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Abstract: We express a toy model of the ten-point elliptic double-box, first characterized

in arXiv:1712.02785, in terms of elliptic polylogarithms. This toy model corresponds to a

particular unphysical limit of the elliptic double-box in which it depends on only three dual

conformal cross-ratios. While the diagram is fully permutation symmetric in the cross-ratios

in this limit, this property is not manifest in either of the two elliptic polylogarithm formalisms

we use to express it. We observe that the function is a pure elliptic polylogarithm, which

is the result of nontrivial identities between elliptic integrals depending on the conformal

cross-ratios.
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1 Introduction

Recent years have seen enormous progress in tackling integrals beyond polylogarithms in

perturbative quantum field theory, particularly those involving elliptic curves. The first such

integral to be considered was a two-loop propagator correction of massive scalars in two

dimensions called the sunrise integral. Due to its comparatively simple and self-contained

nature, this integral has been the focus of a wide array of investigations, used as a testbed for

new formalisms and new insights [1–25]. One result of this work has been the development

of a powerful and versatile formalism for these integrals, one which can convert between a

representation as iterated integrals on a toroidal domain [26, 27] and one as iterated integrals

involving roots of quartic polynomials, normalized to preserve a certain notion of “purity” [28].

The first massless Feynman integral involving an elliptic curve is more complicated, a

ten-particle two-loop double-box integral that gives a particular supercomponent of the cor-

responding amplitude in planar N = 4 super Yang-Mills theory [29, 30]. This integral has

recently been expressed in terms of the above formalism [31], leading to proposals for extend-

ing that formalism [32]. While there has been a great deal of progress with this integral, its

kinematic complexity makes it challenging to work with.

In ref. [30], one of the authors described a limit of the ten-particle double-box that

preserves its ellipticity. This limit is a toy model with no particular physical relevance, in

which certain pairs of non-adjacent dual points are taken to be light-like separated. This toy

model has the advantage that the double-box becomes dependent on only three parameters,

with full permutation symmetry in those parameters. Ref. [30] represented this integral in

terms of a one-fold integral over weight-three polylogarithms, and observed that in this form

its permutation symmetry is not manifest.

We believe that this toy model could be a useful tool for investigation of elliptic Feynman

integrals in future. It is intermediate in complexity between the sunrise integral and the
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Figure 1. The elliptic double-box. Labels denote dual points xi.

full ten-point double-box, and the challenge of making its symmetry manifest may suggest

improvements to the formalism for elliptic Feynman integrals. To explore the toy model

double-box further, we express it in modern formalism: iterated integrals on a torus (known

as Γ̃ functions) and iterated integrals involving roots of quartic polynomials (specifically the

pure basis denoted by E4). We find that in either formalism the symmetries of the diagram

are still not manifest.

We organize the rest of the paper as follows. In section 2 we give a definition of the

toy model we will consider. Section 3 reviews the bases of elliptic multiple polylogarithm

functions we will be using. We describe our procedure to convert the results of ref. [30] into

this formalism in section 4, and present our results in section 5. Finally, we conclude and

mention some open questions.

2 The Toy Model

In planar N = 4 super Yang-Mills, the leading contribution to a particular supercomponent

of the ten-particle amplitude consists of one two-loop graph, a double-box depicted in figure 1.

For this ten-particle amplitude all external legs are massless. We can define a dual position

space with pi = xi+1 − xi. This diagram is finite, and as such is invariant under a conformal

symmetry in the dual space, or dual conformal symmetry [33–38]. In terms of the dual points,

masslessness of the middle legs of the double-box implies that the dual points f and a are

light-like separated, as well as the dual points d and c. Writing (a, b) ≡ (xa − xb)2 ≡ x2ab, we

have,

(a, f) = (d, c) = 0 . (2.1)

Following ref. [30], we impose additional restrictions on the kinematics:

(f, b) = (b, d) = (c, e) = (e, a) = 0 . (2.2)

One can think of these restrictions as letting us reduce to the kinematics of six massless

particles, with {xa, xb, xc, xd, xe, xf} becoming {x1, x3, x5, x4, x6, x2}. However, as these dual
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points are in a different order than our original dual points, this is not a sensible massless

limit of the diagram itself. It is for this reason that we refer to this limit as a toy model.

In this limit, the diagram depends on three dual-conformal cross-ratios,

u1 ≡
(a, b)(d, e)

(a, d)(b, e)
, u2 ≡

(f, d)(c, a)

(f, c)(d, a)
, u3 ≡

(b, c)(e, f)

(b, e)(c, f)
. (2.3)

An alternative presentation for these cross-ratios, in terms of so-called y variables, will

be useful later, as it rationalizes a square root that would otherwise frequently appear in this

calculation. The cross-ratios ui are given in terms of these variables as follows:

u1 =
y1(1− y2)(1− y3)

(1− y1y2)(1− y3y1)

u2 =
y2(1− y3)(1− y1)

(1− y2y3)(1− y1y2)

u3 =
y3(1− y1)(1− y2)

(1− y3y1)(1− y2y3)
(2.4)

Ref. [30] described how this diagram can be Feynman-parametrized loop-by-loop in a way

that preserves its dual conformal symmetry. This resulted in an expression of the form,

Ielltoy =

∫ ∞
0

dα

∫ ∞
0

d3~β
1

f1f2f3
, (2.5)

where we will for now neglect the (Feynman-parameter-independent) numerator. The poly-

nomials f1, f2, f3 are defined as,

f1 = β1 + β2 + β1β2 (2.6)

f2 = 1 + αu1 + u2β3 (2.7)

f3 = f1 + α(β1 + u3β3) + β2β3 . (2.8)

In the above reference, the authors were able to integrate in the three βi parameters,

yielding an expression for the toy model in terms of an integral over weight-three polylog-

arithmic functions, with a prefactor involving a square root of a quartic equation in the

remaining integration variable:

Ielltoy =

∫ ∞
0

dα
1√
Q(α)

Htoy(α) , (2.9)

where,

Q(α) ≡ (1 + α(u1 + u2 + u3 + αu1u3))
2 − 4α(1 + αu1)

2u3 , (2.10)
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and Htoy = F1 − F2, with

Fi(α) ≡G(w̄i, 0, 0;α) +G(w̄i, 0̄, 0̄;α)−G(w̄i, 0, 0̄;α)−G(w̄i, 0̄, 0;α)

−G(w̄i,−w̄1w̄2, 0;α)−G(w̄i,
w̄1w̄2

w1 + w2
, 0̄;α) +G(w̄i,

w̄1w̄2

w1 + w2
;α) log(w1w2w̄1w̄2)

−G(w̄i,−w̄1w̄2;α) log

(
−1

w̄1w̄2

)
+
{
G(w̄i, 0;α)−G(w̄i, 0̄;α)

}
log(−w1w2)

+G(w̄i;α)
{1

2
log2

(
1

w1 + w2

)
+ log(w1w2) log

(
−1

w̄1w̄2

)
− log(

1

w1 + w2
) log(

1

w̄1w̄2
) + Li2(−

w1 + w2

w̄1w̄2
)
}
, (2.11)

where we use the compressed notation x̄ ≡ −1/(1 + x) (so that 0̄ = −1), and

w1,2 ≡
[
α((αu3 − 1)u1 − u2 + u3)− 1±

√
Q(α)

]
/(2αu2) . (2.12)

Here, the functions G are the usual multiple polylogarithms, with conventions,

G(a1, . . . , an; z) =

∫ z

0

dt

t− a1
G(a2, . . . , an; t) . (2.13)

This expression for the toy model double-box will be the starting point for our analysis

here.

3 Elliptic Multiple Polylogarithms

Several distinct formalisms for elliptic polylogarithms exist in the literature. There are two

we will make use of in this paper. One, the pure elliptic multiple polylogarithms of ref. [28],

is for us a more useful starting-point, as it is easier to obtain from our initial expression in

eq. 2.9. The other, the meromorphic iterated integrals on a torus described in [26, 27], are

more difficult to work with, but they do have one property that will be important for us:

they can be made to depend on a basis of functions that is closed under permutations of the

cross-ratios ui. As such, we will here review both formalisms.

3.1 Pure Elliptic Multiple Polylogarithms

The pure elliptic multiple polylogarithms of ref. [28] are iterated integrals with integration

kernels that depend on the square root of a cubic or quartic polynomial. There are many

possible bases of such integration kernels, but this particular formalism aims for a basis such

that the integrals are pure: functions that are unipotent (satisfying a differential equation

without a homogeneous term), and with total differential containing only pure functions

and one-forms with logarithmic singularities. These are the functions expected to be most

directly analogous to polylogarithms, and, with appropriate normalization, to constitute the

best bases for scattering amplitudes.

Here we will focus on the version of this formalism defined using the square root of a

quartic polynomial1. These functions are iterated integrals on a set of integration kernels

1There are subtle differences for a cubic polynomial that will not be relevant here.
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Ψn(c, x,~a), where n ∈ Z, c is a branch point which can be ∞, x is the integration variable,

and ~a is a list of the roots of the polynomial in a particular ordering. These functions are

denoted as follows:

E4

(
n1 . . . nk
c1 . . . ck

;x,~a

)
=

∫ x

0
dtΨn1(c1, t,~a) E4

(
n2 . . . nk
c2 . . . ck

; t,~a

)
. (3.1)

The presence of the list ~a (and its ordering) in the formalism is what will make the basis of

functions that results not closed under permutation of the cross-ratios of our problem.

In practice, we need only consider Ψn(c, x,~a) for values of n close to zero. In our case,

we need only the following:

Ψ0(0, x,~a) =
c4
ω1y

(3.2a)

Ψ1(c, x,~a) =
1

x− c
(3.2b)

Ψ−1(c, x,~a) =
yc

y(x− c)
+ Z4(c,~a)

c4
y

(3.2c)

Ψ1(∞, x,~a) = −Z4(x,~a)
c4
y

(3.2d)

Ψ−1(∞, x,~a) =
x

y
− 1

y
[a1 + 2c4G∗(~a)] , (3.2e)

where we have,

y2 = P4(x) = (x− a1)(x− a2)(x− a3)(x− a4) , (3.3)

so that y is the square root of the quartic polynomial that defines our elliptic curve (normalized

so the coefficient of x4 is one), while,

c4 ≡
1

2

√
(a1 − a3)(a2 − a4) . (3.4)

An elliptic curve has two periods, for which we will use,

ω1 = 2c4

∫ a3

a2

dx

y

ω1 = 2c4

∫ a2

a1

dx

y
, (3.5)

and two quasi-periods,

η1 = −1

2

∫ a3

a2

dx

c4y

[
x2 − s1(~a)

2
x+

s2(~a)

6

]
η2 = −1

2

∫ a2

a1

dx

c4y

[
x2 − s1(~a)

2
x+

s2(~a)

6

]
(3.6)
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The function Z4(x,~a) is designed to have a simple pole at infinity. It is defined by the

following integral,

Z4(x,~a) ≡
∫ x

a1

dx′

y

[
1

c4

(
x2 − s1(~a)

2
x+

s2(~a)

6

)
+ 4c4

η1
ω1

]
, (3.7)

where s1 and s2 are symmetric polynomials.

Finally, we have

G∗(~a) ≡ 1

ω1
g1(z∗, τ) , (3.8)

where

z∗ ≡
c4
ω1

∫ −∞
a1

dx

y
, (3.9)

and g(1) and τ will be defined in the next subsection.

3.2 Γ̃ Formalism

It is well-known that an elliptic curve defined over the complex numbers is isomorphic to a

complex torus. The modular parameter, τ , of this torus can be defined in terms of the periods

of the elliptic curve like so:

τ =
ω2

ω1
. (3.10)

Given a point (x, y) on the elliptic curve we can find a corresponding point on the torus

using Abel’s map as follows,

zx =
c4
ω1

∫ x

a1

dx′

y
. (3.11)

Referencing the previous section it should immediately become clear that z∗ is the image of

−∞ under this map.

With these definitions, we can state the formalism for elliptic multiple polylogarithms as

iterated integrals on a torus, as a class of functions Γ̃:

Γ̃

(
n1 . . . nk
z1 . . . zk

; z, τ

)
=

∫ z

0
dz′g(n1)(z′ − z1, τ)Γ̃

(
n2 . . . nk
z2 . . . zk

; z, τ

)
, (3.12)

where the functions g(n)(z, τ) are defined via the Eisenstein-Kronecker series,

F (z, α, τ) =
1

α

∑
n≥0

g(n)(z, τ)αn =
θ′1(0, τ)θ1(z + α, τ)

θ1(z, τ)θ1(α, τ)
, (3.13)

where θ1 is the odd Jacobi theta function and θ′1 is its derivative with respect to its first

argument.

These functions are related to the functions in the previous section in a very simple way,

dxΨ±n(c, x,~a) =

dzx

[
g(n)(zx − zc, τ)± g(n)(zx + zc, τ)− δ±n,1

(
g(1)(zx − z∗, τ) + g(1)(zx + z∗, τ)

) ]
.

(3.14)

– 6 –



4 Procedure

In principle, the procedure to re-express an expression of the form 2.9 in elliptic polylogarithms

was described in full in refs. [21, 27]. While our situation is slightly different in that we

integrate directly into the pure elliptic polylogarithms of ref. [28], the methodology is similar

enough that we will not repeat the details of those references here. Instead, we will sketch

the method, and go into detail only for those aspects which are particular subtleties of our

situation.

To begin, we prefer to avoid integrating from zero to infinity as this will result in functions

that are difficult to check numerically, so we map the integration domain of eq. 2.9 to an

integral from zero to one by mapping to a new variable,

x =
α

1 + α
. (4.1)

In general, the method of refs. [21, 27] demands that we re-write the multiple polyloga-

rithms in the integrand of 2.9 in terms of (pure) elliptic multiple polylogarithms, with their

only dependence on the integration variable residing in their function argument (and thus the

endpoint of integration). We must do this recursively by “re-fibering” the functions in the

integrand, taking derivatives2 until we reach algebraic functions and then integrating them

back up, using partial-fractioning and integration-by-parts to associate them with the inte-

gration kernels in eq. 3.2. We can then integrate our function back into pure elliptic multiple

polylogarithms and perform a numerical sanity check.

In general, this procedure will not result in manifestly pure functions: instead, there

will be pure elliptic multiple polylogarithms with various coefficients, including rational and

algebraic functions in the yi and the function Z4 with various arguments. However, we do

expect every multiple polylogarithm (depending on an elliptic curve) to be representable

in terms of pure elliptic multiple polylogarithms. In order for this to be the case, certain

identities have to hold true, such that certain linear combinations of functions Z4 are algebraic

in the yi. Using this expectation we have identified several candidate identities of this form

2To perform these derivatives and otherwise manipulate multiple polylogarithms, we made use of the

package PolyLogTools [39].
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and verified them numerically:

Z4(1,~a) = − A

2c4q4(1− y1y2)y3(1− y1y3)2(1− y2y3)

+
1

2
Z4

(
(1− y1y3)
(y3 − y1y3)

,~a

)
+

1

2
Z4

(
(1− y1y3)
(1− y1)

,~a

)
(4.2)

Z4(0,~a) = − B

6c4q4(1− y1y2)y3(1− y1y3)(1− y2y3)

+
1

2
Z4

(
(1− y1y3)
(y3 − y1y3)

,~a

)
+

1

2
Z4

(
(1− y1y3)
(1− y1)

,~a

)
(4.3)

Z4

(
(1− y1y2)(1− y1y3)
(1− y1)(1− y1y2y3)

,~a

)
= − C

6c4q4(1− y1y2)y3(1− y1y3)(1− y2y3)(1− y1y2y3)

+
1

2
Z4

(
(1− y1y3)
(y3 − y1y3)

,~a

)
+

1

2
Z4

(
(1− y1y3)
(1− y1)

,~a

)
(4.4)

where,

q4 =

√
(1− y1)2(1− y2)D

(1− y1y2)2(1− y1y3)4(1− y2y3)2)
, (4.5)

and A,B,C, and D are polynomials,

A =1− y2 − 3y1y3 + 2y2y3 + y1y2y3 + y23 − 2y1y
2
3 + 4y21y

2
3 − 3y2y

2
3 + 2y1y2y

2
3 − y21y2y23

− 2y1y
2
2y

2
3 + y21y

2
2y

2
3 + y1y

3
3 − 2y21y

3
3 − y1y2y33 + 2y21y2y

3
3 − 3y31y2y

3
3 + 4y1y

2
2y

3
3 − 2y21y

2
2y

3
3

+ y31y
2
2y

3
3 + y21y2y

4
3 + 2y31y2y

4
3 − 3y21y

2
2y

4
3 − y31y2y53 + y31y

2
2y

5
3

B =3− 3y2 + 6y3 − 8y1y3 + 4y2y3 − 2y1y2y3 + y23 − 2y1y
2
3 − 11y2y

2
3 + 11y21y2y

2
3 + 2y1y

2
2y

2
3

− y21y22y23 + 2y1y2y
3
3 − 4y21y2y

3
3 + 8y1y

2
2y

3
3 − 6y21y

2
2y

3
3 + 3y21y2y

4
3 − 3y21y

2
2y

4
3

C =3− 3y2 − 4y1y3 + 2y2y3 − 7y1y2y3 + 9y1y
2
2y3 − y23 + 2y1y

2
3 − y2y23 + 12y1y2y

2
3 + 11y21y2y

2
3

− 16y1y
2
2y

2
3 − 7y21y

2
2y

2
3 − 7y1y2y

3
3 − 16y21y2y

3
3 + 11y1y

2
2y

3
3 + 12y21y

2
2y

3
3 − y31y22y33 + 2y21y

3
2y

3
3

− y31y32y33 + 9y21y2y
4
3 − 7y21y

2
2y

4
3 + 2y31y

2
2y

4
3 − 4y21y

3
2y

4
3 − 3y31y

2
2y

5
3 + 3y31y

3
2y

5
3

D =1− y2 + 2y3 − 4y1y3 + 2y2y3 + y23 − 4y1y
2
3 + 4y21y

2
3 − 5y2y

2
3 − 4y1y2y

2
3 + 6y21y2y

2
3

+ 2y21y
2
2y

2
3 + 4y1y2y

3
3 + 8y21y2y

3
3 − 8y31y2y

3
3 + 8y1y

2
2y

3
3 − 8y21y

2
2y

3
3 − 4y31y

2
2y

3
3 − 2y21y2y

4
3

− 6y21y
2
2y

4
3 + 4y31y

2
2y

4
3 + 5y41y

2
2y

4
3 − 4y21y

3
2y

4
3 + 4y31y

3
2y

4
3 − y41y32y43 − 2y41y

2
2y

5
3 + 4y31y

3
2y

5
3

− 2y41y
3
2y

5
3 + y41y

2
2y

6
3 − y41y32y63 . (4.6)

We do not have analytic proof of these identities, but we expect this to be possible to

find using Abel’s theorem, along the lines described in ref. [32].

Once we have an expression in terms of pure elliptic multiple polylogarithms, it is straight-

forward to transform our expression to one involving the Γ̃ basis using eq. 3.14.
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5 Results

Performing the procedure in the above section, we find,

Ielltoy =
ω1

c4q4
T , (5.1)

where q4 is defined in 4.5 and,

T = 3E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 0 0 1
; 1,~a

)
− 2E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 0 1 0
; 1,~a

)
+ 3E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 0 1 1
; 1,~a

)

− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 0 1 b1
; 1,~a

)
− 3E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 0 b2 0
; 1,~a

)
− 2E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 0 b1 1
; 1,~a

)

+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 0 b3 1
; 1,~a

)
− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 0 b3 b1
; 1,~a

)
+ 3E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 0 b4 0
; 1,~a

)

− 3E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 0 b4 1
; 1,~a

)
− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 0 1
; 1,~a

)
− 2E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 0 b1
; 1,~a

)

+ 3E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 1 0
; 1,~a

)
− 3E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 1 1
; 1,~a

)
+ 2E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 1 b1
; 1,~a

)

+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 b2 0
; 1,~a

)
− 2E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 b1 0
; 1,~a

)
+ 3E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 b1 1
; 1,~a

)

− 2E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 b1 b1
; 1,~a

)
− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 b3 1
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 b3 b1
; 1,~a

)

− 3E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 b4 0
; 1,~a

)
+ 3E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 1 b4 1
; 1,~a

)
− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b5 0 1
; 1,~a

)

+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b5 0 b1
; 1,~a

)
− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b5 1 0
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b5 b2 0
; 1,~a

)

+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b5 b1 0
; 1,~a

)
− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b5 b1 1
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b5 b1 b1
; 1,~a

)

+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b5 b3 1
; 1,~a

)
− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b5 b3 b1
; 1,~a

)
− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b6 0 1
; 1,~a

)

+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b6 0 b1
; 1,~a

)
− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b6 1 0
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b6 b2 0
; 1,~a

)

+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b6 b1 0
; 1,~a

)
− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b6 b1 1
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b6 b1 b1
; 1,~a

)

+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b6 b3 1
; 1,~a

)
− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b6 b3 b1
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b1 1 0
; 1,~a

)
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− E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b1 1 b1
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b1 b1 1
; 1,~a

)
− 2E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b1 b3 1
; 1,~a

)

+ 2E4

(
0 −1 1 1

0 b1 b3 b1
; 1,~a

)
+ log

(
1

u2

)
×{

2E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, 1, 1
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, 1, b3
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, b5, 0
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, b6, 0
; 1,~a

)}

+ log (u2)

{
E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, 0, 1
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, 0, b3
; 1,~a

)
+ 2E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, 1, 0
; 1,~a

)

+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, b5, b3
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, b6, b3
; 1,~a

)
− 2E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, b1, b3
; 1,~a

)}
+ log

(
1

u3

)
×{

2E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, 0, 1
; 1,~a

)
− 3E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, 1, 1
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, b5, 1
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, b6, 1
; 1,~a

)}

+ log (u3)

{
− 3E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, 0, b2
; 1,~a

)
+ 3E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, 0, b4
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, 1, b2
; 1,~a

)

− 3E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, 1, b4
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, b5, b2
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, b6, b2
; 1,~a

)}

+ log

(
u3
u2

){
−2E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, 1, b1
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, b5, b1
; 1,~a

)
+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, b6, b1
; 1,~a

)}

+ E4

(
0,−1, 1

0, b1, 1
; 1,~a

)
log (u2u3)

+ E4

(
0,−1

0, 1
; 1,~a

){
− 2ζ2 + Li2

(
1

u2

)
+ log2

(
1

u2

)
+

1

2
log

(
1− u2
u2

)
log

(
1

u2

)
− 2 log

(
u3
u2

)
log

(
1

u2

)
+

1

2
iπ log

(
1

u2

)
+

1

2
log

(
1− u2
u2

)
log

(
1

u3

)
+

1

2
iπ log

(
1

u3

)
+

1

2
log

(
1− u2
u2

)
log

(
u3
u2

)
+

1

2
iπ log

(
u3
u2

)}

+ E4

(
0,−1

0, b5
; 1,~a

){
ζ2 − Li2

(
1

u2

)
− 1

2
log2

(
1

u2

)
+ log

(
u3

1− u2

)
log

(
1

u2

)

− iπ log

(
1

u2

)}
+ E4

(
0,−1

0, b6
; 1,~a

){
ζ2 − Li2

(
1

u2

)
− 1

2
log2

(
1

u2

)

+

(
log

(
u3

1− u2

)
− iπ

)
log

(
1

u2

)}
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+ 2E4

(
0,−1

0, b1
; 1,~a

){
Li2

(
1

u2

)
+ log

(
u2

1− u2

)
log (u2)− iπ log (u2)

}

+ E4

(
0,−1

0, 0
; 1,~a

){
(−Li2

(
1

u2

)
− log

(
u2

1− u2

)
log (u2) + iπ log (u2)

}

E4

(
0

0
; 1,~a

){
ζ3 + Li3

(
1

u2

)
− Li3

(
− u2

1− u2

)
− Li2

(
1

u2

)
log

(
u3
u2

)
− ζ2 log

(
u2

1− u2

)
+ log (u2)

((
log

(
1− u2
u2

)
+ iπ

)
log

(
(y2 − 1) y3
y2 (y3 − 1)

)
+

(
log

(
1− u2
u2

)
+ iπ

)
log

(
y1y2 − 1

y1y3 − 1

))
− 1

6
log3

(
u2

1− u2

)
+ log2 (u2)

(
−1

2
log

(
u2

1− u2

)
+
iπ

2

)}
, (5.2)

where

b1 =
1

1− u1
,

b2 =
1

u3
,

b3 =
(y1y3 − 1) (y1y2y3 − 1)

(y1 − 1)
(
y1y2y23 − 1

) ,

b4 =
(y1y3 − 1) (y2y3 − 1)

1− 2y2y3 + y1 (y3y2 + y2 − 2) y3 + y3
,

b5 =
1− y1y3
y3 − y1y3

,

b6 =
y1y3 − 1

y1 − 1
.

(5.3)

We provide this expression in machine-readable format in an ancillary file, ToyDoubleBox.m.

We can then find an expression in terms of Γ̃ functions. This expression is even longer, as

the integration kernels of the Γ̃ functions are not manifestly single-valued and thus at least two

such kernels are needed to represent each kernel in the pure elliptic multiple polylogarithm

formalism (see eq. 3.14). Due to length we omit this expression here, and instead provide it

in the ancillary file ToyDoubleBox.m.

Our result is pure once the relations in eqs. 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4 are taken into account. This

is as expected, both from the perspective of this integral’s leading singularity and because

it was described as a one-fold integral over pure polylogarithms. The form in eq. 5.2 is not

manifestly symmetric in exchange of the cross-ratios, but this is also as expected because the

functions depend on an explicit ordering of roots ~a which is not symmetric.

Our expression in terms of Γ̃ functions is also not manifestly symmetric. This is surprising,

at least naively, because the definition of the functions seems to depend only on quantities

that are symmetric in the cross-ratios, such as the elliptic modulus τ . However, the existence

– 11 –



of an integration endpoint at α = ∞ does introduce an asymmetry into the problem: the

leading term in the α → ∞ limit of Q(α) is proportional to u1u3 and thus not manifestly

symmetric, so the argument of these functions will not be either.

6 Conclusions

We have constructed both pure eMPL and Γ̃ expressions for the toy model double-box. We

expect this example to be useful to future investigations: much as six-particle kinematics

has had an important role in investigations of polylogarithmic amplitudes (see for example

refs. [40–47] and citations therein), being neither “too simple”, nor “too complex”, so we ex-

pect this toy model, depending on the same number of parameters, to be useful: more complex

than the sunrise diagram, but simpler than the elliptic double-box for generic kinematics.

We noted that the symmetry of this diagram is not manifest in any of the forms we found.

We expect that this symmetry can be made manifest using the symbol formalism developed

for elliptic polylogarithms in ref. [20]. It would be interesting to see if the diagram’s symmetry

is immediately manifest in this form, or if it requires identities between symbol letters to be

made manifest, possibly requiring the symbol-prime formalism of ref. [32].
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[27] J. Brödel, C. Duhr, F. Dulat and L. Tancredi, Elliptic Polylogarithms and Iterated Integrals on

Elliptic Curves. Part I: General Formalism, JHEP 05 (2018) 093 [1712.07089].

[28] J. Broedel, C. Duhr, F. Dulat, B. Penante and L. Tancredi, Elliptic Feynman integrals and pure

functions, JHEP 01 (2019) 023 [1809.10698].

[29] S. Caron-Huot and K. J. Larsen, Uniqueness of two-loop master contours, JHEP 10 (2012) 026

[1205.0801].

[30] J. L. Bourjaily, A. J. McLeod, M. Spradlin, M. von Hippel and M. Wilhelm, Elliptic

Double-Box Integrals: Massless Scattering Amplitudes beyond Polylogarithms, Phys. Rev. Lett.

120 (2018) 121603 [1712.02785].

[31] A. Kristensson, M. Wilhelm and C. Zhang, Elliptic Double Box and Symbology Beyond

Polylogarithms, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127 (2021) 251603 [2106.14902].

[32] M. Wilhelm and C. Zhang, Symbology for elliptic multiple polylogarithms and the symbol prime,

2206.08378.

[33] J. Drummond, J. Henn, V. Smirnov and E. Sokatchev, Magic Identities for Conformal

Four-Point Integrals, JHEP 0701 (2007) 064 [hep-th/0607160].

[34] Z. Bern, M. Czakon, L. J. Dixon, D. A. Kosower and V. A. Smirnov, The Four-Loop Planar

Amplitude and Cusp Anomalous Dimension in Maximally Supersymmetric Yang-Mills Theory,

Phys. Rev. D75 (2007) 085010 [hep-th/0610248].

[35] Z. Bern, J. Carrasco, H. Johansson and D. Kosower, Maximally Supersymmetric Planar

Yang-Mills Amplitudes at Five Loops, Phys. Rev. D76 (2007) 125020 [0705.1864].

[36] L. F. Alday and J. M. Maldacena, Gluon Scattering Amplitudes at Strong Coupling, JHEP 06

(2007) 064 [0705.0303].

[37] Z. Bern et al., The Two-Loop Six-Gluon MHV Amplitude in Maximally Supersymmetric

Yang-Mills Theory, Phys. Rev. D78 (2008) 045007 [0803.1465].

[38] J. Drummond, J. Henn, G. Korchemsky and E. Sokatchev, Dual Superconformal Symmetry of

Scattering Amplitudes in N =4 super Yang-Mills Theory, Nucl. Phys. B828 (2010) 317

[0807.1095].

[39] C. Duhr and F. Dulat, PolyLogTools — polylogs for the masses, JHEP 08 (2019) 135

[1904.07279].

[40] A. B. Goncharov, M. Spradlin, C. Vergu and A. Volovich, Classical Polylogarithms for

Amplitudes and Wilson Loops, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105 (2010) 151605 [1006.5703].

[41] L. J. Dixon, J. M. Drummond, C. Duhr, M. von Hippel and J. Pennington, Bootstrapping

Six-Gluon Scattering in Planar N =4 Super-Yang-Mills Theory, PoS LL2014 (2014) 077

[1407.4724].

– 14 –

https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2021)072
https://arxiv.org/abs/2011.01904
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2021)064
https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.02769
https://arxiv.org/abs/1110.6917
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2018)093
https://arxiv.org/abs/1712.07089
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2019)023
https://arxiv.org/abs/1809.10698
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2012)026
https://arxiv.org/abs/1205.0801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.121603
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.121603
https://arxiv.org/abs/1712.02785
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.251603
https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.14902
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.08378
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2007/01/064
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0607160
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.75.085010
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0610248
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.125020
https://arxiv.org/abs/0705.1864
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2007/06/064
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2007/06/064
https://arxiv.org/abs/0705.0303
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.045007
https://arxiv.org/abs/0803.1465
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2009.11.022
https://arxiv.org/abs/0807.1095
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2019)135
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.07279
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.151605
https://arxiv.org/abs/1006.5703
https://arxiv.org/abs/1407.4724


[42] B. Basso, A. Sever and P. Vieira, Hexagonal Wilson loops in planar N = 4 SYM theory at finite

coupling, J. Phys. A49 (2016) 41LT01 [1508.03045].

[43] S. Caron-Huot, L. J. Dixon, J. M. Drummond, F. Dulat, J. Foster, O. Gürdoğan et al., The
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