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ABSTRACT: We prove the principle of maximal transcendentality for a class of form factors,
including the general two-loop minimal form factors, the two-loop three-point form factor of
tr(F?), and the two-loop four-point form factor of tr(F?). Our proof is based on a recently
developed bootstrap method using the representation of master integral expansions, together
with some unitarity cuts that are universal in general gauge theories. The maximally tran-
scendental parts of the two-loop four-gluon form factor of tr(F3) are obtained for the first time
in both planar N'= 4 SYM and pure YM theories. This form factor can be understood as the
Higgs-plus-four-gluon amplitudes involving a dimension-seven operator in the Higgs effective
theory. In this case, we find that the maximally transcendental part of the A’ = 4 SYM result
is different from that of pure YM, and the discrepancy is due to the gluino-loop contributions
in N =4 SYM. In contrast, the scalar-loop contributions have no maximally transcendental
parts. Thus, the maximal transcendentality principle still holds for the form factor results in
N =4 SYM and QCD, after a proper identification of the fundamental quarks and adjoint
gluinos as ny — 4N.. This seems to be the first example of the maximally transcendental
principle that involves fermion-loop contributions. As another intriguing observation, we find
that the four-point form factor of the half-BPS tr(¢?) operator is precisely a building block
in the form factor of tr(F3).
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1 Introduction

It is known that there are a few direct connections between physical quantities in AV = 4 SYM
and QCD. At the tree level, gluon amplitudes are equivalent in the two theories. At one-loop
level, through the supersymmetric decomposition [1], one-loop N' = 4 amplitudes are also
useful building blocks for QCD amplitudes. An intriguing relation between N =4 SYM and
QCD also exists at high loop orders, known as the principle of maximal transcendentality
[2, 3]. The “transcendentality” here refers to the transcendentality degree which is a math-
ematical notion characterizing the “complexity” of transcendental functions and numbers.
For example, the transcendentality degree of algebraic numbers or rational functions is zero,
the log(x) function and 7 have transcendentality degree 1, and the more general classical
polylogrithm Li,(x) and the Riemann zeta value (,, has degree n, recalling their definition:

— zF * Lip— . :
Lin(z) =Y = /0 Lfl(t)dt, Lij(z) = —log(1 —z),  (u=Liy(x=1). (1.1)
k=1

The maximal transcendentality principle (MTP) conjectures that for certain physical quan-
tities, the maximally transcendental parts, i.e. the parts with the highest transcendentality
degree, are equal in N' =4 SYM and QCD (up to certain identification of the fermions in the
two theories).

The MTP was originally proposed in [2, 3|, suggesting that the anomalous dimensions
of twist-two operators in N' = 4 SYM can be obtained from the maximally transcendental
part of the corresponding QCD results [4]. A further observation beyond the anomalous
dimensions was made for the form factors and Higgs amplitudes: the study of the two-loop
three-point form factor of stress-tensor multiplet in A/ =4 SYM in [5] shows that it coincides
with the maximally transcendental part of the two-loop Higgs plus three-gluon amplitudes
in the heavy top-mass limit obtained in [6]. This generalizes the scope of the MTP from
anomalous dimensions to kinematics-dependent functions. More correspondence was also



observed to Higgs-plus-three-parton amplitudes with high dimensional operators [7—14] and
with external quark states [12, 15]. There is also other evidence of the correspondence for
Wilson lines [16, 17]. The MTP was used to obtain the planar four-loop collinear anomalous
dimension in N' = 4 SYM [18], which was confirmed by [19]. It is also worth pointing out
that the MTP was found to be true for the non-planar cusp anomalous dimensions at four
loops [20, 21], suggesting that it should apply beyond the planar (i.e. large N.) limit.

So far the maximal transcendentality principle is still a conjecture and is known in the
above-mentioned cases through explicit computations. (There are also known counterexam-
ples such as gluon amplitudes, which we will discuss in the Discuss section.) In this paper, we
make a concrete step toward the understanding of the MTP by proving it for the known cases
of form factors. We recall that an n-point form factor is defined as a matrix element between a
local gauge-invariant operator and n asymptotic on-shell states (see [22] for a recent review):

Fon = /dee_iq'm@(pl)...@(pn)|(9(x)|0>, (1.2)

where p;,i = 1,..,n are on-shell momenta and ¢ =", p; is the off-shell momentum associ-
ated to the local operator. As mentioned, the form factors are also related to Higgs amplitudes
in the Higgs effective theory where the top quark is integrated out [23-27]. The central idea
in our proof of the MTP for form factors is to apply a recently developed bootstrap method
[28]. In this method, one starts with a general ansatz of loop quantities in terms of a set of
master integrals and then determines the integral coefficients via various physical constraints,
such as infrared divergences and collinear limits. A further key idea is to apply a small set of
unitarity cuts that are universal for general gauge theories as constraints, which are enough
to fix the possibly remaining degrees of freedom. It turns out that for a large class of form
factors, these universal physical constraints are sufficient to determine the maximally tran-
scendental parts uniquely, irrespective of which gauge theory is under consideration. We will
discuss these in detail for the minimal form factors and the three-point form factor of tr(F?)
up to two loops.

To test the MTP beyond the known examples, we also consider the two-loop four-gluon
form factor of the tr(F?3) = tr(F . F,”F,") operator and obtain its maximally transcendental
parts for the first time. This is a more non-trivial four-point next-to-minimal form factor and
has much richer structures. The form factor depends on seven independent Lorentz invariants:
six Mandelstam variables s;; = (p; + pj)2 with 1 <7 < j < 4 and one parity-odd variable trs.
The general ansatz contains 221 master integrals, and the coefficients depend on five spinor
factors. We find that the physical constraints from the infrared divergences and the collinear
limits, together with the cancellation of spurious poles, can fix a significant part of the ansatz.
The remaining degrees of freedom can be fixed by a simple type of quadruple unitarity cuts. A
nice fact we find is that the difference of the two-loop form factors in different gauge theories
can only depend on two free parameters.

We obtain the maximally transcendental parts of the form factor in both A" = 4 SYM
and pure YM theories. Interestingly, the results are different in the two theories. The reason



is that there are extra maximally transcendental contributions in AV = 4 SYM from the
diagrams involving the fermion (i.e. gluino) loop. In contrast, the scalar-loop diagrams in
N =4 SYM have no maximally transcendental contribution. This crucial fact implies that
the results of N/ = 4 SYM and QCD are still identical, once one converts the fundamental
quarks in QCD to be adjoint fermions, which can be achieved by a proper change of the color
factors in the QCD form factor. Thus, the MTP still holds in this case.

As another intriguing observation, we find that the four-point form factor of the half-
BPS tr(¢®) operator [28] is identical to a part of the tr(F?3) form factor that carries the same
spinor factors. This seems to be not trivial since the two form factors have different spinor
structures.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we give a brief review of the general
bootstrap strategy and then discuss the collinear limit for form factors in detail. In Section 3,
we apply the bootstrap strategy to prove the MTP for two-loop minimal form factors, and
some constraints on the lower transcendental parts are also considered. In Section 4 we con-
sider the two-loop three-point form factors of tr(#?) via the bootstrap method together with
unitarity cuts. In Section 5, we compute the four-point form factors of tr(#3) up to two loops
and discuss the maximal transcendentality properties. A summary and discussion are given in
Section 6. Several appendices provide the integral conventions, some explicit results, as well as
some technical details. Appendix A provides the definition of pure UT master integrals used
in the paper. Appendix B discusses the Catani IR subtraction formula and its relation to the
BDS subtraction. Appendix C gives the definition of symbol letters as well as their collinear
limit behavior for the four-point two-loop form factors. Appendix D discusses a technical
point about the constraints from the O(e) order of form factors. Appendix E provides the
building blocks obtained from the bootstrap of the four-point form factor. Appendix F gives
the results of the finite remainder function of the four-point form factor. Appendix G dis-
cusses the one-loop four-gluon amplitude, which provides a counterexample of the maximally
transcendental principle for the amplitude case.

2 Bootstrap strategy based on master integrals

It is known that an [-loop amplitude or form factor can be expanded in a set of integral basis

FO=N a1, (2.1)

as

where Ii(l) can be chosen as a set of master integrals obtained via the integration-by-part
reduction [29, 30]. The number of IBP master integrals for a given quantity is also known
to be finite [31]. While the basis integrals are theory independent, the intrinsic physical
information is contained in the coefficients «;, which will be the main target we investigate.

In the traditional Feynman diagram method, one usually starts with Feynman diagrams
and then performs the integral reduction to get the coefficients. This typically requires
complicated intermediate steps and the results are also often given in incomprehensible forms.



Besides, the physical properties (mentioned below) are not manifest in such a computation
but only provide consistency checks for the final results.

The bootstrap strategy takes a very different route: the final form of the result such
as (2.1) is taken as the starting ansatz, and the physical consistency conditions are used at
the very beginning of the computation, namely, they are used as constraints to solve the
coefficients in the ansatz. In this way, the physical properties are manifest in each step, and
this often leads to a result in a compact form.

In Section 2.1 we first briefly discuss various physical properties that will be used as
constraints in later computations, then we will provide some details about the collinear limit
of form factors in Section 2.2.

2.1 Physical constraints

The constraints are from the general properties of physical quantities, including: (1) the loop
quantity should reproduce the general infrared (IR) divergences, (2) it should satisfy the
collinear factorization property, (3) the spurious poles must cancel in the full result, and (4)
it should satisfy unitarity cuts or other possible constraints. Below we discuss them in more
detail.

IR divergences. Amplitudes and form factors with massless external states have IR diver-
gences, which have universal structures and are related to the number and types of external
massless particles. In the planar limit, for example, IR divergences are captured by the two-
point Sudakov form factors [32-35], which are determined by two kinematics-independent
nubmers: the cusp anomalous dimension 7eysp [36, 37] and the collinear anomalous dimension
Geon (see e.g. [18]). For amplitudes or form factors with multiple external legs, IR divergences
for general massless gauge theories can be conveniently taken into account by the Catani for-
mula [38]. Since our main focus is on the maximally transcendental parts, it is convenient to
use the Bern-Dixon-Smirnov (BDS) ansatz [39, 40] which also captures the collinear behavior,
as will be explained shortly below. Some details of the Catani formula and its relation to the
BDS form are given in Appendix B.

Collinear limits. When two external legs are taken in the collinear limit, the form factors
satisfy factorization formula as (see e.g. [41]):

n

FD@A,..aha b, ) Pl S5 Tsp (@t v FEV(L L (a0)7, ) (2.2)
Y4 o

For example, in the linear limit p, || ppy || P = pa + P
Pa — 2P, p— (1—2)P, (2.3)
the one-loop splitting amplitude Sp") can be given as [42-44]

SpM (P = ab;z) = SpV(P — ab;2) rgl}’MT(Pz, z) + (lower transendental part), (2.4)



where the maximally transcendental part of the one-loop splitting function (denoted by the
superscript ‘MT") is

T pz €L e+ 1)
(1 — 2e)
(2.5)
We stress that (2.5) is universal for general gauge theories, and this formula will be used to
bootstrap the one-loop three- and four-point form factors in Section 4.1.1 and Section 5.2.
Beyond one-loop order, there is a convenient way to capture both the IR and collinear
behavior by using the BDS ansatz [39] for ' = 4 SYM (or the maximally transcendental
parts in general gauge theories, see more discussion in Appendix B). The loop correction at
two loops can be given as

7 — (Im(e))z + 1P ()M (2¢) + R® + O(e) (2.6)

| =

where
F@(e) = —2¢ — 2Cze — 2¢4€>. (2.7)

The original two-loop BDS ansatz is proposed with only the first two terms in (2.6) [39, 40]:
1 2
T@BDS — - (I(l)(e)) + @ (ezM(26) (2.8)

which were constructed in a way that they capture all the IR divergences and also have correct
collinear behavior of amplitudes. This original ansatz is correct for the four- and five-point
amplitudes in A/ = 4 SYM, but for higher-point amplitudes an extra finite remainder function
is needed [45, 46], denoted as R in (2.6). The same BDS-ansatz structure also generalizes
to form factors [5, 47]. Since the remainder function is free from both IR and collinear
singularities, it has the important property that the n-point remainder reduces trivially to
(n — 1)-point remainder in the collinear limit as

)y Pi ll piva R®. . (2.9)

n—

R(2

This will provide useful constraints for the two-loop three- and four-point form factors in
Section 4 and Section 5.

Spurious pole cancellation. For form factors with non-trivial spinor structures (such as
the four-point form factors considered later), the coefficients of master integrals can contain
spurious poles (i.e. unphysical poles). The cancellation of spurious poles typically requires a
combination of both the spinor factors and the master integrals, which can provide non-trivial
constraints on the coefficients of master integrals. The details of the spurious poles as well
as applying their cancellation as constraints will be given in Section 5 for the discussion of
four-point form factors.

(—P2)_€{1—z_6—(1 — Z)_6+62 [log(z) log(l—z)—C2]+O(63)} .



Lightlike limit of q. The form factor as defined in (1.2) contains an off-shell momentum
q = >_;p; which is carried by the operator. An interesting limit to consider is the lightlike
limit ¢> — 0. Since the form factors are equivalent Higgs-plus-gluons amplitudes where
¢ = m%] [5, 6], this lightlike limit of ¢ can be understood as the massless limit my — 0
of the Higgs particle, therefore it is reasonable to expect that the form factor should have a
smooth limit. This can provide useful constraints and will play a role in Section 4.

Unitarity cuts. When the above constraints are not enough to fix the full results, one can
use another powerful tool — the unitarity cut constraints [1, 42, 49]. The unitarity cut method
is a powerful method that in principle can determine the full result. Here in our application
together with the bootstrap strategy, the nice point is that after using the above physical
constraints, only a small number of simple unitarity cuts are needed to fix the remaining free
parameters. Moreover, these cuts can often be chosen such that they are universal for general
gauge theories, and this fact will play an important role in the proof of MTP.

At this point, it may be good to compare our strategy with the symbol-bootstrap method
that has also been used for computing the finite remainder of amplitudes (see e.g. [50-62])
and form factors [5, 47]. Unlike the symbol bootstrap where one considers only the finite
remainder functions, the main difference for the bootstrap used here is that we start with
an ansatz of the full form factor in terms of master integrals. This requires the knowledge
of master integrals and in this sense, it contains more input information than the symbol
bootstrap. On the other hand, the master integrals are theory-independent and can be
used for general observables in general theories. Importantly, physical constraints that are
not available in symbol bootstrap can be applied here, such as the IR divergences and the
unitarity-cut constraints. As we will see, it is these new features that make it possible to
prove the maximal transcendentality principle that relates form factors in different theories.

2.2 Collinear limit of form factors

In this subsection, we provide some details about the collinear limit for form factors. This is
mainly used in the computation of the four-point form factor in Section 5. In that cases, the
kinematic variables are a bit complicated and the collinear limit must be taken properly. In
the meanwhile, the introduced momentum twistor variables will also help to understand the
structure of the symbol letter variables of the four-point form factors.

We introduce the periodic Wilson line configuration in the momentum space [63-66], as
shown in Figure 1 for the three-point form factor case. One has

Ty — Tij41 = Pi = Aii Ti— Xy =T; —T; =(. (2-10)

As in the case of scattering amplitudes, each dual coordinate x; corresponds to a line in the
(dual) twistor space which is represented by two momentum twistor variables Z;_1, Z; [67, 68].
The momentum twistor variables can be defined as

=081y, o =P Na =2 e (2.11)

!This limit of ¢> — 0 has also been considered for the three-point form factor of tr(F?) in [48].



Figure 2: Momentum twistor space picture for the dual periodic Wilson line configuration
for the three-point form factor. The red dashed line corresponds to the z-configuration in
Figure 1.

The periodic Wilson line configuration in momentum twistor space is shown in Figure 2.
The momentum twistor variables and dual spacetime coordinates can be related using
the following formula
(ZiZj12Z)
(=14
where z;; = x; — xj, (ij) = EO‘BAZ@)\J—B, and (Z;Z; Z,7;) = eABCDZZ-AZ]BZ,?ZlD. From (2.12),
one can obtain following useful relations

22 (Zi 1275 1 Zj) .
Y (i- 1,90 - 1j)
In the following, we will use the abbrevation for the four-brackets (Z;Z; 2, 2;) = (ijkl).

For the three-point case, using (2.12)-(2.13), one can rewrite the ratio variables in terms
of twistor four-brackets and spinor products, such as

(2.13)

sz ady (3123) (31) 1 (3123) (31)

T a:_%? ~ (3131) (23) LT B 1) @149
soy  wyp (1231) (12) 1 (1231) (12)

VST w, T mmen e (o) 219
Cosi3 w3y (2312) (23) 1 (2312) (23)

vEe T x_gi ~ (2323) (12)° L T ) @) (2.16)

These variables are enough to provide the symbol letters for the remainder functions of three-
point form factors of tr(F?2) [5, 47]. In this case, the collinear limit is relatively trivial, for
example, in the limit of p; || p3, one has s13 — 0, ¢> — s12 + s23 and

u— u, v—1-—u, w—0. (2.17)



Figure 3: Dual periodic Wilson line configuration for the four-point form factor in momentum
twistor space.

The kinematics of the four-point form factor is more complicated. The periodic Wilson
line configuration in momentum twistor space is shown in Figure 3. We define the ratio

variables:
P Si
Uij = f Uijk = ak (2.18)

where s;; = (pi+p;j+ ...+ pr)?. They can be represented by momentum twistor as

2 . .. . . .

Tiipo  (i—1,4,04+1,0+2)(@—1,17)
g 2 2.19
e T T T i L+ Li+2) (2.19)

2y
Wiy (i Lk 204 34— 1)
e T T T i La i L +2,i+3)

Note that there are only five independent ratio variables, which can be chosen as five of u;;:
{urz, u2s, usa, u14, w13, 24}, u12 + ug3 + ugq + u14 +u13 +ugg = 1. (2.20)

There are also other variables which necessarily appear in the two-loop functions, which
we define as

L @+ i — Sk £ /D3 ikl + tra(igkl) 4 + +
Tkl = 254 PV T Ty 0 Tk T LH Y~ T (221)

where As ;i = Gram(p; + pj,pir + pi) also appears in the one-loop three-massive triangle
integral, and tr (ijkl) = sijSgp — SikSji + Sisji = trs, in which the parity-odd kinematics

trs = dieupol P5pipT = (112034]1] — [12/3]4]1) (2.22)

is related to the Gram determinant As = Gram(pi, pa,p3,pa) by As = tr2. These variables
are used to define the symbol letters in the remainder function where we are defined in
Appendix C.1.
Since the y* variables are related to the parity-odd variable trs, we discuss them in detail
below. Using the relations
L tgGgkD) (k) e (k) _ Gk

+ o _ oy = _ Uk 2.23
Yijhi 25iSil (1)i]4] Yijki 2545841 (727] (2:23)




one has

L (1234) (14) — UjRURL 4 -1
Y1234 (4123) —<14> ) Yijki wijg (yijkl) )
<13> <24> U123 — U12 -1 + +
Yisaa = (14)(23) ( u23 - 1) ’ Y1z = y1324|p1<—>p3 ,
L 13)24) ruisg —wig T + o = Vil
Yizae = 12) (309 o ) Y3142 = V13421 p, ops -

Unlike the three-point case, the collinear limit for the four-point form factor should be
carefully taken. Consider the collinear limit py || p3, one can parametrize Z; in the following
way:

(1213) (2123) ,  (1123) _
(1212) <I§12>Z1 ”<1§12>2@7 (2.24)

where the ratio of four brackets are introduced to balance the twistor weight. The collinear

Zy=J3+ 6 Zo + 16

limit can be achieved by taking first n — 0, followed by § — 0. The parameter 7 is finite
which gives the momentum fraction shared by ps in the limit. Such a parametrization for
the collinear limit was introduced for the amplitudes case in [69]. The same limit applies
simultaneously to Z,, Z4 due the periodicity condition. And we can also define the collinear
limit for spinors using (2.11) as

(1213)
(1212)

(2123) - (1123) -
212y g1y 2 (2:25)

A =A3+6 Ao+ 70
The explicit collinear limit for all letter variables are given in Appendix C.2.

Finally, let us mention an alternative way to consider the collinear limit by expressing all
variables in terms of spinor variables {);, A\;}. For example, the collinear limit p; || p; can be
taking by using following parameterization of spinor variables

i = Ay /N\z (2'26)
A

/\j—>)\i+5%)\k, Nj
where {\g, S\k} and {\, 5\1} are the two pairs of reference spinors and the indices {i, j, k,(}
are not equal to each other. Then the collinear limit can be achieved by taking 5,5 — 0,
where there is no need to distinguish the order of limits here. The formula gives the limit
behavior as p; — (1 — t)p; and p; — tp;, thus the momentum conservation is satisfied by
Di +pj = )\ZS\Z + )\jj\j — )\15\2 + 0(5, S)

3 Two-loop minimal form factors

In this section, we consider a special class of form factors, the so-called minimal form factors:

Formin = / P 2e 0 (1 po . pl O (2)]0) (3.1)



There are two requirements in the definition of minimal form factors. Consider the minimal
form factor Fp, min of a length-n operator O,, = tr(W;...W,,). First, the number of external
on-shell states should be equal to the the length of the operator. Second, the minimal form
factor at tree level is required to be non-zero, i.e. ]:((907 37min = 0, thus the external states should
have same field configuration as {W;}. For example, the form factor JFi FS)(lq,Q‘j,ZS_) is
not a minimal form factor, as it is zero at tree-level. On the other hand, the form factor of
tr(¢™) and n external on-shell scalar states, or the form factor of tr(£") with n external gluon
states, are minimal form factors. Such form factors have been studied to two-loop order in
N =4 SYM and QCD [7-14, 70-75]. These minimal form factors have played an important
role for computing anomalous dimensions of high-length operators. The results of minimal
form factors show that their maximally transcendental parts are given by same functions up
to two-loop order, and lower transcendentality parts also present some universal structures
(12, 13].

The goal of the section is to prove these universal structures. We will show that by
imposing only the IR constraint, it is enough to fix the maximally transcendental part of
minimal form factors up to two loops. We also show that the IR divergences can be used
to put strong constraints on the lower transcendental parts. As a brief outline, we will first
consider the maximally transcendental parts up to two loops in Section 3.1. Next, we will
consider the constraints for the lower transcendental part in Section 3.2. Finally, we apply
the bootstrap results together with some unitarity-cut arguments to explain the universality
of the results in different theories in Section 3.3.

Setup. We define the L-loop n-point correction function 7w by factorizing out the tree-

level minimal form factor as 7

Op,min — Y Op,min"minmn *

The loop correction function can be expanded in set of master integrals

7 =3 aer, (3.3)

7

where {1 i(L)} is a set of master integrals and the coefficient ¢;(¢) depends on e = (4 — D)/2 and
Mandelstam variables. An important remark follows: throughout this paper, we will always
choose the set of master integrals, such that they have uniform transcendentality degree 2L
at L loops. All such masters which are used in this paper are collected in Appendix A. They
are often called pure uniformly transcendental (UT) integrals as defined in the canonical
differential equations [76]. Since the maximal transcendentality degree of L-loop form factors
is 2L, the coefficients ¢;(€) must be polynomials in ¢; here as in usual case, € is assigned to
carry transcendentality degree of —1. For the convenience of later discussion, we reorganize
the loop correction function in terms of different transcendentality degree as

I(L) — Z 62L_aI(L)’ng_a, (34)

min,n min,n
a=2L

— 10 —



where 7 (L),deg-a

minm corresponds to the correction to the transcendentality degree-a part and is a

linear combination of pure UT master integrals with coefficients free of €. Explicitly, at one
and two loops one has

1 1),deg-2 1),deg-1
Ir(ni)nm = Ir(ni)n’:g + eIr(ni)n’;fg + (lower degrees), (3.5)
Ir(fi)nm = Ir(fi)rfrng + eIr(fi)r’l(’i;g'?) + €2 Ir(fi)rfrfg_z + (lower degrees) , (3.6)
where 79 ig free from e. Our goal is to compute e 4 terms of master integral
min,n min,n
expansions.
3.1 Maximally transcendental part
The maximally transcendental parts are given by Ir(ii)r’ifga at one loop and Ir(fi)rfrfg"l at two

loops. For simplicity, we will focus on the planar form factors with all particles in adjoint
representation. We will discuss other representations such quarks in QCD in Section 3.3.

3.1.1 One-loop case

We start with the simple one-loop case as a warm-up. For the minimal form factor at the
one-loop level, the interactions involve at most two external legs at one time, thus the only
type of master integrals are one-loop bubble integrals as defined in (A.4):2

1, (i.5) = & — %) 4 o), (3.7

€2 €
The general ansatz of the planar form factor can be given by the summation of the bubble
integrals as:

n

1),deg-2 .
Ir(ni)n,ffg = Z C(z’,z'+1)11(33b(% i+1), (3.8)

i=1
where the external legs are circular as I](Blgb(n, n+1)= I}glgb (n,1), and the similar convention
is also adopted later. The maximally transcendental part of the one-loop minimal form factor
has universal IR divergences (which are determined by the maximally transcendental part of
one-loop Sudakov form factor, see e.g. [39] for a review):

(1),deg-2 B " (1 log(—siit1)
Imin,ng ‘div. - Z <_ - . (39)

2
i=1 € €
Matching the expression of bubble integrals, we find that
C(i,i+1) =-—1. (310)
Therefore the maximally transcendental part of the one-loop minimal form factor is fixed

uniquely as
T2 = NI (i 1), (3.11)

min,n
=1

2We consider gauge theories with all fields being massless in the paper, thus there are no tadpole integrals.
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Figure 4: Master integrals for the two-loop minimal form factors.

3.1.2 Two-loop case

Next, we consider the maximally transcendental part of the two-loop minimal form factor.
In this case, the interactions involve at most three external legs at one time. The two-loop
master integrals for minimal form factors are shown in Figure 4. They are explicitly defined
in Appendix A.

It is convenient to introduce the two-loop density function which involves up to four
external legs {i,j, k, [}, and its most general form can be given as an expansion of master
integrals:

T3, 5) =1 I (i, 5) + el By (5, 411, 5) + e3840 ir §) + eal By (5, 3) |

IEE )(Z7]7 k) =C Iéu)n(%], k) + Cﬁlé]gub(zvj; 7, k) + C7I'(I‘%2(Z7]7 k) + 681*‘([‘];,11}32(27]7 k)
+ Cg[](Btszox(i’j’ k),

Izi2)(i7j7 k7l) :CIOI(g2B)ub(i7j;k7l) ) (312)
where Ig%BOXl (4,7) in 1'2(2) (,7) are need to notice that they contribute to the leading-color
part of Sudakov form factor(n = 2) although which are the non-planar master integrals.
Without loss of generality, we take them into account, and which should be left in the case
of higher points(n > 3).

Then the two-loop ansatz for the planar minimal form factor can be given by the sum-
mation of the above functions as

n n+1
AV (I(z)(z i+ D)+ Li+2)+ Y TP+ 1,4, + 1)) (3.13)
i=1 Jj=i+2

Since we will use IR divergences to constrain the results, we can organize the two-loop
results in terms of two types of building-blocks as

),deg-4
mln ;fg Z .Z'a mln NeY + Z yﬁGmm B (314)
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and we will ask the first part a®

min Ne3

second part G® are IR finite. Note G2 and G

min,3 min,o min,3

to provide the correct IR divergences, and require the

are linear combination of master

integrals.

Constructing building-blocks Gl(m)m o We construct the building-blocks Ggi)n ., such that
they provide the correct infrared dlvergences As reviewed in Section 2.1, the IR divergence

can be captured by the BDS-ansatz function 7?:BDS

mingn which is determined by the one-loop

correction as
2),BDS,deg-4 1),deg-2 ),deg-2
DSt _ L (700052} 1 1@ (IR (20). (3.15)

Note that we keep only the maximally transcendental part of degree 4. As reviewed in Ap-
pendix B, the BDS ansatz and the Catani IR formula have the same maximally transcendental
IR divergences, therefore the discussion with BDS ansatz here will not only apply to N' = 4
SYM but also to general gauge theories. Using the one-loop result (3.11), one can expand
(3.15) as

TGS =S (I (i + IR, G+ 1, +2) = FOIE) (i + 1;26))

min,n
i=1
1 1 .. 1) .. ) ..
3 2 (Hivi 1% + I i + VIS, GG + D) - (3.16)
JAi—1,i,i+1
We can divide the BDS-ansatz function into three parts, and introduce three Gfm)n o functions
to capture their divergences as
2 . . 1 . 1) . .
Gfm)n (G i+ 1,0+ 2)‘011 = Iégb(z i+ 1)]1(3 )b(z +1,i+ 2)|div. ,
G2 (i +1)| 4 = FO (I (i + 1;26)| 4,
2
Gﬁli)n,g(w) = I3 (i 15,5+ 1), (3.17)

where I, (i, + 135,5 + 1) = I8 (6,3 + 1) I, (.5 + 1) with j #i — 1 or i+ 1.
The choice of G](ml)n , and G1(111)n2 is not unique. To pick up a simple solution, we re-
quire that: (1) G

min,1

(1,7, k) have flip symmetry by exchanging external legs p; and py; (2)

Gfii)ng (4,7) only contain the master integrals with two external legs p; and p;; and (3) neither
szi)n 1 (2,4, k) nor G](ml)n 5(%,7) involve the non-planar master integrals II(\?%B ox1- We can then

obtain the following unique combinations
2 . 2) . . L2 N St NP
Gt (123, ) =450, (02 9) + 5 T (00 9) + {Lamuy 02531, 9)
. 1 .
+ I](thszox(Z’]’ k) o 5 '(I‘2%2(27]7 k) + (pi s pk) )
2 .. 1 (2 . 2) . .
ani)n,2(z7]) - <§L_([‘];>ub0(l’]) + Iéu)n(z’j)> : (318)
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Constructing building-blocks éfl)lnﬁ Next, we consider all possible building-blocks

égl)n 3 which are infrared finite. By considering all possible combinations of master inte-

grals, it is not hard to find that there are two independent blocks of égi)fgg'él which can be
given as
~(2),deg-4,. ~ 1.2 . 2 .. 2 N~ 92 .
(;r(ni)n,lg (27«7) :illgl%Boxl(Z’j) + I(SIB)ub(Z?j;Z?]) + 11[éu)n(zh7) + 51&‘]%ub0(27«7)
Gt o), 3.19)
G (6,.0) =13, 0,531,9) + 4150, (6.5) = (6 & ) = ~12C3log ( k) +0(e).
J

It is worthwhile noticing that all the master integrals occurred in (3.19) are range-two integrals
that involve only two external legs. There are some considerations when we define the above

two functions:

1) égl)ndle &4 contains the non-planar integrals Iﬁ?%BOXl(i j). For planar minimal form factor
with n > 3, II(\I%Boxl (i,7) will not contribute, thus the block Gfm)ndleg 4

particular, the color factor of the non-planar topologies will vanish for the n = 3 case
with external particles in adjoint representation (such as three-gluon).

will not occur. In

2) Gfu)nd;g 4(z J, k) is anti-symmetric by exchanging the external momenta p; and pg. Such
building blocks will vanish if their coefficients are free from kinematics invariants and
the form factor has the symmetry of flipping p; <> pir or cyclicly permuting external

momentum, the later will then be explained.

Full form factor. Now we can give the form factor results in terms of the above two types
of building blocks.
For general n > 3 minimal form factors, the infrared structure (3.16) require the following

form

e 1 . . .
Ir(m)ndng ! Z 5 (Ggi)nﬁ(z Z) + anl)n 3(Z «7 ) + Z (Gmln 1(17 L+ 17 v+ 2) - Ggi)n,2(z7 v+ 1))
j;éi—l,i,i—l—l i=1

+ Z <y1 i mmdfg 4(2 i+ 1)+ ZGgl)ndzeg 4(@ i+ 1,0+ 2)) (3.20)

where yg; are parameters which can be fixed to be 0 for the following cases. For planar
minimal form factors, as mentioned Gfu)ndfg *
master integrals, thus y; ; are zero. The maximally transcendental part of the minimal form
factor has constant coefficients, moreover the form factors of operators tr(¢™) and tr((Fy,)")
have the symmetry of cycling external particles, which require all y»; must be the same,
in such case the summation of émimg(i,z‘ + 1,7 4 2) will vanish, thus one has also y2; = 0.
Actually, with some simple argument of unitarity cuts, one can show that this is also true for

general minimal form factors; we will discuss this more in Section 3.3.

cannot occur since they contain non-planar
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For the n = 2 Sudakov form factor, the master integrals with three external particles do
not contribute, thus only building-blocks G2dee- Y(1,2), G(2>’d0g'4( 2), and G2):dee- Y(1,2)

min,2 min,3 min,1
can appear, the last one contains the non-planar master integrals I&%Boxl(i, j) which are
necessary. By matching the infrared structure (3.16) at n = 2:

TPt = 2 (10), i+ 1P = FO(IS (ivi + 1;26) ) (3.21)
we obtain
Ir(m)nd2eg ! _Zanl)n 3(1 2) o 2Gqu)n 2(1 2) + %o Gfm)ndgg 4(17 2) (322)
5
—2(1+ o) [ (1,2:1,2) + (1 N ;/o) 12 (1,9

+ 2+ 1yo) o (1,2) + D {p0a (1,2),

Sun

with the single unfixed parameter 1y, which in principle can be fixed by a unitarity cut. Later
in Section 4, we will show the parameter gy can also be fixed by considering the collinear and
the ¢2 — 0 limits of two-loop three-point form factor, which gives yo = 2.

Remainder functions. The above discussion is about the coefficients of the master inte-
grals and provides the maximally transcendental part to all orders in €. Below we focus on

(2)7d0g'4

minn > which can be compared
b

the finite order and consider the funite remainder function R
with the known results in literature.
We first compute the building blocks that compose the remainder:

.. . Sij Sy Si .
Gfii)n,l(zv% k) I](Blzb(z 3)11(3113})( k) :T4 ( ! 7ﬂ7 —k> + ('L — k’) + O(E) )

Sijk  Sijk Sijk

G2 o(i.9) — FO(IS) 6, 4:2€) = — 3¢ + O(e) . (3.23)
where Ty(u,v,w) is defined as

Ty(u,v,w) =G(1 —u,1 —u,1,0,w) (3.24)

_Li4(u)—Li4(1—u)+Li4<u_1> L12<uu> <1Z—UU>
— log(u) <Lig <1ﬁu>+ng +L13 <ww >>
() o) ()

+ Lig(u) <log(w) log <1;_u> + %log2 <1 ; u>>
~log(u) <log2(1 — ?2L) log (£) B log?’(:l)) —u) log‘;(w))
= log?(u) <log(U)610g(v) N logzg(w) ., log(1— ;) log(w) log;iU)>
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1 1—-u 1—-w 1
— G =log? [ —— ) +1 log [ —— ) — = log? 1 — (.
G2 (2 0g < . > + log(u) log ( ” > 5 log (u)> + Gzlog(u) — G
Therefore, we can define the density function R(2) deg- 4(2, J, k) as
(2)7deg_4 —
R (1,2,3) = Tu(u, v, w) + Tu(w,v,u) + 3¢ . (3.25)
The result is consistent with the known results [7, 74]. The planar minimal form factors with
tr(¢™) are

REMAES = N T RPCE (i 11,0+ 2). (3.26)
i=1
Finally, we consider the form factor results for the special n = 2,3 cases. The n = 2
Sudakov form factor is [77]
R(2) deg-4 __ 6C4 _ yOC4 — 4C4 , (327)

min,2

where yo = 2 is used. The n = 3 minimal form factor of tr(¢*) has a compact form as

ROMAES =R 454 (1,2,3) + RP I (2,3,1) + RP¥(3,1,2) (3.28)
3. uv 3 . U 3.
:ZLM (_E) ~3 log(w)Lis —;) — §L14(u)
+ 3—1210g2(u) (log?(u) + log?(v) + log?(w) — 4log(v) log(w))

+ gCg (5 log?(u) — 2log(v) log(w)) + %Cg log(u) + %Q + (full perm.(u, v, w)) .

3.2 Lower transcendentality parts

The above discussion can be generalized to lower transcendentality parts. We will show that
a similar procedure will explain the universal building blocks of transcendentality degree-3
and degree-2 functions for QCD minimal form factors observed in [13].

We will focus on the two-loop case. To apply the infrared structure, we consider again
the BDS function Z'2:2P5:3

min,n

2 I(l) ()I(l),deg—(a—b)()

D S HOOINIE 2, (3:29)
b=a—2
where full Ir(m)n]iDS is decomposed similarly as (3.4) as
BDS Z 2L— at BDS dega (330)

a=2L

3Here we use BDS ansatz for the ' = 4 case. In the case of QCD, one can use Catani subtraction, as
explained in Appendix B.
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We also assume the lower transcendentality part of one-loop form factor are known as
1),deg-a 1 (1)
mlnn ZC Bub Z i+ 1) + €Z 511,1 ) (331)

where Z; (1) represents the possible UV renormalization constant which contributes only in
degree-1 part. One can see that the BDS function 7(?)BDS deg-a

mln n
similar to (3.16). Therefore, the degree-a part of the form factor can be expressed as

deg-a .
00 = S () i)+ 6 0]
jAi— 1,i,i+1

consists of bubbles integrals

+ Z ( az az-i—l ml)n 1(27’5’ + 17Z' + 2) ( )Gl(lfl)n 2(Z’i + 1)) + (Uv-pal“t)

+Zy Gihdeen (3.32)

min,3

where the first two lines capture the full divergences and the UV-part contains terms de-

1)

, we will not discuss the latter in detail here. The remaining problem is to

construct the concrete form of the building-blocks égi)r’ldgg_a, which can be determined by

(2 ) deg a 2L—a

pending on ZZ-(

requiring that G starting at the order of O(¢2~2L) because of the factor ¢

Addltlonally, the first and second summations in LHS of (3.32) will not contribute to the

finite remainder. These terms in the complete form factor result will be multiplied by a factor

€2~ where a < 4, thus they will only contribute to the O(e) part of the remainder. Thus

(2),deg-a
min,

and the UV part, the latter is trivially determined by the one-loop result. In other words,

the lower transcendental part of the finite remainder will only depend on the G part

only some special function blocks will appear in the remainder, we will give them as follows.
For transcendentality degree-3, there are

Gt (1) =Gy (1,7 = O(),

min,1 min,1
2),deg-3 6¢3
Crms™(0.) =Tipp (6,338,3) + 4150, (0, 5) = =2 + O(),

~ eg- . . .o . Sij
GRS,k =I03) + 5 Teliod) — (6 0 1) = ~210g (2] 4 (@),
J

~(2),deg-3 /. . 2 .. 2) . . 2 . 2 .
Grotit™ (6,3, k) =B (6,3, k) + I3 (4, k) = Iopoe (ks ,8) = I50, (i)
1 ; i
S ( , Sk Sk) +0(), (3.33)

€ Smk Smk Sijk

where T3(u,v,w) occurs in [13],

Lis(1— ) - Li Lrog (272 ) 1062 (0) — uoy s
T3 (u,v,w) =Li3 (1 — v) ng(u)—|—2log< ” )log (v) Cglog<w>+610g (w)

() g () st (75
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+%]0g( )10g<1“’ >lg<1ﬁu>+(u<—>v)>. (3.34)

For transcendentality degree-2, there are

GOSE (0, j) =G 0,5) = 07,

GENSE(1,5) =GNE 1,5) = (7Y,

GINEE ,5) =GUhSE k) = O(e7),
G, 5) =212, .9) + 1 a(iod) = 2 + O,

2),deg-2 /. . 2 2 .y 1 Sij -
GI(TII)H Sg ( k) Iéu)n( ) +[&‘]%ub2(k7‘771) - _6_2T2, <8Jk> i O(E 1)7
ij

e . .o 1 Sij
) =) = 57 (24, 22 ) oy 035
sl]k‘ Sijk

where T4 (u) and T5(u,v) occur in reference [13],

Ty(u) =Lig(1 — u) + %logz(u) ,
Ts(u,v) =Lig(1 — u) + Lig(1 — v) + log(u) log(v) — (o . (3.36)

We will not discuss the building blocks for transcendentality degree-1 and degree-0 be-
cause there are too many possibilities of building blocks for these parts; however, they consist
only of log(—s;;) and rational functions that depend on kinematics.

3.3 Universal transcendentality structures

In previous subsections, we impose the constraints that form factors should have the cor-
rect universal IR divergences. We will show that the remaining degrees of freedom can be
classified by functions that are free from IR divergences, such as égl)n 5 in (3.19). In this
subsection, we will further determine these remaining degrees of freedom by applying uni-
tarity cuts. We will show that the minimal form factors in NV = 4 SYM and QCD theories
will have the same maximally transcendental parts, and moreover, they also contain universal
lower transcendentality building blocks up to simple logarithm functions and Riemann zeta
numbers.?

One-loop case. Let us consider first the one-loop case. We show in Section 3.1.1 that by
matching the universal IR divergence, it is enough to fix the maximally transcendental part.

In this way, we arrive at the conclusion that maximally transcendental one-loop corrections
I(l),deg—2

minn  Are universal in different theories and for different operators (up to a simple change

of color factors, see discussion below). We stress again that this is due to the fact that the
maximally transcendent part of one-loop IR divergence is the same for general gauge theories.

4Our discussion for the lower transcendental part is for the bare form factors. The UV renormalization will
only modify the log and rational functions up to two-loop order.
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Figure 6: Unitarity cuts which are same for two-loop minimal form factors in gauge theories.

Now we will use a different argument based on unitarity cuts which will not only constrain
the maximally transcendental but also lower transcendental parts. Considering the double cut
in Figure 5, which is enough to determine the full coefficient of I]élu)b(i’ j). The cut integrand
is

FO) s =l o, )AL (I, 1, 5) (3.37)

where the tree-level form factor ]-'((9(27”(.., —l1, —ls,..) are non-zero only if the types of internal

particles I; and [y are the same as external particles ¢ and j, namely, it must be a minimal
form factor. To be more concrete, we consider minimal form factors in ' =4 SYM and QCD
with operators that contain only gluon and quark (or gluino) fields. Then it should be clear
that the kinematic parts of the cut integrands (3.37) are the same for N' =4 SYM and QCD,
and the difference only appears in the color factors that involve fermions: since the fermion is
in adjoint representation in N'= 4 SYM while being fundamental in QCD. In this case, one
can identify the two results if one converts the quark representation in QCD results from the

fundamental to the adjoint. For the one-loop correction function 7w

minns bhis can be achieved
e

by a simple replacement for the quadratic Casimir as Cp — C4.

Two-loop case. In previous two subsections, we find that after the IR constraints, the
remaining degrees of freedom for the two-loop minimal form factors are related to functions
G2desa gy, (3.19), (3.33), and (3.35). For the maximally transcendental part, since the blocks

min, 3
G’fﬁi);ldf &4 contain non-planar integrals, they will not contribute if we focus on the planar form
(2),d0g—4
min,2

also vanish. Below we would like to apply unitarity cuts to prove the universality of these

factors. We have also argued that if the form factor has cyclic symmetry, the terms G

functions in general gauge theories, including also the lower transcendental parts.
We first consider the maximally transcendental parts and focus on the planar form factor

for simplicity. To fix the coefficients of égi)f;g_ﬁ‘, one can consider the double-cut (a) in
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Figure 6 which can determine the coefficients of I C%)ub (i,4:4,7).> The cut integrand is

FS) o=l o)A (1,11 ) (3.38)
— A2 ) X [f(goj,mm(...,—11,—12,...)A§°)(12,11,z',j)] + (lower trans.).

We stress that only the first term in the second line contributes to maximally transcendental
part, in which we have used the universality of one-loop results. In particular, the universal

one-loop correction function Ir(ii)r’ld:ga(. .., —l1,—la,...) contributes only if the internal par-

ticles [y and [y are the same types from external particles ¢ and j. In addition, the terms

in the square brackets provide the same one-loop cut integrand (3.37). These show that the

coefficients of double-bubble masters [ (g2B)ub (,7;1,7) are the same for general operators in gen-

(2)7deg'4
min,2
symmetry, they also vanish in form factors of general operators. For two-loop minimal form

eral gauge theories. Since we know that G blocks are zero for form factors with cyclic
factors in NV = 4 SYM and QCD, their maximally transcendental parts are equivalent by a
similar change of color factors for fermions, as discussed in the one-loop case.

Next we use unitarity-cut argument to derive constraints on the lower transcendental
parts. Consider the triple-cut (b) in Figure 6 with the cut integrand given as

FS inlee o=l —lo, —l3, . )AY (I3, 1o, 11, i, 4, k) (3.39)
which are able to detect all range-3 master integrals I, éi)n(z, J k), II(3213bB ox (87, k), [%%ubz (1,7, k),

and 1%2%2(2', j,k). Since the tree form factor in the cut must be the minimal form factor

(otherwise it is zero), the internal particles for the cut legs {l1,1l2,l3} are the same types as
external particles {i, j, k}. Similar to the one-loop case, this implies that this cut computation
is the same also for A/ = 4 SYM and QCD.% if we change the color factors for fermions
accordingly like Cr — C4. Thus the coefficients of all range-3 master integrals in a bare
form factor will be the same for the two theories, and the results only differ by the range-2
master integrals, which depend only on logarithm functions and Riemann zeta numbers. In
particular, in the finite remainder, the function blocks T5(u, v, w), Ta(u,v) and Ty(u) ((3.34)
and (3.36)) for the lower transcendental parts must be the same for ' =4 SYM and QCD,
as observed in [12, 13].

4 Two-loop three-point form factor of tr(F?)

In this section, we consider three-point form factor of O = tr(F?):

Fo,3 = /dDa:e_iq'x<p1 p2 p3|O2(2)|0) . (4.1)

®The other block C:‘Efi)ffg'zl contains also Ic(é)ub(i, J;1,7). By doing the full-color double-cut Figure 6(a), one
can also fix the non-planar corrections. Our following arguments also apply to such cases.

6Strictly speaking, the lower transcendentality part of this cut can be different in A" = 4 SYM and QCD
because of different regularization-scheme choices. But it can be shown that T3, Th, and T3 terms are not
affected by choices of schemes.
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This is a next-to-minimal form factor, and whose collinear limits will provide new important
constraints. Moreover, this form factor is equivalent to the Higgs-plus-three-parton ampli-
tudes in the heavy top mass limit by integrating out the heavy top quark [23-27, 78, 79].
The full two-loop QCD corrections were obtained in [6], and the result in AV = 4 SYM was
obtained in [5]. It turns out that the maximally transcendental parts of the results in QCD
and ' =4 SYM satisfy [5, 12]:

FN e (1,2,8) = Fp3 4 (19,29, 39) = FOAR (19,21, 39) o (4.2)
for L = 1,2. One main goal of this section is to provide a proof for the relation (4.2). Here
in N = 4 SYM theory, £ is the chiral Lagrangian which contains tr(F?) as a component,
see e.g. [80, 81].7 For our discussion of the maximally transcendental part, it is enough
to focus on tr(F?) since other components in the supermultiplet have only contribution of
lower transcendentality. Since the field strength operator can be decomposed as self-dual and
anti-self-dual parts as

1 -~ L
tr (B F™) = [tr(Fapg %) + tr(Fy 3 FOP)] (4.3)

for simplicity (and without loss of generality), in the following discussion we will take the
operator as the self-dual part Oy = tr(F,gF @8). The minimal two-point tree-level form
factors is ]-"((902)(1_, 27) = (12)2.

As a brief outline, in Section 4.1, we will show that the constraints from IR together with
collinear limits can fix the form factor in N/ = 4 up to the two-loop order. In Section 4.2, we

consider further the form factors in QCD, and together with the use of unitarity cuts for the
f(l)vQCD

or(F2) (19,27 39) case, then the relations (4.2) can be proven.

4.1 Bootstrapping the N =4 form factor

As a warm-up, we consider the form factors of stress-tensor supermultiplet in N' = 4 super-
Yang-Mills theory, which are uniformly transcendental with weight 2L at L loops. The loop
correction I((9L2)73 can be defined by factorizing out the tree-level form factor from the loop-level
as

F6)5(1,2,3) = F§) 157)5(1,2,3). (4.4)

and I&)g are functions depending on three Mandelstam variables {s12, so23, $13}.

4.1.1 One-loop case

1)

At one loop, I((92’3 can be expanded in terms of 7 master integrals as

I((Dlz),?) :clllgltzb(lv 2) + 62[}(31)b(27 3) + 63[}(3113b(17 3) + 0411(3113b(17 2,3)

u

"The chiral Lagrangian belongs also to the larger stress-tensor supermultiplet which is half-BPS. We mention
that the same maximally transcendental function was also found in the two-loop three-point form factor of
the non-BPS Konishi operator in /' =4 SYM [82].
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+ s (1,2,3) + eI (2,3, 1) + er I3 (3,1,2) . (4.5)
First, the infrared structure for one-loop takes an uniform form as

70 3 log(—si2) + log(—s23) + log(—s13)

Zp, 3 Ro @ + ; . (4.6)
By requiring that the infrared part of (4.5) to match (4.6), one finds the coefficients should
satisfy
3 1
642—5(614—62—1—63—1—3), C5:—Z(C1+CQ—C3+1),
66:—3(—614-624-634-1), 672—2(61—62—1—63—1—1). (4.7)

Next we consider the constraints of the collinear limits. In the linear limit ps || p1 || (p1 +
p3) = pj, one has

s13 — 0¢°, s12 = 2%, so3 = (1—2z—08)q?, (4.8)

where ¢? = (p1 +p2 +p3)? = (P} +p2)?, 0 < z < 1 is a finite number and § < 1. As discussed
in Section 2.1, using (2.2), the three-point form factor in the limit satisfies

]_-((912)73(3’1’2 p1llp3 Z[ 3h3 1h1)]:(1) ( /0’2) —|—Sp(_l()7(3h3,1h1)]:((902)’2(1/0,2)] ) (49)

Since only Fo, 2(1'~,27) is non-zero, after subtracting the tree factors, one obtains

1 MT
16(912)3 L I((92)2(P17P2) +7‘H (s13,2) , (4.10)
where T = o7 (P} is the k inimal two-point fi fact q PMT
02 = Bub (P1:p2) is the known minimal two-point form factor, and r; is the

splitting function given in (2.5). Explicitly, the form factor in the collinear limit is given by

1 piles, 3 log(6) + 3log(—g¢?) + log(1 — 2) + log(2)
To)s = — 3+ -

—log(6) (log(—¢?) + log(1 — z) + log(z)) — %logQ(é)
+log(~¢*)(~og(1 — 2) ~ log(2)) — 5 log’(~¢?)

+ % (— log?(1 — z) — log?(z) + 2log(2) log(1 — z) + G) .

(4.11)

By using the ansatz expression (4.5) for 182)73, and requiring its collinear limit to match with
(4.11), the coefficients in (4.5) can be fixed to be
Coy = C1, 63:1, 642—61—2, 652—%, CGZ—%, 672—3, (4.12)
leaving one parameter ¢y unfixed. Note that we only use one collinear limit, the other collinear
limits p3 || p2 and ps || p1 can be further considered, which will give ¢; = 1.
To summarize, the infrared structure and the collinear limits are enough to fix the one-

loop form factor uniquely as

1
To) 5 = I15),(1,2) — 1) (1,2,3) — 511(310))((1, 2,3) + (cyclic perm.(1,2,3)) . (4.13)
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:E k

Figure 7: Integral topologies of maximal number of propagators for the two-loop three-point

form factor.

4.1.2 Two-loop case

At two loops, there are in general 89 master integrals, the integral topologies with maximal
number of propagators, which are enough to cover all the master integrals we need, are shown
in Figure 7. Then ansatz for the maximally transcendental part can be generally written as

T6)s =erlion(1,2) + 2l (1,2:3) + eal g (1,2) + sl (1,2:1,2) (4.14)
eI (1,21,2,3) + 6611 (1,2,3:1,2,3) + ¢ I8 1 1(1,2,3)

+ el Bun(1:2,3) + ol (1,2,3) + eroli (1,2,3) + ennligy, (1,2,3)

+ 6121’%2%2(1 2 3) + 6131&‘2]%0)(0(1 2 3) + Cl4[]§3xBub(1 2 3) + 61511(3u)bB0X0(1’ 2’

+ Clﬁ[]%u)bBox(1 2 3) + 6171513)0)(13,(1 2 3) + Cl8[(§B)OX1b(1 2 3) + 01911(\1’1‘}30;(1(1,

3)

2)
+ C2OI1£11)“BOX2(17 2,3) + 62111(\1'%B0x3a(17 2,3) + 62211(\1'%B0x3b(17 2,3) + 62311(\I2dB0x1a( 1,2,3)
t ool an(1,2,3) + a5 T 50 0n (1, 2,3) + a6 I ron (1,2, 3) + (full perm.(1,2,3))

where the parameters ¢; in ansatz can be solved by imposing constraints. We comment that
some master integrals have symmetry of the external momentum, thus there are only 89
independent master integrals and parameters.

As we emphasized, all these master integrals are pure UT integrals with uniform tran-
scendentality degree-4 and the explicit definitions are given in Appendix A. Their expressions
were obtained in [83, 84] as two-dimensional harmonic polylogarithms which depend on Man-
delstam variables {s12, s23, s13}, plugging them into our ansatz (4.14), we can obtain the
form factor expression in powers of €, which starts from e=%. We can apply the constraints to
solve for the coefficients of the ansatz in (4.14).

(2)

First, we consider the form factor Fous has the symmetry of cycling external momentum,

.7-"((922)73(1)1,])2,])3) = .7:((922)’3(])2,])3, p1). The symmetry will reduce the number of parameters from
89 to 24.
To apply further physical constraints, we consider the BDS ansatz function

I((922),3 BDS — <I((912) (E)) +f@(e) (92)3(26) (4.15)

As reviewed in Section 2.1, the BDS ansatz (using only one-loop data) provides the divergent
part of 1/€™,m = 4,3,2,1. By matching with our ansatz (4.14), the number of parameters
is reduced to 13.
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Furthermore, the finite remainder obtained by subtracting the BDS ansatz part has the
collinear limits

2 2 2 Di H pj 2
Rgoi?) = I((92),3 - I((92),3,BDS - Rﬁg) (4.16)

272 ?
where p; and p; can be any pair of momentum, and the Sudakov form factor result Rggz =

(6 —y0)(4 is given in Section 3, here we take yg as an input known parameter. The limit can
be calculated with the series of two-dimensional harmonic polylogarithms, or by evaluating
the master integrals with a very small s;; = dq® with § < 1 in high-precision. After applying
all three collinear limits, there is only one parameter unfixed.

After this step, we can organize the form factor result in the following form

73 =GP + 5GP + GO (4.17)

where ¢’ is the unfixed parameter, and each function on the RHS can be expanded by master
integrals as

2
G =1 (1,2:1,2,3) + §I§2B)ub(1, 2,3;1,2,3) — 315 . (1,2,3) (4.18)
1 (9 1 2 1 o 1 (2
+ 5l ms0x0(1:2:3) + 5 L8010 (1:2:3) 3 iBnan (1. 2,3) + £ Midpona(1,2,3)

1 (2 1 (2 11 (9 11 (9
502 (1,2,3) = 1IN poan (1:2:3) = I (1,2,3) = - 15,(1,2)

7 1 1 5
+ nggum(l, 2,3) + 5[}2%0(1, 2,3) — Z[%T)l(l, 2,3) + 11%)2(1, 2,3) + (full permute),

2)

13 3 1
(1,2) + =12 (1,2,3) + 5J}Bubl(l, 2,3) — Z1}2%1(1, 2,3) (4.19)

3 Sun

Sun

@ _3,;0
G5 1
1.2 5 1.2 .
— S 10a(1,2:3) = 2o (1,2,3) + S10,,(1,2,3:1,2,3)
1 3 .
— ZIIE?%BOX%(L 2,3) + ZIISIZ%BOX%(L 2,3) + (cyclic perm.(1,2,3)),

G =11, (1,2:1,2) — 1,,(1,2,3;1,2,3) + %1(2) (1,2) - 131§,

Sun

(1,2,3) (4.20)

Sun

5 (2 9 (2 3 (2 3 (o 15 (9
+ 5 1 Buo(1:2) = 5131 (1,2,3) + 159 (1,2,3) + S157,(1,2,3) + T I735(1,2,3)

1 3 9
+ §I§%BOX1(1, 2) + Z11(5%30)(3&(1, 2,3) — Zflg?%Boxgb(l, 2,3) + (cyclic perm.(1,2,3)),

where the building-block G is finite and vanishes in the collinear limits, thus it is uncon-

)

strained by infrared structure and collinear limit. The function Gf is infrared finite and has

collinear limit behavior as ng) — —Ca + O(e) for any p; || p;.

We note that the building-block G contains the nonplanar master integrals 11&2%]3 ox1 (8:7),
which cannot occur in two-loop three-point cases since its color factor is zero when the par-
ticles are adjoint representation. This gives ¢ = 0. Then the parameters in ansatz are all
fixed. We summarize the above process of applying constraints in Table 1.

Finally, we comment on the input parameter gy, which is introduced by the Sudakov form

factor. Interestingly, supposing we do not know its value, which can be fixed by requiring
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Constraints ‘ Remaining parameters afterwards

Starting ansatz 89
Symmetry(cycles) 24
IR 11
Collinear limit 1
Color factor structure

Table 1: Solving ansatz via various constraints for two-loop three-point tr(¢?).

that the form factor .7-"((922) 3 has a smooth limit behavior when ¢*> — 0. Let us explain how this
works. It is not hard to see that for each of many master integrals, the e-expansion series are

divergent when taking ¢ — 0. For example, Iéi)n(l, 2,3) contains the logarithm terms as
2 _ log™(—q
1) (1,2,3) o () > =Y %e’“. (4.21)
k=0 ’

Some of harmonic polylogarithms contained in other master integrals also diverge logarith-
mically in the limit. Therefore, the smooth limit behavior of ¢> — 0 provides non-trivial
constraints on the form factor: these logarithmic divergences from different master integrals
should cancel with each other in the full form factor result. One can study the above limit
by taking the series expansion analytically, or an alternative way is to apply Cauchy’s con-
vergence test which equivalent to the smooth limit: for any positive number 7, there should
always exist d > 0, such that the following inequality holds for 0 < |z;| < 0 and 0 < |za| < J:

)], - (02)

There is easy to be implemented numerically, and in this way, one obtains constraints on the

<. (4.22)

7=z

master coefficients. We mention that the limit of ¢ = s13 + s23 + 513 — 0 implies that some
si; must be positive, so it is not possible to stay in the Euclidean region (with all s;; < 0)
in the limit, and proper analytical continuation is required. By applying this constraint, one
can find that yo = 2, which is consistent with the known result.

4.2 Understanding maximal transcendentality principle

Now we consider the form factors in QCD. Unlike the N' = 4 case where there is only
one supersymmetric form factor, in QCD one needs to distinguish three types of external
particles, which are (17,27,37), (17,27,3%) and (19,27,37) [6]. We will only focus on their
maximally transcendental parts and prove the relations of maximal transcendentality (4.2).
We first consider the bootstrap constraints and then apply also the unitarity-cut arguments.

Bootstrap constraints. The three types of external particles have different physical con-
straints:
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External particles ‘ (17,27,37) ‘ (17,27,3%) ‘ (19,29,37) ‘

Constraints Remaining parameters
Starting ansatz 7 7 7
IR 4 4
Collinear limit 0 0 1

Table 2: Bootstrap for one-loop form factors of tr(F2).

e The configuration (17,27,37) has full S3 permutational symmetries as the N' =4 SYM
form factor, and thus the constraints one can use in this case are identical to the case
of N =4 SYM.

e The case (17,27,3") in QCD has only the sub-symmetry of S3 by exchanging p; and
p2. The collinear limits are also different, and one can only take ps || ps or p1 || ps.
(Recall that we focus on the self-dual operator Oy = tr(F,zF*?), and the collinear

p1 || p2 is zero in the limit since ]-"((902)(1’1, 3T =0.)

e For the (17,27,37) and (17,27,3") cases, an analysis of color factor for Feynman
diagrams shows that only the pure gluon configurations contribute the leading N2 color
parts, and they have no N.-subleading corrections. In particular, the fifth topology
in Figure 7 has zero color factors which means that the non-planar master integrals

(2) (2) (2) : :
IyTBoxt> INTBox2a @A INTRoxop Will nOt contribute.

e The (19,27,37) case has least constraints: there is no symmetry property to use and

the only collinear limit constraint is p; || p2.8

e Finally, one can apply the condition that form factors should have a smooth limit when
¢*> — 0. This will be automatically satisfied for the first two configurations but provide
non-trivial constraints for the (19,27,37) case.

Since the bootstrap procedures are similar to the N' = 4 case in the previous subsection, we
will not go into details but only summarize the main steps in Table 2 and Table 3, for one
and two loops respectively.

We can see that all parameters in the cases (17,27,37) and (17,27,3") can be fixed with
the constraints. We would like to stress that the bootstrap constraints are theory-independent,
therefore the maximally transcendental parts of form factors }'EYL&,Q)&(l_, 27,3%) for L =1,2
should be the same for general gauge theories. On the other hand, for the (1%,2%7,37) case,
there is one parameter left that is not fixed by IR and collinear constraints at one loop, and
there are 11 parameters left at two loops as shown in Table 3. Below we show that with the

unitarity-cut method, its maximally transcendental part can be also proved to be universal.

8The form factor F(©(19,27,37) = (23)2/(12) is non-zero by taking the limit p; || p3. However, to apply
the factorization property (2.2), the collinear limit requires a physical pole, which does not exist in the above
limit.
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External particles ‘ (17,27,37) ‘ (17,27,3%) ‘ (19,29,37) ‘

Constraints Remaining parameters
Starting ansatz 89 89 89
Symmetry 24 53 89
IR 11 21 48
Collinear limit 1 ) 21
Color factor 0 2 21
Smooth light-like limit of ¢ 0 0 11

Table 3: Bootstrap for two-loop form factors of tr(F?).

~(0=05

Figure 8: A unitarity cut for the one-loop form factor F() (12,27, 37).

Figure 9: The QCD Feynman diagram that contributes to the fifth topology in Figure 7.

Unitarity-cut for the (19,29,37) case. Below we would like to show that the QCD result
is equivalent to the A/ = 4 result for (19,29,37) case by converting QCD quarks from the
fundamental to the adjoint representation. Note that due to supersymmetry, the A’ = 4 SYM
result is the same for all possible choices of external states, this is then enough to prove (4.2).

To determine this remaining parameter at one loop, one can use the unitarity cut shown
in Figure 8. Actually, there is no need to perform this computation, since this cut is the same
for N'=4 SYM and QCD if one changes the quadratic Casimir Cr — C4 in QCD. Thus we
prove the relations in (4.2) at one loop.

The two-loop case is less trivial. We first recall that the fifth topology in Figure 7 has
zero color factors for adjoint particles, therefore, when we convert quarks to be adjoint, the
non-planar master integrals I&Z%Boxl, IISIZ'%BOXZa and 11&2%]3 ox2b, Can not contribute. The related
Feynman diagram contribution in QCD is shown in Figure 9. Its color factor can be computed
as

t3:(Ca — Cp)(Ca — 2CE)(T%),” (4.23)

11

which indeed vanishes when taking Cr — C'4. In this way, one can eliminate 6 parameters
that are relate to these non-planar master integrals.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 10: Unitarity cuts for the two-loop form factor F() (12,27, 37).

For the remaining 5 parameters, we will apply the unitarity cuts in Figures 10 to fix the
related five master integrals as follows:

cut-(a) : I3)(1,2,3;1,2,3),
cut-(b) : 1,(3,1,2), I{0,(2:3.1),
cut-(c) : I71(1,2:3),  Iipa(3,1,2).
The cut-(a) is universal for general gauge theory since the cut legs can be only gluons. On

the other hand, the cut-(b) and (c) are more complicated, since the cut legs {l1,l2} can have
different particle configurations. For example, the cut-(b) integrand in N' =4 SYM is:

2
/H d4mi~’r((902),éleV(_lg7 _ZZ)AELO)7MHV(1w7 la, lh, lg)AgtO)’MHVQw? 3g7 lg7 =1, _12) ) (4'24)
i=1

where the fermionic integration corresponds to sum I; over all possible super-states in the

N = 4 on-shell superfield [85]:
A B
7 nn
() = g+ (1) + 0" Pall) + —;

More explicitly, (4.24) can be expanded as

eacpn’nPn®
30

dap(l) + WP +n'n*nnt g-(1). (4.25)

0 0 ) ) 0 b
‘E(D2)72( lgv lZ)Ai)(1w,l;ﬂ/g,li]/w,lg)./4§ )(2w=3g=lﬁ7 li]/w7 l;ﬁ/g)
0 0 ¢ 40 0 ) o/ b/

The configuration in the first line contains only gluon and gluino states, thus they will map
to the QCD result by converting color factors of fermions accordingly. The second line in
(4.26), however, involves the scalar particles which are special for the N’ = 4 SYM theory.
To have the maximally transcendental principle, it is crucial that the scalar configuration
have not any leading transcendental contribution. An explicit calculation shows that the
configuration involving scalars indeed do not contribute to the maximally transcendental
part. The case of cut-(c) is similar. Therefore, all the configurations that contribute to
maximally transcendental parts are the same for A/ = 4 SYM and QCD, and if one changes
the quadratic Casimir Cr — C'4 in QCD, the QCD form factor result is the same as that of
N =4 SYM in the case (17,29,37).
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5 Two-loop four-point form factor of tr(£?)

In this section, we consider further two-loop four-point form factor of length-three operators:
Fo34 = /dD!EB_iq'x@l p2p3 pa|O3(2)[0) .

The case of tr(¢?) form factor has been obtained by bootstrapping recently in [28]. In this
paper we will compute a similar form factor which contains a length-three operator tr(F?)
and four external on-shell gluon states, defined concretely as

ftr(FS)A ::ftr(FS)A(l_a2_73_74+;Q) (51)
= / dPxe™ 0 (g_(p1)g—(p2)g- (p3) g+ (pa) [t (F2) (2)[0) .

As in the previous three-point form factor, this form factor can be understood as the Higgs-
plus-four-gluon scattering amplitudes in the Higgs EFT with a dimension-six operator. Unlike
tr(¢3), the operator tr(F?3) is non-BPS in N/ = 4 SYM, thus the form factor also receives
contribution from lower transcendental parts in A/ =4 SYM. In this paper, we will focus on
the maximal transcendental part. We will first consider the form factors in ' =4 SYM and
pure YM, and we apply bootstrap strategy to obtain the maximally transcendental parts up
to two loops in Section 5.1-5.3. Then we will discuss the correspondence between QCD and
N = 4 results in Section 5.4. We finally discuss the connection between form factors of tr(F?)
and tr(¢%) in Section 5.5.

5.1 Ansatz of the form factor up to two loops

We define the maximally transcendental part of the loop corrections I&;ﬁg}; as

(L),M.T. _ (0) (L),M
Faroya = Futroa Lgroys o (5.2)
in which the tree-level result takes the simple form as
12)(23)(31)?
Fo - (12)@23)(31)7 53)

tr(F3),4 <34> <41>

Our goal is to compute the loop corrections in terms of master integral expansion:
(L)
tr(F3 Z Li I (54)

L)

independent of dimensional parameter e.

Since we choose IZ-( as pure UT integrals of transcendentality 2L, the coefficients x; are

Unlike the discussion in previous sections, there is a major complication for the four-point
form factor studied here, namely, the master coefficients will have non-trivial dependence on
kinematics factors as z; = ), ¢; oBq, where B, are kinematic factors. We will classify the
possible B, factors.
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First, since the tree factor has been factorized out, the B, factors must carry no helicity
weight, in other words, they can only be functions of cross ratios of spinor products, or
Mandelstam s;; variables. Inspired by result of the four-point form factor of tr(¢?) [28], we
can assume that the factor B, can be expressed with only the cross ratios of angle brackets,

which take the following form
(i) (kL)

- 5.5
R )
The appropriate basis of cross ratios can be selected as
(12)(34) (14)(23)
By =———+ By = ——F—+ .
LT3y (24) 2T 13y (24) (56)

which appears in the result of tr(¢%) [28].
Next, we require the B, factors contain only poles that appear in the numerator of the
tree-level form factor (5.3), and one has

1 1 1 1
Bar {<12> 313 <13>2} | 5.7)

Besides By and Bs, the set of B, factors which contain these poles can be given as

(12)(34)(14)(23) - & - (12)(34) B — @ - (14)(23)
(13)24)> VT By (14)(23)7 T B (12)(34)

B3 = B1By = By

(5.8)

We will assume that all master coefficients is a linear combination fo B,, where a = 1,..,5.
We would like to comment that the poles (5.7) will disappear when timing together with the
tree form factors in the full form factor. On the other hand, since B, are cross ratios, new
poles are introduced:

. 1 1 1
spurious poles : {<34> NVIRNCYIE } , (5.9)

which can not be canceled by tree form factor. These poles are spurious poles in the sense
that they must cancel within the loop correction function Iﬁ&,l?\,/;z
requirement will provide important constraints on the ansatz results.

As we will see, this

It is convenient to reorganize the loop corrections as
(L),M.T °
givLe Lo L
Lis(roya = ZBagc(z ), (5.10)
a=1

where gC(LL) are the expansion of a set of pure UT master integrals with only numerical
coefficients. In addition, they are not all independent because of the symmetry as follows

L L L L L L
g£ )= gé )|(p1<—>p3)’ g?() )= g?() )|(p1<—>p3)’ gz(l )= Qé )|(p1<—>p3)7 (5.11)

which is determined by the symmetry of full form factor by p; <> ps and the symmetry
properties of B,. Therefore, one only needs to focus on Q%L), QéL) and QE(,L). Below we discuss
the ansatz in terms of master integrals in more detail.
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Figure 11: Integral topologies of maximal number of propagators for the planar two-loop

form factor.

For the one-loop form factor, there are 12 master integrals

I (1,2) + 100 (1,2,3) + 015 (1,2,3) + cyclic perm.(1,2,3,4).  (5.12)

u

G = e
Using the symmetry properties (5.11), one can find there are in total 32 = 12+1248 (for gi”,
gél’ and g?()l) respectively) independent parameters for the one-loop correction.

For the two-loop form factor, the integral topologies with the maximal number of prop-
agators (which are enough to cover all the master integrals we need) are shown in Figure 11.
Since the operator has length-three, the massive g-leg (denoted by blue color) should be con-
nected to a four-vertex. To obtain the full form factor, one needs to consider all possible
insertions of the g-leg, since the operator is a color-singlet. The most general ansatz contains

221 pure UT master integrals:
221

chz 1. (5.13)

The definition of the involved master integrals are given in Appendix A, and they have been

computed in [86, 87], see also [88, 89]. The main goal is to solve the coefficients c( ) Usmg

again the symmetry properties (5.11), one finds there are 221 free parameters from Ql
and QE(?) respectively, and 118 from QgL). In total, our two-loop ansatz contains 560 free
parameters.

5.2 Solving one-loop result

We start with the one-loop ansatz given by (5.10) and (5.12). The bootstrap method can be
applied using similar steps as in Section 4.1.1.
First, the infrared structure is

4
(1) _ 1 log(=sii+1)
Itr(FS)A‘IR = (Bi+B)Y <——2 + . (5.14)

€ €
1=1

where By + By = 1 is used. To match with the ansatz, one finds that

1 - 1 log(—siit1) 1 1
GV =Z<——2+7+ e Y (5.15)

‘IR € €
1=1

This can fix 21 degrees of freedom, leaving 11 free parameters.
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Next, we consider the constraints of collinear limit p3 || ps || p5 = p3 + ps (the other
collinear limit py || pa || P} = p1 + pa is related by symmetry). The Mandelstam variables in
the limit can be taken as

S34 — 0G%,  Siz — 2(1—6)sly, si— (1 —2)(1—6)sly, (5.16)

where § < 1, ¢ = (p1 + p2 + p3 + pa)? = (p1 + p2 + ps)? and sy = (p; + pj)? with i = 1,2.
Meanwhile the limits of B, factors are

{Bl,Bg,B4} — 0, By — 1, Bs; — o0, (517)

since By g4 x (34), Bs o< 1/(34), and By — 1 because By + By = 1. The parameterization
(5.16) can be used directly for the one-loop master integrals since they are free from trs.
Similar to the discussion of the three-point form factor in Section 4.1.1, the four-point form
factor in the collinear limit satisfies

M.T. p3llpa M [1],MT

1 1),M.T.
Togmsr 2 T (1,2,3) 4 M (s34, 2) (5.18)
where It(rl()jrl\é[)g is the three-point minimal form factor, and TP’MT is the splitting function

given in (2.5). Together with (5.10) and (5.17), one can find the following constraints on G;:

i — TOMT (1 9 37y 4 p[IMT

tr(F3), (3347 Z) ) gél) — 0. (519)

We point out that gél) can only have logarithmic divergence in the collinear limit, thus the
terms Bag,gl) for a = 1, 3,4 will vanish directly, leaving only constraints on gél) and Qél).g By
using the constraints (5.19), one can solve for 8 parameters and the number of free parameters
is reduced to 3.

Third, we consider the constraint from the cancellation of spurious poles (5.9). The form
factor should be finite, when (14), (24), and (34) approach 0, namely
(ij) = 0
R

FU

N finite,  (ij) € {(14), (24), (34)} . (5.20)

Only Bj has spurious pole (34) and this provides a constraint on Qél), which is equivalent
to the constraint of spurious pole (14) on Qil) through the symmetry of exchanging external
momentum p; and ps. And B, By and Bs all contain spurious pole (24), and one should
consider them together to cancel the spurious pole. It is convenient to rearrange the sum of
the three terms as

3 2
1 B, - B B, - B
M _2(c (1) (1) 1 2 (g _ ey _ (21 2 (1)
> B, 5 (00 +0 +207) + =2 (0 - ) ( 5 ) Gy, (5.21)

9Note that in principle B5g§1) is allowed to have lower transcendental remnants in the collinear limit, which
is irrelevant here since we focus only on maximally transcendental part; see also the discussion at the end of
this subsection.
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Figure 12: A simple quadruple cut to determine the coefficient of I](;O)X(Z 3,4).

and the spurious pole (24) only appears in (B; — Bs)/2, which constrains the second and
third terms. To summarize, the spurious pole cancellation impose the constraints:
34) — 0 24) =0 24) — 0

g BN 205 g g PH20, gy P20, (5.22)
in the formula, we will not consider the cancellation in higher order of (ij), the reason will
be discussed later. We point out that the limit (ij) — 0 can be naviely treated as s;; — 0,
because trs doesn’t appear in the one-loop master integrals we used, whose limit behavior
needs special treatment. After this constraint, only 1 parameter left.

Now the result that contains a free parameter zy and satisfies the above constraints can
be summarized as follows

g£1) = G(l) — é(l) (47 17 2) 3 gél) = g£l)‘(p1(—>p3) 3 gil) - gél) - 07 (523)
G5 = wo (GV(4,1,2) + GV(2,3,9)) |
where the building-blocks GV, GMW (4, j, k) are
1
GO = —I(1,2) = I3, (2.3) = IR, (3.4, 1) — S50 (3,4.1), (5.24)
é(l)(i7j7 k) = I]élu)b(zvj) + I]élu)b(]7 k) - I](Blu)b(zhyv k) - _I](BO)X(Z j7 k) :
In particular, the building-block é(l)(i, J, k) is not only IR finite but is also trivial in the
collinear limits as

GO (i, 4, k) 2% oiry) . (5.25)

Thus it is not constrained by the above limit.

Finally, to fix the remaining single parameter, we use the unitarity method. We note
that xo appears in the coefficient —(Bs + 2¢Bs)/2 of I](310)X(2, 3,4) in (5.23). By performing a
simple quadruple-cut as Figure 12:

SO FOAL A AD s _F >_ T (2:3,49)] Lt integrand (5.26)
one obtains the box coefficient as —(Bs — Bs)/2 which fixes the parameter as zo = —1.

This completes the construction of the one-loop form factor. We summarize the above
steps in Table 4. We point out that in the above construct, the same constraints apply
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Constraints ‘ Parameters left

Symmetry of (p1 <> p3) 32
IR 11

Collinear limit 3
Spurious pole 1
Unitarity 0

Table 4: Solving ansatz via constraints for the one-loop four-point form factor of tr(F3).

to general gauge theories. In particular, the unitarity cut in Figure 12 only involves gluon
states, thus it gives the same coefficients for any gauge theory containing a Yang-Mills sector.
Therefore, the result we obtain applies to the form factor in general gauge theories, as long as
one starts with the ansatz (5.10). As a cross-check, we have also performed an independent
full unitarity-cut computation and found the same result as above using bootstrap.

Finally, we make a comment about the term (B —Bg)2g§1) /4 in (5.21). Since the spurious
pole in (B — Bs)? ~ 1/(24)? is second-order, one may wonder if it could provide stronger
constraint on g§1’ than (5.22). Indeed, if one considers the limit of g§1> in the final result:

4 =0 <

1
oM L log (—) T (o © paps p4>) L0, (527)

512 S12 + S14

one find it is only of (24) order, which means that the term (B; — Bg)2g§1) — 00 when
(24) — 0. This seems to contradict the spurious pole cancellation condition. However, one
can see from the RHS of (5.27) that, the divergent term is of transcendental degree one, thus
its cancellation should involve the lower transcendental part of the one-loop form factor. This
will indeed impose new constraints on the lower transcendental part of the form factor, but
it is in no contradiction with our above computation on the leading transcendental part.'? It
is a general feature that certain limit of a transcendental function may generate functions of
lower transcendentality, for example, Lis(1 — §) has series expansion for 6 < 1

N mn n
Lip(1 —=0) = (2 + Z <% log(d) — %) + OV, (5.28)
n=1

where (3 has degree 2, but the other terms (truncated to certain order O(6")) have lower tran-
scendental degrees. Such property can be used to impose constraints for lower transcendental
parts.

5.3 Solving two-loop result

We consider two-loop case in this subsection. We start with the ansatz (5.10) and (5.13).

19T his could also happen for the collinear limit. For example, in the collinear limit ps || pa, Bs is divergent,
and B5géL) is in principle allowed to be non-zero but only contributes to lower transcendental parts; though
we find that B5QéL) vanish in the limit up to two loops.
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To simplify the discussion of each step, we will first apply the constraints at the level of
symbol and then at the level of full functions. The symbol S of a function T®) of transcen-
dentality k is represented in a tensor product form as [90]

ST™y= > Ry, ®--- @Ry, (5.29)
U1yl
where R; are rational functions of kinematic variables. (Rational function has transcenden-
tality degree 0, and by definition, its symbol is zero.) It can be understood as a mathematical
tool to simplify transcendental functions into tensor products of function arguments, for sim-
ple examples: S(log(z)) = z,S(Lia(z)) = —(1 — z) ® x. For the problem we consider, the
symbol of all two-loop masters have been given in [86]. After plugging them into our ansatz
(5.13), we obtain an e-expansion expression of the form factor
S (‘Ft(f()ﬁl\;l)',Z) =) 4Zal ®f wr, (5.30)
k>0
where are wy are rational function of Mandelstam variables and are classified as symbol letters.
There are 46 independent letters and their definitions are given in Appendix C.1. Since the
loop correction is uniformly transcendental, the tensor degree at given order in e-expansion
is fixed, e.g. the finite order has degree k = 4. Moreover, the coefficient aj(c) are linear
combinations of ¢, ; in (5.13).

5.3.1 Constraints of IR, collinear and spurious poles

To impose the constraint of IR divergences and collinear limit, as reviewed in Section 2.1, one
can consider the BDS function

~(2),M.T. 1/ M.

TN s = 5 (TUAT@) 4 ST 2e). (5.31)
The one-loop result has been obtained in the previous subsection. One complication is that the
four-point form factor has multiple spinor factors B;, thus the one-loop square will introduce
terms with new spinor factors such as B%. Here a nice solution to avoid this complication is
to introduce another BDS function which is linear in By:

2
T s = Z ~gu ( V4B, g“) £(6) > BGO (2). (5.32)
a=1

Similar form was used for the four-point form factor of tr(¢?) [28]. One can prove that the
new BDS function (5.32) has same infrared part and same collinear limit behavior as (5.31)
by computing the difference between the two functions:

1(2() F3)4,BDS t(r2()F1\3/I)T4 Bps = D3 (g - gV Blgé”) (g — 65" + BaG ) - (5:33)

Since gll ‘ div. = g2 | 4y, and g3 )| giv. = 0, the difference is IR finite. Moreover, the above

formula will vanish in the collinear limits py || ps or ps || p4, because the factor Bs vanishes

in the limit. !

“gél) have only logarithmic divergence, thus the difference (5.33) still goes to zero in the collinear limits.
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Constraints at the symbol level. Using the BDS function (5.32) and one-loop result,

one obtains the two-loop divergent terms at orders 1/e™,m = 4,3,2,1. By matching their

symbol with our ansatz (5.30):
8(1(2)’M'T' )

(5.34)

tr(F3),4,BDS tr(F3),4

=S (I(z),M.T.>
div.

div.’
we can solve for 353 parameters and the remaining degree of freedom is 207.
Next, the collinear limits for the finite remainder function Rﬁnghﬁ)Z should match the

two-loop three-point remainder for the maximum transcendence part as

(2,M.T. _ (+(2),M.T.  ~(2),M.T. pa |l p3 (2),M.T.
Rtr(FS)A = <Itr(F3),4 _Itr(FS)A,BDS)ﬁH' W Rtr(F3)73 . (5.35)

The formula should hold at Symbol level, same as one-loop case, we have

s(g) 2 s (REMLY . s (o) 2. (5.36)

The collinear limits of the symbol letters are given explicitly in Appendix C.2. After this
step, the number of free parameters reduces to 119.

Furthermore, the spurious poles should be eliminated similar to the one-loop formula
(5.22), and this provides the following constraints on the two-loop correction functions:

34) — 0 24) =0 24) = 0
g (34) 0, g®_g (24) .0, gl _>< ) 0. (5.37)

As a technical point, we mention that the variable trs, defined in (2.22), occurs in the two-loop
master integrals. Its limit can be taken in the following way:

(24) —» 0
trs = 514823 — $12534 + 524513 — 2<24> [41] <13> [32] —— 514523 — S12534 , (5.38)

where a proper definition on the LHS is used. Since the spurious pole must cancel to all order
in the € expansion of the form factor, we also consider its cancellation at O(e) order. We find
that the e'-order also provide useful new constraints. They will constrain the coefficients of

I%)) and I}(;Ilb and I(ggoﬂ .» Which are all p-term master integrals. (Recall that the integral

I c%)oxzc has contribution only starting from e-order.) We also find that once the cancellation
of spurious poles is satisfied at e!-order, it will hold for any order of €; further details are given
in Appendix D. The condition of spurious-pole cancellations can solve for 66 parameters, and

the remaining freedom of degree is 53.

Constraints at the function level. Since the Symbol does not concern the terms that
contain transcendental numbers such as 7, (,, possible constraints may not be captured by
using the symbol alone. Thus we need to consider the full functional form of the master
integrals, which have been computed in [87]. Since we only need to fix the coefficients, it is
convenient to do numerical computation with high enough precision. Details of performing
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Constraints ‘ Parameters left

Starting ansatz 1105
Symmetry of (p1 <> p3) 560
IR (Symbol) 207
Collinear limit (Symbol) 119
Spurious pole (Symbol) 53
IR (Function) 40
Collinear limit (Funcion) 24
Spurious pole (Funcion) 20
Simple unitarity cuts 0

Table 5: Solving for parameters via constraints.

numerics will be discussed in Appendix F', and here we focus on the solution to the constraints.
By repeating the above steps at the function level, the remaining degrees of freedom can be
reduced to 40 (by IR), 24 (by collinear limits), and 20 (by the cancellation of spurious poles).'?

We summarize the constraints and corresponding fixed parameters in Table 5. We point
out that two of 20 degrees of freedom only change results at O(¢€) order which will be explained
in the next subsection. All remaining parameters can be fixed by simple unitarity cuts as
discussed later in Section 5.3.3.

5.3.2 Building blocks for the remaining parameters

Before applying further unitarity-cut constraints, it is instructive to first analyze the remain-
ing degrees of freedom.

The terms depending on the remaining free parameters can be organized into three
groups:

(Bi +B2)GYh, a=1,....8, (5.39)
3362%, 5:17 777
B4ég?)y+(p1Hp3), y=1,...,5,
where ng()x are
= (2 2 2 ~ (2 ~ (2
Gg,% = I(gB)OXZC(17 27 3’ 4) + [((1]?30X2C(3’ 27 1’ 4) ) G§7% = Gg,% ’(;n2<—>p4) ’
~ 2 2 - -
Grs=Iipy(1,2,3,4) =I5 (4,3.2.1) + (o1 & ps) . G¥) = Gl pponp) -
Grs=112(1,2,3,4) + 13(3,2,1,4) ,
~ (2 ~ (2 ~ - ~
Gg,()j = G175‘(;Di—>pi+1) ) Gg,% = G175‘(p¢—>pi+2) > Gg,g = G1,5’(pi—>pi+3) ) (5'40)

'2We mention that the numerical collinear limit can be taken with the parameterization (5.16).
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and expressions for égzg and ég%)y are a little lengthy and we give them in Appendix E.

The eight functions égzi in the first group functions are a little special, because they are

combinations of three special class of UT integrals:
2 2 2
Ip. Iidns Lihoae: (5.41)

of which the numerators are proportional to p;; = I 2 lj_26, see Appendix A. It will be
necessary to apply D-dimensional unitarity cuts to determine their coefficients. On the other

hand, the other two groups éf% and éézzf are free of these p-term integrals. We also point

out that G’ﬂ and G’% contain only I ((izgoxzc which is of O(e) order, thus they are irrelevant if
one is only interested in getting the € order results of the form factor.

All the above functions are free from infrared divergences, and they also satisfy the
following collinear behavior:

~2) Dillp ~2) (24) =0 ~2) (14) =0

G —%o, &Y -""%o0, &P 0, (5.42)

where p; || p; means the collinear limits of any pair of momentum.
We can understand why they are not constrained in the above procedure as follows:

° égz()x free from all spurious poles because By + By = 1.

° é;% free from the collinear limits ps || p4 and p; || p4 because they both give By — 0.

. ég,)y vanish in the colliear limit py || p4(meanwhile B, turns to infinity), which is covered

by the requirement of spurious pole (14) — 0.

By analyzing the G functions in (5.39), we find that the remaining 20 parameters can
be fix by the coefficients of the master integrals
(2) (2) (2) (2) (2 (2)
IBubBox ’ [TBOXO ’ IdBoxla ’ [BPb ’ IdBox2c ) [T ' (543)
Each above master integral has 8 different external-particle orders (i, j, k,1), thus there are
48 coefficients but only 20 of them are independent.

We would like to stress that the constraints that we apply here, including the infrared
structures, the collinear limits, and the spurious-pole cancellations, are the same for general
gauge theories. Therefore, form factors of different gauge theories are different only by the
value for the remaining 20 parameters.

5.3.3 Pure-YM result via D-dimensional unitarity cut

In this subsection, we apply unitarity cuts to fix the remaining free parameters. We will use
the D-dimensional unitarity-IBP method to determine the form factor in pure YM theory.
Form factors in other theories will be discussed in the next subsection.

The remaining degrees of freedom are the coefficients of the master integrals (5.43). To
determine them, we find it is sufficient to consider only one type of unitarity cuts shown
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Figure 13: Unitarity cuts that can determine the remaining degrees of freedom.

in Figure 13. Since (5.43) involve p-term integrals {Igg,[é2gb,f §2B)OX20} whose numerators

depends on p;; = [72€.17%. To determine their coefficients, it is not enough to consider
four-dimensional cuts. We will employ the D-dimensional unitarity cut based on the strategy
of unitarity-IBP that has been applied to multi-loop computation of form factors (and Higgs

amplitudes) in [9, 12-14] and pure gluon amplitudes in [91, 92].!3 The strategy can be outlined

Z A(O pr(.)jocti.on at | ZfaBa cut-IBP Z CiIi(z) ]

gauge-invariant basis
(5.44)

as follows:

hel. « cut permitted I;

Below we explain each step in more detail.

First, the product of the tree amplitudes under D-dimensional cuts provides the cut
integrands. We compute the tree form factor by Feynman rules and the perform the helicity
sum by using

Hyv VK
v — v _ v q; lz + 4q; ll s
6“([7;) og (ll) = Zc?“(li)g (ll) = 'I’]/J — T, 1= 1, ..,4, (545)

hel.

where ¢! are arbitrary light-like reference momenta. In this way, we obtain the cut integrands
which are tensor integrals containing inner products of polarization vectors and loop momenta.

Next, we perform integrand reduction and obtain scalar integrals by projecting the in-
tegrand to a set of gauge-invariant basis, as introduced in e.g. [91]. Following [91], the basis
of n-gluon form factors and scattering amplitudes can be constructed using gauge invariant
building blocks Ag * and D;;:

" gz‘plpzmm
IR __ SEipi PR s I jP1P2p3P4
A 517 iPk DZJ =& & = ~pipapspi > (5'46)
J 1
p1p2p3p4

in which Eil is the component of &; which is perpendicular to all p;, and
5;:;;” = det (CL,’ . bj)an . (547)

For the four-gluon form factor under consideration, one can choose the following set of A and
D:

23 24 34 31 41 42 12 13
A17A17A2’A27A37A37A47A47

13Similar strategy has also been used in the numerical unitarity approach [93, 94], and idea of applying cuts
to simplify IBP has been used in e.g. [95-98].
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D12, D13, Dis, Doz, Doy, D3y (5.48)

Each gauge invariant basis should contain all four polarization vectors ¢; and also depend on
them linearly. In total, there are 43 elements in the set of gauge invariant basis, including: 16
(A)*-type, 24 (A)?D-type, and 3 (D)2-type ones. Since 43 is not a small number, it would
be non-trivial to project the integrand on this set of basis. Fortunately, there is an important
simplification for our problem. The D-terms vanish in four-dimension, so (A)?D and (D)?-
type basis can be neglected in the HV scheme [99], which is enough for our consideration of
the maximally transcendental part.' Therefore we are left with a simpler gauge-invariant
basis with only 16 A%-type elements, which will be denoted by B,.
We would like to project the cut integrand in this set of basis as

72 =3 S(lpi)Ba. (5.49)

where only the By term contains polarization vectors. This can computed by performing the
following contraction with the gauge invariant basis as (see also [13])

[ = (Feut © Bo) G| (5.50)

in which G,3 = B, o Bg, and GP is the inverse of G.p. The ‘o’ product is defined as in
(5.45), and here the helicity sum is for the four external polarization vectors ;. A technical
challenge here is that the 16 x 16 matrix G is still quite complicated, and it is the main
obstacle to performing an analytical evaluation; therefore in this step, we have carried out
the gauge-invariant basis contraction numerically.

The basis coefficients f¢ are functions of Lorentz product of momenta, and thus it can
be directly reduced using IBP reduction [29, 30], with e.g. public codes [100, 101]. In this
way, we obtain the coefficients ¢ of master integrals I; that contain four cut propagators as
shown in Figure 13.

So far we have not specified the helicities of external gluons. The polarization vectors
can be set to the & helicities by the following rules for the basis:

I
i lej—e

+ = [ilg[kl4] A]-'kLﬁEi— — (il [kl4) . (5.51)

A 7
7

After being divided by the tree-level form factor F, (0 B, can be rewritten in terms

4 > ]_—io) ‘helicity

of s;; and tr5. For example
AZ3AB AL A12/ 7(0) 812513514 )
Ay AT AT ‘(Jr___) =-—5 (514523 — S13524 + S12534 — t15). (5.52)

We can now reconstructed the analytical expression of the maximal transcendentality part of
the master integral coefficients. The coefficients are generally non-trivial rational functions
of kinematics and dimensional regularization parameter e. For the four-gluon form factor at

Note that all internal momenta, as well as the helicity sum for the cut gluon states, are in D dimensions.
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hand, there are a lot of kinematic variables, and in general, it can be difficult to reconstruct
their complete form. Since the focus of this paper is the maximal transcendentality part,
the job is significantly simplified: using the simple ansatz (5.10), the kinematic structure is
known in advance, and there are 5 numerical parameters to determine which can be fixed
by using only 5 numerical points. We find the numerical results match perfectly with the
ansatz form (5.10), and the coefficients are also all small rational numbers. In this way, we fix
the coefficient of all coefficients for the master integrals (5.43). The final solutions of master
coefficients are provided in the auxiliary files.

We mention that besides the master integrals (5.43), the cut will also determine the
following other master integrals:

(2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2)
IBPa ’ IBubB0X2 ’ IdBoxlb ’ IdB0x2a ) IdB0x2b ’ ITBub2 ’ (553)

(2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2)
ITTO ’ ITT3a’ ITT3b ’ ITBOXl ’ ITBox2a ’ ITBox2b .
Their coefficients are related to the coefficients of other integrals by the previous bootstrap
constraints. We find that the unitarity-cut results are fully consistent with the bootstrap
computation. This provides a strong consistency check for our results.

5.4 Equivalence between N =4 SYM and QCD

In this subsection, we will first consider the difference of the form factors between different
gauge theories. We find that for the maximally transcendental parts of the form factors, the
difference between any gauge theory and the pure YM theory will only depend on two free
parameters, where the key idea is to apply some universal unitarity cuts. Next, we obtain the
form factor result in AV = 4 SYM by computing the difference with a simple four-dimensional
unitarity cut. We will show that the difference comes from only the contribution that contains
a fermion loop. Finally, we compare the form factors between N' = 4 SYM and QCD and
show that the maximal transcendentality principle still holds.

5.4.1 Difference between different theories

As already mentioned at the end of Section 5.3.1, different gauge theories can only be different
by the value for the remaining 20 parameters. Let us denote a general gauge theory that
contains a YM sector as “Theory-X”. We define the difference between the form factor results

of Theory-X and pure YM theory as Al(\/zl)’l:r heory-X.

(2),Theory-X (2),M.T. _ (2),M.T.
AM'T‘ - (Itr(FS)A) ‘Theory—X <Itr(F3)’4) pure YM ' (5'54)
It should be clear that Al(vzl)TT heoryX can only come from the contribution of particles other

than gluons.
Rather than naively expressing Al(v?T. as a linear combination of 20 building-blocks listed
in (5.39), one can show that Al(\?T. has a much more compact form that has only two free

parameters. The idea is to consider some universal unitarity cuts that are theory-independent.
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Figure 14: The unitarity cuts which are same for general gauge theories.

To be concrete, we consider four types of unitarity cuts shown in Figure 14. These cuts are
special in the sense that they can only allow internal gluon configuration, therefore, the
coefficients of the master integrals which can be detected by these cuts must be the same for
any gauge theory that contains a Yang-Mills sector. The master integrals detected by these
cuts are listed below:

cut-(a) : I (Sl2B)ox2a7 1 ézgoxzb’ 1 (%)OX%, [](32P)’a7 [}(3212197 I%), for all orderings of external particles.
cut-(b) : I](;ZbBOXO for all orderings of external particles.

cut-(e) I, (1,21,2,4), I3(4,1,2), [{7,(2,3,4).

cut-(d) : I"E“T)1a(4=172)7 [égoxm( 2,3,4), Ié}%oxo(‘l 1,2).

Since these master integrals are determined by the pure YM theory, they cannot occur
in Al(\/zl?T.' By inspecting their relation with the remaining building blocks in (5.39), we find

that AI(\/?T only depends on two functions of G’gﬁ and can be given as
Ayir. = Bi (wléé?f + a2GY. )) (p1 ¢ p3). (5.55)

The two free parameters x1 2 can be fixed by the coefficients of I%%OXO(L 4,3) and Iézgoxla(l, 4,3),
which have coefficients B5(—%w1 + z2) and £B5x1 respectively in the above formula. Since
they are free from u-terms, it is enough to apply a four-dimensional unitarity cut to fix them.

5.4.2 Two-loop result of N =4 SYM

Now we can consider the form factor result in AV = 4 super Yang-Mills. Since we have already
obtained the pure YM result, it will be enough to compute Al(\i)TN =4 given in (5.55). As we
discussed before, we will consider a four-dimensional cut as in Figure 13 with the ordering of
external particles chosen as (ijkl) = (2341), which is given in Figure 15. This cut can fix the

coefficients of I%%OXO(LZL, 3) and Iégoxla(l,él,?)).
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Figure 15: The unitarity cut to determine Al(\/I)TN *

The cut integrand corresponds to the tree product of a four-point tree form factor and
two four-point tree amplitudes:

/Hd EOAY 27 15,12, ) AP MY (37 1, o, 1) ADMTY (45,17, 1y, —14) . (5.56)

2),N-

To determine Al(\/I.T. :4, it is enough to consider configurations that are different from pure
YM theory. This means that we only need to consider the internal particles that contain
scalars or fermions, which are

f(O) ( — ld’/i/(b li/w/é l_)A(O)(3_ li—,—lw/i/(b,—lg/w/&)Aio)(Zl—i_,1_,—111—,—14_), (557)

tr(F3),4
}-t(ro()F3) ( — l_ l¢/¢/¢ l¢/¢/¢)A( )( — l¢/¢/¢ l;ﬁ/’l’/d”_lél—)AgO)(4+’1—’_l’l/’/df/d)’_lzf/df/(ﬁ)’

After performing a unitarity-IBP computation similar to Section 5.3.3, we find that only
the following configuration contributes to the maximally transcendental part:

0 - - b 0) /o— ) ) 0 — b )
F oy 22705 7 1AL (370 g i) AP (a1 T ) (5.58)

In particular, all configurations that involve scalars contribute only to lower transcendental
parts. This is a very important fact as we will discuss shortly: it implies that the maximal
transcendentality principle still holds between N'=4 SYM and QCD.

The maximally transcendental contributions detected by the cut of (5.58) are collected
in Table 6. We also show the corresponding result in pure YM for comparison. One note that
the difference Al(\i)TN =4 are related to Bs. By comparing the coefficients of I%%OXO(L 4,3) and

Ic(é)oxla(l,él,?)) with that of Al(\?ﬁf\.fzzl in (5.55), one can fix the two free parameters z;. One
has (note that B4 and Bj are related by symmetry)
3 1
Bs | —gr1ta2 | =—Bs, 1 P50 =Ds,

which gives z1 = 4 and z9 = 2. Thus we obtain the difference
AR = By (1G] +268) + (01 o pa) | (5.59)

Together with the pure-YM result, we obtain the full maximally transcendental part for the
form factor in N' = 4 SYM theory. The results of the form factors are provided in the auxiliary
files. See also Appendix F for some further discussion of the results.

— 43 —



M.T.

I3 (3,4, 1) 1>< (0,0,0,0,-3) (L7 -3 0,9)

11(3213bB0X(174’3) Z;i § (070707077) (_3, _3,170,—7)

Master Topology ADN=1 pure YM

19 (1,4,3) | (0,0,0,0, 1) (4,1,0,0,1)
24y | | (0,0,0,0,—3) (3,1,0,0,3)
12),(3,1,4) ><§< j (0,0,0,0, —2) (1,1,0,0,2)
12 (1,4,3) {:: (0,0,0,0,1) (0,0,0,0,~1)

Table 6: The coefficients of the master integrals detected by the unitarity cut shown in
Figure 13 in A/ = 4 super Yang-Mills and pure Yang-Mills, the vector (¢, ¢a, 3, ¢4, ¢5) means

> 0 CaBa.
J
k
l
)7N:4

Figure 16: Diagrams that contributing to Al(\i must involve a fermions loop, as indicated

by the red color color.

Finally, we can understand the result of Al(\i)lfv =% from the Feynman diagram point of

view. The cut configuration (5.58) means that the internal legs {l1,l2,14} are all fermions.

Since the internal fermions must form a fermion loop, this implies that the diagrams that
N=4

ALy

contribute to must contain a fermion loop as shown in Figure 16. This observation

will be used in the next subsection.

5.4.3 Maximal transcendentality principle and color factors

The previous computation shows that the difference Al(\/zl)%\f =4 comes from the configurations

that involve only fermions but not scalars. Since the theory of QCD consists of the pure YM
theory plus fermions, this means that the kinematic parts of the planar form factors between
N = 4 SYM and QCD should be identical, while only the color factors can be different
because of the different color representations of fermions in the two theories.'® Therefore, by

5Note that both fermions are Dirac fermions in the two theories.
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1 n

(a)

Figure 17: Color factors of the one- and two-loop cases.

properly converting the fermion representation from fundamental to adjoint, one will find the
maximally transcendental part in QCD and N/ = 4 SYM are equivalent. Below we discuss
the color factors in more detail.

It is instructive to start with a one-loop Feynman diagram shown in Figure 17(a), in
which there are n external gluons and all propagators are fermions. The corresponding color
factors for the case of fundamental fermions in QCD and adjoint fermions ' = 4 SYM are

respectively
QCD (fundamental) : 1§ Cgingle-trace » (5.60)
N =4 (adjoint) : 4 H forarbrir — 4N, Cgingle-trace + (double traces) , (5.61)
k=1
where
Cisingle-trace = tr(T T ... T) + (=1)"tr (T T ... T"), (5.62)

and we have included ns in (5.60) as the flavor number of quarks in QCD and similarly, the
factor 4 in (5.61) is because there are four gluinos in the N' = 4 supermultiplet. We can see
that the two color factors can be identified if we apply the following rule:

ny — 4N, and N, — o0, (5.63)

where the large N, limit is to keep only the single-trace terms.

Now we consider the two-loop n-gluon form factor. For the form factor problem under
consideration, a related two-loop diagram is shown in Figure 17(b). The part on the LHS
is a one-loop (n — k + 2)-gluon amplitude with a fermion loop, which can be regarded as
Figure 17(a), and we denote its color factor as CS). The part on the RHS is a tree-level
(k + 2)-gluon form factor, and its color factor has only single-trace terms which we denote as
ng). The color factor of the two-loop diagram is given by the product as

ST, rone, T ) CR (T L T T T ). (5.64)
al17al2

Note that if [; and l» are not adjacent in the fermion loop, the color factor will be sub-leading
in the large N, expansion. Keeping only the leading-N. color factors, one has

QCD : ancCsingle—trace )

5.65
N =4: 4Ngcsingle—trace ) ( )
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where Cgingle-trace 18 given in (5.62). Therefore, the two-loop color factors are also identified
with each other by using the rule (5.63). The same argument holds for other two-loop diagrams
that involve a fermion loop.
Thus we can conclude that
AP,QCD = ADN=1 5.66
M-I | 4N, Ne—oo M.T. (5.66)
In other words, we find the following correspondence for the four-point form factor up to
two-loop order in the limit of N, — oc:

ft(ngg) (17,27,37,4%) = FLLEP (17, 27,37, 4), (5.67)
(2).N - + (2,QCD 11— 59— a— 4+
‘Ftr(F3) (1 2- 3 4 ) ‘F (FB) (1 72 73 74 )nf—>4ch

which mean that the principle of maximally transcendental principle still holds for the four-
point form factor of tr(F?).

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this form factor provides the first example of the
MTP where the fermion-loop diagrams contribute to the maximally transcendental part and
thus the changing of color factors involves the ny factor.

5.5 A relation to the form factor of tr(¢?)

There is another interesting correspondence between two different operators tr(F?) and tr(¢%)
in V' = 4 super Yang-Mills theory. The four-point form factor F ( (3153) is half-BPS and has
only the maximally transcendentality part. The results up to two loops was obtained in [28]
and take the following form:
L 0 L L

fér(;3)74(1¢72¢73¢74+) - ‘Ft(r()¢3)74(1¢’2¢’3¢’4+) (Blg£ ) + Bzgé )) 7 (5.68)
which has two spinor factors By and Bg, while the form factor of tr(F?) in (5.10) contains
five B;’s. Interestingly, we find that the loop correction functions QiL) and QéL) in (5.68) are

precisely the same as that of }'er(yg\,/;I in (5.10). In other words, we have the relation

5
(L),M.T. o — _ (D) L
Itr(Fg) (17,27,37,4) =7 (694 (1¢72¢73¢>74+) + Z?’Bag‘(” ) 7 (5.69)
at least up to two loops.

To understand this relation, we briefly review the computation for the form factor of
tr(¢3). The tree-level four-point form factor of tr(¢?) is

_{13)

Jr(o) 4 (1d> 2¢> 3d> 4+) <34><14>

The pole structure implies that only By and Bs should occur in the coefficients of the loop
correction, as given in (5.68). Via the bootstrap method, the form factor is first constrained
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by infrared structure, and then the constraints of the collinear limit at one and two loops
respectively are

p3 || pa

1 1 1,MT

It(r()¢3>,4 - It(r()¢3),3 + 1M (s34, 2), (5.71)
@  p3llpa e

Rtr(¢3),4 Rtr(¢3),3 ) (5.72)

and the cancellation of the spurious pole (24) provides the constraint

g _gp 2 =0, (5.73)

At one loop, the form factor is fixed uniquely by these constraints, and since the same
constraints apply also to the one-loop form factor of tr(F?), the one-loop correction functions
the gfg must be the same for both form factors. The case is more non-trivial at two loops.

At the two-loop level, there are still some remaining degrees of freedom that are free from the
(2)

above constraints. These can be organized as eight building blocks which are the same as GL o

listed in (5.39).16 These building blocks can be fixed by using simple quadruple cuts. Since

the unitarity cuts are apparently quite different for the form factors of tr(F?) and tr(¢%),
(2)
1,
factors. Interestingly, the explicit computations show that they are identical for the two form

it is a prior not obvious at all that the coefficients of G\” are the same for the two form

factors. We do not yet have a physical explanation for this, and it would be interesting to
(2)
1,
u-term master integrals and D-dimensional cuts are needed to determine them. Since the

check if this is true for more general cases. It is worth pointing out that G\” contain all the
unitarity computation for the half-BPS form factor of tr(¢?) is much simpler, this relation (if
true generally) may be used to simplify the computation for the tr(F3) form factor.

6 Summary and discussion

In this paper, we study the principle of maximal transcendentality for a class of form factors
using the bootstrap method. For the minimal form factors up to two loops, we show that
the IR divergences plus some symmetry arguments are sufficient to determine the maximally
transcendental part. Some non-trivial constraints on the lower transcendental parts are also
discussed in a similar way. For the two-loop three-gluon form factors of tr(F?), we show
that the IR divergences together with collinear limit constraints are able to fix the maximal
transcendental part of form factors. While the IR and collinear constraints may not fix all
parameters, an important further insight is to apply some unitarity cuts that only depend on
gluon states and thus are universal for general gauge theories.

As another important part of the paper, we obtain the maximal transcendental parts
of the two-loop four-point planar form factor with tr(F?) operator in both N'=4 SYM and

161 [28], the number of remaining parameters are 10. Here we reduce the number to 8, which is equal to
the number of G;QL The difference is because here we apply further the constraints come from the O(¢) order
for the spurious pole (24) cancellation (see Appendix D), which was not used in [28].
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pure YM theories. The bootstrap computation using various physical constraints and certain
simple D-dimensional unitarity cuts are given in detail. We find that the form factor results
are different between the N=4 SYM and pure YM theories. The difference is due to the
contribution from the gluino-loop diagrams in N = 4 SYM. Importantly, the scalar-loop
diagrams in N' = 4 SYM do not contribute to the maximally transcendental part. This
implies that the maximally transcendental part of the A/ = 4 SYM result is equivalent to the
corresponding form factor result in QCD, up to a proper change of color factors associated
with the quark loops. Thus the maximal transcendentality principle still holds for this form
factor.

It is instructive to compare with this four-point case of the simpler three-point form
factor of tr(F?). In the latter case, the maximally transcendental parts are all the same
for the N' = 4 SYM, QCD, and pure YM theories, which can be understood as neither
fermion- nor scalar-loops contribute to the maximal transcendentality part. In contrast, the
MTP property for the four-point form factors appears to be more non-trivial, due to the
new contribution of fermion loops. This seems to be the first such example for the maximal
transcendentality principle and suggests the MTP may hold for more general form factors,
or Higgs-plue-multi-gluon amplitudes. Similar to the four-point form factor we consider, a
key step to understanding or proving MTP would be to show that the scalar-loop diagrams
would have no maximally transcendental contributions in more general cases.

We should also point out there are counterexamples of MTP for other observables. For
example, for the gluon amplitudes, the MTP is violated even for the simple one-loop four-gluon
amplitudes. In Appendix G, we discuss this in detail and show that while the MTP applies to
Afll)(l_, 27,3%,4™), it is explicitly violated by Afll)(l_, 2%.37,4%). Some counterexamples
were found in the study of high energy limit of amplitudes [102]. Through unitarity cuts,
the amplitudes can enter as building blocks in high-loop form factors, and it would be very
interesting to understand further the different properties between form factors and amplitudes.
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A UT master integrals

In this appendix, we list all uniform-transcendentality (UT) integrals we have used in the
paper. We will use the notation that the figures represent the propagators of the integrals
(the propagator with a dot is quadratic), and the numerators are given by the coefficients in
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front of the figures. We use the convention of an L-loop integral as

lel leL N(li,pj)

IWIN (1, p; :eLE’YE/ (A1)

(Nl p7)] inT in? Hij

The one-loop master integrals are I](alu)b(lv ,n) and I](BO)X(Z J k)
Iy (1,...,n) = — X P (A.2)
I8 (3, 4,k) = ;845 A3
Shiah) = susyx || (a3

In our convention, the one-loop bubble basis is evaluated as:

_J1 T ¢ 4774
I (Leom) = (=t )7 5 = 5 — e = 1o + O] (A.4)

The planar master integrals for two-loop four-point form factors with tr(F3) as follows
[83, 84, 86]

9
) 1 — 2¢ 1 m
I((H_g?ub(pb"' yPnsPm,y - 7pm+k) = < € > X n >©©< +k (A5)

1,01, ) = L2200 230239 s (4.6)

26381...n

1 — 2¢) 1 — 3e)
I apo(p1,p2) = ( _<Z (A7)

(1—26 1—36

I%ubl(pl,pz,ps) =

1 — 2¢) 1 — 3e¢)
I&‘]%ub2(p17p27p3) = ( z>< (AQ)

1— 2¢) 1 — 3¢)
18 (D1, p2, p3, pa) = (

2(1 — 2€)(1 — 3€)I% — e(s1934 + 512 — .
L psa (P12, D3, 1) = 1-291 39 > (s1230 + 512 — 54) i><s (A.11)
4
/—A 2
Ié21%ub3b(p1,p2,p3,p4) = 2 x ’ (A.12)




7@ (1 —2¢)s12523 ! N
BubBOXO(pl7p27p3) — f X 5 ( ) 3)

1—2¢)(s13+ s ] !
11(320))(Bub(p17p27p3) = ( )(613 23) X +ZZ (A14)
3 2
1—26)s < > [
Ilgtszox(plap27p3) = (% X | (A.15)
3 2
1
1—2¢)(s13+ s <
[](Bu)bBoxl(plap27p37p4) 4 )(513 ) X ( ’ (A.16)
4 +3
1 —2¢)(s — 5 '
[1(321313130)(2(1’17172711372?4) - X 1:34 12 X 1 C L (A.17)

1 —2¢)s I
[IgngBOXg(Pl,pzypsym) = % X ; ; L, (A.18)
2
9 1
[%%0(11171127173) = (513 + S23) X —Q}<2 (A.19)
3

1
5128
1%21)“1(11172927193) = % X ‘<>‘2 (A.20)
3
I"(["%la(plvp%pii) (s12 + s23) ‘¢— (A.21)

[%%Q(Phpz,ps =513 X (A,22)

1
2 3
2 (s12 + s13)(S24 + S34) — S14523
I&"I)‘2(p17p27p37p4) = c X (A23)
1 4
r
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2
2
[%1)“3a(l’171727p3,p4) = — (813 + s14) X 1_4><5
4
8123234
Ir‘([v%gb(plvp27p37p4) 1_%

E

18, (1, p2s p3, pa) =

o)}

[&‘2]%0X0(p17p27p3) = (813 + 312)312 X

2

L_([‘];)oxl(plap2ap37p4) = _(813 + 823)834 X ;

2
[&‘]%()XQa(pl7p27p37p4) - 334(312 + 313) X7

[(g]??oxla(plap%p?)) = 3%2323 X

Ifngoﬂb(pl,m,m) = s12(s13 + 523) (1 — p1)*

2 3

2
[(§]3)ox2a(pl7p27p37p4) = 512834523 X

2
2
[§]3)ox2b(p17p27p37p4) = 312334(l —Pp1 — P2 — p3)2 %

I§]3)ox2c(p17p27p37p4) = trspuye X

2 1 — 2¢)s93534 ' ’
I](sza(p17p27p3ap4) = (+ X ZZ}
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(A.24)

(A.25)

(A.26)

(A.27)

(A.28)

(A.29)

(A.30)

(A.31)

(A.32)

(A.33)

(A.34)

(A.35)



2 trspn l
I](Bf))b(p17p27p37p4) = c X K (A36)
2
2 (
I%fz(plamap&m) = trspnn X 1<Z}5 (A.37)
4
We point out that, as in [28], we have introduced the master integral Lﬁz which is a linear

combination of two masters used in [86, 87] as

2 2
z ot ‘ ot
1< L trspnn = rsp11 E Msfn (A.38)
1 l 2¢ o €
(2)

and we use I}p to replace the first integral on the RHS of (A.38) as a master integral in the

set of 221 master basis. We comment here that I%%ubz, 1%2%4, [%%ubgb and Igllb do not appear

in the maximally transcendental part of the two-loop four-point form factors with tr(F?3).
There are non-planar integrals for two-loop three-point form factors with the length-2
operators [84] which we list below:

Lo (P1,12) = 835 % *<K (A.39)

2

11212%130)(2(291,292,293) = (513 + s23)? % *@2 (A.40)

3

1
11%2%30)(33(1717])27])3) = 5125123 X —{K (A.41)

3 2

1
Ilgyz%goxgb(pbpmp?)) =2[(s12 + s13)l - p2 — (512 + S23)1 - p1] X _{K (A.42)

3 2

1

I@goxla(pl’pz,ps) = s12 [s23(1 + p3)? + s13(p1ag — 1)?] x \ ' (A.43)

1

Ilgl?Boxlb(pl:p%pS) = s12 [s23(1 + p3)® — s13(p123 — )] x ' PN 1 (A.44)
) 3] 1
I&ggoxga(pbpmp?)) = s12 [s13(1 — p1)? + s23(l — p2)?] x ! (A.45)
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3] 1
I@goxgb(l)l,pmm) = s12 [s13(1 — p1)? — s23(1 — p2)?] x l > < (A.46)

2

B Catani IR subtraction formula

In our discussion, we mainly consider BDS ansatz to subtract the IR divergences, which
applies to A/ = 4 SYM. This is enough for our consideration of the maximally transcendental
parts. In this appendix, we briefly compare the Catani subtraction and the BDS subtraction.

For general more realistic theories, such as QCD, one needs to use the Catani subtraction
formula [38]

FY = 1WFO ¢ g0 o), (B.1)
F2 = [@FO0) 4 [WF1) 4 z@)fin L o)

where the concrete expressions of Ir(Ll) and Ir(?) depend on the specific physical process, for
example, for the form factor with n external gluons,

Oey— € (Ca Bo\§~(_, -

In,g(e) F(l — E) ( 62 + B ;( sl,l-i—l) ; (B2)
1 2 fBo e (1 - 2€) [ Bo B

@y = Z (7)) _ 297D =0 (1) (2)

10 =5 (1) - 21O+ Mg \e o) @tngmr—gH
where
11 2
Bo —ECA — 3N (B.3)

1 5 5 89 1n
2 _ (1 2, 9 _1ny
& (243 i Cz N 12> Cat g7mi = ( G2 108) Cany = 16,

For simplicity, below we only focus on the leading color part of two-loop n-point minimal
form factor, for which the Catani subtraction is given as

),Can L—a 1~(2),Can,deg-a (0) (1)
F" Z ’ "F.tI‘(F" g - _I’r(L?;"F.tr(Fn) I’r(L ;f tr(F7)n (B4)
a=2L

The maximal transcendental part is not affected by ultraviolet divergence, and the formula

Ir(fi)r’lian nd Ir(m)n]iDS provide exactly the same subtraction. They differ only in the finite part
as
(L),Can,deg-4 (L),BDS,deg-4
O A (B.5)
,deg-4+(0) 1),deg-4 +(1),deg-4
o I( 5)] “ Itr(F”) n 17(175)] “ Itr(F 3),n
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n,de; n.de 11
2 (I‘J(:()Ffil)d i 2) T 2C21t(r1 Ffil G Zlog —Sii+1) — —nC4 + O(e),

where we factorize out the tree-level form factor from the maximal transcendental part of the

loop-level form factor, and we give L(&;’deg_ﬁ‘ and L%),’deg_ﬁ‘ as follows
7)oy _ e En: —c B.6
n,g ( ) - Egr(l — 6) £ (_52‘,2‘-‘,-1) ) ( : )
. 1 o\ 2 e"®T(1 — 2e) . nl3 e EC
J@)degd oy — _ 2 <I(1)7deg 2> _9 7(1)deg-2 (o ‘
ng (=75 g VT A G R R N s

C Two-loop symbol letters and collinear limit

In this appendix, we present the symbol letters that appeared in the two-loop four-point form
factor and also give their collinear limits.

C.1 Symbol letters

The letters that appear in the symbol of the master integrals are given in [86]. We can
separate the letters that appear in the remainder into two parts. The first part are simple
ratio variables defined in (2.18) and linear combinations of them:

Ui, Uiz, Ui, U3, U4, U3, (C.1)
U123, U124, U134, U234,

U123 — U2, U123 — U223, U124 — U12, U124 — U14,

U134 — U13, U134 — U34, U234 — U23, U234 — U34,

1—wuio3, 1 —uiog, 1 —uizq, 1 —uss.

There are from W7 ~ Wo; in the notation of [86].
The second part are the letters that contain square roots. Following the notation of
Section 2.2, we define the variables

+ 2+ Sij — Sk £ /A3 zykl o
‘Tz'jkl - 28@) ( '2)
= try (ijkl) _ SijSki — SikSjt + Susjk £ P(ijkl)v/As

TR 24 2sijSil ’

n sisjk — (Sij + 8ik)(Sij + Sj1) F Sij\/ A3,k £ P(ijkl)V/ As

++ +
2 :1—|—y.. R ,
ijkl ijkl lijk 23ij3il
where A3z appears in 3-massive triangle integral
Ao _(2_.._ 2 _ fg.. C.3
3.kl = (@7 — Si5 — 5k1) 5175kl » (C.3)
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P(ijkl) = £1 is the number of inversions, and Aj is the Gram determinant
A5 = trd = (s12534 — 513524 + $14523)° — 4512593534514 - (C.4)

With these definition, other letters occur in remainder can be expressed in the following form:

uz‘jw;;kl — Ujj1 ngkz
X1(pi +pj, prs 1) = ———, Xo(pi +pj,pe +11) = —, (C.5)
WUijTiigs — Wijl Lijkl
. +
try(igkl)  Yijri
Yo(pi + pj, Pk + P1) = WikiUjki — U Y1(pi, pj, Pk 1) = ) 2=
tr_(ijkl) Yijki
+ o ——
Y 1 2%k
Yé(pbpjvpk)pl) = _717 Z(plvpj7pk7pl) R ———
Yij T ZiiklZijkl

More explicitly, all the letters are

X1(p1 + p2,p3,04) , X1(p2 +p3,p1,p4) s X1(p1 + pa,p2,p3), X1(ps + pa,p1,02)

Xo(p1 +p2,p3 +pa), Xo(p2 +p3,p1+1p4), Xo(p1 +pa,p2+p3), Xa(ps+pa,p1+p2),
Yo(p1 + p2,p3 +pa), Yo(p2 + p3,p1+pa), Yo(p1 +pa,p2 +p3), Yo(ps + pa,p1 +p2),
Yi(p1:p2. 3. pa) s Y1(p1,ps, p2.pa)

Ya(p1,p3,02,P1), Ya(p3,p1,02,p4), Ya(p1,p3,04,p2), Ya(p3,p1,04,p2),

Z(p1,p2:p3,P4) s Z(p3;p2,D1,p4) - (C.6)

To make connection to the notation of [86]: X comes from W37 ~ W39, W5y, Xo comes from
Wss ~ Wsg, Yy comes from Wog ~ Woy, W51, Y7 comes from Wy, Yo comes from Wy ~ Wys.
Here we use the relation of Y5 to simplify all Y5 by introduce Y7 (p1, p3, p2, p4)-

Now all letters can be expressed by the variables:

+ + + +

L1234 5 T23145 T14235 *3412> (C.7)
+ + + + +

Y1234 > Y1324 Y3124> Y1342 Y3142 - 8

All letters appear in pairs with exchanging p; and ps except yf%34, which appear only in

Y1(p1,p2,P3,P4), Z(P1,P2,P3,p4) and Z(p3, p2,p1,pa)-
The letters that appear in the master integrals but not in the remainder function are: ¢,

V/A31234, /A3 1423, and /As.
The full symbol of the remainder can be expressed in terms of the letters (C.1) and (C.6):

S (Rio),) = (A®BoC@D)+.... (C.9)

Let us discuss a few properties of the Symbol. Integrability of the symbol is the following
requirement

ZdWZ A dWiyq (Wl R QWi @Wia® -+ Wn) =0, (C.lO)

where W; is the letter of i-th-entry. The entry conditions can be summarized as follows:
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1. The first-entry condition is required by physics, which is means the first letters of the
symbol must be physical poles u12, u14, u23, u34, U123, U124, U134, U234-

2. The second-entry and last-entry letters can appear at one loop, actually the second-
entry is free from y;;kl and zfjkl, and the last-entry is free from zi:?kl.

3. For the third-entry, we find that all letters appear.

C.2 Collinear limit of the letters

Below we give the collinear limit for various letters following Section 2.2.
For convenience, we introduce a new variable ¢ as:

S EM (C.11)
t  S12 + S23

One can check that (34) oc d, [34] o< £. Keep the leading term in the collinear limit, the

behavior of letters at the collinear limit as follows

/ /
U2 — Uy9 U923 — (1 — t)UQg s (C12)

/ / /

Uzq — —NUI3Us3 wig =ty
/ / /

U123 — 1— t(ulg + U23) N U234 — U93 ,

/ / / /

U341 —> U3, Ug12 — Upo + t(u13 + ’LL23) R
/ /!

u13 — (1 — t)ulg, U4 — tU23 .

The collinear limits of xiijkl and y;;kl are more subtle. First, |/Az ;i is hard to be
expressed rationally with momentum twistor. The limit behaviors of Ag ;;x; are

A371234 —)(1 — u'12)2 s (013)

/ /
U3 / )2 duy g
3

Ag 105 —(1 —uly)? — s
sazs (L4 75— 1+t

where only /Asz 1234 can turn to a rational function when ps3 || ps, which makes xf234 and
T3, free from square root. Additionally, the limit behavior of 23, is

L3412 = +0(), (C.14)

where v/, < 1. And the following non-trivial relation is necessar
12 g y

X1(pi + pj, s 21) X1 (Pk + P1spisp;) Pl Pk

1. C.15
Xo(pi + pj, . + p1) X2 (P + P pi + pj) (C.15)
Some y;;kl will vanish in the limit:
+ (1 —1)0 (1 — uyg)udg - Uy
Yizga =7~ o , Yizsa =7 — 57 g’ (C.16)
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D Constraints from higher order of e-expansion

In Section 5.3.1, we point out that the spurious poles should cancel at the high O(e) orders
of the form factor results, and in particular, the e'-order can provide useful new constraints
for the two-loop four-point form factor. In this appendix, we show that once the cancellation
of spurious poles is satisfied at e®-order where « is a finite number, it will hold for the higher
order of e.

Let’s review our problem first, for example, the cancellation of the spurious pole (24) (see
(5.37)) requires the following equation holds for any order of e-expansion at the symbol level

s (9 - af) 20, (D.1)

where the LHS can be expressed in terms of mater integrals as gf) — gg) = ¢-I?, in the
formula ¢ and I? are the vectors of the coefficients and 221 master integrals. Then our goal
is to solve the parameters in c or verify whether a given c satisfies (D.1). This can be done
by using the iterative properties of master integrals as follows.

The canonical differential equation of the master integrals we used has been given in [86]

50
a1 =y (A,- . I<2>> dlog(W;), (D.2)
i=1

where W; are the symbol letters, {A;} is a set of 221 x 221 rational matrices, which gives the
symbol of the master integrals as the following iterative formula by the definition of symbol

50
SI) =c> A <3(1<2>) ® Wi> : (D.3)
i=1

Most notably, I?) starts from of the e *-order

1 =10+ 3 (1) (D.1)
k=-3
where Iéz) contains only rational number. By using (D.3), each order of I can be obtained
iteratively.
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Consider first the e 3-order of I?), one has

50
SAM)| oy = > A1 (W) . (D.5)
1=1

The cancellation of spurious pole (D.1) at this order requires

SG7 —agi)|

e 3-order

50 n
530 AT (Wil o) = X AT () 0. (D)
i=1 i=1

Here it should be noticed that {W;} are no longer linearly independent when (24) — 0, thus
they need to be expressed as another set of linearly independent basis {W/} with n’ < 50,
meanwhile, the matrices {A;} also transform linearly to {Al} correspondingly. Then, it
requires the n’ equations c - A/, - I(()2) =0 where i = 1,...,n’ at e 3-order.

Similarly, the e~2-order of S(g@ - 952)) =0is

210 o
S6P — )| s 2% S e AL AL TP (W W) (D.7)
ij=1
or equivalently the more compact (n')? equations c - Al Al Iéz) =0 wherei,j=1,...,n.

More generally, we can abbreviate the equations of the €™ “-order (m can be any positive
integer) as
2
Ci1,"~,im ’ I((] ) =0, (D8)

where i, = 1,..,n/, and C;, ... ;,. can be given iteratively as

m

Ci=c-Al, Ci,,. =Ciy i A (D.9)

Cim—1,tm

Obviously, we do not need to solve the equations (D.8) for all m, because the vectors
live in 221-dimensional linear space. This means that there are no more than 221 linearly
independent {C;, ... ;.. } (or independent equations), although the index m can turn to infinite.
Therefore, for a given c, we can generate the finite dimensional linear space of {C;, ... ;.. }
using a finite number of iterations. For example, five steps of iterations are sufficient for the
problem of the cancellation of the spurious pole (24). More specifically, if we find a certain
c makes the equation (D.8) holds for m < 5, then any Cj, ... ;,, generated by such c for

will not provide new independent equations. In other words, if the cancellation is satisfied at
e'-order, it will also hold at the higher order of ¢ at symbol level. We also comment here that
the solution family of ¢ require {Cj;, ... ;,,} to belong to the orthogonal complement space of
1.

— 58 —



E Building-blocks for 2-loop four-point form factor of tr(F?)

In this appendix, we give the expressions of the building blocks in Section 5.3.2 as follows.
First, for the building blocks ég’ﬁ, where §=1,...,7 in (5.39):

~ 1 1 1
Gay = — ZIdBub(pl,pz;pl,pz) — Zdeub(pl,pz;prz,m) — Zdeub(m,ps;pz,p:’,)

1
- ZIdBub(m,ps;pz,ps,m) + IBoxBub (P2, P1, P4) + IBoxBub (P2, P3, P4)

1 1 1 1
+ ZIdBoxla(p2,p1,p4) + ZIdBoxla(p2yp3yp4) + ZIdBoxlb(p27p17p4) + ZIdBoxlb(p27p3ap4)

5 1 5 1 1
- §ISun(p1yp2) + ZISun(p17p4) - §ISun(p27p3) + ZISun(p37p4) - ZISun(plyp2yp4)

1 1 1 5
— —Isun(p2, 3, 1) + =ITBox0(P2, P1,P4) + §ITB0x0(p27p37p4) + =IBubo (1, P2)

4 2 8
5 3 21 3

+ gITBubo(m,p?,) + EITBubl(plap%]M) — 1—61TBub1(p1,p4,p2) + 1—61TBub1(p2,p3,p4)
21 1 1 1

— 1—61TBub1(p3,p4,p2) — gITBub2(p4,p1,p2) — gITBub2(p4,p2,p3) — ZITTO(p4aplap2)
1 1 1 1

- ZITTO(m,pz,ps) + 1_6]TT1(p27p17p4) + 1_6]TT1(p2,p37p4) - gITTla(p2,p17p4)
1 3 3

- gITTla(p27p37p4) + ZITTz(p%pl,m) + ZITT2(p2,p3,p4) ;

Ga2 =G9‘p1<_>p3 ,

G2.3 = — Lagub (D1, P2; P1, P2, P4) — LaBub (D2, P3; D2, D3, Pa) + IBubBox (P2, D1, D)
+ IBubBox (P2, P3,P4) — Isun (P1,P2) — Isun (P2, P3) — Isun(P1, P2, P4) — Isun (P2, P3,D4)

3 5
+ ITBox0 (P2, P1,P4) + ITBox0 (P2, D3, Pa) + ZITBub1(p1,p2,p4) — ZITBubl(plap47p2)

3 5
+ ZITBub1(p2,p3,p4) — Z[TBubl(p37p47p2) — Itro(pa, p1,p2) — ITT0(P4, D2, P3)

+ iITTl(p%plapzl) + %[TTl(pz,p?,,m) - %ITTla(p27p17p4) - %ITTla(p27p37p4)a

G2 :éll|p1<_>p3 ;

Ga5 = — 4agun(p1, p2; P1, P2, p1) — Uasun (1, Pa; P1, D2, pa) — Uasun (P2, P3; P2, P3, pa)
— 4I4Bub (3, Pa; P2, 3, P4) + 21aBub (P1, P25 P4; P15 P2, P4) + 21aBun (P2, P3, P4; P2, D3, Pa)
+ IBubBox0 (P2, P1, P4) + IBubBox0 (P2: P3, P4) — 4lsun(P1,P2) — 4lsun (1, P4) — 4sun (P2, P3)
— 4lsun(p3, pa) — 4lsun(p1, P2, P4) — 4lsun (P2, P3, Pa) + 2ITBox0 (P2, P1,P4)

1
+ 2ITBox0 (P2, P3, P4) + 2ITBox0 (P4, P1, P2) + 21TBox0 (P4, P3, P2) — §ITBub1(p1,p2,p4)
1 1 1
— §ITBub1(p17p4,p2) - §1T13ub1(p27p3,p4) - §1T13ub1(p37p47292) + 2I1Bub2 (P2, P1,P4)
+ 2ITBub2(P2, P3, 1) + 2ITBub2(P4, P1, P2) + 2ITBub2 (P4, P2, P3) — 2ITT0(P2, P1, P4)

1
— 2I110(p2, P3, Pa) — 2ITT0(P4, P1,D2) — 2L7T0(P4s P2, D3) + §ITT1(p2,p1,p4)
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1
+ §ITT1(p27p3,p4) — 3ItT1a(P2, P1,P4) — 3ITT1a(D2, P3,D4) S
G2.6 =2I3ubBox (P1, P2, P3) + 2IBubBox (P3; P2, P1) + IBubBoxa (D1, P2, P3s P4) + IBubBoxs (D3, D2, P1,P4)

3 3 1
— §IBubBox3(p4,p1,p2,p3) - §IBubBox3(p4,p3,p1,p2) - §deox2a(p1,p2,p3,p4)

1 1 1
— §IdBox2a(p3,p2,p1,p4) + gdeox2b(p1,p2,p3,p4) + gdeoxzb(ps,m,pl’m)

+ LaBox2c (P1, P2, P3, Pa) + LaBoxac (D3, P2, D1, Pa) + 2Laub (P1, P43 P1, P2, P4)

11 11
+ 214Bub (P3, P4; P2, D3, Pa) + EISun(p17p2) + 3Isun(p1,p4) + 7ISun(p2,p3)
5 5
+ 3Isun(p3,pa) + Isun(p1, P2, 03) + §Isun(p1,p27p4) + §ISun(p2,P3,p4) — Isun(p1, P2, P3,P4)
1
— 2I1Box0 (P4, P1,P2) — 2ITBox0 (P4, P3,D2) — §ITBox1(p1,p2,p3,p4) + ItBox1 (D1, P4, P2, D3)

1 1
— §ITBOX1 (p2,P3,p1,P4) + ITBox1 (D3, P4, D2, P1) — §ITBox2b(p1,p2,p3,p4)

1

1 1
— §ITBox2b(p3,p2,p1,p4) + §ITBox2b(p4,p1,p2,p3) + §ITBox2b(p4,p3,p2,p1)

5 3 5 3
+ §ITBub1(p17p2,p4) - §ITBub1(p17p4,p2) + §ITBub1(p27p37p4) - §ITBub1(P37p47p2)

3 3
— ZITBub2(p17p2,p3) — 2ITBub2(P2, P1,P4) — 2ITBub2(P2, P3, Pa) — ZITBub2(P37p17p2)

1 1 1
+ §ITBub3(p1,p2,p3,p4) — §ITBub3(p1,p47p2,P3) + §ITBub3(p27p37p1,P4)

1 1
— §ITBub3(p3,p4,p1,p2) + 2I110(p2, P1, Pa) + 21710 (P2, P3, P1) — §ITT1(p2,p1,p4)

1
— §ITT1(p2,p3,p4) + It71a(p2, 21, P4) + ITT12(P2, P3, P4) — 3ITT2(D1, P2, D3)

3 3 1 1
- §ITT2(p27p1,p4) - §ITT2(p2,P3,p4) — EITT2(p1,P2,P3,p4) — EITT2(293,P1,P2,294)

1 1 1
+ §ITT3a(p4,P1,P2,p3) + §ITT3a(p4,P3,P1,p2) + ZITT3b(p1,P2,p37p4)

1 1 1
+ ZITT3b(p3,p2,p1,p4) - ZITT3b(p4,p1,p2,p3) - ZITTgb(p4,p3,p1,p2),

G =2IaBub(P1, P2; D1, P2, P4) + 2Laub (P2, P33 P2, D3, Pa) + 2T BubBox (P1, P4, P3)

1 1
+ 2IBubBox (P3, P4, P1) — §[BubBox3(p1,p4,p2,p3) — §IBubBox3 (p3,p4,P1,D2)

1 1 1
— §IdBox2a(p1,p47p37p2) - gldBox2a(p27plap4ap3) + §IdBox2b(p27p17p4,p3)

1
+ §IdBox2b(p2,P3,P47p1) + I4Box2¢ (D1, P4, 3, P2) + LaBox2c (P2, D1, P4, P3) + 2Lsun (1, 2)

13

13 5
+ ?ISun(p17p4) + 2I5un(p2,p3) + gfsm(p?,,m) + §ISun(P1,P27p4) + Isun(P1,P3, P4)

5
+ §Isun(p2,p3,p4) — Isun(p1, D2, P3,P1) — 2LTBox0 (P2, P1, 1) — 2ITBox0 (P2, D3, P4)
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1 1 1
+ §ITBOX1 (p1,p2,P4,p3) + §ITBOX1 (p2,P3,P4,P1) — QITBoxzb(pbm,ps,pz)

1 1 1
+ §ITBox2b(p2,p17p47p3) + EITBox2b(P27p37p4,p1) - §ITBox2b(p3,p4,P1,p2)

3 5 3 5
— QITBub1(p1,p2,p4) + §ITBub1(plap47p2) — §[TBub1(p2ap37p4) + §ITBub1(p3,p4,p2)

3 3
— ZITBub2(p1,p3,p4) — Z[TBub2(p37plyp4) — 2I1ub2 (P4, P1, P2) — 2ITBub2 (P4, P2, P3)

1 1
+ 21710 (pa, P1, P2) + 217710 (P4s P2, P3) — §ITT1(p2,p1,p4) - §[TT1(p2,p3,p4)

3
+ Itr1a(P2, D1, P4) + ITT1a(D2, P3, D4) — 3ITT2(D1, P4y P3) — §ITT2(p2,p1,p4)

3 1 1 1
- §ITT2(p27p3,p4) - EITT2(p1,p37p4,p2) — EITTz(p%pl,m,p:a) + §ITT3a(p27p1,p3,p4)

1
+ §ITT3a(p2,p3,p1,p4)-

For the building blocks Ggm where vy =1,...,5 in (5.39):

~ 3 9 1
Gs.1 :ZIdBub(p37p4§p37p4) + IBoxBub (13, P4, P1) — ZIBubBox(p3yp4ap1) - §ISun(p17p3,p4)

3 11 13 1
— ZISun(p17p4) + Z[Sun(p3ap4) + ngBubo(ps,m) - §ITBub1(p1,p4,p3)

9 3 1 7
+ gITBub2(p1,p3,p4) — ZITBoxo(pza,m,pl) - §[TT1(p1,p4,p3) + ZITT2(p1,p47P3)

1 3
+ ZIdBoxla(p37p47p1) + ZIdBoxlb(p37p47p1) ;

- 3 9
G329 :ZIdBub(plyp2§p1,p2) - ZIdBub(plap2§p17p2,p4) + IBoxBub (P2, P1,4)

1 3 1 3
+ ZIdBoxla(p2,p1,p4) + ZIdBoxlb(p2,p1,p4) + §Isun(p17p2) - ZISun(p17p4)

11

3 13 27
— Zfsun(p1,p2,p4) + EITBOXO(p2ap17p4) + ngBubo(pl,pz) + EITBubl(plap2ap4)

93

9 9 1
— 1—61TBub1(p1,p4,p2) + gITBub2(p4,p1,p2) + ZITTO(p4aplap2) + EITTl(pzaplam)

9 7
- gITTla(p27p17p4) + ZITT2(p2,p1,p4)7
G3.3 = — LaBub(P3, P13 P1, 03, P4) + IBubBox (3, P4, P1) — Isun(P3, P4) — Isun(P1, D3, Pa)

5 3
+ ItBox0(P3, P4, P1) — ZITBubl(plyp4ap3) + ZITBubl(p3,p4ap1) + ItT0(P1,P3,P4)

1 1
+ ZITT1(p17p4,p3) - §ITT1a(p17p4,p3),
G3.4 = — Lagub (D1, 23 P1, D2, P4) + IBubBox (P2, D1, P4) — Isun(P1,02) — Isun(P1, P2, Da)

3 5
+ ITBox0(P2, P1,P4) + Z[TBubl(plyp%pzl) - ZITBubl(plylMapZ) + Itro(pa, p1,p2)

1 1
+ ZITT1(p27p1,p4) - §ITT1a(p2ap1,p4),
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G35 =21aub (D1, P2; D3, P4) + IBubBox (P1, P2, P3) + IBubBox (P4; D3, P2) — 4IBubBox3 (P1, P2, D3, P4)

1 1 3
+ §IBubBox3(p4,p3,p1,p2) + §IdB0x2a(p1,p27p37p4) - §IdBox2b(p17p27p3,p4)

— LaBox2¢(P1, P2, P35 P4) + 2Isun (P1,P2) — 3Isun (P2, P3) — Isun(p3, pa) + gISun(pbp%ps)

+ gfsun(pz,p?,,m) — 2Isun(p1, P2, P3,P4) + %ITBoxl (p1,p2,P3,P4) — ITBox1(P3, P4, P2, P1)
+ ITBox2a(P1, P2, 3, P4) + ITBox2a (P4, P3; P2, P1) + ZITBub2(p2,p3,p4) + %ITBum(p&pl,pz)
— ITBuwb3(P1, P2, P3, Pa) + %ITBubg(ps,m,pl,pz) + %ITT2(I)17P27P3) + %ITT2(I)27P37P4)

1 1 1
— —Itr2(p1, 2, P3,P4) + = I1732(P1, D2, P3,Pa) + = I17T30(P4, D3, D1, D2)

4 2 2
- %ITTBb(pl,p2,p3ap4) + iITTgb(m,p:’),pl,pz) :

In addition, the concrete expression of Aﬁ)TN =t is

AR = By (4G5 +268)) + (01 © py) (E.1)
=By (3151?3)@(1?3,174;1?3,294) - 2I§2;gub(p37p4;p1,p3,p4) - 3I§i)n(171,p4) + 9I§i)rl(173,p4)

- 41§i)n (p1,p3,p4) + 411(323;(131110 (p3,p4,01) — 711(32131930)((293,294,1?1) + ?I%ubo (p3,p4)

- gI%ubl(m,m,m) + gf%ubl(pg,m,m) + gf%m(phpg,m) + 203 (p1, p3, 1)

— §I¥T)1(p1,p47p3) — f%)la(pl,m,ps) + 7142%2(171,19471)3) — 1%21%0)(0(])3,])4,171)

2

2 2

F Remainders and numerical results for the four-point form factor

The final form factor .}"t(f()Fl\f)E

ficients are given in the ancillary files.

are obtained in terms of 221 master integrals, and their coef-

To give some details about letters in each entry: (1) the first-entry contains 8 let-
ters, corresponding to physical poles u; 41 and w;;1142; (2) the second entry is free from
{X1,Y1,Ys, Z, u13,u24}, and there are 28 letters; (3) third entry contains all 42 letters except
u123; (4) the last-entry is free from {X1, Xo, Z, u;ji, 1 — wiji, w12 — w123, u23 — 123}, and there
are 22 letters. Explicit definitions of X;, Y;, Z can be found in the supplemental material. We
provide the full expression of the remainder in the auxiliary file.

The analytic expression can be obtained in terms of multiple polylogarithm functions
with proper analytic continuation.

In Table 7, we provide a high precision numerical data point, which is computed using
the C++ library Ginac [103], and the Mathematica package DiffExp [104] can be also used.
The method and condition of analytic continuation is discussed in [105] (see also [106]), and
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Fotroya [ Faate

e? 8

3 —31.395344718654

e 2 51.480019340206 + 0.00235598166923721

el 82.059735716289 — 1.94672910635197

€0 107.65805575095 — 3.2229844658046¢ 93.198436450457 + 6.10544925771704
RE?()FS) 3.7743292318089 + 3.7743292318089: | —10.685290068684 + 12.5289496884881
Theory N =4 SYM pure YM

Table 7: The numerical results of the two-loop four-point form factors in the two theories
up to finite order, and the finite remainders are given in the last line, where the kinematics
are chosen as: {¢? = —13, s10 = —9/2, s93 = —67/10, s34 = —10, 514 = —17/2, 513 = 38/5,
s94 = 91/10 and tr5 = 3v/10195351 /1004 }.

we can evaluate the form factor in both the Euclidean and non-Euclidean regions. We find
the master integrals which numerator proper to /A3 and trs have the ambiguity of sign,
then we add a sign factor to each of these integrals. We have performed cross-checks of the
numerical results using FIESTA [107] and pySecDec [108].

G One-loop four-gluon amplitude: a counter-example of MTP

We consider one-loop four-gluon amplitudes in pure YM theory as counterexamples that
break the principle of maximal transcendentality. To be concrete, we consider two helicity
configurations: AW (17,27,3%,47) and AW

4,YM 4,YM
we define the loop correction function normalized by tree factor as

(17,2%,37,4™). For convenience of notation,

1)
1 _ Ay
T, — (G.1)
0
4 Ai)
We also define
s=(p1+p2)?, t=p2+p3)?, su=(pi+1)>. (G.2)

(@) AL, (17, 27,3%,4%):

The result of AS\)(M(l_, 27,3%,4%) can be computed using unitarity-cut as'?
(1) 4 1 4 1 4 1
— 9= a9F 2+ —
IA4YM(1 ,27,37,47) = —st , ) + : ’2 + ¢ ; ’2 + lower trans. (G.3)

17One can simply use the four-dimensional unitarity cut, which is enough for the consideration of maximal
transcendentality part. The missing terms are rational parts.
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where the diagrams represent box and triangle scalar integrals, the triangle coefficients are

3 2 3
— 2—3@+282l ) ey =t(2-32 p o Fuy) (G.4)
3 s s2 83

and ‘lower trans.” represents other lower transcendental contributions from higher e-order
terms of box and triangles, as well as the bubble integrals and rational terms.

For the box and triangle integrals, each separately contributes to the maximally transcen-
dental terms of degree-2. Interestingly, after integral reduction, one finds that the maximal
transcendentality parts of the two triangle integrals cancel with each other such that

1 1 4 1

c1 I+ e 3 ! =lower trans. (G.5)
3 2 2 2

Thus only the box integral contributions to the maximally transcendental part, which is
identical to the well-known N = 4 result:

T2 st e = 1) (G.6)

This also means that the scalar and fermion loops in N/ = 4 SYM do not have maximally
transcendental contributions.

(In) AY),(17,2%,37,4%):

The result of AS\)(M(l_, 2% 37,47) takes a different form as:

4 1 4 !
Igl4),f;(1_,2+,3_74+) = (—st+d) i + |eé . ! ? + cyclic perm. | +lower trans.
(G.7)
where
- s%t2(2s? + 3st + 2t2)
d= G+ t)4 ’ o8
5 st

We can see that the coefficients of the box and triangle integrals are much more compli-

cated, in particular, a non-trivial spurious pole ——; appears, and so do the triangle integrals.

Since the IR divergence have a universal maxur(laH; transcendental part which is provided by
box integral with coefficient —st, the other IR divergences from the box contribution with the
coefficient d and the triangle integrals must cancel with each other, which can be checked.
At finite order, however, the maximally transcendental part receives a new contribution and
is therefore different for the A/ = 4 results. Namely

M (17 20, 37 4 ) e = T4) e (G.10)

A4YM
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1),M.T. ,,— - 1
ngYM (17,27,37,4) 5w #Z4) o lfn - (G.11)
Let us study the contribution in N'= 4 SYM in more detail. The full N'= 4 SYM result
can be decomposed as three parts:

¥ =TV Tl ) (G.12)

A4,N:4 A4,gluon A4,fcrmion + A4,scalar ?

where gluon, fermion and scalar indicate the particles that circulate the loop. One can find
that both fermion and scalar loops contribute to maximally transcendental part. In particular,
the coefficients of scalar box integral are:

B 232t2(32 + %) - s3t3

deo o =22 2 T2 ooy = —3——— . 1
fermion (S+t)4 I scalar 3(S+t)4 (G 3)

They cancel precisely the d in the gluon loop result (G.7), which gives the correct N' = 4
coefficient.

The contribution from the scalar-loop means that there is no way to match N'=4 SYM
and QCD results by simply changing the representation of fermions. Therefore, the principle
of maximal transcendentality does not apply for the one-loop four gluon amplitude, or more
concretely for the helicity amplitudes Agl) (17,2%,37,4™"). Compared to the form factor cases
we consider in the main text, this may be understood that the IR and collinear constraints are
not enough to fix the amplitudes uniquely, but allow a larger solution space for the maximal
transcendental parts.
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