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The Mandelstam-Leibbrandt prescription is used to study the one-loop structures of the
two-component (LCM2) and four-component (LCM4) formalisms of the same Yang-Mills theory
in the light-cone gauge. The complete one-loop counter lagrangians are constructed by computing
the one-loop two-, three- and four-point vertices. LCM2 is renormalizable order-by-order in g
with 8C, =(Z-1)8, Z=1+11g2C,/48n%e. For LCM4, both the two- and three-vertices

‘counter
generate anomalous counterterms which, however, cancel upon summation so that the total

8L ounter 18 the same as LCM2. Slavnov-Taylor identities are satisfied in LCM4; they do not exist
in LCM2. The method of analytic regularization is used in computation; all invariant and tensor
integrals are evaluated using a single representation for light-cone invariant two-point integrals.
The calculation is exceedingly simple in LCM2, far less so in LCM4.

1. Introduction

The light-cone gauge has long been recognized as potentially a most simple and
useful gauge [1] for the study of nonabelian gauge theories. It has recently become
popular in the study of supersymmetric theories [2]. The gauge is a special axial
ghost-free gauge defined by the constraint

An,=A4"=0, (1.1)

where A is the Yang-Mills field and »n, is one of the two independent, null,
light-cone vectors in Minkowski space (for notation see sect. 2).

In addition to being ghost-free, the light-cone gauge has special simplifying
features arising from the properties of the null vectors n_, and from the elimination
of the second light-cone component of the Yang-Milis field, 4 "=A4-n_, via the
Euler lagrangian equation,

*AT=94'+5(3") (4'x 5 4'), (12)
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thereby reducing the effective theory to one involving a two (instead of four)-compo-
nent Yang-Mills field. The light-cone gauge with the unphysical 4, components
thus eliminated is sometimes called the physical gauge.

‘On the other hand, the peculiarity of the singular properties of the light-cone
gauge has prevented it from becoming more widely. used. The difficulty in working
with the light-cone gauge can be simply put: a practical prescription for regulating
divergent Feynman integrals was lacking.

The principal-value prescription, which has been successfully used in dealing with
the singularities of the closely related axial gauge (4 -n = 0, n? # 0) [3], has recently
been firmly established as being inadequate for the light-cone gauge [4-7}; the
prescription disobeys the rule of power counting, rendering the gauge unrenormaliz-
able at the one-loop level. This defect has been brought into even sharper focus by
the recent demonstration by Mandelstam [8] and by Brink et al. [9] that the N = 4
supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory would be ultraviolet-finite to all orders in the
light-cone gauge, and therefore finite in any other gauge, if integrals in the light-cone
gauge obeyed power counting.

Happily, Mandelstam {8] also proposed a prescription which possesses the analytic
property necessary for preserving power counting. Another prescription that appears
to have the same attribute was later proposed by Leibbrandt [6]. These two
prescriptions have recently been used by several groups to study the self-energies of
simple and supersymmetric Yang-Mills theories in the light-cone gauge at the
one-loop level [5,10,11]. A brief summary follows.

Capper et al. [5], working with the effective theory in which Yang-Mills fields have
only two physical components (hereafter referred to as LCM2), showed that with
Mandelstam’s prescription the self-energy has an infinite part that is manifestly
renormalizable in the simple Yang-Mills theory and is ultraviolet-finite in the N = 4
supersymmetric model. Leibbrandt and Matsuki [10] calculated the same quantities
as Capper et al. but worked with versions of the theories in which all four
components of the Yang-Mills field are retained (hereafter referred to as LCM4).
They also used Leibbrandt’s prescription instead of Mandelstam’s. Their results are
somewhat surprising: the self-energy has anomalous infinite parts that make the
simple Yang-Mills theory appear to be unrenormalizable, and the N = 4 model not
ultraviolet-finite. Lee and Milgram [11] working with both the Mandelstam and the
Leibbrandt prescriptions computed the Yang-Mills self-energies in both LCM2 and
LCM4, They pointed out that the two prescriptions are equivalent and used the joint
prescription to derive a representation for the complete class of two-point light-cone
invariant integrals with which they resolved the apparent contradiction in the results
of Capper et al. and Leibbrandt and Matsuki by showing that the self-energies of
LCM4 and LCM2, although superficially different, are identical to O(g?) when the
LCM4 result is translated into LCM2.

This paper is the sequel to ref. [11] written with two goals in mind. The first is to
complete the one-loop study of the light-cone gauge for both LCM2 and LCM4.
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Because of all the surprises and confusion the light-cone gauge has created in the
past, and because some of the crucial properties of the Mandelstam-Leibbrandt
prescription are not tested in the calculation of the one-loop self-energy, we feel it is
important to remove all uncertainties concerning the gauge once and for all by
computing the complete one-loop counter lagrangian. For LCM2 this is done by
computing the one-loop corrections to the self-energy and the three- and four-vertices.
The result is simple: the prescription works well, the counterterm associated with
each Green function is proportional to the bare Green function and the complete
counter lagrangian contains a single renormalization constant. The case for LCM4 is
more complicated: the counterterms associated with the two and three-point Green
functions are not proportional to the respective bare Green functions. However,
when the two counterterms are summed, the anomalous terms cancel, so that the
counter lagrangian is again characterized by one and the same renormalization
constant as in LCM2. We have omitted computing the one-loop four-vertex in
LCM4, partly because the calculation would be formidably lengthy, and partly
because what we have calculated already determines uniquely what the counterterm
associated with the four-vertex must be.

Our second goal is to demonstrate the utility of both light-cone invariance and the
representation that was derived [11] for the class of two-point, light-cone invariant
integrals. Our calculation is based on the method of analytic regularization described
elsewhere [12]. We exploit the property of light-cone invariance in such a way that
all the tensor integrals encountered in our calculation can be evaluated in terms of a
single representation for a generalized Feynman integral. In pursuing this goal we
demonstrate that LCM2, notwithstanding its unusual Feynman rules, is an exceed-
ingly simple and easy gauge to work with, more so in our opinion than the simplest
covariant gauges, at least at the one-loop level. In contrast, the bizarre renormaliza-
tion property and the characteristically lengthy calculation dictates that LCM4
should be avoided.

For readers wishing to go directly to the results: see tables 4, 6 and 7 for the
one-loop two, three and four-vertices in LCM2, respectively; for the same in LCM4
see tables 5, 8 and (5.14). For the representation of light-cone invariant integrals and
two useful simplifying cases see (3.7) and (A.16) and (A.17). For the reduction of
tensor integrals in LCM2 see table 2 and for the same in LCM4 see table 3.

In sect. 2 we present the notation and give the Feynman rules for LCM2 and
LCM4. Apart from our own conventions, the content of this section is not new. In
sect. 3 we discuss salient features of the Mandelstam and Leibbrandt prescriptions,
give the representation for light-cone invariant two-point integrals (derived in
appendix A) and show: how the representation can also be used to evaluate
light-cone-covariant and Lorentz-covariant tensor integrals. More details on this
topic are given in appendix B. The calculation of the one-loop vertex functions is
described and results are presented in sect. 4. Sect. 5 discusses the counterterms and
renormalizability of LCM2 and LCM4. In sect. 6 we show that Slavnov-Taylor



546 H.C.-Lee, M.S. Milgram / Yang-Mills in iight-cone gauge

identities are satisfied in LCM4. These identities do not exist in LCM2 because
gauge invariance is explicitly broken in the effective LCM?2 lagrangian. Sect. 7 is the
conclusion.

2. Notation and conventions

2.1. LIGHT-CONE COORDINATES

In Minkowski space with metric (1, —1, —1, —1) the two light-cone null vectors
have components

n.=y1[1,0,0, +1], (2.1)

satisfying
(n,)*=(n.)*=0. (2.2)
The normalizing factor is chosen such that
nyn_=1, (2.3)
The light-cone components of any vector a are
a*=a-n,. (2.4)
A scalar product appears in light-cone coordinates as
ba-b=a#b"=a+b'+ a~b*—a-b, (2.5)
where the caret denotes a two component subvector living on the (1,2) plane
4=1[0, a,, a,,0]. (2.6)

By light-cone invariance we mean invariance under rotation confined to the (1,2)
plane. Thus the scalar product of caretted vectors ‘

a-b=a'v’, (2.7)

where the summation of i over 1 and 2 is understood, is light-cone invariant. So are
light-cone components such as a * and b*. All Lorentz invariants are also light-cone
invariants, whereas the inverse is not true.

When used as indices, the middle Latin letters i, j,... label the components of
caretted vectors, the middle Greek letters p, »... label full Lorentz vectors and early
latin letters a, b, ... label vectors of the gauge group.
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2.2. FEYNMAN RULES FOR LCM4

The gauge-fixing lagrangian corresponding to the constraint (1.1) for the light-cone
gauge is

1 2
By = lim —(4)’, (28)

g a0 o0

with the limit to be taken after the derivation of Feynman rules. The Faddeev-Popov
ghosts being decoupled, the effective lagrangian is therefore

1
@_ lim —

A+)?
1 a—0 2(1(_ )

Croma=ELymtLer = %[Ap. °(324_“) + (3,.4")2]
~g[(8,4,)° (4 x 4] - 122 (4, 4,)]°, (29)

where the brackets are suffixed for later reference; 4 denotes a vector of the gauge
group; ¢ and X refer to the inner and outer products 4 e B =A°B“ and (4 XB)* =
f4b<A°B¢, respectively. Feynman rules for LCM4 derived from (2.9) are given in
table 1.

2.3. FEYNMAN RULES FOR LCM2

The implementation of the gauge constraint in LCM2 sets it apart from LCM4,
and indeed from all other axial and covariant R, gauges. Here the constraint (1.1)
and the Euler-Lagrange equation (1.2) (derived from (2.9)) are used to eliminate the
light-cone components 4* from £, to give an effective lagrangian

Crome=—iTP+g(- TP+ TP) - g2(AT® +1T¥), (2.10)
where
T®=4'0(3%4"), ' (2.11a)
T = (3/4")o (4’ x 4'), (2.11b)
TP = - (94)°[(8*) (a/x 3*47)], (211¢)
T®=(4'x4’), (2.11d)
T =[(8%) (4’ x 9*4)|. (2.11¢)

For completeness we give the transformation from the terms in £,y to
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TABLE 1
Feynman rules for light-cone gauge

(a) General (a,f,... standforp,»,... ori, j,...)

Name Diagram Structure

propagator - A(g‘)!uh(p) = i8””A‘°’ (P)
3-vertex \( It pyv pys p3) = 8"
[T, o (P1. P2, P3) + 2 cyclic permutations]
4-vertex >< [0aesads( py, py. p3, pa) = ig ([ f12f 4940
X80 sasas(PLs P2s P3s PO+ (20 3]+ 2 & 4])
(b) LCM2
& (py=-p7%,
EQp.an=8,[(p~ ) —nlp—@*/r*],  r#0
=24, ps r=0
+ +
. p—q) (r—s)
B9 ps g 1. 5) = 8,8 — 8,8, + 8,8 ( .t
k(P> qy 1y 8) = 8,8, — 8,0, kI[(p+q)+(r+s)+] r#—s
=88 — 8,8, ' r=-—s
(c) LCM4
(O)(P) P_Z[E,w (pp."+v+prn+y,)/p ]
‘°’ (P4, 1) =8, (P~ @),
)\u.p'(p q.r, S) 8Xp uo shasup.
those in £\
[ 1P=-T®+g2T®, (2.12a)
3
[19=TO-T®+4T®, (2.12b)
[ ](4) T®. (2.12¢)

The inverse transformation is not unique. It is significant that these transformations
are not homogeneous in g. ‘

Note that only A appears in (2.10), so LCM2 is an effective theory for a
two-component field in the four-dimension Minkowski space. This fact has a very
important bearing on the simplicity of computation in LCM2. Also, because both
conditions (1.1) and (1.2) are realized in (2.10) so that no excess degrees of freedom
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associated with gauge invariance remain, the usual set of Slavnov-Taylor identities
cannot be derived from LCM2.

Feynman rules derived from (2.10) are given in table 1. The ominous factor 1/p*
has shifted from the propagator in LCM4 to the three- and four-vertices in LCM2,
distinguishing the latter from all other gauges. Note in particular the rules for
IY(p.q,r) when r=0 and for I;Q(p,q,r,5) when r+s=0, which at the
one-loop level is tested only in calculations of the three- and four-vertices, but not in
the self-energy [5,11] and the effective potential {13] calculations.

3. The generalized two-point integrals

3.1. THE MANDELSTAM-LEIBBRANDT PRESCRIPTION

In Minkowski space the nonmpositivity of the propagator 1/¢2? requires the
prescription lim, _, .1/(¢*+ in) to make the integrals well defined. The central
problem in the light-cone gauge has been to find a compatible prescription for the
factor 1/q™.

The Mandelstam 8] prescription is defined by

1/4*>1/[g"h= lim (g*+ing)” (3.1)
'q—)
and the Leibbrandt [6] prescription is

/g"=1/1¢" I = lim ¢7/(¢"q"+ in). 32)

The reason that these prescriptions obey power counting, but the principal value
prescription {14]

1/q+—>1/[q+]pv57}iinoq+/[(q+)2+n2] (3.3)
does not, can be understood by comparing the poles of [¢* ]y, py and those of

(g*+in)~" in the complex g, plane. The poles of (¢* + in)~* and [¢* ]3| all have
solutions characterized by

Im g, ~ —nsign[Re(g,)] , (3.4)
whereas the poles of [¢*]py Occur at
Img,~ +7, (3.5)

regardless of the sign of Re(g,). Now power counting is a property of integrals
that can be defined in euclidean space, which for integrals originally defined in
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Minkowski space is reached by continuing ¢, from the real axis to the imaginary
axis. Since light-cone gauge integrals contain factors of (¢*)~! as well as (g%)7,
these factors must have the same analytic property in the ¢, plane insofar as
continuation to euclidean space is concerned.

In appendix A it is shown that Leibbrandt’s prescription is not distinct from
Mandelstam’s (at least for two-point integrals), and the two prescriptions will be
referred to jointly as the Mandelstam-Leibbrandt prescription.

3.2 REPRESENTATION FOR A GENERALIZED TWO-POINT INTEGRAL

In appendix A it is shown that the class of generalized “two-point” integrals (so
called because they involve one external momentum p)

M=M(o, %75 p) = [d2q[(p- )] "(41)"(¢")" (a7)",  (36)

where w, kK, p, » and A> 0 are continuous real variables has the closed-form
representation [11]

D +1) [277GE (2ot os), A<t
0 I‘(_y) GS,Z(Z—1|l+v 1-B8y+»;1— ﬁz+”) |Z| 51 .
3,3 0, —ag+v, —a;+v; = L

where

\=o+k+y,  a=f+p  a=-e-p-A,  B=r—\, (38)
z2=2p*p /P, (3.9)

M, = i(”e_i")w(P2)al*v(P+)v(P_))‘/F(—‘K)F(_#)F(Bl —a,) (3.10)

and the G’s are Meijer G-functions [15], which are well-defined analytic functions
easy to evaluate algebraically, either by hand or by machine.

The properties of the right-hand side of (3.7) have been described before; see
appendix A. Suffice it to say here that it has poles and only poles in w reflecting the
ultraviolet and infrared singularities, that these poles are single and analytically
separable [16] and that the integral obeys power counting. We emphasize that all
tensor integrals needed to compute the complete one-loop counter lagrangian are
reducible to M-integrals, (3.7).

3.3. TENSOR INTEGRALS

When computing the one-loop corrections to the two-, three- and four-point
.functions, it is necessary to evaluate two-point tensor integrals of the form

I(p)=[d%K(p.q)Q | (3.11)
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TABLE 2
Expansions for tensor integrals in LCM2

Tensor Expansion

qi ~ Ypi

4,4, ~ (x =y P8+ (~x+2y")p;p;

4:9;4x ~ y(x—y*)p*(8,; ps + 2 symmetric terms)
+y(=3x+4y")p,p;ps

9,999 ~ Hx=y?)p*(8,;8,, + 2 terms)

—3(x=p¥)(x — 4y*) p*(p, p;8is + 5 terms)
+(x? =852+ 8y ) p; ppu s

The sign * ~ * means equivalent under integration; x = §2/p?, y=p - §/p>.

where K is a light-cone invariant function and Q is a symmetric rank-n tensor
having the form

0=gq,...q, (3.12)

= n

in LCM2 or the form

0=q,...4, (3.13)

n

in LCM4. It is shown in detail in appendix B that the tensor integral admits the
substitution

0~2458%, (3.14)

-

4,=3.0-8U,, (3.15)
l/

where S is a set of symmetric tensors independent of g, and U is a symmetric
matrix independent of the kernel K. The evaluation of any two-point tensor integral
is thus reduced to that of a set of invariant integrals having the canonical form (3.6).

The expansions for tensors of up to rank-4 in LCM2 are exceedingly simple and
are given in table 2. Corresponding expansions for LCM4, given in table 3 for
tensors of rank 3 or less are considerably more lengthy; for each tensor the
expansion is given in terms of the tensor set S and the matrix U.

The contrast between tables 2 and 3 is a clear indication of the difference in
complexity that typifies computations in LCM2 and LCM4, respectively.
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552
TABLE 3
Expansions for tensor integrals in LCM4
Q=4
! §(I)
1 [-1 1 1
1 p U=— -1 1-2/z
(4 §P2 1
2 n
3 Sy
2=49.4
I s / S(/)
1 r’g 5 PP
ny ("
2 2Ap.n+p1)/z 6 2nr/z
3 2Ap.s, +p,8)/2 7 25,5,/2
4 Ar,s, +r1,5,)/2
1 2
U= 2 X[¢ —a -a ¢ a
a= —zi Y s -z - - %Z
j
B=-3{(z-2 Y - BELEE.
y=1z2, §=1z(z+1) 1 ¥ v
e=1z(z-3), =1(z22-3:+3) 2 z z
y=3-2(z2-2, x=3(z"-22+2) Y X
Y
Q=099
! SO / s
1 P (8, P, + 2 symmetric terms) T S p—s)
2 2p%(gy,r, + 2 terms) /2 8 S peor
3 SP(r—s) 9 S®(r—p-s)
4 2(‘{;,‘ PuT, + 2 terms) /z 10 2(pyr,s, + 5 terms) /.
5 S9(r—s) 11 PAD.D,
6 Sp-or—s) 12 2n\r,r,/2

13 2558,8,/2
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1 2 3 4 5 6 71 8 9 10 12 13
1 .
3058 X - a a B B A A4 -B -8B B B B
e D E ) ¢ ¢ -8 D
a=§z§2 -8 E D ¢ § ¢ D -8
B=3l§ zQ F G Yy —-zG H Yy =3z
y=-42%2 R=}z(z-17) G F H 32—y
=303z
§=32% V=2:G-2) IJ M N P
1
. ¢=—F
€="Z§G II/=322 1 M P N
A=l@d-2)¢ B=3{G R v 3
- D=3/t
C=,28(z-2 F=z(z-4) R 3 ¥
=-21-z+222)¢{ H=jz2(z+5%) s 4 1%
- . J=(z=2)5-5z+3:2)/: .
¢ (z+2) L=5-3:+2 62
I=-10+10z-3:2 p=-33-3:+:7) M=1(10-5z+z%)
K=z(5-2z2) S=1(2-4z-3) Q=-1-2: -y
N=3z(z-2) W=3z-2(1-z+2%)/z =-31+2)

r=pn,.s=ptn_,z=2p*p /p . t=z-1U is symmetric; also see subsect. 3.3 and appendix B
for notation.

4. The one-loop calculation

41. GENERAL REMARKS

We discuss the calculation of the one-loop, two-, three- and four-point vertices in
LCM2 and the two- and three-point vertices in LCM4. In order to determine the
counterterms needed to carry out the renormalization program, it is sufficient to
examine vertices with one nonvanishing external momentum.

The general algorithm used in our calculation follows. For an n-point vertex the
calculation involves tensor integrals of rank n or less. These will be evaluated using
the method described in subsect. 3.3. The vertex, with one external momentum p,
has the expansion

I(p) =';F/(z, e)0?, (4.1)

where I is an n-point vertex which is itself a rank-n tensor, O is the set of L,
rank-n tensors carrying the symmetry of I' and F; are light-cone invariant functions
expressible as linear sums of M-integrals or, as explicit functions of z (= 2p*p~/p?)
and e = w — 2 after the integrals are evaluated using (3.7). When n > 2, the tensor set
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0 is larger than the symmetric set S of subsect. 3.3, but is constructed from the
same basis tensor set (see appendix B) that spans S, For LCM2, L, =2, L =3
and L,=10; for LCM4, L,=7 and L;=24.

The only important e-dependent terms in F, are of O(1 /¢), which reflect either the
ultraviolet or the infrared divergence in the vertex function. These divergences are
easily separated analytically with (3.7). In our calculation, the only infrared diver-
gence was found in the four-point vertex. Therefore, unless otherwise specified, poles
of O(1/¢) in our result are of ultraviolet origin. Most of the poles originate from
M-integrals with » > 0, in which case the representation reduces to a terminating , F,
hypergeometric function (see (A.17)).

Normally it is considerably more difficult to evaluate the finite (i.e., O(&°)) part of
a Green function than the infinite part. Again because of (3.7), that task is
straightforward in our computation. When

k+p+r< -3, r<0, A>0, (4.2)
the integral becomes an infinite series which, for |z| < 1, we write as

M, (k, 1, v, A5 2) = M(x, 1,9, A5 p)/[MT (1 +2)/T(—7)]

= (=)"Pe EATIC-a) /T +1- B)])

x{inz+ Zlp(-a) =41 +1-8)]}. (4.3)

where i runs from 0 to 2, a,=v», B, =0, and the other parameters are defined in
(3.8) and (3.9). In the calculation we have encountered repeatedly three distinct
series, associated with the M, integrals thus

M_(-1,-1,-1,0; z) = - 5,(2), (4.9)
M_(-1,-1,-1,1;z)=M_(-1,-2,-1,1; 2)
=-M_(~-2,-1,-1,1;2)= -§,(z), (4.5)
M (-1,-3,-1,2;z2)=M_(-3,-1,-1,2; z)
= —M_(-2,-2,-1,2;z)= -8§(z), (46

with -

S(z)=Y 2 (lnz— ! ) (4.7)

o ltn I+n
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X —é—x
p P

Nj—

p P
(a) (b)

Fig. 1. Two diagrams for the self-energy. The tadpole, (b), is zero-valued in LCM4, but not in LCM2.

The relation (4.4) has previously been obtained [5,11]. From (4.7), one finds the
reductions

S;=1-llnz+(1-Inz)/z+8,/2% (4.8b)

so only S; need appear in the result. The computation was done with the algebraic
computer code SCHOONSCHIP [17].

4.2. THE SELF-ENERGY

The self-energies (fig. 1) for both LCM2 [5,11] and LCM4 [10,11] have been
calculated previously, but for completeness we repeat them here. The infinite parts
are

(H LCMZ):‘jinnfixﬁte = ia”bg zzeli'y_lpzai I (4-9)
ab Y
(HLCM4)/,LV Iinfim'te =i8 ngZe[ - l}.l(ngp,v —pp.pv) + 2p+(ppn—v +Pv”—u)

+ terms dep. on n+] , (4.10)
with
Z,=GC,/167%, e=w-—2. (4.11)

The n, dependent terms in II; -, are unimportant because they cannot contribute
to the counterterm ~ see (1.1). The full expressions for the self-energies are given in
tables 4 and 5, respectively.

We make the following remarks.

(i) All the infinite parts in (4.9,10) are associated with ultraviolet (UV) diver-
gences.

(ii) In LCM4 the tadpole diagram, fig. 1b, is exactly zero.

(iii) In LCM?2 the tadpole diagram is nonzero and contributes to both the infinite
and finite parts.
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TABLE 4
One-loop self-energy in LCM2

2
8°G
i (p)y=is=— ¥, Fo"
J 167’2 =

0(1)_P12fu 0(2)=P5Pj
=——_0_4g =
173, 1 3(2-1)

: !
z 1
Notation: e; ' =¢~' +In(p*m) +y—im  z=2p"p /p% S = Yy ——(lnz - 7)

TABLE 5
One-loop self-energy in LCM4

2 7
gG
ek (p) = 8« Fo®"
w(p) =i Zﬁl i
1 o { o
1 2
P& 5 Rt
2 BuDy 6 SuSy
3 AR A 7 ns,+rns,
4 PuSy + DSy
Fi=—-—+24+45
€
F, U« ! 2-{-41
= -
2 3¢, ° z—-1\3 had
2 1 2 s
F§=e—1—-4—:"1‘ §+(8-—22)lnz -ESI

Fom-liqo— (2 2:1
=——+4- -+
4 e z—1\3 zhne

F LA [50 16+1681]+1S
== ——— [ — 7 — - —
3 ze; z(z-1) 3° ( 2)inz 227!
p 2
8 3(z-1)

4 1
Fr= ————(2-%;+4zInz)

—4
zeg z(z-1)\?

Notation: r=p~n,; s=p*na_; see also table 4.
P n, 4
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T @ (

() (bl) (b2} (b3)

Fig. 2. Four diagrams for the three-vertex I'( p, —p, 0). The “tadpole”, (b3), is algebraically zero.

(iv) The second term in the square bracket in (4.10) is anomalous, in the sense
that the counterterm, (3,4")-(d747), needed to cancel it is not contained in the
unrenormalized £, .\,,, suggesting that in LCM4 the two-point Green function by
itself may not be renormalizable. However, we will see in sect. 5 that £, ., is
renormalizable. Note that the LCM2 self-energy does not contain anomalous infinite
parts.

4.3. THE THREE-POINT VERTEX IN LCM2

We compute only the special case ,‘;ZC( P, —P,0) (see fig. 2), since its infinite part
is sufficient to determine the relevant counterterm. In this calculation the Feynman
rules given in table 1 for the three- and four-vertices involving the expression ( p*)~!
in the limit p — o are tested for the first time. The Mandelstam-Leibbrandt

prescription for this limit is
lim (1/p*) = lim (1/[p*]sa) =0, (4.12)
p—o p—o

giving the results in table 1b.
The calculated infinite part of the one-loop three-vertex is

17,'2‘( p,—p, 0) Imflmte 3fach ( )supk ’ ' (413)

exactly as required for renormalizability. The complete result is given in table 6.
Note that the invariant function F, vanishes; in fact the contributions to F, from
fig. 2a, b vanish separately. Furthermore, in contrast to the tadpole fig. 1b in the case’
of the self-energy, the tadpole fig. 2(b3) is zero.

4.4. THE FOUR-POINT VERTEX IN LCM2

Again, to determine the counterterm it is sufficient to calculate the special case

,‘j",:f"( P, —p,0,0). Even for this simplification the vertex is considerably more

complicated than the three-vertex. The twelve diagrams to be calculated are shown



558 H.C. Lee, M.S. Milgram / Yang-Mills in light-cone gauge

TABLE 6
One-loop three-vertex in LCM2

LR(p. —p,0) = gf""‘ ZF/ o

0(“'—‘8,',']’1\" 0(2)=8jkpi+8kipj~ 0(3)=PinPk/ﬁ2
-22 74

FR=——+2%+
3e z

E=0, F=-1

1zlnz+851

Notation: see table 4.

in fig. 3. There are ten rank-4 tensors (see table 7) and three independent gauge-group
couplings:

d, = C;'Tr(t%tbtt?), (4.14a)
dy= C; ' Tr(t%t"?), (4.14b)
dy= C;'Tr(t°t%t%c), (4.14¢)

where the matrix 7¢ has elements

(£9) pe=1f%¢. (4.15)
The couplings that appear in the bare vertex (see table 1)
febefedesf, = 2(43—d1), | (4.16a)
fecefrle=f,=2(dy—d,), (4.16b)
fefte=fy=2(d,— d,), (4.16¢)

can be expressed in terms of the d,’s, but the reverse is not true. Taking into account
all the tensors and group couplings, the four-vertex altogether has 30 invariant
functions,

.327[1(1’, —P;0, 0) Z F d Ijkl (417)

Because the vertex is symmetric under exchange of any two external lines, all the
invariant functions are not independent, but satisfy the relations

Fl,m=FE!,m" F2,m=F2,m’ (418)
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z:z D:’f 0}

(al) (a2) (03)
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r . P
-r -r
P (b4 P (b5 (b6)
“p r r Po-r -p
p -r p r p r
(c2) {c3)

(c

Fig. 3. Twelve diagrams for the four-vertex. In the calculation r=0, and the diagrams were not
separately evaluated.

for the pairs

(m, m’) = (1,1),(2,3),(4,4),(5,6),(7,8),(9,9),(10,10),  (4.19)

resulting in only 17 independent invariant functions.
The complete result is given in table 7. The infinite parts are

- igz {4g228’f1 ( sikajl - ailsjk)

Fab‘d(p’ _p’O’O)linﬁm'te =
+ 8827 [2£,(8,8,— 8:,8,) + (fo—1,)8,8,]}, (4.20)

ijki

where Z! is the same as Z_ except that it originates from IR divergence. Thus only
those terms in (4.20) proportional to Z, need be cancelled by counterterms.
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TABLE 7
One-loop four-vertex in LCM2

ngz o 310
F,‘;Z;'I(P, _vavO) = igzm(rinf + Freg); Freg = Zl Zl d"F;l, mo(m’
n=1m=

m ot m ot m om
1 sijskl 5 PiPk //P 8 PlP,sk./f’z
2 - 88y 6 p.plﬁk,/p 9 PiPi%,;/P
3 81181(/ 7 pkpj ll/p 10 P,P,PkPI/P
4 P:P,'sk//i3

11
Finf=—?;:[2fl(02—03)+(f2 01— f1(02 0y); 0,=0"

46 8
F,=F,= —82+—+2_1zlnz+851

3

F,=FHF;

N V=7 +8Inz+16S +-

Fl3=F, ( 1)
1:1'.4=F3'.4=_?’ Fl,.6=Fll.7=F3,,5=F3,.R='—%
ﬂfs=ﬂfs=ﬁfe=ﬂf7=%v F11.10=F2,.10=F:’a’.10=13_6
£ Fr 116 196 16 2

L9 = F9= 73 Ty TSIt nz

52

16
lzlnz— 165,

_ — — _ — — 16
Fa=F3<2F4~-Fs=-F¢=-—F;=-Fy=73

184 272 32
Flg=~—z+—+
) 3 9 z-1

z%In:z

Notation: see subsect. 4.4 and table 4.

4.5. THE THREE-POINT VERTEX IN LCM4

The computation of the vertex I’A””( p, —p,0) which involves rank-3 tensor
integrals requires the use of the 13 X 13 U-matrix, table 3.
Because the tadpole fig. 2(b3) is zero algebraically and

abc

x,w(P, —P, O)I(bl) A,W(P, =P, 0)|(b2)’ (4.21)

only the diagram fig. 3a and fig. 3(b1) need be evaluated. The relevant infinite parts
are :

aht

It p, —p,0) = 83 “*Z,[ — (280, P, — 80 Pr— &a Py)
+2p" (28,1, — N _r— 8\ _,) + terms dep. on n+] , (4.22)

with the full expression given in table 8. The n_ dependent infinite part requires an
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One-loop three-vertex in LCM4

TABLE 8

561

2

24

Igb(p, —p,0) = gfeteE . 2(F,m+F,eg) Ty = ZF,O"’
/ o ! o { o
1 Py 9,10 078 (r - s5)f 20 0WW(r-osopor)
2 g‘“,p)‘ 8P, 11,12 0" por 21 0(19)(r<——s<——p¢—r)
3,4 0" I(p-r) 13,14 07®(r-p-ys) 2 pxp“py/p
5.6 —o‘l M p-s) 15,16 0¥ (p->s) 23 N Y&
7 r,‘);lp,,/p2 17,18 0(7'8)(p—>r—»s) 24 SAS, s,,/p
8 OV RIANLY % 19 (NS, + 150 p/P?

1
Finf=;‘[_ 520, - 0,) +20,+2(20s - )
1

1 16
+ (=160, + 8015~ 400~ 40n) + 023]’ o,=0"

’ 74 8
F =;+Z_lzlnz+8Sl

1zlnz

4
_1(z+1)1nz

Notation: See tables 4 and 5. Finite parts of other invariant functions are not given here.
1In all cases the normalization factor p? is not changed in permutations.

anomalous counterterm for its cancellation. However, as will be shown shortly, all
anomalous.counterterms cancel in the total counter lagrangian for LCM4.
The finite part for the three-vertex is too lengthy to be quoted in full. Instead, in
table 8 we give only the finite parts of those operators appearing in (4.22).
5. Counterterms and renormalizability
5.1. COUNTERTERMS IN LCM2

The counterterms that will cancel the infinite parts in the self-energy (4.9), the
three-point vertex (4.13) and the four-point vertex (4.20) respectively are

—Y(zZ,-1)T?, (5.1)
(5.2)

(5.3)

SBLCMZ
se(f)cm = (Zl - l)g( - T1(3) + Tz(s)) »

8= —(2Z,- 1)82(%T1(4) + %T2(4)) ,
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with
Z,=Z,=Z,=Z=1+%4gZ, (5.4)

where Z, = C,/1672¢ as before. This shows that LCM2 is multiplicatively renormal-
izable order-by-order in powers of g. The identity of all three renormalizations also
ensures that the “Ward identity” ’

Z2=27,7, (5.5)

is satisfied.
From (5.4), the B-function [18] of the renormalization group is

B(g) =28(2;'2})[3(Z,2737%) /3(1/¢)]
=-17¢3+0(g%), (5.6)

which, as exp(ected, is identical to that calculated in covariant gauges [9).
Summing (5.1)—(5.3) and comparing with (2.10), we find

6ELCMZ (Z l)E’LCM2 4 (57)

which has the characteristic simplicity, typical of ghost-free gauges, of having a
single renormalization constant. In such gauges the complete (Yang-Mills) counter
lagrangian and the fB-function can be determined directly by the self-energy. In
contrast, because of the presence of ghost fields, in covariant gauges the complete
counter lagrangian contains six renormalization constants [19] (related by one Ward
identity). Another gauge known to have the property (5.7) is the axial gauge (n2 # 0)
{3], which however is typified by computations [16] much more complex and lengthy
than those in LCM2.

Of course it has long been suspected that the light-cone gauge would have only
one renormalization constant. As far as we know, until now the technique for
evaluating light-cone gauge integrals has not been sufficiently mastered for this
belief to be verified. We now show that the belief is true in an unexpectedly subtle
way in the case of LCM4.

5.2. COUNTERTERMS IN LCM4

The counterterms required to cancel the (UV) infinite parts in the self-energy
(4.10) and the three-point vertex (4.22) are respectively

D=3z~ 19+ 7Y[(8,4%)(8747)]7, (5.8)

8= —(Z-1)g[ 1P~ Yg[(8*4,) e (4~ x 4")]D, (5.9)
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where Z is defined in (5.4) and
Y=-2Zg"%. (5.10)

The anomalous counterterm [ ]§? is needed to cancel the term p*( pn_,tpn_,)
in (4.10) and [ ]{” is needed to cancel the term p*(2g\,n_,— g,,n_,—g,\n_,) in
(4.22). The nonvanishing of the anomalous renormalization constant Y in (5.8) and
(5.9) means that LCM4 is not renormalizable order-by-order in powers of g.

At first glance this appears to counter our proof in the last section that the
light-cone gauge is renormalizable. The contradiction is resolved when one notes that
the two terms [ 1 and [ 1§ are actually identical in LCM2, although they possess
different powers in 4 and g in LCM4. Thus, from (1.1) and (1.2)

[10=gl 1= -T2 +5'T® (5.11)
and the two anomalous terms cancel in the sum
8eCn=(Z-1)(3[ 1P -2l 1), (5.12)

which, upon comparison with (2.9), has the desired form to O(g?).

Since LCM2 and LCM4 are different versions of the same theory, the difference
in (5.7) and (5.12) uniquely determines the infinite part of the four-vertex in LCM4.
For from (5.7), (5.12), (2.10) and (2.12)

8ﬁ(rjc):M4 = 8BLCM2 - 38(13(3,3& = %(Z - 1)82[ ](4) (5-13)
and it follows that ’

F:)sz(p’ q.7, s)linfinjte= _%gzzerx(gmlbcd(pa q,7, S).( (514)

6. Slavnov-Taylor identities

In LCM4, because the gauge-fixing constraint (1.1) is satisfied by adding a
gauge-fixing term to the effective lagrangian, the Ward-Takahashi-Slavnov-Taylor
(Ward for short) identities [20] can be derived as usual, and the two that can be
verified by quantities we have calculated are

p 1, (p)=0, (6.1)
I (p, —p,0) = igf**I1,,(p). (6.2)

From the results given in tables 5 and 8, it is seen that (6.1) is satisfied, as is the
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infinite part of (6.2). Furthermore, each of the identities give rise to a set of relations
among invariant functions. With the short-hand notation F,,,, =F,+F,+...,
from (6.1) the relations are

(2F ,,+ 2F )= QF+ 2Fg 1) = (2F,+ 2Fg, 1) p=0 (6.3)
and from (6.2) they are

—(2F)p=Q2F+2F, ), (6.4a)

_.(2Fz)n=(2F1+2+2F12+14+22)r, (6.4b)
—QFE)p=QF.n+2F.20)r=QF 0+ 2F 00, (6.4¢)
—QF)p=QF. 3+ 2Fo.0)r=(2F. 4+ zFy,19) s (6.4d)
- (Q2F)p=QF+zF¢.2)r (6.4¢)
_(2F6)H=(2F10+2F18+24)1“; (6.4f)
= QF) g=(2F5.18+ 2F) r = (2Fyg417+ 2Fy) (6.4g)

We have verified that the finite parts as well as the infinite parts of all these
relations are satisfied. Observe that knowledge of the infinite parts of the self-energy,
the renormalizability conditions

%(FI)I‘,inf= _(FZ)I‘,inf= (FI)H,inf’ » (6.5a)
$(FE) rine= _‘(F6)F,inf= —(F4)H,inf’ (6.5b)
(F9,10,13,14,22.24)I‘,inf =0 (6.5¢)

and the Ward identities (6.4a)—(6.4g) combined does not determine the infinite parts
of the three-vertex.

In LCM2, the gauge-fixing constraint is not satisfied via the usual method of
lagrangian multiplier. Rather the effective lagrangian is obtained by substituting the
solutions of the constraints (1.1) and (1.2) into the Yang-Mills lagrangian, thus
explicitly removing all redundant degrees of freedom associated with gauge invari-
ance. Consequently Ward identities are lost to LCM2. This can also be understood
by noting that n, dependent terms are absent in LCM2 but are crucial to the Ward
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identities in LCM4, even though such terms are irrelevant in the construction of
counterterms.

7. Conclusion

We have thoroughly studied the two light-cone gauge theories LCM2 and LCM4
at the one-loop level. We have computed all the one-loop vertex functions of both
theories except the four-point function in LCM4. We find that in LCM2, the infinite
parts of all the one-loop vertex functions are proportional to the respective bare
vertex functions, rendering LCM2 renormalizable order-by-order in the coupling
constant g. Furthermore the counter lagrangian contains only one renormalization
constant Z =1+ 1g?C,/16mn%.

The situation for LCM4 is more complicated. Both the one-loop self-energy and
the three-vertex have anomalous infinite parts, requiring anomalous counterterms
for their cancellation. However, although these counterterms are of O(A2) and
O(gA?) respectively, they become identical and cancel each other exactly when
transformed into LCM2 operators. The result is that the renormalizability of LCM4
does not become obvious until both the one-loop self-energy and the three-vertex are
calculated, at which stage the combined counterterm is proportional to the bare
lagrangian to O(g?), characterized again by the same single renormalization con-
stant Z of LCM2. From this it is deduced that the renormalization constant
associated with the four-vertex must also be Z — there is no freedom left for the
appearance of any new anomalous counterterm.

Thus, as far as the renormalization property is concerned, the one-loop structure
of LCM2 is completely determined by the infinite part of the one-loop self-energy.
We emphasize that although it is commonly believed that this is generally true for all
ghost-free gauges (it is true for the axial gauge), we have shown that the rule is
applicable to LCM4, which is ghost-free and renormalizable, only with the provision
that anomalous counterterms be ignored.

In this work we have demonstrated the usefulness of the analytic representation
(3.7) for the class of generalized light-cone invariant two-point integrals; armed with
that single representation the entire calculation was reduced to one involving only
linear algebra. We have presented the finite as well as the infinite parts for most of
the vertex functions calculated — the full result for the three-vertex in LCM4 is too
long to be given here - so that they may be verified by anyone who wishes to do so
by another method.

The method of analytic regularization preserves gauge invariance; in particular we
have verified that the two- and three-point Slavnov-Taylor identities in LCM4 are
satisfied. Because of the way gauge-fixing is implemented in LCM2, vertex functions
in this theory are not known to satisfy any identities. The analytic method also
separates IR from UV divergences. Among the vertex functions calculated, only the
four-vertex in LCM2 has an IR infinite part.
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This study has been carried out in greater detail than would be normally deemed
necessary in order to demonstrate convincingly that the light-cone gauge, which has
previously caused so much confusion and misunderstanding, is now well understood
and, technically, completely under control. Because of its outstanding simplicity
compared with any other gauge, we believe LCM2 is fully justified to be the gauge of
choice. In comparison, LCM4 is a far less attractive formalism. Its similarity with
LCM2 ends with the absence of ghosts. Calculations in LCM4 are considerably
lengthier than corresponding calculations in LCM2. Equally undesirable is the fact
that radiative corrections to vertex functions of LCM4 have anomalous infinite parts
that are apt to cause confusion. We do not recommend the use of this version of the
light-cone gauge.

We thank George Leibbrandt for useful communications.

Appendix A

We prove the equivalence of Mandelstam’s and Leibbrandt’s prescriptions and
derive (3.7). The integration is carried out in Minkowski space; all variables are real
and continuous.

First consider the integral

Iy(a,b,c;v,\)= lim fw dx/oo dy(x+iny) (y+in)
70" V- ~ o0

xexp[2i(ax+by +cxy)], ¢, A>0. (A1)

The connection of this integral to Mandelstam’s prescription is recognized when one
reads (x + iny)” as (g* + ing~)’. Use Euler’s formula

1

v o *® —v—-1_-2zt
z—F(_v)fo drt=*"le=#",  Re(z)>0 | (A2)
and write
x+iny=i(—ix+7y), y=0
= —i(ix—ny), y<0, " (A3)
so that
i}\+v oo .
=—— lim det™”" 1| dssM ™
Tu r(—v)r(—x),,amfo fo

Xfwe“‘nytdy fw dx {expli(2b+s)y +i(2a+cy + t)x]

+(=)exp[—i(2b+s)y+i(a—cy—1)x]}. (A4)
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The‘integrations over x, y and s are trivial, yielding

m

IM:ZF—T)(_?) (2ia) e b/ [ =1 = 1) e, (A5)

The analog to I,, for Leibbrandt’s prescription is

I, = lim dxf dy (xp+in)"(y + in)" "exp[2i(ax + by + cxp)] . (A.6)

n—0"

Because the imaginary part in the factor (xy + in) no longer depends on y, it is not
necessary to split the y-integration into two parts as in (A.3). After using (A.2) and
integrating over x, y and one of the Euler parameters one obtains

I = (2¢)° ( ) / drer 114 1) Nl ekl (A7)

c1"( v)

which readily transforms to the form of (A.5) when the integration variable ¢ is
changed to

r=t/(1+1).

This shows that the Mandelstam and Leibbrandt prescriptions are identical. The
subscripts on I will henceforth be dropped.
Now consider the M-integral

M(w,,m,0,0) = [dg[(p-a)]"(¢)"(a")"(¢)",  Az0. (A8)

Use Mandelstam’s (or Leibbrandt’s) prescription ¢g*— ¢*+ ing~ for the factor ¢*;
use the usual n-prescription z — z + in for the other three factors (p — ¢)2, ¢* and

q~; write
ya [ 0 _.
fd2q=fd2( l)qf_wdq+[_wdq :

pq=p q +p q*—p-§

use

and apply (A.2) to obtain

ix+p.

o0 [o =]
M= lim ———— [ dr | dsr=lgr=lgmn(r+s)gip’r
a—0* I'(—k)I(— p.)f j(‘)

X /dz(“’“)ée‘['az(’+’)+2’f"‘711( —p r,=ptr,r+s;v,A).  (A9)
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The method of dimensional regularization [21] gives
fdz(“"l)q el 1= [—im/(r+s)]° le?’r /0t (A.10)
Use (A.5) for the I-integral, transform variables
r=p(l-71), s=pr (A.11)
and integrate over p to obtain
. —im\@ a—v v Ay —
M=i(ze=™)*(p)" " (p*)(p7) 2" I (~e)[T(=&)T(~p)I(-»)] "’

1 B—1(1 _ y~1-a 1 —v=1(1 _ s\*
x{fod” 1-r) fodtt 1-1)

. x[1+2(1 —T)/T]“l},  (A12)

where ag=—w—p—A, ay=w+k+p+p, Bi=w+k+v, z=2p*p~/p: The
double integral has a known G-function representation [12] for |z| < 1,

| (L+D) (2
R ks

1+a,, 1+a, 1+ay;

0, Bi; B, ’
(A.13)

where the parameters a,=v» and B,=»— A\ are introduced to expose the full
symmetry of the G-function. (A.13), when substituted into (A.12), gives the first
representation of (3.7) in the text. The second representation, for |z} > 1, results
from a known analytic continuation of the G-function [15].

The representation derived here is very similar to but distinct from the G-function
representation derived in ref. [12] for axial gauge integrals, and can be evaluated
using the same method described in detail there. A particularly useful expansion for
the G-function in (A.13) for |zj<1is

2.3 I(B)I(—ay)T(—a)I(—a,) —Qg, Ty, T A
G33(zl...) = r(1-48,) 3 2( 1-8,1-8, Z)
Blr(—Bl)F(Bl—aO)F(BI_al)r(ﬁl_‘x2)
e P = ao)

.31“010,.31‘0‘1,/31"“2
1+ B.1—a

X3 F,

z) ,  (Al4)
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where ,F, is a hypergeometric function. A similar expansion [15] exists for the
G33(z7Y--+)in (3.7) for |z|> 1.

When (3.7) is used as a representation of Feynman integrals, the exponents «, p, »
and A have integer values. The limiting process that preserves gauge invariance and
facilitates the analytic separation of ultraviolet (UV) and infrared (IR) divergences
in the Feynman integral is [16]

k—o,u—o,\,v=integers, 00, (@=2+e¢. (A.15)

Gauge invariance is preserved only when o = 0, in which case all divergences are of
O(1/¢). However, because the ultraviolet and infrared poles have different o-depen-
dence and therefore approach 1/¢ differently as ¢ — 0, the parameter can be used to
tag and separate the two types of poles.

-Four simplifying special cases of the representation are particularly useful.

(i) k- integer > 0. M is either identically zero or is a sum of UV and IR poles
with residues equal in magnitude but opposite in sign.

(i) p — integer > 0.

M= LOF(al —ag) (e, — az)F(—al)I'(l + A)/[F(l +o — :Bz)r(_”)]

—p, e, —a+ B,

Xzn™ %, F.
21— +ay,1-a, +a,

z’l) , (A.16)

CLy=i(nem™)(p?) 7 (p7) " (p7)/[T(=k)T(B, — ao)].-

All the parameters of the ,F, except p depend on w, therefore according to (A.15)
the right-hand side of (A.16) is a terminating polynomial in powers of z ! of at most
(n+ 1) terms.

(iii) » = integer > 0.

M=LI(-ay+a,)I(—a,+a,) (B, —a,)/T(—p)

—V,‘—A,Bl —a

X, F.
M1t ag—aylta—a,

z-l), (A7)

which is a polynomial in powers of z~! of order » or A (recall A is always > 0),
whichever is less.

(iv) p - integer > 0 and v =integer > 0. M is the same as in case (i). Cases (i)
and (iv) combined form the generalized class of “tadpole” integrals, which are
zero-valued when UV and IR divergences are not distinguished, as in dimensional
regularization,



570 H.C. Lee, M.S. Milgram / Yang-Mills in light-cone gauge
Note added in proof

We emphasize that the representation (3.7) is only valid for A > 0. The apparent
discrepancy between (3.6) (A > 0) and (A.2) (v < 0) indicates that another prescrip-
tion for ¢~ along the lines of (3.1) or (3.2) would be necessary for a rigorous
extension to the case A < 0. This is unnecessary for this work, and the quoted results
are valid. We thank Q. Ho-Kim for pointing this out to us.

Appendix B

We describe the expansion of tensor integrals having the general form

1(p)= [ 4K (p, 0}, (.1)

where K is a function of light-cone invariant quantities such as p-¢, p-§, ¢* and
q~, and Q is a symmetric tensor composed of factors of ¢.s; « runs.from 1 to 2 in
LCM2 and from 0 to 3 in LCM4. For example, the rank-2 Q in LCM2 is ¢,q4, and
the rank-3 @ in LCM4 is ¢,q,9,.

Since [ carries the same indices as @, it is clear that in LCM2 J must transform as
a symmetric tensor constructed from the vector p; and the tensor §, ;- We shall call
(P, 8;;) the basis tensor set for LCM2. Similarly, the basis tensor set for LCM4 is
(Pys 7> Su> 8,v)> Where for simplicity we define the two vectors

r=pn,, s=p*n_. (B.2)

The following discussion applies equally to LCM2 and LCM4. Suppose Q is
rank-n. Then I admits the expansion

I1=4,8", (B.3)

where summation over /, an index labelling all the independent rank-n symmetric
tensors S that can be constructed from the basis tensor set, is understood. Define
the inverse matrix U~! with elements

(U =8O 5O (B.4)
and the set of light-cone invariant quantities

a,=0-85V. (B.5)
Then
=/d2°“qKa,,U,,, s (B.6)

1=5% [d*qKa, Uy, (B.7)
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since §) does not depend on g. Thus the evaluation of the tensor integral I is
reduced to the evaluation of a set of light-cone invariant integrals, which can be
further reduced to M-integrals and evaluated using the representation (3.7).

In (B.7), the quantities @, and U),, are independent of the kernel K, therefore, by
comparison with (B.1), one may write

g~ a, Uy S®, (B.8)

which is an equivalence true under the integration fd2“q for any light-cone invariant
kernel.

The complete expansion (B.8) for tensors up to rank 4 in LCM2 are given in table
2. Because of the larger basis tensor set, corresponding expansions in LCM4 are
considerably lengthier. For tensors of rank-3 or less the expansions are given in table
3 in terms of U and S©.

The method described here is readily generalized to deal with tensor integrals in
covariant gauges, where the basis tensor set is ( p,, g,,), and axial gauges, where the
basis tensor set is ( p,, n,, 8,,)- A table of the most commonly used integrals in the
light-cone gauge is available [22].
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