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Maximal Super-Yang-Mills at Six Loops via Novel Integrand Bootstrap
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We construct the complete (planar and non-planar) integrand for the six-loop four-point amplitude
in maximal D ≤ 10 super-Yang-Mills. This construction employs new advances that combat the
proliferation of diagram contributions and state sums when evaluating multi-loop D-dimensional
unitarity cuts. Concretely, we introduce two graph-based approaches to evaluating generalized
unitarity cuts in D dimensions: 1) recursively from lower-loop cuts, or 2) directly from known
higher-loop planar cuts. Neither method relies on explicit state sums or any sewing of tree-level
amplitudes. These methods are based on identities that we expect to hold for a broad family of
theories, including QCD and Einstein gravity.

INTRODUCTION

Gauge theory and general relativity are centerpieces in
the theoretical framework that describes modern physics.
Tremendous theoretical and experimental effort has gone
into improving our understanding of non-abelian gauge
theory. In comparison, much less is known about grav-
ity, at the quantum level. A primary reason for this
disparity is the lack of experiments that probe relevant
energy scales. A secondary reason is the technical chal-
lenge of working with the highly non-linear behavior of
gravity. General relativity, as a quantum theory, is fa-
mously known to be both non-renormalizable and ultra-
violet (UV) divergent [1], and the question of its UV-
completion is an all-important open problem.
A longstanding well-behaved theory, that extends gen-

eral relativity with a finite number of fields without
higher-derivative interactions, is the maximally super-
symmetric N = 8 supergravity, discovered by Cremmer,
Julia and Scherk [2]. It is expected to be UV finite in four
dimensions up to at least six loops, with the first coun-
terterm compatible with known symmetries appearing at
seven loops [3–16]. In the absence of a proof of finite-
ness, the only available means of showing the presence
or absence of this divergence is by an explicit seven-loop
calculation.
Progress in maximal supergravity hinges directly on

developments in N = 4 super-Yang-Mills (SYM) theory,
first written down by Brink, Schwarz and Scherk [17].
The theories are related by the double copy at the clas-
sical [18, 19] and quantum level [20],

(
N = 8 supergravity

)
=

(
N = 4 SYM

)2
. (1)

Consider the asymptotic spectra: N = 4 SYM has 8
bosonic plus 8 fermionic states, and theN = 8 supergrav-
ity states are the square of these (16)2 = 256. The double
copy, in combination with the unitarity method [21, 22],
has been successfully used to determine the N = 8 super-
gravity amplitudes through five loops [23–29]. However,

the progress relied, in part, on the powerful constraints
implied by color-kinematics duality [19, 20], which ob-
tains the complete integrand from only a small subset of
all diagrams and cuts [20, 26, 30].

A generalized double copy [27, 28] was introduced to
ameliorate challenges with manifesting color-kinematics
duality at five loops, and while it was sufficiently powerful
to complete the calculation [29], new methods and refine-
ments are clearly needed to tackle the six- and seven-loop
calculations. At high loop orders, apparently mundane
tasks can become impenetrable walls, such as evaluating
unitarity cuts. In N = 4 SYM, one faces the problem
of exponentially growing state sums with (16)L terms at
L loops. Alternatively, state sums can be handled co-
variantly in ten-dimensional notation, but the fermionic
Dirac traces resist evaluation; for L = 6, one expects
traces of up to 28 gamma matrices. Additionally, the
approach obscures the enormous cancellations due to su-
persymmetry.

In this Letter, we introduce two new and comple-
mentary bootstrapping methods capable of overcom-
ing obstacles encountered in ascending towards seven
loops. The methods circumvent the need for labo-
rious state sums when evaluating multi-loop unitarity
cuts, and they manifest symmetries (supersymmetry, D-
dimensional Poincaré symmetry) that may otherwise rely
on non-trivial cancellations. The general idea is to relate
unknown cuts to known simpler cuts, and recursively
bootstrap the integrand from tree level. The two ap-
proaches indirectly exploit that gauge-theory amplitudes
can be stratified in two complementary ways: the loop
and ’t Hooft expansions [31].

The first relationship, which we call the X identity, de-
scribes the degeneration of a planar four-point tree am-
plitude into two disconnected non-planar lines. Embed-
ded within a larger cut, it determines non-planar cuts
from limits of higher-loop planar cuts. Planar cuts tend
to be more straightforward [32–36], and can be highly
constrained; e.g. in N = 4 SYM, by dual-conformal [37–
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39], Yangian [40] symmetry, or Grassmannian and Am-
plituhedron geometry [41–45].
The second relationship, called the H identity, similarly

relates a degeneration limit of the factorized four-point
amplitude to two disconnected planar lines. Applied to a
multi-loop cut, the H-identity allows for the bootstrap of
cuts in terms of known lower-loop cuts, while maintaining
the planarity properties (crossing count) of graphs.
As a demonstration of the usefulness of the new boot-

strapping techniques, we apply them together with the
method of maximal cuts [24, 26, 29, 33, 46], to con-
struct the complete six-loop four-pointD-dimensional in-
tegrand in N = 4 SYM. This constitutes the first non-
planar computation at six loops in N = 4 SYM, thus
extending the planar six-loops results [35, 47, 48]. We
anticipate the new methods introduced here to be highly
useful in many other theories relevant to modern physics,
including QCD and Einstein gravity.

DERIVING THE X-ING AND H-ING MOVES

X identity: Take 〈1a, 2b|S|3c, 4d〉 to be a tree-level S-
matrix element in some Yang-Mills gauge theory, where
the states are distinguished by their momenta p1 + p2 =
p3 + p4 as well as Lorentz (little group) representations,
which we indicate using generalized indices a, b, c, d. The
particles also transform in representations of the gauge
group, but the details are not needed for this argument.
We only need to assume that the S-matrix elements can
be expanded in terms of partial amplitudes that have a
notion of planarity, analogous to purely-adjoint theories.
Thus for our purposes, it is convenient to strip off most

factors (color, coupling, momentum-conserving delta
functions, phases) and consider a planar tree-level am-
plitude A(1a, 2b|3c, 4d). We note that this amplitude,
which is a dimensionless function that is covariant in
the generalized indices, must have a simple behavior in
the kinematic limit p3 → p1, which has but one scale,
s12 = (p1 + p2)

2. In a suitably chosen normalization, we
expect it to either evaluate to 0 or 1. It is not difficult
to see in explicit examples that the correct answer is

Atree
4 (1a, 2b|3c, 4d)

∣∣
p3→p1

= δacδbd , (2)

where δab simply identifies the states on diagonally op-
posite legs. We will call this equation the X identity, and
it is graphically represented in Fig. 1.

Atree
4

1

32

4

=

1

32

4

FIG. 1. Diagrammatic interpretation of the X identity.

Let us illuminate eq. (2) by considering D-dimensional
pure SYM theory, described by the adjoint fields {Aµ, ψ}

and the Lagrangian Tr[− 1
4 (F

µν)2+ i
2 ψ̄ /Dψ]. In the given

limit, the non-vanishing partial amplitudes are

Atree
SYM(1A, 2A|3A, 4A)

∣∣
p3→p1

= (ε1 · ε3)(ε2 · ε4) ,

Atree
SYM(1ψ, 2A|3ψ, 4A)

∣∣
p3→p1

= (χ̄1χ3)(ε2 · ε4) ,

Atree
SYM(1ψ, 2ψ|3ψ, 4ψ)

∣∣
p3→p1

= (χ̄1χ3)(χ̄2χ4) , (3)

where εµ and χ are dimensionless polarizations of respec-
tive states (for convenience, the fermion wavefunctions
are normalized as χ̄χ = 1 here). All other amplitudes
either vanish, or are trivially related to the above ones
by permutations of legs, in accordance with eq. (2). The
simple result for the four-fermion amplitude relies on the
same Fiertz identity that is responsible for supersym-
metry in the theories under consideration. In our case,
we have D = 3, 4, 6, 10 as valid dimensions where the X
identity holds in term of the SYM fields {Aµ, ψ}. Dimen-
sional compactifications of these theories will also obey
eq. (2), which will introduce scalars and possibly mass
terms in the SYM spectrum. In D = 4, it follows that
the N = 0, 1, 2, 4 SYM theories obey the X identity (with
possible mass terms compatible with spontaneous sym-
metry breaking or dimensional compactification).
The X identity (2), simple as it is, has profound con-

sequences. It is sufficient to take a kinematic limit in
order for the planar tree amplitude to collapse into a
non-planar identity operator. The fact that this can
hold for arbitrary states in large families of gauge the-
ories presages powerful promise for loop calculation.
Assume that we know the planar L-loop n-point am-

plitude integrand in a gauge theory. Using the X iden-
tity, we can directly compute non-planar n-point cuts
with more edge crossings, but lower loops via taking ap-
propriate kinematic limits on planar cuts with quartic
vertices. Using g to refer to the number of non-planar
crossings, we can write a higher-loop cut for a graph γX
that contains an isolated quartic interaction as

Cg,LγX ≡ Ĉg(ℓd4, ℓ
c
3|ℓ

b
2, ℓ

a
1)A

tree
4 (ℓa1 , ℓ

b
2|ℓ

c
3, ℓ

d
4) (4)

where the four-point tree is factored out, repeated indices
are summed over, and external states are not shown. Ap-
plying the X identity (2) on this cut yields

lim
ℓ3→ℓ1

Cg,LγX = Ĉg(ℓd4, ℓ
c
3|ℓ

b
2, ℓ

a
1)A

tree
4 (ℓa1 , ℓ

b
2|ℓ

c
3, ℓ

d
4)
∣∣∣
ℓ3→ℓ1

= Ĉg(ℓb2, ℓ
a
1 |ℓ

b
2, ℓ

a
1) ≡ Cg+1,L−1 , (5)

where in the final step a generic cut is obtained, with
two on-shell loop legs sewn in a non-planar fashion. This
final sewing lowers the loop order at the cost of introduc-
ing a new crossing. (Equivalent relations apply if some
of the legs of the four-point sub-amplitude are external,
but the details of the crossing and loop counting may
differ.) To reach an L-loop cut with g edge crossings,
we simply start with an (L + g)-loop cut with g four-
point sub-amplitudes and apply the X-identity to each
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of those sub-amplitudes. In this way, any physical cut in
a gauge theory can be straightforwardly computed from
the planar cuts, assuming they are known.

H identity: Since the loop-level X identity requires
knowledge of higher loop (planar) integrands, there is
a non-trivial threshold to pass before using it. However,
we now consider a similar identity, derivable from the X
identity, that admits a bootstrap of integrands from lower
loops without necessarily adding non-planar crossings.
At tree-level the H identity takes the form

lim
k→0

Atree
3 (1a|3c, ke)Atree

3 (2b, ke|4d)=s12δ
acδbd , (6)

where, as before, repeated indices are summed over, and
momentum is conserved for each three-point amplitude
(p1−p3 = k = p4−p2). The diagrammatic interpretation
of the H identity is given in the right-side pannel of Fig. 2.
The left-side pannel of the same figure indicates how it is
derived from the X identity. It is obtained from applying
the X identity to a BCJ relation [19]

lim
p3→p1

{
s13A

tree
4 (1, 2, 4, 3)=s23A

tree
4 (1, 2, 3, 4)

}
. (7)

Here the left hand side evaluates to the residue on the
s13 = (p1 + p3)

2 pole, yielding the factorized three-point
amplitudes, and using eq. (2) the right-hand-side ampli-
tude becomes the product of delta functions.

s23× Atree
4

1

32

4

p1→p3
−−−−→

3

1 2

4

= s12×

3

1 2

4

FIG. 2. Diagrammatic interpretation of the H identity (right),
and its connection to the X identity (left). The dashed line
represents an on-shell state with vanishing momentum.

The H identity is straightforward to apply to any cut
that has a connected pair of three-point sub-amplitudes

CLγH ≡ Ĉ(ℓd4, ℓ
b
2|ℓ

c
3, ℓ

a
1)A

tree
3 (ℓa1 |ℓ

c
3, ℓ

e
5)A

tree
3 (ℓb2, ℓ

e
5|ℓ

d
4) (8)

yielding a constraint equation satisfied by the cut

lim
ℓ5→0

CLγH = 2ℓ1·ℓ2 C
L−1
γH\ℓ5

, (9)

where CL−1
γH\ℓ5

is a lower-loop cut that is assumed to be

known. While the H identity does not calculate the cut
CLγH for general momenta, the full set of such conditions
is often powerful enough for a complete determination,
as will be discussed below for the six-loop N = 4 SYM
calculation. One might also worry that the set of cuts
with two connected tree-point sub-amplitudes is too spe-
cial. However, in the maximal cut method most of the
needed cuts are of this form, and for N = 4 SYM these
should be sufficient to determine the full amplitude.

Note that while the H identity is reminiscent of the
rung rule of planar N = 4 SYM [49, 50], here we stress
that the H identity is not a heuristic rule, and it applies
both to non-planar amplitudes, and a multitude of theo-
ries (including those theories mentioned above for the X
identity). Its generality can be traced back to the uni-
versality of soft factorization [51, 52], which is a general
feature of gauge [53, 54] and gravity theories [55] (see
also [56, 57]). Indeed, the H identity has a direct exten-
sion to a multitude of gravitational theories, simply by
replacing s12 → s212 in eq. (6).

SIX LOOP INTEGRAND CONSTRUCTION

With the X and H identities established, we set out
to demonstrate their usefulness by constructing the com-
plete six-loop four-point integrand in N = 4 SYM. To
assemble the integrand from cuts, we follow the general-
ized unitarity method [21, 22, 58–60] in the refined form
known as the method of maximal cuts [24, 26, 29, 33, 46].

The construction can be parsed into three steps. The
first step is to enumerate all candidate diagrams entering
the six-loop integrand, and grade them by the cut level k.
Cut level zero corresponds to the maximal-cut diagrams,
obtained by attaching four external legs to the edges of all
cubic six-loop vacuum diagrams, which are known [61].
By the N = 4 SYM “no-triangle rule” [62], we exclude
one-loop triangles, bubbles, or tadpoles subdiagrams, as
their maximal cuts are zero. Cut level k diagrams are
then obtained by contracting an internal edge (by merg-
ing the edge’s vertices) in the cut level (k−1) diagrams, in
all possible ways, modding out by graph isomorphisms.
(If an edge only connects to one vertex, i.e. tadpole,
contraction is avoided.) This recursively constructs the
(next-to)k-maximal-cut (NkMC) diagrams, and a typi-
cal such graph is below called γ(k). The final counts are
given in Table I, first row.

NkMC 0 1 2 3 4
∑

all cuts 5548 41649 156853 363963 576582 1144595

box cuts 5218 38721 144428 333501 526082 1047950

nγ(k) 6= 0 4420 16776 37653 56717 36087 151653

TABLE I. Counts for candidate cuts: (a) all generated from
cubic no-triangle graphs; (b) cross-checked with box cuts [26,
30, 46]; (c) require non-vanishing numerator contribution.

The second step is to assign physical expressions to
each diagram, specifically two non-trivial expressions for
each graph: a diagram’s cut Cγ(k) is a rational and gauge
invariant (unique) function that corresponds to a physical
factorization process in the theory; a diagram’s numera-

tor nγ(k) is a non-unique (gauge dependent) polynomial
that describes local interactions similar to numerators of
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Feynman diagrams. The unique Cγ(k) are determined by
the X and H identities. From the numerators, the ampli-
tude is

AL=6
4 = i6g14YMK

4∑

k=0

∑

γ(k)

∫
d6Dℓ

(2π)6D
nγ(k)

Sγ(k)dγ(k)

(10)

where Sγ(k) and dγ(k) are a graph’s symmetry factor and
product of propagator denominators, respectively. K is
a crossing-symmetric kinematic factor that captures the
external state dependence, K = s12s23A

tree
SYM(1, 2, 3, 4).

Because the first sum runs over both cubic (k = 0) and
contact (k > 0) diagrams, it is convenient to make the
numerators nγ(k) functions of both kinematic and color
data, hence we use no separate color factors. Similar to
previous constructions of the L-loop four-point amplitude
in N = 4 SYM, the cut level k = L−2 is the last one that
contains new data, hence we anticipate no contributing
diagrams beyond k > 4 (also confirmed by our cuts).
In the third step, we construct the nγ(k) by appro-

priately matching to the unique Cγ(k) , on the kinematic
support where every factor in dγ(k) vanish, denoted by
dγ(0) → 0. For maximal cuts, the matching is simply

nγ(0)

∣∣
d
γ(0)→0

= Cγ(0) (11)

The matching procedure on a NkMC diagram γ(k) can
be expressed as (with dγ(k) → 0 implicit from now on)

Pγ(k) = Cγ(k) −Rγ(k) , (12)

where Cγ(k) is the unique cut we need to match, and
Rγ(k) is a rational function obtained by summing over
previously-determined lower-k diagrams (numerator over
non-vanishing denominator factors) that shares the same
poles as Cγ(k) . By construction Rγ(k) matches all lower-k
cuts, hence Pγ(k) must be a local polynomial. We would
like to identify Pγ(k) with the numerator nγ(k) ; however,
first we must promote Pγ(k) to an off-shell quantity re-

specting the automorphism symmetry of the graph γ(k)

(recall that Sγ(k) equals the order of the automorphism
group). This can be done in several ways, such as explicit
symmetrization, or using an Ansatz. Here we use an
approach that directly identifies special combinations of
generalizedMandelstam variables that are automorphism
invariants [63]. Hence we can promote Pγ(k) → nγ(k) .
Let us return to the new identities. The X identity

directly supplies Cγ(k) expressions from higher-loop pla-
nar integrands, currently known explicitly up to L = 10
[36]. However, in the following we use the H identity,
and show that it alone is sufficiently powerful to deter-
mine the complete six-loop integrand. Recall that the
H identity does not directly calculate Cγ(k) , but rather
provide a set of constraints,

lim
ℓm→0

Pγ(k) = 2ℓi·ℓj Cγ(k)\ℓm − lim
ℓm→0

Rγ(k) , (13)

where Cγ(k)\ℓm is a known lower -loop cut with edge ℓm
removed, and its prefactor 2ℓi · ℓj corresponds to the mo-
menta of the two edges that ℓm was attached to. Consider
a pictorial example: with a slight shuffe, eq. (13) becomes

lim
ℓm→0

(
Pγ(k) +Rγ(k)

)
= 2ℓi·ℓj Cγ(k)\ℓm

⇒ i

j

= 2ℓi · ℓj (14)

where the pictures are representative 6- and 5-loop dia-
grams producing the functions Pγ(k)+Rγ(k) and Cγ(k)\ℓm ,
respectively. The edges labeled by i, j are on-shell, and
the momentum of the dashed line vanishes, ℓm = 0. Re-
peatedly applying this procedure to every edge of γ(k)

provides all of the information required to uniquely de-
termine Pγ(k) . Note that, if the lower-loop cut happens
to vanish, eq. (13) still provides valuable information, in
a similar vein to how vanishing cuts were used to trian-
gulate the Amplituhedron in Ref. [43].
In the six-loop construction, only mild additional

power-counting assumptions on the integrand are re-
quired to fully constrain the numerators. For each candi-
date diagram we use eq. (13) to construct a Pγ(k) (nγ(k)

off shell) that satisfies: 1) every monomial term is pro-
portional to either s12 or s23; 2) if there are any terms left
unconstrained that violate the no-triangle power count-
ing, we safely drop them. Condition 1 holds for all lower-
loop integrands [20, 26, 28] as well as in the planar six-
loop amplitude [35]. Condition 2 is needed because there
are instances of particularly simple ladder-type diagrams
that are not uniquely constrained by the H identity, but
subdiagram power counting rules out such freedom. We
defer an in-depth discussion of the implementation of the
method and details to upcoming work [64]. Both assump-
tions are validated by the consistency checks of the final
integrand. The third row of Table I provides the final
count of non-zero diagrams that contribute to the inte-
grand. The complete N = 4 SYM six-loop integrand,
with explicit numerators for all diagram topologies, is
provided in Ref. [65], including additional user-manual
details.
By construction, the maximal cut method gives an

integrand that satisfies all independent unitarity cuts.
However, cross-checks are always desirable. We have sub-
jected our six-loop integrand to two independent consis-
tency checks. The first is verifying that it correctly pro-
duces all so-called generalized box cuts [26, 30, 46]. This
class of cuts targets graphs with lower-loop (6 > L ≥ 1)
four-point sub-diagrams, which are factorized into the
product of two known four-point cuts, one at L loops
and one at 6−L loops. Cuts verified with this method
constitute a large proportion of each cut level k, as shown
in the second row of Table I. Second, we have verified that
all contact-contributing non-multigraph N4MC are con-
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sistent with the n-point BCJ amplitude relations [19], as
applied to sub-amplitudes within the cuts. This second
check is a highly nontrivial verification that no diagrams
or terms were lost in each cut, as all contributions must
delicately conspire between different k ≤ 4 diagrams to
satisfy the relations.

CONCLUSIONS

In this Letter, we have presented two new identities
which have extensive applications in the recursive cal-
culation of unitarity cuts in many theories (including
QCD), avoiding laborious state sums and manifesting
desirable symmetries. We demonstrated the power of
the H identity by using it alone to compute the four-
point six-loop D-dimensional integrand in N = 4 SYM,
providing the first non-planar result at this loop or-
der (see refs. [35, 47, 48] for planar results). Maximal
SYM has a rich integrand structure both in the pla-
nar [36, 44, 45, 47, 66–68] and non-planar [69–71] cases,
with analogous multiloop string perspectives [72–77], and
we provide here an ample source for further studies [65].

The current result constitutes major progress towards
determining the UV behavior of N = 8 supergravity at
seven loops. However, before getting there further six-
loop studies are motivated. First, the current under-
standing of (generalized) double-copy construction starts
from a cubic integrand representation [27]. Second, pre-
vious studies [24–29] have demonstrated the significant
simplification of gravity calculations that comes from us-
ing a gauge theory integrand that manifests the expected
sub-diagram power counting. Thus, the current inte-
grand can be improved upon by efficiently constructing
a cubic representation, perhaps with improved manifest
sub-diagram power counting.

The six-loop integrand provides an essential stepping
stone towards the corresponding seven-loop SYM calcu-
lation, using the new recursive methods presented in this
Letter. The combinatorial growth of complexity when
reaching seven loops will demand significantly stream-
lined tools, and we anticipate that the new identities will
play a key role.
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