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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 AdS,, x S™ backgrounds, the product of n-dimensional anti



de Sitter space and an n-dimensional sphere. This is particularly of interest in the study of integrable
string sigma-models, such as AdSs x S® [6] and AdSs x S x T* [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 ¢, a
timelike coordinate, and ¢, a spacelike coordinate, such that ¢ = ¢ = 7 is a classical solution of the
sigma-model where 7 is the worldsheet time. Introducing light-cone coordinates xt = (¢ + ¢)/2 and
x~ = p —t, we expand the worldsheet action around the classical solution and gauge-fix the fluctuations
of the fields 2 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, z+ = 7 and p_ = 1.

The light-cone gauge-fixing procedure results in a “reduced model” for the fields z* transverse to the
longitudinal fields 27 and 2~. The Hamiltonian H of the reduced model is identified with the target-space
charge E — J, where the energy F and angular momentum .J are the Noether charges for shifts in ¢t and ¢
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 z™ 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 AdSs x S®, the psu(2,2|4) superisometry leads
to a centrally-extended psu(2|2)®? residual superalgebra of the reduced model [8], while in the case of
AdS3 x S? x T* (ignoring the torus directions and their superpartners), the psu(1, 1|2)®? superisometry
leads to a central extension of [u(1) x psu(1|1)®2]92 [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 FE, 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 % and transverse z* fields. In particular, we consider target-space coordinate
transformations (z+,z~,z#) — (#%,Z7,%") 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'T 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 AdS,, x S™, 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.



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 AdS,, x S™, 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 = ffé% drdo £, where £ is the Lagrangian density. The target space is parametrised by D
coordinates ™, which we split as (z+, 27, 2"), and 7 and o are worldsheet time and space coordinates
respectively with o ~ o + L. A dot denotes the time derivative # = 9,2 and a prime, the spatial
derivative z'M = 9, aM.

We assume that the action is invariant under constant shifts of the two light-cone fields + and z~, so
that there is a classical point-like string solution of the form 7 = 7. We expand the action around this
classical configuration 1 = 7 in the Hamiltonian formalism and thus introduce a conjugate momentum
par for each field ™. 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 #+ and p_ to zero.
Therefore, on the gauge these fields coincide with their classical configurations, and we may write just
T = 7 and p_ = 1. After light-cone gauge, one obtains a reduced model for the D — 2 “transverse”
fields x*, whose Lagrangian density we will denote as £. 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™ = 7, p_ = 1 with an alter-
native light-cone gauge-fixing ¥ = 7, p_ = 1 after performing target-space coordinate transformations

(or, equivalently, local field redefinitions on the worldsheet)
aM = (T 7 2") — M =T, aH). (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 #*, 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 Z* coordinates and the alternative gauge-fixing #+ =7, p_ =1, in
principle one ends up with a Hamiltonian density 7. 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 7 and # are related by a canonical transformation. We will say that they are inequivalent if

there is no canonical transformation relating them.



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

" in the vector & and consider the transformation,

$+:f+, xT =1, xH:fM(‘%),
3 5 y ofv (2.2)
P+ =D+, b—-=Dp—, p#:@pln

where f* 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 py = py implies
H(Z,p) = H(E(T), P(Z, D)), (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
afv

xt = fﬁ(i)v ﬁu = @pu- (24)

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

+

zt =3t p_=p_, (2.5)

it is obvious that the gauge condition z+ = 7, p_ = 1 is compatible with the gauge &+ = 7, p_ = 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 #* 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
oM = FM(z )), (2.6)

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

oFM

M _ M M _
oz = fYON, where f" = A |y’

2.7)



so that the infinitesimal variation of the Lagrangian .Z is

0L

0L = 04 (W fM5A> , (2.8)

up to terms that vanish on the equations of motion. Invariance of the action for constant d\ implies that
the Lagrangian can change at most by a total derivative, so we write §.Z = 9,V for some V. We can

then identify the conserved Noether current as

o« _ya__90Z u
=V s (2.9)

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

formation (2.6), but promote the parameter A to be a function of the fields. In particular, let us write
0N = ve(E), (2.10)

for some function ¢ of #. Here we are introducing a continuous parameter v that we will use to keep
track of the transformation, so that v — 0 reduces to the identity. Importantly, when §\ 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 d\ is no longer constant we now have
0L = =04 (JUON) = =00 J¥IN — J¥Dp 0\ = —J 00\, (2.11)
where we used the conservation of the current. At this point we can define the topological current
JGy = €*Poge, (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
8L =eap sy’ (2.13)

This formally takes the form of an infinitesimal current-current deformation. Importantly, j(o;) and J<
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 % 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 ¢ to be of the form
(74, 57,7) =y 3T + -7 +9(7). (2.14)

Here v+ are constant parameters (which may be rescaled by redefining the overall deformation parameter
v) and ¢ is a function of transverse fields only. This ensures that the derivative of ), and therefore 6.
itself, may depend on derivatives of Z+ but not on &+ explicitly, and thus the shift invariance will indeed
be preserved.

So far, the discussion has been at the level of the Lagrangian density .Z before gauge-fixing. When
gauge-fixing, the Lagrangian density £ is evaluated on the solutions to the Virasoro constraints obtained

after setting ™ = 7, p_ = 1. This procedure sends .# to £, the Lagrangian of the reduced model.



Schematically, we may write (%) of = L, where “g.f.” denotes the light-cone gauge-fixing procedure.

The transformation of £ is then simply inherited from that of .Z, and we can write

5L = Yeas (J{Z))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 = p,i" — L, we

can also conclude that the transformation of the Hamiltonian density of the reduced model is

5H = s () (7). (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 .# under shifts of 2% implies the conservation of the following

two Noether currents:

.« 07 . 07
M= 0 YO T ey 247

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

j&) = e*PopaT, j(o‘_) = *Poga™. (2.18)
We will now show that upon gauge-fixing these currents become
Je ) -7 (J‘i) )
( )4 s Sy

(7)), =% (7)), =T

where T“g is the stress-energy tensor of the reduced model. Importantly, if we call 73 the stress-energy

(2.19)

tensor of the model before gauge-fixing, it is mot true that (T‘)‘g)g_f. = T%3. In fact, T%g is zero as a
consequence of the Virasoro constraints, while 7%g is not. The latter is calculated from the Lagrangian

L in the usual way following Noether’s theorem,

oL
T3 = —— dgax" — §%3L. 2.20
TR (2:20)
In the Hamiltonian formalism, each component is
TTT:Ha TUT:_aq;l aja
Ox'+ Op,, (2.21)
T  — Iz T —=H — oH x’#,ai .
o =Pt A P PR

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

JT g.f. Jo . g.f.
=2t =50, Sy =3t =5 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

j(l) = '~ 2Ly pur't =T17,. (2.23)
To identify the remaining spatial component we may reason as follows. Consider two conserved currents
Ji and J§', so that 0,Jf = 0. They may be Noether or topological currents, and in the example that

we are considering we take Ji* = j(‘i) and J§ = T%,. If, as above, we are able to prove that J| = JJ



then it follows that 0,(J¢ — J¢) = 0. In other words, the o-components may differ at most by a function
of 7, and we can write J{* = J§ + ¢*#9s¢(). The difference ¢*?dsc(7) 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 J{* = J§. 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 '~ = —p,2'#
implies that
vra)=elr) - [ d pr e (r.0). (224)
0
Now, using that
OH OH oH

. by = — —— 4+ Oy —— , 2.25
. oy’ Pu ozt + Ox'm (2.25)

we have "
i =i / dE (P’ + pud'®)
0

:é—/(]adfag (_HJF;;‘”/MWS;D
=¢+H—$x'#_$pu
— ¢+ T,

where the boundary term evaluated at & = 0 is a function of 7 only, whose sum with ¢ we denote c. In
agreement with the discussion above, we find that the two expressions match up to an unconstrained
function of 7. By redefining, for example, the topological current as j(‘{) = €95(z~ — ¢(7)), we find
the expected agreement.

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

T 0% _ g.f. .

In general, after gauge-fixing, the o component of this current will be constant, and (by adjusting the

topological term as above) we can fix it to be zero, JEZ) Lﬁ> 0. Finally, we have

- 0% g.f. T

Having identified the time component, we conclude that the spatial component can be fixed to be

c 9 -
J(+) =5 T79..

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 2+, before analysing those identified by the Noether symmetries
acting on the transverse fields only. The symmetry transformations shifting % 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



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 T, or of z~.

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 TT
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 y-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(Z).

1. Let us start by considering the Noether symmetry shifting x~, with ¢ a function of transverse fields

only. We then write

+_ &t

zt =", T =7 +ye(@), ot =gk,

(2.29)

P+ =P+, p-=p_, DPp = Pu +Yp—0yc.

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

oH =zt Pp = Pu +70uc, (2.30)

where the gauge condition p_ = 1 was used. Because the momenta are shifted by the derivative of a
function ¢(Z), 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

OH = —e (jo‘ ) (JB ) = ~0rc. 2.31
BN g N7 . ! (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 ¢ to be linear in the transverse fields is enough to

shift the momenta p,, by generic constants. This freedom is the reason why in appendix A we could

set the classical value of the transverse momenta p, to zero.



2. Let us now consider a similar transformation, but for the Noether symmetry that shifts zT. We

write ~
17+:f+_|_'yc(f)’ T =1, o = gH,
(2.32)
P+ =P+, p- =p-, Pu = Pu + 1P+0pc.
Because 1 # 7, we now expect this to lead to an inequivalent gauge. In fact, the two gauge
conditions ¥ = 7 and #T = 7 are not compatible, since demanding that the fluctuations of both
at and &t are set to zero is possible only if the fluctuations of ¢(Z) are also set to zero. This is

clearly impossible for a generic function c as transverse fields do fluctuate.

Despite the relation py = p,, it is not correct to conclude that the two Hamiltonians are the same,
because we have
ot = T, Du = pu — YHO,cC, (2.33)

which is not a canonical transformation.

To identify the explicit finite form of the deformed Hamiltonian density H, we solve for the Virasoro
constraint Cy = 0 as reviewed in appendix A. This gives H 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 C5 is invariant under diffeomorphisms in D dimensions, so that we can

trivially write

Cy = GMNpMpN + TQGMNZ’/M:L'/N — QTpMG]MNBNleQ + T2G]MNB]\/[PBNQ£L'/P$/Q,

_ N ~ _ ~ B B (2.34)
= GMNﬁMﬁN + TZGMNi‘/MCE/N - QTﬁMGMNBNQ.f,Q + TQGMNBMPBNQf/Pf/Q.
The new Hamiltonian is therefore
- B—+\/B?2-4AC
= _ , (2.35)
2A
where
A=at,
B =2G*"p,, — 2TGM By, @™, (2.36)

C =G Pbn + T2Crn® ™3™ — 2T5,, G™N By 31 + T2GMN By, By i'P 39

Thus far, these are just the formulae of appendix A with tildes. At this point, to see the explicit

~v-dependence, we can use the fact that all these objects transform as covariant tensors, so that

Gt =G 4+ 290,c G*T +420,¢ D,c G,
Gt = Gt 4+ 49,c GH™, (2.37)

Gmn — Gmn,

and similar formulae for the B-field. Having gauge-fixed the fields with tildes, we work with the
transverse fields &*, p,,. For ease of notation, and to interpret the Hamiltonian H as a deformation
of H where the fields do not change, we will drop the tildes. In other words we implement the

substitution £#* — x*, p,, — p,. Finally, we arrive at

A =G +2y0,c G' +429,c B,c G,
B =2(GT™™ +~y9,c GF™)p, — 2T(G™ +~0,c G*M)Byppa'™, (2.38)
C =G ppn + TG’ ™2™ — 2Tp,, G™N Byya'? + T?GMN By, By ga'P a9,

10



where we explicitly see the complicated y-dependence of the Hamiltonian # through A and B.

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
o1 = —veas () (T) = reas T = 10ac T 2.39
veap \J0),  \Ten), ;. = Trees o g (2.39)

In [12] this deformation was called a JT, deformation; here we will call it JT,. 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(a"r:i). Taking into account that the Noether symmetry may shift either
2T or 7, and that we may choose the function ¢ to be linear in either 2 or 2™, there are a total of four

cases to consider.

1. Let us start with the symmetry shifting % and take ¢ = v&T. Then

+_ ~+ - _ s s
T =(14+~)z™, rT =, =z,
( ) (2.40)

bt =QA+Mps,  P-=p-,  Du=Dppu
Strictly speaking this yields an inequivalent gauge, but it is clear from the above formulae that it
corresponds simply to rescaling 7, 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
_ fa B _
SH = —Yeas (J(H)g-f. (J(H)g.f. — VH. (2.41)

2. Consider now the symmetry shifting = and take ¢ = ™. Then

+_ at

T =27, T =& +v&t, ot =zt

(2.42)

D+ =p+ + 70—, - =p—, Du = Pu-

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 H = H — ~. According to the interpretation as a

current-current deformation, we indeed have
Yeap \ Y (4) af. \7) ) g Y ( )

3. Consider the symmetry shifting =~ and take ¢ = v&~. Then

+ _ &+ - _ 5= no_ s
T =237, - ={1+v)z, =1z,
(1+7) (2.44)

Pr=p+,  P-=0+Yp-,  Du=0ru
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 o and the tension 7. Also in
this case, we may say that this is an “almost equivalent” gauge. According to the interpretation as

current-current deformations, we have

SH = —eas (j({))g'f. (J(f))g'f. - T, (2.45)

This is indeed the variation of the Hamiltonian when rescaling the worldsheet coordinate o. In fact,

taking do = o and formally calculating the infinitesimal variation of the Lagrangian, one finds

5L = 0a(T%y 60) = T, 0000 = AT°,. (2.46)
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4. Finally, consider the symmetry shifting 2 and take ¢ = vZ~. Then

=3 +4i7, xT =27, at =z,
(2.47)

P+ =D+, P—=pP-+W+s  Pu=DPu
Both z* and p_ transform non-trivially, and this leads to an inequivalent gauge. Recalling how we

fix % in terms of ¢ and ¢ in appendix A, this corresponds to the so-called a-gauge of [18,5]
T =(1—a)t+ap, I =p—t, (2.48)
if we identify a = 1/2 — . As a current-current deformation, we have
o =—eas (J2)) () . = =TT, 2.49
V€ap \J(-) gr \70) g V€as ( )

which corresponds to the well-known interpretation as a 7T deformation that was given in [10,11].
We will not write the explicit finite form of the deformed Hamiltonian density 7, which may be

found for example in [11].

Transverse symmetries and c(i:i). 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 j("j:) 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 Z or in ™.

1. We first consider the case ¢ = yZ~, so that

zt = i‘+, rT =, ot = F“('%’ )‘(i‘_)%

N B d\ OFH _ OFY (2.50)
D+ = D+, p——p—‘f'dj, Wpuv pu—%pw

where

MNE ) =c(E)4...=9F +.... (2.51)
That is we identify the leading order of A\ with the function ¢, as in section 2.1. If the symme-
try transformation is non-linear, the parameter A of the finite transformation may also depend
on higher-order terms in —. These terms are identified by demanding that shifts of £~ remain
symmetries. We have not needed to consider this subtlety up to now since shifts of 2% 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 6,° we can then

write the finite transformation as

zt =2aT, T =3, ot =M, 0=0+~3,
(2.52)
P+ =P+, D— = p— + Do, Pp ="Pu, Po = Do-
Even without this assumption, it is obvious that the two conditions p— = 1 and p_ = 1 are

not compatible, so we expect an inequivalent gauge. In fact, according to the interpretation as a

current-current deformation, we have

SH = —Yens (J(Ci))g'f. (79), ) = —easT"I". (2.53)

Here J¢ is the Noether current of the transverse symmetry that we are using to generate the

transformation. In [12] this deformation was called a JT) deformation; we will call it JT,.

61f 9 is compact it has the interpretation of an angle, but it may also be non-compact.

12



2. Consider now the choice ¢ = vZ™, so that

zt =3", am =37, ot =FHENE)),
_ d\ OF# _ ~ OFY (2.54)
P+*P++diﬁﬁpm p— =p-, Puprm

where, as in the previous discussion, we identify
AET)=c(@N)+...=q2"+.... (2.55)

In this case the gauge-fixing conditions in the two coordinate systems are compatible, because
neither 2 nor p_ transform. Although the Hamiltonian densities 7 and H are related by a
canonical transformation, this is time-dependent since F* depends on ™ = #* = 7. Therefore, H
is related to ‘H by an extra shift as indicated in the relation between p; and p;. The fact that a
time-dependent canonical transformation generates an extra shift of the Hamiltonian density also
follows from the definition H = p,&* — L, where the shift comes from the explicit time derivative

of z#. According to the interpretation as a current-current deformation, we have

_ jou B — ~J7
§H = —eas <J(+))g.f. (%), =" (2.56)
where J¢ is the Noether current of the transverse symmetry. We will call this transformation a J7
deformation.

Choosing adapted coordinates in target space so that the symmetry acts simply as the shift of a

coordinate €, we have

x+:a~j+’ T =T, .I"u:i'#, 9:§+’Yi+a
} } . . (2.57)
P+ =p+tPo,  P-=DP-,  DPu=DPp Do = Do-
Therefore, the finite deformation of the Hamiltonian density is
H=H+~J, (2.58)

where we use that the time component of the Noether current and the momentum conjugate to
are related as J7 = —pg. Note that the deformed Hamiltonian (defined as the spatial integration

of the Hamiltonian density) is given by
H=H+~Q, (2.59)

where Q = [do J7 is the Noether charge.

A similar discussion holds if we instead assume that the symmetry transformation is an SO(2)

rotation of coordinates 2, x>
2% = cos A &% + sin A i3, 23 = cos A% — sin A 32 (2.60)
Introducing the vector z = (22, 23) we can write
A in A
v=RMNI, p=RNp RN =[ 70 ). (2.61)
—sin A cosA
We also have
—sin A A 0 1
dR(N) _ sin cos N - (2.62)
dA —cosA  —sin A -1 0
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Now taking 2™ = #™ for M # 2,3, we promote the above redefinition to A = yZ T, which implies

Sy e A oat o (AR
b+ =P+ 8i+pz—p+ dit O\ bi =p+ T N p (2.63)
=py + (&2 — °P3).
The deformed Hamiltonian density is then
H=H + y(&%ps — 3°pa), (2.64)

which is again of the form H = H +~J7.

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 JT, deformation obtained by the shift z* = &1 4 y¢(Z).
2. The TT deformation obtained by the shift 2T = #T 4+ ~yz~.

3. The JT, deformation obtained by promoting the parameter of a transverse symmetry to a function

of &~ (for example, 6 = 0 + 3 ~).

4. The J7 deformation obtained by promoting the parameter of a transverse symmetry to a function

of #* (for example, § = 6 + yzT).

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 Z, grading g = g(¥ @ g, i.e. such that”
[, gD] c gty med i j=0,2, (3.1)

where g(©) = Lie(H). Introducing the projectors P on the subspaces g*) and the notation M) = P& M
for generic Lie algebra elements M € g, the symmetric space sigma-model action can be written as

T
S=— Z/ drdo 'yaBSTr(AaP(z)AB); (3-2)
z

with A, = ¢7'0,9, g 1+ ¥ — G/H a coset parametrisation, and STr an ad-invariant non-degenerate
bilinear form on g. Furthermore we have v*# = \/|h| h? where h,g 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 G, X Hgr. The equations of motion are

Oa(1PAT) + 77 1AD, AP = 0, (33)

"We 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 AdSs x S°.
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subject to the Virasoro constraints
2 1 2
Top = STr(ADAY)) = 5705778 Te (AP A7) = 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 ¢. The most general coset parametrisation satisfying these criteria is
g = exp(Ast + Ayp)gx, [A¢, Ay] =0, (3.5)

where the field gx is a generic parametrisation of the transverse fields z#. Recalling that 2™ = (t + ¢)/2

and x~ = ¢ — t, this parametrisation can be equivalently written as
1
g=exp(Ayzt + A 27 )gx, Ay =M+4,, A= 3 (Ay — Ay) [AL,A_]=0. (3.6)
+

Shifts in the longitudinal coordinates ¢, ¢, or ==, are realised by left-acting transformations generated
by A, Ay, or Ay, respectively.

In this section we make the assumption that the background is a Cartesian product of a Lorentzian
(non-compact) symmetric space M, = G,/ H, and a (compact) Euclidean symmetric space My = G5/ Hs,
such as AdS,, x S™. We define the projectors P, and P; onto the Lie algebras g, and gs, which, due to
the Cartesian product structure, commute with P(®) and P(®). We also make the assumption that the
symmetric spaces are of rank-1, i.e. the maximal abelian subalgebra of ggz) and gf’ is 1-dimensional.
We will not assume that t € M, and ¢ € M, i.e. t and ¢ may mix coordinates of My and M.

The classical point-like string that we use for light-cone gauge-fixing takes the form
t=p=71, gx=1, ¥ =T""n*. (3.7)

In general, we may consider arbitrary constant gx = gg, however we can always use the global Gy,
symmetry to choose gx = 1 at the expense of a compensating rotation of A4, i.e. Ay — go/l+g0_1. Since
we have not specified A, other than that it commutes with A_, which is also unspecified, we take gx =1
on the classical solution without loss of generality.
Defining®
Ags = PasAy, (3.8)

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

conditions
AP AP =0, (A9 AP1=0, ST (4PAP) +STr (42 2P) = 0. (3.9)

Therefore, AEP) and Ago) are valued in the centralisers of AE?) and AS) respectively. Since we assume g, is
compact, it follows that STr (/122)/122)) > 0, hence we must have STr (/132)/1512)) < 0 for the final equation
in eq. (3.9) to admit a solution. For simplicity we assume that these quantities are non-vanishing,” hence

by rescaling x+ and 7 we are free to fix the normalisation of Ag) and Af). In the following we will take

STr (AP AQP) = =2, STr (4APAP) = 2. (3.10)

At this point we note that we could use the local Hg symmetry to remove the Ago) and Ago) dependence

of the classical point-like string solution g = exp(A47). We can further conjugate AE?) and A§2) by a

8Note that only if we take t € Mgy and ¢ € My we have Aq = A¢ and As = Ay
9Note that this restriction excludes the AdS light-cone gauge [19] for which STr(Agz)A,(f)) =0.
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constant element of H to specified elements of gEIQ) and g§2) with the same norm. This reflects the fact

that there is a unique point-like string solution with non-vanishing momentum in both M, and M
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 A, and As to
satisfy (3.9), but otherwise leave them unfixed.

Only a subset of the original G x Hgr symmetry preserves our choice of parametrisation. Included

in the residual symmetries we have global H transformations acting vectorially as
Hy:  Ags — hodashy', gx — hogxhy's  ho € 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 = exp X, with X = X® e g,
We have now parametrised the group-valued field in terms of dim g + 2 scalar fields. This is two more
than if we had fully fixed the gauge symmetry, and indeed our parametrisation includes a redundancy
ot = ot (X)), X - X — ¢t (X)Af) + ..., together with a compensating gauge transformation to
restore the original form. The two functions ¢*(X) can be used to fix the two components of X in the

Af ) directions, giving a minimal set of transverse fields that we denote by z:
gx = exp(z + fH () AP + f~(2)4?). (3.12)

Since the functions f* originate from shifts of the longitudinal coordinates z* 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 A, and A4 after imposing (3.9), we
observe that the Hy symmetry (3.11) preserves our gauge choice gx = exp X. As we have restricted to
rank-1 cosets, this means that we can take A, and As to lie in given Cartan subalgebras t, C g, and

t; C g, with the properties!'®

STr (t947) <0, [t 2] c {0},
(2),(2) (0) ((2) (3.13)
STr (t:7'ts7) >0, [ts &) {0}

Given that the normalisations of /132) and AEQ) are fixed, the remaining freedom is thus rk g, —1 parameters
in Aﬁo) and rkgs — 1 parameters in Ago). The origin of these parameters can be understood as the
rotation gy — exp(/lf)xﬂgx exp(f/lf)xﬂ, hence by the summary in section 2.2, they are expected to
correspond to J7 deformations.

Finally, we would like to understand the freedom that we have in choosing A_, which is thus far
unspecified other than that it should commute with A, and is such that ¢t and ¢ are timelike and
spacelike respectively. We will leave a full analysis of the possible choices of A_, which depends on
Ay and any residual Hy symmetry that preserves Ay for the future. Here we investigate one possible
solution, which is to take A_ to be valued in the same Cartan subalgebra as A;. This is the general
solution when A, is a generic element of the Cartan subalgebra. Then, of the rkg parameters in A_
one can be fixed by rescaling z~, another one, the part proportional to A, can be understood as a shift

of T by z~, hence corresponds to the TT deformation, and the remaining rkg — 2 can be taken to

10We first use the conjugation to fix /1512) and Af). Since the cosets are rank-1, we can conjugate between any two
elements of ggQ) or 952) that have the same norm. The remaining freedom is then conjugation by elements of the centraliser
group of AE?) and Af), which we can use to rotate Ago) and A§°’ 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 AdS, x S™, as we will discuss in section 3.2, we will not address this potential subtlety here.

16



parametrise tgo) and t§°>.11 Therefore, the origin of these parameters can be understood as the rotation

(0)

gx =~ exp(A 'z 7)gx exp(—/l@x‘), and by the summary in section 2.2, they are expected to correspond
to JT, 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*(z) and f~(x) correspond to a JT, deformation and a total derivative
respectively, while the rk g—2 parameters in each of AEE) and A(_O) correspond to J” and JT, deformations

respectively. Finally, the component of A_ proportional to A, corresponds to the TT 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 ¢ are coordinates on M, and M, respectively, i.e. A; € g, and
Ay, € gs. In particular, this means that P,A, = —2P,A_ = A, and P,A, = 2P,A_ = A, hence the
projections of A, and A_ are not independent. We also assume that the transverse coordinates are split
into a set of coordinates on M, and a set on M. As a result, an alternative gauge-fixing that leads
to a JT, will always come with a total derivative: shifts of ¥ are now restricted such that ¢ and ¢
remain in M, and M respectively, and the transverse coordinates are still split. Similarly, J” and JT,
deformations will be tied together, with a single parameter controlling both. Strictly speaking, this would
also remove the T'T 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 x M, with the generalisation to M, x M, straightforward up to the identification of A,. We will
then discuss explicitly how to appropriately identify A, and Ag for AdS,, x S™ 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 X M,

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 x M, such

that the metric reads

1 _ - _ -
ds® = —dt* + 5 STr (g5 dpAsgx + g dgx) PP (g% dp Asgx + g% dgx))- (3.14)

We set t = 27 — %EQQF and o = 7 + %GQm’, with € a small constant parameter, gx = exp(X) and

expand X according to eq. (3.12) as
X=e+ ef(ex)/lgz), STr(x/ng)) =0. (3.15)

Finally, we recall that we normalise A; such that STr(AgQ)AgQ)) =2
Using that [Ago), /122)] = 0, and expanding to quadratic order in € we find
ds* = —2edxtdf (ex)

+ e <2dx+dx— + %STr (da?) — = (da™)? ( STr ([21, AP)2) — STr (a1, Aéo)]Q)) (3.16)

_1
2
—dxT STy (/15;0) [1, dmﬂ)) + O(%).

For the pp-wave limit to be finite and non-degenerate, we rescale the string tension T — T'e~2 and require

1 Note that there may be bounds on these parameters that depend on the form of Ay to ensure that ¢t and ¢ are timelike

and spacelike respectively.
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that ef (ex) = €2 fo(x) + O(€).1? The metric now simplifies to

ds? = 2dz*dz + %STr (da?) — % (dx+)2(STr ([, AP)?) = ST ([, Ag%?)) -
—dzt STr (A§°> [z, dz]) + 2da T dfo(z) + O(e?).

The freedom in this limit is thus captured by /15-0) for the longitudinal sector, which contains rkg; — 1
parameters, and the function f(z) for the transverse sector.
To interpret these freedoms let us note that before taking the pp-wave limit we can remove Ago) from

our parametrisation (3.5) with gx = exp X and X given in eq. (3.15), by redefining
T — exp(fgo/lgo))z: exp(ga/lgo)), (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 JT, and a J™ deformation. After taking the pp-wave limit, Ago) can
similarly be removed from (3.17) by the redefinition « — exp(f:c+/1.(30))a: exp(a:*/lgo)), therefore only the
J7 deformation survives, while, as we will see, the JT, deformation contributes at higher orders in the
transverse fields.

Similarly, we can in principle remove f(x) from the pp-wave metric by shifting = — == + fo(x).
However, if we demand that this does not transform ¢, then at higher orders we will also need to shift
T — 2T — % fo(z) and we have an inequivalent gauge-fixing corresponding to a JT, 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 x M,
with the goal of understanding the effect of inequivalent gauge-fixings. Here we work in the Lagrangian
formalism, while analogous results for AdSs x S° 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(®) X. Introducing

the operators Dy = d + dyp ad and expanding to quartic order in X we find the metric is given by

A
1 1
ds® = —dt* + dp> (1 + 5 STr [AP ad A7) + 5 STr (A% ad AS’D
2
+dy (ST& {AS)DOX} + 5 STr W ad% DOXD (3.19)

1 1
+ 5 STr [DoX Do X] + G ST [DoX ad% DoX| + O(XP).

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
p=a"+(1-a)z, t=at —ax”, a € [0,1], (3.20)
the metric can be written as
ds? = Gy da® 4+ 2G, _datde™ + G__dx™? +2G dx™ +2G_dx™ + Gy, (3.21)

where G4 has terms linear in dX and G; quadratic terms in dX. Using (3.20), we can straightforwardly
read off the elements of ds? from (3.19).
The light-cone gauge-fixed action is given by

1
S5 = —T/ drde (V—M + 3 E)= /dea L, (3.22)
b

12While for a finite pp-wave limit in the sigma-model we cannot have an O(e) term in this expansion, if we light-cone

gauge-fix around + = 7, the divergent piece will be a total derivative ~ 9; f that we can drop.
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with

1 N o o o o o
M = o (G + 26 s+ Cur) (14 Groo) = (G + Crro)?) | (3.23)
2
E=-2—(Gi+G_1), (3.24)

and we recall that £ is the gauge-fixed Lagrangian. The notation here is as follows: G4 , denotes G4
with d replaced by 0, while Gt os denotes G; with one d replaced by d, and the other by dg. This latter
step is unambiguous by the symmetry of G;. Additionally, the components of G are defined as

Gy =G Gy —GL_,

Cia=G__Gyo—Gy G_,, (3.25)

Grosg=G__Gros—G_oG_ 5.

3.1.1 JT, deformation for R X M,

We start by focusing on the JT, deformation and therefore for simplicity assume Ago) = 0. In particular,
this implies that Dy X = dX. Therefore, to quartic order in X we find

1 1
Gy =5 ST [Ag2> ad% Ag2>] + 5 STr [A?) add A52>] + O(X?) = Va(X) + Va(X) + O(XP),

G__=1-2a+(1—-a)*Gyy, Gio=14+(1-0a)Gsy,
1 1
Gy =5 ST [Ag%x] + ST [Af) ad% dx} +O(X?) = Ly (X) + Ly(X) + O(X?), (3.26)
G- = (1 - a)G+7

1 1
Gi = 5 STr[dXdX] + - STr [dX ad% dX| + O(X?) = K5(X) + K4(X) + O(X®).

The indices on V;, L; and K; 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—2X, substitute the metric (3.26) in the action (3.22) using the expressions
(3.23-3.25) and expand to obtain

LX) =T3Ly(X) + Lo(X) + T 2 L3(X) + T La(X) + O(T 3 X5), (3.27)

with
Ly =1Ly, (3.28)
L2 = 5 (Karr — Ko — L + Big +V3), (3.20)

Ly =—Ly,;Va+ Lz,
1
+a <2 Ll;T(‘/Z - K2;7','r - KZ;J,G' + L%,T - Lig—) + L1;0K2;T,U> 9 (330)

1
£4 == g (KQ;T,T + K2;(7,(7 - 2K2;T,0' - (Ll;'r - Ll;a’)Q) (KQ;T,T + KZ;J,U - 2K2;T,o‘ - (Ll;T + L1;0)2)

! 3
~hiclar tlielas =y (Kz;m + Kago =303+ L3, + 5 VQ) v

4
1 a’ 2 2 2
b5 Kiiryr = Kiggo + Vi) + 5 (Ko = 13,) (13, — 12,.)
1 1
+a ((K2;T,<f - Ll;TLl;U)2 T3 (K2;T,T + K00 — Li‘r - L%,a)z + 4 V22> : (331)
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Note that, as for G+ and G, above, the labels 7 and ¢ on L; and K; indicate that d should be replaced
by 0; and 0, respectively, where the symmetry of K; again means that this procedure is unambiguous.
From the analysis in section 3.1, inequivalent gauge-fixings corresponding to JT, deformations are

parametrised by a function f(x), which can be introduced as'?
_ (2)
X =z+ f(x)As", (3.32)

where we take STr[acAgQ)] = 0. We will now show that, up to total derivatives and redefinitions of the
transverse fields, £; 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 =0, (3.33)
L2 = 5 (Ko (&) = Koo (@) + V(o) (331)
o = Lala) = 30 (a(o)f) 4 0 (Ko (@00 + 5.00F (Vlo) = Ko@) = Kaao(0))). (3.35)
Lo 3 (Ka () ~ Ko@) + Vi) & (Ko () § oo (2) = Va(2))? = & (Ko (@) + Va(a)?)
8 (Boir @) + Fon o (1)) — 4K o (2)? — Vo(0)?) = 5 (0 — 05) (Ls(x>f -2 <afv2<x>>f2)
0 Ko@) (0~ (001)?) — - 1 STa{(0 o 2)Dx] — L FSTh{ (s nd o 2)Dx), (3.30)
where
D= % (88; — 86722 - adigz)) . (3.37)

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

£ =0, (3.38)
Ly =— % STr[zDal, (3.39)
L3 = L3(z) + a STr[f#Dx], (3.40)

£4= 5 (Ko@) — Koo (@) 4 V(@) + § (Ko (@) + Koy o(2) = Va(@))? = 3 (Ko () + Vo()?)

1
;
(R (2) + K () — K (2)? — Val)?)

a2

s o 1 1
t3 (STx[fiDfi] — STr[f?4Di]) — 5 f? STr[(adigg) z)Dx] — 3 fSTr[(ad, ad ;) x)Dzx]. (3.41)
Finally, we can implement the following field redefinition:
1 | 1
T — T+ T_%afj: + 77t ( 3 a*(f%a) — g f? adigg) T-3 fadg adAgm T) 4, (3.42)
fo f+T 2aff+---, (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 J7T, 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 AdSs x S°.

13Here f(x) can be related to c(z) in the shift ¢ — ¢ 4+ ¢(z) (at leading order they are equal). The shift in ¢ can be
split into a shift in £~, which corresponds to a total derivative after light-cone gauge-fixing and was visible in the pp-wave

analysis, and a shift in 7 corresponding to a JT, deformation.
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3.1.2 J7" and JT, deformation for R X M,

Again based on the pp-wave analysis in section 3.1, we now study the effect of inequivalent gauge-fixings
corresponding to J” and JT, deformations in the gauge-fixed theory. We will do this in the Lagrangian
formalism, fixing light-cone gauge in the sigma-model on R x My as in section 3.1.1, but now setting
f = 0 and keeping AEO) non-zero. Recall that in this analysis the J” and JT, deformations are tied
together since A(®) originates from the redefinition (3.18).

Since we now consider A" # 0, the metric (3.21) has extra terms compared to eq. (3.26) and can be

written as
Gip = 18Ty AP ad% AP + Lsm (A% adk 4P| - Lom (A ad% 4] — Lom A adk 2L
2 6 2 6
2 _ _ _
— 3 5Tr [Ag2> add Agm} + O(X5) = Va(X) + Va(X) + Va(X) + Va(X) + Va(X) + O(X?),
G _=1-2a+(1—-a)*Gyy, Gy =14(1-a)G+s,
_! ) 1 (), 12 1 ] _ 1 3 4(0)
Gy =-STr |As7dX | + - STr | A adx dX STr |dX adx Ag STr [dX ady As (3.44)
2 3 2 6
= L1(X) + L3(X) + La(X) + Ly(X) + O(X?),
G- = (1 - a)G-i-a
1 1
Gy = 5 STr [dXdX] + 5 STr [dX adk dX| + O(XP) = K»(X) + K4(X) + O(X?),

) and whose index again indicates

where we have introduced new functions V; and L;, which depend on Ago
the power of X.
Setting X = x where STr[x/lg)] =0, rescaling © — T~ 2z, and computing the light-cone gauge-fixed

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

L(x) =T?Ly(x) + Lo(z) + T2 Ly(x) + T~ La(z) + O(T~225), (3.45)
with
Ly =0, (3.46)
£2= 5 (Vo Kayrr — Kng) + 3 Vo + L, (3.47)
L3 =Ls., + % Vs, (3.48)
Ly = % (1= 2a) (Kayrr + Koio.0)? — 4K3., , — (Vo + V2)?) — 50 (Koyrr + Kopo — Vo — Va) Loy
+aKoroLloy + i (Vo + Va) (Kairyr + Koigo + Vo + Vo +4L5,,) — % (iiT - E%;g)
+ % (Kayrir — K00 + Va+ Va+ 2L4;) (3.49)

where we have used that STr[x/lgz)] = 0 implies Ly(z) = 0. For clarity, we have also suppressed the
dependence of the functions V;, L; and K; on .
To see that the effect of Ago) is a combination of J” and JT, deformations as claimed, we start by

noting that egs. (3.46-3.49) are invariant under the transformation
gm0 g gots” (3.50)

for constant « since [Ago), A§2)] = 0. We can therefore remove the J” deformation by promoting « to be

time dependent and rotating
z = e A g et (3.51)
, .
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under which (i =1,2)
_ _ _ _ _ 1 -
Lo+ — Loj r — Vo, Loi—1+ = Loj—1, — = Vai—1,
) ) 2 (3.52)
K2i;7',7' — K2i;7',7' - 2LQi;T + V2i7 K2i;T,U — KQi;T,a - LQi;o’a

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

L7(x) =T2L](2) + L3 () + T2 L5 (x) + T L (x) + O(T 2 2%), (3.53)
with
L7 =0, (3.54)
05 = 5 Vot Korr — Kog), (3.55)
L} =Ls.,, (3.56)

£5 = 2 (1-20) (Kair.r + Kno)? — 4K2,., — V2)
—(1—-a) <K2;T,O'I/2;o' + % (Koirr + Kojo.6 + V2) E2;7>
- i Vs (Kourr + Koo + Va) + % (Kiorr — Kinoo + Va). (3.57)
Computing the conserved current associated to the symmetry (3.50) we find
Jy = Loy,  Jp=—Lyo, (3.58)
while the components of the stress-energy tensor are given by
Trr = = 5 (Kr 4 Kg = V), Tog = = 3 (Knirr + K +V2), Trg = Ty = K (3.59)
Constructing the TT and JT, operators as
Org = €apTeT?  and Oyr, = €qpT%J”, (3.60)

we see that we can rewrite £] as
Ly =L + flfa 0 -+(17a)OA (3.61)
4 4 (Em 0.a % D) T JT, .

demonstrating the form of the JT, deformation explicitly.

3.2 Strings on AdS,, X S"

In the remainder of this section, we will focus on string sigma-models on AdS,, x S™ 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
SO(n—1,2) " SO(n+1)
SO(n—1,1) SO(n)

Ma X M5 = (3.62)

Hence the Lie group G is the product of a non-compact and a compact group. Their Lie algebras g, =
so(n—1,2) and g; = so(n+1) can be spanned respectively by antihermitian matrices Jrj, I, J =0,...,n
and Rap, A,B=1,...,n+ 1, satisfying

JirJxr] =nixJsr —noxJin +nindix —nind ik, Jrg = —Jy, (3.63)

[Rap,Rcp] = dacRep — 0pcRap +9pRac —0apRBe, Rap = —Rpa,
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with 77, = diag(—1,1,...,1,—1). This realises a symmetric space with g® = span(Ji,, Rany1), for
i=0,...,n—1,and a =1,...,n, and the invariant subalgebra g(°) spanned by the remaining orthogonal
generators. To explore the light-cone gauge freedom in the longitudinal sector, we need to identify the

Cartan subalgebras t, and t;.

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 g; = so(n + 1) is [21] and we can take the Cartan subalgebra to be spanned,

e.g., by
Ln;l

ts = span ¢ Ry(ni1), U R2i—1)21) ¢ » (3.64)
i=1

where we have introduced brackets on indices for readability. For example, in the case of so0(6) we
take t; = span { Rs¢, R12, R34}. Because of its definite signature, a generic element A5 € t, 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 AdS,, x S™ string singles
out one Cartan subalgebra [22] up to inner automorphisms. To elaborate, let us consider for simplicity
48 = n*8 such that in the light-cone coordinates o= = % (1 £ 0) we have T;_ = 0 identically. Because
of the Cartesian product structure of the spacetime, we can write A, = Aqq + Aas, With Agg (Aas) the
projections of A, on the subalgebra g, (gs) for the AdS,, (S™) space. The other components T4 of the

energy-momentum tensor can similarly be split into a contribution from AdS,, and S™, i.e.
!
Tow =TS + T3, =0, T2 =STr (Afg(s)Agfg(s)) . (3.65)

The conformal symmetry of the worldsheet means that it is always possible to choose coordinates such
that Tia(is) = [iq(s) are real constants. As before, for S™, which is a space of definite signature, us is
positive-definite under STr. For AdS,,, on the other hand, a space of indefinite signature, py, 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 s = —puq > 0.1 For all n, this singles out
the 1-dimensional Cartan subspace generated by Jy, up to inner automorphisms. The centraliser algebra
of Joy, is the compact subalgebra so(n — 1) of g&o) =s0(n — 1,1). This means that, up to conjugations by
the compact subgroup SO(n — 1) C SO(n — 1,1), the requirement that Jy, is an element of the Cartan
subalgebra polarises the full Cartan subalgebra of g, = so(n—1,2) to be the L"T'Hj—dimensional subspace

spanned by
L25+]
ty = span { Jon, U J(2i—1)(2i) ¢ - (3.66)
i=1
For example, in the case of s0(4,2) we take t, = span {Jos, J12, Ja4}. Generic elements P(?)(A,) € t, are
now guaranteed to be timelike under STr.
As a side remark, let us note that the above discussion holds more generally for AdS, x S9 spaces

with p # q.

MFor n = 2 there are actually two possibilities with pq = 0, see [22].

15The choices of Cartan resulting in pq = 0 allow to consider bosonic string configurations on AdS,, only. As mentioned

above, we will not consider such examples in this paper.
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3.2.2 Relation to JT, and J™ deformations

Let us now consider n = 5 and explore the rk g, + rk gs — 2 = 4 parameter freedom in the longitudinal
sector of AdSs x S®. The following can be readily extended to different values of n. Based on the

discussion above, we parametrise (3.5) with
Aq = agJos + a1J12 + a2z, As = BoRse + f1Ri2 + B2 Raa, (3.67)

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

1+Z?7 2iJis 1+Z?7 yiRig
gx =gx(zy) = | —F==" | o | —F==——,
V1-74 VI+Y%

where z; and y; are the transverse coordinates of AdSs and S® respectively, and 22 = 2z;2;, y% = yiy;.

(3.68)

Because of our assumptions outlined at the beginning of this section, /19 and A§2> must be non-vanishing
and thus we must require oy # 0 # Sy. Furthermore, ag and 5y will not be true parameters, as they can

be rescaled to fix a definite normalisation of A, and A;. The metric reads

2\ 2 2\ 2
1+ £ 1— ¥
ds® = —ag< z‘;) dt2+5§< y‘;) dy?
=% L+

(le — OtlZth)2 + (dZQ —+ alzldt)2 4 (ng — OégZ4dt)2 + (dZ4 + 0223dt)2 (369)
(1-2)? (1-%)?
+ (dy1 — Bry2dp)® + (dya + Bryrde)? n (dys — Bayade)® + (dys + Poysdp)?
(1+ 22 1+ 4)2 ’

and thus indeed the parameters g and Sy can be reabsorbed by a rescaling of ¢ and ¢ (and ;2 and
B1,2). From now on we will set g = By = 1.

At this stage, we indeed have a 4-dimensional moduli space in the longitudinal sector parametrised
by (a1,aq,81,82). This freedom can be understood as coming from the action of the generators Jia,
J34, R12 and R34, where the would-be symmetry parameters are promoted to linear functions of the
coordinates t and ¢ (or equivalently z%). The parameters (aq, s, 31, f2) thus correspond to JT, and
J™ deformations. Let us see this explicitly. Starting from the standard AdSs x S° light-cone gauge-fixed
theory with a9 = 12 = 0, there is an s0(4) @ s0(4) = s5u(2)®? @ su(2)®? algebra in the centraliser of
Aq + As, which acts as SO(4) x SO(4) rotations of the z; and y; 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 planes'®

generated by Ji2 as G 6412‘]127

generated by J3y as Gp : e®7s

ed)lQ}:"vl‘Z7 (3.70)

)
)

y1,y2) : generated by Ris as Gy :
)

generated by Rgs as G : e¥sifiss

with (o, (34, 912, Y34 constant isometry parameters. These are actually global G, transformations by
h € Hy, C Gp. That they amount to rotations in the corresponding planes can be seen by noticing that, for
example, R;s transforms as an SO(4) vector under the rotations generated by R;j, i.e. hR;gh™' = M;7 R,

with M,7 an orthogonal matrix, and that multiplications of gx from the right by h~! are in Hp.

L60f 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 ¢ and the parameters of

the sphere isometries to be linear in ¢,

G2 = aat, (34 = at, 12 = Bip, Y3a = Baep, (3.71)
resulting in the following coordinate transformation z™ — #:

z1 = cos(ait)Z; — sin(ayt)Ze, 29 = cos(ayt)Zy + sin(aq )z,

23 = cos(aqt)Z3 — sin(ast)Zy, zy4 = cos(aat)Zy + sin(aot)Zs, (3.72)
) (B1@)F2, Y2 = cos(B1p)F2 + sin(B19) 71 .

ys = cos(B2@)Ps — sin(Ba@)fa,  ya = cos(B2p)fa + sin(B20)ys,

and t = and ¢ = @. Up to local Hr transformations, one can show that this corresponds to the field

redefinition g — ¢ with

g = exp(Jost + Rs6) g9x(2,9),

] (3.73)
G = exp((Jos + a1 Ji2 + a2 Jsa)t + (Rse + S1R12 + B2R34)P) 9x(Z,7),

thus giving the parametrisation (3.67) after dropping the tildes. Let us note that we do not mix £ and ¢ in
(3.71) since we are assuming that A, and A; should generically remain elements of g, and g, respectively.
With

t=a" —ai”, p=3"+(1-a)i", (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 JT, deformations (due to the promotions linear in #~) and J7 deformations (due to
the promotions linear in #), as follows from the summary in section 2.2. Furthermore, the introduction
of the parameter a will correspond to a TT-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 X € {(12, (34, %12, %34} we find

J(Tu,12) = 22Dz — 1Pz ‘](Ta,34) = 24Pz3 — Z3Pz4> (3.75)

J(Ts,12) = Y2Py, — Y1Pya> J(T5734) = Y4aPys — Y3Dys-
3.2.3 Residual light-cone symmetries

Let us now continue with the background (3.69) with g = fp = 1 and discuss the residual symmetries

of the resulting inequivalent gauge-fixings. For this, we consider the point-like solution
$+ =T, T = 0) Zi = Gy, Yi = bi7 ’Yaﬂ = T_lnaﬂ7 (376)

with 2t = (1 — a)t + ap, x~ = ¢ — ¢ as usual. Demanding this ansatz solves the equations of motion
and the Virasoro constraints, as well as giving vanishing transverse canonical momenta'” Py = 0, we find
that we must set a; = b; = 0. The classical solution then takes precisely the form (A.13).

After fixing the uniform light-cone gauge z+ = 7, p_ = 1, the residual bosonic time-independent
charges of the gauge-fixed theory will come from those Gy transformations that are generated by the
centraliser ¢ of the abelian algebra generated by A, and As. Depending on the values of the parameters

a1, ag in the AdS sector the centraliser ¢, is given in table 1. For the sphere sector the centraliser ¢,

17Recall that this can be achieved by the shift z= — =~ + cpxt with constant c,, which results in an equivalent

gauge-fixing, as explained in section 2.1.2.
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i | as Ca Basis

a1 | ag u(1)®? {Jos, J12, J34}

a u(1)®? @ su(2) {Jos, J12 + J3a} © {J13 + Joa, J1a — J23, J12 — J34}
1 u(1)®? @ su(1,1) {J12, Jos + J34} @ {Jo3 + Jus, Joa — J3s5, Jos — J3a}
{Jos + Ji2 + Jz4} @ {Jos — J12, J34 — J12, J1a — Jos,
J13 + Joa, Joa — J3s, Joz + Jus, Joz — Jis, Jo1 + Jas}
0 | 0 | u(l)dsu(2) dsu(2) {Jos} @ {Jij | 4,5 =1,...,4}

1 1 u(l) ®su(2,1)

Table 1: The centraliser of Aq = Jos + a1J12 + a2Js4 in 50(4,2) = su(2,2). The first line

corresponds to generic aq, 2. The u(1l) elements are all in the centre of cq.

B1 | B2 Cs Basis

B | B2 u(1)®® {Rs6, R12, R34}

B | B u(1)®? & su(2) {R56, R12 + R3a} @ {R13 + Roa, R14 — Ra3, R12 — R34}

B 1 u(1)®2 & su(2) {R12, R34 + Rs6} @ {R35 + Ras, R3¢ — Ras, R34 — Rsg}

N u(1) & su(3) {Rs6 + Ri2 + R34} @ {Rs6 — Ri2, R36 — Ras, R3s — Rag,
R34 — Ri2, Rig — Ros, Ris + Ros, Ria — Ras, Riz + Ras}

0 | 0 | u(l)dsu(2) ®su(2) {Rss} ® {Rij | i,j=1,...,4}

Table 2: The centraliser of A; = Rse+ /81 R12+ 82 R34 in 50(6) = su(4). The first line corresponds

to B1, B2 generic. The u(1l) elements are all in the centre of ¢s.

depends on the values of the parameters 5y, B3 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 /11(12) and AEQ) in order to reduce their possible embeddings within so(4,2) = su(2,2) or
50(6) = su(4).'® Since we have fixed our choice of A® and AP from the beginning we do not allow for
more generic automorphisms of s0(4,2) = su(2,2) or s0(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 a1 2 = 312 =
0 we recover the bosonic u(1)®? @ su(2)®? & su(2)%? symmetry algebra (with A, = Jo5 and As = R
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 a;,2 = 81,2 = 1 leading to the largest number of bosonic symmetries,
namely the 18-dimensional u(1)®? @ su(2, 1) @ su(3) algebra, where the u(1)®? elements are again in the
centre and given by Ay = Jos + J12 + J34 and A; = Rsg + Rio + Raq.

In the AdSs x S° 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 = %7 the bosonic and fermionic
generators that give rise to charges independent of x+ = 7 have to commute with A, = A, + As.
We will call this superalgebra c,. Further specifying the gauge with 12 = 12 = 0 leads to the
usual ¢, = u(1)®2 @ psu(2[2)®? superalgebra of light-cone symmetries, which has in total 8 complex

supercharges [8,5]. For the case with a2 = 812 = 1 we find the following algebra embedded in

18For example, one can also consider AL = Jos + Ji2 + aJza or Al = Jos — Ji2 + aJza with a generic, which will have the
same centraliser algebra as that of Aq = Jos + aJi2 + J34, though embedded differently in so0(4, 2) = su(2,2). The different
embeddings can be related by means of automorphisms in the centraliser of AEF) and AEQ), which here is s0(4) @ so(4). For
these examples, the cases of A, and A/ are related by the automorphism replacing the indices as (1 > 3,2 <> 4), while the
cases of A} and A are related by replacing (1 <> 2).
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psu(2,2/4)
cr = pu(1]1) @ su(2,1]3)), (3.77)

where we quotient out by the identity 1g.'® 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 A, and

As are diagonal, and the reality condition reads
MT+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 ¢ superalgebra (3.77) then schematically is

0

Ag 0
u(1]1) = span ( ‘ >’< i )7 - 3 ’

L
su(2,1]3) = span ,

(3.79)

_IQT

R Q

where L € su(2,1), R € su(3), Q € C>*3, 0 € C and I = diag(1,1,—1). To work with explicit matrix
realisations (before diagonalisation of A4, As and T) 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 = % there are
many possible combinations of A, = A, + A; to consider, but many of these choices lead to a centraliser

¢+ 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 7 = —oo with
outgoing states at 7 = 4+00. 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
n

K152, s AN

p17p27"~7pN> B (41)

where p; > py > ... > py. 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
W1, b2, - - .,y are labels that identify the possible different flavours of the NV 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

out

|pN PN -1, P1) (4.2)

UNUN—1,--,V1

191t would be interesting to explore connections with non-relativistic string theories and spin matrix theories in zero-

temperature critical limits of A" = 4 super-Yang-Mills where similar symmetry subgroups appear, see, e.g. [23].
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Here vy, vn_1, ..., 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 52!, where i1, 2 are the flavours of the
incoming particles with momenta p1, ps respectively, and vy, v1 are the flavours of the outgoing particles
with momenta pg, p; respectively. The non-trivial part of the S-matrix is given by the T-matrix T defined
as S =II + £ T, where II 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 AdSs x S°, before giving arguments for the non-perturbative S-matrix.

4.1 Tree-level
4.1.1 TT, JT, and J” deformations: AdS5 x S° 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 AdSs x S°, focusing on the TT, JT,, and J” deformations.
The analysis can be straightforwardly generalised to AdS,, x S™ with different n. Our starting point is
the metric (3.69), with ag = By = 1 and free deformation parameters oy, as and 51, 82. 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

g.f.

rt =1 -at+ap =5 T, p— = —aps + (a — 1)py, g'—f'>

1

)

(4.3)
!'E_:—t-f-@’ p+:pt+ptp7

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
(z5,y5), 3 = 1,2,3,4, the symmetries act as rotations. This motivates the introduction of the complex
fields,

1 . _ 1 . 1 . _ 1 )
uy = ﬁ (Y1 +iy2), U= 7 (Y1 —iya), wu2= 7 (ys +iya), Uz = 7 (ys — iya),
4.4)
1 1 1 (
uz = —= (21 +1i22), Uz = —= (21 —i22), ws= —=(23+i2), U= —= (23— iz),
V2 V2 2 2
with canonically conjugate momenta
1 . 1 . -
Pul :ﬁ(pyl _Zpyz)’ Pﬂ1 :j(pyl_FZpyz):Pul’
1 . 1 . =
Pu2 :ﬁ(py?,_zpm% Pﬂ2 :72(py3 +Zpy4):Pu27
4.5)
1 . 1 . _ (
Pu3 :ﬁ(pzl _ZpZQ)a Pﬁ3 :ﬁ(pzl +2p22):PU37
1 . 1 . =
PU4 :ﬁ(pz:g_lpm;% P’a4 :ﬁ(ng +Zp2:4):PU47

and we refer to the transverse fields and conjugate momenta collectively by u;,u; and Puj,Puj with

j=1,2,3,4. It will also be convenient to rename the currents of (3.75) as
J1 = Js12), Jo2 = Jis 34)5 J3 = J(a,12), Ji = J(a,34), (4.6)

and identify
ﬂ3 = (q, ﬂ4 = (9. (47)
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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 = Ho + H4 + . ... The quadratic Hamiltonian density is given by
4
Ho :H8+ZBjJJT7 (4.8)
j=1

where the undeformed quadratic Hamiltonian density describes a collection of four free complex fields,
4

HY =3 (1P, 12+ o2 + ), (4.9)
j=1

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

JT = —i(Py,u; — Py,j). (4.10)

As expected, these coincide with the T7-component of the currents associated to the four u(1) symmetries
of HY, realised as
uj — ePiug,  §=1,2,34. (4.11)

The o-components of these currents are given by

J]‘? = z(ujﬂ; - ﬂ]u;) (412)

The undeformed quadratic Hamiltonian (or rather its associated quadratic Lagrangian), is also invariant
under shifts of 7 and o. The conserved current associated to these symmetries is simply the energy-

momentum tensor, whose explicit form (to quadratic order) is

4 4
T =Y (1P + WP+ wl?), T =Y (=[P, > = [ + [w]?) (4.13)
=1 =1
4
T, = -T°, = Z ( Uju./j + PuJﬂ;) . (4.14)
j=1

From these conserved currents we then construct the J7T,, and T'T operators
O?/T(, = _EaﬁTaUJjﬁa OTT = _eaﬁTaaTﬂfr; (415)

where we recall our convention for the antisymmetric tensor €’ = —e,, = —1. The four JT, operators

correspond to the four currents (4.6). The quartic Hamiltonian density can then be written

. 1
7‘[4 = 7‘[2 + (1 — a)ﬁlO}]To + (1 — a)/BgOgTa — CLBgOﬁT(7 — aﬂ4O§Ta — <a — 2> OTT’ (416)

where the undeformed quartic Hamiltonian is

M = (Jusl® + [ual®) (2Jub]® + 2u)[* + [Puy * + [P |* + [ [* + Jus|?)

(4.17)
= (lua? + uzl?) (21wt [? + 2ub|® + [Pug |* + |Puy|* + |us]? + [u)?) .

We therefore see that the way the quadratic and quartic Hamiltonians are deformed by the parameters

B; precisely matches with the discussion in section 2.1.
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State H, Q1| Q2| Qs | Qa
wi+=wxpr | £l | 0 0
wer=wxPo | 0 | £1
w3+ =wx f3 0 0 +1
Wi+ =wx Py 0 0 0 | £1

Table 3: This table summarises the particle content in the light-cone gauge-fixed AdSs x S°
theory. Eight different states can be created from the vacuum using the eight different creation
operators. These states are eigenstates of the quadratic Hamiltonian Hs and the four charges

Q;, with eigenvalues as given in the table.

Oscillator expansion. To solve the Hamilton equations of motion associated to Ho and quantise the

fields we introduce the oscillator expansion

1 1 , . , _
Wy — d (efleﬁr‘rﬂpo’a. 4 etwi-T—ipo gt ) , 4.18
J /2*71_ / pm J-,+(p) 7, (p) ( )
1 1 : ; ; ;
i = — | dp—— (e—zwj,,f-&-waa. B + eiws+7—ipo ) , 4.19
J /727_‘_ / pm 7> (p) ],+(p) ( )

with the relativistic and shifted dispersion relation
w=+/p?+1, wj+ =w=Epfj, j=1,23,4. (4.20)

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

commutation relations vanishing)

[a;=(p),af, L (@) = 0kd(p—q),  jk=1,234. (4.21)

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

of motion, giving

— i 1 1 . —iw; 4 TH+ipo Wy, - T—1po

Py, = 0ruj +iBju; = o /dp\/TTu (—iw) (e iR g L (p) — €M =TTP a;i(p)) , (4.22)
= e B 1 1 . —iwj, — TH+ipo Wi 4 T—1po

Puj - 87—'“]‘ — Z,B_]Uj = E /dpm (—ZW) (6 4,-TFip aj7_(p) — et p a}7+(p)> . (423)

Note that, while the exponents in the plane-wave ansatz depend on the shifted energies w; 4, since the
momentum is not just given by the T-derivative of the corresponding field, but also includes a contribution
from the J7 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 w. With these
expressions for the fields and momenta in terms of oscillators, the quadratic Hamiltonian takes the
canonical form, )
Hy = /da’Hg = /dpz Z (wj,sa;‘gajys) , (4.24)
j=1s==%
while the charges are ,
Qr = /daJ,z = /dpz Z (5 Ojk a}’saﬁs) . (4.25)
j=1s==%

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

Hy = /da?—l4 = /dpldpzdpsdm T al | (pa)al ,, (p3)aj.s, (P2)ais, (p1)
(4.26)

X 6(p1 +p2 — p3 — pa)d(wr + wo — w3 — wy),
where we use the shorthand
w1 =wWis (P1), w2 =wjis,(P2), w3 =wWkss(p3),  wa=wis,(Pa) (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 = IT + % T with

the non-trivial elements given by

T8 = (4244 Oigy sy )08 05052050 + B (0881052058 + olokosi6%2) . iy gk, l=1,2, s1= 5o,
RS = (F2A + Oy sy )OF 0503058 + B (€0&jr050058 + Ean€nd00%2) . iyj, k1 =1,2, s1=—s0,
Tit s = (=244 Oy )0 0305205 — B (5785052058 + 0165051653) i j, kil = 3,4, 51 = s,
Tthot = (=244 O, o, )01 83053658 — B (Cabynds o5t + Eunbdii0s2) 1,5,k 1= 3,4, s1=—ss,
e = (426 + Ois, s, )01 85053631, k=12 jl=34,
Tii?:fjg = (_2g + 0131]92)6216(%6;?6;37 7:7 k= 37 47 jvl = 17 27
(4.28)
where
L (p1—p2)? pip 1
Zzg, B=—"2  G=——(piws+pawr),
D1wa — Pawi P1wa — Pawi 4
4 2
n n n n 1
Oisyjs, = —a;@l(@j sap1 — 0;'s1p2) + (1 —a) 712—:1 Bn (07 sap1 — 6;'s1p2) — (a - 2) (w2p1 — wip2),
(4.29)
and quantity ¢ is defined such that its only non-vanishing components are
§i2=E81 =8&a =&z = 1. (4.30)

The terms involving A, B and G reproduce the standard tree-level S-matrix of the bosonic AdSs x S°
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 ); using that the only non-vanishing scattering
processes obey s; + 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 J~T.r deformation

To illustrate the effect of the JT, deformation on the tree-level S-matrix we start with the metric of
(undeformed) AdS5 x S® and perform a shift

t —t+c(zt), » = p+c(zt), (4.31)
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with a function c(a*) of the (real) transverse coordinates z* = (z1, 22, 23, 24, 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+co+ =Pt + Bt + ..., (4.32)

with free parameters 3,,8,.,.... 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 ¢ 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
OH = 0,cT%, = —c0,T°, + total derivatives. (4.33)

Up to total derivatives, the variation of the Hamiltonian therefore vanishes on-shell. Therefore, in general
we expect that dH 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 3, 5., ... and simply reads
1

Ho =HY = B (Pupp + T2, + 2,1), (4.34)
whose associated equations of motion are
Gy =pu,  Pu=-—cxuta,, =  Eui=i,—x,+x,=0. (4.35)
The Hamiltonian now also has a cubic term,
Hs = (Oucl,_)0ar" T = B (puH2 — 20017, , (4.36)

where in the energy-momentum tensor is computed from the quadratic Hamiltonian Hs. 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

Lo = % (Epdy — 2,2, — Tu7y), L3 =—p,alE i". (4.37)

This can be removed using the field redefinition
at — 2t + BLa¥ it (4.38)
In the Hamiltonian formalism the redefinition becomes

Ty = Ty + Budpu,  Pu = Py — BuHe — Buax,, (4.39)

which mixes fields =, and momenta p,. One can check that this corresponds to a canonical transfor-
mation to first order in the fields, meaning that {z,,p,} = ., + ... 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 JT,
deformation, which here we want to neutralise.

The canonical transformation is such that 0Hs + Hs = 0. The quartic light-cone gauge-fixed Hamil-
tonian, from which the tree-level S-matrix is deduced, is then given by dHs + H4. We find that the

T-matrix obtained from the resulting quartic Hamiltonian does not depend on the function c(x*), as
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expected from the general results of section 3.1.1.2° This suggests that the 2 — 2 S-matrix does not
depend on a change of gauge that induces a JT, 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 H, 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 JT,, the TT and
the JT, deformations) or linear (the J™ 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
OH = —veap I Is, (4.40)

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

~ iy i (V1 V2 Bl B2
vov1 _ ,—5€7(q; ¢ 2 +a; 1 q5?) quara
Sﬂluz —e i dj i 1y SIL1N2. (441)

Here €'2 = 1 and ¢!"*, for example, denotes the charge i (corresponding to the current .J;) of the particle
with flavour p;. Our argument will only use the fact that the currents J; 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 TT deformation [26,10,11,27,5], the JT deformation [28], as well as TsT deformations [29].2" Tt
also agrees with the results of [33] where generalisations of the T'T deformation by extensive charges were
discussed.?? The S-matrix S 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 J” deformation
OH =~J7, (4.42)
then the S-matrix S of the deformed model is equal to the undeformed S-matrix S

Sy — gvava (4.43)

H1p2 H1p2”

As we will argue, in this case the deformation of the Hamiltonian can be completely reabsorbed into the
“free part” Hy 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. 3 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.

21Tt 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 dH = —veqgJ¢ JQB . See [32] for examples with TsT deformations also involving
the light-cone directions z*.

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 6H = —y(J7J§ — J7J]). Let us also define

Qi(o) = /U do’ JT (o). (4.44)

— 00

This field can be thought of as measuring the charge corresponding to J; up to the worldsheet point o.
The total charge Q; = [*°_do’ J7(0”) is related to it as Q; = Q;(c0). When it is not ambiguous, we will

omit the explicit dependence of Q; on o. First, it is easy to check that
J1Jg — J7Jg = —%(Jf‘@an — J504,91). (4.45)

Indeed, we have

g o

J1'0aQ2 — J30aQ1 = Jf(cf)/ do’ 0-J3 (0") + J7 (0)J3 (o) — JJ(U)/ do’ 9,.J(o") = J3(0)J] (o)

— 77 (o) / " do’ 9,03 (0") + 7 (0) 5 (o) + JE (o) / do’ 8,77 (") — J5 ()T (0)

o —0
= —2(J7J5 = J7J3),
(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
§H = / do §H = %/ do (J20aQs — J$Da01)

:%/ 4o [0 (J0 Qs — J$ Q1) — a7 Qs + 0FT Q]

e (4.47)
:%[67'/ dU(J{QQ_Jggl)‘F/ dO’B z Q—JélQl)]

7
- 9 a7' Q127
where we again use current conservation and that fields fall off at infinity, and we define the non-local
quantity
Q1o = / do (J{Qa — J301) = / do / do’ (J{(0)J3 (") — J5 (o) J] (c")). (4.48)

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

have 0H = 1 {H, Q12}. Quantum mechanically, this becomes 0H = % [H, Q12]. We may interpret this

as a differential equation for the deformed Hamiltonian H as a function of the deformation parameter v:
dH i

o =3 [H, Q12]. (4.49)

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

H=e 792 [Hc702, (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 = Ho 4V,
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where Hj 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 Hy,

and the S-matrix is given by the time-ordered exponential of the interacting part of the Hamiltonian,

S = Texp [z /OO dr V] . (4.51)
The considerations above suggest that in the deformed theory we should define
Hy=e T92[,e 702, (4.52)
so that ‘ _ ‘ _
V= 67%9121/6%912, S = 29128e7 22, (4.53)

To understand the effect of the deformation on these objects, we first need to look at the action of Q5 on
asymptotic states. Let us take the charges 1 and @2 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

Qilp), = d!'lp) . (4.54)
where ¢! is the charge of the particle with flavour p. Introducing creation and annihilation operators
satisfying canonical commutation relations [a,(p),a} ()] = 6,.6(p — q), so that ‘p>u = aL (p)’0>, we may
represent the quantum charges as @; = [dp 3°, ¢/’ al,(p)a,(p), where we sum over all flavours.

The action of Q15 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 I,, with
n =1,...,N, where each interval I,, contains only the wave-packet n. In the definition of Q15 we have
integrals over the spatial coordinate that we can write as the sum of integrals over the intervals I,,. It is
then clear that, despite the non-local nature of Q;s, its action on asymptotic states is given by sums of

products of local charges. Explicitly, we have

Q12|p1, . ’pN>H1:~'7HN = /C><J do /J do’ (J{(o)J(a") — JQT(U)Jf(a’))‘ph . ’pN>u1,~.,uN
N
_ nz_:l/l do mz_:l/lm do' (J7 (0)J5 (") — J5 (0)J7 (0" Dprs- - pn),,
N n-—1
=> D (@ dhm =) PN
e (4.55)

Note that thanks to antisymmetry we do not need to worry about the potentially problematic integration
over the intervals I,, and I,, when n = m. It follows that

_i ij ghm ghn

iy ;

ez Q12 plap%"'7pN>#17#27m7#N —e 2 men €A™ pl7pz7...,p]\]>#1#27m,m\,7 (4.56)

where we recall €!2 = 1. In the case of two-particle states, we have

iy iy g M1 M2
e prp), = TR ) (4.57)
which we may rewrite as
iy _in _ix _

ez py ) = e BNy ) =T B QOB py) (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

i _ i _
e%le P1, D2, .- pN> —e 2 Zm<n(Ql,2;m,n Q2,1;m,n)
’ ’ ’ K152, s AN

P1,P2,---,DN) , (4.59)

K152y s AN
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where
Qijimn =11 @ @11 @ (Qi)m @ L1 ®@-+ @ (Q))n @ @ 1n. (4.60)

Since the action of Q5 on asymptotic states is diagonal, and the free Hamiltonian Hs also acts
diagonally on asymptotic states (e.g. H2|p>u = wz‘,‘|p>#), it follows that these two operators commute
when acting on asymptotic states

[HQaQ12leap2a"'apN> = 0. (461)

H1s425 s N

From this we conclude that we can effectively take the free part of the deformed and undeformed Hamil-
tonians to be equal, Hy ~ H,. 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

SVNVN—I“' 1

e gimgin _ i ij gHm o hn
T N D DL LT L D SINET TP e (162

H1p2 N

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~ 2212 has a summation with m > n instead of

m < n. As anticipated, in the case of the two-body S-matrix we find

Gran _ =3 e (@] g +al d)?) gran (4.63)

Hip2 Hip2”

As already discussed, this formula can be matched with the known deformations of the S-matrix under
TT and JT deformations. For example, in the case of TT, Q; would measure minus the worldsheet

momentum and Q, the energy,?® so that the T'T deformation of the S-matrix is

Grav1 _ iv(prwa—wip2) gravi (4.64)

12 Hip2”

This matches, for example, with [11], taking into account that the parameter a of the a-gauge and ~ are
related as @ = 1/2 — ~. Similarly, specifying to the case of the JT, deformation, if J has a conserved

charge Q with eigenvalues ¢, then one finds

vavyr _ L (p1g¥2—q 1 p2+p1gh2 —qHlps) quary
Sﬂluz ¢ SP«lMZ’ (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 JT, deformation. We denote the eigenvalues of the

topological charge for the current J by w”, so that

vor1 0 (w1 (w2 +wh2) — (w¥l +whl ws) Quary
Smuz € 2 Suluz (4'66)
231f we take, for example,
1 dp ipo T —ipo ipo T —ipo
Tt = (a“(p, 7)eP7 +atT(p, ) e P ) , Pu = uup (aM p,7)eP? —a,(p,T)e P ) .

var | ooy ey e
where we allow for different dispersion relations wh = /m2 + p? for each flavour and [a* (p, T), al (p',7)] =6", 6(p—1p'),

then one has

/dff T, :/da puz't :/dp Z(—p)aﬂ(p)au(p), /dU T, :/d" H:/dp Z wh al(p)a(p),
w w

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

+oo ~ +oo
W = / do J™ = —/ do 0,c =0, (4.67)

— 00
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 JT, deformation the S-matrix is not modified,

Sravi = Grat (4.68)

H1p2 Hip2?

again in agreement with the tree-level results.

4.2.2 The J™ deformation

Let us now consider the case of the J7 deformation, where
H=H+7Q. (4.69)

Here @ 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,
Hy, = Hy +7Q, V=V, (4.70)
allowing us to conclude that the S-matrix is independent of +,
S=8. (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,

1 M

Lo =— 3 Z (80@'“86%“ + mixi) . (4.72)
p=1

This Lagrangian density gives the free Hamiltonian Hs. The charge @ 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 (m, = 0 for some ), 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 m, = m, # 0 for p,v =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 z,, 4 = 1,...,d transform in the vector
representation of SO(d). The generators of SO(d) can be realised with matrices (1},,,)"; o (67,6,;—6}0,;),
so that T}, rotates x, and z,, leaving the other fields invariant.

Let us consider one such rotation, 775, and focus on x7 and x5 since the other fields are simply
spectators. From the infinitesimal rotation dx1 = Azo, dzo = —Axq, we find the Noether current J* =
290%x1 — 210%x2. In particular, we have J” = x1ps — xap1, where p,, = &,,. It is convenient to introduce

the complex field ¢ = % (z1 +ix2), ¢ = % (x1 — iz2), such that the quadratic Lagrangian becomes

Lo=—(0a0"0+m?¢'3). (4.73)
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The conjugate momenta are m = % (p1 — ip2) and 7f = % (p1 + ip2). Now the infinitesimal transfor-
mation reads d¢ = —i\¢, and the Noether current is J® = i(¢10%¢ — 0%¢T¢) with J™ = —i(¢in! — 7w6).

Following the tree-level discussion in section 4.1.1, we consider the J” deformation
Ho=Ho +7J" =nln + V¢ + m?¢To — iy(on! — 7). (4.74)

Computing the Hamilton equation ¢ = {ﬁg, ¢} we find that in the deformed theory the identification of

the conjugate momenta is modified

=3¢l +ivet, 7wt =d—iye. (4.75)

To quantise the theory we let

1
= b, e~ wpT=po) +d‘L i(wp— p")) 4.76
6= Tp (e (4.76)
which implies
—1 dp —i(wir—po i(whr—po
= = \/ﬁ((wg—v)dpe @iT=P9) _ (wb 4 )] € P>), (4.77)
P

where f,, wf) and wg are real functions of p to be determined. Similar formulae are obtained for the
complex conjugates of the fields. If we demand that ¢, 7, b, bf and d, d' all satisfy canonical commutation

relations, then we obtain the relations

WZ =fp—", wg =fp+7. (4.78)

Assuming that f, is an even function of the momentum (f_, = f,,) so that w}ip = wg and w‘ip = wg as

well, one finds that the Hamiltonian is

[y dp —ir(wl4wd iT(wl+wd

i, = / 27 12y (bpdpe™ 700 4 dipl e tn) ) 4 Wb, + Wildid, | (4.79)
where we use normal ordering and

=) = y(wp + ),
=)+ +m + 2y(wp — 7).

Zp=—(Wh+7) (Wl =) +p* + m? +y(w

W= (Wl +9)?+p* +m? — 29wl +7), Wi=(w

d
p
’ (4.80)
P

To have a diagonal action of Hy we require Z, = 0. To solve this we take

fo=vVm?+p? = wy=VmPipt -y, wh=ym?+p? 4y, (4.81)

such that

b __ d __
Wh=2ym2+p2(Vm2+p2—7), Wi=2ym2+p2(\/m?+p>+7), (4.82)
and the Hamiltonian is
H, = / dp (w) biby, + widld,) . (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

1 dp

V21 ) /2wy
—i dp ( il (o

PP (d et Tpo) gt il T pa>)7
m \/mwp D e p e

6=

(bp e—i(w;T—pJ) + d;[) ei(w;T—pJ)) ,
(4.84)

38



where w, =+/m? + p? is the standard relativistic dispersion relation and w;,t = wp £ 7. Note that the
modified dispersion relation only enters in the plane-wave exponentials. Let us also add that the charge
Q= —i [do(nT¢l — ¢rm) is equal to

Q= / dp (did, — biby), (4.85)

so that d-particles have charge 1 and b-particles, charge —1. This explains the modified dispersion

relations w; = wg and w, = w?, which can be interpreted as the relativistic dispersion relation shifted

I
by v 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
V = 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

/dpldpzdp3dp4 d(wr +wa — w3 —wa)d(p1 + p2 — p3 — Pa)M(p1, P2, 3, pa), (4.86)

where the delta functions enforcing conservation of energy and momentum come from the integration over
7 and o of the products of plane-wave exponentials, and M(p1, pa, ps, p4) is written in terms of creation
and annihilation operators, the momenta p; and the corresponding dispersion relations. Integrating the

two delta functions over the outgoing momenta ps, p4 one finds

/ dp1dps

where we have evaluated the Jacobian using dw,/dp = p/w,. In the deformed case the situation is similar

p1 b2

Wo (M(p17p27p15p2)+M(p17p27p27p1))7 (487)

and one evaluates expressions such as

/dpldpzdpsdp4 §(@1 + o — @3 — @4)8(p1 + p2 — p3 — pa)M(p1, P2, P3, pa), (4.88)

where now @, denotes the deformed dispersion relation, which, depending on the type of particle, equals

Wy, Wy + 7 Or w, — 7. Since V =V we have that

M(p1,p2,p3,p1) = M(p1,p2,P3,D1)- (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
(@1 + @2 — 03 — @) =0(w1 twe —w3 —ws +7(q1 +q2—q3 — @) = (w1 +w2 —wz —wy), (4.90)

where we have used that charge conservation for ) implies ¢1 + g2 = q3 + q4. The same conclusion can
be reached by noticing that the modification of the dispersion relation is such that
dd% = dd% = w%, (4.91)
and the Jacobian is the same as in the undeformed case. Therefore, all expressions reduce to those of
the undeformed case with v = 0. Let us note that the y-deformation of the dispersion relation does not
spoil the identification of momenta p¢*t = pi", pgu! = pi* and p“! = pi, ps** = pi® 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
T = 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 y-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 J7 deformation, we have argued that the S-matrix is undeformed, S = 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 AdSs x S® background, in the standard light-cone gauge the symmetry breaking pattern is

psu(2, 2/4) — psu(2]2)2 (4.92)

c.e.?

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

A(J)S = SA®JF), VI A, (4.93)

where A(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

Slp1,p2), . =S le2pn),, 0 AQ)| P2, = AQ)E LR, (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.?*
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

_ 15 (V1 V2 H1 #2
SV2V1 —e 'L € (q q +q SVZVI (495)

H1p2 Hip2”

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 write®>

S=FSF1, (4.96)
where we have defined the twist

F = '3@11Q2, (4.97)

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

co-product

A§) = FAQ)F L (4.98)

24Writing the momentum dependence explicitly, the bootstrap equation would read J12(q,p)S12(p, q) = S12(p, 9)I12(p, 9),
where p, ¢ are the two momenta and the indices denote the two vector spaces in V' ® V where the operators act. Defining
R = IIS with IT 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 A°P(J)R = RA(J), where A°P is the opposite co-product,
or more explicitly J21(g, p)R12(p, q¢) = Ri2(p, ¢)Ji2(p, q).

25More explicitly, using the notation of footnote 24, this reads Si2(p,q) = Fi2(q,p) S12(p, q) F1_21(p7 q). Note that the
operator R = I1S is twisted as R = F°P RF~1 where F°P is the conjugation of the twist by the (graded) permutation.
Therefore, R12(p,q) = Fa1(q,p) Ri2(p, 9) Fi3* (0, @)
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The discussion above is mainly relevant for the JT,, deformation. The T'T deformation produces a twist
that is proportional to the identity, hence only affects the dressing factor not the symmetries, while for
the J7 deformation, the S-matrix is left invariant, S = S, hence the co-product also remains the same,
AQ) = AQ).

For concreteness, let us focus on the AdSs x S string. In this case we know that in the standard
light-cone gauge the off-shell symmetry algebra is psu(2(2)®2 . 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 algebra, albeit in
a twisted form. In particular, for the JT, 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 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 ¢,
the centraliser in psu(2,2|4) of A,.26 This identifies the charges in the gauged-fixed model that have
no explicit dependence on 2™ = 7 [8], hence Poisson-commute with the Hamiltonian.?” In the standard
light-cone gauge, ¢, = psu(2|2)®2@u(1)®2, which after relaxing the level-matching condition is centrally-
extended to psu(2(2)P2 . Since these symmetries have a well-defined action on the asymptotic states (up
to exponentials of #~, 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 ¢, and A may not be as straightforward. First,
for a generic choice of light-cone gauge, the action of ¢, 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 k-symmetry should also be fixed. It is then necessary to understand how the
k-gauge affects the identification of ¢ [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 A_ will give rise to
charges with an explicit dependence on = and their action on one-particle states can be non-trivial.

Nevertheless, knowing that different light-cone gauge-fixings lead to different algebras ¢, 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 S4 invariant under the symmetry algebra A 4, and a light-cone gauge-fixing “B”
with Sp invariant under Ag. The S-matrix S4 should then actually be invariant under a larger symmetry
algebra that includes A4 and a twisted version of Ap. 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 AdSs x S° 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 AdSs x S° and

26In a general gauge we identify Ay and A_, see also below, through the relation tAq + pAs = T Ay +x~A_.
27The charges may be divided into “kinematical” (if they do not depend on x~) or “dynamical” (if they depend on z~).
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AdS3 x % x T*. 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 ¢ and x. For simplicity, we take ¢ to be a boson, although this is not
necessary for the following discussion. Let us suppose that in the two-particle basis |¢¢), |¢x), |x®), [xx)

the S-matrix is

A 0 0 O
0 B C 0
S = (5.1)
0 D E O
0 0 0 F

Braiding unitarity, that is the condition S3;S12 = 1, implies various relations including Ai1245;, = 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 |¢1 x2> = |p1,p2> bx and the action of the S-matrix is such that

S|¢1X2> = B12|¢2X1> + D12|X2¢1>. In particular, the subscripts denote the momenta of the scattered

particles. We then construct N-particle states as

G162 dn)= S €SP g, b by, (5.2)

01K02KL 0N

where the states on the left-hand-side have well-defined momenta ordered as p; > ps > -+ > py, and on
the right-hand-side we create wave-packets centred around the positions ;. Here the formula is written
for the case when all of the particles have flavour ¢, 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 ¢. Because they simply scatter as
S|p1d2) = Ar2|p2¢1), it is sufficient to consider the state

7) = |¢1¢2) + Ar2| b2 ), (5.3)
and it follows from braiding unitarity that S {&l'/> = ‘LP> If we write

’JI>: Z ¢(01>02)|¢01¢02>7 (5.4)

01<K02

we then identify the wave function as
(o1, 00) = ' P1o1FP202) 4 Ay etP2otpion) (5.5)
and the periodicity condition ¢ (o2, 01 + L) = ¥(01, 02) implies the two Bethe equations
el = Ay, el = A, (5.6)
The generalisation to the case of N7 particles of flavour ¢ is

NI
el =TT Aj. (5.7)
j=1

£k
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To include particles of flavour x we need to introduce two “levels.” We interpret the states constructed
with ¢ as belonging to level I only. On top of level I, we construct level II excitations to account for Y.

The difficulty now comes from the non-diagonal scattering of ¢ and y, for example,

S|¢1x2) = Biz|pax1) + Diz|x201). (5.8)

To construct eigenstates of the S-matrix, e.g. in the case of two particles, we first take

Vy) = fy.p1)|x102) + f(y.p2)S™ (y,p1)|d1x2), (5.9)

where f(y,p) and ST1{(y,p) are functions of an auxiliary root y and the momentum p. The function
ST11(y, p) can be interpreted as the scattering element between level I and II excitations. Both functions

f(y,p) and STI1(y, p) are determined by demanding that
SVy) = A2|¥y),. (5.10)

where ]yy>7r is obtained from ’yy> by exchanging p; and ps. Let us explicitly write down the constraints

imposed by this equation, since they will be useful later

F(,p1)Ci2 + f(y,p2)S™ (y,p1) Biz = A1 f (y,p1)S™" (y, p2),

(5.11)
f,p1)Era + f(y,p2)S™ (y,p1) D12 = A12f(y, p2).

These are functional equations whose solutions will depend on the coefficients Ao, Bi2, Ci2, D12, E1o
and Fio, hence will be model-dependent. If (5.10) is satisfied, then |Ll7> = |yy>+A12|yy>ﬂ is an eigenstate

of the S-matrix. In this case periodicity of the wave function leads to the new Bethe equations
ePl = A S (y,pr), € = A4S (y,pa), 1= 5" (y,p1) ST (y,pa). (5.12)

In principle, there may also be non-trivial scattering among level II excitations, which can be found by

constructing states such as

|V Vo) = (w1, 01) f (w2, p2)S™ (2. 1) [xaxz) + f(y2, p1) f (Y1, p2) 8™ (w1, p1) 8™ (y1, w2) [ X1 x2)-
(5.13)

Demanding S|y, Vy,) = A12|Vy, Yy, ), where |V, V,,) is obtained by exchanging p; and ps, one finds
the functional equation

[f (1, p1) £ (y2,02) ST (y2, p1) + Fy2.p1) F (w1, p2) S (g1, p1) ST (1, y2)] Fra

= [f (1, 02) f(y2,21) 8" (Y2, p2) + F(y2,p2) F(y1,p0) S (y1,02) S (y1,92) ] Ava

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

(5.14)

the Bethe equations are given by

NII
el = HAJkHSI (Y5, Pk), k=1,...,N,
J#k
it N (5.15)
1= HS”’H(yk,yj)HSH’I(ympj), k=1,...,NU,
Jj=1 j=1
j#k

where NT is the number of excitations of flavour ¢, NI the number of excitations of flavour y, and
N N . . - _tot N

N = NT 4+ NI, Note that multiplying all the Bethe equations gives e~ * = 1, where p'°* = D k1 Pk-

We will take the level-matching condition p** = 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 F — J is given by the sum of the magnon energies

N
BE-7=Y¢, Si:1/m§+4h2sin2%, (5.16)
i=1

where m; is the mass of the excitation, p; its momentum, and A 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 TT 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 JT, gauge
deformation has not been discussed before. We first briefly review the case of the T'T gauge deformation
below, before discussing the more involved JT, gauge deformation.

Let us note that the invariance of the spectrum is a consequence of interpreting the deformations as
gauge transformations. For genuine T'T or JT, deformations, the length L is fixed to be y-independent,

and the spectrum would be y-dependent.

5.2.1 TT
In the case of the T'T gauge transformation we know that the S-matrix changes by an overall factor,
5'12 — eiV(lez—Pzwl)Su. (517)

Working with the toy-example of section 5.1, this means that Aqo = e?Y(P192=P291) 4, and similarly for
all the other entries. It is easy to see that, given the -dependent factor is common to all entries of the
S-matrix, it drops out of egs. (5.11) and (5.14), so that the functions f(y,p), S04 (y,p), STHE (yg, yj)
can be taken to be the same as in the undeformed case. At the same time, we should take into account
the y-dependence of the length of the string. In particular, integrating the relation p_ = p_ + yp from
eq. (2.47), it follows that L = L — & where £t = Egzl &, is the total energy. Therefore,

N NII
iprL ip L —iyprEtot iv(pjwr —Prw; 11,1
etPRL — ipkL o—ivypy — Hev(pg k—DPk J)AijS (y, k)

Jj=1 j=1
J#k
(5.18)
IrI
W—i’ypkfwt al o 11,1
= e HAjk:HS (Y0 Pr)s
1 1
5# !

where we have used p*®* = 0. The factor e~ 1PRE™! appears on both sides of the equation, hence cancels
and the Bethe equations for p; are ~-independent. It is immediate to see that the equations for the

auxiliary roots are also independent of the deformation.

5.2.2 JT,

In the case of a JT, gauge transformation, verifying that the spectrum is invariant is more involved.

First, we notice that
Ay = el"yqd;(prpz)Au7 By = 657(q¢¢>+qx)(prp2)312’ Cy = ew(m%fpqu)cu,

. 5.19
Fm — ei“/qx(pI*PQ)Flm Eu _ 6%”/(tz¢+q><)(mﬂ?z)Elz7 [)12 _ eiv(qufpz%)Dlz7 ( )
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where ¢4 and ¢, denote the charges of ¢ and x under the symmetry corresponding to the current J. Note
that we assume that ¢ and x 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

Fy,p) = fly,p)edrP@s—ad  SILI(y py = STII (y p)eirPlas—ax), (5.20)

We also note that, with this identification and with SH’H(yk,yj) = SILI(y, 1y, 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 p;. Knowing that
p_ =p_ —~J7 from eq. (2.52), we conclude that L = L — y¢'**, where ¢'°* is the total charge for all the

excitations. Therefore, the Bethe equations become

N NII
ezpkL — il —ivprq"® H Yq4(P; —Pk)Ajk: H ewpk(qd’_qx)sn’j(yﬁpk)
i—1 J=1
i#k
R (5.21)
) . Ir
— 7 7P [N ey —N"" (25 —ax))] H Ajk H SII’I(yj>pk)'
j=1 Jj=1
Jj#k

The 7-independence of the equation is a consequence of p’°® = 0 and ¢'** = Niq, + N'lq, = Ng, —
NI (g4 — gy ), where we recall N = N '+ NI The Bethe equations for the auxiliary roots

NI N

1= T] 8" (yr,yy) [T €770~ 90 8" (e, py), (5.22)
j=1 Jj=1
ik

are y-independent thanks to pt°t = 0.

5.3 Invariance for J7 deformations

The invariance of the spectrum under a J7 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 py,...,pyN

for a certain state, the eigenvalue of the Hamiltonian is then £ = Eszl Ek, where & = \/ m3 + 4h? sin? B

After the J7 gauge deformation, we compute the eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian H = H +~Q. These
are found by identifying the solutions to the Bethe equations constructed from the S-matrix S, which,
in this case, is equal to the undeformed S-matrix, S = S. Hence, both the Bethe equations and their
solutions are trivially v-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 H will now be obtained by computing & = Zgzl &, where
Ex = &, + vqi, with g, the charge of the excitation. It is clear that the y-dependence of the spectrum of
H is spurious: it is a consequence of the fact that the definition of H itself depends on ~. Even in this

gauge, if we were computing the eigenvalues of H = H — Q, we would find a ~v-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 TT, JT,,, J™ and JT, deformations. We further demonstrated that of these, only the
TT and JT, 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 My x Mj, of which AdS, x S™ 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 M, and Ms, confirming the
expected freedom related to T'T, JT,,, J™ and JT7 deformations. There is also the option of starting from
massless geodesics on M. 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 x S is a rank-2 coset, this would be important for the AdSs x S3 x §3 x S background.
In this case there will no longer be a unique point-like string solution with momentum in both M, and
M, up to global symmetries. For example, in the case of 52 x S 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 AdS,, x S™ 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 k-symmetry transformations (see, e.g., [5,37] for reviews).
Since the k-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, k-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 AdSs x S° and a central extension of
[u(1) x psu(1]1)®2]%2 for AdS3; x S3 x T? (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 k-symmetry, which we expect to be non-trivial.

As discussed in section 4.3, if we consider, for example, AdSs x S°, the centrally-extended psu(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 AdSs x S® 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
AdS,, x S™ 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 JT, 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 z™

with M =0,...,D—1
T L
2

S =—- 5 / I drdo (’YQBGMN - EaBBJWN) aal'Maﬁl'N7 (Al)
2

where T denotes the string tension and L the length of the string. Moreover, v*? is the Weyl-invariant
combination of the worldsheet metric, and we use the convention €’ = —1. The sigma-model couplings
are the target-space metric Gy;ny and the B-field By;ny. We assume that the background possesses at
least two abelian isometries realised by shifts of two coordinates 2° = t and x! = ¢. Here t is a timelike
and ¢ a spacelike coordinate. The remaining coordinates will be called transverse and are denoted by x*
with p =2,...,D — 1.
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Under the above assumptions, a solution to the equations of motion of the sigma-model is
t = kT, p=r, ' =0. (A.2)

Here the bar denotes a field evaluated on the classical solution. In this solution the velocity of ¢ is fixed
to 1 (e.g., by redefining 7). In principle, Z* can be a collection of non-vanishing constants, but these can
be set to zero by redefining x*.

The Virasoro constraints fix the value of the parameter k. To see this, let us construct the stress-energy

tensor of the sigma-model (A.1)

1
7:15 = 6Q$MGMN853JN — 5 ’}/a[g’yﬂyéa\/xMGMNa(s.rN. (AS)

If we rewrite our classical solution as M = a™7 with a° = &, a* = 1 and a* = 0, then the components

of the stress-energy tensor on the classical solution read

_ 1 - 1 - 1
7:'7' = Cg (1 - 5 77’7"}/77—) 5 7;0 = - 5 Cg’Y‘rU’YTTa 7;0' = - 5 %ﬂyoa‘fYTTa (A4)
where
€ = G’MNCLMCLN = 60062 + én. (A.5)

Here we assumed Go; = 0, which can be achieved by redefining ¢ and ¢. On the classical solution the

Virasoro constraints 7_;5 = 0 are satisfied if € = 0. We solve this by taking

m:,/—@, (A.6)
Goo

where we are making a choice for the sign of x. Finally, rescaling the field ¢ by x, we can work with a
classical solution of the form ¢t = 7, ¢ = 7 and Z* = 0, so that we effectively set x = 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

oS
Pym = W = —TVTﬁangGMN — TxlNBMN. (A.7)

Here, and in the rest of the paper, a dot denotes the time derivative ¥ = 9,2 and a prime, the spatial

derivative '™ = 9,2 . On the classical solution the momenta read
Po = —T7"" Goo, p1=-T77" G, P =—T7"7(Guo + G11). (A.8)

In principle, p, can be a non-vanishing constant vector, but from now on we assume that p, = 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 777 = —(TC_T'H)_1 so that p; = 1. To summarise,
thus far we have
t=r1 =T T =0,
o T ) (A.9)
p0:717 P1:1> pu:O
We now introduce light-cone coordinates as2®
1
z+:§(t+go), T =p—t, (A.11)
28We could use
T =(1-a)t+ap, T=p-t,
et =(-at+ap, " =p (A.10)

P+ =po +P1, p— = —apo + (a — 1)p1,
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

1
P+ =po + 1, p— = 5(—290 +p1)- (A.12)
On the classical solution we have
zt =1, - =0, ' =0,
- B B (A.13)
P+ =0, p— =1, pp = 0.
After introducing the momenta py;, the action can be rewritten as
SZ/deJ P x’M-l-’yWC +LC (A.14)
M ,}/TT 1 2T’YTT 2 /> :
where
Cl = pr/M7
(A.15)

Cy = GMNp]yij + T2GMN$/M£E/N — QTPJV[GMNBNQ:E/Q + T2GMNBMPBNQ£E/P£EIQ,

and 777 and 47" are Lagrange multipliers imposing the Virasoro constraints are C; = Co = 0. On these

constraints the action is simply

S = /dea pui™M = /deo (prdt +p_i™ +puit). (A.16)

We now expand the fields around their classical values as 2™ = M + 2™ and py; = Py + Pums
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
dt=0=7p_. (A.17)

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

we have

xt =1, xT =3, xh =z,

(A.18)
P+ = P+, p- =1, D = Pu-

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

Sq.r. = /deU (p+ + & —&-p,ﬁ"‘) = /deU (p+ + puit), (A.19)

where in the second step we dropped a total derivative. We recognise the action for the transverse fields
x#, p, with Hamiltonian density H = —p4. Indeed, p, is expressed in terms of transverse fields once we
solve the Virasoro constraints C7; = Cy = 0 for the fluctuations =~ and py. The first equation is solved
by

™' = —p,at. (A.20)

The second equation is quadratic in p;. If we introduce indices m,n = —, u (i.e. all except +) then
writing the equation as Cs = Api + Bpy + C =0, where
A=Gt,
B =2G""p,, — 2TGTM By a'™, (A.21)
C = G™Piupn + T G’ ™a'™ — 2TpmeNBN,1x’q + T2GMNBMPBqu'p:E’q,
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we take the solution to be

—B++vB? —4AC
P+ = ) (A22)
2A
where the sign is chosen to give the correct Hamiltonian. In this expression p_ is replaced by its classical
value p_ =1 and 2~/ using (A.20). The solution for the Hamiltonian density is therefore
B —v/B?% - 4AC

L L

If we define charges Qu = [ 2, do pas, then we have the relations Q4 = — [?, doH = —H where H is
2 2

the Hamiltonian, and ) = L.
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