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We advocate a strategy of bootstrapping Feynman integrals from just knowledge of their singu-
lar behavior. This approach is complementary to other bootstrap programs, which exploit non-
perturbative constraints such as unitarity, or amplitude-level constraints such as gauge invariance.
We begin by studying where a Feynman integral can become singular, and the behavior it exhibits
near these singularities. We then characterize the space of functions that we expect the integral to
evaluate to, in order to formulate an appropriate ansatz. Finally, we derive constraints on where
each singularity can appear in this ansatz, and use information about the expansion of the integral
around singular points in order to determine the value of all remaining free coefficients. Through-
out, we highlight how constraints that have previously only been derived for integrals with generic
masses can be extended to integrals involving particles of equal or vanishing mass. We illustrate
the effectiveness of this approach by bootstrapping a number of examples, including the four-point
double box with a massive internal loop.

The computation of scattering amplitudes in perturba-
tion theory has turned out to be an extraordinarily chal-
lenging task. Despite the need for increasingly-precise
theory predictions at the LHC [1], our ability to com-
pute the scattering amplitudes needed to make these
predictions remains severely limited, especially for pro-
cesses that involve multiple heavy species of particles.
Evaluating these amplitudes using traditional methods
may ultimately prove to be an insurmountable challenge.
However, there remains hope that a more indirect ap-
proach may still be possible, in which the functional form
of amplitudes are bootstrapped directly from their ex-
pected mathematical properties. The feasibility of such
an approach has greatly increased in recent years, during
which rapid progress has been made understanding the
types of mathematical structure exhibited by perturba-
tive amplitudes—from the classes of numbers and special
functions they evaluate to [2–4], to the ways in which
their analytic structure is constrained by basic physi-
cal principles [5–9] and the surprising discovery of new
number-theoretic symmetries [10–18]. Indeed, a num-
ber of nontrivial amplitudes and Feynman integrals have
already been determined just from knowledge of these
types of mathematical properties (see for instance [19–
22]), thereby sidestepping the difficult integration prob-
lems that have historically plagued amplitude computa-
tions.
In this work, we propose a new bootstrap strategy for

computing individual Feynman integrals—the universal
building blocks that enter perturbative computations—
from just knowledge of the location and nature of their

singularities.1 We refer to this new approach as the Lan-
dau bootstrap. In particular, the strategy we propose
can be conceptually broken down into seven steps:

(i) Identify the location of potential singularities in
the space of external kinematics.

(ii) Determine the local nature of the integral around
these singular points—for instance, discerning
whether it develops a pole or a branch cut at a
given singular point, by studying the expansion of
the integral around this point.

(iii) Probe the types of special functions and algebraic
prefactors that can appear in the integral, through
the computation of leading singularities.

(iv) Parametrize the space of functions that the
Feynman integral is expected to evaluate to.

(v) Determine the global nature of the singularities
that appear in the integral, for example determin-
ing whether they give rise to branch cuts on the
physical sheet.

(vi) Derive constraints on the sequential discontinu-

ities that can appear in the integral.

(vii) In the space of functions that remains, find the
unique function that is consistent with all ex-
pected properties of the Feynman integral.

1 For previous work on bootstrapping individual Feynman inte-
grals, see [19, 23–26].
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As we will see, this approach will largely be facilitated
by the types of constraints derived in step (vi), which go
back over sixty years [7–9, 27] but whose power is only
now beginning to be appreciated. In what follows, we
discuss each of these steps in more detail, while sum-
marizing known results that hold for integrals involving
generic masses and illustrating how these results can be
extended to integrals that involve massless particles and
particles of equal mass.

Singularities of Feynman Integrals

To every Feynman diagram G, we can associate an
integral of the form

I(pi,me) =

∫ L
∏

j=1

dDkj
N(pi, kj)

∏E
e=1(q

2
e −m2

e + iε)
, (1)

where L and E denote the number of loops and edges in
G, and me and qe are the mass and momentum flowing
through edge e of the graph. The momenta qe depend lin-
early on the external momenta pi and the loop momenta
kj , the latter of which are integrated over. In general, the
numerator N(pi, kj) will be a polynomial in the external
and loop momenta. We can either include the numera-
tor directly in our analysis (see Appendix B), or reduce
these integrals to linear combinations of scalar Feynman
integrals (see for example [28]). In this paper, we fo-
cus on examples of scalar Feynman integrals for which
N(pi, kj) = 1.
The values of pi, me, and kj for which the integral in

equation (1) can become singular are characterized by
the Landau equations [5, 29, 30]

αe(q
2
e −m2

e) = 0 , (2a)
∑

loop i

±αeq
µ
e = 0 , (2b)

where the ± sign in front of each term in equation (2b)
is determined by whether the edge qµe is oriented in the
same or opposite direction to the loop momentum kµj (for
more details, see for instance [6, 31]). Solutions to these
equations that exist for all values of pi and me describe
infrared singularities, while solutions that only exist for
restricted values of these variables describe the singulari-
ties that can be encountered as the integral is analytically
continued in the space of external kinematics.
In the non-perturbative S-matrix bootstrap program,

solutions to the Landau equations are taken to describe
surfaces in the space of external Mandelstam invariants,
while m2

e and p2i correspond to physical masses which
cannot be complexified. However, the derivation of the
Landau equations makes no distinction between exter-
nal momenta and internal masses; Feynman integrals can
become singular at special values of any of the variables

on which the integral depends. In fact, singularities at
m2

e = 0 appear ubiquitously in Feynman integrals, and
correspond to Landau diagrams in which all edges but
one are contracted to a point. Solutions also exist for
infinite values of the loop momenta; these are usually
referred to as second-type singularities. More generally,
resolving all of the singularities of Feynman integrals gen-
erally requires blowing up the integrand before deriving
the Landau equations. For recent work on this topic,
see [32–35].
In the simplest cases, solutions to the Landau equa-

tions describe a simple pinch. This means that the Lan-
dau equations uniquely determine the value of the inter-
nal momenta qe and the parameters αe that describe how
the integration contour is being pinched (up to simulta-
neous rescaling of all the αe), and additionally that the
Hessian matrix associated with this singularity is nega-
tive definite (see Appendix E of [36]). Simple pinch singu-
larities enjoy a kind of topological stability which makes
them especially amenable to analysis with homological
methods. On the other hand, non-simple pinches—which
also appear ubiquitously in Feynman integrals—require
more care to analyze (for more details, see [9, 37]). Feyn-
man integral can also have apparent singularities that
appear for all values of external momenta, called perma-

nent pinches [38]. The most well-known examples are
infrared divergences, which must be removed by regular-
ization (see [39] for a discussion of infrared divergences
from the point of view of singularities). Other perma-
nent pinches arise in finite integrals from a poor choice of
coordinates and can be resolved using blowups. Resolv-
ing these permanent pinches can reveal new singularities
that are not identified by the Landau equations as seen
in equations (2a) and (2b).

Local Nature of Singularities

Once the location of a singularity has been identified,
it is often possible to the determine the behavior of a
Feynman integral in its vicinity. For example, for inte-
grals involving generic masses, Landau showed that the
leading non-analytic term in the expansion around first-
type singularities can be predicted just from knowledge
of which propagators must be put on shell to access this
singularity [5]. More specifically, near such a singular
kinematic surface ϕ = 0, these integrals behave as

I(ϕ) ∼
{

Cϕγ logϕ if γ ∈ Z+

Cϕγ otherwise,
(3)

where C is a function of kinematics that is regular in the
ϕ → 0 limit, and the Landau exponent γ = 1

2 (ℓD−n−1)
is determined by the Landau diagram that describes
which propagators are involved in pinching the contour.
More specifically, ℓ and n are the number of loops and
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edges in the graph corresponding to this Feynman inte-
gral after all the edges that do not participate in the pinch
have been contracted out. Note that the branch points
that appear in equation (3) are only of square root or
logarithmic type. This is consistent with all known ex-
amples of Feynman integrals (see for example [40]), al-
though cube root branch points have been shown, by ex-
plicit computations, to appear in energy correlators [41].
Even in cases for which (3) does not apply, the leading

non-analytic behavior of Feynman integrals near singular
configurations will take the form

I(ϕ) ∼ Cϕa logb ϕ , (4)

where C is again regular in the ϕ → 0 limit, and the num-
bers a and b can be determined by directly expanding the
Feynman integral. For example, if the singularity corre-
sponds to a simple pinch, we can follow the derivation
in Landau’s original paper to determine a and b [5] (see
also [42]); in other cases, it may also be possible to deter-
mine a and b using the method of regions [43, 44]. As an
example, in four dimensions the Regge limit of all four-
point Feynman integrals have been characterized; these
integrals behave as sa logb s for integer a and b as s → ∞
for fixed t and internal masses [45]. This means that al-
gebraic singularities are not expected to appear in the
s → ∞ limit. This correspondingly puts constraints on
what types of branch cuts can appear in these Feynman
integrals in general kinematics.

Space of Functions

Once the location and nature of the singularities of
a Feynman integral are known, we would like to con-
struct the space of functions that the integral is ex-
pected to evaluate to. This first requires ascertaining
what types of special functions may appear. While
one-loop Feynman integrals can be evaluated in terms
of iterated integrals involving only d log forms, more
complicated classes of functions can appear at higher
loops—for instance, functions involving integrals over
both higher-genus curves [46–48] and higher-dimensional
manifolds [49–56] are known to appear.
To probe the types of functions that can arise in a given

Feynman integral, we compute its leading singularities,
as well as the leading singularities of the Feynman inte-
grals that appear as its subtopologies (namely, the Feyn-
man integrals one gets by contracting out all possible sets
of propagators). For details on how these leading singu-
larities can be computed, see Appendix E. The crucial
observation is that, in integrals that can be expressed in
terms of iterated integrals involving only d log integration
kernels, it will be possible to find a sequence of residue
contours that completely localize all integrations (both
in the original Feynman integral, and the Feynman in-
tegrals that appear as its subtopologies). Conversely, in

Feynman integrals that evaluate to more general classes
of functions, such as elliptic multiple polylogarithms [57–
59], one will not be able to localize all integrations via
such sequences of residues. Rather, one will encounter in-
tegrals over nontrivial manifolds, such as elliptic curves.
By identifying these obstructions to computing further
residues, however, we learn what types of special func-
tions may appear that go beyond d log iterated integrals
(see [4, 60] for more background). This information can
then be used to build an ansatz that draws upon the
appropriate classes of special functions (see [21] for an
example involving elliptic curves).
Even in examples that are expected to be expressible

in terms of iterated integrals over d log forms, the lead-
ing singularities of a Feynman integral teach us about the
rational and algebraic prefactors that will multiply these
iterated integrals in the final result. When the number of
propagators in an integral matches the number of integra-
tions, this leading singularity is unique. However, when
there are fewer propagators than integrations there will
generally be several leading singularities. As an example,
the triangle integral in two dimensions has three different
leading singularities, each of which produces a different
algebraic prefactor for the integral. After building these
leading singularities into our ansatz as prefactors of the
appropriate transcendental functions, we expect the re-
maining undetermined coefficients (which multiply these
terms) to take rational numerical values. We will see this
in examples below.
While in general, we expect that the Landau boot-

strap method can be used to compute Feynman inte-
grals that evaluate to general classes of special func-
tions, we will here focus on examples that evaluate to
iterated integrals involving only d log forms. In these
cases, the analytic structure of Feynman integrals can be
described efficiently in terms of symbols [61–65], whose
letters correspond to the algebraic functions (of external
momenta and masses) that appear in d log integration
kernels. Thus, the locations where these letters vanish or
become infinite correspond to logarithmic branch points,
which we know can only arise on the singular hypersur-
faces we have already cataloged.
In examples in which all singularities are expected to

be logarithmic, a complete set of candidate symbol let-
ters is already given by the polynomials that describe
the singularities themselves. When algebraic singulari-
ties are also expected to appear, there is not a simple
way to construct the alphabet without further informa-
tion. For example, the integral may involve letters of the
form P ±

√
Q where P and Q are polynomials in the ex-

ternal momenta. In these cases, the space of allowed P
and Q is strongly restricted, since any viable letter (and
its inverse) should only vanish where singularities are ex-
pected to occur. In particular, such letters vanish on the
locus P 2 = Q, so P 2 − Q must be a numeric multiple
of (an integer power of) one (or more) of the Landau
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singularities. This allows us to construct an ansatz for
the polynomials P that can appear in symbol letters via
the relation P 2 = Q + C

∏

i ϕ
ci
i , where each factor ϕi is

a polynomial that vanishes on a logarithmic singularity,
the ci are positive integers, and C is a number [66]. It
must then be the case that Q + C

∏

i ϕ
ci
i is the square

of a polynomial. This condition is a powerful constraint.
By scanning over all possible values of Q, ϕi, and ci, one
can systematically search for squares of polynomials.
In the general case, we should consider letters of the

form

L =
∑

i

PiQ
νi
i , (5)

where the Pi and Qi are polynomials in the external mo-
menta and masses, and νi is a rational number. For any
possible form, one can explore the space of algebraic con-
straints similar to the P±√

Q case to constrain the possi-
ble letters. Once a set of candidate letters is determined,
it can then be reduced to any subset that is multiplica-
tively independent, using tools from algebraic number
theory (see for instance [67]).

Global Nature of Singularities

Having constructed a candidate alphabet of symbol let-
ters, we next constrain where each letter is allowed to
appear in the symbol. The simplest set of constraints
to impose come from α-positivity. Namely, while the
symbol encodes all of the branch cuts that can be ac-
cessed as we analytically continue our Feynman integral,
the singularities associated with the first entry must be
encountered along the original (undeformed) contour of
integration. Since the integration contour for the Feyn-
man integral is over positive αe and real values of kµj , the
only branch points that should be accessible before the
integral is analytically continued are those that arise for
values kµj ∈ R1,D−1 and αe ≥ 0.2 We thus refer to such
singularities as α-positive singularities.
The consequences of this observation differ for alge-

braic and logarithmic singularities. Consider for example
the expressions

1√
x
log

1−√
x

1 +
√
x
, log2

1−√
x

1 +
√
x
. (6)

These functions are not singular and do not develop any
branch cuts as x → 0 (on the principle sheet). Thus,
it is possible for square roots that do not correspond to
α positive singularities to appear in the first entry of

2 To see this, one must first introduce Feynman parameters and
recognize that they can be identified with the αe parameters that
appear in the Landau equations (2).

the symbol, if they are appropriately compensated by
square roots in prefactors or other symbol letters. More
precisely, square root branch cuts will cancel out in any
iterated integral that is invariant under the involution√· → −√· . As this mapping corresponds to one of the
elements of the Galois group, we refer to iterated that
have this property as being Galois even under this sign
flip.3

Because of this Galois symmetry, algebraic singulari-
ties in one- and two-loop Feynman integrals can usually
be put in the form

Li =
Pi +

√
Qi

Pi −
√
Qi

, (7)

where the Qi are products of singularities. Searching for
letters of this form is vastly simpler than searching for
letters of the more general form in equation (5), so this
represents a significant simplification when this assump-
tion can be justified.
Unlike algebraic singularities, logarithmic branch cuts

that appear in the symbol cannot be canceled by alge-
braic prefactors. Therefore, logarithmic singularities that
are not α positive cannot appear in the first entry of the
symbol.4 On the other hand, logarithmic branch cuts
that appear deeper in the symbol can be canceled off by
beyond-the-symbol terms. Indeed, logarithmic singular-
ities which are not α-positive generically do appear in
subleading symbol entries and can be uncovered by tak-
ing discontinuities around other singularities.
Further constraints can also be derived using knowl-

edge of the types of behavior characterized in Eqns. (3)
and (4). Namely, for Feynman integrals with generic
masses, it has been shown that when the leading non-
analytic behavior of I ∼ ϕγ logϕ for γ ∈ Z

+ near ϕ = 0,
then ϕ cannot appear in the the last γ entries of the
symbol [69]. A similar result can be derived for algebraic
singularities: when the leading non-analytic contribution
of an integral near a square-root singularity behaves as
in (3) with γ ∈ Z+ 1

2 , no letter in the last γ − 1
2 symbol

entries can involve square roots which vanish as ϕ → 0.
We show this in Appendix A.
Although no such general results have been proven for

integrals that do not involve generic masses, similar con-
straints can be derived on a case-by-case basis. Namely,

3 More generally, in the case of a root of a degree n polynomial,
one would expect a Feynman integral to respect a total permu-
tation symmetry with respect to all n roots if the corresponding
singularity is not α-positive, as for instance seen in the results
of [41].

4 In fact, the requirement that only α-positive branch cuts are ac-
cessible in the physical region can also give rise to restrictions on
the symbol beyond the first entry, as seen for example in [68].
However, these further implications also follow from the asymp-
totics constrains that we describe below, so we won’t work out
these implications here.
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once we know how a Feynman integral behaves locally
around a branch point, we can simply expand our ansatz
for I in this singular limit, and require that the ansatz ex-
hibit the expected asymptotic behavior. As a simple ex-
ample, if I ∼ ϕ log2 ϕ, the Feynman integral cannot eval-
uate to log3 ϕ or ϕ2 logϕ, but it could potentially eval-
uate to log2 ϕLi2(ϕ). Knowledge of higher-order terms
in the expansion of I around ϕ → 0 can also be used to
further restrict the coefficients in our ansatz, as we will
see in the example of the massless box below.

Sequential Discontinuities

Constraints can also be placed on the sequences of dis-
continuities that can be accessed in amplitudes and Feyn-
man integrals. The first such class of constraints restrict
which discontinuities can be taken in immediate succes-
sion; they are often referred to as adjacency constraints,
as they preclude certain pairs of symbol letters from ap-
pearing in adjacent entries of the symbol. A classic ex-
ample is given by the Steinmann relations [7–9, 70, 71],
which forbid sequential discontinuities in partially over-
lapping channels in amplitudes that describe the scatter-
ing of stable massive particles. A number of generaliza-
tions of the Steinmann relations have been discovered in
recent years [15, 72–74], which require more general se-
quences of discontinuities to vanish, either in individual
Feynman integrals or scattering amplitudes.
A second and more refined class of constraints can

also be derived for Feynman integrals, which take into
account the topology of the corresponding Feynman di-
agrams [9, 36, 37, 75]. These types of constraints were
pioneered by Pham [9], who used Picard-Lefschetz the-
ory to rewrite the discontinuities of Feynman integrals in
terms of integrals in which the integration contour has
been localized to the on-shell locus of a subset of the
propagators. As only some of the singularities that could
be encountered in the original Feynman integral can still
be accessed on the support of this on-shell space, only a
subset of the discontinuities in the original Feynman in-
tegral will still exist. These restrictions go by the name
of the hierarchical principle [38, 76]. More specifically,
sequences of discontinuities can only be nonzero if the
singular denominator factors that pinch the integration
contour remain zero for all subsequent pinches [9, 36].
While Pham’s original approach required the Feynman
integrals to have sufficiently generic masses, these types
of constraints can more generally be derived after carry-
ing out suitable blowups.
A hierarchical principle also exists in Feynman pa-

rameter space [37, 77], where analogous topological con-
straints can be used to restrict which singularities can
follow each other. In particular, a sufficient condition
for the absence of a sequential singularity can be de-
rived from the topology of the integration space, and can

be automatized through computing its Euler character-
istic. This approach, which leads to geneological con-

straints [75], proves to be quite powerful, as we will see
in the example of the double box below.

Bootstrapping the Final Answer

After deriving new constraints on the singularity struc-
ture of our chosen Feynman integral, we require that
these constraints be obeyed by the ansatz we have con-
structed. In some cases, a unique answer may be found
without it being necessary to carry out each of the steps
highlighted above, while in other cases these classes of
constraints may not yet be sufficient (or even possible
to derive, using current technology). However, as long
as a well-motivated ansatz can be constructed, it should
always be possible to generate further constraints by ex-
panding the Feynman integral to higher orders around its
singular limits (as done, for instance, in [23]). We now
illustrate how the Landau bootstrap works in a number
of examples.

Examples

Bubbles

As a first example, we now illustrate the Landau boot-
strap method for the example of the bubble integral

ID
bub(p)=

∫

dDk
1

[(p− k)2 −m2
1 + iε][k2 −m2

2 + iε]
.

(8)
We consider this integral for generic internal masses m1

and m2, so that we do not need to worry about carrying
out blowups to identify singularities. This choice also al-
lows us to predict the Landau exponent for each of the
first-type singularities using equation (3). We will boot-
strap this integral in both D = 2 and D = 3 spacetime
dimensions, in order to illustrate how the same types of
constraints can lead to different functions.
To carry out our bootstrap procedure, we begin by

solving the Landau equations and characterizing the be-
havior we expect the bubble integral to exhibit near its
singularities. The set of singularities we find are shown
in Table I. Note in particular that there is a second-type
singularity for D ≥ 3 at s = 0, which we can detect by
inverting the loop momenta as illustrated in Appendix C
and in [78]. The threshold and pseudothreshold singular-
ities at s = (m1 ±m2)

2 give rise to square root branch
cuts in D = 2 and logarithmic branch cuts in D = 3;
conversely, the singularities at m2

i = 0 are logarithmic in
D = 2 but algebraic in D = 3.

The Bubble in Two Dimensions We first con-
sider the integral in D = 2, where there are logarith-
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Singularity α-positive? γ in D = 2 γ in D = 3

s−(m1+m2)
2 yes − 1

2
0

s−(m1−m2)
2 no − 1

2
0

m2
1 yes 0 1

2

m2
2 yes 0 1

2

s no absent not predicted
by equation (3)

TABLE I. Predictions for the singularities of the bubble in-
tegral in D = 2 and D = 3 dimensions and their Landau
exponents γ in the notation seen in (3). The second-type sin-
gularity at s = 0 can be shown to be absent in D = 2 and
present but not α-positive in D = 3. Its Landau exponent
(γ = − 1

2
) in D = 3 cannot be predicted by equation (3).

mic singularities at m2
i = 0 and algebraic singulari-

ties at s = r2± = (m1 ± m2)
2. This suggests that

m2
1 and m2

2 are good candidate letters and that addi-
tional letters of the form seen in (7) may arise, namely
P ±R

√
(s− r2+)(s− r2−) for some polynomials P and

R. Multiplying these by
√
s− r2+, we get letters of

the form P+

√
s− r2+ + P−

√
s− r2− for some polynomi-

als P±(s,m1,ms). In order not to introduce logarith-
mic singularities at unwanted locations, we require that
(s−r2+)P

2
−−(s−r2−)P

2
+ = 0 is only satisfied when m1 = 0

or m2 = 0. This is possible only if P 2
+ = P 2

− = 1 (see Ap-
pendix D). We are thus led to the four candidate letters

{A1, A2, A±} =

{

m2
1 ,m

2
2 ,
√

s− r2+ ±
√

s− r2−

}

. (9)

Note that A+A− = 4m1m2, so we could choose to drop
one of the letters from our ansatz. Instead, we choose
a basis consisting of A1, A2 and A+/A−, which slightly
simplifies the analysis below.
Next, we note that sequential discontinuities in the two

masses are forbidden by the hierarchical principle:

Discm2
2
Discm2

1
(Ibub) = Discm2

1
Discm2

2
(Ibub) = 0. (10)

Additionally, the final result cannot involve logn mi with
n > 1, since the Landau exponent for the masses is γ = 0.
As A± also give rise to logarithmic branch points when
m2

i = 0, the same conclusions hold for more complicated
polylogarithms that also involve these letters. The up-
shot is that the bubble integral in D = 2 must be ex-
pressible in terms of the ansatz

ID=2
bub = c1 logA1 + c2 logA2 + c± log

A+

A−
, (11)

where the coefficients c1, c2, and c± are expected to be
algebraic functions of s, m1, and m2. This is consistent
with a general result that the maximum transcendental
weight of an ℓ-loop integral in D dimensions with generic
masses is ⌊ ℓD

2 ⌋ [69].
To fix the value of the coefficients in (11), we next

compute the leading singularity of the bubble integral in

D = 2 as discussed above, finding

LS
(

ID=2
bub

)

=
4π2

√

s− r2+

√

s− r2−

. (12)

Since this integral has a unique leading singularity, we
expect each of the coefficients ci, i ∈ {1, 2,±}, to be a
rational multiple of this function. This means, in par-
ticular, that the threshold and pseudothreshold singu-
larities will appear as square roots in the prefactor of
each term in our ansatz in equation (11). As the pseu-
dothreshold is not an α-positive singularity, this implies
that the result must be invariant under the Galois sym-
metry

√
s− r2− → −

√
s− r2−. The last term multiplying

c± already has this property, as it maps back to itself
when the sign in front of the pseudothreshold square root
is flipped. As a consequence, we also have c1 = c2 = 0,
since there are no additional square roots in these other
two terms that can cancel off the pseudothreshold branch
cut in the physical region. This fixes the result to be

ID=2
bub =

2iπ
√

s− r2+

√

s− r2−

log





√

s− r2+ −
√

s− r2−
√

s− r2+ +
√

s− r2−





=
iπ√
r12

log
(s−m2

1 −m2
2 −

√
r12)

2

4m2
1m

2
2

(13)

with r12 = s2 − (m2
1 −m2

2)
2 − 2s(m2

1 +m2
2). The second

form (which depends only on m2
i , not mi) manifests that

there is no algebraic singularity in m2
i , and is valid when

s < (m1 + m2)
2. The numerical proportionality factor

can be determined by comparing the discontinuity across
the cut s = r2+ with Cutkosky’s formula, which yields
the leading singularity. The branch of the logarithm is
determined by requiring that ID=2

bub is free of branch cuts
for s < (m1 +m2)

2.

The Bubble in Three Dimensions Let us now
see how the same methods lead to a different result in
D = 3. Referring back to Table I, we observe that a
second-type singularity can now arise at s = 0. In fact,
this singularity already appears in the leading singularity
in D = 3:

LS
(

ID=3
bub

)

=
2π3

√
s
. (14)

Since this singularity is not α-positive, the transcendental
function that this overall prefactor multiplies must be
odd under the map

√
s → −√

s. For the same reason,
we know that a logarithmic branch cut cannot arise at
s = 0 in the first entry of the symbol. However, as the
transcendental weight of this integral is bounded to be
no more than one [69], this implies that no logarithmic
branch cuts arise at s = 0.
Combining this information about the second-type sin-

gularity with our other expectations from Table I, that
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we only get algebraic branch cuts at m2
i = 0 and loga-

rithmic branch cuts at s = (m1 ± m2)
2, we find we can

generate four independent candidate symbol letters:

s+m2
1−m2

2±2
√

m2
1

√
s , s+m2

2−m2
1±2

√

m2
2

√
s . (15)

Only certain combinations of these letters are consistent
with the α-positivity predictions for this integral, which
dictate that only the threshold singularity is accessible
in the physical region:

A1 =
−s−m2

1 +m2
2 + 2

√

m2
1

√
s

−s−m2
1 +m2

2 − 2
√

m2
1

√
s
, (16)

A2 =
−s−m2

2 +m2
1 + 2

√

m2
2

√
s

−s−m2
2 +m2

1 − 2
√

m2
2

√
s
. (17)

By symmetry in m1 ↔ m2, the only possible symbol
letter becomes

A1A2 =

(

√

m2
1 +

√

m2
2 −

√
s

√

m2
1 +

√

m2
2 +

√
s

)2

, (18)

and the final answer must be

ID=3
bub =

iπ2

√
s
log

(

√

m2
1 +

√

m2
2 −

√
s

√

m2
1 +

√

m2
2 +

√
s

)

, (19)

where the proportionality constant can be fixed as in the
two-dimensional case. We note that in this case the re-
lation in equation (10) is nontrivially satisfied.

The Massless Box in Six Dimensions

Next, we consider the box integral in six dimensions
with massless internal and external particles:

s

t

(20)

This integral is finite, and can be evaluated (for instance,
via direct integration) to give

ID=6
box = −iπ3

log2
(

−s−iε
−t−iε

)

+ π2

2(s+ t)
. (21)

We now show how we can go about deriving the same
result using the Landau bootstrap. Going forward, we
assume that s, t < 0 so we can drop the iε’s.
We again begin by solving the Landau equations, find-

ing solutions when

s, t, u ∈ {0,∞} , (22)

where u = −s − t. We would also like to predict what
types of branch cuts can arise at these points; however,
we have checked that the singularities at s = 0 and t = 0
do not arise from simple pinches (using the methods for
expanding ID=6

box described in [5, 42]). This means that
the easiest way to learn about these limits is using the
method of regions. In particular, this integral can be
computed as an expansion around the s

t
→ 0 limit at

fixed t, whereupon it is found it takes the form

ID=6
box

(s

t
→ 0

)

= −iπ3

[

log2(s/t)

2t

∞
∑

i=0

gi

(s

t

)i

(23)

+
π2

2t

∞
∑

i=0

hi

(s

t

)i
]

,

where gi and hi are numbers. The limit as s
t
→ ∞ can be

obtained by symmetry as the t
s
→ 0 limit. Importantly,

these results imply that the branch cuts that develop in
these limits will only be logarithmic.
In fact, we can derive the same result starting from

the general ansatz we wrote for symbol letters in equa-
tion (5). Given that the only singularities in this integral
appear when one of s, t, or u vanish or becomes infinite,
we must have that each Qi and Pi take the form satbuc

for some integers a, b, and c. It is not hard to convince
oneself that constructing an algebraic symbol letter out of
these monomials will always introduce singularities that
go beyond the loci in equation (22). We conclude that
there can be no algebraic symbol letters in this Feynman
integral.5

Only two multiplicatively-independent symbol letters
can be constructed whose logarithmic singularities are
contained within the set equation (22). We choose a basis
of letters given by

B1 =
s

t
≡ x , B2 = −u

t
≡ 1 + x , (24)

in terms of which we can construct an ansatz for the
symbol of the box integral:

2
∑

i,j,k=1

cijkBi ⊗Bj ⊗Bk +

2
∑

i,j

cijBi ⊗Bj +

2
∑

i=1

ciBi .

(25)

Here, the coefficients c• are allowed to be functions of s, t,
and u. Note that this ansatz is automatically integrable,
since it only depends on a single variable x.
To constrain the coefficients that appear in (25), we

first require that it is invariant under the exchange s ↔ t,

5 This second argument leaves open the possibility that the prefac-
tor of the integral involves a square root; however, this possibility
can be ruled out by computing the leading singularity of this in-
tegral, which is rational.
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which sends x → x−1 and 1 + x → 1+x
x

. Moreover,
using the fact that the only α-positive solutions to the
Landau equations correspond to x = {0,∞}, we disallow
the letter B2 from appearing in the first entry. With
these constraints imposed, our ansatz reduces to

c112x⊗ x⊗ (1 + x) + c121x⊗ (1 + x)⊗ x

− 1

2
(c111 + c121)x⊗ x⊗ x+ c11x⊗ x. (26)

We now require that the expansion of this symbol as s
t
→

0 and t
s
→ 0 matches the known form of the expansion in

equation (23). This imposes the requirement that c112 =
c121 = 0 and sets the overall scale of our ansatz, giving
us the unique result

S(ID=6
box ) ∝ 1

s+ t

(s

t
⊗ s

t

)

. (27)

Finally, we can upgrade this result to full function level,
again using the fact that the singularity at u = −s − t
is not α positive. This means that we need to choose a
constant c0 such that the expression

ID=6
box ∝ log2

(

s
t

)

2(s+ t)
+ c0 (28)

remains finite when s = −t. This gives us the constraint
that (±iπ)2 +2(s+ t)c0 = 0. Our final result for the box
integral thus becomes

ID=6
box ∝ log2

(

s
t

)

+ π2

2(s+ t)
, (29)

which matches the expression in (21) after fixing the pref-
actor using (23).

The Double Box with a Massive Internal Loop

As a final example, we consider the double box inte-
gral in which the outermost loop of propagators has been
given a mass:

s

t

m

(30)

Here, all of the solid lines denote propagators of mass
m, while dashed lines denote massless particles. We con-
sider this integral in D = 4, where it is both UV and
IR finite. In [79], this integral was evaluated in terms of
polylogarithms in D = 4− 2ǫ.

We first catalog all the solutions to the Landau equa-
tions that can be found using current methods. Our sur-
vey turns up α-positive singularities at

s = 4m2, s → ∞,

t = 4m2, t → ∞,

m2 = 0,

(31)

and additional singularities at

s = 0, t = 0, m2 → ∞ ,

s+ t = 0, st− 4m2s− 4m2t = 0 .
(32)

This integral also has a singularity at st2−2stm2+sm4−
4t2m2 = 0 at higher orders in ǫ; however, we show in Ap-
pendix C that the corresponding solution to the Landau
equations only appears outside of four dimensions. Since
we are bootstrapping the double box in strictly four di-
mensions, we do not include this singularity in our cal-
culation.
Adopting the conventions of [79], we formulate the two

dimensionless variables that the transcendental part of
this integral can depend on as

u = −4m2

s
, v = −4m2

t
. (33)

In these variables, the solutions to the Landau equations
cataloged above correspond to either u, v, or u+v taking
one of the values {−1, 0,∞}. Since, in general, each of
these singularities arises from divergences that occur at
multiple locations along the integration contour (where
each of these pinches may have a different Landau expo-
nent), we will assume that both logarithmic and square
root branch cuts can arise on each of these kinematic hy-
persurfaces. The exception is that we assume that the
square roots

√
u and

√
v cannot arise in symbol letters,

since their presence would lead to a different Regge limit
than the one computed using the method of regions [45].
In particular, the limits as u → 0 (at fixed v) and v → 0
(at fixed u) show that the singularities at u = 0 and v = 0
are logarithmic in D = 4 spacetime dimensions.
Carrying out a systematic search for letters that can

be built out of these singularities, we find only twelve
multiplicatively-independent letters. These letters are
presented in Table II, where (again following [79]) we
have defined

βu =
√
1 + u , βv =

√
1 + v , (34)

βuv =
√
1 + u+ v . (35)

Letters L1 through L10 match the letters that are known
to appear in the (dimensionally-regulated) answer [79];
however, we find two additional letters L11 and L12 that
cannot be ruled out simply because of where they give
rise to branch cuts. We correspondingly include them in
our bootstrap calculation.
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Letter Definition log(•) sing.
√
• sing.

L1 u s, m2, 1
s
, 1

m2 -

L2 v t, m2, 1
t
, 1

m2 -

L3 1 + u s, s−4m2, 1
m2 -

L4 1 + v t, t−4m2, 1
m2 -

L5 u+ v s, t, s+ t, m2, 1
m2 -

L6
βu−1
βu+1

m2, 1
s

s− 4m2, s, 1
m2

L7
βv−1
βv+1

m2, 1
t

t− 4m2, t, 1
m2

L8
βuv−1
βuv+1

s+ t, m2 s, t,
st−4m2s−4m2t

L9
βuv−βu

βuv+βu
s, m2, 1

t

s− 4m2, t,
st−4m2s−4m2t

L10
βuv−βv

βuv+βv
t, m2, 1

s

t− 4m2, s,
st−4m2s−4m2t

L11 1 + u+ v
s, t, 1

m2 ,
st−4m2s−4m2t

-

L12
βuv−βuβv

βuv+βuβv

1
s
, 1

t
, m2 s− 4m2, t− 4m2,

m−2, st−4m2s−4m2t

TABLE II. The twelve symbol letters that can be constructed
out of the solutions to the Landau equations in equations (31)
and (32), and the kinematic loci where each of them develops
logarithmic and square root branch cuts. Although a priori
we allow for any of these letters, L11 and L12 happen not to
appear in the final answer.

In order to formulate an ansatz for ID=4
dbox, we next de-

termine the prefactor of this integral. Computing its
leading singularity, we find

MaxCut
(

ID=4
dbox

)

∝ 1
s2t

√
1+u

√
1+u+v

. (36)

Correspondingly, we take our initial ansatz for the sym-
bol of ID=4

dbox to be

S(ID=4
dbox) ∝ 1

s2t
√
1+u

√
1+u+v

Ĩdbox , (37)

Ĩdbox =
∑

ci1,i2,i3,i4Li1 ⊗ Li2 ⊗ Li3 ⊗ Li4 , (38)

where the coefficients ci1,i2,i3,i4 are rational numbers,
and the sum ranges over all values of {i1, i2, i3, i4} ∈
{1, . . . , 12}. Note that this ansatz assumes ID=4

dbox will
evaluate to a polylogarithm with uniform transcendental
weight four; this expectation comes from the fact that
this integral is (proportional to) a pure integral in the
sense of [80].
We next require our ansatz to be integrable (see Ap-

pendix F). This reduces the number of free coefficients
to 6993. In addition, since no multiplicative combina-
tion of the square roots βu, βv, and βuv can be formed
such that all non-α-positive branch cuts cancel, we con-
clude that our ansatz must be Galois even with respect

to flipping the sign in front of each of these roots. Tak-
ing into account the algebraic prefactor in equation (37),
this means each term in the symbol of Ĩdbox must involve
an even number of letters that depend on βv and an odd
number of letters that depend on each βu and βuv. Im-
posing this constraint, we further reduce the number of
free coefficients to 861.
We must separately impose α-positivity constraints on

the logarithmic branch cuts that appear in the first entry
of the symbol. Only 7 letters can be formed that are free
of non-α-positive logarithmic singularities:

{

L1

L3
,
L2

L4
,
L3L8

L5L10
,
L4L8

L5L9
, L6, L7, L12

}

(39)

We thus allow only these letters to appear in the first
entry of the symbol.
Next, we leverage the hierarchical principle. While de-

ducing all of the implications of this principle (which
would require identifying all solutions to the Landau
equations) remains hard, some of these constraints can be
easily deduced using the genealogical methods introduced
in [75]. Using that technology, we find that threshold dis-
continuities at t = 4m2 cannot follow discontinuities with
respect to any of the branch cuts in the s plane. This
implies that the symbol letter L4 cannot appear after L1,
L3, L5, L6, L8, L9, L10, L11, or L12, as all of the latter
give rise to logarithmic branch points when s is equal to

0, 4m2, −t, 4m2t
t−4m2 , or ∞. It also imposes further restric-

tions on letters in which algebraic branch cuts arise at
t = 4m2; for instance, it implies that L12 cannot appear
in the first entry, as such a first entry would allow one to
compute a logarithmic discontinuity with respect to the
branch point at s → ∞, followed by an algebraic discon-
tinuity at t = 4m2 (since our Galois constraints ensure
that an odd number of the letters appearing after L12 in-
volve βv). Similarly, L7, L10, and L12 cannot appear after
the above list of letters with logarithmic branch points in
s. After imposing these genealogical constraints, we find
our ansatz has only 28 free coefficients remaining.
We can fix most of these final 28 coefficients by lever-

aging more refined information about the solutions to the
Landau equations that identify singularities at s = 4m2.
Only four of these solutions are α-positive—two which
correspond to bubble Landau diagrams in which two mas-
sive lines have been cut, and two which correspond to
sunrise Landau diagrams in which one massless and two
massive lines have been cut. The Landau exponent as-
sociated with the massive bubble singularities is given
by equation (3) as 1

2 , while the Landau exponent asso-
ciated with the sunrise singularities also turns out to be
1
2 [81]. As such, we do not expect L3, which has a log-
arithmic singularity at s = 4m2, to appear in the first
entry. Imposing this requirement on our ansatz reduces
the number of free coefficients to just 6.
Finally, using the method of regions, we can show that

the expansion of this integral around the t = 4m2 thresh-
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Sequences of four letters 20736

Integrable weight-four symbols 6993

Galois symmetry 861

Physical logarithmic branch cuts 161

Genealogical constraints 28

Only algebraic α-positive thresholds 6

Threshold expansion in t 1

TABLE III. The number of free parameters that remain after
imposing successive constraints on our ansatz for S(ID=4

dbox).

old involves square root branch points, but no large loga-
rithms [82]. This allows us to rule out L4 from appearing
anywhere in our ansatz, which fixes one more of our free
coefficients. Determining the value of the remaining over-
all coefficient by comparing to the leading singularity, we
are left with the symbol

S(Ĩdbox) = −L6 ⊗
L1

L3
⊗ L6 ⊗ L9 − L6 ⊗

L1

L3
⊗ L9 ⊗ L6

+ L6 ⊗ L6 ⊗
L1L2

L3L5
⊗ L9 + L6 ⊗ L9 ⊗

L2

L5
⊗ L6

+ L6 ⊗ L6 ⊗ L8 ⊗ L6 + L6 ⊗ L9 ⊗ L8 ⊗ L9

+ L7 ⊗ L10 ⊗
L2

L5
⊗ L6 + L7 ⊗ L10 ⊗ L8 ⊗ L9

+ L7 ⊗ L7 ⊗
L1

L5
⊗ L9 + L7 ⊗ L7 ⊗ L8 ⊗ L6 .

(40)

This symbol matches the O(ǫ0) contribution to what was
found in [79].

Conclusions

The extent to which the analytic properties of Feyn-
man integrals dictate their functional form is remarkable,
as is the extent to which these analytic properties can
be predicted. We have here presented a new Landau
bootstrap method, which attempts to make practical use
of these observations by determining Feynman integrals
from only knowledge of their singular behavior. This
strategy involves determining both the locations and na-
ture of the singularities that appear in a given Feynman
integral, in order to construct and constrain an ansatz
that has these properties built in.
As a proof of principle, we have shown that the Landau

bootstrap method can be used to compute the double-
box integral with a massive internal loop, reproducing
the results of [79]. In doing so, we have only made use of
information about the singular behavior of this integral
that can be predicted using current technology. Given
the flurry of recent work on understanding the singular-
ity structure of Feynman integrals, we expect that our
ability to make these types of predictions will continue

to grow. In more difficult examples, we also have the
ability to incorporate constraints that come from spe-
cial kinematics limits around which Feynman integrals
can be more easily computed, such as soft, collinear, and
Regge limits. (In principle, Feynman integrals can be
computed as an expansion around any of their singular
points.) All of these inputs can help fix the coefficients
in a well-motivated ansatz.
More generally, we believe that substantial advance-

ments can and soon will be made in our ability to execute
each of the steps that comprise the Landau bootstrap.
This makes us optimistic that it will soon be possible to
compute a wide range of Feynman integrals—and by ex-
tension, scattering amplitudes—from knowledge of their
singularity properties alone.
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A. Asymptotic Constraints on Algebraic Branch

Points

In this appendix we derive a connection between the
leading power at which square root branch points ap-
pear in Feynman integrals, and the positions in the sym-
bol where the corresponding square roots appear. This
derivation parallels the one given for logarithmic branch
points in [69], and similarly assumes that the Feynman
integrals under consideration involve generic internal and
external masses. At the end of the section, we comment
on how this result can change when not all masses are
generic, and describe how this type of asymptotic behav-
ior can still be leveraged to bootstrap Feynman integrals
with particles of equal or vanishing mass.
We start by considering a polylogarithmic Feynman

integral I whose symbol can be abstractly denoted as

S(I) =
∑

a1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ an , (A1)

where we have left the kinematic dependence of the in-
tegral I and each of the symbol letters aj implicit. We
have also left the sum in (A1) schematic, since we will
analyze it term by term.
We can construct the iterated integral corresponding

to each term in (A1) by pulling back each d log aj to an
auxiliary space of integration variables ti. For simplicity,
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we choose the integration contour to be a straight path

σi(t) = (1− t)p•i + tpi (A2)

that interpolates between some generic initial set of kine-
matic values p•i and the kinematic point pi. The pullback
of the d logs are then given by

σ∗(d log aj)(t) =
(pi − p•i ) · (∇iaj)(σ(t))

aj(σ(t))
dt , (A3)

in terms of which we can rewrite the symbol of I
from (A1) as an iterated integral

I =
∑

∫

0≤t1≤···≤tn≤1

σ∗(d log a1)(t1) (A4)

× σ∗(d log a2)(t2) . . . σ
∗(d log an)(tn) .

Note that the equality in (A4) only holds up to transcen-
dental constants, since our integration contour has been
chosen to start at a generic point.
We now focus on the contribution from a single term in

the sum (A4), in which we assume the letter am depends
on

√
ϕ. By changing the order of integration, we can

rewrite the iterated integral in this term as

∫ 1

0

U(t)σ∗(d log am(
√
ϕ))(t)V (t) , (A5)

where U(t) and V (t) are themselves iterated integrals
defined by

U(t) =

∫ t

0

σ∗(d log a1)(t1) · · ·
∫ t

tm−2

σ∗(d log am−1)(tm−1)

(A6)
and

V (t) =

∫ 1

t

σ∗(d log am+1)(tm+1) · · ·
∫ 1

tn−1

σ∗(d log an)(tn) .

(A7)
We assume for now that

√
ϕ does not appear in any of the

letters after position m, so V (t) depends only rationally
on ϕ.
The most general form that am(

√
ϕ) can take is P +

Q
√
ϕ, where P and Q are rational functions of ϕ (al-

though they can have algebraic dependence on the other
kinematic variables). However, it is often more conve-
nient to work with letters of the form am(

√
ϕ) =

P+Q
√
ϕ

P−Q
√
ϕ
,

which are odd under the transformation
√
ϕ → −√

ϕ.
The differential of a letter taking this form is given by

d log
P +Q

√
ϕ

P −Q
√
ϕ

= − 2Q
√
ϕ

P 2 −Q2ϕ
dP (A8)

+
2P

√
ϕ

P 2 −Q2ϕ
dQ +

PQ

P 2 −Q2ϕ

dϕ√
ϕ
.

In the limit ϕ → 0, the leading contribution is thus

d log
P +Q

√
ϕ

P −Q
√
ϕ

=
dϕ√
ϕ

Q

P
+O(

√
ϕ) . (A9)

When pulled back to the path σ, the variables P , Q, and
ϕ all become functions of t. Taking ϕ(t) = (1 − t) + tϕ,
we then have

σ∗
(

d log
P +Q

√
ϕ

P −Q
√
ϕ

)

∼ −Q(t)

P (t)

dt
√

ϕ(t)
. (A10)

at leading order in ϕ.
We want to study the behavior of the integral (A5) in

the ϕ → 0 limit. Due to the way we have parameter-
ized the integration contour, these singularities will arise
near the t → 1 integration boundary. Assuming that
P (t) and Q(t) are regular when t approaches 1, we can
replace them by P (1) and Q(1). Similarly, we need to
consider U(t) and V (t) as t → 1. U(1) will generically be
a non-zero function of the remaining kinematic degrees
of freedom and can be pulled out of the integral over t,
while V (1) vanishes due to the fact that the integration
contours in (A7) all vanish. To find the leading non-
analytic behavior of IG(ϕ → 0), we expand V (t → 1)
to leading order. As explained in [69], the first non-zero
contribution will occur at order (t − 1)n−m, since there
are n − m vanishing integrals. Defining q = n − m for
convenience, we are left with the integral

∫ 1

0

dt
√

(1− t) + tϕ
(t− 1)q. (A11)

Changing the integration variable to u = (1 − t) + tϕ,
this integral can be performed by binomially expanding
the integrand:

∫ 1

ϕ

du√
u
(u − ϕ)q =

∫ 1

ϕ

du

q
∑

k=0

(

q

k

)

uk− 1
2 (−1)q−kϕq−k

=

q
∑

k=0

(

q

k

)

1

k + 1
2

(1− ϕk+ 1
2 )(−1)q−kϕq−k

= −ϕq+ 1
2

q
∑

k=0

(−1)q−k

k + 1
2

(

q

k

)

+

q
∑

k=0

(−1)q−k

k + 1
2

(

q

k

)

ϕq−k.

(A12)

Note that second sum in the last line is over integer pow-
ers of ϕ, and is therefore independent of

√
ϕ. Corre-

spondingly, the leading non-analytic behavior is

∫ 1

0

dt
√

(1− t) + tϕ
(t− 1)q ∼ −ϕq+ 1

2

q
∑

k=0

(−1)q−k

k + 1
2

(

q

k

)

= 2(−1)q+1ϕq+ 1
2

(2q)!!

(2q + 1)!!
, (A13)

namely it goes as ϕq+ 1
2 = ϕn−m+ 1

2 .
In the case of Feynman integrals with generic masses,

we can immediately compare this to the order at which
algebraic branch cuts are predicted to appear, which can
be read off of equation (3). Comparing this result for non-
integer γ to equation (A13), we conclude that the square
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root branch point associated with ϕ = 0 and identified
with a Landau diagram with Landau exponent γ must
appear at least γ− 1

2 entries from the end of the symbol.
For instance, when γ = 3

2 we have that
√
ϕ cannot appear

in the last entry of the symbol. Note that when γ + 1
2

is a negative integer, however, there is no constraint on
where

√
ϕ can appear.

In the above analysis, we have placed no restriction
on the dependence of U(t), but have assumed that V (t)
is free of algebraic dependence on ϕ. We have also as-
sumed that U(t) and V (t) evaluate to nonzero constants
as t → 1. In many Feynman integrals, however, there ex-
ist letters that approach 1 as ϕ → 0, such as ai = 1− ϕ.
The appearance of these letters can suppress the values
of U(t) and V (t) in the ϕ → 0 limit, changing the order
at which the algebraic branch cut at ϕ → 0 first appears.
In practice, then, when working with examples involv-
ing pairs of letters that alternately vanish and give rise
to branch points at the same kinematic location, it of-
ten proves easiest to directly expand one’s ansatz for the
symbol in the ϕ → 0 limit. One thereby derives a pre-
diction for the leading order at which the branch points
in each symbol term will arise, which can be compared
to the expectation one has from approximating the Feyn-
man integral itself in the same limit.

B. Asymptotic Behavior of Feynman Integrals with

Numerators

In this appendix we derive a generalized formula for the
Landau exponent of singular limits in which the numera-
tor of a Feynman integral vanishes. That is, we consider
generic integrals of the form

I(p) =
∫

hk

ω

∏µ
j=1(−sj(k, p))

−νj

∏m
i=µ+1 si(k, p)

νi
, (B1)

where s1, . . . , sm are surfaces that take part in a simple
pinch, and ω collects the integration measure over the
loop momenta k and any additional factors that do not
participate in the pinch. Our goal will be to find the
expansion of this integral near the kinematic hypersur-
face ϕ = 0 on which this pinch occurs. We thus allow
the contour over the loop momenta hk to be arbitrary,
beyond requiring that it contains the integration region
in which the pinch occurs. We also assume that νj < 0
for j ∈ {1, . . . , µ} so that these sj can be thought of as
numerators. Intuitively, the presence of these numerator
factors that vanish at the location of the pinch are ex-
pected to dampen the singular behavior of I(p) on ϕ = 0.
We start by combining the factors s1, . . . , sm into a

single denominator factor. To do so, we need separate
formulas for the factors that appear in the numerator
and denominator. For the denominators, we can use

1

xν
=

1

Γ(ν)

∫ ∞

0

dααν−1e−xα, (B2)

which is a consequence of a simple change of variables.
This formula is valid for ℜx > 0 and ℜν > 0, since
otherwise we have a divergence either at α → ∞ or α →
0. For the numerators, on the other hand, we find the
following formula useful:

∫

|α|=1

eαα−ν−1dα =
2πi

ν!
, (B3)

which can be shown by the residue theorem. It implies
that

(−x)−ν =
(−ν)!

2πi

∫

|α|=1

dααν−1e−αx, (B4)

for ν ∈ Z≤0.
Making use of these formulas, we find

∏µ
i=1(−si)

−νi

∏m
i=µ+1 s

νi
i

=

∏µ
i=1(−νi)!

(2πi)µ
∏m

i=µ+1 Γ(νi)
(B5)

×
∫

∏

i

ανi−1
i e−

∑
i siαi

∏

i

dαi.

Performing an integration over one of the αi variables,
this becomes

∏µ
i=1(−si)

−νi

∏m
i=µ+1 s

νi
i

=
Γ(
∑m

i=1 νi)
∏m

i=µ+1 s
νi
i

(2πi)µ
∏m

i=µ+1 Γ(νi)

×
∫

hα

δ(αm − 1)
∏

i α
νi−1
i dαi

(
∑m

i=1 αisi
)

∑
i νi

, (B6)

where hα is the contour specified by (B2) and (B4),
namely a product of µ circles with m− µ copies of R+.
Plugging this result into equation (B1) we find

I(p) = Γ(ν)
∏µ

i=1(−νi)!

(2πi)µ
∏m

i=µ+1 Γ(νi)

×
∫

h′

α×hk

dm−1αω
∏m

j=1 α
νj−1
j

[
∑m

i=1 αisi]
ν , (B7)

where h′
α is obtained from hα by setting αm = 1 and we

have defined ν =
∑m

i=1 νi. To simplify our notation, we
define the function M(k, p, α) =

∑m
j=1 αjsj(k, p), where

we leave implicit the fact that we have already fixed one
of the α variables using the delta function (which we have
taken to be αm without loss of generality).
The nature of the singularity near ϕ = 0 will be de-

termined by the behavior of I(p) near the critical point
(k∗, p∗, α∗) where the pinch occurs. Correspondingly, we
expand the denominator around this point. Since, by as-
sumption, all of the factors sj inM take part in the pinch,
all of the terms in this expansion that are linear with re-
spect to one of the integration variables will vanish. The
behavior of the integrand near the critical point can thus
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be captured by expanding M to quadratic order:6

M(k, p, α) = M∗ +
m
∑

i=1

α∗
i

( ∂si
∂pa

)∗
δpa

+
1

2

m
∑

i=1

α∗
i

( ∂2si
∂pa∂pa′

)∗
δpaδpa′ +

m−1
∑

i=1

(

∂si
∂kj

)∗
δαiδkj

+
1

2

m
∑

i=1

α∗
i

( ∂2si
∂kj∂kj′

)∗
δkjδkj′ + · · · (B8)

Here, we have labeled the quantities that are evaluated
at the critical point with superscript ∗, and have defined
δq = q − q∗ for q ∈ {k, p, α}. Repeated momentum in-
dices should be understood to indicate a sum over all
momenta of the indicated type, as well as component-
wise contraction via the spacetime metric.
We can rewrite the expansion in (B8) more schemati-

cally as

M = ℓ(p) +
1

2
MAB(ξ

∗)ξAξB + · · · , (B9)

where we have defined

ℓ(p) =

m
∑

i=1

α∗
i

( ∂si
∂pa

)∗
δpa (B10)

+
1

2

m
∑

i=1

α∗
i

( ∂2si
∂pa∂pa′

)∗
δpaδpa′ + · · · ,

and used the fact that M∗ = 0 (since s∗i = 0 for all i).
The indices A and B run from 1 to n + m − 1, while
ξ = (α1, . . . , αm−1, k1, . . . , kn) is a vector that collects
together all integration variables (so n = DL if we are ex-
panding around all the integration variables correspond-
ing to L loop momenta in D dimensions). The symmetric
matrix

MAB =

(

0 ∂sA
∂ξB

∂sB
∂ξA

∑m
i=1 α

∗
i

∂2si
∂ξA∂ξB

)

(B11)

is just the Hessian, in which we have removed the row
and column corresponding to αm.
Evaluating I(p) to leading order near the critical point

thus reduces to evaluation of an integral of the form

∫

hξ

dpξ

(c2 + ξTDξ)q
. (B12)

When D is a positive-definite p×p symmetric matrix, the
contour hξ will be defined by ξtDξ ≤ R2, for some small

6 Here we assume that the singularity can be reached with all of
the differences δαi and δkj vanishing at the same rate. This
assumption is further discussed and justified in [5, 9, 83, 84].

constant R. Moreover, since D is symmetric, it can be di-
agonalized to define D = UT diag(σ1, . . . , σp)U = V TV ,
where σ1, . . . , σp are the eigenvalues of D, U is an or-
thogonal matrix and V = diag(

√
σ1, . . . ,

√
σp)U . Then

detD = (detV )2 so
√
detD = det V . We can thus make

a change of coordinates ξ = V −1y, upon which the do-
main of integration hy will be given by the equation
∑p

i=1 y
2
i ≤ R2. We then have

∫

hξ

dpξ

(c2 + ξTDξ)q
=

1√
detD

∫

hy

dpy

(c2 +
∑n

i=1 y
2)q

.

(B13)
Going to spherical coordinates, we obtain
∫

hξ

dpξ

(c2 + ξTDξ)q
=

Sp−1√
detD

∫ ρ

0

rp−1dr

(c2 + r2)q
, (B14)

where Sp−1 is the area of the (p−1)-dimensional sphere.
As long as 2q−p > 0 the integral is convergent as c → 0.
In this limit, we make a change of variables r → cτ and
obtain

Sp−1c
p−2q

√
detD

∫ ∞

0

τp−1dτ

(1 + τ2)q
=

c p−2qπ
p
2Γ(q − p

2 )

Γ(q)
√
detD

, (B15)

where we have used that the area of the sphere can be
written as Sp−1 = 2π

p
2 /Γ(p2 ). Altogether, then, we have

that the leading non-analytic contribution to the integral
in (B12) goes as

∫

dpξ

(c2 + ξTDξ)q
∼ c p−2qπ

p
2 Γ(q − p

2 )

Γ(q)
√
detD

, (B16)

in the c → 0 limit, as long as D as symmetric and
positive-definite.
Applying this result to (B7), we find that the leading

non-analytic contribution to I(p) as ℓ(p) → 0 is given by

I(p) ∼
∏m

i=1 α
∗
i
νi−1

(2πi)µ
∏m

i=µ+1 Γ(αi)

× π
n+m−1

2 Γ(α− n+m−1
2 )ℓ(p)

n+m−1

2
−∑m

i=1
νi . (B17)

where we have replaced the αi variables in the numerator
by the value they take at the critical point, which is valid
at leading order.
The key piece of information that in (B17) is the ex-

ponent of ℓ(p), which tells us how I(p) behaves near the
singularity at ϕ = ℓ(p) → 0. Namely, the Landau expo-
nent for this singularity is given by

γ =
n+m− 1

2
−

m
∑

i=1

νi . (B18)

where we recall that n is the number of integrals coming
from the loop momenta (which is usually DL), m is the
original number of numerator and denominator factors
in (B1), and νi are the (inverse) powers to which these
factors were raised. A different proof of this formula was
given by Pham in [85] and in section 2.1 of [42], but our
proof has the benefit of being conceptually simpler.
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C. Absence of mixed second-type singularity in

D = 4

In this appendix, we identify the singularity at st2 −
2stm2 + sm4 − 4t2m2 = 0 as a mixed second-type singu-
larity, meaning that it comes from an integration region
in which one of the loop momenta goes to infinity while
the other one stays finite. Moreover, we show that this
singularity does not appear in strictly four dimensions,
consistent with what was observed in the expansion of
this integral around four dimensions in [79].
We begin by considering the double box in dual coor-

dinates [86, 87], using the labeling

x2 x4

x1

x3

xA xB

α2 α4

α1 α3

α5 α6 α7

(C1)

In these variables, the integral is given by

I(pi) =
∫

dDxAd
DxB

(x2
1A−m2)(x2

2A−m2)(x2
3A−m2)

× 1

(x2
3B−m2)(x2

4B−m2)(x2
1B−m2)x2

AB

, (C2)

where we have used the standard shorthand notation
x2
ij ≡ (xi − xj)

2. We now bring the point at infinity in
the xB variable to zero through the change of variables

yB =
xB

x2
B

. (C3)

This corresponds to making the replacements dDxB →
dDyB

(y2
B
)D
, and x2

Bi → 1
y2
B

− 2 yB·xi

y2
B

+ x2
i . Pulling a factor of

1/y2B out of the last four propagators, I(pi) becomes

I(pi) =
∫

dDxAd
DyB

(y2B)
D−4

1

(x2
1A−m2)(x2

2A−m2)(x2
3A−m2)

× 1

[1−2x3 · yB+(x2
3−m2)y2B][1−2x4 · yB+(x2

4−m2)y2B]

× 1

[1−2x1 · yB+(x2
1−m2)y2B](1−2xA · yB+x2

Ay
2
B)

,

(C4)

where we highlight that the factor of 1/(y2B)
D−4 drops

out in four dimensions.
As usual, to identify where this integral can become

singular, we scan over all possible tuples of denominator
factors that can vanish and thereby pinch the integration
contour. We find that the solution to the Landau equa-
tions that identifies the singularity at st2−2stm2+sm4−

4t2m2 = 0 comes from the following Landau diagram:

s

t

m
.

(C5)

meaning that the denominators (x2
1B −m2) and (x2

3B −
m2) do not take part in the pinch. Concretely, the on-
shell conditions for this Landau diagram read

x2
A2 = x2

A4 = m2, y2B = 0, (C6)

1− 2xA · yB + x2
Ay

2
B = 0, (C7)

1− 2x4 · yB + (x2
4 −m2)y2B = 0. (C8)

The Landau loop equations read

α5xA2 + α1xA4 + α3xA1 = α6yB, (C9)

α0yB + α6(yBx
2
A − xA) + α7(yB(x

2
4 −m2)− x4) = 0,

(C10)

where the labelings of αi are as in (C1), and we have
assigned yB a parameter α0.
To solve these equations, we start by dotting yB into

the second equation. Using the on-shell conditions, this
equation can be reduced to α6 + α7 = 0. The second
equation becomes

yB(α0 + α6x
2
A + α7(x

2
4 −m2)) = α6xA4. (C11)

This implies that x2
A4 = 0, since y2B = 0. Solving for

yB and plugging into the first Landau equation we find
that 〈A1234〉 = 0 since these vectors are linearly depen-
dent. Here we have used the notation 〈vivjvkvlvm〉 for
the oriented volume of the four-simplex with vertices of
coordinates vi, vj , vk, vl, vm. It can be obtained as the
5×5 determinant of the five-vectors obtained by append-
ing a component 1 at the beginning of the four-vectors
vi, . . . , vm.
Plugging in the fact that x2

A3 = 0 in the expression for
〈A1234〉, we find

1

16

(

st2 − 2stm2 + sm4 − 4t2m2
)

s = 0 , (C12)

thereby identifying the singularity locus we were after.
We highlight, however, that we needed to use the van-
ishing condition y2B = 0 to derive this solution. As this
denominator factor does not exist in strictly four dimen-
sions (due to dual conformal invariance), this singularity
also does not exist in four dimensions.
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D. Constructing Algebraic Symbol Letters

In this appendix, we illustrate how one can systemati-
cally search for algebraic symbol letters that are consis-
tent with one’s expectations from Landau analysis. We
focus on the example of the bubble integral in two di-
mensions, whose predicted singular behavior is cataloged
in Table I. Given that the only two expected square root
branch points in this integral arise at the threshold and
pseudothreshold, we are led to consider a symbol-letter
ansatz of the form

L = P1(s,m1,m2)
√

s− (m1 +m2)2

+ P2(s,m1,m2)
√

s+ (m1 +m2)2, (D1)

where P1 and P2 are polynomials. What we will show
in this Appendix is that for the logarithmic singularities
(L = 0) to be at the allowed locations (m2

1 = 0 or m2
2 = 0

from Table I), the only independent letters are

L =
√

s− (m1 +m2)2 ±
√

s+ (m1 +m2)2 (D2)

That is, the only possibility for the polynomials P1 and
P2 is that they are ±1.
To begin, we note that

(

P1(s,m1,m2)
√

s− (m1 +m2)2

+ P2(s,m1,m2)
√

s+ (m1 +m2)2
)

×
(

P1(s,m1,m2)
√

s− (m1 +m2)2 (D3)

− P2(s,m1,m2)
√

s+ (m1 +m2)2
)

= P 2
1 (s− (m1 +m2)

2)− P 2
2 (s− (m1 −m2)

2).

If this combination is a nontrivial polynomial in s, we will
encounter logarithmic singularities at the roots of that
polynomial. Since no such singularities are expected, we
should obtain a result that does not depend on s. Con-
versely, the right hand side of equation (D3) may depend
on m1 and m2, since we do expect logarithmic singular-
ities when m1 = 0 or m2 = 0 (and also when m1 → ∞
and m2 → ∞). Since there are no other singularities at
special values of the masses, we deduce that this polyno-
mial should be a product of powers of m1 and m2. By
symmetry, these powers should be equal.
Looking at the expression in the right hand side of

equation (D3), we are led to ask the following mathe-
matical question. Given α, β, γ ∈ C (or in some poly-
nomial ring such as C[m1,m2]), when can we find two
polynomials p, q such that

p2(x− α)− q2(x − β) = γ. (D4)

If p, q are of degree zero, we have the obvious solution
p = q = 1 and γ = β − α. If p = x+ p0 and q = x + q0,

we have

p0 = −α+ 3β

4
, q0 = −3α+ β

4
, γ = − 1

16
(α− β)2.

(D5)

If p = x2 + p1x+ p0 and q = x2 + q1x+ q0, then we find

p1 = −3

4
α− 5

4
β, p0 =

1

16
α2 +

5

8
αβ +

5

16
β2, (D6)

q1 = −5

4
α− 3

4
β, q0 =

5

16
α2 +

5

8
αβ +

1

16
β2, (D7)

γ = − 1

256
(α− β)5. (D8)

In all these cases we have a unique solution. We will
provide an interpretation of this solution below.
Consider now

(
√
x− α±

√

x− β)2n+1 = pn
√
x− α±qn

√

x− β, (D9)

where

(
√
x− α±

√

x− β)2n+1 =

2n+1
∑

k=0

(

2n+ 1

k

)

(x− α)
k
2 (±1)k−1(x− β)

2n+1−k
2 =

±
√
x− α

n
∑

k=0

(

2n+ 1

2k

)

(x − α)k(x− β)n−k+

√

x− β

n
∑

k=0

(

2n+ 1

2k + 1

)

(x− α)k(x − β)n−k. (D10)

We therefore have

pn(x) = ±
n
∑

k=0

(

2n+ 1

2k

)

(x − α)k(x− β)n−k, (D11)

qn(x) =

n
∑

k=0

(

2n+ 1

2k + 1

)

(x− α)k(x− β)n−k. (D12)

With this definition we indeed have

p2n(x− α)− q2n(x − β) = (β − α)2n+1. (D13)

We thus find

p1(x) = 4x− 3α− β, (D14)

q1(x) = 4x− α− 3β, (D15)

p2(x) = 16x2 − 4(5α+ 3β)x+ (5α2 + 10αβ + β2),
(D16)

q2(x) = 16x2 − 4(3α+ 5β)x+ (α2 + 10αβ + 5β2).
(D17)

If we normalize the pn such that their leading coefficient
is 1, we obtain the same solution as before.
We now proceed to show in general that a solution to

the constraints formulated above with non-trivial poly-
nomials p and q is a power of the solution obtained for
p = q = 1. Therefore, such candidate symbol letters are
not independent and can be discarded.
We start with a key Lemma:
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Lemma 1. Given f a Laurent polynomial f ∈ C[u, u−1],
if f is invertible, then there exists k ∈ Z such that f(u) =
fku

k.

Proof. Let us take

f =
∑

k

fku
k = fkL

ukL + · · ·+ fkU
ukU , (D18)

with kU ≥ kL. Since f is invertible, there exists g ∈
C[u, u−1] such that fg = 1. If

g =
∑

l

glu
l = glLu

lL + · · · glUulU , (D19)

with lU ≥ lL, then we have that the maximum degree of
fg is kU + lU while the minimum degree is kL+ lL. Since
fg = 1 we must have kU + lU = 0 and kL + lL = 0. In
particular, we have kU + lU = kL + lL.
From the conditions kU ≥ kL and lU ≥ lL on the

degrees above, we have kU + lU ≥ kL + lL. Since, as we
have shown, kU + lU = kL + lL, we must have kU = kL
and lU = lL. This means that the sums defining f and g
reduce to a single term.

Lemma 2. If p, q ∈ C[u, u−1] and

p(u)(u+ u−1) + q(u)(u− u−1) = u−(2n+1), (D20)

such that p(u) = p(u−1) and q(u) = q(u−1), then

p(u) =
u2n+1 + u−(2n+1)

2(u+ u−1)

=
1

2
(u2n − u2n−2 + · · ·+ u−2n), (D21)

q(u) = −u2n+1 − u−(2n+1)

2(u− u−1)

= −1

2
(u2n + u2n−2 + · · ·+ u−2n). (D22)

Proof. Putting u → u−1 in the formula in the statement
we find

p(u−1)(u−1 + u) + q(u−1)(u−1 − u) = u2n+1. (D23)

Using p(u−1) = p(u) and q(u−1) = q(u) and adding to
the equality above, we find

p(u) =
u2n+1 + u−(2n+1)

2(u+ u−1)
. (D24)

Subtracting instead of adding, we find

q(u) =
−u2n+1 + u−(2n+1)

2(u− u−1)
. (D25)

Theorem 1. Given P,Q ∈ C[x] and α, β, γ ∈ C, if

P 2(x)(x − α)−Q2(x)(x − β) = γ, (D26)

then there exists n ∈ Z such that, up to a rescaling of P
and Q by a constant

P (x)
√
x− α±Q(x)

√

x− β = (
√
x− α±

√

x− β)2n+1.
(D27)

Proof. The equality P 2(x)(x−α)−Q2(x)(x−β) = γ can
be written in a factorized form

(

P (x)
√
x− α+Q(x)

√

x− β
)

(D28)

×
(

P (x)
√
x− α−Q(x)

√

x− β
)

= γ .

We make the substitution

x =
α+ β

2
+

β − α

4
(u2 + u−2). (D29)

Using this we can rationalize the square roots

√
x− α =

√
β − α

2
(u+ u−1), (D30)

√

x− β =

√
β − α

2
(u− u−1). (D31)

We define

x(u) =
α+ β

2
+

β − α

4
(u2 + u−2). (D32)

If we denote P (u) = P (x(u)) and Q(u) = Q(x(u)), then
the factorized form can be written

(

P (u)(u+ u−1) +Q(u)(u− u−1)
)

×
(

P (u)(u+ u−1)−Q(u)(u− u−1)
)

=
4γ

β − α
. (D33)

Here P (u) and Q(u) are Laurent polynomials and since
x(u) = x(u−1) we have that P (u) = P (u−1) and Q(u) =
Q(u−1).
We can rescale P and Q such that the right hand side

becomes unity. Then, we can apply Lemma 1 to conclude
that there exists an integer n such that

P (u)(u + u−1) +Q(u)(u− u−1) = δu2n+1. (D34)

The degree has to be odd since the degrees of monomials
in P and Q are all even since x depends only on even
powers of u. Then, the conclusion follows by observing
that

√
x− α+

√

x− β = u
√

β − α, (D35)
√
x− α−

√

x− β = u−1
√

β − α. (D36)
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Let us finish by highlighting that, although we started
by focusing on the square roots that appear in the two-
dimensional bubble integral, this proof holds in any situ-
ation in which a pair of roots

√
Q1 and

√
Q2 are expected

to appear in a set of symbol letters. Namely, only a sin-
gle independent symbol letter can be constructed that in-
volves both of these roots. We expect that a similar proof
strategy could also be used to establish a maximum num-
ber of independent letters that can be constructed out of
a larger numbers of roots; however, we leave this question
to future work.

E. Maximal Cuts and Leading Singularities

To each Feynman integral, we can associate a set of
maximal cuts. These maximal cuts are given by the ab-
sorption integrals that place a maximal number of prop-
agators in the original diagram on shell (without over-
constraining the loop momenta), by replacing the prop-
agators by delta functions and fixing the direction of the
energy flowing through the edge. In favorable cases, these
integrals can be computed in terms of elementary func-
tions.
The simplest cases arise when the number of integra-

tions is equal to the number of cut propagators; then,
the integral computation reduces to evaluating a Jaco-
bian. Feynman integrals may also have more propaga-
tors than there are integrations. In these cases, not all of
propagators can be put on-shell, and there will be several
maximal cuts. Finally, if there are more integrations than
propagators, the maximal cut will itself be a non-trivial
integral. In such cases, we can ask whether there ex-
ists a further sequence of residue contours that will allow
us to evaluate the remaining integrals and get a nonzero
answer. We call the expressions that remain after a max-
imum number of (nonzero) residues have been computed
leading singularities. In cases where all integrations can
be evaluated in this way, the leading singularities will
be algebraic functions of the external kinematics. Con-
versely, when obstructions occur to evaluating every in-
tegral as a residue, we learn about the types of special
functions that may appear in the evaluation of the Feyn-
man integral that go beyond d log forms [4].
Let us analyze a simple situation one may encounter

when computing leading singularities. Assume that on-
shell the calculation of the absorption integral reduces to
computing

∫

γ

g(x)dx

f(x)
, (E1)

where f and g are polynomials, and where the integration
contour can be deformed to a linear combination (with
integer coefficients) of contours going around the zeros of
f . If deg g > deg f we compute the quotient q and the

remainder r such that g = qf + r. The integral becomes

∫

γ

(q +
r

f
)dx =

∫

γ

rdx

f
, (E2)

where we have used the fact that the integral of a poly-
nomial along a closed contour vanishes. If deg r =
−1 + deg f , then we can write r = q̃f ′ + r̃, where q̃
is a number and r̃ is a polynomial of degree at most

−2+deg f . The integral of f ′dx
f

is an integer multiple of
2πi.
For our purposes, the most interesting part of the in-

tegral comes from

∫

γ

r̃(x)dx

f(x)
(E3)

for deg r̃ ≤ −2+deg f . For now, we assume that f has no
repeated roots. In that case, denoting by γi a small con-
tour that encircles one of f ’s roots xi counterclockwise,
we have

∫

γi

r̃(x)dx

f(x)
= 2πi

r̃(xi)

f ′(xi)
. (E4)

Therefore, the possible algebraic prefactors are (after
dropping factors of 2πi)

xp
i

f ′(xi)
, (E5)

for p = 0, . . . ,−2 + deg f , for i = 1, . . . , deg f . However,
not all these quantities are independent. Indeed, by the
residue theorem we have

n
∑

i=1

xp
i

f ′(xi)
= 0, (E6)

for p = 0, . . . ,−2+deg f . In total we have (−1+deg f)2

independent quantities. This can be seen as a pairing of
−1+deg f homology classes with −1+deg f cohomology
classes.
Notice that the Landau analysis applies to this case

in the sense that the Landau equations instruct us to
solve f(x) = 0 and f ′(x) = 0. The solutions to the first
equations are x = xi. Then the singularities occur at
f ′(xi) = 0, exactly as derived above.
We can also analyze cases in which f has repeated

roots. If f has a repeated root, it has what is called
a permanent pinch. While it is possible that the inte-
gration contour will avoid the repeated root, there is the
possibility of it being pinched for all values of the polyno-
mial coefficients for which the double root exists. Then,
the integral can become divergent (although in higher di-
mensions the contour may be pinched while the integral
is still convergent).



18

Consider for simplicity the case of a polynomial f with
a single root of multiplicity k at x = x0. Then, we have

f(x) =
1

k!
(x− x0)

kf (k)(x0) + · · · , (E7)

r̃(x) = r̃(x0) + (x− x0)r̃
′(x0) + · · ·+

+
1

(k − 1)!
(x − x0)

k−1r̃(k−1)(x0) + · · · , (E8)

with f (k)(x0) 6= 0. We then have that

∫

γ0

r̃(x)dx

f(x)
= 2πik

r̃(k−1)(x0)

f (k)(x0)
. (E9)

We highlight that this case is not covered by the usual
Landau equations.

F. Imposing Integrability

To every iterated integral over d log forms, we can as-
sociate a symbol

∑

ci1,i2,...,in Li1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Lin (F1)

that faithfully preserves the analytic structure of the orig-
inal function, up to contributions proportional to tran-
scendental constants. However, not every linear combi-
nation of symbol terms corresponds to a valid iterated
integral. To see this, consider upgrading a candidate
symbol that depends on two external variables u and v to
an iterated integral, by integrating along some contour Γ
from an arbitrary base point (u0, v0) to the current values
(u, v):

f(u, v; Γ) = ci1,i2,...,in

∫

Γ

d lnLi1 ◦ · · · ◦ d lnLin . (F2)

For this to integrate into a well-defined function, the
iterated integral should be independent of local defor-
mations of the path. Path independence implies that
[∂u, ∂v]f = 0. As derivatives only act on the last entry
of the symbol, we have that

∂u[Li1 ⊗ · · ·⊗Lin ] = (∂u lnLin)[Li1 ⊗ · · ·⊗Lin−1
]. (F3)

The next derivative then acts on either ∂u lnLin or Lin−1
.

Therefore,

[∂u, ∂v]S ⊗ Li ⊗ Lj = JijS (F4)

where Jij = ∂u lnLi∂v lnLj − ∂u lnLj∂v lnLi is the Ja-
cobian (that is, d lnLi ∧ d lnLj = Jijdu ∧ dv). Thus we
need to find linear combinations for which cijJij = 0.
Demanding commutation of additional derivatives in u
and v implies that every pair of successive symbol letters
should be integrable.
There are many ways to solve the integrability con-

straints. Here is one method, which we describe for the

two-loop double box alphabet from Table II. We start
by considering the space of possible weight-two symbols.
To do so, we fist compute Jij for all pairs of letters, and
multiply by the least common multiple of the denomina-
tors that appear. This makes all the Jij polynomials in
u, v, βu, βv, and βuv, where each of the square roots ap-
pears only linearly. For the double box letters, this gives
rise to 110 possible independent monomials. We can thus
think of the derivative operator [∂u, ∂v] as mapping each
weight-two symbol term Li ⊗ Lj to a 110-dimensional
vector, whose components correspond to the coefficients
of these 110 monomials. We want to find the linear re-
lations between these vectors. An easy way to find these
relations is to put the vectors in a matrix and perform
Gaussian elimination. Any zero row in the resulting ma-
trix corresponds to a relation. Using this method, we
find 109 independent weight-two symbols.
To construct the integrable spaces of symbols at

weights three and four, we can apply a similar algorithm.
Denoting the 109 independent weight-two symbols by Sk,
we can construct a candidate weight-three space by at-
taching all possible letters Li to either the beginning or
end of each symbol Sk. The set of such objects Li⊗Sk are
then integrable in the second two entries, while the set
of such objects Sk ⊗Lj are integrable in the first two en-
tries. The space of integrable weight-three symbols are
then given by the linear combinations of symbol terms
live inside of both of these spaces. This intersection can
be found in the same way as for weight two: stack the
vectors in a large matrix and reduce. The non-zero rows
are a basis for the union of the spaces and the zero rows
are the intersection. We find 859 integrable weight-three
symbols. Repeating the procedure at weight four, we
find 6993 integrable combinations of the 12 letters, as
reported in Table III. All the other constraints can be
efficiently solved by finding intersections of vector spaces
in this manner.
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J. Foster, O. Gürdoğan, M. von Hippel, A. J. McLeod,
and G. Papathanasiou, PoS CORFU2019, 003 (2020),
arXiv:2005.06735 [hep-th].

[21] R. Morales, A. Spiering, M. Wilhelm, Q. Yang,
and C. Zhang, Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 041601 (2023),
arXiv:2212.09762 [hep-th].

[22] L. J. Dixon, O. Gurdogan, A. J. McLeod, and M. Wil-
helm, JHEP 07, 153 (2022), arXiv:2204.11901 [hep-th].

[23] D. Chicherin, J. Henn, and V. Mitev,
JHEP 05, 164 (2018), arXiv:1712.09610 [hep-th].

[24] J. Henn, E. Herrmann, and J. Parra-Martinez,
JHEP 10, 059 (2018), arXiv:1806.06072 [hep-th].

[25] S. He, Z. Li, Y. Tang, and Q. Yang,
JHEP 10, 084 (2021), [Erratum: JHEP 06, 079 (2022)],
arXiv:2106.03709 [hep-th].

[26] S. He, Z. Li, and Q. Yang, (2021),
arXiv:2112.11842 [hep-th].

[27] P. Landshoff, D. Olive, and J. Polkinghorne, Il Nuovo
Cimento A (1971-1996) 43, 444 (1966).

[28] S. Weinzierl, Feynman Integrals. A Comprehensive Treatment for Students and Researchers ,
UNITEXT for Physics (Springer, 2022)
arXiv:2201.03593 [hep-th].

[29] N. Nakanishi, Progress of Theoretical Physics 22, 128 (1959).
[30] J. D. Bjorken, Experimental tests of Quantum electrody-

namics and spectral representations of Green’s functions

in perturbation theory, Ph.D. thesis, Stanford U. (1959).
[31] G. F. Sterman, An Introduction to quantum field theory

(Cambridge University Press, 1993).
[32] C. Fevola, S. Mizera, and S. Te-

len, Phys. Rev. Lett. 132, 101601 (2024),
arXiv:2311.14669 [hep-th].

[33] C. Fevola, S. Mizera, and S. Telen,
Comput. Phys. Commun. 303, 109278 (2024),
arXiv:2311.16219 [math-ph].

[34] M. Helmer, G. Papathanasiou, and F. Tellander, (2024),

arXiv:2402.14787 [hep-th].
[35] S. Caron-Huot, M. Correia, and M. Giroux, (2024),

arXiv:2406.05241 [hep-th].
[36] H. S. Hannesdottir, A. J. McLeod, M. D.

Schwartz, and C. Vergu, JHEP 07, 236 (2023),
arXiv:2211.07633 [hep-th].

[37] M. Berghoff and E. Panzer, (2022),
arXiv:2212.06661 [math-ph].

[38] J. Boyling, Il Nuovo Cimento A (1965-1970) 53, 351
(1968).

[39] T. Kinoshita and A. Ukawa,
Phys. Rev. D 13, 1573 (1976).

[40] J. L. Bourjaily, C. Vergu, and M. von
Hippel, Phys. Rev. D 108, 085021 (2023),
arXiv:2208.12765 [hep-th].

[41] D. Chicherin, I. Moult, E. Sokatchev, K. Yan, and
Y. Zhu, (2024), arXiv:2401.06463 [hep-th].

[42] F. Pham, Singularities of integrals: Homology, hyperfunctions and micr

Universitext (Springer London, 2011).
[43] B. Jantzen, A. V. Smirnov, and V. A.

Smirnov, Eur. Phys. J. C 72, 2139 (2012),
arXiv:1206.0546 [hep-ph].

[44] G. Heinrich, S. Jahn, S. P. Jones, M. Kerner,
F. Langer, V. Magerya, A. Pöldaru, J. Schlenk, and
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