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Abstract

Light-cone gauge-fixed sigma-models on AdSn×Sn backgrounds play an important
role in the integrability formulation of the AdS/CFT correspondence. The string
spectrum of the sigma-model is gauge-independent, however the Hamiltonian and
scattering matrix of the transverse worldsheet fields are not. We study how these
change for a large family of inequivalent light-cone gauges, which are interpreted
as T T̄ , J̃Tτ , JTσ and Jτ deformations. We investigate the moduli space of in-
equivalent light-cone gauges and, specialising to AdS5 ×S5, compute the different
light-cone gauge symmetry algebras, well known to be psu(2|2)⊕2 ⊕ u(1)⊕2 for
the standard gauge-fixing. Many integrable deformations require a non-standard
light-cone gauge, hence our classification and analysis of inequivalent gauges will
be important for analysing such models.
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1 Introduction

The worldsheet reparametrisation invariance of string sigma-models may be viewed as a gauge freedom
that can be fixed to identify the physical degrees of freedom. In the context of the AdS/CFT correspon-
dence [1], an important class of gauges are the uniform light-cone gauges introduced in [2–4], see [5] for a
review. These gauges are engineered such that a certain conserved charge is uniformly distributed along
the spatial extent of the string. Our aim in this paper is to map out the moduli space of inequivalent
light-cone gauges, focusing in particular on AdSn × Sn backgrounds, the product of n-dimensional anti
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de Sitter space and an n-dimensional sphere. This is particularly of interest in the study of integrable
string sigma-models, such as AdS5 × S5 [6] and AdS3 × S3 × T 4 [7], and their integrable deformations.

Uniform light-cone gauge can be fixed for any background that has two commuting isometries, one
timelike and one spacelike. In this paper we will take these isometries to be realised by shifts in t, a
timelike coordinate, and φ, a spacelike coordinate, such that t = φ = τ is a classical solution of the
sigma-model where τ is the worldsheet time. Introducing light-cone coordinates x+ = (t + φ)/2 and
x− = φ− t, we expand the worldsheet action around the classical solution and gauge-fix the fluctuations
of the fields x+ and p−, the momentum conjugate to x−, to zero. Therefore, the light-cone gauge-fixing
essentially demands that these two fields are equal to their classical configuration, x+ = τ and p− = 1.

The light-cone gauge-fixing procedure results in a “reduced model” for the fields xµ transverse to the
longitudinal fields x+ and x−. The Hamiltonian H of the reduced model is identified with the target-space
charge E−J , where the energy E and angular momentum J are the Noether charges for shifts in t and φ
respectively. The reduced model is invariant under a subalgebra of the full superisometry algebra of the
original background, identified as the subalgebra that commutes with the x+ shift isometry. Relaxing
the level-matching condition for worldsheet excitations, this subalgebra is centrally extended by charges
depending on the worldsheet momentum. In the case of AdS5 × S5, the psu(2, 2|4) superisometry leads
to a centrally-extended psu(2|2)⊕2 residual superalgebra of the reduced model [8], while in the case of
AdS3 × S3 × T 4 (ignoring the torus directions and their superpartners), the psu(1, 1|2)⊕2 superisometry
leads to a central extension of [u(1)⋉psu(1|1)⊕2]⊕2 [9]. These residual superalgebras play a fundamental
role in the construction of the exact worldsheet S-matrices, which underpins the integrability description
of these models.

While the spectrum, i.e. the set of eigenvalues of the spacetime energy E, does not depend on the
choice of gauge, the gauge-fixed Hamiltonian and the worldsheet S-matrix are gauge-dependent. To
analyse the moduli space of inequivalent light-cone gauges we fix the classical solution, but change how
we identify the longitudinal x± and transverse xµ fields. In particular, we consider target-space coordinate
transformations (x+, x−, xµ) → (x̃+, x̃−, x̃µ) and study when they lead to an inequivalent Hamiltonian
and S-matrix after gauge-fixing.

The relation between the standard uniform light-cone gauge and T T̄ deformations due to a coordinate
transformation within the longitudinal sector was first elucidated in [10]. The Hamiltonian analysis, and
the interpretation in terms of current-current deformations, was then later extended to include more
general light-cone gauge-fixings in [11,12]. In this paper we will build on these results, presenting general
derivations for the variations of the Hamiltonian and S-matrix, and the invariance of the spectrum.
Moreover, focusing on the case of symmetric spaces, including AdSn × Sn, we will also investigate the
moduli space of inequivalent gauges and provide perturbative evidence for the general derivations.

The motivation for this work comes from the recent construction of large families of integrable de-
formations, see [13] for a review. These include the Yang-Baxter deformations [14], constructed from
solutions to the classical Yang-Baxter equation on the Lie (super)algebra of isometries. Another class
are elliptic deformations, which have only recently been started to be incorporated at the level of string
sigma-models [15, 16]. In general, such deformations will break the original group of (super)isometries
to a smaller subgroup. Crucially, in some cases the deformations may break the light-cone isometries
that are normally used to gauge-fix the undeformed model. As a result, gauge-fixing in the presence of
the deformation forces us to choose a different set of light-cone isometries, see [16, 17] for applications
to particular models. Since in the absence of the deformation this can be understood as an alterna-
tive light-cone gauge-fixing, the systematic study presented here provides key insights into the quantum
integrability description of deformed models.
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This paper is organised as follows. In section 2 we present our strategy for generating inequivalent
gauges on generic backgrounds. In particular, we analyse when target-space coordinate transformations
lead to inequivalent gauges and present a general derivation for the effect on the Hamiltonian of the
reduced model. In section 3 we discuss the classification of inequivalent gauges for symmetric spaces,
with particular attention to AdSn × Sn, and the symmetries of the reduced model. In section 4 we
study how the S-matrix changes under the different gauges, both at tree-level and non-perturbatively.
In section 5 we describe how to check the gauge invariance of the spectrum. Finally, in section 6 we finish
with concluding comments and an outlook.

2 Inequivalent light-cone gauge-fixings

In this section we use the procedure of light-cone gauge-fixing reviewed in appendix A, see also [5] and
references therein. In particular, we work with the sigma-model action (A.1), which we schematically
write as S =

∫ L/2
−L/2 dτdσL , where L is the Lagrangian density. The target space is parametrised by D

coordinates xM , which we split as (x+, x−, xµ), and τ and σ are worldsheet time and space coordinates
respectively with σ ∼ σ + L. A dot denotes the time derivative ẋM = ∂τx

M and a prime, the spatial
derivative x′M = ∂σx

M .
We assume that the action is invariant under constant shifts of the two light-cone fields x+ and x−, so

that there is a classical point-like string solution of the form x+ = τ . We expand the action around this
classical configuration x+ = τ in the Hamiltonian formalism and thus introduce a conjugate momentum
pM for each field xM . More details on this procedure and what follows are collected in appendix A.

The uniform light-cone gauge is fixed by setting the fluctuations of the fields x+ and p− to zero.
Therefore, on the gauge these fields coincide with their classical configurations, and we may write just
x+ = τ and p− = 1. After light-cone gauge, one obtains a reduced model for the D − 2 “transverse”
fields xµ, whose Lagrangian density we will denote as L. The Hamiltonian density of the reduced model
will be denoted as H, and in the uniform light-cone gauge it is identified as H = −p+.

The question that we would like to address here is: Is it possible to fix the light-cone gauge in
different ways? In particular, are there alternative light-cone gauge-fixings that, despite the expansion
being carried out around the same classical solution, yield a different Hamiltonian density H for the
reduced model?

We will answer this question by comparing the light-cone gauge-fixing x+ = τ, p− = 1 with an alter-
native light-cone gauge-fixing x̃+ = τ, p̃− = 1 after performing target-space coordinate transformations
(or, equivalently, local field redefinitions on the worldsheet)

xM = (x+, x−, xµ) → x̃M = (x̃+, x̃−, x̃µ). (2.1)

An important point is that we do not allow for the most general coordinate transformation: we demand
that after the transformation the background remains invariant under shifts of the coordinates x̃±, which
allows us to fix the light-cone gauge in the usual way as reviewed in appendix A. As we will see, this
requirement will constrain the relevant classes of coordinate transformations.

After the transformation to the x̃M coordinates and the alternative gauge-fixing x̃+ = τ , p̃− = 1, in
principle one ends up with a Hamiltonian density H̃. We will then distinguish “equivalent” and “inequiv-
alent” light-cone gauges. Our definition is that two gauge-fixings are equivalent if the two Hamiltonian
densities H̃ and H are related by a canonical transformation. We will say that they are inequivalent if
there is no canonical transformation relating them.
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To start, let us give the simplest possible example of a coordinate transformation (or local field
redefinition) that leads to an equivalent gauge. To simplify the notation, we collect all transverse fields
xµ in the vector x⃗ and consider the transformation,

x+ = x̃+, x− = x̃−, xµ = fµ(˜⃗x),

p̃+ = p+, p̃− = p−, p̃µ = ∂fν

∂x̃µ
pν ,

(2.2)

where fµ is an invertible function and the second line follows from the first. Note that here we choose to
implement a transformation on the transverse fields only, while the light-cone fields transform trivially.
In particular, the relation p̃+ = p+ implies

H̃(˜⃗x, ˜⃗p) = H(x⃗(˜⃗x), p⃗(˜⃗x, ˜⃗p)), (2.3)

where we write explicitly the dependence of the Hamiltonian densities on the corresponding fields. In
other words, the two Hamiltonians are the same if the transverse fields and momenta are mapped as

xµ = fµ(˜⃗x), p̃µ = ∂fν

∂x̃µ
pν . (2.4)

The reader will recognise this as a class of canonical transformations that are typically called “point
transformations.” Because the two Hamiltonians are related by a canonical transformation, in this case,
according to our definition, the two light-cone gauges are equivalent.

This result was expected even before considering the Hamiltonians. Taking into account the above
relations

x+ = x̃+, p̃− = p−, (2.5)

it is obvious that the gauge condition x+ = τ, p− = 1 is compatible with the gauge x̃+ = τ, p̃− = 1,
because the two are in fact the same condition. In this case, the coordinate transformation does not affect
the gauge condition but only redefines the transverse fields. This means that the procedure of light-cone
gauge-fixing and the field redefinition are two commuting operations. From this observation it should
be clear that to generate inequivalent gauges we must allow the longitudinal coordinates to participate
non-trivially in the coordinate transformation. When doing this, however, we will need to be careful
not to spoil the invariance of the action under shifts of the x̃± fields, as this is one of our requirements
specified above.

Before presenting the concrete examples of interest, let us discuss the general strategy that we will
use to construct the transformations and the inequivalent gauges.

2.1 Inequivalent gauges from current-current deformations

Our strategy to construct the coordinate transformations and the corresponding inequivalent gauges
is to exploit the symmetries of the sigma-model before gauge-fixing. In particular, let us assume that
the action before gauge-fixing is invariant under a global continuous transformation, and therefore an
isometry transformation in target space. This symmetry transformation can be understood as the map

xM = FM (x̃, λ), (2.6)

where λ is the continuous parameter. Saying that the action is invariant under this map for constant λ
means that after the transformation the action does not depend on λ, and the new action agrees with
the old one upon the trivial replacement x → x̃. From Noether’s theorem, then, it follows that there is
a conserved current. In particular, one considers the infinitesimal transformation

δxM = fMδλ, where fM = ∂FM

∂λ

∣∣∣∣
λ=0

, (2.7)
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so that the infinitesimal variation of the Lagrangian L is

δL = ∂α

(
∂L

∂(∂αxM ) f
Mδλ

)
, (2.8)

up to terms that vanish on the equations of motion. Invariance of the action for constant δλ implies that
the Lagrangian can change at most by a total derivative, so we write δL = ∂αV

α for some V α. We can
then identify the conserved Noether current as

Jα = V α − ∂L

∂(∂αxM ) f
M . (2.9)

From now on, for simplicity, we assume that V α = 0.
To construct coordinate transformations that generate inequivalent gauges we use the global trans-

formation (2.6), but promote the parameter λ to be a function of the fields. In particular, let us write

δλ = γc(x̃), (2.10)

for some function c of x̃M . Here we are introducing a continuous parameter γ that we will use to keep
track of the transformation, so that γ → 0 reduces to the identity. Importantly, when δλ is not constant
the action is not necessarily invariant. In other words, the map ceases to be a symmetry transformation
and it is understood just as a local field redefinition or target space coordinate transformation. On-shell
(i.e. on the equations of motion), the infinitesimal variation of the Lagrangian is still given by (2.8), but
because δλ is no longer constant we now have

δL = −∂α (Jαδλ) = −∂αJαδλ− Jα∂αδλ = −Jα∂αδλ, (2.11)

where we used the conservation of the current. At this point we can define the topological current

J̃α(c) = ϵαβ∂βc, (2.12)

which is conserved off-shell (i.e. without the need of the equations of motion). We may therefore rewrite
the variation of the Lagrangian as

δL = γϵαβ J̃
α
(c)J

β . (2.13)

This formally takes the form of an infinitesimal current-current deformation. Importantly, J̃α(c) and Jα

are different objects: the former is a topological current that is identified by the choice of the function c,
while the latter is a Noether current identified by the symmetry transformation that we selected.

Finally, let us return to the condition that the action is invariant under shifts of x̃± after the coordinate
transformation. As already mentioned, we require this in order to follow the usual procedure for the
light-cone gauge-fixing as described in appendix A. It is clear that at the level of the infinitesimal
transformation we must require the function c to be of the form

c(x̃+, x̃−, ⃗̃x) = γ+x̃
+ + γ−x̃

− + g(⃗̃x). (2.14)

Here γ± are constant parameters (which may be rescaled by redefining the overall deformation parameter
γ) and g is a function of transverse fields only. This ensures that the derivative of δλ, and therefore δL
itself, may depend on derivatives of x̃± but not on x̃± explicitly, and thus the shift invariance will indeed
be preserved.

So far, the discussion has been at the level of the Lagrangian density L before gauge-fixing. When
gauge-fixing, the Lagrangian density L is evaluated on the solutions to the Virasoro constraints obtained
after setting x+ = τ, p− = 1. This procedure sends L to L, the Lagrangian of the reduced model.

6



Schematically, we may write (L )g.f. = L, where “g.f.” denotes the light-cone gauge-fixing procedure.
The transformation of L is then simply inherited from that of L , and we can write

δL = γϵαβ

(
J̃α(c)

)
g.f.

(
Jβ
)
g.f.

. (2.15)

Therefore, the evaluation of the topological and Noether currents on the gauge-fixing constraints will tell
us how the Lagrangian of the reduced model transforms. Taking into account that H = pµẋ

µ − L, we
can also conclude that the transformation of the Hamiltonian density of the reduced model is

δH = −γϵαβ
(
J̃α(c)

)
g.f.

(
Jβ
)
g.f.

. (2.16)

2.1.1 Light-cone currents

Of all the Noether and topological currents that we may consider, an important role is played by the
“light-cone currents.” First, invariance of L under shifts of x± implies the conservation of the following
two Noether currents:

Jα(+) = − ∂L

∂(∂αx+) , Jα(−) = − ∂L

∂(∂αx−) . (2.17)

Second, following analysis above, it is natural to consider the following topological currents:

J̃α(+) = ϵαβ∂βx
+, J̃α(−) = ϵαβ∂βx

−. (2.18)

We will now show that upon gauge-fixing these currents become(
Jα(+)

)
g.f.

= Tατ ,
(
Jα(−)

)
g.f.

= −δατ ,(
J̃α(+)

)
g.f.

= δασ ,
(
J̃α(−)

)
g.f.

= Tασ,
(2.19)

where Tαβ is the stress-energy tensor of the reduced model. Importantly, if we call T α
β the stress-energy

tensor of the model before gauge-fixing, it is not true that (T α
β)g.f. = Tαβ . In fact, T α

β is zero as a
consequence of the Virasoro constraints, while Tαβ is not. The latter is calculated from the Lagrangian
L in the usual way following Noether’s theorem,

Tαβ = ∂L
∂(∂αxµ) ∂βx

µ − δαβL. (2.20)

In the Hamiltonian formalism, each component is

T τ τ = H, T στ = − ∂H
∂x′µ

∂H
∂pµ

,

T τ σ = pµx
′µ, Tσσ = H − ∂H

∂x′µ x
′µ − ∂H

∂pµ
pµ.

(2.21)

To prove the claim (2.19), let us start with the topological currents. First, we have

J̃τ(+) = −x′+ g.f.−−→ 0, J̃σ(+) = ẋ+ g.f.−−→ 1, (2.22)

where after the arrow we indicate the evaluation of the expression upon light-cone gauge-fixing. Now
considering the other topological current, it is easy to identify the time component as

J̃τ(−) = −x′− g.f.−−→ pµx
′µ = T τ σ. (2.23)

To identify the remaining spatial component we may reason as follows. Consider two conserved currents
Jα1 and Jα2 , so that ∂αJαi = 0. They may be Noether or topological currents, and in the example that
we are considering we take Jα1 = J̃α(−) and Jα2 = Tασ. If, as above, we are able to prove that Jτ1 = Jτ2
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then it follows that ∂σ(Jσ1 −Jσ2 ) = 0. In other words, the σ-components may differ at most by a function
of τ , and we can write Jα1 = Jα2 + ϵαβ∂βc(τ). The difference ϵαβ∂βc(τ) is a topological term that can
always be added since it does not spoil the conservation equation. At this point, redefining one of the
currents to include this term, we see that it is always possible to arrive at the equality Jα1 = Jα2 . To
summarise, after proving that one component of two conserved currents is the same, we can simply take
the full currents to agree.

For completeness, let us be more explicit in the example we are considering. The relation x′− = −pµx′µ

implies that
x−(τ, σ) = c̃(τ) −

∫ σ

0
dξ pµ(τ, ξ)x′µ(τ, ξ). (2.24)

Now, using that
ẋµ = ∂H

∂pµ
, ṗµ = − ∂H

∂xµ
+ ∂σ

∂H
∂x′µ , (2.25)

we have
ẋ− = ˙̃c−

∫ σ

0
dξ (ṗµx′µ + pµẋ

′µ)

= ˙̃c−
∫ σ

0
dξ

[
− ∂H
∂xµ

x′µ + x′µ∂ξ
∂H
∂x′µ + pµ∂ξ

∂H
∂pµ

]
= ˙̃c−

∫ σ

0
dξ

[
− ∂H
∂xµ

x′µ − ∂H
∂x′µ x

′′µ − ∂H
∂pµ

p′
µ + ∂ξ

(
∂H
∂x′µ x

′µ + pµ
∂H
∂pµ

)]
= ˙̃c−

∫ σ

0
dξ ∂ξ

(
−H + ∂H

∂x′µ x
′µ + pµ

∂H
∂pµ

)
= ċ+ H − ∂H

∂x′µ x
′µ − ∂H

∂pµ
pµ

= ċ+ Tσσ,

(2.26)

where the boundary term evaluated at ξ = 0 is a function of τ only, whose sum with c̃ we denote c. In
agreement with the discussion above, we find that the two expressions match up to an unconstrained
function of τ . By redefining, for example, the topological current as J̃α(−) = ϵαβ∂β(x− − c(τ)), we find
the expected agreement.

Let us now turn to the Noether currents. First, we have

Jτ(−) = − ∂L

∂(ẋ−) = −p−
g.f.−−→ −1. (2.27)

In general, after gauge-fixing, the σ component of this current will be constant, and (by adjusting the
topological term as above) we can fix it to be zero, Jσ(−)

g.f.−−→ 0. Finally, we have

Jτ(+) = − ∂L

∂(ẋ+) = −p+
g.f.−−→ H = T τ τ . (2.28)

Having identified the time component, we conclude that the spatial component can be fixed to be
Jσ(+)

g.f.−−→ Tστ .

2.1.2 Alternative gauges from current-current deformations

We will organise the presentation of possible alternative gauges in terms of the Noether symmetry that
is used to construct the transformation. We first analyse alternative gauges identified by the Noether
symmetries shifting the longitudinal fields x±, before analysing those identified by the Noether symmetries
acting on the transverse fields only. The symmetry transformations shifting x± have the advantage of
being linear in the deformation parameter at finite order. The same can be achieved for the Noether
symmetries acting only on transverse fields if we adapt our parametrisation of the fields to the symmetry
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transformation (e.g. using polar coordinates to study a rotation symmetry, so that the transformation is
implemented as a shift of an angular coordinate). In general, one may also have Noether symmetries that
act non-trivially on both the longitudinal and transverse fields, but we will not discuss these explicitly
here.

After choosing the Noether symmetry, we will also need to specify the topological current that appears
in the infinitesimal deformation. In particular, we will complete the analysis by looking at the three
independent cases in which c is a function of transverse fields only, or of x+, or of x−.

Some of the transformations that we present here have appeared in other papers studying the con-
struction of current-current deformations, see for example [10–12]. The first example was in fact the T T̄
deformation, which, as we will repeat below, can be understood as arising from a light-cone gauge-fixing
where the longitudinal fields are subject to a γ-dependent redefinition. Moreover, thanks to the reasoning
explained at the beginning of section 2.1, it will be straightforward for us to identify the infinitesimal
variation of the Hamiltonian density H, which sometimes is referred to as the “flow equation.” For an
alternative derivation of the flow equation, see, for example, [12].

Let us also stress that we interpret the deformations as generating gauge transformations of the
reduced model. That means that in general the deformation of the Hamiltonian will be accompanied
by the deformation of other gauge-dependent quantities, such as the length of the string, in such a way
that the spectrum is gauge-independent. We will demonstrate this explicitly in section 5. At the same
time, one may reinterpret the deformations listed here as genuine deformations by allowing only the
Hamiltonian and not the length of the string to be deformed, in the spirit of [10–12].

Light-cone symmetries and c(˜⃗x).

1. Let us start by considering the Noether symmetry shifting x−, with c a function of transverse fields
only. We then write

x+ = x̃+, x− = x̃− + γc(˜⃗x), xµ = x̃µ,

p̃+ = p+, p̃− = p−, p̃µ = pµ + γp−∂µc.
(2.29)

Given the invariance of the fields x+ and p−, we expect it to lead to an equivalent gauge. In fact,
the relation p̃+ = p+ implies that the two Hamiltonian densities are the same if we relate the
transverse fields as

xµ = x̃µ, p̃µ = pµ + γ∂µc, (2.30)

where the gauge condition p− = 1 was used. Because the momenta are shifted by the derivative of a
function c(x⃗), it is easy to check that this is indeed a canonical transformation. We can also confirm
this using the interpretation as a current-current deformation. Using the results from section 2.1.1,
evaluating eq. (2.16) gives

δH = −γϵαβ
(
J̃α(c)

)
g.f.

(
Jβ(−)

)
g.f.

= γ∂τ c. (2.31)

This is indeed a change by a total derivative. To conclude, in this case we generate an equivalent
gauge.

As a brief comment, let us mention that taking c to be linear in the transverse fields is enough to
shift the momenta pµ by generic constants. This freedom is the reason why in appendix A we could
set the classical value of the transverse momenta p̄µ to zero.
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2. Let us now consider a similar transformation, but for the Noether symmetry that shifts x+. We
write

x+ = x̃+ + γc(˜⃗x), x− = x̃−, xµ = x̃µ,

p̃+ = p+, p̃− = p−, p̃µ = pµ + γp+∂µc.
(2.32)

Because x+ ̸= x̃+, we now expect this to lead to an inequivalent gauge. In fact, the two gauge
conditions x+ = τ and x̃+ = τ are not compatible, since demanding that the fluctuations of both
x+ and x̃+ are set to zero is possible only if the fluctuations of c(˜⃗x) are also set to zero. This is
clearly impossible for a generic function c as transverse fields do fluctuate.

Despite the relation p̃+ = p+, it is not correct to conclude that the two Hamiltonians are the same,
because we have

xµ = x̃µ, p̃µ = pµ − γH∂µc, (2.33)

which is not a canonical transformation.

To identify the explicit finite form of the deformed Hamiltonian density H̃, we solve for the Virasoro
constraint C2 = 0 as reviewed in appendix A. This gives H̃ as an explicit deformation of the
Hamiltonian density H. We briefly explain the reasoning for this example. While we will not
repeat this for other gauge transformations, the reasoning is analogous in each case. First, note
that the expression for C2 is invariant under diffeomorphisms in D dimensions, so that we can
trivially write

C2 = GMNpMpN + T 2GMNx
′Mx′N − 2TpMGMNBNQx

′Q + T 2GMNBMPBNQx
′Px′Q,

= G̃MN p̃M p̃N + T 2G̃MN x̃
′M x̃′N − 2T p̃M G̃MN B̃NQx̃

′Q + T 2G̃MN B̃MP B̃NQx̃
′P x̃′Q.

(2.34)

The new Hamiltonian is therefore

H̃ = B̃ −
√
B̃2 − 4ÃC̃
2Ã

, (2.35)

where

Ã = G̃++,

B̃ = 2G̃+mp̃m − 2TG̃+M B̃Mnx̃
′n,

C̃ = G̃mnp̃mp̃n + T 2G̃mnx̃
′mx̃′n − 2T p̃mG̃mN B̃Nqx̃′q + T 2G̃MN B̃MpB̃Nqx̃

′px̃′q.

(2.36)

Thus far, these are just the formulae of appendix A with tildes. At this point, to see the explicit
γ-dependence, we can use the fact that all these objects transform as covariant tensors, so that

G̃++ = G++ + 2γ∂µc Gµ+ + γ2∂µc ∂νc G
µν ,

G̃+m = G+m + γ∂µc G
µm,

G̃mn = Gmn,

(2.37)

and similar formulae for the B-field. Having gauge-fixed the fields with tildes, we work with the
transverse fields x̃µ, p̃µ. For ease of notation, and to interpret the Hamiltonian H̃ as a deformation
of H where the fields do not change, we will drop the tildes. In other words we implement the
substitution x̃µ → xµ, p̃µ → pµ. Finally, we arrive at

Ã = G++ + 2γ∂µc Gµ+ + γ2∂µc ∂νc G
µν ,

B̃ = 2(G+m + γ∂µc G
µm)pm − 2T (G+M + γ∂µc G

µM )BMnx
′n,

C̃ = Gmnpmpn + T 2Gmnx
′mx′n − 2TpmGmNBNqx′q + T 2GMNBMpBNqx

′px′q,

(2.38)
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where we explicitly see the complicated γ-dependence of the Hamiltonian H̃ through Ã and B̃.

To conclude, let us note that according to the reinterpretation as a current-current deformation we
find that the variation of the Hamiltonian corresponds to

δH = −γϵαβ
(
J̃α(c)

)
g.f.

(
Jβ(+)

)
g.f.

= −γϵαβ J̃α(c)T
α
τ = γ∂αc T

α
τ . (2.39)

In [12] this deformation was called a J̃T0 deformation; here we will call it J̃Tτ . While, according
to our definition, it leads to an inequivalent gauge transformation, we will show later that it has no
effect on the S-matrix. Indeed, notice that on-shell (in particular when using the conservation of
the stress-energy tensor) the above infinitesimal transformation is just a total derivative.

Light-cone symmetries and c(x̃±). Taking into account that the Noether symmetry may shift either
x+ or x−, and that we may choose the function c to be linear in either x+ or x−, there are a total of four
cases to consider.

1. Let us start with the symmetry shifting x+ and take c = γx̃+. Then

x+ = (1 + γ)x̃+, x− = x̃−, xµ = x̃µ,

p̃+ = (1 + γ)p+, p̃− = p−, p̃µ = pµ.
(2.40)

Strictly speaking this yields an inequivalent gauge, but it is clear from the above formulae that it
corresponds simply to rescaling τ , and consequently the overall Hamiltonian. Therefore, we may
say that this gauge is “almost equivalent”. According to the reinterpretation as a current-current
deformation, we have

δH = −γϵαβ
(
J̃α(+)

)
g.f.

(
Jβ(+)

)
g.f.

= γH. (2.41)

2. Consider now the symmetry shifting x− and take c = γx̃+. Then

x+ = x̃+, x− = x̃− + γx̃+, xµ = x̃µ,

p̃+ = p+ + γp−, p̃− = p−, p̃µ = pµ.
(2.42)

This leads to an equivalent gauge since x+ and p− do not transform. In fact, it corresponds simply
to a shift of the Hamiltonian by a constant H̃ = H − γ. According to the interpretation as a
current-current deformation, we indeed have

δH = −γϵαβ
(
J̃α(+)

)
g.f.

(
Jβ(−)

)
g.f.

= −γ. (2.43)

3. Consider the symmetry shifting x− and take c = γx̃−. Then

x+ = x̃+, x− = (1 + γ)x̃−, xµ = x̃µ,

p̃+ = p+, p̃− = (1 + γ)p−, p̃µ = pµ.
(2.44)

Strictly speaking this again yields an inequivalent gauge, but it corresponds to just rescaling p−

and x−. In the reduced model, this can be compensated by rescaling σ and the tension T . Also in
this case, we may say that this is an “almost equivalent” gauge. According to the interpretation as
current-current deformations, we have

δH = −γϵαβ
(
J̃α(−)

)
g.f.

(
Jβ(−)

)
g.f.

= −γTσσ. (2.45)

This is indeed the variation of the Hamiltonian when rescaling the worldsheet coordinate σ. In fact,
taking δσ = γσ and formally calculating the infinitesimal variation of the Lagrangian, one finds

δL = ∂α(Tασ δσ) = Tασ∂αδσ = γTσσ. (2.46)
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4. Finally, consider the symmetry shifting x+ and take c = γx̃−. Then

x+ = x̃+ + γx̃−, x− = x̃−, xµ = x̃µ,

p̃+ = p+, p̃− = p− + γp+, p̃µ = pµ.
(2.47)

Both x+ and p− transform non-trivially, and this leads to an inequivalent gauge. Recalling how we
fix x± in terms of t and φ in appendix A, this corresponds to the so-called a-gauge of [18,5]

x̃+ = (1 − a)t+ aφ, x̃− = φ− t, (2.48)

if we identify a = 1/2 − γ. As a current-current deformation, we have

δH = −γϵαβ
(
J̃α(−)

)
g.f.

(
Jβ(+)

)
g.f.

= −γϵαβTασT βτ , (2.49)

which corresponds to the well-known interpretation as a T T̄ deformation that was given in [10,11].
We will not write the explicit finite form of the deformed Hamiltonian density H̃, which may be
found for example in [11].

Transverse symmetries and c(x̃±). Let us now consider the case of a symmetry transformation
that acts non-trivially only on transverse fields. If the function c entering the definition of the topological
current J̃α(c) depends on transverse fields only, then we would end up with a “point-canonical” transfor-
mation as in the discussion at the beginning of section 2. Hence, the only way to generate inequivalent
gauges is to take c either linear in x̃+ or in x̃−.

1. We first consider the case c = γx̃−, so that

x+ = x̃+, x− = x̃−, xµ = Fµ(˜⃗x, λ(x̃−)),

p̃+ = p+, p̃− = p− + dλ

dx̃−
∂Fµ

∂λ
pµ, p̃µ = ∂F ν

∂x̃µ
pν ,

(2.50)

where
λ(x̃−) = c(x̃−) + . . . = γx̃− + . . . . (2.51)

That is we identify the leading order of λ with the function c, as in section 2.1. If the symme-
try transformation is non-linear, the parameter λ of the finite transformation may also depend
on higher-order terms in x−. These terms are identified by demanding that shifts of x̃− remain
symmetries. We have not needed to consider this subtlety up to now since shifts of x± are linear
transformations, hence the infinitesimal and the finite transformations coincide.

If we also assume (as done in [12]) that we work in adapted target-space coordinates, so that the
symmetry transformation simply acts as the shift of a transverse field that we call θ,6 we can then
write the finite transformation as

x+ = x̃+, x− = x̃−, xµ = x̃µ, θ = θ̃ + γx̃−,

p̃+ = p+, p̃− = p− + γpθ, p̃µ = pµ, p̃θ = pθ.
(2.52)

Even without this assumption, it is obvious that the two conditions p− = 1 and p̃− = 1 are
not compatible, so we expect an inequivalent gauge. In fact, according to the interpretation as a
current-current deformation, we have

δH = −γϵαβ
(
J̃α(−)

)
g.f.

(
Jβ
)
g.f.

= −γϵαβTασJβ . (2.53)

Here Jα is the Noether current of the transverse symmetry that we are using to generate the
transformation. In [12] this deformation was called a JT1 deformation; we will call it JTσ.

6If θ is compact it has the interpretation of an angle, but it may also be non-compact.
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2. Consider now the choice c = γx̃+, so that

x+ = x̃+, x− = x̃−, xµ = Fµ(˜⃗x, λ(x̃+)),

p̃+ = p+ + dλ

dx̃+
∂Fµ

∂λ
pµ, p̃− = p−, p̃µ = ∂F ν

∂x̃µ
pν ,

(2.54)

where, as in the previous discussion, we identify

λ(x̃+) = c(x̃+) + . . . = γx̃+ + . . . . (2.55)

In this case the gauge-fixing conditions in the two coordinate systems are compatible, because
neither x+ nor p− transform. Although the Hamiltonian densities H̃ and H are related by a
canonical transformation, this is time-dependent since Fµ depends on x+ = x̃+ = τ . Therefore, H̃
is related to H by an extra shift as indicated in the relation between p̃+ and p+. The fact that a
time-dependent canonical transformation generates an extra shift of the Hamiltonian density also
follows from the definition H = pµẋ

µ − L, where the shift comes from the explicit time derivative
of xµ. According to the interpretation as a current-current deformation, we have

δH = −γϵαβ
(
J̃α(+)

)
g.f.

(
Jβ
)
g.f.

= γJτ , (2.56)

where Jα is the Noether current of the transverse symmetry. We will call this transformation a Jτ

deformation.

Choosing adapted coordinates in target space so that the symmetry acts simply as the shift of a
coordinate θ, we have

x+ = x̃+, x− = x̃−, xµ = x̃µ, θ = θ̃ + γx̃+,

p̃+ = p+ + γpθ, p̃− = p−, p̃µ = pµ, p̃θ = pθ.
(2.57)

Therefore, the finite deformation of the Hamiltonian density is

H̃ = H + γJτ , (2.58)

where we use that the time component of the Noether current and the momentum conjugate to θ
are related as Jτ = −pθ. Note that the deformed Hamiltonian (defined as the spatial integration
of the Hamiltonian density) is given by

H̃ = H + γQ, (2.59)

where Q =
∫
dσ Jτ is the Noether charge.

A similar discussion holds if we instead assume that the symmetry transformation is an SO(2)
rotation of coordinates x2, x3

x2 = cosλ x̃2 + sinλ x̃3, x3 = cosλ x̃3 − sinλ x̃2. (2.60)

Introducing the vector x = (x2, x3) we can write

x = R(λ)x̃, p = R(λ)p̃, R(λ) =
(

cosλ sinλ
− sinλ cosλ

)
. (2.61)

We also have
dR(λ)
dλ

=
(

− sinλ cosλ
− cosλ − sinλ

)
= R(λ)

(
0 1

−1 0

)
. (2.62)
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Now taking xM = x̃M for M ̸= 2, 3, we promote the above redefinition to λ = γx̃+, which implies

p̃+ = p+ + ∂xi

∂x̃+ pi = p+ + dλ

dx̃+
∂xi

∂λ
pi = p+ + γx̃T

(
dR(λ)
dλ

)T
p

= p+ + γ(x̃3p̃2 − x̃2p̃3).
(2.63)

The deformed Hamiltonian density is then

H̃ = H + γ(x̃2p̃3 − x̃3p̃2), (2.64)

which is again of the form H̃ = H + γJτ .

Having analysed all the relevant coordinate transformations outlined at the beginning of this section, this
concludes our discussion of inequivalent gauges.

2.2 Recap of inequivalent gauges

For the reader’s convenience, let us recap the inequivalent gauges that we have identified:

1. The J̃Tτ deformation obtained by the shift x+ = x̃+ + γc(˜⃗x).

2. The T T̄ deformation obtained by the shift x+ = x̃+ + γx̃−.

3. The JTσ deformation obtained by promoting the parameter of a transverse symmetry to a function
of x̃− (for example, θ = θ̃ + γx̃−).

4. The Jτ deformation obtained by promoting the parameter of a transverse symmetry to a function
of x̃+ (for example, θ = θ̃ + γx̃+).

3 Inequivalent light-cone gauges for symmetric spaces

Symmetric spaces, which include anti de Sitter space and the spheres, play an important role in integrable
worldsheet theories of strings. Therefore, we now investigate the moduli space of inequivalent light-cone
gauges for the symmetric space sigma-model.

Symmetric spaces M = G/H are isomorphic to homogeneous spaces for which the Lie algebra g of
the Lie group G admits a Z2 grading g = g(0) ⊕ g(2), i.e. such that7

[g(i), g(j)] ⊂ g(i+j mod 4), i, j = 0, 2, (3.1)

where g(0) = Lie(H). Introducing the projectors P (i) on the subspaces g(i) and the notationM (i) ≡ P (i)M

for generic Lie algebra elements M ∈ g, the symmetric space sigma-model action can be written as

S = − T

4

∫
Σ

dτdσ γαβSTr
(
AαP

(2)Aβ
)
, (3.2)

with Aα = g−1∂αg, g : Σ → G/H a coset parametrisation, and STr an ad-invariant non-degenerate
bilinear form on g. Furthermore we have γαβ =

√
|h|hαβ where hαβ is the worldsheet metric. The action

is invariant under global left-acting transformations by G and local right-acting transformations by H,
whose combination we denote as GL ×HR. The equations of motion are

∂α
(
γαβA

(2)
β

)
+ γαβ [A(0)

α , A
(2)
β ] = 0, (3.3)

7We employ a notation that is natural for semisymmetric spaces, which admit a Z4 decomposition. We do so because of
our motivation to eventually describe superstrings on spacetimes such as AdS5 × S5.
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subject to the Virasoro constraints

Tαβ = STr
(
A(2)
α A

(2)
β

)
− 1

2 γαβγ
γδSTr

(
A(2)
γ A

(2)
δ

)
= 0. (3.4)

Our starting assumption in the light-cone gauge-fixing procedure relies on having a parametrisation of
G/H that realises at least two manifest abelian isometries corresponding to shifts of a timelike coordinate
t and a spacelike coordinate φ. The most general coset parametrisation satisfying these criteria is

g = exp(Λtt+ Λφφ)gX , [Λt, Λφ] = 0, (3.5)

where the field gX is a generic parametrisation of the transverse fields xµ. Recalling that x+ = (t+φ)/2
and x− = φ− t, this parametrisation can be equivalently written as

g = exp(Λ+x
+ + Λ−x

−)gX , Λ+ = Λt + Λφ , Λ− = 1
2 (Λφ − Λt) , [Λ+, Λ−] = 0 . (3.6)

Shifts in the longitudinal coordinates t, φ, or x±, are realised by left-acting transformations generated
by Λt, Λφ, or Λ±, respectively.

In this section we make the assumption that the background is a Cartesian product of a Lorentzian
(non-compact) symmetric space Ma = Ga/Ha and a (compact) Euclidean symmetric space Ms = Gs/Hs,
such as AdSn × Sn. We define the projectors Pa and Ps onto the Lie algebras ga and gs, which, due to
the Cartesian product structure, commute with P (0) and P (2). We also make the assumption that the
symmetric spaces are of rank-1, i.e. the maximal abelian subalgebra of g

(2)
a and g

(2)
s is 1-dimensional.

We will not assume that t ∈ Ma and φ ∈ Ms, i.e. t and φ may mix coordinates of Ma and Ms.
The classical point-like string that we use for light-cone gauge-fixing takes the form

t = φ = τ, gX = 1, γαβ = T−1ηαβ . (3.7)

In general, we may consider arbitrary constant gX = g0, however we can always use the global GL
symmetry to choose gX = 1 at the expense of a compensating rotation of Λ+, i.e. Λ+ → g0Λ+g

−1
0 . Since

we have not specified Λ+, other than that it commutes with Λ−, which is also unspecified, we take gX = 1
on the classical solution without loss of generality.

Defining8

Λa,s = Pa,sΛ+, (3.8)

and substituting (3.7) into the equations of motion (3.3) and Virasoro constraints (3.4), we find the
conditions

[Λ(0)
a , Λ

(2)
a ] = 0, [Λ(0)

s , Λ
(2)
s ] = 0, STr

(
Λ

(2)
a Λ

(2)
a

)
+ STr

(
Λ

(2)
s Λ

(2)
s

)
= 0. (3.9)

Therefore, Λ(0)
a and Λ(0)

s are valued in the centralisers of Λ(2)
a and Λ(2)

s respectively. Since we assume gs is
compact, it follows that STr

(
Λ

(2)
s Λ

(2)
s

)
≥ 0, hence we must have STr

(
Λ

(2)
a Λ

(2)
a

)
≤ 0 for the final equation

in eq. (3.9) to admit a solution. For simplicity we assume that these quantities are non-vanishing,9 hence
by rescaling x+ and τ we are free to fix the normalisation of Λ(2)

a and Λ(2)
s . In the following we will take

STr
(
Λ

(2)
a Λ

(2)
a

)
= −2, STr

(
Λ

(2)
s Λ

(2)
s

)
= 2. (3.10)

At this point we note that we could use the local HR symmetry to remove the Λ(0)
a and Λ(0)

s dependence
of the classical point-like string solution g = exp(Λ+τ). We can further conjugate Λ(2)

a and Λ
(2)
s by a

8Note that only if we take t ∈ Ma and φ ∈ Ms we have Λa = Λt and Λs = Λφ.
9Note that this restriction excludes the AdS light-cone gauge [19] for which STr(Λ(2)

a Λ
(2)
a ) = 0.
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constant element of H to specified elements of g(2)
a and g

(2)
s with the same norm. This reflects the fact

that there is a unique point-like string solution with non-vanishing momentum in both Ma and Ms

up to global symmetry transformations. However, the first of these transformations in particular does
not preserve the parametrisation (3.5) with gX transverse only, therefore we instead take Λa and Λs to
satisfy (3.9), but otherwise leave them unfixed.

Only a subset of the original GL × HR symmetry preserves our choice of parametrisation. Included
in the residual symmetries we have global H transformations acting vectorially as

HV : Λa,s → h0Λa,sh
−1
0 , gX → h0gXh

−1
0 , h0 ∈ H, (3.11)

and local right-acting transformations that only depend on the transverse fields and reduce to the identity
on the classical solution. We fix the latter symmetry by setting gX = expX, with X ≡ X(2) ∈ g(2).
We have now parametrised the group-valued field in terms of dim g(2) + 2 scalar fields. This is two more
than if we had fully fixed the gauge symmetry, and indeed our parametrisation includes a redundancy
x± → x± + c±(X), X → X − c±(X)Λ(2)

± + . . . , together with a compensating gauge transformation to
restore the original form. The two functions c±(X) can be used to fix the two components of X in the
Λ

(2)
± directions, giving a minimal set of transverse fields that we denote by x:

gX = exp(x+ f+(x)Λ(2)
+ + f−(x)Λ(2)

− ). (3.12)

Since the functions f± originate from shifts of the longitudinal coordinates x± by functions of the trans-
verse coordinates, they can lead to different gauge-fixings. Therefore, for now we leave them unspecified.

In order to understand the freedom that remains in our choice of Λa and Λs after imposing (3.9), we
observe that the HV symmetry (3.11) preserves our gauge choice gX = expX. As we have restricted to
rank-1 cosets, this means that we can take Λa and Λs to lie in given Cartan subalgebras ta ⊂ ga and
ts ⊂ gs with the properties10

STr
(
t
(2)
a t

(2)
a

)
< 0, [t(0)

a , t
(2)
a ] ⊂ {0},

STr
(
t
(2)
s t

(2)
s

)
> 0, [t(0)

s , t
(2)
s ] ⊂ {0}.

(3.13)

Given that the normalisations of Λ(2)
a and Λ(2)

s are fixed, the remaining freedom is thus rk ga−1 parameters
in Λ

(0)
a and rk gs − 1 parameters in Λ

(0)
s . The origin of these parameters can be understood as the

rotation gX → exp(Λ(0)
+ x+)gX exp(−Λ(0)

+ x+), hence by the summary in section 2.2, they are expected to
correspond to Jτ deformations.

Finally, we would like to understand the freedom that we have in choosing Λ−, which is thus far
unspecified other than that it should commute with Λ+ and is such that t and φ are timelike and
spacelike respectively. We will leave a full analysis of the possible choices of Λ−, which depends on
Λ+ and any residual HV symmetry that preserves Λ+ for the future. Here we investigate one possible
solution, which is to take Λ− to be valued in the same Cartan subalgebra as Λ+. This is the general
solution when Λ+ is a generic element of the Cartan subalgebra. Then, of the rk g parameters in Λ−

one can be fixed by rescaling x−, another one, the part proportional to Λ+, can be understood as a shift
of x+ by x−, hence corresponds to the T T̄ deformation, and the remaining rk g − 2 can be taken to

10We first use the conjugation to fix Λ
(2)
a and Λ

(2)
s . Since the cosets are rank-1, we can conjugate between any two

elements of g(2)
a or g

(2)
s that have the same norm. The remaining freedom is then conjugation by elements of the centraliser

group of Λ
(2)
a and Λ

(2)
s , which we can use to rotate Λ

(0)
a and Λ

(0)
s to be valued in a Cartan subalgebra of the centraliser

algebra. If the centraliser is non-compact, there may be inequivalent choices for its Cartan subalgebra. However, since this
is not the case for AdSn × Sn, as we will discuss in section 3.2, we will not address this potential subtlety here.
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parametrise t
(0)
a and t

(0)
s .11 Therefore, the origin of these parameters can be understood as the rotation

gX → exp(Λ(0)
− x−)gX exp(−Λ(0)

− x−), and by the summary in section 2.2, they are expected to correspond
to JTσ deformations.

In total, through this analysis, we have found five sets of freedom in our parametrisation, four leading
to inequivalent gauge-fixings, mirroring the summary in section 2.2, and one to a total derivative. In
particular, the two functions f+(x) and f−(x) correspond to a J̃Tτ deformation and a total derivative
respectively, while the rk g−2 parameters in each of Λ(0)

+ and Λ(0)
− correspond to Jτ and JTσ deformations

respectively. Finally, the component of Λ− proportional to Λ+ corresponds to the T T̄ deformation.

In the perturbative analyses in sections 3.1, 3.2 and 4.1, we will make the following simplifying
assumption. We assume that t and φ are coordinates on Ma and Ms respectively, i.e. Λt ∈ ga and
Λφ ∈ gs. In particular, this means that PaΛ+ = −2PaΛ− = Λt and PsΛ+ = 2PsΛ− = Λφ, hence the
projections of Λ+ and Λ− are not independent. We also assume that the transverse coordinates are split
into a set of coordinates on Ma and a set on Ms. As a result, an alternative gauge-fixing that leads
to a J̃Tτ will always come with a total derivative: shifts of x± are now restricted such that t and φ

remain in Ma and Ms respectively, and the transverse coordinates are still split. Similarly, Jτ and JTσ
deformations will be tied together, with a single parameter controlling both. Strictly speaking, this would
also remove the T T̄ deformation, however, we can reintroduce this by hand and will do so when studying
the tree-level S-matrix in section 4.1.

We now carry out a more detailed analysis of the light-cone gauge moduli space for the simplified case
of R× Ms, with the generalisation to Ma × Ms straightforward up to the identification of Λa. We will
then discuss explicitly how to appropriately identify Λa and Λs for AdSn×Sn and the residual symmetry
algebras of different light-cone gauge-fixed theories in section 3.2.

3.1 Inequivalent light-cone gauges for strings on R× Ms

In order to probe the moduli space of inequivalent light-cone gauge-fixings around the point-like string
solution (3.7), it is useful to study the pp-wave limit. For simplicity, we consider the space R× Ms such
that the metric reads

ds2 = −dt2 + 1
2 STr

(
(g−1
X dφΛsgX + g−1

X dgX)P (2)(g−1
X dφΛsgX + g−1

X dgX)
)
. (3.14)

We set t = x+ − 1
2 ϵ

2x− and φ = x+ + 1
2 ϵ

2x−, with ϵ a small constant parameter, gX = exp(X) and
expand X according to eq. (3.12) as

X = ϵx+ ϵf(ϵx)Λ(2)
s , STr(xΛ(2)

s ) = 0. (3.15)

Finally, we recall that we normalise Λs such that STr(Λ(2)
s Λ

(2)
s ) = 2.

Using that [Λ(0)
s , Λ

(2)
s ] = 0, and expanding to quadratic order in ϵ we find

ds2 = −2ϵ dx+df(ϵx)

+ ϵ2
(

2dx+dx− + 1
2 STr

(
dx2

1
)

− 1
2 (dx+)2

(
STr

(
[x1, Λ

(2)
s ]2

)
− STr

(
[x1, Λ

(0)
s ]2

))
− dx+ STr

(
Λ

(0)
s [x1, dx1]

))
+ O(ϵ3).

(3.16)

For the pp-wave limit to be finite and non-degenerate, we rescale the string tension T → Tϵ−2 and require
11Note that there may be bounds on these parameters that depend on the form of Λ+ to ensure that t and φ are timelike

and spacelike respectively.
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that ϵf(ϵx) = ϵ2f0(x) + O(ϵ3).12 The metric now simplifies to

ds2 = 2dx+dx− + 1
2 STr

(
dx2)− 1

2 (dx+)2
(

STr
(
[x,Λ(2)

s ]2
)

− STr
(
[x,Λ(0)

s ]2
))

− dx+ STr
(
Λ

(0)
s [x, dx]

)
+ 2dx+df0(x) + O(ϵ3).

(3.17)

The freedom in this limit is thus captured by Λ
(0)
s for the longitudinal sector, which contains rk gs − 1

parameters, and the function f(x) for the transverse sector.
To interpret these freedoms let us note that before taking the pp-wave limit we can remove Λ(0)

s from
our parametrisation (3.5) with gX = expX and X given in eq. (3.15), by redefining

x → exp(−φΛ(0)
s )x exp(φΛ(0)

s ), (3.18)

where we assume the function f is invariant. From the summary in section 2.2 we see that this can be
understood as a combination of a JTσ and a Jτ deformation. After taking the pp-wave limit, Λ(0)

s can
similarly be removed from (3.17) by the redefinition x → exp(−x+Λ

(0)
s )x exp(x+Λ

(0)
s ), therefore only the

Jτ deformation survives, while, as we will see, the JTσ deformation contributes at higher orders in the
transverse fields.

Similarly, we can in principle remove f(x) from the pp-wave metric by shifting x− → x− + f0(x).
However, if we demand that this does not transform t, then at higher orders we will also need to shift
x+ → x+ − 1

4 f0(x) and we have an inequivalent gauge-fixing corresponding to a J̃Tτ deformations as
follows from the summary in section 2.2.

Based on the pp-wave analysis above, we now fix light-cone gauge in the sigma-model on R × Ms

with the goal of understanding the effect of inequivalent gauge-fixings. Here we work in the Lagrangian
formalism, while analogous results for AdS5 × S5 for the Hamiltonian and tree-level S-matrix T will be
derived in section 4.1.2.

We start from the metric (3.14) and expand in powers of the transverse field X = P (2)X. Introducing
the operators D0 = d+ dφ ad

Λ
(0)
s

and expanding to quartic order in X we find the metric is given by

ds2 = −dt2 + dφ2
(

1 + 1
2 STr

[
Λ

(2)
s ad2

X Λ
(2)
s

]
+ 1

6 STr
[
Λ

(2)
s ad4

X Λ
(2)
s

])
+ dφ

(
STr

[
Λ

(2)
s D0X

]
+ 2

3 STr
[
Λ

(2)
s ad2

X D0X
])

+ 1
2 STr [D0XD0X] + 1

6 STr
[
D0X ad2

X D0X
]

+ O(X5).

(3.19)

In order to light-cone gauge-fix in the Lagrangian formalism we exploit the results of [20], which follows
the method of [3, 21]. In terms of the light-cone coordinates

φ = x+ + (1 − a)x−, t = x+ − ax−, a ∈ [0, 1], (3.20)

the metric can be written as

ds2 = G++dx
+2 + 2G+−dx

+dx− +G−−dx
−2 + 2G+dx

+ + 2G−dx
− +Gt, (3.21)

where G± has terms linear in dX and Gt quadratic terms in dX. Using (3.20), we can straightforwardly
read off the elements of ds2 from (3.19).

The light-cone gauge-fixed action is given by

Sg.f. = −T
∫
Σ

dτdσ (
√

−M + 1
2 E) =

∫
dτdσL, (3.22)

12While for a finite pp-wave limit in the sigma-model we cannot have an O(ϵ) term in this expansion, if we light-cone
gauge-fix around x+ = τ , the divergent piece will be a total derivative ∼ ∂τ f that we can drop.
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with

M = 1
G2

−−

(
(G̊++ + 2G̊+,τ + G̊t,ττ )(1 + G̊t,σσ) − (G̊+,σ + G̊t,τσ)2

)
, (3.23)

E = − 2
G−−

(G+− +G−,τ ) , (3.24)

and we recall that L is the gauge-fixed Lagrangian. The notation here is as follows: G±,α denotes G±

with d replaced by ∂α, while Gt,αβ denotes Gt with one d replaced by ∂α and the other by ∂β . This latter
step is unambiguous by the symmetry of Gt. Additionally, the components of G̊ are defined as

G̊++ = G−−G++ −G2
+−,

G̊+,α = G−−G+,α −G+−G−,α,

G̊t,αβ = G−−Gt,αβ −G−,αG−,β .

(3.25)

3.1.1 J̃Tτ deformation for R× Ms

We start by focusing on the J̃Tτ deformation and therefore for simplicity assume Λ(0)
s = 0. In particular,

this implies that D0X = dX. Therefore, to quartic order in X we find

G++ = 1
2 STr

[
Λ

(2)
s ad2

X Λ
(2)
s

]
+ 1

6 STr
[
Λ

(2)
s ad4

X Λ
(2)
s

]
+ O(X5) := V2(X) + V4(X) + O(X5),

G−− = 1 − 2a+ (1 − a)2G++, G+− = 1 + (1 − a)G++,

G+ = 1
2 STr

[
Λ

(2)
s dX

]
+ 1

3 STr
[
Λ

(2)
s ad2

X dX
]

+ O(X5) := L1(X) + L3(X) + O(X5),

G− = (1 − a)G+,

Gt = 1
2 STr [dXdX] + 1

6 STr
[
dX ad2

X dX
]

+ O(X5) := K2(X) +K4(X) + O(X5).

(3.26)

The indices on Vi, Li and Ki denote the power of X.
We can now compute the light-cone gauge-fixed Lagrangian as defined in eq. (3.22) up to quartic

order. We rescale X → T− 1
2X, substitute the metric (3.26) in the action (3.22) using the expressions

(3.23–3.25) and expand to obtain

L(X) = T
1
2 L1(X) + L2(X) + T− 1

2 L3(X) + T−1L4(X) + O(T− 3
2X5), (3.27)

with

L1 = L1;τ , (3.28)

L2 = 1
2
(
K2;τ,τ −K2;σ,σ − L2

1;τ + L2
1;σ + V2

)
, (3.29)

L3 = −L1,τV2 + L3,τ

+ a

(
1
2 L1;τ (V2 −K2;τ,τ −K2;σ,σ + L2

1,τ − L2
1;σ) + L1;σK2;τ,σ

)
, (3.30)

L4 = 1
8

(
K2;τ,τ +K2;σ,σ − 2K2;τ,σ − (L1;τ − L1;σ)2

)(
K2;τ,τ +K2;σ,σ − 2K2;τ,σ − (L1;τ + L1;σ)2

)
− L1,τL3,τ + L1,σL3,σ − 1

4

(
K2;τ,τ +K2;σ,σ − 3L2

1,τ + L2
1,σ + 3

2 V2

)
V2

+ 1
2 (K4;τ,τ −K4;σ,σ + V4) + a2

2
(
K2;τ,τ − L2

1,τ
) (
L2

1,τ − L2
1,σ
)

+ a

(
(K2;τ,σ − L1;τL1;σ)2 − 1

4
(
K2;τ,τ +K2;σ,σ − L2

1,τ − L2
1,σ
)2 + 1

4 V
2

2

)
. (3.31)
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Note that, as for G± and Gt above, the labels τ and σ on Li and Ki indicate that d should be replaced
by ∂τ and ∂σ respectively, where the symmetry of Ki again means that this procedure is unambiguous.

From the analysis in section 3.1, inequivalent gauge-fixings corresponding to J̃Tτ deformations are
parametrised by a function f(x), which can be introduced as13

X = x+ f(x)Λ(2)
s , (3.32)

where we take STr[xΛ(2)
s ] = 0. We will now show that, up to total derivatives and redefinitions of the

transverse fields, Lj for j = 1, ..., 4 does not depend on f(x).
Substituting (3.32) into the expansion of the light-cone gauge Lagrangian (3.28–3.31) we obtain

L1 = ∂τf, (3.33)

L2 = 1
2 (K2;τ,τ (x) −K2;σ,σ(x) + V2(x)) , (3.34)

L3 = L3(x) − 1
3 ∂τ (V2(x)f) + a

(
K2;τ,σ(x)∂σf + 1

2 ∂τf (V2(x) −K2;τ,τ (x) −K2;σ,σ(x))
)
, (3.35)

L4 = 1
2 (K4;τ,τ (x) −K4;σ,σ(x) + V4(x)) + 1

8 (K2;τ,τ (x) +K2;σ,σ(x) − V2(x))2 − 1
2
(
K2;τ,σ(x)2 + V2(x)2)

− a

4

(
(K2;τ,τ (x) +K2;σ,σ(x))2 − 4K2;τ,σ(x)2 − V2(x)2

)
− 1

2 (∂τ − ∂σ)
(
L3(x)f − 1

6 (∂τV2(x))f2
)

+ a2

2 K2;τ,τ (x)
(
(∂τf)2 − (∂σf)2)− 1

6 f
2 STr[(ad2

Λ
(2)
s
x)Dx] − 1

3 f STr[(adx ad
Λ

(2)
s
x)Dx], (3.36)

where
D = 1

2

(
∂2

∂τ2 − ∂2

∂σ2 − ad2
Λ

(2)
s

)
. (3.37)

From this point on we drop total derivatives. Doing so, we can rewrite the above expansion as

L1 = 0, (3.38)

L2 = − 1
2 STr[xDx], (3.39)

L3 = L3(x) + a STr[fẋDx], (3.40)

L4 = 1
2 (K4;τ,τ (x) −K4;σ,σ(x) + V4(x)) + 1

8 (K2;τ,τ (x) +K2;σ,σ(x) − V2(x))2 − 1
2
(
K2;τ,σ(x)2 + V2(x)2)

− a

4

(
(K2;τ,τ (x) +K2;σ,σ(x))2 − 4K2;τ,σ(x)2 − V2(x)2

)
+ a2

2
(
STr[fẋDfẋ] − STr[f2ẋDẋ]

)
− 1

6 f
2 STr[(ad2

Λ
(2)
s
x)Dx] − 1

3 f STr[(adx ad
Λ

(2)
s
x)Dx]. (3.41)

Finally, we can implement the following field redefinition:

x → x+ T− 1
2 afẋ+ T−1( 1

2 a
2(f2ẋ)̇ − 1

6 f
2 ad2

Λ
(2)
s
x− 1

3 f adx ad
Λ

(2)
s
x
)

+ · · · , (3.42)

f → f + T− 1
2 afḟ + · · · , (3.43)

which completely eliminates the dependence of the quartic light-cone gauge Lagrangian on f .
Therefore, we find that the effect of inequivalent gauge-fixings corresponding to J̃Tτ deformations in

the light-cone gauge-fixed Lagrangian up to quartic order can be removed by a field redefinition if we
drop total derivatives. It follows that the light-cone gauge S-matrix at tree-level will not depend on f ,
and we will see an explicit example of this in section 4.1.2 for AdS5 × S5.

13Here f(x) can be related to c(x) in the shift φ → φ + c(x) (at leading order they are equal). The shift in φ can be
split into a shift in x−, which corresponds to a total derivative after light-cone gauge-fixing and was visible in the pp-wave
analysis, and a shift in x+ corresponding to a J̃Tτ deformation.
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3.1.2 Jτ and JTσ deformation for R× Ms

Again based on the pp-wave analysis in section 3.1, we now study the effect of inequivalent gauge-fixings
corresponding to Jτ and JTσ deformations in the gauge-fixed theory. We will do this in the Lagrangian
formalism, fixing light-cone gauge in the sigma-model on R × Ms as in section 3.1.1, but now setting
f = 0 and keeping Λ

(0)
s non-zero. Recall that in this analysis the Jτ and JTσ deformations are tied

together since Λ(0) originates from the redefinition (3.18).
Since we now consider Λ(0)

s ̸= 0, the metric (3.21) has extra terms compared to eq. (3.26) and can be
written as

G++ = 1
2 STr

[
Λ

(2)
s ad2

X Λ
(2)
s

]
+ 1

6 STr
[
Λ

(2)
s ad4

X Λ
(2)
s

]
− 1

2 STr
[
Λ

(0)
s ad2

X Λ
(0)
s

]
− 1

6 STr
[
Λ

(0)
s ad4

X Λ
(0)
s

]
− 2

3 STr
[
Λ

(2)
s ad3

X Λ
(0)
s

]
+ O(X5) := V2(X) + V4(X) + V̄2(X) + V̄4(X) + V̄3(X) + O(X5),

G−− = 1 − 2a+ (1 − a)2G++, G+− = 1 + (1 − a)G++,

G+ = 1
2 STr

[
Λ

(2)
s dX

]
+ 1

3 STr
[
Λ

(2)
s ad2

X dX
]

− 1
2 STr

[
dX adX Λ(0)

s

]
− 1

6 STr
[
dX ad3

X Λ
(0)
s

]
(3.44)

:= L1(X) + L3(X) + L̄2(X) + L̄4(X) + O(X5),

G− = (1 − a)G+,

Gt = 1
2 STr [dXdX] + 1

6 STr
[
dX ad2

X dX
]

+ O(X5) := K2(X) +K4(X) + O(X5),

where we have introduced new functions V̄i and L̄i, which depend on Λ(0)
s and whose index again indicates

the power of X.
Setting X = x where STr[xΛ(2)

s ] = 0, rescaling x → T− 1
2x, and computing the light-cone gauge-fixed

Lagrangian as defined in (3.22) to quartic order, we find

L(x) = T
1
2 L1(x) + L2(x) + T− 1

2 L3(x) + T−1L4(x) + O(T− 3
2x5), (3.45)

with

L1 = 0, (3.46)

L2 = 1
2 (V2 +K2;τ,τ −K2;σ,σ) + 1

2 V̄2 + L̄2;τ , (3.47)

L3 =L3;τ + 1
2 V̄3, (3.48)

L4 = 1
8 (1 − 2a)

(
(K2;τ,τ +K2;σ,σ)2 − 4K2

2;τ,σ − (V2 + V̄2)2)− 1
2 a
(
K2;τ,τ +K2;σ,σ − V2 − V̄2

)
L̄2;τ

+ aK2;τ,σL̄2;σ + 1
4
(
V2 + V̄2

) (
K2;τ,τ +K2;σ,σ + V2 + V̄2 + 4L̄2;τ

)
− 1

2
(
L̄2

2;τ − L̄2
2;σ
)

+ 1
2
(
K4;τ,τ −K4;σ,σ + V4 + V̄4 + 2L̄4;τ

)
, (3.49)

where we have used that STr[xΛ(2)
s ] = 0 implies L1(x) = 0. For clarity, we have also suppressed the

dependence of the functions Vi, Li and Ki on x.
To see that the effect of Λ(0)

s is a combination of Jτ and JTσ deformations as claimed, we start by
noting that eqs. (3.46–3.49) are invariant under the transformation

x → e−αΛ(0)
s x eαΛ

(0)
s , (3.50)

for constant α since [Λ(0)
s , Λ

(2)
s ] = 0. We can therefore remove the Jτ deformation by promoting α to be

time dependent and rotating
x → e−τΛ(0)

s x eτΛ
(0)
s , (3.51)
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under which (i = 1, 2)

L̄2i,τ → L̄2i,τ − V̄2i, L̄2i−1,τ → L̄2i−1,τ − 1
2 V̄2i−1,

K2i;τ,τ → K2i;τ,τ − 2L̄2i;τ + V̄2i, K2i;τ,σ → K2i;τ,σ − L̄2i;σ,

(3.52)

where V̄1 = 0. The remaining functions do not transform. The transformed Lagrangian is then given by

Lτ (x) = T
1
2 Lτ1(x) + Lτ2(x) + T− 1

2 Lτ3(x) + T−1Lτ4(x) + O(T− 3
2x5), (3.53)

with

Lτ1 = 0, (3.54)

Lτ2 = 1
2 (V2 +K2;τ,τ −K2;σ,σ) , (3.55)

Lτ3 =L3;τ , (3.56)

Lτ4 = 1
8 (1 − 2a)

(
(K2;τ,τ +K2;σ,σ)2 − 4K2

2;τ,σ − V 2
2
)

− (1 − a)
(
K2;τ,σL̄2;σ + 1

2 (K2;τ,τ +K2;σ,σ + V2) L̄2;τ

)
− 1

4 V2 (K2;τ,τ +K2;σ,σ + V2) + 1
2 (K4;τ,τ −K4;σ,σ + V4) . (3.57)

Computing the conserved current associated to the symmetry (3.50) we find

Jτ = L̄2;τ , Jσ = −L̄2;σ, (3.58)

while the components of the stress-energy tensor are given by

Tττ = − 1
2 (K2;τ,τ +K2;σ,σ − V2) , Tσσ = − 1

2 (K2;τ,τ +K2;σ,σ + V2) , Tτσ = Tστ = K2;τ,σ. (3.59)

Constructing the T T̄ and JTσ operators as

ÔT T̄ = ϵαβT
α
σT

β
τ and ÔJTσ

= ϵαβT
α
σJ

β , (3.60)

we see that we can rewrite Lτ4 as

Lτ4 = L4

∣∣∣
Λ

(0)
s →0, a→ 1

2

+
(

1
2 − a

)
ÔT T̄ + (1 − a)ÔJTσ

, (3.61)

demonstrating the form of the JTσ deformation explicitly.

3.2 Strings on AdSn × Sn

In the remainder of this section, we will focus on string sigma-models on AdSn × Sn backgrounds and
explore the light-cone gauge freedom in their longitudinal sector in more detail, including analysing the
symmetries of the resulting light-cone gauge-fixed theories.

The target spacetimes of these sigma-models can be realised as the symmetric cosets

Ma × Ms = SO(n− 1, 2)
SO(n− 1, 1) × SO(n+ 1)

SO(n) . (3.62)

Hence the Lie group G is the product of a non-compact and a compact group. Their Lie algebras ga =
so(n−1, 2) and gs = so(n+1) can be spanned respectively by antihermitian matrices JIJ , I, J = 0, . . . , n
and RAB , A,B = 1, . . . , n+ 1, satisfying

[JIJ , JKL] = ηIKJJL − ηJKJIL + ηJLJIK − ηILJJK , JIJ = −JJI ,

[RAB , RCD] = δACRBD − δBCRAD + δBDRAC − δADRBC , RAB = −RBA,
(3.63)
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with ηIJ = diag(−1, 1, . . . , 1,−1). This realises a symmetric space with g(2) = span(Jin, Ran+1), for
i = 0, . . . , n−1, and a = 1, . . . , n, and the invariant subalgebra g(0) spanned by the remaining orthogonal
generators. To explore the light-cone gauge freedom in the longitudinal sector, we need to identify the
Cartan subalgebras ta and ts.

3.2.1 Identifying the Cartan subalgebra

For compact groups, there is a unique Cartan subalgebra up to inner automorphisms by Cartan’s torus
theorem. The rank of gs = so(n + 1) is ⌊n+1

2 ⌋ and we can take the Cartan subalgebra to be spanned,
e.g., by

ts = span

Rn(n+1),

⌊ n−1
2 ⌋⋃
i=1

R(2i−1)(2i)

 , (3.64)

where we have introduced brackets on indices for readability. For example, in the case of so(6) we
take ts = span {R56, R12, R34}. Because of its definite signature, a generic element Λs ∈ ts is spacelike
under STr. In contrast, for non-compact groups, there can be distinct Cartan subalgebras not related by
inner automorphisms. To identify the space of inequivalent gauge-fixings, we should therefore take into
account all these possibilities. However, the Virasoro constraint (3.4) of the AdSn × Sn string singles
out one Cartan subalgebra [22] up to inner automorphisms. To elaborate, let us consider for simplicity
γαβ = ηαβ , such that in the light-cone coordinates σ± = 1

2 (τ ± σ) we have T+− = 0 identically. Because
of the Cartesian product structure of the spacetime, we can write Aα = Aαa +Aαs, with Aαa (Aαs) the
projections of Aα on the subalgebra ga (gs) for the AdSn (Sn) space. The other components T±± of the
energy-momentum tensor can similarly be split into a contribution from AdSn and Sn, i.e.

T±± = T a
±± + T s

±±
!= 0, T a(s)

±± = STr
(
A

(2)
±a(s)A

(2)
±a(s)

)
. (3.65)

The conformal symmetry of the worldsheet means that it is always possible to choose coordinates such
that T a(s)

±± = µa(s) are real constants. As before, for Sn, which is a space of definite signature, µs is
positive-definite under STr. For AdSn, on the other hand, a space of indefinite signature, µa can be
negative, null or positive. These cases lead to three inequivalent 1-dimensional Cartan subspaces of
P (2)(ga) [22].14 The Virasoro constraints however require that µs = −µa > 0.15 For all n, this singles out
the 1-dimensional Cartan subspace generated by J0n up to inner automorphisms. The centraliser algebra
of J0n is the compact subalgebra so(n− 1) of g(0)

a = so(n− 1, 1). This means that, up to conjugations by
the compact subgroup SO(n− 1) ⊂ SO(n− 1, 1), the requirement that J0n is an element of the Cartan
subalgebra polarises the full Cartan subalgebra of ga = so(n−1, 2) to be the ⌊n+1

2 ⌋-dimensional subspace
spanned by

ta = span

J0n,

⌊ n−1
2 ⌋⋃
i=1

J(2i−1)(2i)

 . (3.66)

For example, in the case of so(4, 2) we take ta = span {J05, J12, J34}. Generic elements P (2)(Λa) ∈ ta are
now guaranteed to be timelike under STr.

As a side remark, let us note that the above discussion holds more generally for AdSp × Sq spaces
with p ̸= q.

14For n = 2 there are actually two possibilities with µa = 0, see [22].
15The choices of Cartan resulting in µa = 0 allow to consider bosonic string configurations on AdSn only. As mentioned

above, we will not consider such examples in this paper.
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3.2.2 Relation to JTσ and Jτ deformations

Let us now consider n = 5 and explore the rk ga + rk gs − 2 = 4 parameter freedom in the longitudinal
sector of AdS5 × S5. The following can be readily extended to different values of n. Based on the
discussion above, we parametrise (3.5) with

Λa = α0J05 + α1J12 + α2J34, Λs = β0R56 + β1R12 + β2R34, (3.67)

where α1,2 and β1,2 are free real parameters, and the transverse fields as in [5], i.e.

gX = gX(z, y) =

1 +
∑4
i=1 ziJi5√

1 − z2

4

⊕

1 +
∑4
i=1 yiRi6√

1 + y2

4

 , (3.68)

where zi and yi are the transverse coordinates of AdS5 and S5 respectively, and z2 = zizi, y2 = yiyi.
Because of our assumptions outlined at the beginning of this section, Λ(2)

a and Λ(2)
s must be non-vanishing

and thus we must require α0 ̸= 0 ̸= β0. Furthermore, α0 and β0 will not be true parameters, as they can
be rescaled to fix a definite normalisation of Λa and Λs. The metric reads

ds2 = − α2
0

(
1 + z2

4
1 − z2

4

)2

dt2 + β2
0

(
1 − y2

4

1 + y2

4

)2

dφ2

+ (dz1 − α1z2dt)2 + (dz2 + α1z1dt)2

(1 − z2

4 )2
+ (dz3 − α2z4dt)2 + (dz4 + α2z3dt)2

(1 − z2

4 )2

+ (dy1 − β1y2dφ)2 + (dy2 + β1y1dφ)2

(1 + y2

4 )2
+ (dy3 − β2y4dφ)2 + (dy4 + β2y3dφ)2

(1 + y2

4 )2
,

(3.69)

and thus indeed the parameters α0 and β0 can be reabsorbed by a rescaling of t and φ (and α1,2 and
β1,2). From now on we will set α0 = β0 = 1.

At this stage, we indeed have a 4-dimensional moduli space in the longitudinal sector parametrised
by (α1, α2, β1, β2). This freedom can be understood as coming from the action of the generators J12,
J34, R12 and R34, where the would-be symmetry parameters are promoted to linear functions of the
coordinates t and φ (or equivalently x±). The parameters (α1, α2, β1, β2) thus correspond to JTσ and
Jτ deformations. Let us see this explicitly. Starting from the standard AdS5 × S5 light-cone gauge-fixed
theory with α1,2 = β1,2 = 0, there is an so(4) ⊕ so(4) ∼= su(2)⊕2 ⊕ su(2)⊕2 algebra in the centraliser of
Λa + Λs, which acts as SO(4) × SO(4) rotations of the zi and yi fields (see e.g. [5]). Of these, there are
2 + 2 abelian isometries that can maximally be realised. In the above coordinate system these can be
chosen to correspond to rotations in the planes16

(z1, z2) : generated by J12 as GL : eζ12J12 ,

(z3, z4) : generated by J34 as GL : eζ34J34 ,

(y1, y2) : generated by R12 as GL : eψ12R12 ,

(y3, y4) : generated by R34 as GL : eψ34R34 ,

(3.70)

with ζ12, ζ34, ψ12, ψ34 constant isometry parameters. These are actually global GL transformations by
h ∈ HL ⊂ GL. That they amount to rotations in the corresponding planes can be seen by noticing that, for
example, Ri6 transforms as an SO(4) vector under the rotations generated by Rij , i.e. hRi6h−1 = Mi

jRj6,
with Mi

j an orthogonal matrix, and that multiplications of gX from the right by h−1 are in HR.
16Of course, it is possible to go to a coordinate system in which these rotations are realised as shifts of angles.
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We can now promote the parameters of the AdS isometries to be linear in t and the parameters of
the sphere isometries to be linear in φ,

ζ12 = α1t, ζ34 = α2t, ψ12 = β1φ, ψ34 = β2φ, (3.71)

resulting in the following coordinate transformation xM → x̃M :

z1 = cos(α1t̃)z̃1 − sin(α1t̃)z̃2, z2 = cos(α1t̃)z̃2 + sin(α1t̃)z̃1,

z3 = cos(α2t̃)z̃3 − sin(α2t̃)z̃4, z4 = cos(α2t̃)z̃4 + sin(α2t̃)z̃3,

y1 = cos(β1φ̃)ỹ1 − sin(β1φ̃)ỹ2, y2 = cos(β1φ̃)ỹ2 + sin(β1φ̃)ỹ1,

y3 = cos(β2φ̃)ỹ3 − sin(β2φ̃)ỹ4, y4 = cos(β2φ̃)ỹ4 + sin(β2φ̃)ỹ3,

(3.72)

and t = t̃ and φ = φ̃. Up to local HR transformations, one can show that this corresponds to the field
redefinition g → g̃ with

g = exp(J05t+R56φ) gX(z, y),

g̃ = exp((J05 + α1J12 + α2J34)t̃+ (R56 + β1R12 + β2R34)φ̃) gX(z̃, ỹ),
(3.73)

thus giving the parametrisation (3.67) after dropping the tildes. Let us note that we do not mix t̃ and φ̃ in
(3.71) since we are assuming that Λa and Λs should generically remain elements of ga and gs respectively.
With

t̃ = x̃+ − ax̃−, φ̃ = x̃+ + (1 − a)x̃−, (3.74)

for some real parameter a ∈ [0, 1], this means that the resulting light-cone gauge-fixed theory will indeed
be a combination of JTσ deformations (due to the promotions linear in x̃−) and Jτ deformations (due to
the promotions linear in x̃+), as follows from the summary in section 2.2. Furthermore, the introduction
of the parameter a will correspond to a T T̄ -deformation.

In section 4.1.1, we will verify this at the level of the gauge-fixed Hamiltonian and tree-level S-matrix.
For this, it will be useful to give the explicit expressions of the time components of the currents for the
rotational isometries (3.70). With the definitions (2.7) and (2.9) and λ ∈ {ζ12, ζ34, ψ12, ψ34} we find

Jτ(a,12) = z2pz1 − z1pz2 , Jτ(a,34) = z4pz3 − z3pz4 ,

Jτ(s,12) = y2py1 − y1py2 , Jτ(s,34) = y4py3 − y3py4 .
(3.75)

3.2.3 Residual light-cone symmetries

Let us now continue with the background (3.69) with α0 = β0 = 1 and discuss the residual symmetries
of the resulting inequivalent gauge-fixings. For this, we consider the point-like solution

x+ = τ, x− = 0, zi = ai, yi = bi, γαβ = T−1ηαβ , (3.76)

with x+ = (1 − a)t + aφ, x− = φ − t as usual. Demanding this ansatz solves the equations of motion
and the Virasoro constraints, as well as giving vanishing transverse canonical momenta17 p̄µ = 0, we find
that we must set ai = bi = 0. The classical solution then takes precisely the form (A.13).

After fixing the uniform light-cone gauge x+ = τ , p− = 1, the residual bosonic time-independent
charges of the gauge-fixed theory will come from those GL transformations that are generated by the
centraliser c of the abelian algebra generated by Λa and Λs. Depending on the values of the parameters
α1, α2 in the AdS sector the centraliser ca is given in table 1. For the sphere sector the centraliser cs

17Recall that this can be achieved by the shift x− → x− + cµxµ with constant cµ, which results in an equivalent
gauge-fixing, as explained in section 2.1.2.
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α1 α2 ca Basis
α1 α2 u(1)⊕3 {J05, J12, J34}
α α u(1)⊕2 ⊕ su(2) {J05, J12 + J34} ⊕ {J13 + J24, J14 − J23, J12 − J34}
α 1 u(1)⊕2 ⊕ su(1, 1) {J12, J05 + J34} ⊕ {J03 + J45, J04 − J35, J05 − J34}

1 1 u(1) ⊕ su(2, 1)
{J05 + J12 + J34} ⊕ {J05 − J12, J34 − J12, J14 − J23,

J13 + J24, J04 − J35, J03 + J45, J02 − J15, J01 + J25}
0 0 u(1) ⊕ su(2) ⊕ su(2) {J05} ⊕ {Jij | i, j = 1, . . . , 4}

Table 1: The centraliser of Λa = J05 + α1J12 + α2J34 in so(4, 2) ∼= su(2, 2). The first line
corresponds to generic α1, α2. The u(1) elements are all in the centre of ca.

β1 β2 cs Basis
β1 β2 u(1)⊕3 {R56, R12, R34}
β β u(1)⊕2 ⊕ su(2) {R56, R12 +R34} ⊕ {R13 +R24, R14 −R23, R12 −R34}
β 1 u(1)⊕2 ⊕ su(2) {R12, R34 +R56} ⊕ {R35 +R46, R36 −R45, R34 −R56}

1 1 u(1) ⊕ su(3)
{R56 +R12 +R34} ⊕ {R56 −R12, R36 −R45, R35 −R46,

R34 −R12, R16 −R25, R15 +R26, R14 −R23, R13 +R24}
0 0 u(1) ⊕ su(2) ⊕ su(2) {R56} ⊕ {Rij | i, j = 1, . . . , 4}

Table 2: The centraliser of Λs = R56+β1R12+β2R34 in so(6) ∼= su(4). The first line corresponds
to β1, β2 generic. The u(1) elements are all in the centre of cs.

depends on the values of the parameters β1, β2 and is given in table 2. We have identified these algebras
by their dimension, dual Coxeter number and signature. Furthermore, we have used automorphisms of
the centralisers of Λ(2)

a and Λ(2)
s in order to reduce their possible embeddings within so(4, 2) ∼= su(2, 2) or

so(6) ∼= su(4).18 Since we have fixed our choice of Λ(2)
a and Λ

(2)
s from the beginning we do not allow for

more generic automorphisms of so(4, 2) ∼= su(2, 2) or so(6) ∼= su(4). This means that, for example, the
second and third lines of table 2 cannot be mapped to each other.

Interestingly, there is an enhancement of the residual symmetries for specific points in the moduli space
of gauge-fixings. For generic parameters the symmetry algebra is the smallest possible. For α1,2 = β1,2 =
0 we recover the bosonic u(1)⊕2 ⊕ su(2)⊕2 ⊕ su(2)⊕2 symmetry algebra (with Λa = J05 and Λs = R56

corresponding to the central u(1)⊕2) of the standard light-cone gauge-fixed theory [8, 5], which is 14-
dimensional. An intriguing case is α1,2 = β1,2 = 1 leading to the largest number of bosonic symmetries,
namely the 18-dimensional u(1)⊕2 ⊕ su(2, 1) ⊕ su(3) algebra, where the u(1)⊕2 elements are again in the
centre and given by Λa = J05 + J12 + J34 and Λs = R56 +R12 +R34.

In the AdS5 × S5 superstring setting, where g = psu(2, 2|4), the bosonic residual symmetry will be
further enhanced with supercharges. In the light-cone gauge with a = 1

2 , the bosonic and fermionic
generators that give rise to charges independent of x+ = τ have to commute with Λ+ = Λa + Λs.
We will call this superalgebra c+. Further specifying the gauge with α1,2 = β1,2 = 0 leads to the
usual c+ = u(1)⊕2 ⊕ psu(2|2)⊕2 superalgebra of light-cone symmetries, which has in total 8 complex
supercharges [8, 5]. For the case with α1,2 = β1,2 = 1 we find the following algebra embedded in

18For example, one can also consider Λ′
a = J05 + J12 + αJ34 or Λ′′

a = J05 − J12 + αJ34 with α generic, which will have the
same centraliser algebra as that of Λa = J05 + αJ12 + J34, though embedded differently in so(4, 2) ∼= su(2, 2). The different
embeddings can be related by means of automorphisms in the centraliser of Λ

(2)
a and Λ

(2)
s , which here is so(4) ⊕ so(4). For

these examples, the cases of Λa and Λ′
a are related by the automorphism replacing the indices as (1 ↔ 3, 2 ↔ 4), while the

cases of Λ′
a and Λ′′

a are related by replacing (1 ↔ 2).
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psu(2, 2|4)
c+ = p(u(1|1) ⊕ su(2, 1|3)), (3.77)

where we quotient out by the identity 18.19 This algebra has 10 complex supercharges, of which one is
in u(1|1). Its structure is most easily obtained working in a representation of su(2, 2|4) in which Λa and
Λs are diagonal, and the reality condition reads

M†I + IM = 0, I = diag(−1, 1, 1,−1 | 1, 1, 1, 1), (3.78)

for all M ∈ psu(2, 2|4). The matrix realisation of the c+ superalgebra (3.77) then schematically is

u(1|1) = span


(
Λa

)
,

(
Λs

)
,


θ

03

θ†

03


 ,

su(2, 1|3) = span




0

L

 ,

 0
R

 ,


0

−IQ†

0
Q


 ,

(3.79)

where L ∈ su(2, 1), R ∈ su(3), Q ∈ C3×3, θ ∈ C and I = diag(1, 1,−1). To work with explicit matrix
realisations (before diagonalisation of Λa, Λs and I) we refer, e.g., to appendix B of [24] (see also [25,5]).

One can repeat a similar exercise for the other cases in table 1 and table 2. Already for a = 1
2 there are

many possible combinations of Λ+ = Λa +Λs to consider, but many of these choices lead to a centraliser
c+ with no supercharges.

4 Effect of inequivalent light-cone gauges on the S-matrix

In this section we analyse the effect of the different light-cone gauge-fixings on the perturbative and
exact worldsheet S-matrix. Taking into account our motivations, we will focus on the case of factorised
scattering. Therefore, we only need to consider the 2 → 2 S-matrix. The arguments are generalisable
beyond this case, however we will not consider this here avoiding subtleties that do not arise in our setup.

After decompactifying the worldsheet, the S-matrix relates incoming states at time τ = −∞ with
outgoing states at τ = +∞. These asymptotic states are thought of as collections of wave-packets that
have a well-defined momentum and are well-separated. On the spatial line they can be ordered, and for
incoming states we take ∣∣p1, p2, . . . , pN

〉in
µ1,µ2,...,µN

, (4.1)

where p1 > p2 > . . . > pN . In this way, each incoming particle has a right-moving momentum greater
than the momenta of the particles to its right, hence all the particles will scatter with each other. Here
µ1, µ2, . . . , µN are labels that identify the possible different flavours of the N particles. Because of the
restriction to the case of factorised scattering, the outgoing particles will have the same set of momenta
as the incoming particles but, because scattering has occurred, their ordering will be reversed∣∣pN , pN−1, . . . , p1

〉out
νN ,νN−1,...,ν1

. (4.2)

19It would be interesting to explore connections with non-relativistic string theories and spin matrix theories in zero-
temperature critical limits of N = 4 super-Yang-Mills where similar symmetry subgroups appear, see, e.g. [23].
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Here νN , νN−1, . . . , ν1 label the flavours of the outgoing particles. We will therefore work in the convention
that the S-matrix reduces to the permutation operator when turning off interactions. In the case of the
two-body S-matrix, for example, we write a generic entry as Sν2ν1

µ1µ2
, where µ1, µ2 are the flavours of the

incoming particles with momenta p1, p2 respectively, and ν2, ν1 are the flavours of the outgoing particles
with momenta p2, p1 respectively. The non-trivial part of the S-matrix is given by the T-matrix T defined
as S = Π + i

T T, where Π is the (graded) permutation.
We will now focus on the four inequivalent gauge-fixings summarised in section 2.2. We will carry out

an analysis at tree level for AdS5 × S5, before giving arguments for the non-perturbative S-matrix.

4.1 Tree-level

4.1.1 T T̄ , JTσ and Jτ deformations: AdS5 × S5 tree-level S-matrix

We first illustrate the effect of the inequivalent gauge-fixings discussed in section 2.1 on the perturbative
S-matrix for bosonic strings propagating in AdS5 × S5, focusing on the T T̄ , JTσ and Jτ deformations.
The analysis can be straightforwardly generalised to AdSn × Sn with different n. Our starting point is
the metric (3.69), with α0 = β0 = 1 and free deformation parameters α1, α2 and β1, β2. We slightly
generalise the light-cone gauge-fixing discussed in appendix A by including the gauge parameter a ∈ [0, 1]
as in (3.74), so that

x+ = (1 − a)t+ aφ
g.f.−−→ τ, p− = −apt + (a− 1)pφ

g.f.−−→ 1,

x− = −t+ φ, p+ = pt + pφ,
(4.3)

as is compatible with the classical solution (3.76) (or equivalently (A.13)).

Complex coordinates. The effect of the deformation is best seen in a basis of eigenstates of the charges
associated with the currents (3.75). As discussed in section 3.2.2, on the real transverse coordinates
(zj , yj), j = 1, 2, 3, 4, the symmetries act as rotations. This motivates the introduction of the complex
fields,

u1 = 1√
2

(y1 + iy2), ū1 = 1√
2

(y1 − iy2), u2 = 1√
2

(y3 + iy4), ū2 = 1√
2

(y3 − iy4),

u3 = 1√
2

(z1 + iz2), ū3 = 1√
2

(z1 − iz2), u4 = 1√
2

(z3 + iz4), ū4 = 1√
2

(z3 − iz4),
(4.4)

with canonically conjugate momenta

Pu1 = 1√
2

(py1 − ipy2), Pū1 = 1√
2

(py1 + ipy2) = P̄u1 ,

Pu2 = 1√
2

(py3 − ipy4), Pū2 = 1√
2

(py3 + ipy4) = P̄u2 ,

Pu3 = 1√
2

(pz1 − ipz2), Pū3 = 1√
2

(pz1 + ipz2) = P̄u3 ,

Pu4 = 1√
2

(pz3 − ipz4), Pū4 = 1√
2

(pz3 + ipz4) = P̄u4 ,

(4.5)

and we refer to the transverse fields and conjugate momenta collectively by uj , ūj and Puj
, P̄uj

with
j = 1, 2, 3, 4. It will also be convenient to rename the currents of (3.75) as

J1 = J(s,12), J2 = J(s,34), J3 = J(a,12), J4 = J(a,34), (4.6)

and identify
β3 ≡ α1, β4 ≡ α2. (4.7)
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Light-cone gauge-fixed Hamiltonian. The light-cone gauge-fixed Hamiltonian density H can be
computed as explained in appendix A. It admits an expansion in powers of the transverse fields. For the
case at hand the expansion starts at quadratic order and only includes terms with an even number of
transverse fields, H = H2 + H4 + . . . . The quadratic Hamiltonian density is given by

H2 = H0
2 +

4∑
j=1

βjJ
τ
j , (4.8)

where the undeformed quadratic Hamiltonian density describes a collection of four free complex fields,

H0
2 =

4∑
j=1

(
|Puj |2 + |u′

j |2 + |uj |2
)
, (4.9)

and the currents (3.75) (with the notation (4.6)) read

Jτj = −i(Puj
uj − P̄uj

ūj). (4.10)

As expected, these coincide with the τ -component of the currents associated to the four u(1) symmetries
of H0

2, realised as
uj → eiβjuj , j = 1, 2, 3, 4. (4.11)

The σ-components of these currents are given by

Jσj = i(uj ū′
j − ūju

′
j). (4.12)

The undeformed quadratic Hamiltonian (or rather its associated quadratic Lagrangian), is also invariant
under shifts of τ and σ. The conserved current associated to these symmetries is simply the energy-
momentum tensor, whose explicit form (to quadratic order) is

T τ τ =
4∑
j=1

(
|Puj |2 + |u′

j |2 + |uj |2
)
, Tσσ =

4∑
j=1

(
−|Puj |2 − |u′

j |2 + |uj |2
)
, (4.13)

T τ σ = −Tστ =
4∑
j=1

(
Puj

u′
j + P̄uj

ū′
j

)
. (4.14)

From these conserved currents we then construct the JTσ and T T̄ operators

OjJTσ
= −ϵαβTασJβj , OT T̄ = −ϵαβTασT βτ , (4.15)

where we recall our convention for the antisymmetric tensor ϵτσ = −ϵτσ = −1. The four JTσ operators
correspond to the four currents (4.6). The quartic Hamiltonian density can then be written

H4 = H0
4 + (1 − a)β1O

1
JTσ

+ (1 − a)β2O
2
JTσ

− aβ3O
3
JTσ

− aβ4O
4
JTσ

−
(
a− 1

2

)
OT T̄ , (4.16)

where the undeformed quartic Hamiltonian is

H0
4 =

(
|u3|2 + |u4|2

) (
2|u′

3|2 + 2|u′
4|2 + |Pu1 |2 + |Pu2 |2 + |u′

1|2 + |u′
2|2
)

−
(
|u1|2 + |u2|2

) (
2|u′

1|2 + 2|u′
2|2 + |Pu3 |2 + |Pu4 |2 + |u′

3|2 + |u′
4|2
)
.

(4.17)

We therefore see that the way the quadratic and quartic Hamiltonians are deformed by the parameters
βj precisely matches with the discussion in section 2.1.
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State H2 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4∣∣p〉1,± = a†
1,±(p)

∣∣0〉 ω1,± = ω ± β1 ±1 0 0 0∣∣p〉2,± = a†
2,±(p)

∣∣0〉 ω2,± = ω ± β2 0 ±1 0 0∣∣p〉3,± = a†
3,±(p)

∣∣0〉 ω3,± = ω ± β3 0 0 ±1 0∣∣p〉4,± = a†
4,±(p)

∣∣0〉 ω4,± = ω ± β4 0 0 0 ±1

Table 3: This table summarises the particle content in the light-cone gauge-fixed AdS5 × S5

theory. Eight different states can be created from the vacuum using the eight different creation
operators. These states are eigenstates of the quadratic Hamiltonian H2 and the four charges
Qj , with eigenvalues as given in the table.

Oscillator expansion. To solve the Hamilton equations of motion associated to H2 and quantise the
fields we introduce the oscillator expansion

uj = 1√
2π

∫
dp

1√
2ω

(
e−iωj,+τ+ipσaj,+(p) + eiωj,−τ−ipσa†

j,−(p)
)
, (4.18)

ūj = 1√
2π

∫
dp

1√
2ω

(
e−iωj,−τ+ipσaj,−(p) + eiωj,+τ−ipσa†

j,+(p)
)
, (4.19)

with the relativistic and shifted dispersion relation

ω =
√
p2 + 1 , ωj,± = ω ± βj , j = 1, 2, 3, 4. (4.20)

The annihilation and creation operators satisfy the canonical commutation relations (with all the other
commutation relations vanishing)

[aj,±(p), a†
k,±(q)] = δjkδ(p− q), j, k = 1, 2, 3, 4. (4.21)

The oscillator representation of the canonically conjugate momenta directly follows from the equations
of motion, giving

P̄uj
= ∂τuj + iβjuj = 1√

2π

∫
dp

1√
2ω

(−iω)
(
e−iωj,+τ+ipσaj,+(p) − eiωj,−τ−ipσa†

j,−(p)
)
, (4.22)

Puj = ∂τ ūj − iβj ūj = 1√
2π

∫
dp

1√
2ω

(−iω)
(
e−iωj,−τ+ipσaj,−(p) − eiωj,+τ−ipσa†

j,+(p)
)
. (4.23)

Note that, while the exponents in the plane-wave ansatz depend on the shifted energies ωj,±, since the
momentum is not just given by the τ -derivative of the corresponding field, but also includes a contribution
from the Jτj deformation in the quadratic Hamiltonian (4.8), the shift is precisely cancelled. This explains
why the normalisation of the fields and momenta depends on the relativistic dispersion ω. With these
expressions for the fields and momenta in terms of oscillators, the quadratic Hamiltonian takes the
canonical form,

H2 =
∫
dσH2 =

∫
dp

4∑
j=1

∑
s=±

(
ωj,sa

†
j,saj,s

)
, (4.24)

while the charges are

Qk =
∫
dσJτk =

∫
dp

4∑
j=1

∑
s=±

(
s δjk a

†
j,saj,s

)
. (4.25)

These results are summarised in table 3.
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Tree-level S-matrix. Plugging the oscillator expansion into the quartic Hamiltonian (4.16) gives terms
involving four oscillators of the form

H4 =
∫
dσH4 =

∫
dp1dp2dp3dp4 Tls4,ks3

is1,js2
a†
l,s4

(p4)a†
k,s3

(p3)aj,s2(p2)ai,s1(p1)

× δ(p1 + p2 − p3 − p4)δ(ω1 + ω2 − ω3 − ω4),
(4.26)

where we use the shorthand

ω1 = ωi,s1(p1), ω2 = ωj,s2(p2), ω3 = ωk,s3(p3), ω4 = ωl,s4(p4). (4.27)

Only terms with equal number of creation and annihilation operators contribute, which is a consequence
of the integrability of the model. From this we can read off the tree-level S-matrix S = Π + i

T T with
the non-trivial elements given by

Tls4,ks3
is1,js2

= (+2A + Ois1js2)δki δljδs3
s1
δs4
s2

+ B
(
δki δ

l
jδ
s3
s1
δs4
s2

+ δliδ
k
j δ
s4
s1
δs3
s2

)
, i, j, k, l = 1, 2, s1 = s2,

Tls4,ks3
is1,js2

= (+2A + Ois1js2)δki δljδs3
s1
δs4
s2

+ B
(
ξilξjkδ

s3
s1
δs4
s2

+ ξikξjlδ
s4
s1
δs3
s2

)
, i, j, k, l = 1, 2, s1 = −s2,

Tls4,ks3
is1,js2

= (−2A + Ois1js2)δki δljδs3
s1
δs4
s2

− B
(
δki δ

l
jδ
s3
s1
δs4
s2

+ δliδ
k
j δ
s4
s1
δs3
s2

)
, i, j, k, l = 3, 4, s1 = s2,

Tls4,ks3
is1,js2

= (−2A + Ois1js2)δki δljδs3
s1
δs4
s2

− B
(
ξilξjkδ

s3
s1
δs4
s2

+ ξikξjlδ
s4
s1
δs3
s2

)
, i, j, k, l = 3, 4, s1 = −s2,

Tls4,ks3
is1,js2

= (+2G + Ois1js2)δki δljδs3
s1
δs4
s2
, i, k = 1, 2, j, l = 3, 4,

Tls4,ks3
is1,js2

= (−2G + Ois1js2)δki δljδs3
s1
δs4
s2
, i, k = 3, 4, j, l = 1, 2,

(4.28)
where

A = 1
4

(p1 − p2)2

p1ω2 − p2ω1
, B = p1p2

p1ω2 − p2ω1
, G = − 1

4 (p1ω2 + p2ω1),

Ois1js2 = −a
4∑

n=3
βn(δnj s2p1 − δni s1p2) + (1 − a)

2∑
n=1

βn(δnj s2p1 − δni s1p2) −
(
a− 1

2

)
(ω2p1 − ω1p2),

(4.29)
and quantity ξ is defined such that its only non-vanishing components are

ξ12 = ξ21 = ξ34 = ξ43 = 1. (4.30)

The terms involving A, B and G reproduce the standard tree-level S-matrix of the bosonic AdS5 × S5

string in the a = 1/2 gauge. The effect of the free parameters characterising different gauge choices is
gathered in the contribution O. This contribution only modifies the term proportional to the permutation
operator (which in our conventions corresponds to free propagation). One can check explicitly that the
tree-level S-matrix (4.28) satisfies charge conservation for Qj using that the only non-vanishing scattering
processes obey s1 + s2 = s3 + s4. Finally, let us conclude by mentioning that the tree-level S-matrix
still satisfies the classical Yang-Baxter equation, indicating that the model is classically integrable for all
choices of light-cone gauge-fixing as expected. This will be made more rigorous when we consider the
exact S-matrix in section 4.2, of which the tree-level S-matrix calculated here is the first order in the
large tension expansion.

4.1.2 J̃Tτ deformation

To illustrate the effect of the J̃Tτ deformation on the tree-level S-matrix we start with the metric of
(undeformed) AdS5 × S5 and perform a shift

t → t+ c(xµ), φ → φ+ c(xµ), (4.31)
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with a function c(xµ) of the (real) transverse coordinates xµ = (z1, z2, z3, z4, y1, y2, y3, y4). For concrete-
ness we assume that this function can be expanded in powers of the transverse fields, starting at linear
order,

c = c1 + c2 + · · · = βµx
µ + βµνx

µxν + . . . , (4.32)

with free parameters βµ, βµν , . . . . For the purpose of computing the tree-level S-matrix we use the
light-cone gauge-fixed Hamiltonian up to quartic order in the fields, hence it is sufficient to consider the
expansion of c up to quadratic order.

According to the discussion in section 2.1.2 (see also eq. (2.39)) we expect the light-cone gauge-fixed
Hamiltonian to change as

δH = ∂αcT
α
τ = −c ∂αTατ + total derivatives. (4.33)

Up to total derivatives, the variation of the Hamiltonian therefore vanishes on-shell. Therefore, in general
we expect that δH can be removed by means of a field redefinition or canonical transformation of the
transverse variables. Let us illustrate this explicitly at leading order in fields for the function c in
eq. (4.32). The quadratic Hamiltonian does not depend on the parameters βµ, βµν , . . . and simply reads

H2 = H0
2 = 1

2 (pµpµ + x′
µx

′
µ + xµxµ), (4.34)

whose associated equations of motion are

ẋµ = pµ, ṗµ = −xµ + x′′
µ, ⇒ Eµ := ẍµ − x′′

µ + xµ = 0. (4.35)

The Hamiltonian now also has a cubic term,

H3 = (∂µc|x=0)∂αxµTατ = βµ
(
pµH2 − x′

µpνx
′
ν

)
, (4.36)

where in the energy-momentum tensor is computed from the quadratic Hamiltonian H2. To see that
this cubic contribution can be removed by an appropriate field redefinition, we switch to the Lagrangian
formalism. After integrating by parts, the cubic contribution can be written in terms of the equations of
motion as

L2 = 1
2 (ẋµẋµ − x′

µx
′
µ − xµxµ), L3 = −βµxµEν ẋν . (4.37)

This can be removed using the field redefinition

xµ → xµ + βνx
ν ẋµ. (4.38)

In the Hamiltonian formalism the redefinition becomes

xµ → xµ + βνx
νpµ, pµ → pµ − βµH2 − βνx

νxµ, (4.39)

which mixes fields xµ and momenta pµ. One can check that this corresponds to a canonical transfor-
mation to first order in the fields, meaning that {xµ, pν} = δµν + . . . where the ellipses denote terms
that are at least quadratic in the fields. Interestingly, we can understand this canonical transformation
as an improved version of (2.33), which is the non-canonical transformation corresponding to the J̃Tτ
deformation, which here we want to neutralise.

The canonical transformation is such that δH2 + H3 = 0. The quartic light-cone gauge-fixed Hamil-
tonian, from which the tree-level S-matrix is deduced, is then given by δH3 + H4. We find that the
T-matrix obtained from the resulting quartic Hamiltonian does not depend on the function c(xµ), as
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expected from the general results of section 3.1.1.20 This suggests that the 2 → 2 S-matrix does not
depend on a change of gauge that induces a J̃Tτ deformation. We will argue that this is indeed the case
at the level of the exact S-matrix in the next section. Finally, let us mention that when the function c

starts at quadratic order in fields, then H3 = 0, while the variation of H4 vanishes on-shell and thus the
2 → 2 S-matrix is manifestly independent of c.

4.2 Non-perturbative

Following on from the explicit tree level calculations, our aim is to now understand the effect of the gauge
transformations on the S-matrix non-perturbatively. In order to do so, we first note that the inequivalent
gauge transformations come in two types: they are either bilinear in the currents (the J̃Tτ , the T T̄ and
the JTσ deformations) or linear (the Jτ deformation). Here we analyse the two cases separately.

Before turning to the details of the arguments, let us summarise the result of the gauge transformations
on the S-matrix. If the Hamiltonian of the reduced model is deformed by a current-current deformation

δH = −γϵαβJα1 J
β
2 , (4.40)

where Jαi with i = 1, 2 are conserved currents, then the S-matrix S̃ of the deformed model is related to
the undeformed S-matrix S simply as

S̃ν2ν1
µ1µ2

= e− iγ
2 ϵ

ij(qν1
i
q

ν2
j

+qµ1
i
q

µ2
j

)Sν2ν1
µ1µ2

. (4.41)

Here ϵ12 = 1 and qµ1
i , for example, denotes the charge i (corresponding to the current Ji) of the particle

with flavour µ1. Our argument will only use the fact that the currents Ji are conserved. In particular,
they may be Noether currents for spacetime or internal symmetries, topological currents, or any other
kind of conserved current. The above formula agrees with known deformations of the S-matrix in the case
of the T T̄ deformation [26, 10, 11, 27, 5], the JT deformation [28], as well as TsT deformations [29].21 It
also agrees with the results of [33] where generalisations of the T T̄ deformation by extensive charges were
discussed.22 The S-matrix S̃ is a twisted version of the original S (see section 4.3 for more details). This
means that integrability in the original (gauge-fixed) model is preserved for different (gauge) deformations.

When the Hamiltonian of the reduced model is instead deformed by a Jτ deformation

δH = γJτ , (4.42)

then the S-matrix S̃ of the deformed model is equal to the undeformed S-matrix S

S̃ν2ν1
µ1µ2

= Sν2ν1
µ1µ2

. (4.43)

As we will argue, in this case the deformation of the Hamiltonian can be completely reabsorbed into the
“free part” H2 of the Hamiltonian that is responsible for the time-evolution of the asymptotic states.
Therefore, although the asymptotic states evolve in time with a deformed dispersion relation, the scat-
tering matrix remains undeformed.

20In principle, one can also verify this without using field redefinitions. H3 vanishing on-shell ensures that the 1 → 2
and 2 → 1 processes vanish. However, to compute the 2 → 2 S-matrix, one needs to consider diagrams involving two cubic
vertices, i.e. with four external particles and one internal particle, as well as quartic diagrams.

21It is well known that TsT deformations are the integrated version of current-current deformations, where the currents
correspond to global internal Noether symmetries of the sigma-model [30, 29], see also the review [31]. If we consider a
sigma-model and perform a TsT deformation along transverse fields only, then the Hamiltonian density of the light-cone
gauge-fixed model is indeed deformed as δH = −γϵαβJα

1 Jβ
2 . See [32] for examples with TsT deformations also involving

the light-cone directions x±.
22Note that, while in [33] it is assumed that the scattering is diagonal in the space of flavours, we will not require this.
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4.2.1 Current-current deformations

To prove the formula (4.41), let us start with the case of a Hamiltonian deformed by a current-current
deformation, which we write explicitly as δH = −γ(Jτ1 Jσ2 − Jσ1 J

τ
2 ). Let us also define

Qi(σ) =
∫ σ

−∞
dσ′ Jτi (σ′). (4.44)

This field can be thought of as measuring the charge corresponding to Ji up to the worldsheet point σ.
The total charge Qi =

∫∞
−∞ dσ′ Jτi (σ′) is related to it as Qi = Qi(∞). When it is not ambiguous, we will

omit the explicit dependence of Qi on σ. First, it is easy to check that

Jτ1 J
σ
2 − Jσ1 J

τ
2 = − 1

2 (Jα1 ∂αQ2 − Jα2 ∂αQ1). (4.45)

Indeed, we have

Jα1 ∂αQ2 − Jα2 ∂αQ1 = Jτ1 (σ)
∫ σ

−∞
dσ′ ∂τJ

τ
2 (σ′) + Jσ1 (σ)Jτ2 (σ) − Jτ2 (σ)

∫ σ

−∞
dσ′ ∂τJ

τ
1 (σ′) − Jσ2 (σ)Jτ1 (σ)

= −Jτ1 (σ)
∫ σ

−∞
dσ′ ∂′

σJ
σ
2 (σ′) + Jσ1 (σ)Jτ2 (σ) + Jτ2 (σ)

∫ σ

−∞
dσ′ ∂′

σJ
σ
1 (σ′) − Jσ2 (σ)Jτ1 (σ)

= −2(Jτ1 Jσ2 − Jσ1 J
τ
2 ),

(4.46)
where we have used current conservation and that in the decompactification limit fields fall off to zero at
infinity.

We can now compute the infinitesimal deformation of the Hamiltonian to be

δH =
∫ ∞

−∞
dσ δH = γ

2

∫ ∞

−∞
dσ (Jα1 ∂αQ2 − Jα2 ∂αQ1)

= γ

2

∫ ∞

−∞
dσ [∂α(Jα1 Q2 − Jα2 Q1) −���∂αJ

α
1 Q2 +���∂αJ

α
2 Q1]

= γ

2 [∂τ
∫ ∞

−∞
dσ (Jτ1 Q2 − Jτ2 Q1) +

������������∫ ∞

−∞
dσ ∂σ(Jσ1 Q2 − Jα2 Q1)]

= γ

2 ∂τQ12,

(4.47)

where we again use current conservation and that fields fall off at infinity, and we define the non-local
quantity

Q12 =
∫ ∞

−∞
dσ (Jτ1 Q2 − Jτ2 Q1) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dσ

∫ σ

−∞
dσ′ (Jτ1 (σ)Jτ2 (σ′) − Jτ2 (σ)Jτ1 (σ′)). (4.48)

Classically, the time-derivative of a field is given by the Poisson bracket with the Hamiltonian, hence we
have δH = γ

2 {H,Q12}. Quantum mechanically, this becomes δH = iγ
2 [H,Q12]. We may interpret this

as a differential equation for the deformed Hamiltonian H̃ as a function of the deformation parameter γ:

dH̃

dγ
= i

2 [H̃,Q12]. (4.49)

In the Heisenberg picture, using that H̃|γ=0 = H, this is solved by

H̃ = e− iγ
2 Q12He

iγ
2 Q12 . (4.50)

Assuming that the scattering matrix for the undeformed theory is known, we would like to determine that
of the deformed theory. Scattering is obtained by first rewriting the Hamiltonian as the sum H = H2 +V ,

34



where H2 is the free part without interactions (typically quadratic in the fields, for example a Klein-
Gordon Hamiltonian) and V is the part with interactions only. The asymptotic states evolve with H2,
and the S-matrix is given by the time-ordered exponential of the interacting part of the Hamiltonian,

S = Texp
[
−i
∫ ∞

−∞
dτ V

]
. (4.51)

The considerations above suggest that in the deformed theory we should define

H̃2 = e− iγ
2 Q12H2e

iγ
2 Q12 , (4.52)

so that
Ṽ = e− iγ

2 Q12V e
iγ
2 Q12 , S̃ = e− iγ

2 Q12Se
iγ
2 Q12 . (4.53)

To understand the effect of the deformation on these objects, we first need to look at the action of Q12 on
asymptotic states. Let us take the charges Q1 and Q2 to act diagonally in the space of flavours, which is
possible since these two charges commute and are simultaneously diagonalisable. On one-particle states
we write

Qi
∣∣p〉

µ
= qµi

∣∣p〉
µ
, (4.54)

where qµi is the charge of the particle with flavour µ. Introducing creation and annihilation operators
satisfying canonical commutation relations [aµ(p), a†

ν(q)] = δµνδ(p− q), so that
∣∣p〉

µ
= a†

µ(p)
∣∣0〉, we may

represent the quantum charges as Qi =
∫
dp
∑
µ q

µ
i a

†
µ(p)aµ(p), where we sum over all flavours.

The action of Q12 on the multiparticle asymptotic states can now be constructed. First, consider the
spatial line along which the particles are distributed, and partition it into a collection of intervals In with
n = 1, . . . , N , where each interval In contains only the wave-packet n. In the definition of Q12 we have
integrals over the spatial coordinate that we can write as the sum of integrals over the intervals In. It is
then clear that, despite the non-local nature of Q12, its action on asymptotic states is given by sums of
products of local charges. Explicitly, we have

Q12
∣∣p1, . . . , pN

〉
µ1,...,µN

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dσ

∫ σ

−∞
dσ′ (Jτ1 (σ)Jτ2 (σ′) − Jτ2 (σ)Jτ1 (σ′))

∣∣p1, . . . , pN
〉
µ1,...,µN

=
N∑
n=1

∫
In

dσ

n−1∑
m=1

∫
Im

dσ′ (Jτ1 (σ)Jτ2 (σ′) − Jτ2 (σ)Jτ1 (σ′))
∣∣p1, . . . , pN

〉
µ1,...,µN

=
N∑
n=1

n−1∑
m=1

(qµn

1 qµm

2 − qµn

2 qµm

1 )
∣∣p1, . . . , pN

〉
µ1,...,µN

.

(4.55)
Note that thanks to antisymmetry we do not need to worry about the potentially problematic integration
over the intervals In and Im when n = m. It follows that

e
iγ
2 Q12

∣∣p1, p2, . . . , pN
〉
µ1,µ2,...,µN

= e
− iγ

2

∑
m<n

ϵijqµm
i

qµn
j
∣∣p1, p2, . . . , pN

〉
µ1,µ2,...,µN

, (4.56)

where we recall ϵ12 = 1. In the case of two-particle states, we have

e
iγ
2 Q12

∣∣p1, p2
〉
µ1,µ2

= e− iγ
2 ϵ

ijq
µ1
i
q

µ2
2
∣∣p1, p2

〉
µ1,µ2

, (4.57)

which we may rewrite as

e
iγ
2 Q12

∣∣p1, p2
〉
µ1,µ2

= e− iγ
2 (Q1∧Q2)∣∣p1, p2

〉
µ1,µ2

= e− iγ
2 (Q1⊗Q2−Q2⊗Q1)∣∣p1, p2

〉
µ1,µ2

, (4.58)

where it is understood that the first and second spaces of the tensor product act on the first and second
particles respectively. The generalisation to the case of N -particle states is

e
iγ
2 Q12

∣∣p1, p2, . . . , pN
〉
µ1,µ2,...,µN

= e
− iγ

2

∑
m<n

(Q1,2;m,n−Q2,1;m,n)∣∣p1, p2, . . . , pN
〉
µ1,µ2,...,µN

, (4.59)
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where
Qi,j;m,n = 11 ⊗ · · · ⊗ 1m−1 ⊗ (Qi)m ⊗ 1m+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (Qj)n ⊗ · · · ⊗ 1N . (4.60)

Since the action of Q12 on asymptotic states is diagonal, and the free Hamiltonian H2 also acts
diagonally on asymptotic states (e.g. H2

∣∣p〉
µ

= ωµp
∣∣p〉

µ
), it follows that these two operators commute

when acting on asymptotic states

[H2, Q12]
∣∣p1, p2, . . . , pN

〉
µ1,µ2,...,µN

= 0. (4.61)

From this we conclude that we can effectively take the free part of the deformed and undeformed Hamil-
tonians to be equal, H̃2 ≃ H2. Strictly speaking, we have not proved that these operators are equal,
only that they have the same action on asymptotic states, but this will be sufficient for the following
arguments.

We finally turn to the deformation of the S-matrix. Taking into account the simple action of Q12 on
asymptotic states and eq. (4.53), we can write

S̃
νNνN−1···ν1
µ1µ2···µN = e

iγ
2

∑
m>n

ϵijqνm
i

qνn
j e

− iγ
2

∑
m<n

ϵijqµm
i

qµn
j S

νNνN−1···ν1
µ1µ2···µN . (4.62)

The only subtle point is that, because of the action of S, the outgoing states labelled by the momenta
p1, . . . , pN have a spatial ordering that is reversed compared to that of the incoming states. For this
reason, the exponential coming from the action of e− iγ

2 Q12 has a summation with m > n instead of
m < n. As anticipated, in the case of the two-body S-matrix we find

S̃ν2ν1
µ1µ2

= e− iγ
2 ϵ

ij(qν1
i
q

ν2
j

+qµ1
i
q

µ2
j

)Sν2ν1
µ1µ2

. (4.63)

As already discussed, this formula can be matched with the known deformations of the S-matrix under
T T̄ and JT deformations. For example, in the case of T T̄ , Q1 would measure minus the worldsheet
momentum and Q2 the energy,23 so that the T T̄ deformation of the S-matrix is

S̃ν2ν1
µ1µ2

= eiγ(p1ω2−ω1p2)Sν2ν1
µ1µ2

. (4.64)

This matches, for example, with [11], taking into account that the parameter a of the a-gauge and γ are
related as a = 1/2 − γ. Similarly, specifying to the case of the JTσ deformation, if J has a conserved
charge Q with eigenvalues qµ, then one finds

S̃ν2ν1
µ1µ2

= e
iγ
2 (p1q

ν2 −qν1p2+p1q
µ2 −qµ1p2)Sν2ν1

µ1µ2
, (4.65)

which agrees with [28]. We have also verified these formulae with the tree-level results of section 4.1.1.
To conclude, let us consider the case of the J̃Tτ deformation. We denote the eigenvalues of the

topological charge for the current J̃ by wµ, so that

S̃ν2ν1
µ1µ2

= e
iγ
2 (ω1(wν2 +wµ2 )−(wν1 +wµ1 )ω2)Sν2ν1

µ1µ2
. (4.66)

23If we take, for example,

xµ =
1

√
2π

∫
dp√
2ωµ

p

(
aµ(p, τ) eipσ + aµ†(p, τ) e−ipσ

)
, pµ =

1
√

2π

∫
dp√
2ωµ

p

(−iωµ
p )
(

aµ(p, τ) eipσ − a†
µ(p, τ) e−ipσ

)
.

where we allow for different dispersion relations ωµ
p =
√

m2
µ + p2 for each flavour and [aµ(p, τ), a†

ν(p′, τ)] = δµ
ν δ(p − p′),

then one has∫
dσ T τ

σ =
∫

dσ pµx′µ =
∫

dp
∑

µ

(−p)a†
µ(p)aµ(p),

∫
dσ T τ

τ =
∫

dσ H =
∫

dp
∑

µ

ωµ
p a†

µ(p)aµ(p),

where we assume that the Hamiltonian is that of massive Klein-Gordon with mass mµ.
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Taking into account that the topological charge is given by

W =
∫ +∞

−∞
dσ J̃τ = −

∫ +∞

−∞
dσ ∂σc = 0, (4.67)

hence vanish in the decompactification limit where we assume that all fields have fall off at infinity, we
find that in the case of the J̃Tτ deformation the S-matrix is not modified,

S̃ν2ν1
µ1µ2

= Sν2ν1
µ1µ2

, (4.68)

again in agreement with the tree-level results.

4.2.2 The Jτ deformation

Let us now consider the case of the Jτ deformation, where

H̃ = H + γQ. (4.69)

Here Q is the charge for the current J , and it only acts on transverse fields. As before, we need to
separate the undeformed and deformed Hamiltonians into free and interacting parts. Our aim is to show
that the effect of the deformation can be completely absorbed in the free part of the Hamiltonian, so that
the interacting part remains undeformed,

H̃2 = H2 + γQ, Ṽ = V, (4.70)

allowing us to conclude that the S-matrix is independent of γ,

S̃ = S. (4.71)

To show this, we will make some mild assumptions. In particular, we assume that the Lagrangian
density of the reduced model before the deformation admits a perturbative expansion in powers of fields
such that its quadratic part is described by M Klein-Gordon fields, each with its own mass,

L2 = − 1
2

M∑
µ=1

(
∂αxµ∂

αxµ +m2
µx

2
µ

)
. (4.72)

This Lagrangian density gives the free Hamiltonian H2. The charge Q should then come from an internal
global symmetry that is compatible with perturbation theory. Therefore, we do not consider the possibil-
ity that any fields are massless (mµ = 0 for some µ), in which case L2 would be invariant under constant
shifts of these fields, but we would not have a perturbative description of the scattering problem. Instead,
we consider the setup in which mµ = mν ̸= 0 for µ, ν = 1, . . . , d ≤ M , so that we have d massive fields
with SO(d) invariance. We will also assume that the interacting Hamiltonian respects this symmetry,
but for the moment we will focus on the free theory. The fields xµ, µ = 1, . . . , d transform in the vector
representation of SO(d). The generators of SO(d) can be realised with matrices (Tµν)ij ∝ (δiµδνj−δiνδµj),
so that Tµν rotates xµ and xν , leaving the other fields invariant.

Let us consider one such rotation, T12, and focus on x1 and x2 since the other fields are simply
spectators. From the infinitesimal rotation δx1 = λx2, δx2 = −λx1, we find the Noether current Jα =
x2∂

αx1 − x1∂
αx2. In particular, we have Jτ = x1p2 − x2p1, where pµ = ẋµ. It is convenient to introduce

the complex field ϕ = 1√
2 (x1 + ix2), ϕ† = 1√

2 (x1 − ix2), such that the quadratic Lagrangian becomes

L2 = −
(
∂αϕ

†∂αϕ+m2ϕ†ϕ
)
. (4.73)
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The conjugate momenta are π = 1√
2 (p1 − ip2) and π† = 1√

2 (p1 + ip2). Now the infinitesimal transfor-
mation reads δϕ = −iλϕ, and the Noether current is Jα = i(ϕ†∂αϕ− ∂αϕ†ϕ) with Jτ = −i(ϕ†π† − πϕ).

Following the tree-level discussion in section 4.1.1, we consider the Jτ deformation

H̃2 = H2 + γJτ = π†π + ϕ†′ϕ′ +m2ϕ†ϕ− iγ(ϕ†π† − πϕ). (4.74)

Computing the Hamilton equation ϕ̇ = {H̃2, ϕ} we find that in the deformed theory the identification of
the conjugate momenta is modified

π = ϕ̇† + iγϕ†, π† = ϕ̇− iγϕ. (4.75)

To quantise the theory we let

ϕ = 1√
2π

∫
dp√
2fp

(
bp e

−i(ωb
pτ−pσ) + d†

p e
i(ωd

pτ−pσ)
)
, (4.76)

which implies

π = −i√
2π

∫
dp√
2fp

(
(ωdp − γ)dp e−i(ωd

pτ−pσ) − (ωbp + γ)b†
p e

i(ωb
pτ−pσ)

)
, (4.77)

where fp, ωbp and ωdp are real functions of p to be determined. Similar formulae are obtained for the
complex conjugates of the fields. If we demand that ϕ, π, b, b† and d, d† all satisfy canonical commutation
relations, then we obtain the relations

ωbp = fp − γ, ωdp = fp + γ. (4.78)

Assuming that fp is an even function of the momentum (f−p = fp) so that ωb−p = ωbp and ωd−p = ωdp as
well, one finds that the Hamiltonian is

H̃2 =
∫

dp

2fp

[
Zp

(
bpd−pe

−iτ(ωb
p+ωd

p) + d†
pb

†
−pe

iτ(ωb
p+ωd

p)
)

+W b
pb

†
pbp +W d

p d
†
pdp

]
, (4.79)

where we use normal ordering and

Zp = −(ωbp + γ)(ωdp − γ) + p2 +m2 + γ(ωdp − γ) − γ(ωbp + γ),

W b
p = (ωbp + γ)2 + p2 +m2 − 2γ(ωbp + γ), W d

p = (ωdp − γ)2 + p2 +m2 + 2γ(ωdp − γ).
(4.80)

To have a diagonal action of H̃2 we require Zp = 0. To solve this we take

fp =
√
m2 + p2 =⇒ ωbp =

√
m2 + p2 − γ, ωdp =

√
m2 + p2 + γ, (4.81)

such that
W b
p = 2

√
m2 + p2 (

√
m2 + p2 − γ), W d

p = 2
√
m2 + p2 (

√
m2 + p2 + γ), (4.82)

and the Hamiltonian is
H̃2 =

∫
dp
(
ωbp b

†
pbp + ωdpd

†
pdp
)
. (4.83)

In other words, particles and antiparticles receive a correction to the dispersion relation that depends on
their charge. Nevertheless, the Fourier decomposition of the fields is

ϕ = 1√
2π

∫
dp√
2ωp

(
bp e

−i(ω−
p τ−pσ) + d†

p e
i(ω+

p τ−pσ)
)
,

π = −i√
2π

∫
dp√
2ωp

ωp

(
dp e

−i(ω+
p τ−pσ) − b†

p e
i(ω−

p τ−pσ)
)
,

(4.84)
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where ωp =
√
m2 + p2 is the standard relativistic dispersion relation and ω±

p = ωp ± γ. Note that the
modified dispersion relation only enters in the plane-wave exponentials. Let us also add that the charge
Q = −i

∫
dσ(π†ϕ† − ϕπ) is equal to

Q =
∫
dp (d†

pdp − b†
pbp), (4.85)

so that d-particles have charge 1 and b-particles, charge −1. This explains the modified dispersion
relations ω+

p = ωdp and ω−
p = ωbp, which can be interpreted as the relativistic dispersion relation shifted

by γ multiplied by the charge of the particle. The above analysis all fully agrees with the tree-level
considerations in section 4.1.1.

Let us now turn to scattering and discuss the claim that the S-matrix remains undeformed because
Ṽ = V . We will see how this works at tree-level and argue that it extends to all loops. When computing
the tree-level 2 → 2 S-matrix in the undeformed case we evaluate expressions such as∫

dp1dp2dp3dp4 δ(ω1 + ω2 − ω3 − ω4)δ(p1 + p2 − p3 − p4)M(p1, p2, p3, p4), (4.86)

where the delta functions enforcing conservation of energy and momentum come from the integration over
τ and σ of the products of plane-wave exponentials, and M(p1, p2, p3, p4) is written in terms of creation
and annihilation operators, the momenta pi and the corresponding dispersion relations. Integrating the
two delta functions over the outgoing momenta p3, p4 one finds∫

dp1dp2

∣∣∣∣ p1

ω1
− p2

ω2

∣∣∣∣−1
(M(p1, p2, p1, p2) + M(p1, p2, p2, p1)), (4.87)

where we have evaluated the Jacobian using dωp/dp = p/ωp. In the deformed case the situation is similar
and one evaluates expressions such as∫

dp1dp2dp3dp4 δ(ω̃1 + ω̃2 − ω̃3 − ω̃4)δ(p1 + p2 − p3 − p4)M̃(p1, p2, p3, p4), (4.88)

where now ω̃p denotes the deformed dispersion relation, which, depending on the type of particle, equals
ωp, ωp + γ or ωp − γ. Since Ṽ = V we have that

M̃(p1, p2, p3, p4) = M(p1, p2, p3, p4). (4.89)

Indeed, since the modified dispersion relation only appears in the plane-wave exponentials, the deforma-
tion parameter appears in the delta function but not in M(p1, p2, p3, p4). However, we also have

δ(ω̃1 + ω̃2 − ω̃3 − ω̃4) = δ(ω1 + ω2 − ω3 − ω4 + γ(q1 + q2 − q3 − q4)) = δ(ω1 + ω2 − ω3 − ω4), (4.90)

where we have used that charge conservation for Q implies q1 + q2 = q3 + q4. The same conclusion can
be reached by noticing that the modification of the dispersion relation is such that

dω̃p
dp

= dωp
dp

= p

ωp
, (4.91)

and the Jacobian is the same as in the undeformed case. Therefore, all expressions reduce to those of
the undeformed case with γ = 0. Let us note that the γ-deformation of the dispersion relation does not
spoil the identification of momenta pout1 = pin1 , p

out
2 = pin2 and pout1 = pin2 , p

out
2 = pin1 as in the original

integrable theory, thanks to the conservation of the charge Q.
To summarise, the tree-level S-matrix T in the deformed case is related to the undeformed one as

T̃ = T. At higher loops the above reasoning should go through in a similar way. External legs of scattering
amplitudes correspond to asymptotic states with modified dispersion relations, but the elements of the
scattering matrix are γ-independent. When including quantum corrections one has to integrate loops in
which off-shell particles run, so the modified dispersion relation plays no role. To conclude, in the case
of the Jτ deformation, we have argued that the S-matrix is undeformed, S̃ = S.
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4.3 S-matrix and symmetries

As discussed in section 3.2.3, fixing uniform light-cone gauge breaks symmetries of the string sigma-model.
Assuming classical integrability survives quantisation, the exact two-body S-matrix can be bootstrapped
(up to overall dressing factors) by requiring compatibility with the symmetries of the light-cone gauge-
fixed theory. To describe the scattering of states that do not respect the level-matching condition, it is
necessary to consider the off-shell symmetry algebra. This is an extension of the subalgebra of the original
string sigma-model symmetry algebra that survives gauge-fixing. For instance, for strings propagating in
an AdS5 × S5 background, in the standard light-cone gauge the symmetry breaking pattern is

psu(2, 2|4) → psu(2|2)⊕2
c.e., (4.92)

where c.e. denotes a central extension of the algebra [8]. The same central elements are shared by the
two copies of psu(2|2). To keep the discussion in this section general we shall call A = {J} the off-shell
symmetry algebra of the light-cone gauge-fixed theory, spanned by the generators {J}. Assuming that
these generators have a well-defined action on the asymptotic states, in operator notation the bootstrap
equation then reads

∆(J)S = S∆(J), ∀J ∈ A, (4.93)

where ∆(J) denotes the co-product associated with the symmetry algebra A (or rather its Hopf algebra).
It encodes how the symmetry generators J act on two-particle states. To make the link with the notation
in the previous section, we have

S
∣∣p1, p2

〉
µ1,µ2

= Sν2ν1
µ1µ2

∣∣p2, p1
〉
ν2,ν1

, ∆(J)
∣∣p1, p2

〉
µ1,µ2

= ∆(J)ν1ν2
µ1µ2

∣∣p1, p2
〉
ν1,ν2

. (4.94)

Note in particular that in our conventions the S-matrix exchanges the order of the particles, but this is
not the case for the co-product.24

For a different light-cone gauge-fixing that results in a current-current type deformation, we have seen
in the previous section that the two-body S-matrix changes as

S̃ν2ν1
µ1µ2

= e−i γ
2 ϵ

ij(qν1
i
q

ν2
j

+qµ1
i
q

µ2
j

)Sν2ν1
µ1µ2

. (4.95)

In operator form, we can recast this relation in the language of Drinfel’d-Reshetikhin twists [34], see
also [35]. In particular, from eq. (4.58), we can write25

S̃ = F S F−1, (4.96)

where we have defined the twist
F = ei

γ
2Q1∧Q2 . (4.97)

Therefore, assuming that the S-matrix S satisfies the bootstrap equation (4.93) with co-product ∆, then
the S-matrix S̃ associated to a different gauge-fixing satisfies the bootstrap equation with the twisted
co-product

∆̃(J) = F∆(J)F−1. (4.98)
24Writing the momentum dependence explicitly, the bootstrap equation would read J12(q, p)S12(p, q) = S12(p, q)J12(p, q),

where p, q are the two momenta and the indices denote the two vector spaces in V ⊗ V where the operators act. Defining
R = ΠS with Π the (graded) permutation, one obtains an operator R that reduces to the identity when interactions are
switched off, and that satisfies the bootstrap equation in the form ∆op(J)R = R∆(J), where ∆op is the opposite co-product,
or more explicitly J21(q, p)R12(p, q) = R12(p, q)J12(p, q).

25More explicitly, using the notation of footnote 24, this reads S̃12(p, q) = F12(q, p) S12(p, q) F −1
12 (p, q). Note that the

operator R = ΠS is twisted as R̃ = F op R F −1, where F op is the conjugation of the twist by the (graded) permutation.
Therefore, R̃12(p, q) = F21(q, p) R12(p, q) F −1

12 (p, q).
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The discussion above is mainly relevant for the JTσ deformation. The T T̄ deformation produces a twist
that is proportional to the identity, hence only affects the dressing factor not the symmetries, while for
the Jτ deformation, the S-matrix is left invariant, S̃ = S, hence the co-product also remains the same,
∆̃(J) = ∆(J).

For concreteness, let us focus on the AdS5 × S5 string. In this case we know that in the standard
light-cone gauge the off-shell symmetry algebra is psu(2|2)⊕2

c.e.. It follows from the result above that, even
in a non-standard light-cone gauge, the S-matrix is still invariant under a psu(2|2)⊕2

c.e. algebra, albeit in
a twisted form. In particular, for the JTσ deformation, the action of generators on two-particle states
will depend on momentum-dependent factors. Such factors already appear in the co-product of the
supercharges in the usual realisation of the psu(2|2)⊕2

c.e. algebra [8, 5]. Here, after fixing a non-standard
light-cone gauge, the co-product of the bosonic generators may also contain momentum-dependent factors.

It is interesting to ask how this result is compatible with the discussion of symmetries in section 3.2.3.
There, the on-shell symmetry algebra of the light-cone gauge-fixed theory was argued to be given by c+,
the centraliser in psu(2, 2|4) of Λ+.26 This identifies the charges in the gauged-fixed model that have
no explicit dependence on x+ = τ [8], hence Poisson-commute with the Hamiltonian.27 In the standard
light-cone gauge, c+ = psu(2|2)⊕2 ⊕u(1)⊕2, which after relaxing the level-matching condition is centrally-
extended to psu(2|2)⊕2

c.e.. Since these symmetries have a well-defined action on the asymptotic states (up
to exponentials of x−, which are reinterpreted as exponentials of the worldsheet momentum [8]) this
centrally-extended algebra can be identified with the symmetry algebra A of the S-matrix.

For a general light-cone gauge, the relation between c+ and A may not be as straightforward. First,
for a generic choice of light-cone gauge, the action of c+ will not necessarily have a well-defined action
on asymptotic states. A priori, it is not obvious how such a symmetry would constrain the two-body
S-matrix. A second important point is that in the full sigma-model, as well as light-cone gauge-fixing the
bosonic fields, the fermionic κ-symmetry should also be fixed. It is then necessary to understand how the
κ-gauge affects the identification of c+ [8]. Furthermore, as happens for the supercharges in the standard
light-cone gauge, one should keep in mind that generators that do not commute with Λ− will give rise to
charges with an explicit dependence on x− and their action on one-particle states can be non-trivial.

Nevertheless, knowing that different light-cone gauge-fixings lead to different algebras c+, let us assume
that they also lead to different S-matrix symmetry algebras A. For example, consider a light-cone gauge-
fixing “A” with S-matrix SA invariant under the symmetry algebra AA, and a light-cone gauge-fixing “B”
with SB invariant under AB . The S-matrix SA should then actually be invariant under a larger symmetry
algebra that includes AA and a twisted version of AB . It would be interesting to verify explicitly whether
this scenario is correct and if, patching together all possible light-cone gauge-fixings, the full symmetry
algebra of the theory before gauge-fixing, i.e. psu(2, 2|4) for the AdS5 ×S5 superstring, can be recovered.

5 Gauge-invariance of the spectrum

Despite the fact that the Hamiltonian and the S-matrix of the gauge-fixed model are (almost by definition)
gauge-dependent objects, the spectrum of the string sigma-model should be independent of the gauge.
In this section we check this explicitly, assuming that the asymptotic spectrum (i.e. up to wrapping
corrections due to the finite string length L) is encoded in a set of Bethe equations constructed from the
worldsheet S-matrix. This is the case for integrable models of interest such as strings on AdS5 × S5 and

26In a general gauge we identify Λ+ and Λ−, see also below, through the relation tΛa + φΛs = x+Λ+ + x−Λ−.
27The charges may be divided into “kinematical” (if they do not depend on x−) or “dynamical” (if they depend on x−).
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AdS3 ×S3 × T 4. Without going into the details of these specific models, we consider a toy-example with
a nested Bethe ansatz that has the necessary level of complication to demonstrate the gauge invariance
of the spectrum.

5.1 A toy-example of nested Bethe ansatz

For this discussion we will use the coordinate Bethe ansatz (see, e.g., the reviews [36]). We assume that we
have two particle flavours denoted by ϕ and χ. For simplicity, we take ϕ to be a boson, although this is not
necessary for the following discussion. Let us suppose that in the two-particle basis

∣∣ϕϕ〉, ∣∣ϕχ〉, ∣∣χϕ〉, ∣∣χχ〉
the S-matrix is

S =


A 0 0 0
0 B C 0
0 D E 0
0 0 0 F

 . (5.1)

Braiding unitarity, that is the condition S21S12 = 1, implies various relations including A12A21 = 1. To
adapt to standard conventions, we adopt a different notation here to that used in section 4. For example,
the two-particle states are related as

∣∣ϕ1χ2
〉

:=
∣∣p1, p2

〉
ϕχ

and the action of the S-matrix is such that
S
∣∣ϕ1χ2

〉
= B12

∣∣ϕ2χ1
〉

+ D12
∣∣χ2ϕ1

〉
. In particular, the subscripts denote the momenta of the scattered

particles. We then construct N -particle states as∣∣ϕ1ϕ2 · · ·ϕN
〉

=
∑

σ1≪σ2≪···σN

e
i
∑N

j=1
piσj

∣∣ϕσ1ϕσ2 · · ·ϕσN

〉
, (5.2)

where the states on the left-hand-side have well-defined momenta ordered as p1 > p2 > · · · > pN , and on
the right-hand-side we create wave-packets centred around the positions σi. Here the formula is written
for the case when all of the particles have flavour ϕ, but the generalisation is straightforward.

The Bethe equations are obtained by requiring periodicity of the wave function for eigenstates of
the S-matrix. Let us start with the case of two particles of flavour ϕ. Because they simply scatter as
S
∣∣ϕ1ϕ2

〉
= A12

∣∣ϕ2ϕ1
〉
, it is sufficient to consider the state∣∣Ψ〉 =

∣∣ϕ1ϕ2
〉

+A12
∣∣ϕ2ϕ1

〉
, (5.3)

and it follows from braiding unitarity that S
∣∣Ψ〉 =

∣∣Ψ〉. If we write∣∣Ψ〉 =
∑

σ1≪σ2

ψ(σ1, σ2)
∣∣ϕσ1ϕσ2

〉
, (5.4)

we then identify the wave function as

ψ(σ1, σ2) = ei(p1σ1+p2σ2) +A12e
i(p2σ1+p1σ2), (5.5)

and the periodicity condition ψ(σ2, σ1 + L) = ψ(σ1, σ2) implies the two Bethe equations

eip1L = A21, eip2L = A12. (5.6)

The generalisation to the case of N I particles of flavour ϕ is

eipkL =
NI∏
j=1
j ̸=k

Ajk. (5.7)
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To include particles of flavour χ we need to introduce two “levels.” We interpret the states constructed
with ϕ as belonging to level I only. On top of level I, we construct level II excitations to account for χ.
The difficulty now comes from the non-diagonal scattering of ϕ and χ, for example,

S
∣∣ϕ1χ2

〉
= B12

∣∣ϕ2χ1
〉

+D12
∣∣χ2ϕ1

〉
. (5.8)

To construct eigenstates of the S-matrix, e.g. in the case of two particles, we first take∣∣Yy〉 = f(y, p1)
∣∣χ1ϕ2

〉
+ f(y, p2)SII,I(y, p1)

∣∣ϕ1χ2
〉
, (5.9)

where f(y, p) and SII,I(y, p) are functions of an auxiliary root y and the momentum p. The function
SII,I(y, p) can be interpreted as the scattering element between level I and II excitations. Both functions
f(y, p) and SII,I(y, p) are determined by demanding that

S
∣∣Yy〉 = A12

∣∣Yy〉π, (5.10)

where
∣∣Yy〉π is obtained from

∣∣Yy〉 by exchanging p1 and p2. Let us explicitly write down the constraints
imposed by this equation, since they will be useful later

f(y, p1)C12 + f(y, p2)SII,I(y, p1)B12 = A12f(y, p1)SII,I(y, p2),

f(y, p1)E12 + f(y, p2)SII,I(y, p1)D12 = A12f(y, p2).
(5.11)

These are functional equations whose solutions will depend on the coefficients A12, B12, C12, D12, E12

and F12, hence will be model-dependent. If (5.10) is satisfied, then
∣∣Ψ〉 =

∣∣Yy〉+A12
∣∣Yy〉π is an eigenstate

of the S-matrix. In this case periodicity of the wave function leads to the new Bethe equations

eip1L = A21S
II,I(y, p1), eip2L = A12S

II,I(y, p2), 1 = SII,I(y, p1)SII,I(y, p2). (5.12)

In principle, there may also be non-trivial scattering among level II excitations, which can be found by
constructing states such as∣∣Yy1Yy2

〉
= f(y1, p1)f(y2, p2)SII,I(y2, p1)

∣∣χ1χ2
〉

+ f(y2, p1)f(y1, p2)SII,I(y1, p1)SII,II(y1, y2)
∣∣χ1χ2

〉
.

(5.13)
Demanding S

∣∣Yy1Yy2

〉
= A12

∣∣Yy1Yy2

〉
π
, where

∣∣Yy1Yy2

〉
π

is obtained by exchanging p1 and p2, one finds
the functional equation[

f(y1, p1)f(y2, p2)SII,I(y2, p1) + f(y2, p1)f(y1, p2)SII,I(y1, p1)SII,II(y1, y2)
]
F12

=
[
f(y1, p2)f(y2, p1)SII,I(y2, p2) + f(y2, p2)f(y1, p1)SII,I(y1, p2)SII,II(y1, y2)

]
A12.

(5.14)

As before, we will not need the explicit model-dependent solution to this equation. In the general case
the Bethe equations are given by

eipkL =
N∏
j=1
j ̸=k

Ajk

NII∏
j=1

SII,I(yj , pk), k = 1, . . . , N,

1 =
NII∏
j=1
j ̸=k

SII,II(yk, yj)
N∏
j=1

SII,I(yk, pj), k = 1, . . . , N II ,

(5.15)

where N I is the number of excitations of flavour ϕ, N II the number of excitations of flavour χ, and
N = N I + N II . Note that multiplying all the Bethe equations gives eiptotL = 1, where ptot =

∑N
k=1 pk.

We will take the level-matching condition ptot = 0.
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Once a state is fixed and the corresponding solution to the Bethe equations is found, that is a list of
values p1, . . . , pN , the conserved charge E − J is given by the sum of the magnon energies

E − J =
N∑
i=1

Ei, Ei =
√
m2
i + 4h2 sin2 pi

2 , (5.16)

where mi is the mass of the excitation, pi its momentum, and h is a function of the string tension.

5.2 Invariance for current-current gauge transformations

When the gauge transformation is a current-current deformation, the invariance of the spectrum comes
from the fact that, in addition to the Hamiltonian and S-matrix of the reduced model, the length L

of the string is also gauge-dependent. Taking this into account ensures that the Bethe equations, and
therefore the spectrum, are gauge-independent. For the T T̄ gauge deformation this has been discussed
in the literature, in particular see [10,11] and [5]. To the best of our knowledge the case of the JTσ gauge
deformation has not been discussed before. We first briefly review the case of the T T̄ gauge deformation
below, before discussing the more involved JTσ gauge deformation.

Let us note that the invariance of the spectrum is a consequence of interpreting the deformations as
gauge transformations. For genuine T T̄ or JTσ deformations, the length L is fixed to be γ-independent,
and the spectrum would be γ-dependent.

5.2.1 T T̄

In the case of the T T̄ gauge transformation we know that the S-matrix changes by an overall factor,

S̃12 = eiγ(p1ω2−p2ω1)S12. (5.17)

Working with the toy-example of section 5.1, this means that Ã12 = eiγ(p1ω2−p2ω1)A12, and similarly for
all the other entries. It is easy to see that, given the γ-dependent factor is common to all entries of the
S-matrix, it drops out of eqs. (5.11) and (5.14), so that the functions f(y, p), SII,I(y, p), SII,II(yk, yj)
can be taken to be the same as in the undeformed case. At the same time, we should take into account
the γ-dependence of the length of the string. In particular, integrating the relation p̃− = p− + γp+ from
eq. (2.47), it follows that L̃ = L− γEtot, where Etot =

∑N
k=1 Ek is the total energy. Therefore,

eipkL̃ = eipkLe−iγpkEtot

=
N∏
j=1
j ̸=k

eiγ(pjωk−pkωj)Ajk

NII∏
j=1

SII,I(yj , pk)

=����
eiγωkp

tot

e−iγpkEtot
N∏
j=1
j ̸=k

Ajk

NII∏
j=1

SII,I(yj , pk),

(5.18)

where we have used ptot = 0. The factor e−iγpkEtot appears on both sides of the equation, hence cancels
and the Bethe equations for pk are γ-independent. It is immediate to see that the equations for the
auxiliary roots are also independent of the deformation.

5.2.2 JTσ

In the case of a JTσ gauge transformation, verifying that the spectrum is invariant is more involved.
First, we notice that

Ã12 = eiγqϕ(p1−p2)A12, B̃12 = e
i
2γ(qϕ+qχ)(p1−p2)B12, C̃12 = eiγ(p1qϕ−p2qχ)C12,

F̃12 = eiγqχ(p1−p2)F12, Ẽ12 = e
i
2γ(qϕ+qχ)(p1−p2)E12, D̃12 = eiγ(p1qχ−p2qϕ)D12,

(5.19)

44



where qϕ and qχ denote the charges of ϕ and χ under the symmetry corresponding to the current J . Note
that we assume that ϕ and χ are eigenstates of the charge. Consider now the equations in (5.11). We
have similar equations in the deformed case, but with tildes. The equations without tildes imply those
with tildes if we take

f̃(y, p) = f(y, p)e i
2γp(qϕ−qχ), S̃II,I(y, p) = SII,I(y, p)eiγp(qϕ−qχ). (5.20)

We also note that, with this identification and with S̃II,II(yk, yj) = SII,II(yk, yj), equation (5.14) is
automatically solved in the presence of the deformation.

Now let us look at the Bethe equations, starting with those for the momenta pk. Knowing that
p̃− = p− − γJτ from eq. (2.52), we conclude that L̃ = L− γqtot, where qtot is the total charge for all the
excitations. Therefore, the Bethe equations become

eipkL̃ = eipkLe−iγpkq
tot

=
N∏
j=1
j ̸=k

eiγqϕ(pj−pk)Ajk

NII∏
j=1

eiγpk(qϕ−qχ)SII,I(yj , pk)

=����
eiγqϕp

tot

e−iγpk[Nqϕ−NII (qϕ−qχ)]
N∏
j=1
j ̸=k

Ajk

NII∏
j=1

SII,I(yj , pk).

(5.21)

The γ-independence of the equation is a consequence of ptot = 0 and qtot = N Iqϕ + N IIqχ = Nqϕ −
N II(qϕ − qχ), where we recall N = N I +N II . The Bethe equations for the auxiliary roots

1 =
NII∏
j=1
j ̸=k

SII,II(yk, yj)
N∏
j=1

eiγpj(qϕ−qχ)SII,I(yk, pj), (5.22)

are γ-independent thanks to ptot = 0.

5.3 Invariance for Jτ deformations

The invariance of the spectrum under a Jτ gauge deformation is even simpler to see. Before the gauge
transformation, we compute the eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian H, which are identified by the solutions to
the Bethe equations constructed from the S-matrix S. As already mentioned, given the solution p1, . . . , pN

for a certain state, the eigenvalue of the Hamiltonian is then E =
∑N
k=1 Ek, where Ek =

√
m2
k + 4h2 sin2 pk

2 .
After the Jτ gauge deformation, we compute the eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian H̃ = H +γQ. These

are found by identifying the solutions to the Bethe equations constructed from the S-matrix S̃, which,
in this case, is equal to the undeformed S-matrix, S̃ = S. Hence, both the Bethe equations and their
solutions are trivially γ-independent.

From the point of view of the scattering problem, the dispersion relations of the asymptotic states are
modified by shifts proportional to their charges, as we saw explicitly in section 4.1.1 and section 4.2.2.
Therefore, the eigenvalue of the Hamiltonian H̃ will now be obtained by computing Ẽ =

∑N
k=1 Ẽk where

Ẽk = Ek + γqk, with qk the charge of the excitation. It is clear that the γ-dependence of the spectrum of
H̃ is spurious: it is a consequence of the fact that the definition of H̃ itself depends on γ. Even in this
gauge, if we were computing the eigenvalues of H = H̃ − γQ, we would find a γ-independent spectrum.

6 Conclusions and outlook

In this paper we analysed inequivalent uniform light-cone gauges for string sigma-models with at least
two commuting isometries, one timelike and one spacelike. By implementing target-space coordinate
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transformations before light-cone gauge-fixing, we found four classes of inequivalent gauge-fixings, which
can be understood as T T̄ , JTσ, Jτ and J̃Tτ deformations. We further demonstrated that of these, only the
T T̄ and JTσ deformations modify the worldsheet S-matrix. In the context of string sigma-models, they
are understood simply as different gauge choices, so that the spectrum remains invariant, see section 5.

In section 3 we investigated the moduli space of inequivalent light-cone gauge-fixings for spacetimes
given by the Cartesian product of two rank-1 symmetric spaces Ma × Ms, of which AdSn × Sn is an
important example. In particular, we explicitly constructed part of this moduli space for the unique (up
to global symmetries) point-like string solution with momentum in both Ma and Ms, confirming the
expected freedom related to T T̄ , JTσ, Jτ and J̃T τ deformations. There is also the option of starting from
massless geodesics on Ma. In the case of AdS space this leads to the AdS light-cone gauge [19], which we
have not discussed. It would also be interesting to study more general spacetimes, including higher-rank
cosets. Since S3 ×S3 is a rank-2 coset, this would be important for the AdS3 ×S3 ×S3 ×S1 background.
In this case there will no longer be a unique point-like string solution with momentum in both Ma and
Ms up to global symmetries. For example, in the case of S3 × S3 we have a one-parameter family of
solutions, distinguished by the ratio of momenta on the two spheres. Nevertheless, once a choice of point-
like string has been made, the classification of inequivalent gauges should follow the pattern explained in
this paper.

We have focused on fixing uniform light-cone gauge for bosonic AdSn × Sn backgrounds, i.e. realised
in terms of symmetric spaces. It would be interesting to extend our systematic analysis to semisymmetric
spaces and the Green-Schwarz superstring, where in addition to fixing worldsheet diffeomorphisms, one
should also fix the gauge of the local fermionic κ-symmetry transformations (see, e.g., [5,37] for reviews).
Since the κ-symmetry commutes with the superisometries, its gauge-fixing will not affect the identification
of the residual symmetries in the light-cone gauge-fixed theory. Nevertheless, κ-symmetry is important for
understanding how the residual superalgebra acts on the transverse theory, hence it would be interesting
to incorporate this analysis.

In general, after gauge-fixing the original supersymmetry algebra is reduced to a residual superalgebra.
In the standard setup this is a centrally-extended psu(2|2)⊕2 for AdS5 × S5 and a central extension of
[u(1) ⋉ psu(1|1)⊕2]⊕2 for AdS3 × S3 × T 4 (ignoring the torus directions and their superpartners). As
shown in section 3.2.3 (c.f. table 1, table 2, and eq. (3.77)), the residual symmetry algebra may change
depending on the choice of gauge. It would be interesting to understand if in general the worldsheet
S-matrix is uniquely fixed by the residual symmetries up to an overall factor, as in [38] for the standard
choice. For this, it would be necessary to understand how the action of the residual generators is realised
on the transverse theory, as well as the effect of κ-symmetry, which we expect to be non-trivial.

As discussed in section 4.3, if we consider, for example, AdS5 ×S5, the centrally-extended psu(2|2)⊕2

symmetry is not actually broken under the light-cone gauge transformation; instead, it undergoes a
twist. Since different gauges have residual symmetries that are different subalgebras of psu(2, 2|4), it may
be possible to identify a larger invariance of the worldsheet AdS5 × S5 S-matrix going beyond the usual
centrally-extended psu(2|2)⊕2, possibly corresponding to a non-standard action of the inherent psu(2, 2|4)
symmetry on the transverse fields and their S-matrix.

Our motivation for the analysis in this paper came from the study of integrable deformations of
AdSn × Sn sigma-models, their worldsheet S-matrices and quantum integrability descriptions. Thinking
of an undeformed string sigma-model as a point in a space of theories, its continuous deformations can be
pictured as lines departing from this point. As we have seen, the undeformed model may have a moduli
space of inequivalent light-cone gauge-fixings, each describing the same sigma-model, with an unchanged
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string spectrum. However, an integrable deformation may break some symmetries, resulting in a smaller
moduli space of light-cone gauge-fixings. In other words, in order to be able to deform the gauge-fixed
model, we would need to restrict to a subspace of light-cone gauge-fixings. Correspondingly, to be able
to deform the worldsheet S-matrix we may first need to apply a JTσ transformation. We refer to [16,17]
for realisations of this scenario.

Knowing that inequivalent light-cone gauges play an important role in the integrability formulation
of integrable deformations of the string sigma-models, it would be interesting to understand how this is
paralleled in the spin-chain description of the dual gauge theories [39]. This would be the starting point to
construct deformations of the spin chain corresponding to deformations of the string theory background.
The case of the homogeneous Yang-Baxter deformations, which are expected to be implemented by
Drinfel’d twists, should be particularly tractable. Starting with [40], there has been substantial progress
in the identification of the deformations of the gauge theory that are dual to homogeneous Yang-Baxter
deformations of the string, see in particular the recent [41]. Given that the construction is under control
when the deformation is based on twists of the Poincaré algebra, it would be interesting to understand if
spin-chain constructions could help with the identification of the gauge theory duals beyond those cases.
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A Conventions and review of light-cone gauge-fixing

We consider a string sigma-model on a D-dimensional background parametrised by the coordinates xM

with M = 0, . . . , D − 1

S = − T

2

∫ L
2

−L
2

dτdσ
(
γαβGMN − ϵαβBMN

)
∂αx

M∂βx
N , (A.1)

where T denotes the string tension and L the length of the string. Moreover, γαβ is the Weyl-invariant
combination of the worldsheet metric, and we use the convention ϵτσ = −1. The sigma-model couplings
are the target-space metric GMN and the B-field BMN . We assume that the background possesses at
least two abelian isometries realised by shifts of two coordinates x0 = t and x1 = φ. Here t is a timelike
and φ a spacelike coordinate. The remaining coordinates will be called transverse and are denoted by xµ

with µ = 2, . . . , D − 1.
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Under the above assumptions, a solution to the equations of motion of the sigma-model is

t̄ = κτ, φ̄ = τ, x̄µ = 0. (A.2)

Here the bar denotes a field evaluated on the classical solution. In this solution the velocity of φ̄ is fixed
to 1 (e.g., by redefining τ). In principle, x̄µ can be a collection of non-vanishing constants, but these can
be set to zero by redefining xµ.

The Virasoro constraints fix the value of the parameter κ. To see this, let us construct the stress-energy
tensor of the sigma-model (A.1)

Tαβ = ∂αx
MGMN∂βx

N − 1
2 γαβγ

γδ∂γx
MGMN∂δx

N . (A.3)

If we rewrite our classical solution as x̄M = aMτ with a0 = κ, a1 = 1 and aµ = 0, then the components
of the stress-energy tensor on the classical solution read

T̄ττ = C

(
1 − 1

2 γττγ
ττ

)
, T̄τσ = − 1

2 C γτσγ
ττ , T̄σσ = − 1

2 C γσσγ
ττ , (A.4)

where
C = ḠMNa

MaN = Ḡ00κ
2 + Ḡ11. (A.5)

Here we assumed Ḡ01 = 0, which can be achieved by redefining t and φ. On the classical solution the
Virasoro constraints T̄αβ = 0 are satisfied if C = 0. We solve this by taking

κ =

√
− Ḡ11

Ḡ00
, (A.6)

where we are making a choice for the sign of κ. Finally, rescaling the field t by κ, we can work with a
classical solution of the form t̄ = τ , φ̄ = τ and x̄µ = 0, so that we effectively set κ = 1.

Let us now review how to fix uniform light-cone gauge in the Hamiltonian formalism following the
review [5], see also [4, 18]. Starting from the classical sigma-model action (A.1), we define the conjugate
momenta as

pM = δS
δẋM

= −Tγτβ∂βxNGMN − Tx′NBMN . (A.7)

Here, and in the rest of the paper, a dot denotes the time derivative ẋM = ∂τx
M and a prime, the spatial

derivative x′M = ∂σx
M . On the classical solution the momenta read

p̄0 = −T γ̄ττ Ḡ00, p̄1 = −T γ̄ττ Ḡ11, p̄µ = −T γ̄ττ (Ḡµ0 + Ḡ11). (A.8)

In principle, p̄µ can be a non-vanishing constant vector, but from now on we assume that p̄µ = 0.
In section 2.1.2 we show that we can always redefine our fields to achieve this, and that when doing so
we end up with an equivalent gauge-fixing. We also fix γ̄ττ = −(TḠ11)−1 so that p̄1 = 1. To summarise,
thus far we have

t̄ = τ, φ̄ = τ, x̄µ = 0,

p̄0 = −1, p̄1 = 1, p̄µ = 0.
(A.9)

We now introduce light-cone coordinates as28

x+ = 1
2 (t+ φ) , x− = φ− t, (A.11)

28We could use
x+ = (1 − a)t + aφ, x− = φ − t,

p+ = p0 + p1, p− = −ap0 + (a − 1)p1,
(A.10)

and the classical solution would still remain the same. However, here we set a = 1/2 and the parameter a will instead be
recovered from the discussion in section 2.1.2.
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so that
p+ = p0 + p1, p− = 1

2 (−p0 + p1). (A.12)

On the classical solution we have

x̄+ = τ, x̄− = 0, x̄µ = 0,

p̄+ = 0, p̄− = 1, p̄µ = 0.
(A.13)

After introducing the momenta pM , the action can be rewritten as

S =
∫
dτdσ

(
pM ẋ

M + γτσ

γττ
C1 + 1

2Tγττ C2

)
, (A.14)

where

C1 = pMx
′M ,

C2 = GMNpMpN + T 2GMNx
′Mx′N − 2TpMGMNBNQx

′Q + T 2GMNBMPBNQx
′Px′Q,

(A.15)

and γτσ and γττ are Lagrange multipliers imposing the Virasoro constraints are C1 = C2 = 0. On these
constraints the action is simply

S =
∫
dτdσ pM ẋ

M =
∫
dτdσ

(
p+ẋ

+ + p−ẋ
− + pµẋ

µ
)
. (A.16)

We now expand the fields around their classical values as xM = x̄M + x̂M and pM = p̄M + p̂M ,
where the hats denote fluctuations. We expand around a classical solution to ensure the Lagrangian and
Hamiltonian start at quadratic order in the fluctuating fields. Because of the reparametrisation invariance
on the worldsheet, we can choose a gauge where two fluctuations are set to zero, and we take

x̂+ = 0 = p̂−. (A.17)

All other fields are allowed to fluctuate. Taking into account the classical solution and the gauge choice,
we have

x+ = τ, x− = x̂−, xµ = x̂µ,

p+ = p̂+, p− = 1, pµ = p̂µ.
(A.18)

Since each field either coincides with its classical value or with its fluctuation, the notation is unambiguous
if we omit the bars and hats, and we will do so from now on. The expansion of the action around the
classical solution is therefore

Sg.f. =
∫
dτdσ

(
p+ + ẋ− + pµẋ

µ
)

=
∫
dτdσ (p+ + pµẋ

µ) , (A.19)

where in the second step we dropped a total derivative. We recognise the action for the transverse fields
xµ, pµ with Hamiltonian density H = −p+. Indeed, p+ is expressed in terms of transverse fields once we
solve the Virasoro constraints C1 = C2 = 0 for the fluctuations x− and p+. The first equation is solved
by

x−′ = −pµxµ′. (A.20)

The second equation is quadratic in p+. If we introduce indices m,n = −, µ (i.e. all except +) then
writing the equation as C2 = Ap2

+ +Bp+ + C = 0, where

A = G++,

B = 2G+mpm − 2TG+MBMnx
′n,

C = Gmnpmpn + T 2Gmnx
′mx′n − 2TpmGmNBNqx′q + T 2GMNBMpBNqx

′px′q,

(A.21)
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we take the solution to be
p+ = −B +

√
B2 − 4AC
2A , (A.22)

where the sign is chosen to give the correct Hamiltonian. In this expression p− is replaced by its classical
value p̄− = 1 and x−′ using (A.20). The solution for the Hamiltonian density is therefore

H = B −
√
B2 − 4AC
2A . (A.23)

If we define charges QM =
∫ L

2
− L

2
dσ pM , then we have the relations Q+ = −

∫ L
2

− L
2
dσH = −H where H is

the Hamiltonian, and Q− = L.
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