nine of the ten remaining constants. The final constant
is fixed at order T2, corresponding to double flux-tube excitations, as well as twist-two bound-
state contributions [28]. The rest of the data at order T? provides many nontrivial consistency
checks of the result.

In slightly more detail, we can characterize the contributions at a given order in the T'
expansion by their dependence on F', or equivalently on an azimuthal angle ¢, introduced by
letting ' = €. As discussed in ref. [28], the F' dependence is correlated with the helicity of the
excitations. The order T term in the near-collinear expansion of the L-loop remainder function
always has the form,

[RgL)L = T(F+F! Zln T (S (2.30)

where ¢ (9) is a linear combination of HPLs [52] of the form Hz(—S?), m; € {0,1}, multiplied
by simple rational functions of S. The weight of the HPLs is at most 2L — k, but can be
lower, in accordance with the mixed transcendentality of the T expansion mentioned earlier.
The single powers of F' and F'~! correspond to the helicity &1 gluonic excitations, which have
equal contributions due to parity. The expansion of the three-loop remainder function at this
order was given explicitly in ref. [16].

At order T2, the expansion has the form,

[ng]Q - TQ[ (F2+ F? Z In* 7' d),(S) + Lzllnkak(S)} , (2.31)
k=0

where di(S) and fi(9), like ¢x(95), are linear combinations of HPLs multiplied by rational func-
tions of S (more complicated ones than appear in ¢x(S)). The terms in eq. (2.31)) that have the
F*2 prefactors come entirely from gluonic excitations — either pairs of single excitations, or the
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contribution of a twist-two gluonic bound-state, either of which can have helicity £2; whereas
the T2F" terms can come from excitations of pairs of gluons, fermions or scalars [28]. All of the
constraints at order T2 that were needed to fix the five parameters at that stage (four parameters
at symbol level and one beyond-the-symbol) came from matching the 72 F contributions. Hence
the comparison of the T2F° terms, which tests the scalar and fermion contributions as well as
gluonic ones, was completely rigid, with no free parameters.

In practice the comparison to the OPE predictions was done after expanding the functions of
S in an expansion around S = 0. For the T?F? comparison we matched the terms through S2°; for
the T?F° comparison, through S'. Certainly higher orders could be matched if desired; on the
OPE side this just amounts to evaluating more residues in the complex rapidity plane [206], 27, 28].
In some cases one can also perform the residue sums to all orders, see e.g. ref. [64].

The final expression for Ré4) in terms of multiple polylogarithms in Region I is available
from [62] in a computer-readable format. We also provide a coproduct-based description of it;
see appendix [A]

3 Multi-Regge limit

3.1 Fixing constants at four loops

In the limit of multi-Regge kinematics (MRK), the cross ratios u;, us and uz approach the values

u — 1, Ug,uz — 0, (3.1)
with the ratios
Us 1 U3 ww*
= and = 3.2
l—u  (1+w)(l+w) l—u (1+w)(l+w") (32)

held fixed® While the remainder function vanishes in Euclidean MRK, this is no longer the case
once it is analytically continued to a different Riemann sheet, according to u; — =™ |uy| [29)].
On this Riemann sheet we can write,

oo L—-1
Re|yri = 271 Z Z a® In"(1 — uy) [gﬁf)(w, w*) + 2mi h{P (w, w*)| . (3.3)
L=2 n=0

The LLA series of coefficients has n = L — 1. The coefficients h(LL_)l(w, w*) vanish trivially, while

the coefficients g(LL_)l(w, w*) are known to all orders in perturbation theory [36) [65]. At NLLA
(n = L — 2), results for the coefficients g(LLJQ(w, w*) and h(LLzz(w, w*) have been given up to nine
loops [33, 35, [T, [36].

At NNLLA (n = L — 3), only the three-loop coefficients are known [33, 14, 16]. In ref. [30],

the four-loop coefficients at NNLLA and N3LLA, g§4) (w,w*) and g((]4) (w,w*), respectively, were

5The (complex) variable w defined in eq. (3.2) should not be confused with the cross ratio w = ug.
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heavily constrained and their functional form was completely determined, up to 27 rational
numbers a;, b;, i € {0,...,8}, j € {1,...,18}. As mentioned in the introduction, ay is a
parameter that enters at the level of the symbol. The remaining 26 parameters are beyond-the-
symbol; they appear with ( values multiplying them. Since we have now a complete and unique
analytic expression for the four-loop remainder function in general kinematics, the coefficients
g§4) and gé4 can be extracted by using the techniques described in ref. [16]. Appendix [A| gives a
brief description of how the coproduct representation of R((;l) may be used for this purpose.

In this way, we find expressions for the two previously-undetermined MRK coefficients at four
loops,

(4) 19 1 5 1 3

914(w,w*):§L+L++4L L1+4L+L 1+2L L221 4L5L2_,1,1,1
29 17 1 5 1
— | Lo+ = L)) LT L + — [Lo P Loy + == [Li)2 — = [Ly,]?
(B3 e+ g 1) 1T £ + o 5T £+ oy 43P - 5 23
1 3, ~
- Z (L L2 1 1) L + 5 128 ([L0]2 -4 [L+]2) [LQ ]2
11 73 19 11
—— Ly — [Ly* LY — [LyP[L)* + — [LT]°
3 3 11 1 7
+<2( LELE + 5 LaLn - 3 L3P - g Wl = UGG PIEET - (247"
15 27 B
- g (28 - DmePet - 1) - S (il - alty)
3 1
- (5 Cs —C2C3) Lf+g(§3)27
and
. 125 11 1 3 3
984)(w,w ) = _?LJF 5L;1,1+ZL121+§L 12 T 4L331 4L2t1,1,1,1 - §L§r,2,1,1,1
1 129 . 25 ~ -
) L2+,1,2,1,1 + (6_4 [Lo ]2 + = 16 [Lﬂ > L5+ + 1 Lo L;r (L4,1 - L2,1,1,1)
+ E[L‘]ZJFZ[L*]Q L3 —i([L—]2—4[L+]2)L+ o
32 0 8 1 3,1,1 ].6 0 1 2,21 8 0 3 2,1
5 21 7 7 1
— (=L Ly LY — LY ) L — == [Lg — [L{1?) Ly L Ly
(35 1a + S LGP L2 + g 1) £ = (5551 1+16[ #) Lq It L,
1007 60 T o .
+ 16050 Lol L1+ 1 o] [Li]? + 350 [Lo] [L{]° +21O[L]
1 o 5 5 B
— 3 (s - + S a ) £+ (G 6P - o lot?) £ 57
3 25 . 15 B _
~G(F 5430t + 5 L - (G UGT + S IEP) £ - Ly 41 L3,
19 L1991
+ To2 [Ly]* L + g Lol LT + = [L1]
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3 1 7 1 7
b6 (<F 00 L+ aP + g 161+ 5 5P T + g o))

15 11 9 17 3
+G (—7 Li + 15 Lo P L + [Lﬂ?’) +G (E Lo =3 [LTP) (3.5)
v a6 (g P+ P+ S @It + T 6+ S G

The functions Lfﬁ appearing in these expressions are single-valued harmonic polylogarithms
(SVHPLs) [59]. They appear in a basis defined in ref. [36], which diagonalizes the Zy X Zs
action of inversion and conjugation of the variables (w, w*).

The expressions above match with those of egs. (7.14) and (7.15) of ref. [36], provided that
the constants defined in that reference take the values,

1 4
Qo :0, ay = ——=, CLQ——57 CL3:17 ay = —,
4 Y 15 _ _og ’
as = 3, ag = 1807 a7 = 4, asg = )
and
97 127 1720 622 644 2328
by = —, 2= 5oy U3 = =55, 04= 55, 5= 572y 06 = 5,
1220 3660 183 183 305 305
554 10416 248 11
by = —1, bg= 3057 % = ~ 305 bio = 5 b1 = 5 b1 = 49, (3.7)
83 1126 849 83
bis = —112, by = Ty =T b= 155 b= bis = —10.

The coefficient functions A% entering the real part in eq. 1’ are completely determined
by the functions gﬁlL) entering the imaginary part. The LLA and NLLA functions were given in

eq. (2.19) of ref. [36], but we provide them here for completeness,

h;(f)(w,w*) =0,

@ 3 @ 2) o)

P (w,w) = 5o w,w) = 3 g ww)]” = S0 I g8 (w,w),

where 7%) are the L-loop coefficients of the cusp anomalous dimension defined in eq. 1) and

the lower loop g coefficients are given in ref. [36].
The four-loop NNLLA and N3*LLA real-part coefficients are given by,

* 2 * *
w, w*) — g8 (w, w*) gt (w, w*)

(3.9)
Ly (75%) 9 (w, w*) + 4 9§2)(w,w*)> :
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and

4 oo Lo o 1 .
W, w) = 5 60w, 0%) — 3 [0 (w,wt)] 7 68w, )
1 * *
— < L (K 0w, w) + 982 07w, w) + 272 91 g7 (w0, 0))
m? W1* (1714 —12 774712 +14
— oome ] ((L5)* — 24 (L5 P[] + 80 [L{]") (3.10)

1 2 2 1 3 _
v o ([R) +2909) (P - atzp)

(4)

We checked explicitly that our result for Ry’ correctly reproduces all the real-part coefficient

functions in the multi-Regge limit, from hz(f) (w, w*) through hé4)(w, w*).
3.2 The NNLL BFKL eigenvalue and N°LL impact factor

The functions ¢\ (w, w*) and g (w, w*), in turn, determine the NNLLA BFKL eigenvalue and
N3LLA impact factor, through a master equation [35],

[e’e) n —+o0
- a w dv
eR“’“S]MRK = COSTTWgp + 1 — E (—=1)" (—) : / |2W Dreg(v, 1)

2 n=—00 w* —0 V2+ T "2
x exp [~w(v,n) (In(1 —uy) +ir + LT)] , (3.11)
where
1 _
Wap = g%{(a) Ly, (3.12)
1
0 = pox(a) Ly, (3.13)

recalling that Ly = Injw|* and L] = § In(Jw|?/|1 4+ w|*). The BFKL eigenvalue w(v,n) and the
impact factor ®reg(v, n) can be expanded perturbatively,

w(v,n) = —a(E,, + aE(l) +a?E% + 0 ) .

v,n

Preg(v,n) =1+ aq)%{gg(y n)+a (IJRg v,n)+a @%e)g(u, n) + O(a").

(3.14)

g

We remark that an alternate version of the master equation has recently been found in ref. [58§].
In contrast to eq. , the denominator v? + n?/4 contains an additional term proportional to
the square of the cusp anomalous dimension. It also lacks the explicit Regge pole contribution
(the cosmw,, term), although this contribution can be recovered by evaluating the n = 0 term
and v = 0 residue in the integral at finite coupling. Then the two factorization forms become
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equivalent, up to a different definition of the impact factor. In this paper, we will continue to
use the form (3.11]).

The first two nontrivial orders in the expansion of the BFKL eigenvalue and the impact factor
were known previously [35] 30] 82 16, [36],

1 n| _n| _n|
Ey,n - _§V2+%2+¢(1+ZV+7 +'¢ 1—ZV—|—7 —21/1(1), (315)
1 1
Ezg,l% = _Z DzEv,n + 5 V DVEu,n - C2 Eu,n -3 <3 ) (316)
1 1 3
(I)%e)g(y7 TL) = _§Eg,n - §N2 - CQ ) (317)
2 1 1 2 1 5
@ﬁgg(% n) = 3 [q)%gg(u n)] — ES) By + 3 [D,E, )" + 6l N%(N? +4V?)
17
—%<2E§,H+N2+6V2> G (3.18)
where 1(z) = £ InT'(2) is the digamma function, (1) = —vg is the Euler-Mascheroni constant,
and V and N are given by,
VE_% 1|\_ 1||_2iy|2’
v+ 5 —iv+ v? 4 2
? : ! (3.19)
1 1
N =sg(n) |+ —— | = ——
w + o5 —V + 5 v2+ -

with D, = —id, = —19/0v.

After expanding the master equation to the relevant order in a and In(1 — u), one has
to match the resulting combinations of SVHPLs in (w,w*) against the inverse Fourier-Mellin
transforms of suitable functions of v and n. This was carried out in ref. [36], in terms of the
then-undetermined a; and b; constants. Inserting the values and into the respective
expressions, we obtain,

1(1
Egg — §{6 D!E,, -V DE,,+ (V?+2G) D!E,,, — V (N*+8G)D,E,,,

+ ((4V? 4+ N?) + 444G B, + 160G + 80@;} , (3.20)
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and

1 9 57 189 15 123
3) _ 6 4 2 2 4 6 2 27 72 4y 72
) o _@{Eu,n —+ ZEVJ’LN —+ EEV’HN —+ 6_4N —+ ? anN V —+ ?N %

LNV 3 <4E§7nV + 5E,,7nN2V> D,E,,

3 3
+ 3<E37n +IN+ 2v2> (D, Eyu]? + 6B, (E,in + N+ V2>D3Em

- 12V[D,E, ,]|D2E, ] — 6E,,VDE,, +2[D,E,,)[D:E,,]

+2[D2E,,.]* + El,,anfEl,m} (3.21)
1 1
— —(|3EY +92F? N?— —N*—_6FE? V> —-16N*V?—-12E,,VD,E,,
8 v,n v,n 16 v,n s s
+ DB, J? + 4EV,nD,%E,,,n]
1 1
— —(3|3E% + ° wlN?>+E,,V?*—3VD,E,, + —3D2E,,n
2 v,n 2 } } ) 6 v )
1 219 14
- 76 [27E§7n +N?— 45V2} = 5(265 + (o) B — 6o — - (G)”.

Egs. (3.18) and (3.20)) allow the master equation (3.11)) to be evaluated at NNLL accuracy. Equa-
tion (3.21)), together with the N3LL BFKL eigenvalue El(,B% (when the latter becomes available),
will permit an evaluation at N3LLA — assuming that the factorization continues to hold at this
order.

In ref. [36] it was observed that ES in eq. (3.20) has a nonvanishing limit v — 0 (after setting
n = 0),

lim B = —%H (s, (3.22)
even though E,, and ESY vanish in this limit [35]. This limit of ES) held independently of
all the constants in egs. (3.6) and , which were unknown at that time. The reason it was
independent of the constants was that the four-loop remainder function was required to vanish in
the collinear corner of the MRK limit, |w|>— 0. This limit in the (w,w*) plane in turn controls
the n = 0, v — 0 limit of the BFKL eigenvalue w(v,n). In ref. [58], the general constraints
imposed by collinear triviality of the remainder function were derived at finite coupling, and

eq. (3.22)) was obtained as a byproduct.

3.3 NNLL coefficient functions at five loops

The MRK factorization implicit in the master equation lets us bootstrap higher-loop coefficients
in the MRK limit. We simply insert the results for the BFKL eigenvalue and the impact factor
through NNLLA into the master equation (3.11)). We then use the techniques of ref. [36] to
perform the inverse Fourier-Mellin transform from (v,n) space back to (w,w*) space. This
transform is facilitated by having a complete basis of SVHPLs at the appropriate transcendental
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weight. The inverse Fourier-Mellin transform leads to double sums, which can either be summed
explicitly, or truncated and then matched to a Taylor expansion of the SVHPL basis. In this
way we can obtain explicit expressions for Rg in MRK at NNLLA, just as was done at LLA and
NLLA in ref. [36]. These data will be important in order to help constrain the functional form
of the remainder function at higher loop orders.

As an example, we present here the result for the five-loop six-point remainder function at
NNLLA. For the imaginary part, we find,

0w, 0?) = —ALF D I, - %Lzm S Lz = 1o Ldas = 5 Lz

+1§9L§1,1,1,1+2L 9111+ 4L21211+ (% [L0]2+Z[Lﬂ2) LT
+ Ly LT <22 Ly, + 136 Ly, + 156 L34, 1) + (% [Lg)? — 136 (L7 ) L3,
Lo Lo + = LE L + = Ly L Loy + ~ I (L)

32 " 32 32 8
~ (g 561" + 13 o LA+ g (241 13
~ (g5 Lo+ g [L11) £6 L1 Ly + o ULaTP I + g 161 L1
+%[L5]2[L ]’ +%[L+] <372 LI Ly + 312L L3+1+:L L211) Ly
b1 M L3+ (g L0 + 35 LT ) L7 57
+C2(—13€L5 - ZL311 3L3p1 + (12 (Lo + 411 [Lﬂz) Ly

+ LG L L+ L (51 - S ] I + 3 WGP LA - 35 4T
+ (g5 L I — § L6 L + 35 s + g [Lal' + g (LGP LT - g5 441"
+ G (C3LT +2001) + 6 (o (g + S 177
—Z@CS( [Ly)? — [L+])—1_6(C3)2Lf+1C7-
(3.23)

The corresponding results at LLA and NLLA were given in ref. [36].
The NNLL real-part coefficient is related to the imaginary parts at NLLA and at lower loop
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orders; it is given by

W (w,w*) = = g& (w,w*) = ¢ (w, w*) ¢ (w, w*) = g (w, w*) ¢ (w, w*)

=N W

(3.24)

I [ g ) 42 60 )]

Finally, we give the N3LL real-part coefficient, which is related to eq. (3.23)) and to imaginary
parts at lower logarithmic or lower loop orders,

5 * * 3 * 2
W (w, w*) = g (w, w*) — g2 (w, w*) g5 (w, w*) — ¢§? (w,w*) g (w, w*)
+ 472 (o (w,w") = g (w, w) g (w, "))

1 * *
— < LT R ot w0, wt) + 442 0w, w) + 9 g (w0, 0|

2o (36w -2 [P )]

IS TR SN CO) R E) 13 [L0] @ 5
102 ) o )+ o 11 (0] 6 ) |

Although the real parts are related by analyticity to the imaginary parts, they still provide useful
additional constraints on anséatze for the remainder function.

(3.25)

3.4 Connection between BFKL and the flux tube spectrum?

We conclude this section by noting that the result for the BFKL eigenvalue at NNLLA suggests an
intriguing connection between the BFKL eigenvalues E, ,,, ES,)“ and E’% and the weak-coupling
expansion of the energy E(u) of a gluonic excitation of the GKP string as a function of its
rapidity u, given in ref. [25]. First we rewrite the expressions for E, ,, E%, and El(,a explicitly
in terms of ¢ functions and their derivatives,

B = 0(€7) + (€)= 26(1) - 5sgn(m)N,
B = 2 [02(€") + () — sy (387 + V)]
+5V[B0EN) =) - G — 36,

11 - L !
B2 = {5 [0 + 60 — sl (v Jv2w 4 ) (3.26)

=V [ (") = () = Bsgu(m)V N4V + N?)]

(V2 426) [$2(67) +92(E) — sam(m)N (32 4 3]
— V(N +80) [ (67) — v (€7) — sgn(n)VN] + G (4V? + N?)

+44GEyn + 16 (26 + 80 C5} ;
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where ¢ =1+ iv + @
Next, we keep only the pure ¢ (and ) terms, dropping anything with a V' or an N,

El/,n » only - 'QZ)(€+) + 1/’(5_) - 2¢(1) )
B = =3 [s e + 6] - Gluen + wie) - 200)] - 36
1 1 (3.27)
Bal, o = g{g (€ +v9(E)] +26[¥@(E) +v2(E)]
FALGI(ER) + U(E) — 20(1)] + 16 s + 80 45} |
Finally we write,
—w(y, n)‘w = a(Bvi o TAER| S aBR| ) (3.28)

Now we compare this formula to equation (4.21) of ref. [25] for the energy E(u) of a gauge field
(¢ = 1) and its bound state (¢ > 1),

B(u) = 0+ 5 9(26%) [0 (5,0) = 9(1)] = 26" [047(5,w) + 663

+ %6 [ (s, ) + 20205 (5, u) 424G (s — 1,u) + 8(7T2<3 n 30<5)} (3.29)

+0(g%),

where g°> = a/2 is the loop expansion parameter, s = 1 + £/2, and

B (s,0) = %[w(")(s i) £ 0 (s — iu)]. (3.30)

Neglecting the constant offset at order a” (the classical operator scaling dimension), eq. (3.29)
matches perfectly with eq. (3.28) at order a' and a?, provided that we identify,

¢ =|n|, u=. (3.31)

The correspondence continues to order a® if we also drop the term 24 (3 1/1§+)(5 —1,u). It would be
very interesting to understand the origin of this correspondence, and whether there is a physical
meaning to the operation of dropping all terms with a NV or a V. We leave this question to future
work and return our attention to the quantitative behavior of the four-loop remainder function.

4 Quantitative behavior

In this section we investigate the quantitative behavior of the four-loop remainder function in the
Euclidean region where all three cross ratios are positive. It will prove particularly instructive to
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plot the ratios of successive loop orders, Rég) / Ré2) and Ré4) / Ré?’). It was observed in ref. [10] that
the former ratio was quite stable along large portions of a line and a two-dimensional surface
where it was examined. We will find that the stability of such ratios extends to four loops, i.e.
to the latter ratio, and to a number of different lines and one two-dimensional surface, as long
as the cross ratios are not too large or too small. We will also examine certain limiting behavior
analytically, where it can sometimes shed light on the remarkable stability of the ratios. Finally,
we will discuss how perturbation theory is doing with respect to the approach to large orders.

4.1 Region I

While the full function Ré4) is too lengthy to be shown here, its representation in terms of
multiple polylogarithms can easily be evaluated numerically in Region I, defined in eq. ,
using GINAC [66, [67]. In table 3] we show the value of the four-loop remainder function for
five reference points. In addition, in fig. We plot the ratio RéL) / RéLil) for L=3and L =4
in Region I, restricted to the two-dimensional surface u = v. It is remarkable that the ratio of
Ré4) / Rég) is essentially flat throughout Region I. The value of the ratio is close to —7. The ratio
Rég) / Rg) has a very similar behavior, offset by about 0.5 from the former ratio throughout most
of the plot.

’ (u, v, w) ‘ Rgl) ‘
(0.214,0.214,0.184) 97.251
(0.333, 0.039, 0.286) | 103.975
(0.206, 0.008, 0.652) | 53.664
(0.617, 0.090, 0.043) | 85.383
(0.743, 0.002, 0.216) | 19.752

Table 3: Numerical evaluation of the four-loop remainder function at a selection of points in
Region I.

For u = v, the boundary of Region I in the interior of the Euclidean region is defined by
A(u,u,w) = 0, where A is given in eq. (2.8); this parabola w = (1 — 2u)? is shown as the red
line in the plot. We restrict the plot to stay slightly away from the boundaries of the Euclidean
region, taking u,w > 0.06. At these boundaries, Rg(u,u,w) diverges logarithmically, order by
order in perturbation theory, whenever one of the cross ratios becomes very small and the other
one is kept finite. At a given loop order, the degree of the logarithmic divergence is one power
lower when w — 0 with v fixed, than it is for the opposite case when u — 0 with w fixed:

L-1
R (u,u,w) ~ ZU;EL)(yu) In*w, w—0, ufinite,
k=0
L (4.1)
R((SL) (u7 u, w) ~ Z W]S;L) ('UJ) lnk u, uU— 0 , W finite .
k=0
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Figure 1: The ratio RéL) (u,u, w)/RéL_l)(u, u,w) for L = 3 (blue) and L = 4 (green) in Region
[. The solid red line represents the curve A(u,u,w) = 0. At small values of (u,w), the plot is
cut off at u = 0.06 or w = 0.06.

The coefficients W,EL)(w) can be expressed in terms of HPLs whose weight vectors are built

entirely out of 0 and 1, with argument w. The coefficients LI,EL)(yu), in contrast, require HPLs
with argument vy, rather than u, and the weight vectors require —1 as well as 0 and 1.

The analytic expressions for the coefficients u,ﬁ“ and W,gL are quite lengthy, so we do not show
them here. We list the results for the coefficients of just the leading logarithmic divergence up to
four loops in appendix Bl Because the leading logarithm increases by one with each additional
loop, the ratios plotted in fig. [1| diverge like a single logarithm as either boundary is approached.
However, the leading logarithms in the numerator and denominator of the ratio are far from
dominant at the boundaries of the plot where u or w = 0.06. If one keeps all subleading
logarithms, and neglects the power-suppressed terms, one gets quite close to the exact numerical
value of the ratio at either boundary of the plot.

It was recently conjectured [68] that the remainder function should have a uniform sign in
Region I, which corresponds to the kinematic regime of positive external momentum twistor
kinematics. Recent formulations of the planar scattering amplitude loop integrand [69) 12, [70]
lead to manifestly positive integrands in this region. On the other hand, an infinite subtraction
is required to pass to the remainder function. Nevertheless, it was observed that this conjecture
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indeed holds at two loops [68] and also at three loops [16]. Given that Ré?’) is negative in Region
I [16], it is obvious from fig. that R{” has a uniform (positive) sign in Region I, at least on the
surface u = v. In total we checked more than 1000 points in Region I, both on and off the u = v
surface; for all points checked, the value of R(64) is positive, in agreement with the conjecture.

In the rest of this section we focus on the remainder function restricted to certain one-
dimensional subspaces where the functional form simplifies drastically. These lines may prove
useful in trying to find a form for the remainder function that is valid to all loop orders, i.e. at
finite coupling, beyond what is presently known in the OPE limit [26, 27 28]. The first line we
discuss has one endpoint which intersects the OPE limit. Perhaps this proximity could allow the
knowledge of the OPE limit to anchor such a finite-coupling construction. The other two lines
never approach the OPE limit, although they have other interesting properties.

4.2 The line (u,u,1)

As noted in ref. [16], the two- and three-loop remainder functions can be expressed solely in terms
of harmonic polylogarithms (HPLs) of a single argument, 1 — u, on the line (u,u, 1), and we use
the notation HY = Hz (1 —u). The same is true at four loops, although the resulting expression
is rather lengthy. It can be obtained by taking the limit of the general coproduct representation
described in appendix [A| onto the line (u,u,1). The quantity A defined in eq. vanishes
on this line. As a consequence, all parity-odd functions vanish on the line too. The derivatives
of weight n parity-even functions can be expressed using eq. in terms of parity-even and
parity-odd coproduct components of weight n — 1. The vanishing of the parity-odd functions as

one approaches the line is fast enough that they can be neglected in computing the derivative
along the line. Then one obtains from eq. (A.2)),

dF(u,u,1)  F*(u,u,1) + F’(u,u,1)  F'"""“(u,u, 1)+ F""(u,u,1)

4.2
du u 1—u ’ (4.2)

which is easily integrated in terms of the functions HY, given that the coproduct components
Fu FY, F'7% and F'7? are also expressible in this form.

Because the four-loop expression is still rather lengthy, in order to save space we first expand
all products of HPLs using the shuffle algebra. The resulting “linearized” representation will
have HPL weight vectors m consisting entirely of 0’s and 1’s, which we can interpret as binary
numbers. Finally, we can write these binary numbers in decimal, making sure to keep track of
the length of the original weight vector, which we write as a superscript. For example,

U TTU U LU u u 4 4
HYHy, = H{Hy,, =3Hy 11+ Hi'og11 — 3h[7] + h[u] . (4.3)
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In this notation, Rém(u, u, 1) and Ré?’) (u,u, 1) read,

R (u,u, 1) = Al — pl 4 plf — 41——44,

3 0 g 1 3 3
R (uu, 1) = =30y + 5"+ Shg! = Dby — Shg' — DA — by — DAy
3 1 3 3 9
5y — Shat — Shi — Bh + 5k + Shid — Chiy
1 6 3 6 6 3 6 3 ]- 6 3 6
—§h£11] - §h£19] — hip — 5@5 + §h51 - §h5:>1 - §h£)5]

G [ =i+ 3nl - 2nl! - nl a4 2nf)

413
o |—2h — 20| + () + S

and the four-loop remainder function on the line (u,u, 1) is,

31 105 7 53
RO (u,u, 1) = 1588 — 4108 — Eh[f] Sy Qh[;] h[ﬁ] + 1288 — 42p8
5 11 9 4
+ hi + 5 hi + 5hat — 7@83 + b — 13h[287] — Thiy — 5hi;
3 3
+6hl — 1108 — 3nl 1+ 3nl) — apl — a4l — 1108 + —h[fg - Ehgﬁ]

3 3
— 33 — 5hi + Shiy — Shiy + Ohgy — 25hg) — Ohey + 27hi — 2hzy

+9nl 4 opld 23h[8 +2n — nl — 8nl 1 onll — 3nl + 5h

7.8 8 5. 8 5. 8 8
- §hgs; - _h[lgl + _h[lg?, + _h[lgs h[é7 +3 h[u;g) - §h[11}1 + 15h[12]9
8 31 8] 105 7 53 g 8
- 41}7‘[13]1 5 h[133 5 h135 - §h137 + 5 h139 + 12h[14]1 - 42}1[1413

5 11 8] 9 (8 8] 8]
+ h145 _h[147 _h14]9 - _h[151 + h153 - 13h[155 — 7h157

8] 8 8 8] 8 8
- 5h[159 + 6h161 - 11h[16]3 - 3h16]5 + 3h[167 - 4]117]1 - 4h[17]3

8 3.8 3. 18] 8 8 3 3 8
- 11h17]5 + ih[17]7 - §h[179 3h18]1 - 5h[1513 +3 h185 - §h[1£17
8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
+ 9hlgs — 25higs — Ohig; + 2Thigy — 2h5, + 9h[233 + 2N — 23hid

5 7 1
+ 2y — Doty — 8hals + 2y — 3hlg + Shays — Shay — Shayg
5 8 1 8 1 8 1 8 5 8
+ hah + gt + Shags + 5hasr — ki
15 37 5 25 1
o 20" — 1ahg! = Zh - T — S ng - T Tl - ohd
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5 7 9 15
+ 2h + 2h + 2h[6] 3RS+ 3pld 4+ oplfl _ 14p8 : —pl
37 6 25 . o 5.6 T
+ TR — 20l 22 Thll — Ch 4 2l L
9

+ ShS) = 3hL) + 3l

o [—h R R
(4243 - —<5)[ w4 ] - ((@)2 - D) [ 4 ]
471

- §C2(C3) - —C3C5 — —CS + C53

The remainder function R () (u v,w), as a function of three variables, satisfies a differential
constraint, corresponding to the final-entry condition imposed on the symbol. As discussed in
appendix |Al this means that the {7,1} components of the coproduct obey R 1w R(4) ul
This property of the partial derivatives does not necessarily extend to the ordinary derlvatlves
along a generic line. However, from eq. it is easy to see that it must hold along the line
(u,u, 1), where it implies that

dRéL) (u,u, 1)

1 1
= (_ + —) X pure function. (4.7)
du u

1—u

It is easy to check that the property |D holds for the expressions for RéL) (u,u,1) in egs. 1 ,
(4.5) and (4.6), by verifying their symmetry under the operation,

hlr) —s plr!

m—+2n— 15

(4.8)

where the lower index is taken mod 2™. This operation exchanges 0 <+ 1 in the initial term of
the weight vectors, which, according to the definition of the HPLs, pairs the 1/u and 1/(1 — )

terms in eq. (4.7)).

Setting v = 1 in the above formulas leads to

5
RP(1,1,1) = =(G)? = =3¢t = ~2.7058080842775 ...,
413

R (11,1) = 5= o+ (G)* = 18.951719323416.. (4.9)
@) 471
Rg’(1,1,1) = —562(63) — —6365 -Gt C53 — —124.85491111408 .

Note that R{"(1,1,1) contains the multiple ¢ value (MZV) (5.3. It follows from standard con-
jectures on MZVs [71] that (55 cannot be expressed in terms of ordinary ¢ values. While it is
known that MZVs can appear in the results for individual master integrals, this is one of the first
examples where an MZV enters the final result for a field theoretic quantity.

We remark that the point (1,1, 1) is the unique six-point kinematics which can be considered
as a two-dimensional scattering configuration [72} [73]. At strong coupling [2], using the AdS/CFT
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Ratio of RéL)(u, u, 1) to RéL_l)(u,u, 1)
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Figure 2: The successive ratios RéL) /R on the line (u, u, 1).

correspondence, the string world-sheet configuration lies in three-dimensional anti-de Sitter space,
AdS;. From eq. (4.26)) below, the strong-coupling value of the remainder function at this point

1S

™ 7'('2

RPI(1,1,1) = 6~ 15 = ~0-2088682578258. ... (4.10)

We will explore the relation between weak-coupling and strong-coupling behavior more thor-
oughly in section [4.4]

The numerical values of the L-loop to the (L — 1)-loop ratios at the point (1,1, 1) are remark-
ably close,

(3)
1,1,1

2?2)(1’1’1> — —7.00408851371S .. |

AP (4.11)
RM(1,1,1)

S = —6.588051932566 ... .

RG (17171)

In fact, the ratios are also similar away from this point, as can be seen in fig. [2l The logarithmic
scale for u highlights how little the ratios vary over a broad range in u, as well as how the
u-dependence differs minimally between the successive ratios.
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We also give the leading term in the expansion of Ré4)(u, u, 1) around u = 0,

5 3 5 27 1 25
Rgl)(u,u, 1)=u {—4—8 In*u + <ZC2 + §> Inwu — (Z@ — §C3 +5(, + ?> n2u
+ (1544 3G, +13C + 50) Inu 12
219 71 175 ’
+ ?<6 +(G)* + 5 + GG — §C4 +6¢3 — 10¢2 — 7}
+O(u?).

We note the intriguing observation that the maximum-transcendentality piece of the u!'In’w
. . . . 4

term is proportional to the four-loop cusp anomalous dimension, 22¢s + ((3)? = —%yﬁ{). In fact,

the corresponding pieces of the two- and three-loop results, given in ref. [16], can be checked to

similarly correspond to —%VS) and —}ﬂg).
In the limit w — 0, the line (u,u, 1) touches the end of the collinear line v = 0, u + w = 1.
So one could ask where the cusp anomalous dimension seen in eq. originates in the near-
collinear limit from the OPE perspective. Actually, it is not there at all in the limiting behavior
S — 0, T — 0 of the Wilson loop ratio Whex employed in refs. [20, 27, 28]. To see this, first
recall from eq. that to leading order in T, u = S?/(1 + 5%), v = T2, and w = 1/(1 + S?).
Hence the line (u, u, 1) for u — 0 matches the S — 0, 7" — 0 limit, after making the identification
u = 5% =T?, to leading order. Now let’s inspect the additive term & vk (a) X (u, v, w) in eq.
relating Rg to In Whex. The function X (u,v,w) defined in eq. is suppressed by a power of
w in this limit,
X(u,u,1) = 2u+ O(u?), (4.13)

as u — 0. This limiting behavior has the precise form and value to cancel the —}ﬂK(a) - in
Rg(u,u, 1) in passing to In Whex(a/2) via eq. .

Suppose, however, that we look at the other end of the collinear line v = 0, u+w = 1; namely
the line (1,u,u) as v — 0. This line matches the S — oo, T" — 0 limit, with the identification
u = 1/5? = T? to leading order. The S3 permutation symmetry of the remainder function implies
that Re(1,u,u) = Re(u,u,1). However, the function X has a different behavior in this limit,

X(Lu,u) = 2u(l —Inu) + O(u?). (4.14)

The logarithmic term implies that in the S — oo, T"— 0 limit the cusp anomalous dimension is
visible in the OPE. The difference between the two limits (or more generally, the lack of symmetry
of the Wilson loop ratio) is related to changing the “framing” of the hexagonal Wilson loop, by
making the other possible choice of pentagons and box to remove the ultraviolet divergences.
This change of frame always involves the cusp anomalous dimension [2§]. It may be useful to
study the limiting behavior of the (u,wu,1) and (1,u,u) lines in more detail, as an avenue along
which the OPE might potentially be resummable at finite coupling.

Comparing eq. with the corresponding results for R((f) and Rég) [16], we see that the
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ratios RéL) / RéL_l) both diverge logarithmically as u — 0 along this line:
Rég)(u u, 1) 1

—Inu, asu — 0,
o) 2 (4.15)
(uu 1) 5 ‘
———— ~ —lnu, as u — 0.
(u u, 1) 12

The slight difference in these coefﬁments is reflected in the slight difference in slopes in the region
of small w in fig. 2]
As u — oo, the leading behavior at four loops is,

88345 19 63 )
Ry (u,u, 1) = === G = —6alG)* = 7 Gals + 7o
1 4 11
n —[Eln u+ éln u (1 n —g2>1n5u— (Egg 4Gy — 5) In' u

605
(—g4 _ —gg 160, + 20) I u

— (76 + 966 - —44 +11G — 48G; — 60) In*
(6§Z7g6 13(g?,) — 14¢s — 18G:Cs + %@ — 22¢ (4.16)
960, + 120) In
= 250G — TG oo+ (G~ 14G
118G + @@ — 22 + 96, + 120}

+0<;>.

Just like at two and three loops, Ré4) (u,u, 1) approaches a constant as u — oo. Comparing with

eq. (7.17) of ref. [16], we find
Rés)(u, u, 1)
Ré?)(u, u, 1)
Ré4)(u, u, 1)
Rég)(u, u, 1)

These values are not very different from the ratios at (1,1,1) presented in eq. (4.11)).

~ —9.09128803107...,  asu — oo.
(4.17)
~ —9.73956178163...,  as u — oo.

4.3 The line (u,1,1)

Next we consider the line (u, 1, 1), which, due to the total S5 symmetry of Rg(u, v, w), is equivalent
to the line (1, 1, w) discussed in ref. [16]. As was the case at two and three loops, we can express
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Ré4) (u,1,1) solely in terms of HPLs of a single argument. In contrast to the line (u,u, 1), here

A(u,1,1) = (1 — u)? is non-vanishing. The parity-odd functions are non-vanishing on this line,

and contribute to the derivatives of the parity-even functions in the coproduct representation.
Using the notation of section the two-loop result is,

2 Lw 1oy 1w, 1, 1 )
R (u,1,1) = th] + Zhé] + §h(5} + §h[13] - §C2 hy — 5@47 (4.18)

the three-loop result is,

R (u,1,1) = — A Cpl— Zhl SRl Ll
+3 w1]hﬂ—&£+1@%$%g+b@—1@ﬂ
Zh“+ “hl) - ithrih[G] ih“ ihgﬁ;+ih[ﬁ] (4.19)
+ G [—§h[4 + 5;431 + ihg‘” . 5}1[4] - §h[;§]
— [ - ) 61+ 5 G
and the four-loop result is,
RO(,1,1) = 2Rl 2al g Spl g S S )y 2l
Zh[g] Ll zh[s] + ih[s] ;h[;?] - éhgﬂ + ghgg - 1Z7h[8]
—%@ﬁ% Sl = G - gl Jh - T - 2l
+ 2l 2nl o 2l B Tl Sal g Sl - Pl
- 2hl 4 ?ﬁfiﬁg yg+§@+§@—%@+ag
o= ki) — S+ gtk + hlk — el — v gl 420
283 h[1815 - ghn? + ;h[1819 15]1[182]9 - Ehli’)l - zh[fgs + ih135
+ i — nly 1+ Ehfi% 3hiLy + 3% + A+ hldy

] 9 ] ] 7 8 9 8 9 8 9 8 8
L S T e D S L
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471

- 5@((3) - —C3C5 - —Cs + C53

Using eq. , it is easy to check that none of these functions satisfies a property like eq. ,
where the derivative is expressed in terms of a single pure function multiplied by a rational
prefactor. The reason is related to the nonvanishing contributions of the parity-odd functions in
the coproduct representation.

At both large and small u, these functions all diverge logarithmically. At two and three loops,
this was observed in ref. [16]. At four loops, we find at small u,

1,7 639 829 69 39
R 1,1) = o2 (56 = G ) Inu = S GoIn’u + (—47 TG+ GG ) I
3 , 57 9523 '
- ECQ(CS) - 1—6C3C5 ~ 5830 Gs + %@,3 + O(u),
and at large wu,
@ I 533
1,1) = — 8y — —¢,1 L _ 290 nd
Rg™ (. 1,1) = =355560 Cé " 1L_F:320<3 RRETYRC
A7 6019
+ (56 + —@43) bt — (26 + 1 (6) ) b
128 ° " 16
195 923 (4.22)
<—C7 —C3C4 + C2C5> Inu
1488641 1
— 2 _— — _— —_— — J—
3C2(¢3) 2 C3C5 1608 Gs + 4C5,3 +0 (u) -
The ratios RéL) (u, 1, 1)/RéL_1)(u, 1,1) also diverge in both limits,
(3) 4
1,1
f%%ﬁgll—l ( n >1n1t=z<0393921796467.”> Inu, asu—0,
Ry, 1440
6 ( ) 7 ) (4 23)
@ '
1,1 2
}%23(“’ 1) <§9§5-— —9§§) Inwu — <0.290722549640...> Inu,  aswu—0,
R (u,1,1) m im

36



Ratio of RéL)(u, 1,1) to RéL_l)(u, 1,1)

R (u,1,1)/RE ™V (u,1,1)

1010

Figure 3: The successive ratios RéL)/RéL_l) on the line (u,1,1).

and,
R (u,1,1 1
?2)(u, 1) —1—11r12 u, as u — 00,
R6 (u,l,l) 0 (4 24)
f )
Ré)(u,l,l) ~ —3—71n2u as u — 00.
R (u,1,1) 336

In fig. , we plot the ratios RéL)(u, 1, 1)/RéL_1)(u, 1,1) for a large range of u. The ratios are
strikingly similar throughout the entire region.

4.4 The line (u,u,u)

At strong coupling, using the AdS/CFT correspondence, gluon scattering amplitudes can be
computed in the semi-classical approximation by minimizing the area of a string world-sheet
propagating in AdS;x S® [2]. The world-sheet boundary conditions depend on the scattering
kinematics. The amplitude has the generic form[]

A A %
Ag x exp (—\2/—7: X Area) X exp <\2/—; X Ré )) : (4.25)

"It has recently been shown that another contribution has the same dependence on A at strong coupling as
the area term, leading to a shift by an additive constant [28]. We do not take this extra shift into account here.
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where A = ¢2N. = 87%a. As discussed in refs. [74, [16], on the symmetrical diagonal line
(u,u,u), the remainder function at strong coupling can be written analytically,
T P2

% 3 :
Ré )(u,u,u) _6+3_+ g [1n2u—|—2L12(1—u)] —

7T2

13 (4.26)
where ¢ = 3 cos~'(1/v/4u). The simplicity of this formula motivates us to evaluate the four-loop
remainder function on the line (u,u, u), as we did earlier at two and three loops [16].

In perturbation theory, the function RéL) (u,u,u) cannot be written solely in terms of HPLs
with argument (1—u). However, it is possible to use the coproduct structure to derive differential
equations which may be solved by using series expansions around the three points © =0, u = 1,
and u = 0o. This method was applied in ref. [16] at two and three loops, and here we extend it
to the four-loop case.

The expansion around u = 0 takes the form,

1791 32605 5) 9
Rff)(u, )= ( G — —(C3) ) In?u + 519 (s — —§3§5 - g(z(CS)Q

—i—u[ngln u—i—nglnﬁu—( Co + )lnu
+ 1_6<<3 — 3¢ — g) In*u -+ (1129C4 + Cg + 3¢ + 185> In®u
(Bt et - Sl 666 - _) I .

<3ig;3 86— 2 St g, -
- —CQ - E) Inwu + ZCQCs - —C3C4 + 7112189 6

0GP+ G+ S0t gt Fa- TG

+ O(u?).

The leading term at four loops diverges logarithmically, but, just like at two and three loops, the
divergence appears only as In?wu. This is another piece of evidence in support of the claim by
Alday, Gaiotto and Maldacena [74] that this property should hold to all orders in perturbation
theory. Because of this fact, the ratios Ré3)(u,u,u)/Ré2)(u,u,u) and RéA‘)(u,u,u)/Rég)(u,u,u)
approach constants in the limit u — 0,

R(3) 7 2
- CLILS 5 = —6.00872308076... . asu— 0,
R (u, u,u) (4.28)
Ry’ 19972 60(C3)” '
i () 199 BOG)T 6 sss30000071...,  asu 0.
R wuw DA T
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At large u, the expansion behaves as,

1713 47T7
Cg C5 3 1/2

Ré4)(u>ua U) = 242(43)2 — 10¢3¢s +

+ % [516 In"u+ 156 1n6u+ < Co + 383> In® u
<2C3_@C2_%>ln “
+ (12437(4 —50¢3 + ﬁ@ + %) In® u
( 607 S 3441 - 4275> 2y
(P20 + 144Gy — 744G — 1032665 + 38397@ (4.20)
— 1416Gs -+ T041¢; + 8595 ) Inw — 360G — 24994
—120065Cs + 134553<6 +426(Cs)? — 15965 — 2292CoC
B0289 o 20766, + 141936, + 17235]
’ 3 45 9
+ = {3111 ut S nut (306<2 + 99) Inu — 96, + 366,

469 1
+671(2+—] +0( )
2 u2

The ratios Ré?’) (u,u, u)/R((f) (u,u,u) and Rgl) (u,u, u)/RS’) (u, u,u) approach constants in the limit
u — 00,

R(3)
R?Q)(“’“’“) ~ —1.22742782334...,  asu — oo,
o (u,u,w) (4.30)
R (u, u, u)
5 L ~ 21.6155002540. .. , as u — 00.
Ry (u,u,u)

In contrast to the expansions around v = 0 and u = oo, the expansion around u = 1 is
regular,

R, 0) = ~5GG) — 26 — G+ G

(219 3

— G — 5@3) + ZQ + 3¢ + %)(1 —u) + (9((1 — u)2> :

(4.31)

We take 100 terms in each expansion, around 0, 1 and oo and piece them together to obtain
a numerical representation for the function Ré4) (u,u,u) that is valid along the entire line. In
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Ratio of RéL) (u,u,u) to RéL_l)(u, U, u)
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Figure 4: The successive ratios RéL) /R on the line (u, u, u).

the regions of overlap, we find agreement to at least 15 digits. In fig. 4, we plot the ratios
RéL) (u,u,u)/RéL_l)(u,u,u) for a large range of w. The spike in the plot is not a numerical
instability; it occurs because the denominators in the respective ratios go through zero at a
slightly different point from the numerators, around u = 1/3.

As noted in ref. [16], the two- and three-loop remainder functions vanish along the line
(u,u,u), very close to the point u = 1/3. More precisely, it was found that the vanishing relation

RS (P, uf) = 0 holds for
u? =033245163...,  u) =0.3342763 .. ., (4.32)

for two and three loops, respectively.

The point (u,v, w) = (1/3,1/3,1/3) is special because it is where the line (u, u, u) pierces the
plane u +v +w = 1. This plane passes through all three of the lines marking the collinear limits
(v =0, u+w = 1; and cyclic permutations thereof). Because Rg(u,v,w) vanishes on all three
lines, one might expect it to vanish close to the equilateral triangle that is bounded by them,
which lies in the plane u + v + w = 1. Indeed, that is what is seen at three loops [16]. In this
paper, we will not evaluate the four-loop remainder function on this triangle, but we can verify
that the zero-crossing point remains close to u = 1/3. The precise zero-crossing value at four
loops is

ul? = 0.33575561 . ... . (4.33)
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Rescaled RéL)(u, u,u) and strong coupling

14}
1.2
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Figure 5: The remainder function on the line (u,u,u) plotted at two, three, and four loops and
at strong coupling. The functions have been rescaled by their values at the point (1,1, 1).

With respect to the three-loop value in eq. (4.32)), the zero-crossing point has shifted slightly
further away from u = 1/3.
As can be seen from fig. , Ré4) (u, u,u) actually crosses zero in a second place, at a very large

value of u,
@t = 5529.65453. . . . (4.34)

This phenomenon does not happen at two or three loops: R((f)(u,u,u) and Ré?’) (u, u,u) have
unique zero crossings, at the values given in eq. . Aside from the zero-crossing neighborhood,
fig. [4] shows excellent agreement between the two successive ratios for relatively small u, say
u < 1000. For large u, the ratios approach constant values that differ by a factor of about —17.6
(see eq. (4.30)).

In fig. [5 we plot the two-, three-, and four-loop and strong-coupling remainder functions on
the line (u,u,u). In order to compare their relative shapes, we rescale each function by its value
at (1,1,1). The remarkable similarity in shape that was noticed at two loops [T5[] and at three
loops [16] clearly persists at four loops, particularly for the region 0 < u < 1.

As discussed in ref. [16], a necessary condition for the shapes to be so similar is that the
limiting behavior of the ratios as u — 0 is almost the same as the ratios’ values at u = 1.

8See refs. [76, [77, [78] for similar observations for other kinematical configurations.
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Comparing eq. (4.28) to eq. (4.11]), we find,

RS (u, u,u) R (1,1,1) [59 8 (cﬂl
s T ) 22 2 S 0,086 4.35
R (u, u, u) HO/R§>(1,1,1) 63 147 G ’ (4.35)
B ()| o! RO 216 (<66 + 106G+ 66 (G)? +471G)
(4.36)

These ratios are indeed quite close to 1, despite their complicated representations in terms of ¢
values. The agreement is slightly better for the double ratio between four and three loops, than
it is for the one between three and two loops.

We can also compute similar double ratios involving the perturbative and strong coupling
coefficients,

RY (u, u, u) /Réoo)(l, 1,1) .

RY (u,u,u) |, ) RY(1,1,1) ’

Ry R (1,1,1

W /% ~ 1.014, (4.37)
Rg”7 (u,u,u) | 0 Re(1,1,1)

R (u, u, ) RP(1,1,1)

—@, /@4)— ~ 1.019.

R’ (u,u,u) |/ Rg'(1,1,1)

The ratio between the two-loop and strong-coupling points is exactly 1, while the corresponding
ratios for three and four loops deviate slightly from one. The deviations increase as L increases,
suggesting that the shapes of the weak-coupling curves on the line (u,u,u) are getting slightly
further from the shape of the strong coupling curve, at least for small L. This observation is also
evident in fig. [f] at large u.

Let us conclude this section by making a comment on hexagon functions on the line (u, u, ).
It is easy to check that on this line we have

Y
-_Yv =g, 4.38
e y=y (4.38)
and the symbol of Rgl) (u,u,u) has all its entries drawn from the set {y, ®2(y), P3(y)}, where
Dy(y) =14y and P3(y) =1+y+y° (4.39)

denote the second and third cyclotomic polynomials. It follows then that Ré4)(u,u,u) can be
entirely expressed through iterated integrals over dln forms with cyclotomic polynomials as
arguments. This class of iterated integrals is a generalization of HPLs, called cyclotomic HPLs,
and was studied in detail in ref. [79]. Note that this observation only follows from the entries
in the symbol, and is by no means restricted to four loops. As a consequence, we conclude that
on the line (u,wu,u) hexagon functions, and thus the six-point remainder function, can always be
expressed in terms of cyclotomic HPLs.
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4.5 Approach to large orders

In the previous subsections, we have found that the portion of the line (u,u,u) with 0 < u < 1
leads to quite constant ratios of successive loop orders L. We can also ask what this ratio should
become as L — oo. Most quantum field theories have a zero radius of convergence for their
perturbative expansions; that is, the series are asymptotic. There are two generic reasons for this:
renormalons and instantons, each of which leads to factorial growth of perturbative coefficients.
However, planar N’ = 4 super-Yang-Mills theory is free from both of these phenomena. Because
it is conformally invariant, the beta function vanishes and there are no renormalons. Because
the number of colors N, is very large, at fixed 't Hooft coupling A instantons are exponentially
suppressed as N, — oo by a factor of exp(—872/g%,;) = exp(—872 N./A). Hence we should expect
the perturbative expansion to have a finite radius of convergence r. The radius r corresponds
to a growth rate of successive perturbative coefficients ¢¥), which approaches a constant as L
becomes large,
' (L) 1

ngr;o iy, (4.40)
In eq. (4.40)) we have assumed an alternating series, which holds for RéL) for L = 2, 3,4 throughout
Region I and on the lines (u, u, 1) and (u, 1, 1), and for L = 2,3 throughout almost all of the unit
cubd’]

There is another quantity, closely related to the scattering amplitude, which we can use as
a simple benchmark for assessing large order behavior. That quantity is the cusp anomalous
dimension. Its perturbative expansion can be computed to all orders using the exact formula of
Beisert, Eden and Staudacher (BES) [23]. Using this formula, we give the ratio of successive loop
orders in table [l At very large loop orders, the ratio approaches —8, corresponding to a radius
of convergence of 1/8 when using the loop expansion parameter a. (In terms of the parameter
used by BES, ¢g? = a/2, the radius of convergence is 1/16; or 1/4 in terms of g.) However, the
approach to this asymptotic value is quite slow.

Table [4] also shows the two nontrivial ratios currently available for the remainder function
at (u,v,w) = (1,1,1), as representative of the fairly constant region (u,v,w) = (u,u,u) with
0 <u < 1. We also give values for the three available ratios for the Wilson loop ratio evaluated
at two interior points, u = }l and u = %. (The Wilson loop ratio diverges at (u,v,w) = (1,1,1).)
There is an extra ratio available for the Wilson loop because its one-loop value is nonzero, due
to the function X (u,v,w) appearing in eq. (2.20)).

Suppose that eq. holds for all observables in the theory; i.e., that the radius of conver-
gence is the same for all observables. An optimist would say that the remainder-function ratios
exhibit a precocious approach to the expected asymptotic value of —8: the cusp anomalous di-
mension ratio does not reach —6.5 until eight loops. A pessimist would say that the trend is the
wrong way: the ratio for L = 4 is further from —8 than is the ratio for L = 3. On the other

1

hand, the Wilson loop ratios are actually approaching —8 monotonically. For both u = 7 and

u= %, they appear to be converging more quickly to —8 than is the cusp anomalous dimension.

)

9As noted in ref. [16], there is a small region surrounding the plane u +v +w = 1 in which RéQ) and Rég have

the same sign.
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L AP AEY R 1LY | W (3,83 [ Wi (4,1 1)
2 -1.6449340 00 -2.7697175 -2.8015275
3 -3.6188549 | -7.0040885 -5.0036164 -5.1380714
4 -4.9211827 | -6.5880519 -5.8860842 -6.0359857
5) -5.6547494 — — —

6 -6.0801089 - — —

7 -6.3589220 — — —

8 -6.5608621 - - —

9 -6.7164600 — — —

10 | -6.8410049 — — —

11 | -6.9432839 — — —

12 | -7.0288902 — — —

13 | -7.1016320 - — —

14 | -7.1642208 — — —

15 | -7.2186492 — — —

Table 4:  We list the ratio of loop order L to the previous order through L = 15 for the cusp
anomalous dimension, and through L = 4 for the remainder function and the Wllson loop. We

= R /RYY and WY = n W /in WY,

introduced a bit of notation to save space: Ré Lex

hex

It is worth remarking that in Region I for u = v, the region shown in fig. |1} the ratio Rgl) / Ré?’)
lies between —6.6 and —7 over the entire region shown. More generally, sampling 1352 points
in Region I, including ones with u # v, the ratio is always between —6.60 and —8.67. Clearly
a computation of the remainder-function ratio at the next loop order, R(5) / R , would be very
illuminating in this regard.

5 Conclusions

In this article, we presented the four-loop remainder function, which is a dual-conformally in-
variant function that describes six-point MHV scattering amplitudes in planar N/ = 4 super
Yang-Mills theory. The result was bootstrapped from a limited set of assumptions about the an-
alytic properties of the relevant function space. Following the strategy of ref. [14], we constructed
an ansatz for the symbol and constrained this ansatz using various physical and mathematical
consistency conditions. A unique expression for the symbol was obtained by applying informa-
tion from the near-collinear expansion, as generated by the OPE for flux tube excitations [26].
The symbol, in turn, was lifted to a full function, using the methods described in ref. [I6]. In
particular, a mathematically-consistent ansatz for the function was obtained by applying the
coproduct bootstrap described in ref. [I6]. All of the function-level parameters of this ansatz
were fixed by again applying information from the near-collinear expansion.

The final expression for the four-loop remainder function is quite lengthy, but its functional
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form simplifies dramatically on various one-dimensional lines in the three-dimensional space of
cross ratios. While the analytic form for the function on these lines is rather different at two,
three, and four loops, a numerical evaluation shows that they are in fact quite similar for large
portions of the parameter space, at least up to an overall rescaling. On the line where all three
cross ratios are equal, an analytical result at strong coupling is available. The perturbative
coefficients are very similar in shape to the strong-coupling one, particularly in the region where
the common cross ratio is less than one. This agreement suggests that an interpolation from
weak to strong coupling may depend rather weakly on the kinematic variables, at least on this
one-dimensional line.

Given the full functional form of the four-loop remainder function, it is straightforward to
extract its limit in multi-Regge kinematics. This information allowed us to fix all of the previ-
ously undetermined constants in the NNLLA BFKL eigenvalue and the N3LLA impact factor.
Although we used some multi-Regge factorization information as input, the fact that we found
a solution consistent with all the OPE data suggests that factorization does hold beyond NLLA.
We also observed an intriguing correspondence between the BFKL eigenvalue and the energy of
a gluonic excitation of the GKP string. It would be very interesting to better understand this
correspondence.

There are many avenues for future research. For example, it would be interesting to try to
understand the correspondence between the integrated results found here (and at three loops)
and the types of multi-loop integrals that appear in recent formulations of the planar multi-loop
integrand [69], 12, [70].

In implementing the kind of bootstrap used here beyond the six-point case, it is important
to have a good understanding of the relevant space of functions from results at low loop order.
Progress is being made on this front [53] [80], most recently through the introduction of cluster
coordinates [81] and cluster polylogarithms [82].

In principle, the methods used in this work could be extended to five loops and beyond.
The primary limitation is computational power and the availability of boundary data, such
as the near-collinear limit, to fix the proliferation of constants. It is remarkable that a fully
nonperturbative formulation of the near-collinear limit now exists. Ultimately, the hope is that
the full analytic structure of perturbative scattering amplitudes, as exposed here through four
loops for the six-point case, might in some way pave the way for a nonperturbative formulation
for generic kinematics.
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A Sample coproducts

As mentioned in section 2.4 the construction of a complete set of hexagon functions at weight
five [16] facilitated the construction of Ré4) at function level in the present paper. We could
identify the symbols of all the coefficients [Ré4)]si’sj’sk of the {5,1, 1,1} coproduct, A571,171(Ré4)) in
eq. (2.27)), with linear combinations of the functions constituting the weight-five basis, modulo the
¢ value ambiguities listed in table . Besides facilitating the construction, writing the {5,1,1,1}
coproduct elements in terms of weight-five hexagon functions also provides a compact way to
define the final answer for Ré4). Essentially we are specifying the function via its derivatives.

In this appendix, we will list a few of the coproduct elements of Ré4) to give a flavor for
this description, although they are still too lengthy to list all of them here. We will provide the
complete set as a computer-readable file [62].

First, though, we briefly review the connection between the coproduct and derivatives of
hexagon functions [16]. A hexagon function F' of weight n has a {n — 1,1} coproduct component
of the form,

3
A,_11(F) = Z FU@nu + F7" @In(l —u) + F¥% @ Iny;, (A.1)
i=1
where the nine functions { F*, F17% [¥} are of weight n—1. The first derivatives of F', in either
the u; variables or the y; variables, are simple linear combinations of these coproduct elements:

oF F¢ FY 1 —u—v—w l—u—v+w l—u+v—w
_ - Fyu+ yv+ wa7
oul,, uw l-u uvA (1—u)VA (1—u)VA
F
\/Zyug = (1—u)(l—v—w)F*—u(l—v)F" —ul —w)F* —u(l —v—w)F'™"
Yu Yv,Yw

+qu1_”+uwF1_w+\/ZFy“.
(A.2)

Derivatives with respect to v, w, y, and y,, can be obtained from the cyclic images of eq. .

As discussed extensively in ref. [I6], the derivatives can be used to define various integral
representations for F', which can be evaluated numerically. It is also possible to integrate the
differential equations analytically in various kinematical limits. For example, in the MRK limit,
the appropriate variables are (£, w,w*), where £ = 1 — w; is vanishing and (w,w*) are defined
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via eq. (3.2)). The differential equations in the MRK variables are [16],
or  OF oF oF

8_5 T ouy +x8u2 +y8u3 '

OF 3 OF oF

e Wil +w) {—w:ﬂ&—u2 + ya—ug] : (A.3)
oF 3 ., OF oF

ow w1+ w) [_ Y ous * yc?_uJ '

Using eq. (A.2) and its cyclic images, we find that the w derivative can be rewritten directly in
terms of the coproduct elements as,
or 1

1
9= (F“3 . Fys) - (F“ 4 sy e Fys) . (A.4)
ow w 1+w

This differential equation can be integrated up systematically in terms of SVHPLs.

The MRK limiting behavior of all the weight-five hexagon functions was given in ref. [16].
These results give directly the MRK limits of all the independent elements A57171,1(Ré4)). Then
we can integrate up eq. 1) in order to get the MRK behavior of all the AG,Ll(Réfl)) elements,
integrate once more to get the limiting behavior of the A771(Ré4)) elements, and integrate a final

time to get the desired MRK behavior of Ré4) itself.

How many coproduct components have to be specified? Thanks to the S3 permutation sym-
metry of Ré4) (u,v,w) and the differential constraint corresponding to the final-entry condition,
the number is manageable. First of all, there are only two independent {7, 1} coproduct elements,

R* and RV (A.5)

where we have suppressed the subscript 6 and superscript (4) to avoid clutter in subsequent
equations. The final-entry constraint becomes

Rl—u _ _Ru, lev _ _Rv’ lew —_ —Rw, (A6)

for the coproduct. The S3 symmetry implies that the other elements can be obtained by per-
muting the two elements given in eq. (A.5)),

R’(u,v,w) = R*(v,w,u), R“(u,v,w)= R"(w,u,v),

AT
RY(u,v,w) = R¥(v,w,u), R (u,v,w)= R (w,u,v). (A7)
There are 11 independent {6, 1,1} coproduct elements:
lljzu,u7 fgl—u,u7 RYwu — }%u,yu7 }%l—u,yu7 Ryuyyu7
(A.8)

Rv’u lev,u Ryv U Rv,yu lev,yu Ryu Yu
) ) ) ) ) .

The counting is as follows: Using the cyclic symmetry, the last entry can be rotated to be u,
1—w or y,. However, the final-entry condition at function level eq. ({A.6) says that a last entry of
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1 —wu can be exchanged for a last entry of u, at the price of a minus sign. There is still a residual
flip symmetry, exchanging v <+ w, which allows the next-to-last entry to be forbidden from being
w, 1 —w or y,. That counting leaves 12 possibilities; however, we also find that RY+" = R"Y»,
which presumably follows from integrability.

Here we will give the {5,1,1,1} coproduct elements that allow the construction of R™“™.
In fact, the {5,1,1,1} coproduct entries allow us to construct the total derivative of R*“", so
we need to supplement them with a constant of integration, which we specify at the point
(u,v,w) = (1,1,1):

o 73 1, 5
RM(1,1,1) = gCﬁ - 5((3) : (A.9)

Now, using the residual v <> w flip symmetry for R**, the six independent elements required to
specify R%% are: Rwwu Rl-wuwu Rvuwu Rlzvuu Ryuwt and RY»»*  The parity-odd elements
RY»"" and RY»*“" are much simpler to represent, because the basis of weight-five parity-odd
functions is much smaller than the parity-even basis. They are given by,

1 1
Ryutu _ 25 {—3<Hl(u,v,w) + Hy(v,w,u) + Hy(w, u,v)) + 1 (11 [J1(u,v,w) + Ji(v,w, u)]

+ 7J1(w,u,v)) +2H} (2 Fi(u,v,w) — Fi(v,w,u) — Fy(w, u, v))
(2 Hy — VA (HS + HY) = T(HE)? = 3[(H})? + (HY)?) — 8 HY HY

—2H!(HY + HP) + 74 @) P (u, v, w)} ,
(A.10)

1 1
RY» = 356 {—5 [Hi(u,v,w) + Hy(v,w,u)] — 13 Hy(w, u,v) + 1 (5 J1(u,v,w) + 25 Jy (v, w, uw)

+9 Jl(w,u,v)> +4 HY (3 Fi(u,v,w) — Fy(v,w,u) — 2F1(w,u,v)>

+ (6 Hy — 26 (H3 + HY) — 9 () = 5 [(H})? + (H}')?) — 4 Hy H} — 8 HY HY

— 16 HY HY + 110 @) &)6(u,v,w)} .

(A.11)
The four parity-even elements are given by,
11
Ruuu _ 3 [Ml(u, v,w) + My (u,w,v) — M (v, u,w) — M;(w, u,v)]

1 17
- E |:er(“7 v, U}) + er(ua w, U):| - 1_8 |:er(1]7 U, w) + er(w7 Uu, U>:|
4 2| Qep, 0, 0) + Qupow,v.0) | + o N v,0) + o O v, 10)

— | Qep (v, w, u ep(W, U, U — N(u,v,w) + — O(u,v,w

36 P P 96 96
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1 ) 1
+Inu {EQ(Q)W v,w) + @9(2)(1; w,u) + 69(2)(%“’@)}

1
+ 38 Inv {15 Q@ (v, w,u) + Q@ (w, u,v) — Q@ (u, v, w)]

1
+-— Inw [15 Q@ (v, w,u) + Q2 (u,v,w) — Q®(w,u, v)]

384
- %Héfl Hj + %Hﬁ Hy, — %H;l Hy + 2132014 Hy Hy, — 13; Hy Hy,
g M P s P P S+ g M Py — o 1
—%HS{H;’—%H;H;” 1?§2H“H§” 2ZH§+S(13H“H“+21516H”H”
+%H§H§”—§H5 418 HJ Hj — 32 HY — 418 HY HY + éi H;Q-i—;i Hy,
+3%H§,2+§H41+352H32+i:HZl_%H?:l,l"‘%Hu éngll
%Him"‘éi Hyy, + 11972 H§21+§H§1,1,1_%H§,1,1,1 196 Hyy 1
+% Inv Hy + é InwH) — 116 Inv Hy — 1_16 lang’fl%—%g In® v HY
+ %8 In®w HY — ﬁ Inv (HY)?* — %8 Inw (HY)? + 1_36 Inv Hy 4
+%lan§11 61 1nuH§’171—6—41nuH§’fI’1—6—41n v Hy,
—iln wH;“"1 > hqu(H;))Z—3 Inu (HY)? —{—L Inv Hgy + — ! Inw Hy,
64 16 16 192 19
+ i’; In®u HY — %78 Inv (HY)? — 728 Inw (HY)? — 2 Inu Hy' ) — 6_4 Inu Hy,
— é—i Inu Hy) +% lngvHé‘—l—% In® w HY — 22@ In® v Hyy
- % ln2wH;1 — % Inv H3', — % Inw H3; — 2_411 InvHy,; 1 — 2_411 Inw Hy, 4
—%;’6 lngng”—% In® w HY + ig lnuH}f—%l 2 Hg’—%ln w HY
- % In H“+% lan”+% Inw H)’ + Z—i InuHy,, — % In® u HY
—%781 3 Hw+%ln UHu—F%lD Hg—%lnv(Hw)
—% lnw(Hg)z—%l 2 H;”l—%ln w Hy, + 1?26 In®v HY
+%ln2wH§+%1nuHi’+%lnuH}f—1821 u (HY)? +%1n2uﬂg’l
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361 769 769 1
+m IHQU,ngl—f—m 1H2UH§+M IDQ’U,H;)U—FE lnu lané‘jl

1 1 3 3
+ 2 InuInwHy; — 21 Inv Inw Hy + o1 Inu In®v HY + 61 Inu In®w HY

3 3 5 5
+— Inv ln%uH%”—i—a In* v lané’—@ InvInwHs — — Inv Hy HY

64 192
_ 5 Inw Hy Hy — 5 Inu In*v HY — 5 Inu lnszvjLi Inu In®v HY
192 277 384 > 384 22304 ?
b mu il wHY ¢ v HY HY A nw B HY + - Inw Ino H
—— Inu In"w — Inv — Inw — Inu lnw
2304 > 768 272 768 27 192 1
17 w v w 23 u v
+ 102 Inu InwHyy — % InvInwH3 — % Inv Inw H3' + 2304 Inv Hy H,
23 U W 2 2 U 25 2 u v
—l—m Inw H H ~ 63 Inv In"w H; T In“v Inw H; ~ % Inu Inv HS
31 w | 37 v 37 w 1 w
~ % Inu InwHy + 102 Inv Inw Hy; + 102 Inv Inw Hy; — 1o Inu Inv Hg
41 v 53 S 53 w w01 S
~ oo Inu Inw Hs + i Inu Hy Hy + 1150 Inu Hy HY — % Inu Hy HY
97 97 103 103
——— IPulnvHY - —In*ulnwH) — —— Inv In*wHY — —— In*v Inw HY
768 768 1536 1536
187 187 1
—mlrfulnv[{;—mlnzulan§”+ﬁlnulnvlan§
19 ., 19 w AT u ST w 7 v
T Inu lnv Inw Hy — 18 Inu Inv Inw H —i-ﬂCgHz +@C2H3 - 6—4C2H3
93 7 53 13 29 29
o HU_ _ H’LU__ H’LU - H’u _ HU _ HUJ
1 3112~ g @ s g Gl F gg G = g G i = gg G Mo
73 w 93 . . 93 w 7 . 13 v
—@@ Inu H; +@Cz Inu H; —I—@Cg Inu Hj +@C2 Inv H, —%Cg Inv H,
7 w 7 w7 ., 13 w
—i—acg Inv H —i-@@ Inw H; —i—ag‘z Inw H, —%Cg Inw Hy
1 1 167
—r”lnulnvln?)w—@lnuln3vlnw—ﬁlnuln2vln2w
5 97
— — IulnvInw— —— In*uInv In*w — —— In*u In®v Inw
192 1536 1536
17 47 1 4
—MIHQulngv—ﬁlng’uanv—mln2uln3w—@ln3uln2w
10ﬂhﬂ v In”w @ln v In“w 1—6C41nu—|—ﬂ§21nulnvlnw
3 3 15 3 15
—ﬁg} lnuln2v—3—2(2 lnuln2w+6—4§4 lnv—|—3—2(2 lnvln2w—|—a§4 Inw
3 1 23 5 31
+§C2 1n2vlnw+ﬁ8<’2 1n3u+%<’3 lnzu—@@ lngv—@@ In® v
5 31 5 1
—@@ 1113711—38—4C3 1ﬂ2w+§C5—;lC2C3;

(A.12)
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Rl—u,u,u _ i Inu Q(Z)( (2) 2
ol u, v, w) + 20@ (v, w, u) + Qf )(w,u,v)]
)
+ — 1 {er(v U, W) — Qep (v, w, u) + Qep(w, u, v) —er(w,v,u)]
35 395
I o 35 . 395 167
74658 2 M1 T Zeg tla1 Hy = eg My H2,1+ﬁ o1 Hy + —2 198 Hy Hy,
w U) 2
361H 85 5 s 5 768
un 6HU Hu u v v w w 31
Igg - v ga 12 s g Ha My g Hy Hy g M5
15
~ 37 i~ Hi— Hjy, — C P - 2y 17 —q Hs Py
K 6515 256 61 11i1 g5 52— ag Haa 55 M
Do -5, L 9%, 8L, 5
w v w 3
+32H2111 41nuH271’1 41nuH211+ 6111qu %lnuHZ’
3 3
+ — Inu(H? -~ w\2 o 2 U 5
o1 (HY)? +64 Inu (HY) —1—6111 uHm—i—alanX—%lanf
5) 5
— — Inv HY e w_ O >
654 211 — 4lan lan —6—1an211+6 In? v Hy,
5)
— 21 2 w Y 142 v w
T v Hy 1 In wH271—|—6—4 In wH271——8 Inv (HY)?
—ilnw(H”) +iln vHY + > 1 v 5
128 384 381 W HE — Jppp v Hy
7 7
- WWwH!+ — v+ — Y !
19536 556 In® v H} +512 In® u H +E In®u HY — 3 Inw Hs,
15 15 |
=9 a4 w 15 .15 1
3125 nu 64 1HUH3’1+64 lan3l—%ln2vH§—2—;ln w Hy'
15
PG Ip ) oy 35 o35
s Mo U)o g w ()7 = o o Hiy = o Inw Hy
+ﬁlnvm +£1n HY 5 sy HE 4 O
250 S gag W Hi o+ qaag o HE o+ peag I H
59 83
——lnuH“jL—l2 HY + —— In? Y
16 128 L TR e
L9 s 95, 145 L, 149
1536 3~ Tpag W uls +—6 Inu (HY)? +6—4 Inu Hg,
B 1217 In? o Y — 217 12w H 275 2w H 275
53 ~ o360 M U Ha T 155 2
1536 1536 3 1530 S agg
—@lnuHQll—i-8 lnuH”Hw——Glnvlan”—i-%lnulan21

o1



ROwWY —

3 5 5 5
+ 61 Inu Inw Hyy + o Inw Inv Hy + o1 Inu Inw Hy + o1 Inv Inw H3

5 5 5 5
+ 61 Inv Inw Hs — 61 Inv InwHy, — 61 Inv Inw Hy; + o8 Inu In®v HY

5 5 5
+—Inuln®wHY — — InvIn®w HY — — Inv In®w HY
128 128 128

5 5 13 15
~ o8 In*v Inw Hy — 128 In*v Inw HY + 32 Inv Inw Hyy + 61 Inu Inv Hy,

15 5 15
+ 6l Inu Inw Hy, — 128 Inu Inv HY — o8 Inu In®w HY + o8 In*u Inv HY

15

—1—38lnzulan§—6—4lnulang—alnulangf—ﬁlang‘H;’
25 35 5
— —hmwH!'HY — —— Inuln®*vHY — —— Inu In®w HY

768 1536 1536

85 ., 85 w 107 w e 107 w rrw
—ﬁIHQUIH'I}HQ—@IHQUIHU}HQ—ﬁanHQHQ—ﬁIHUHzﬂé

3 w9 o Y w 1D "
3 Inu Inv Inw Hy + 32 Inu Inv Inw Hy + 32 Inu Inv Inw Hy — 6—4C3H2

91 5 15 5 15 57

el HY v HY Y HY v HY HY — == HY
T 556 G2 Hy + 519 G2 H3 + 123 3 Hy + 512 G2 H3' + 123 Gs Hy 6 Co Hy,

3 . 35 . 53 .23 .23 .
— _128 CQ H271 — _128 CQ H271 + _256 CQ IDUHQ - 3—2 CQ IHUH2 - 3—2 CQ IHUHQ

85 s s " s .
—53@ Inv H, +3—2C2 Inv Hy +3—2C2 Inw Hj —53(2 Inw H,

1
— i Inu Inv In®w — i Inwu In®v lnw—l—E Inu In?v In®w

192 192
3 15
+6_4 In®u Inw 1nw+2—56 In?u Inw lnzw—k% In®u In®v lnw
17 25 17 25
T In®u In%v — 3072 In?u In®v — 1024 In®u In2w — 3072 In?u In®w

161 19 15 15
+3—2(4 Inu — 1_6@ Inu Inv Inw + 6—4{’2 Inu In?v + @CQ Inu In? w

5 5 15 19 15
+6_4<2 lnvln2w+a@ In?v lnw—@g}, lnzu—ﬁ@ 1n3u+%§3 In®v
55

55 15
— In? — G Inw — In?
1536 &2 U+ o5 G I w = qas G Intw,

(A.13)
1
12
1

{ZQCP(U, v, W) — 2Qep (U, w, V) + 3Qep (v, w, u) + 5Qep(w, u, v) — 8Qep(w, v, u)

+ 5 |:_M1<U7U7w) + M1<U,w,1}) + M1<Uv U, U)) - Ml(w7u7 U>:|

128

1
+ 798 Inv {99(2)(% v,w) + 3Q% (v, w, u) + 79 (w, u, v)]

128
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1
+ 58 Inw {79(2)(u,v,w) + 903 (v, w, u) + 52 (w, u, v)

) 71
+—lnu {QZ)(U,@U,U)—I—Q(Q)(@U,U,U) — —Hy Hy, + —— Hy Hj

32 48 768

1 9 1 43 103
- —HY HY — — HyH), — — Hy H} — HJ HY H3, HY
64 21772 9256 21 95672 2L 384 21+ 5gq Mo

27 () () 129 w w 5 u v 37 u v ]' u w
g Mo Hon g5 Ha Hal o+ g My Hy = 20 i Hy ) Hy 1y

13 1 13 95 25 15
_ T HYHY _ _— HgUHY _ T HgVHY _ T Y HW g - HY HY
956 12 118 T qgg 2 Ms T ggy s T ggy Ha o gg s — o M My
11 1 1 3 7 13 19
_H’lUH’u}__HU Hu HU _ v _

R 128 37 956 182 T g 4t T g a2 Tz M T gy Man
29 15 15 . 3 . 29 . 23
256H32 64H311+256H221 128H221+64H311+8H311

231 5 3 3. .
+256H221 32H2111 4H2,1,1,1 32H2111+4IHWH31+8111U’H4
1 v w 1 u 1 w 1 u
+1—61nv(H) 16 lan211—1—61n uHQl—i—@lan —6—41nuH
—alan“ 641n vH”—|—6—41n wH§‘1+641n w Hy'y + 81n w Hy
1 1 1 1 3
—mlg'lUHu—'—@h’l ’UJH —l—ﬁlng H +@ln qu 81HUH§71

3 v 3 v 3 v 3 u 5 w

—l—%lnuﬂf—klg—Slnu(Hg) —%ln uHﬁ”—%ln uHﬁ—%ln vHY
—iln wH”—{—llnuH}f—i—llané‘l—llnu(Hw) —|—11nuH§”11
384 32 32 ’ 64 64
392 Inw Hg ) + — el Inwu Hy') — 756 Inv (HY)? — 3 lan” 11218 Inu H3,
+%13 Hg—é—il H};—%H H;f’—%l?’ H;—glnwﬂgll
—%1 2uH§—2—4 1angjl+z—i 1an§,l—% 1n2uH§”—% In® w HY
—1—%1 U(H§)2—23—;1n (H;)Q—%lnw 211 1?261 HY
= B By e 0w HY — o B ()
+%IH2UH2”1—25596 In ;‘11+1§§6 In ;1—1-%3811111)];[;”1
—%lang,lle;%ln u Hy ;%ln (H2“’)2+%IH2UH;1
_1_6 lnulan21+ 16 Inu Inw Hyy + 116 lnulané”l—S—lQ Inu Hy HY
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1 1 1 1
3 Inu In®w HY + 61 Inu Inv Hy + 61 InuInvHyy — o1 Inu In*v HY

1 1 1 1
— — InvInwHy,; + 61 Inv Inw Hy; + 61 InvHY HY — — Inv In*w HY

64 128

3 Inu Inw HY 3 Inu HY HY + 3 Inu In®w HY 3 In?v Inw HY
— — Inulnw — — lnu — - —

32 564 2772 198 2256 2

5 5 5 5
—i—a lnulang—6—4 lnulnszgjLEg lnulnszé’—{—E8 In*u Inw HY
5 w 7 w 7 v 7 u v
—i-@ In*v Inw HY — o Inu Inw Hy —i—a Inv Inw Hy; — 61 Inw Hy H,

7 9 9 9
+ o8 In*u Inv HY — o1 Inu Inv HS + o1 Inu Inw Hy'; — 61 Inv Inw Hy’

9 " 1 v 13 B u
—I—@ In?v Inw HY — 384 Inv In? w H —l—ﬁ Inu In?v HY — 256 Inv In? w H}
17 w 17 v w19 ., 19 S
~ 956 In*u Inv He —i—@ Inv Hy Hy — o1 Inv Inw H3 — 103 Inv Hy H,
23 w w20 o 27 w 37 v
~ %56 Inw Hy HY — 61 Inu Inw Hy — 61 Inu Inv Hy'; + 768 Inu Inv H}
43 . 49 w . 49 w e 09 I
~ 96 In®u Inw HY — BE In*u Inw HY + 768 InuHy Hy — 384 Inw Hy Hj
3 w 7 s O . 15 w9 v
~3 Inu Inv Inw Hy ) Inu Inv Inw Hy — ECQH?, —1—28C3H2 +3—2C3H2
111 5 71 1 25 135
_ H'U__ H'UJ . Hw__ H'LL o HU _ H'LU
T 556 G2 Hj 123 G Hy + 519 G2 Hj 198 G2 Hy, 64 G Hy, + 198 G2 Hy,
27 v 9 w7 w 17 . 43 v
—mCQ IHUH2—3—2<2 IHUHQ—i—ﬁgQ 1HUH2 —agg IH’UHQ—%CQ lan2

7 w | 33 Y . 433 w
—6—4C2 Inv H, +6—4§2 Inw HJ +6—4C2 Inw Hj +5EC2 Inw HJ

5 1 23
———ImulnvinPw+—Inuln®vnw— — Inu In?v In?w

192 384 256
7 95 2
—@ln3ulnvlnw—mln2ulnvln2w—531n2ulnzvlnw
5 7 47
—m1n2u1ngv—@1n3u1n2v—@1n3uln2w—mln2uln3w
—iln2vln3w—ilngvln2w—|—§c lnu+—5C Inu Inv Inw
48 128 64 > 322
5 9 79 7
—6—4C2 1nuln2v—|—a@ 1nuln2w+3—2C4 1nv—6—4C2 In®u Inv
1 201 19 9
—1—6—1@ lnvln2w—3—2(4 lnw+6—4§2 ln2ulnw—6—4@ In®v Inw
15 1 13 1
oY 1 2 o 1 3 . 1 2 - 1 3. = 1 2
556 % U T Tagg e Ut g G It = mag G It = o G It
85
_ In®
1536 %2 0w

(A.14)
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1
Rl-vuu _ o {Ml(u v,w) — My (u, w,v) — My (v, u,w) + Ml(w,u,v)}

1

+ T3 [ 3Qep (U, v, W) 4 3Qep(u, w, v) + 3Qep (v, u, w)

— 3Qep (v, w,u) — 8Qep(w, u, v) + 8Qep(w, v, u)}
+ @ Inwu [Q D (u,v,w) — QP (v, w,u) — 20 (w, u, U)}
+ 6_4 Inv {—89(2)(11, v, w) — 5QP (v, w, u) — 602 (w, u, U)}

+ — lnw [ Q@ (u, v,w) — QP (v, w,u) + QP (w, u, v)}

64
17 41 3 9
——Hy H)+—H}H] HY HY — — HYHY Hy HY
192 %1 o2 72 a1 T gpg Man e = ope Mo oy o0 Ho Mo,
27 67 31 11 1
Hj HY, — — H5, HY H5 HJ HY HY, — — Hy HJ
T o562 Ha1 T g5 Haa My g Ha Haa g My Moy — g
5 5 5 1 5
HS HY Hy HY — — H3 HY Hy HY — H”Hw
e s e T gpg 2 s T o5 * 128 3 256
7o 9 31 1 . 3 15 . 49
556 s Ha = g Hs + g Ha Ha 4 5 Hp 0 Hi + 506 Hao + o Hi
1. 15 15 . 145 . 153 5
~ 16 Hyy — 61 Hyyp— 256 Hyyy — 256 Hyop — a Hgq i — 6 Hys,
15 ., S . 23 1 w v
16H311 32H2111+32H2111+8H2111 81HWH31+16111U(H)
1
—Elnun—i—Elan;”lle 6ln uH§1+16 lnsz§’1—3—lanw
48 In ngl—l— 61 lnuH“—i—a In wH“’+6—4 In® wH§”1+96 In® u HY
1 1 1 1
— Inu (HY — Inv (HY — 1 HY In®w HY
+ Tog e (H) + g Inv (H)° + o Inw (H3)* + oo I w Hj
1, 1 1 1
—— In“"vHy, — n*uHY + —— In*wHY — —— In*w HY
512 ' 1536 1536 1536
+6—41nw(H2) o1 mw Hj +51—21nu(H) eI >v HY — 61 Mo HE
5 u 5 v 5 u 5 u
~ lanZLl_@ Inw (HY)? +@1n v HY +Eln u Hy
5 u 7 w 7 u 9 v v
—Eln w Hy 32 lnuHQJ’l—i-@ln v H, +6—4an1{3,1—6—4111qu,1,1
9 9 11 11
+ o1 Inv Hy') — 61 InwHg; + — 5 Inv H] + 6_4 Inw Hy; — 128 Inu Hy4
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_%1n2uH§”+é—i1an;;—g1nuH:+é—ilan;M+é—Zlang
_%IHQWHfZﬁ@1H2wH§—%ln2uH5‘jl+%ln3uH;ﬂ

_§ IHZUHSJ—% lanff-i-l%lQ lnzuH§’+% lnv(Hé")Q—é—i Inv Hy,
+% ’ H§)+%IH2UH§+%1nv(H§)2+2—ilan5‘7M
—l—%lnuﬂﬁfl,l—%lni”v 5_%58111@}];’1_5%1“210]{;,1

161 v 1 | w 1 v
+ 256 Inv Hyq, + 3 Inv Hy Hy + 6 Inu Inv Hy; + 6 Inu Inw Hy

1 1 1 1
+ — 1nu1an§”+3—2 InuHj HY — — lan§H§+—2 Inv Inw HY

16 32 3
11 H“H”+11 12H“+11 Inv HY 11 In?w HY
— — Inu — 1Inu In" v — 1nu Inv — — InNu In"w
48 T 27 64 5 64 2
1 u 1 v 1 u 1 u w
+alnvlanQ,l—ﬁlnulwaQ—l—%lnvlnszQ+%lnuH2 H,

1 3 3 3

+ BB Inw In®w HY + T Inu lnv Hy + 3 Inu Inv Hy; — 3 Inwu Inw Hy,
3 3 3 3

3 Inv lr12w[-[§”—|—6—4 Inu Inw Hy'; — 61 Inu In*v HY — 198 In*u Inw HY

5 u 5 v 5 (2 w 7 w
+ 61 Inu Inw Hy + 61 Inv Inw Hy; + 256 Inw Hy Hy + 16 Inv Inw Hj

11
~ 2 ln2ulnvl"-[§—i lan%‘H;”—i In*u Inw HY + — In*v Inw HY

128 256 512 123
— é—i Inulnv Hy; — é—i Inv lané‘fl+1—238 lnulnszé”qLa Inu Inv Hg
—i—g In® u lan§”+é—Z Inu 1an§,1+% In® u lanzv—l—% Inv Hy HY
—% Inv anwH§+% lan;H;)jL;% IHZUlané"—l—% Inwu lnv Inw HY
—i—g 1DUIHUIHU)H;+%C2H;+11_258C3H3_%@H;—%Qﬂg
+1_16<3H§U+318€2H§,1_%@Hg,l_(%@}[ﬁfl-l-%@ Inu Hy

1 b 3 » 11 . 283 , 11 w
—3—2C2 1nuH2+3—2§2 Inu H, —3—2C2 Inv H, —53(2 Inv Hj _ECQ Inv H,

3 | , 1 . 1
+§§2 Inw HY +1—6C2 Inw Hy —§C2 Inw Hy ~ 193 Inwu lnv In®w

3 7
+@ Inu In®v 1nw+2—56 Inu In%v 1n2w+@ In®u Inv lnw

15 47 1 5
—i-% In®u Inw 1n2w+ﬁ 1n2uln2vlnw+% ln3u1n2v+ﬁ In?u In®v
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5 31

— *uln®w— —— In?v In? — In®v In?
1024 l0gq UMW T g U IW A oy v W
45 25 3 ) 1 )
—@C4lnu—3—2§2lnulnvlnw—3—2@lnuln U+3—2§21nulnw

229

15 1 15 3
+ 6—4C4 Inv — 6—4C2 ln2u 1HU+ ZCQ Inv ln2w+ a@; 1HU)+ 6—4C2 ln2u Inw (A15)

3 15 119
—gCglnzvlnij%Cglnzu—l— G In*v
1

b 3
192C2 In”w .

7 15
In®u — — (3 In?
1536 &2 U = gpg S8 In"v A+ 935
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B Logarithmic divergences on the surface v = v

In this appendix we show the coefficients of the leading logarithmic divergence up to four loops
on the surface u = v defined in eq. (4.1). The results are given in terms of HPLs HZ = Hz(1—2).

2 1 w
Wy (w) = Hy, (B.1)
3 1 w 1 w
WyP (w) = ¢ HyY = < 1)y (B.2)
. 5 o 7 .. 19 . 5
Wz& )(w) = % Hy — % Hyy — % Hyy + % Hy,q, (B.3)
1
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