arXiv:1311.5901v1 [hep-th] 22 Nov 2013

M-theory Compactifications to Three Dimensions with M2-brane Potentials

Cezar Condeescu^{1,2}, Andrei Micu^2, Eran Palti^3

1 INFN, Sezione di Roma “Tor Vergata”, Via della Ricerca Scientifica 1, 00133 Roma, Italy

2 Department of Theoretical Physics, IFIN-HH, Reactorului 30, 077125, Magurele/Ilfov, Romania

3 Institut für Theoretische Physik, Ruprecht-Karls-Universität, Philosophenweg 19, 69120, Heidelberg, Germany

Abstract

We study a class of compactifications of M-theory to three dimensions that preserve N = 2 supersymmetry and which have the defining feature that a probe space-time filling M2 brane feels a non-trivial potential on the internal manifold. Using M-theory/F-theory duality such compactifications include the uplifts of 4-dimensional N = 1 type IIB compactifications with D3 potentials to strong coupling. We study the most general 8-dimensional manifolds supporting these properties, derive the most general flux that induces an M2 potential, and show that it is parameterised in terms of two real vectors. We study the supersymmetry equations when only this flux is present and show that over the locus where the M2 potential is non-vanishing the background takes the form of a Calabi-Yau three-fold fibered over a 2-dimensional base spanned by the flux vectors, while at the minima of the potential the flux vanishes. Allowing also for non-vanishing four-form flux with one leg in the internal directions we find that the Calabi-Yau three-fold in the fibration is replaced by an SU(3)-structure manifold with torsion classes satisfying 2W_4 = −W_5.

E-mails: condeescu@roma2.infn.it; amicu@theory.nipne.ro; palti@thphys.uni-heidelberg.de.

Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 N=2, D=3 M-theory compactifications and G-structures 5 2.1 Supersymmetric compactification of M-theory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 2.2 General 8-dimensional manifolds preserving N = 2 supersymmetry . . . . . . . . 6 2.2.1 9-dimensional uplifts to Y_9 = X_8 × S_1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 2.2.2 Loci of G_2 structure: α = −1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 2.2.3 Loci of SU(4)-structure: α = +1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 2.3 Parametrisation in terms of a SU(3)-structure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

3 Supersymmetry conditions 12 3.1 Equations for N = 2 supersymmetry in 3D . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 3.2 Flux induced variations of α . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 3.3 M2-brane potentials and Supersymmetry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

4 Analysis of the special flux 17 4.1 The case f̃ = 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 4.2 The case f̃ ≠ 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

5 Summary 24

A Fierz identities 25 A.1 Completely antisymmetric Fierz identities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 A.2 Fierz identities with symmetric part . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

B Relations satisfied by the SU(3) structure forms 30

C Supersymmetry equations 34

D Killing properties of the Majorana-Weyl components 36

1 Introduction

In this paper we study compactifications of M-theory to three dimensions that preserve N = 2 supersymmetry and which induce a potential for space-filling M2-branes. Though interesting as three-dimensional vacua in themselves, our primary motivation for studying them originates in F-theory [1]. Four-dimensional N = 1 F-theory vacua can be defined as dual to a particular limit of N = 2 M-theory compactifications to three-dimensions. This definition relies on the assumption that the 8-dimensional manifold on which M-theory is compactified is elliptically fibered. Then the appropriate limit where four-dimensional physics is recovered is that of a vanishing fibre. This duality is most often used to construct F-theory backgrounds as dual to M-theory compactifications on elliptically fibered Calabi-Yau manifolds.^1 Such compactifications can exhibit realistic particle physics models and have been under intensive study in recent years [4, 5, 6]. A well-understood generalisation of such models is to include a particular (2, 2) background four-form flux on the M-theory side, which is dual to both background closed-string and brane fluxes on the F-theory side. Such fluxes play a crucial role in moduli stabilisation and in generating chirality in particle physics models. It is known that the backreaction of such fluxes deforms the background only to conformal CY [7, 8], so that the relevant compactifications are warped N = 2 compactifications of M-theory to three dimensions. This class of compactifications have the property that space-filling probe M2-branes on the M-theory side, which are dual to space-filling probe D3-branes on the F-theory side, are BPS at all points of the (conformal) CY and therefore feel no potential [8].

There are a number of interesting departures from such backgrounds which can be characterised by the fact that a potential is generated for (probe) D3-branes. The most familiar are backgrounds of type IIB string theory that support gaugino condensation on D7-branes, or certain types of D3-instantons that contribute to the superpotential, as used for moduli stabilisation in the KKLT and Large volume scenarios [9, 10]. The fact that these induce a potential for D3-branes can be shown by performing a 1-loop string calculation [11] or through gravitational back-reaction [12]. As well as being used for moduli stabilisation, there is a direct cosmological use for type IIB backgrounds that induce D3-potentials for inflation [13, 14]. Such backgrounds also play an important role in particle physics model building. In F-theory models where all the generations are realised on a single matter curve the Yukawa coupling at a point of intersection is rank one [15, 16] unless an appropriate deformation of the geometry which induces a D3 potential by flux [15] or non-perturbative effects [17] is present.^2 Since all the listed interesting IIB/F-theory backgrounds have potentials for D3-branes they are not within the better understood class of warped CY compactifications. Although an approach of neglecting the backreaction of the effects that induced the D3 potential on the geometry and continuing to use a CY background may be a valid approximation for some purposes, an understanding of the backreaction is essential for applications where the effects are large or when a treatment of the background in a 10-dimensional sense, rather than a 4-dimensional effective theory, is important. Studying such backgrounds, particularly at strong coupling, using F-theory/M-theory duality should therefore involve some understanding of three-dimensional M-theory backgrounds which preserve N = 2 supersymmetry and have a potential for M2-branes.

Having identified the presence of a D3/M2 brane potential as the defining feature we are interested in, it is essential to understand what are the properties of the background geometry and flux which induce such a potential. There is a rather general and neat answer to this question in type IIB supergravity. The key property of the background is the structure group of the metric once any flux/branes are back-reacted. Recall that a nowhere vanishing spinor on a manifold reduces its structure group. Since the presence of a nowhere vanishing internal spinor is a direct requirement for the background to preserve some supersymmetry a reduced structure

1Though see recent work on manifolds with Spin(7) holonomy [2, 3].

2Interestingly, such backgrounds also induce non-commutative deformations on the world-volume theories of the 7-branes [13, 15, 17].

group typically characterises supersymmetric backgrounds [18]. In particular the most general type IIB (supergravity) backgrounds which preserve four-dimensional N = 1 supersymmetry have an SU(3) × SU(3) structure group [19, 20]. Here each SU(3) is associated to a spinor on the manifold, but the two spinors are not everywhere orthogonal (which would lead to SU(2)- structure) or parallel (leading to SU(3)-structure) but rather the angle between them varies over the manifold. Now an interesting result of [21, 22] is that backgrounds which support potentials for D3-branes are those which have such an SU(3) × SU(3) structure group, and further, that the minimum for the potential, where the D3-branes are BPS, occurs exactly on the loci where the two spinors become parallel, yielding a ‘local’ SU(3)-structure.^3 This general result was checked for the particular case of D7 gaugino condensation in [23] which confirmed that their backreaction indeed changes the structure group from SU(3) to SU(3) × SU(3). It was also confirmed to some extent in [24, 25] for the case of D3-potentials induced by non-Imaginary-Self- Dual background flux, specifically by showing that the backreaction of D7 gaugino-condensation can locally be viewed as such a background flux.

One aim of this paper is to develop analogous relations between structure groups and M2- brane potentials in M-theory. The relation between structure groups and non-vanishing spinors in 8 dimensions is rather different from the more familiar 6 and 7 dimensions. Consider a compactification on an 8-dimensional manifold X_8. A requirement for preserving some supersymmetry in 3-dimensions is the existence of a nowhere vanishing Majorana spinor on X_8. This is so that the 11-dimensional M-theory supersymmetry spinor decomposes into a product of a 3-dimensional and 8-dimensional Majorana spinor. However, the existence of a nowhere vanishing Majorana spinor in 8 dimensions does not imply a reduction of the structure group.^4 This only occurs in the presence of nowhere vanishing Majorana-Weyl spinors: a single such spinor implies Spin(7)-structure, while two such spinors imply G_2 or SU(4)-structure if they have the opposite or same relative chirality respectively. Now the number of supersymmetries preserved by an M2-brane in a background is given by the number of independent covariantly constant Majorana-Weyl spinors of fixed chirality [26]. Since the manifolds with fixed structure group have a fixed number of Majorana-Weyl spinors of fixed chiralities M2-branes are BPS over the whole space and preserve the supersymmetries of the background. Therefore a connection between structure groups and M2 potentials for 8-dimensional manifolds is not obvious.

There is a useful way to think about the M2-potential in terms of 8-dimensional local structure groups, i.e. submanifolds of X_8 over which the spinors satisfy certain properties such as being non-vanishing. The two nowhere vanishing Majorana spinors can be decomposed into 4 Majorana-Weyl spinors, but any of these four may vanish on certain loci. In the generic point on X_8 all four are non-vanishing and we have a local SU(3)-structure on X_8, over certain loci one of the Majorana-Weyl components in each Majorana spinor may vanish so that we are left with two Majorana-Weyl spinors of same or opposite chirality leading to local SU(4) or G_2-structures. M2-branes are calibrated by a Majorana-Weyl spinor of fixed chirality and therefore on the generic SU(3)-structure loci they preserve no supersymmetry, on G_2 loci they preserve N = 1 supersymmetry and on SU(4) loci they preserve N = 2 supersymmetry. They therefore feel a potential in such backgrounds with minima at SU(4) and G_2-structure loci.

3We will use the notion of a ‘local’ structure group often in the paper. We define it as the structure group that would result should the properties of the spinors on a local submanifold where the local structure group is defined be extended to the full space.

4The stabiliser group of a Majorana spinor is G2. However we use the notion of a global structure group as maximal over the manifold, while the G2 stabiliser may enhance over certain loci.

Such backgrounds are therefore of interest following our original motivation and much of this paper is dedicated to exploring their properties.

In [27] it was shown that one can induce a connection between the existence of a Majorana spinor on X_8 and global G-structures by defining an auxiliary 9-dimensional manifold, Y_9, which is just the product of the 8-dimensional one with a circle Y_9 = X_8 × S_1. Now the existence of an 8-dimensional nowhere vanishing Majorana spinor on X_8 induces a nowhere vanishing Majorana spinor on Y_9 and this is known to imply a reduction of the structure group of Y_9 to Spin(7). Therefore it is quite natural to work with this auxiliary 9-dimensional manifold when studying the supersymmetry properties of the background. In this paper we are interested in N = 2 vacua and so require two covariantly constant, and therefore nowhere vanishing, Majorana spinors. The requirement of Majorana spinors rather than Majorana-Weyl spinors leads to the most general 8-dimensional backgrounds that preserves N = 2 in three dimensions from M-theory, in this sense they are the analogs of SU(3) × SU(3) structure 6-dimensional backgrounds in IIB. As with the case of one spinor, the nowhere vanishing Majorana spinors do not induce a reduction of the structure group in 8 dimensions. It is possible to consider again an uplift to Y_9, but although the structure group is reduced to at least Spin(7), there is in general no further reduction on Y_9 due to the second spinor. Nonetheless, the 9-dimensional approach is useful for treating the 8-dimensional local structure groups in a unified way and we will utilise it in this work.

So far we have discussed only the geometry part of the compactification and not the energymomentum tensor that sources it. In this work we will study the background flux that can source M2-brane potentials. In relation to the previous discussion of physics sources for a D3- potential in IIB, this flux can be thought of either as non-trivial background flux or, in the spirit of [24, 25], as flux that is accounting for the backreaction of localised sources. We will be able to give the form of the most general flux that generates an M2-potential in terms of 8-dimensional SU(3)-structure geometric objects and two real one-forms that parameterise the flux. For the simple case where only this type of flux and four-form flux with one leg in the internal directions, which we henceforth refer to as 1-form flux, are present the supersymmetry equations simplify considerably and we are able to present them as differential relations on the SU(3)-structure forms and extract some key properties. We find that for this limited flux configuration the compactification must be to 3-dimensional Minkowski space. If we further impose the vanishing of the 1-form flux we find that the M2-potential is only along the directions parameterised by the two singlet vectors of the 8-dimensional SU(3)-structure. The torsion classes are such that on the generic SU(3)-structure locus the manifold can be described as a 6-dimensional Calabi-Yau fibered over a 2-dimensional base which is spanned by the singlet vectors, and over which the M2-branes have a non-trivial potential. While over the special SU(4) and G_2-structure loci the flux vanishes. The more involved background where we also allow for non-vanishing 1-form flux leads to a similar configuration but the 6-dimensional fibre is not Calabi-Yau but has non-vanishing torsion classes (which satisfy the relation 2W_4 = −W_5). We will also present the supersymmetry equations in differential form for the most general flux configurations that have other, non M2-potential inducing, fluxes turned on. Though this substantially more complicated system is difficult to analyse in as much detail.

The outline of the paper is as follows. In section 2 we study the geometric properties of the background using G-structures. In particular we describe 8-dimensional manifolds with varying structure groups and M2-potentials. In section 3 we study the supersymmetry equations and formulate them in a way compatible with the 9-dimensional geometry. In particular we identify the flux which is responsible for the M2-potentials, and parameterise it in terms of SU(3)- structure objects. In section 4 we study the implication of the supersymmetry equations for backgrounds supporting such a flux. We summarise our results in section 5.

Note 1: The results presented in this paper rely on quite lengthy calculations. Although most of these calculations can be done by hand we made extensive use of symbolic calculation applications which are able to manipulate tensors and/or gamma matrices, in order to check and derive some of our results. We acknowledge the use of the following resources: Mathematica [28], MathTensor [29], Cadabra, [30, 31], Gamma [32] and xTensor [33].

Note 2: This paper has some overlap with a project which was initiated together with M. Babalic, I. Coman and C. Lazaroiu to whom we thank for insights in the subject of M-theory compactifications to three dimensions.

2 N=2, D=3 M-theory compactifications and G-structures

2.1 Supersymmetric compactification of M-theory

The effective action of M-theory is described by eleven dimensional supergravity consisting of the following fields: metric g_{MN} , three-form potential C with corresponding field strength G = dC and gravitino Ψ_M . The action can then be written in the following way [34]

S_{11} = 1 2 ∫ d^{11}x √ −g ( R − 1 2 G ∧ ∗G − 1 6 C ∧ G ∧ G ) . (2.1)

We shall be interested in supersymmetric flux backgrounds. They correspond to fluxes for which the background gravitino vanishes together with its supersymmetry variation with 11- dimensional (Majorana) spinor parameter ϵ

δΨ_M = ∇_M ϵ − 1 288 ( Γ_M^{NP QR} − 8δ^N_M Γ^{P QR} ) G_{NP QR}ϵ = 0 . (2.2)

The matrices Γ_M are taken to satisfy the eleven-dimensional Clifford algebra with metric signature (−, +, ..., +).

The supersymmetry equations should be supplemented by the Bianchi identity and equations of motion for G which read^5

dG = 0 , (2.3) d ⋆ G = − 1 2 G ∧ G + 2πT_6X_8 . (2.4)

The last term in (2.4) corresponds to a higher derivative gravitation correction [38], where T_6 is the M5-brane tension and X_8 is a known combination of the first and second Pontrjagin

5It is usually the case that the equations of motion and the supersymmetry equations imply the Einstein equations, though we will not prove it here for the particular class of backgrounds under consideration.

forms. This correction is important as it allows the support of solutions to three-dimensional Minkowski space in the presence of background flux for compact smooth manifolds. Equation (2.4) is usually imposed as integrated over the manifold in which case the first term vanishes and the last term gives the Euler number of the manifold, This leads to the familiar D3/M2 tadpole cancellation constraint.^6

The compactification Ansatz is chosen by imposing a 3-8 split of the 11 dimensional manifold. We choose a metric which is a warped product of 3-dimensional space-time and an 8-dimensional Euclidean manifold.

ds^2_{11} = e^{2Δ}(ds^2_{,1} + ds^2_8) . (2.5)

The 11-dimensional index M decomposes into an external 3-dimensional index μ = 1, 2, 3, and an internal 8-dimensional index α = 1, .., 8. For the 4-form field strength G we choose the most general ansatz compatible with Lorentz invariance

G = e^{3Δ} ( f̃ ∧ Vol_3 + F ) , (2.6)

where f̃ is a one-form and F is a 4-form on the internal manifold, while Vol_3 is the volume element of the external space-time.

The eleven-dimensional Clifford algebra is decomposed according to the following equations

Γ_μ = e^Δ(γ_μ ⊗ γ_9) ,

Γ_α = e^Δ(1 ⊗ γ_α) , (2.7)

with the 2 × 2 matrices {γ_μ ; μ = 1, 2, 3} generating the three-dimensional Clifford algebra Cl(2, 1). An explicit representation can be given in terms of the Pauli matrices. The 16 × 16 matrices γ_α are taken to be real and symmetric. They generate the eight-dimensional Clifford algebra Cl(8, 0).

We can decompose the 11-dimensional supersymmetry parameter ϵ, which is an 11-dimensional Majorana spinor, according to the 3-8 split as

ϵ = e^{− Δ}2 η ⊗ ξ , (2.8)

where η is a 3-dimensional Majorana spinor, while ξ is an 8-dimensional Majorana spinor. Each non-vanishing spinor ξ defines by the relation above one spinor η in three dimensions. Therefore for N = 2 supersymmetry we need two spinors ξ_i on the internal manifold. Note that in 8 dimensions there exist Majorana-Weyl spinors. However we do not impose any chirality condition on the internal spinors as from the supersymmetry equation it is clear that only the Majorana condition is necessary. Imposing the Weyl property is an additional constraint. In most studies of M-theory compactifications to 3 dimensions so far the Majorana-Weyl condition was imposed for simplicity but, as emphesised in [35, 27], this is not the most general case.

2.2 General 8-dimensional manifolds preserving N = 2 supersymmetry

In this section we present a detailed description of the manifolds on which we compactify M-theory. As explained before, such manifolds admit two independent, nowhere vanishing

6Note that for manifolds with 8-dimensional G2-structure the Euler number is forced to vanish [39].

Majorana spinors ξ_{1,2}. We shall see further that the supersymmetry conditions imply that the norm of these spinors is constant [35] and therefore without loss of generality we shall assume that the two spinors are orthonormal

ξ^T_i ξ_j = δ_{ij} , i, j = 1, 2 . (2.9)

Since in 8 dimensions the Majorana and Weyl conditions are compatible, we can split the two spinors into spinors of definite chirality

ξ_i = (ξ_+)_i + (ξ_−)_i . (2.10)

However, the Majorana-Weyl components (ξ_±)_i are no longer required to have constant norm and moreover they can even vanish at certain points. The only requirement is the unit norm of the spinors ξ_i ||(ξ_+)_i||^2 + ||(ξ_−)_i||^2 = 1 . (2.11)

In the case that all Majorana-Weyl components are everywhere non-vanishing we are actually dealing with an 8-dimensional manifold with SU(3) structure which preserves (a maximum of) N = 4 supersymmetry in 3 dimensions. If some of the Majorana-Weyl components vanish identically over the entire internal manifold, while the others are non-vanishing, then we are dealing with manifolds with G_2 structure or manifolds with SU(4) structure depending on the relative chirality of the non-vanishing spinors. We see that the fact that the Majorana-Weyl components are allowed to vanish at certain points implies that such manifolds do not admit a global reduction of the structure group. At generic points they look like SU(3) structure manifolds, while at special points they look like G_2 or SU(4) structure manifolds.^7

Note that we did not consider the case where only one of the four Majorana-Weyl components vanishes. This is because on an 8-dimensional manifold once we are given three linearly independent, non-vanishing, Majorana–Weyl spinors which are not of the same chirality, one can define a fourth spinor such that we end up with two spinors of one chirality and two of the other. To prove this, suppose that we have an eight-dimensional manifold which has two spinors, ξ_1 and ξ_2 of positive chirality and one, χ_1 of negative chirality. The two spinors of positive chirality define a SU(4) structure and therefore one finds an almost complex structure which is given by J_{αβ} = ξ^T_1 γ_{αβ} ξ_2 (2.12)

We can define a fourth spinor χ_2 which is of negative chirality

χ_2 =^1_2 J^{αβ} γ_{αβ} χ_1 , (2.13)

and which has non-vanishing norm. This spinor is obviously orthogonal to ξ_{1,2} and because the matrix γ_{αβ} is antisymmetric in its spinorial indices, it is also orthogonal to χ_1. Therefore, in this way we have 4 non-vanishing Majorana-Weyl spinors, two of positive and two of negative chirality, which define a SU(3) structure in 8 dimensions.

7It would be interesting to explore connections between these backgrounds and SU(4) × SU(4) backgrounds as studied in [40, 41].

2.2.1 9-dimensional uplifts to Y_9 = X_8 × S_1

It was pointed out in [27] that we can associate the existence of a nowhere vanishing Majorana spinor on X_8 to a reduced structure group by uplifting it to an auxiliary 9-dimensional manifold, Y_9, defined as the direct product of the 8-dimensional manifold under consideration X_8 and a circle Y_9 = X_8 × S_1. For the case of 2 Majorana spinors this procedure is not as effective since, as we will show, the structure group does not reduce further on Y_9. However, uplifting to 9-dimensions is still a useful procedure because it will allow us to describe the local structure groups of X_8 in a unified way. In particular the 8-dimensional structure groups, and the related M2 potential, will be mapped to an angle between two 9-dimensional vectors.

We therefore go on to study 9-dimensional manifolds supporting two nowhere vanishing Majorana spinors. It is most common to study such manifolds from the perspective of spinor bilinears which can be constructed out of the spinors. Since 9-dimensional Euclidean gamma matrices can be chosen real (and therefore symmetric) the only spinor bilinears which can be defined are the following

(V_1)_m = ξ^T_1 γ_mξ_1 , (V_2)_m = ξ^T_2 γ_mξ_2 , (V_3)_m = ξ^T_1 γ_mξ_2 = ξ^T_2 γ_mξ_1 ,

K_{mn} = ξ^T_1 γ_{mn}ξ_2 = −ξ^T_2 γ_{mn}ξ_1 , Ψ_{mnp} = ξ^T_1 γ_{mnp}ξ_2 = −ξ^T_2 γ_{mnp}ξ_1 ,

(Φ_1)_{mnpq} = ξ^T_1 γ_{mnpq}ξ_1 , (Φ_2)_{mnpq} = ξ^T_2 γ_{mnpq}ξ_2 , (Φ_3)_{mnpq} = ξ^T_1 γ_{mnpq}ξ_2 . (2.14)

Here γ_m are 9-dimensional gamma matrices, or generators of Cl(9, 0), with m = 1, ..., 9. These forms are not independent as certain products of such bilinears can be expressed in terms of linear combinations of these bilinears. The complete set of relations which the forms above satisfy is given in appendix A.

For an efficient description of such manifolds it is important to know the number of independent vectors. The forms defined above include three vectors. The Fierz relations for the vectors imply

||V_1||^2 = ||V_2||^2 = 1 , ||V_3||^2 = 1 2 (1 − α) , (2.15)

V_1 · V_2 ≡ α , V_1 · V_3 = V_2 · V_3 = 0 . (2.16)

Here we define the usual contraction V · U = V^mU_m. Therefore the number of independent vectors is governed by a real parameter α which is the scalar product of the vectors V_1 and V_2. Since the vectors V_1 and V_2 are of unit norm, this parameter α is in fact the cosine of the angle between these vectors and therefore can take values in the interval [−1, 1]. At generic values of this parameter, all the three vectors are independent and of non-vanishing norm. This is the case of a local SU(3) structure. We denote this a ‘local structure’ because α varies over X_8 and so particular values of it define certain submanifolds. Of course the notion of structure group only has a global meaning. However the terminology of a local structure is well defined by the properties of the spinors over the submanifold and will be used extensively in this work. For α = −1 the vectors V_1 and V_2 are no longer independent (they are anti-parallel) while V_3 has unit norm. Therefore we are left with two independent unit vectors. This is the case of a G_2 structure. Finally, if α = 1, the vectors V_1 and V_2 are parallel while V_3 vanishes. This is the case of an SU(4) structure. These local 9-dimensional structure groups dictated by the parameter α are directly inherited by the 8-dimensional manifold. In particular the physics we are interested in, which is the potential for a probe space-filling M2-brane, is therefore directly related to the variation of α over the internal manifold. We will show this in more detail in section 3.3.

Before going into more details about these manifolds it will be useful to understand the special cases of α = ±1.

2.2.2 Loci of G_2 structure: α = −1 On such loci, the Fierz relations presented in appendix simplify and we find V_1 = −V_2 = V , ||V ||^2 = ||V_3||^2 = 1 , (2.17) K = V ∧ V_3 , (2.18) V ⌟Ψ = V_3⌟Ψ = 0 , (2.19) Φ_1 = −V_3 ∧ Ψ − ∗(V ∧ V_3 ∧ Ψ) , (2.20) Φ_2 = V_3 ∧ Ψ − ∗(V ∧ V_3 ∧ Ψ) , (2.21) Φ_3 = V ∧ Ψ . (2.22) This description looks much like a G_2 structure in 7-dimensions (which is given in terms of the 3-form Ψ) and two additional vectors which lift this G_2 structure to 9-dimensions. This is expected from the decomposition of the fundamental of SO(9) under G_2 9 → 7 ⊕ 1 ⊕ 1 . (2.23) A linear combination of these vectors gives the direction along the auxiliary circle used to uplift to 9-dimensions.

2.2.3 Loci of SU(4)-structure: α = +1 The Fierz relations for the case α = 1 read

V_1 = V_2 = V , ||V ||^2 = 1 , ||V_3||^2 = 0 , (2.24) Ψ = K ∧ V , Φ_+ = −K ∧ K , K_{m[n} (Φ_−)^m_{pq]} = 2 (Φ_3)_{npq} , (2.25) where we define Φ_± = Φ_1 ± Φ_2. Moreover it can be shown that when restricted to the subspace which is orthogonal to V , K is an almost complex structure and it is clear that we can organise this orthogonal space as a space of SU(4) structure with Φ_− and 2Φ_3 playing the role of the real and imaginary parts of the complex four-form. The additional vector field should be understood as the direction which we added to go to the auxiliary nine-dimensional manifold.

2.3 Parametrisation in terms of a SU(3)-structure The most interesting case is of when the angle α, between the vectors V_1 and V_2 varies. This occurs over the generic patch on the manifold which manifests a local SU(3)-structure. Over this locus we have that α ≠ ±1, and we will assume this in our present analysis and return to the limit points later. In dealing with the more complicated SU(3)-structure case we are guided by the idea that, analogous to the SU(4) and G_2-structure loci, we expect to be able to describe it in terms of an (uplifted) 6-dimensional SU(3)-structure. In order to unveil this structure let us first define V_± = V_1 ± V_2 . (2.26) Clearly V_+ and V_− are mutually orthogonal and, since both V_1 and V_2 are orthogonal to V_3, they are also orthogonal to V_3. However, these vectors no longer have unit norm but we find

||V_±||^2 = 2(1 ± α) . (2.27)

The next step is to decompose all the forms in (2.14) into forms of lower or equal rank forms which are orthogonal to these vectors. Let us use as an example the decomposition of K. We write K = J + aV_+ ∧ V_− + bV_+ ∧ V_3 + cV_− ∧ V_3 , (2.28) where a, b and c are coefficients which should be derived from imposing that J satisfies V_±⌟J = V_3⌟J = 0. From the Fierz relations with one free index we see that V_+ is already orthogonal to K and therefore a = b = 0. In order to find the coefficient c we contract with V_− and use the Fierz relations with one free index and obtain

K = J + 1 1 − α V_− ∧ V_3 . (2.29)

The other cases work in a similar way. However, when considering forms of higher rank, the number of terms that can be written on the right hand side increases rendering the calculation rather tedious. We find, eventually, the following equations

Ψ = φ + 1 1 + α

J ∧ V_+ + 1 2(1 − α)

V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 , (2.30)

Φ_+ = − 2 1 + α J ∧ J − 2 1 + α ρ ∧ V_+ − 2 1 − α J ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 , (2.31)

Φ_− = 4 1 − α φ ∧ V_3 + 2 1 − α ρ ∧ V_− + 2 1 + α

J ∧ V_+ ∧ V_3 , (2.32)

Φ_3 = − 1 1 − α φ ∧ V_− + 2 1 − α ρ ∧ V_3 − 1 2(1 + α)

J ∧ V_+ ∧ V_− . (2.33)

In the above the three-form ρ is not independent, but can be expressed as

ρ_{mnp} = J_{rm}φ_{np}^r . (2.34)

Using the Fierz relation which involves K and Ψ one can check that the RHS of the above equation is indeed antisymmetric in all three indices as should be for the components of a 3-form (see eq. (B.2)). Note also that ρ and φ are orthogonal to the vectors V_i.

Using the Fierz relations in appendix A it is not very hard to check the parametrisation above. The terms which contain at least one vector field can be immediately verified by projecting the entire relation on the corresponding vector and using the fact that vectors V_± and V_3 are orthogonal. The only remaining problem is to determine the top forms which are orthogonal to the vectors. There are two different cases above. In (2.30), we denote this top form by φ and we shall further discuss its properties. In the remaining relations, the top form is no longer an independent form, but is given in terms of J, as in (2.31), or it simply vanishes as in (2.32) and (2.33). The way to decide whether or not one can write additional terms in (2.31)–(2.33) is by computing the norms of the RHS and LHS of these relations. It is not difficult to check that these norms precisely agree, and therefore if we were to add some arbitrary form to these relations, such forms would automatically have zero norm and thus vanish on an Euclidean space.

Naively the equations (2.29)–(2.33) diverge at the special points α = ±1. To show that actually there are no divergences in the SU(3) parameterisation in the SU(4) or G_2 loci limits, we can extract the leading behaviour with respect to (1 ± α) of the relevant SU(3)-structure forms

V_3 ∼ (1 − α)^{12} , V_− ∼ (1 − α)^{12} , V_+ ∼ (1 + α)^{12} ,

ρ ∼ [(1 − α) (1 + α)]^{12} , φ ∼ (1 − α)^{12} , J ∼ (1 + α)^{12} . (2.35)

These relations can be inferred from the norms of these objects which we compute in appendix. The objects that define the geometry are the 9-dimensional bilinears. These are perfectly smooth over the full range of α, though they take particular, different, forms over the SU(3), SU(4) and G_2 loci.

Note that apart from J, φ and ρ, which satisfy (2.34), no other form orthogonal to the vectors appears. We can in principle use in the parametrisation only φ and J, but it is more intuitive to consider also ρ as these forms are used in general to describe a SU(3) structure. Indeed, the results obtained agree precisely with what is expected from a SU(3)-structure in six dimensions plus three additional directions orthogonal to it. However, in order to establish the SU(3)-structure behind we still have to check a few more relations which the forms J and φ satisfy. Using the symmetric relation for K given in eq. (A.67) of the appendix we can compute the similar identity for J J_{mn}J^n_p = − 1 2 (1 + α)δ_{mp} + 1 4 (V_+)_m(V_+)_p +

1 + α 4(1 − α)

(V_−)_m(V_−)_p +

1 + α 1 − α (V_3)_m(V_3)_p = 1 2 (1 + α) [−δ_{mp} + (P_+)_{mp} + (P_−)_{mp} + (P_3)_{mp}] , (2.36)

where P_{±,3} denote the projectors on the directions +, − and 3 respectively. It follows that by an appropriate normalisation J can be indeed viewed as the almost complex structure on the 6-dimensional subspace orthogonal to V_± and V_3.

Making use of the Fierz identities listed in the appendix and of the eqs. (2.29)–(2.33) one can show that the following identities must hold

J⌟φ = J⌟ρ = 0 , (2.37)

J ∧ φ = J ∧ ρ = 0 , (2.38)

φ ∧ ρ = ∗(V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3) , (2.39) J ∧ J ∧ J = 3(1 + α) 2(1 − α)

∗ (V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3) . (2.40)

Furthermore, it is possible to show that eqs. (2.29)–(2.40) together with eq. (B.28) imply all the Fierz identities for the bilinear forms listed in the appendix. By construction, the converse is also true.

It is useful to construct from φ and ρ the following holomorphic and anti-holomorphic (with respect J) three-forms

Ω = φ + i

√_2 1+α ρ , Ω̄ = φ − i √_2 1+α ρ . (2.41)

Indeed, it is easy to see that these forms obey the relations J_m^nΩ_{npq} = i √_{1+α} 2 Ω_{mpq} , J_m^nΩ̄_{npq} = −i √_{1+α}

2 Ω̄_{mpq} , (2.42)

and therefore, up to some normalisation, Ω can be seen as a (3, 0) form with respect to the almost complex structure J. It should now be clear that following a suitable normalisation the forms J and Ω (or its real components φ and ρ) can be seen as the forms defining an SU(3)- structure on the space orthogonal to the vectors V_± and V_3. Note that the normalisation we have depends on the parameter α and care must be taken over the α = ±1 points where a reparameterisation in terms of SU(4) or G_2 structures is more suitable.

3 Supersymmetry conditions

The G-structure technology introduced in the previous section is ideal for studying the supersymmetry equations (2.2). In this section we rewrite the supersymmetry constraints as differential constraints on the appropriate forms and use these to extract general properties of any solutions, in particular with respect to supporting a background with varying α.

The supersymmetry variation of the gravitino (2.2) splits into internal and external components which read [35, 36, 37]

D_αξ = ∇_αξ + A_αξ = 0 , Qξ = 0 , (3.1)

where we defined

A_α = λγ_αγ_9 + 1 24 F_{αβγδ} γ^{βγδ} + 1 4 f̃_βγ_α^βγ_9 , (3.2)

Q = −λγ_9 + 1 2 ∂_αΔγ^α − 1 288 F_{αβγδ} γ^{αβγδ} − 1 6 f̃_αγ^αγ_9 , (3.3)

and the covariant derivative ∇_α is taken now with respect to the 8-dimensional metric defined in (2.5). The parameter λ is the cosmological constant for the 3-dimensional external space. These equations are valid for spinors ξ which live on an 8-dimensional manifold. As discussed previously we are interested in studying the background on a 9-dimensional manifold Y_9 = X_8 × S_1. To do this we uplift on a circle by adding a ninth direction so that now we have an index range m = 1, ..., 9. We uplift the gamma matrices by considering γ_9 together with the other gamma matrices γ_α, as the generators of the Clifford algebra Cl(9, 0). The analysis of the geometry and G-structures performed above does not identify a particular direction and so we would like to rewrite the uplifted supersymmetry equations also in an SO(9) covariant way. We therefore introduce a constant vector field θ such that

γ_9 = θ^mγ_m , m = 1, . . . , 9 . (3.4)

With this the supersymmetry equations (3.1) have the same form where now

A_m = λθ^nγ_{mn} + 1 24 F_{mnpq}γ^{npq} + 1 4 f̃_nθ_pγ_m^{np} , (3.5) Q = −λθ^mγ_m + 1 2 ∂_nΔγ^n − 1 288 F_{mnpq}γ^{mnpq} − 1 6 f̃_mθ_nγ^{mn} , (3.6)

and we must impose the independence of physics quantities on the ninth direction

θ · f̃ = 0 , θ⌟F = 0 , θ · dΔ = 0 . (3.7)

These equations now hold after an arbitrary SO(9) rotation which no longer identifies θ with the index value m = 9.

Note the following simple consequences of the above. Firstly, the restrictions on the fluxes imply that one component of A, i.e. θ^mA_m, identically vanishes. This means that also the spinor ξ does not depend on this direction. Secondly, since we chose the 8-dimensional gamma matrices to be real and symmetric (this also holds for γ_9), A_m is a totally antisymmetric matrix. Contracting (3.1) with ξ^T from the left we find

0 = ξ^T ∇_mξ =^1_2 ∇_m(ξ^T ξ) =^1_2 ∂_m||ξ||^2 , (3.8)

and therefore the supersymmetry equations impose that the internal spinors must have constant norms as we already anticipated in the previous section.

The auxiliary uplift direction should be given by a linear combination of the 9-dimensional vectors. This can be seen from the analysis of the various particular cases. In particular for the SU(4) case, in 8-dimensions we expect no singlet vector field and so the vector field which survives should be interpreted as the additional ninth direction. In the G_2 case in 8 dimensions, we expect a single vector field which is a singlet under the structure group. In 9 dimensions we found two such vector fields and therefore a certain linear combination of them should be interpreted as the additional direction. Finally, in the case of a SU(3) structure we expect two singlet vector fields in eight dimensions, while we found three of them in 9 dimensions. Again, one combination of them should precisely give the additional direction. Thus we can write

θ =^1_{2(1+α)} (θ · V_+)V_+ +^1_{2(1−α)} (θ · V_−)V_− +^2_{1−α} (θ · V_3)V_3 . (3.9)

Finally it is worth noting the practical matter that uplifting to 9-dimensions does not add any further complexity to the equations. This is because we are working with Majorana, rather than Majorana-Weyl, spinors in 8 dimensions which implies that they do not have any nice properties under γ_9. Therefore including it in a higher dimensional Clifford algebra is useful, in particular because the complete set of gamma matrices means the Hodge star acts simply allowing us to write all the bilinears in terms of forms of degree 4 or less.

3.1 Equations for N = 2 supersymmetry in 3D

For N = 2 supersymmetry in 3 dimensions, the supersymmetry equations (3.1) have to be satisfied by two spinors on the internal manifold, ξ_{1,2}. In order to see what sort of constraints these equations impose on the 9-dimensional manifolds discussed in the previous section we should first rewrite them in terms of the spinor bilinears (2.14). Using the definitions (2.14) and (3.1) we can compute the derivatives of all the spinor bilinears to find [37] ∇_mV_{i n} = 2λθ_nV_{i m} − 2λ(θ · V_i)δ_{mn} − 1 12 F_{mpqr}Φ_{i n}^{pqr} + 1 2 Φ_{i mnpq}f̃^pθ^q (3.10)

∇_mK_{np} = −4λK_{m[n}θ_{p]} + 4δ_{m[n}K_{p]q}θ^q + 1 2 F_{m[n}^{qr}Ψ_{p]qr} + Ψ_{m[n}^qθ_{p]}f̃_q

− Ψ_{m[n}^qf̃_{p]}θ_q + δ_{m[n}Ψ_{p]qr}f̃^qθ^r (3.11)

∇_mΨ_{npr} = 6λΨ_{m[np}θ_{r]} − 6λδ_{m[n}Ψ_{pr]q}θ^q + 1 12 F_m^{stu}(∗Ψ)_{nprstu} + 3 2 F_{m[np}^qK_{r]q} − 1 2 (∗Ψ)_{mnprst}f̃^sθ^t − 3K_{m[n}f̃_pθ_{r]} (3.12)

+ 3δ_{m[n}f̃_pK_{r]q}θ^q − 3δ_{m[n}θ_pK_{r]q}f̃^q , ∇_mΦ_{i npqr} = −8λΦ_{i m[npq}θ_{r]} + 8λδ_{m[n}Φ_{i pqr]s}θ^s + F_{m[n}^{st}(∗Φ_i)_{pqr]st} − 2F_{m[npq}V_{i r]} + 2(∗Φ_i)_{m[npq}^sθ_{r]}f̃_s − 2(∗Φ_i)_{m[npq}^sf̃_{r]}θ_s (3.13)

+ 2δ_{m[n}(∗Φ_i)_{pqr]st}f̃^sθ^t − 12δ_{m[n}V_{i p}f̃_qθ_{r]} ,

where the subscript i stands for any of 1, 2, 3, + or −. It is interesting to note that the equations above imply that the derivatives along θ vanish identically upon using the condition on the fluxes (3.7).

We should now consider the constraints which come from the external gravitino variation. These equations should be projected on a basis of spinors in order to find an equivalent set of equations. In 8 dimensions it is easy to find a basis of spinors in terms of Majorana-Weyl singlet spinors, but since the Majorana-Weyl components of the spinors we consider may vanish at certain points, we will not be able to use a basis constructed in such a way globally. Instead we shall project the supersymmetry equations on a larger set of spinors – not linearly independent – which are constructed by multiplying the spinors ξ_{1,2} by arbitrary elements of the Clifford algebra. Specifically we shall project the spinor equations (3.1) on spinors of the form

ξ_{i A} = γ_Aξ_i , i = 1, 2 , γ_A ∈ Cl(9, 0) (3.14)

In practice we shall see that taking γ_A = 1, γ_m is enough and the other constraints are just consequences of these ones. Therefore we shall use the following equations − λ(θ · V_i) + 1 2 (V_i · dΔ) − 1 12 F ⌟Φ_i = 0 (3.15)

f̃_mθ_nK^{mn} = 0 (3.16) −2λθ + dΔ − 1 12 ∗ (F ∧ Φ_+) + 1 6 V_+⌟(f̃ ∧ θ) = 0 (3.17) − 1 12 ∗ (F ∧ Φ_{− ,3}) + 1 6 V_{− ,3}⌟(f̃ ∧ θ) = 0 (3.18) 2λθ⌟K − dΔ⌟K + 1 6 Ψ⌟F − 1 3 (f̃ ∧ θ)⌟Ψ = 0 (3.19)

while the ones corresponding to other Clifford elements can be found in appendix C.

3.2 Flux induced variations of α

The key property of the backgrounds that we are interested in is the variation of the parameter α, since this is the property that signals an M2-brane potential. We will explain this relationship in more detail in section 3.3. In this section we are interested in determining which flux is responsible for inducing such a variation. In general not any flux will induce this variation, for example we know that (2, 2) primitive flux as studied in the case of SU(4)-structure compactifications [7] will not induce such a variation. We will determine the flux which is relevant by using the supersymmetry equations to directly evaluate the variation of α.

The form of the supersymmetry equations as given in section 3.1 carries redundancies because the bilinears (2.14) are not independent, but satisfy various relations coming from the Fierz relations. In order to find a more tractable set of equations we should use a parametrisation for the forms (2.14) which already makes use of the Fierz relations. A particular parameterisation is the one given in (2.29)–(2.33) which is valid for the SU(3)-structure loci. We claim that this parameterisation is sufficient to capture all the variation of α. This follows from the simple reasoning that over the patches where it breaks down, the SU(4) and G_2 loci, α is constant by definition. Further it is also at a maximum or minimum value over these loci so that derivatives along directions leading away from the loci also vanish. Therefore over such loci dα = 0 and all the variation is within the SU(3)-structure locus.

Using the supersymmetry equations (3.10), the variation of α can be generally computed as ∇_mα = 1 2 ∇(V^n_+ V_{+ n}) = V^n_+ ∇_mV_{+ n} = − 1 12 V^n_+ F_{mpqr}Φ_{+ n}^{pqr} + 1 2 Φ_{+ mnpq}f̃^pθ^qV^n_+ . (3.20)

Making use of the SU(3) parametrisation of the form Φ_+, (2.31), and of the fact that the forms J, ρ, V_− and V_3 are all orthogonal to V_+, together with the fact that θ should be a combination of the vector fields V_± and V_3, we find that the second term above does not contribute to the variation of the parameter α and so ∇_mα = − 1 3 ρ_{pqr}F_m^{pqr} . (3.21) Given again all the orthogonality properties of the SU(3)-structure forms we find that the flux which is responsible for the variation of α can be written as

F = h̃ ∧ ρ + g̃ ∧ φ , (3.22)

where at this stage h̃ and g̃ are arbitrary one-forms on the internal manifold that parameterise the flux.

Note that ρ and φ are (depending on the conventions) the real and imaginary part of the holomorphic 3-form which can be defined on a manifold with SU(3)-structure. Over the SU(4) locus the flux therefore lifts to either (4, 0)+(0, 4) or (3, 1)+(1, 3) flux. Note that both these fluxes are forbidden by supersymmetry in the case of pure SU(4)-structure where only (2,2) primitive fluxes are allowed [7], which is consistent with the understanding that the variation of α vanishes over that locus.

3.3 M2-brane potentials and Supersymmetry

At this stage it is worth going into some more detail regarding the relation between a potential for probe space-time filling M2-branes and the background geometry. In type IIB compactified on manifolds with SU(3) × SU(3) structure, we know that space-time-filling D3 branes become supersymmetric at points where the manifold locally looks like a manifold with SU(3) structure (i.e. the two spinors defining the SU(3) × SU(3) structure are parallel) [21, 22]. In this section we will find similar results for M2-branes in terms of local structure groups.

Let us briefly recall some well-known facts about supersymmetry and M2 branes. We will utilise the form of the M2-brane action given in [44]

S_{M2} = −T_{M2} ∫ d^3ζ √ −G − T_{M2} 6 ∫ d^3ζϵ^{ijk}A_{kji} + i T_{M2} 2 ∫ d^3ζ √ −Gȳ(1 − Γ_{M2})Γ^iD̃_iy , (3.23)

where G_{ij} is the induced metric on the brane, T_{M2} is the tension of the brane, A_{ijk} is the pull-back of the supergravity 3-form on the brane, D̃_i is the pull-back of the supercovariant derivative and y is an 11-dimensional Majorana spinor. Γ_{M2} is the brane chirality operator which is given by Γ_{M2} = 1 6 √ −G ϵ^{ijk}Γ_iΓ_jΓ_k . (3.24)

Note that Γ^2_{M2} = 1 so that its eigenvalues are ±1 and we can define projectors on the corresponding subspaces as P_± = 1 2 (1 ± Γ_{M2}) . (3.25)

The action (3.23) is invariant under local κ transformations [44]

δ_κy = (1 + Γ_{M2})κ + O(y^2) , δ_κX^M = i 2 ȳΓ^M (1 + Γ_{M2})κ + O(y^3) (3.26)

where κ is a 32-component spinor which may depend on the coordinates on the worldvolume of the M2 brane, ζ^i.

For a background with Killing spinor ϵ satisfying (2.2), supersymmetry transformations act as δ_ϵy = ϵ + O(y^2) , δ_ϵX^M = − i 2 ȳΓ^M ϵ + O(y^3) . (3.27)

A bosonic brane configuration (y = 0) is supersymmetric only if δ_ϵy = 0 and we see that this can not be satisfied unless ϵ = 0. However δ_ϵy = ϵ is compatible with supersymmetry only if this transformation can be compensated by a κ transformation [26]. Therefore the only supersymmetry generators which are not broken by the bosonic brane configuration are those which can be written as ϵ = δ_κy = (1 + Γ_{M2})κ = 2P_+κ . (3.28) This is equivalent to requiring [26]

P_−ϵ = (1 − Γ_{M2})ϵ = 0 . (3.29)

For the compactification to 3 dimensions with space-time-filling M2-branes, the M2 brane chirality operator decomposes according to the the split of gamma matrices (2.7), as

Γ_{M2} = 1 ⊗ γ_9 (3.30)

where γ_9 is the chirality operator on the 8d manifold. Using the spinor decomposition for the compactification to 3 dimensions (2.8) we find we find that the condition above is equivalent to

γ_9ξ = ξ . (3.31)

We see that the condition that the M2 brane is supersymmetric requires Killing spinors of definite chirality.

With this result in mind consider probe M2 branes in our supergravity background at the different local SU(3), SU(4) or G_2-structure loci. Generally we have that there are 2 Majorana Killing spinors. Over G_2 loci, α = −1, these become Majorana-Weyl Killing spinors of opposite chirality. Therefore M2 branes preserve N = 1 supersymmetry on these loci. Over SU(4) loci, α = +1, the Killing spinors are Majorana-Weyl of same chirality and so M2 branes either preserve N = 2 supersymmetry or no supersymmetry. However, for a given fixed chirality of the two Majorana-Weyl spinors either M2 or anti-M2 branes preserve N = 2 supersymmetry, and we define M2 branes as the objects which preserve the supersymmetries over SU(4) loci.^8 Over the SU(3) loci, −1 < α < 1, we have two Killling Majorana spinors which contain 4 non-vanishing Majorana-Weyl component spinors. We have three possibilities: either all of the Majorana-Weyl components are Killing individually, in which case the M2 branes preserves N = 2 supersymmetry, or two Majorana-Weyl components of one Majorana spinor are Killing while the components of the other are not, in which case the M2 preserves N = 1 supersymmetry, or none of the components are Killing in which case an M2 brane is non-supersymmetric. In appendix D we show that the flux which induces a varying α (3.22) precisely implies that the last possibility is realised and M2 branes preserve no supersymmetry. Indeed it is rather simple to see that this should be the case for any background which does not have a global SU(3) or G_2-structure since if any Majorana-Weyl components were covariantly constant by themselves their norm could be set to unity over the full manifold, thereby implying that they are nowhere vanishing and induce a global SU(3) or G_2-structure.

On general grounds we expect that supersymmetric loci are minima of the potential. This means that on the generic (non-supersymmetric) locus a probe M2 brane should feel a potential which drives it to a supersymmetric locus.

Let us be more explicit about the condition for N = 2 supersymmetry of the M2 brane. The condition (3.31) has to be satisfied for two spinors ξ_1 and ξ_2, which means that the two spinors are actually Majorana–Weyl of positive chirality and therefore define a SU(4) structure. In the language used in section 2.2 this means that the vectors V_1 and V_2 are equal and therefore

V_− = 0 . (3.32)

Conversely, the condition V_− = 0 implies that we are dealing with a SU(4) point and therefore the two spinors are Majorana–Weyl.^9 Finally, it is interesting to note that, in the spirit of the analysis in [21, 22] of D3 superpotentials, the condition (3.32) hints that the 1-form V_− may be associated to the derivative of a world-volume potential.

4 Analysis of the special flux

In the previous section we identified the particular flux that sources the variation of α. In this section we study backgrounds that can support this flux. As an initial investigation we restrict

8Note that there exists the interesting possibility of multiple SU(4) loci with different chiralities in which case neither M2 or anti-M2 can preserve supersymmetry on all of loci. We will not consider such configurations in detail in this work.

9In principle the chirality of the spinors can not be determined. However, if this is negative, and therefore, the condition (3.31) is not satisfied, this would be a point where anti M2 branes are supersymmetric.

the 4-form flux F to be solely composed of the flux of interest so that it takes the form (3.22), while the warp-factor Δ and 1-form flux f are unconstrained. We leave a complete investigation allowing also for other types of 4-form fluxes in the background for future work.

It is useful to decompose the 4-form flux along the three vectors as F = h ∧ ρ + g ∧ φ +^1_{2(1+α)} h_+V_+ ∧ ρ +^1_{2(1−α)} h_−V_− ∧ ρ +^2_{(1−α)} h_3V_3 ∧ ρ

+^1_{2(1+α)} g_+V_+ ∧ φ +^1_{2(1−α)} g_−V_− ∧ φ +^2_{(1−α)} g_3V_3 ∧ φ .

(4.1)

In the above we defined

h_i = V_i · h̃ ≡ V^m_i h̃_m , g_i = V_i · g̃ ≡ V^m_i g̃_m , i = ±, 3 , (4.2)

while g and h are defined as the components of g̃ and h̃ orthogonal to the vectors V_± and V_3. We therefore decompose the fluxes h, g and f̃ as

h̃ = h + 1

2(1 + α) h_+V_+ + 1 2(1 − α) h_−V_− + 2 (1 − α) h_3V_3 , (4.3)

g̃ = g + 1 2(1 + α) g_+V_+ + 1 2(1 − α) g_−V_− + 2 (1 − α) g_3V_3 , (4.4)

f̃ = f + 1 2(1 + α) f_+V_+ + 1 2(1 − α) f_−V_− + 2 (1 − α) f_3V_3 , (4.5)

where f, f_± and f_3 are defined in analogy with g and h by their relation to the vectors. Note that there are no divergences at α = ±1 in the expressions above, which can be seen using the limits (2.35). Recall that we are still formally working on a nine-dimensional manifold and in order not to alter the physics we have to impose (3.7) on the fluxes above. Since θ is a linear combination of the vectors, this condition imposes the orthogonality of the one-form fluxes h̃, g̃ and f̃ on θ θ⌟h̃ = θ⌟g̃ = θ⌟f̃ = 0 . (4.6) With these definitions, and using the various relations in appendix B, we find that (3.21) yields

dα = −(1 − α)(1 + α)h − 2(1 − α)g⌟J − (1 − α)h_+V_+ − (1 + α)h_−V_− − 4(1 + α)h_3V_3 (4.7)

Note that, as expected, dα = 0 on the SU(4) and G_2 loci.

To analyse the supersymmetry conditions for this particular flux Ansatz we shall start with the constraints (3.15)-(3.19). Inserting the SU(3) parametrisation (2.30)-(2.33) and the flux

Ansatz above, by using the relations in appendix B we find

0 = − λ(θ · V_+) + 1 2 (V_+ · dΔ) − 1 6 (1 − α)h_+ , (4.8a)

0 = − λ(θ · V_−) + 1 2 (V_− · dΔ) + 1 6 (1 + α)h_− + 2 3 g_3 , (4.8b)

0 = − λ(θ · V_3) + 1 2 (V_3 · dΔ) + 1 6 (1 + α)h_3 − 1 6 g_− , (4.8c)

0 =(θ · V_3)f_− − f_3(θ · V_−) , (4.8d) 0 =dΔ − 2λθ − 1 3 (g_−V_3 − g_3V_−) + 1 6 f_+θ − 1 6 (θ · V_+)f̃ , (4.8e)

0 = − h_+V_− + h_−V_+ − 2g_+V_3 + 2g_3V_+ + f_−θ − (θ · V_−)f̃ , (4.8f)

0 = − 2h_+V_3 + 2h_3V_+ + g_+V_− − g_−V_+ + 2f_3θ − 2(θ · V_3)f̃ , (4.8g) 0 = 2λ 1 − α (θ · V_−)V_3 − 2λ 1 − α (θ · V_3)V_− − dΔ⌟J − 1 1 − α (dΔ · V_−)V_3 + 1 1 − α (dΔ · V_3)V_− + 1 6 (1 − α)h̃⌟J − 1 6 (1 − α)g̃ − 1 12 1 − α 1 + α g_+V_+ − 1 3 g_3V_3 − 1 12 g_−V_− + (θ · V_+) 3(1 + α) f̃⌟J − 1 6(1 − α)

(f̃ ∧ θ)⌟(V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3) . (4.8h)

Let us look more carefully at equation (4.8f). Contracting it with V_− we immediately find that h_+ = 0. By contracting with V_3 and using (4.8d) we find that g_+ = 0. Furthermore, projecting equations (4.8f) and (4.8g) on V_+ and on the 6-dimensional space orthogonal to the vectors V_± and V_3 one obtains the following equations

g_3 = − 1 2 h_− − 1 4(1 + α) f_−(θ · V_+) + 1 4(1 + α)

(θ · V_−)f_+ , (4.9)

g_− = 2h_3 + 1 1 + α f_3(θ · V_+) − 1 1 + α

(θ · V_3)f_+ , (4.10) and (θ · V_−)f = 0 , (θ · V_3)f = 0 . (4.11) Now, using (3.9), the relations coming from the orthogonality of θ on the fluxes f̃ and g̃ become

h_−(θ · V_−) + 4h_3(θ · V_3) = 0 , (4.12)

h_3(θ · V_−) − h_−(θ · V_3) = 0 , (4.13)

where we used (4.9), (4.10) and (4.8d). These equations can be viewed as a linear system for h_− and h_3 which has a non-trivial solution only if the corresponding determinant vanishes. Therefore, there are two cases to consider. One of them must have θ · V_− = θ · V_3 = 0 and the other one has to satisfy h_− = h_3 = 0 and, following (4.11), f = 0. We shall focus on the first solutions as we want to study loci with dα ≠ 0. Indeed, it is easy to show that in the latter case one must have that dα = 0. In order to prove it one needs also the identity g⌟J + 1 2 (1 + α)h = 0 , (4.14) resulting from eq. (4.8h) after contraction with J.

Let us continue with the case θ · V_− = θ · V_3 = 0. Making use of eq. (3.9) we obtain that θ has to be in the direction of V_+. We can therefore write θ = (θ · V_+) 2(1 + α)

V_+ , (4.15)

and the fact that the physics should not depend on θ now transfers to V_+. Notice that this is consistent with the expectation that the flux should vanish over G_2 structure loci since in this case we have V_+ = 0 but the auxiliary direction θ must be non-vanishing.

Together with equation (4.8a), (4.15) immediately implies that λ = 0, and therefore all such compactifications are to 3-dimensional Minkowski space. Furthermore, equations (4.8b), (4.8c), (4.8f) and (4.8g) allow to solve for the projections of dΔ on V_− and V_3 in terms of f_− and f_3. Altogether the equations (4.8) become

0 = λ = f_+ = g_+ = h_+ = dΔ · V_+ , (4.16a)

dΔ · V_− = 1 − α 3 h_− + θ · V_+ 3(1 + α) f_− , dΔ · V_3 = 1 − α 3 h_3 + θ · V_+ 3(1 + α) f_3 , (4.16b)

g_3 = −^1_2 h_− − θ · V_+ 4(1 + α) f_− , g_− = 2h_3 + θ · V_+ 1 + α f_3 , (4.16c)

0 = dΔ − 1 3 (g_−V_3 − g_3V_−) − 1 6 (θ · V_+)f̃ , (4.16d) 0 = −dΔ⌟J + 1 6 (1 − α)(h⌟J − g) + (θ · V_+) 3(1 + α) f⌟J . (4.16e)

Contracting (4.16d) with J we find dΔ⌟J = (θ · V_+) 6 f⌟J , (4.17) and then (4.16e) becomes g − h⌟J = (θ · V_+) 1 + α f⌟J . (4.18)

4.1 The case f̃ = 0

At this point we split the analysis to two cases, the simpler case f̃ = 0 is studied in this section, while the more general case is studied in section 4.2. For this section we therefore set f = f_+ = f_− = f_3 = 0.

Let us analyse more closely equation (4.18). Since J, up to normalisation, acts like an almost complex structure on the 6-dimensional space orthogonal to the vectors V_± and V_3, this equation tell us that a particular combination of the fluxes g and h is holomorphic with respect to the almost complex structure J. It is not hard to see that the complex flux defined as

h = h + i

√_2 1+α g , h̄ = h − i √_2

1+α g (4.19) is holomorphic in that it obeys

J_m^nh_n = i

√_{1+α}

2 h_m , J_m^nh̄_n = −i

√_{1+α}

2 h̄_m . (4.20)

It is useful to use this flux combination together with objects which again have well-defined behavior when contracted with J. In particular, we can construct a (4, 0) form by taking the exterior product of (2.41) with (4.19). Since J only acts on a 6-dimensional subspace, a (4, 0) form in the sense defined above must identically vanish. In particular we have (B.34)

0 = h ∧ Ω = h ∧ φ − 2 1 + α g ∧ ρ + i √_2

1+α (h ∧ ρ + g ∧ φ) = 0 . (4.21)

Note that the imaginary part is proportional to the projection of the flux F orthogonal to the vectors. The fact that this part of the flux vanishes implies that the variation of α only depends on the projection of the h̃ and g̃ fluxes along the vectors V_− and V_3.

The equations (4.16) now become

dΔ · V_− = 1 − α 3 h_− , dΔ · V_3 = 1 − α 3 h_3 , g_3 = −^1_2 h_− , g_− = 2h_3 , h⌟J − g = 0 (4.22)

with all the rest of the flux components being zero. All the above relations greatly simplify the differential equations which now become

dα = −(1 + α)h_−V_− − 4(1 + α)h_3V_3 (4.23)

dV_+ =^1_2 h_−V_+ ∧ V_− + 2h_3V_+ ∧ V_3 , dV_− = 2h_3V_− ∧ V_3 , dV_3 = − 1 2 h_−V_− ∧ V_3 , (4.24)

dK = −h_−J ∧ V_− − 4h_3J ∧ V_3 , (4.25)

dΨ = 2 1 + α J ∧ V_+ ∧ (_1 4 h_−V_− + h_3V_3 ) − 2 1 − α ρ ∧ (h_−V_3 − h_3V_−) + 1 − 5α 1 − α φ ∧ (_1 4 h_−V_− + h_3V_3 ) , (4.26)

where we made extensive use of the relations (B.33) for k = h which, in the case f̃ = 0, implies k̃ = g. Note that the exterior derivative of J is the same as the derivative of K above, while for the derivative of φ we find dφ = 2 1 − α ρ ∧ (h_3V_− − h_−V_3) + 1 − 5α 1 − α φ ∧ (_1 4 h_−V_− + h_3V_3 ) (4.27)

In the above formula the term which is in the direction of V_+ in dΨ drops out. This is precisely as it should be, as φ has no components along V_+ and moreover its derivative along θ (which is identified with V_+ in this case) vanishes. With a bit of more work one can compute the exterior derivative of ρ as well. We find dρ = 3 − 7α 1 − α ρ ∧ (_1 4 h_−V_− + h_3V_3 ) + 1 + α 1 − α φ ∧ (h_−V_3 − h_3V_−) (4.28)

At a first glance it seems that dφ and dρ do not combine nicely into dΩ, but one has to take into account that dΩ contains an additional term of the form dα ∧ ρ due to the α-dependent factor in front of ρ in the definition of Ω. With this we find

dΩ = 1 − 5α 1 − α Ω ∧ (_1 4 h_−V_− + h_3V_3 ) + i 1 + α 1 − α √ 2 1 + α

Ω ∧ (h_−V_3 − h_3V_−) . (4.29)

It is important to notice that the exterior derivatives of the SU(3)-structure forms do not have components strictly orthogonal to the vectors. Therefore one can conclude that the intrinsic torsion classes for the 6-dimensional manifold orthogonal to the vectors vanish and therefore this is a Calabi–Yau manifold. We conclude that in the case f̃ = 0 the supersymmetry equations require that, over the SU(3) locus, the 8-dimensional manifold is a fibration of a 6-dimensional CY manifold over a 2-dimensional base spanned by the vectors V_− and V_3. While over any G_2 or SU(4) loci the flux vanishes.

Finally let us note that using the normalisation of V_+ we can write

V_+ = √ 2(1 + α)θ , (4.30)

taking θ to be constant we derive

dV_+ = 1 2(1 + α) dα ∧ V_+ , (4.31)

which precisely agree with dV_+ found in (4.23). This is consistent with the interpretation that the auxiliary 9-dimensional manifold is a direct product of the original 8-dimensional manifold and a circle.

4.2 The case f̃ ≠ 0

Let us now return to the study of the f̃ ≠ 0 case. Compared to the case f̃ = 0 we see that now the complex fluxes (4.19) are no longer (anti)holomorphic. Rather one should replace h → h +^{(θ·V+)}_{1+α} f in order to obtain a holomorphic combination. This means that following the same argument of constructing a (4, 0) form on the space orthogonal to the vectors introduced in the previous section, we now find h ∧ ρ + g ∧ φ = − (θ · V_+) 1 + α f ∧ ρ , (4.32)

and so the flux F has also a component which is orthogonal to the vectors.

For the variation of α we find

dα = (1 − α)(θ · V_+)f − (1 + α)(h_−V_− + 4h_3V_3) . (4.33)

One can compute again the derivatives of the forms and we find

dV_+ = 1 − α 2(1 + α)

(θ · V_+)f ∧ V_+ + 2h_3V_+ ∧ V_3 + 1 2 h_−V_+ ∧ V_− , (4.34) dV_− = 2(θ · V_+) (1 − α)(1 + α) f_3V_− ∧ V_3 + 2h_3V_− ∧ V_3 − 1 2 (θ · V_+)f ∧ V_− , (4.35)

dV_3 = −

(θ · V_+) 2(1 − α)(1 + α) f_−V_− ∧ V_3 − 1 2 h_−V_− ∧ V_3 − 1 2 (θ · V_+)f ∧ V_3 , (4.36) dK = −h_−J ∧ V_− − 4h_3J ∧ V_3 − α 1 + α (θ · V_+)f ∧ J − θ · V_+ 2(1 − α) f ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 − θ · V_+ 2(1 + α)(1 − α) f_−J ∧ V_− − 2 θ · V_+ (1 + α)(1 − α) f_3J ∧ V_3 . (4.37) dΨ can again be computed directly from its covariant derivative. Again, when deriving dφ the terms in the direction of V_+ cancel and we are left with dφ = 3 2 (θ · V_+)φ ∧ f +

(θ · V_+) 2(1 − α)

(f⌟ρ) ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 + 1 − 5α 1 − α φ ∧ (_1 4 h_−V_− + h_3V_3 )

+ 3(θ · V_+) (1 − α)(1 + α) φ ∧ (_1 4 f_−V_− + f_3V_3 ) − 2 1 − α ρ ∧ (h_−V_3 − h_3V_−) (4.38) − (θ · V_+) 2(1 − α)(1 + α) ρ ∧ (f_−V_3 − f_3V_−) .

dρ can be computed from various combinations of spinor bilinears (e.g. dρ =^1_4 (V_+⌟Φ_+)) and we find dρ = 2α + 1 1 + α

(θ · V_+)ρ ∧ f +

(θ · V_+) 2(1 − α)

(f⌟φ) ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 + 3 − 7α 1 − α ρ ∧ (_1 4 h_−V_− + h_3V_3 )

+ 3(θ · V_+) (1 − α)(1 + α) ρ ∧ (_1 4 f_−V_− + f_3V_3 ) + 1 + α 1 − α φ ∧ (h_−V_3 − h_3V_−) (4.39) + (θ · V_+) 4(1 − α) φ ∧ (f_−V_3 − f_3V_−) .

Again, taking into account the factors which multiply ρ in the definition of Ω we find for the latter

dΩ = 3 2 (θ · V_+)Ω ∧ f + i √ 2 1 + α

(θ · V_+) 2(1 − α)

(f⌟Ω) ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 + 1 − 5α 1 − α Ω ∧ (_1 4 h_−V_− + h_3V_3 )

+ 3(θ · V_+) (1 − α)(1 + α) Ω ∧ (_1 4 f_−V_− + f_3V_3 ) + i √ 2 1 + α

1 + α 1 − α Ω ∧ (h_−V_3 − h_3V_−) (4.40)

+ i √ 2 1 + α

(θ · V_+) 2(1 − α)(1 + α)

Ω ∧ (f_−V_3 − f_3V_−) .

As in the case of f = 0 it will be instructive to find the torsion classes of the manifold with SU(3)-structure which is orthogonal to the vectors. Projecting on the 6-dimensional space the above derivatives become

P_6(dJ) = − α 1 + α

(θ · V_+)J ∧ f , (4.41)

P_6(dΩ) = 3 2 (θ · V_+)Ω ∧ f . (4.42)

We see that now these derivatives are non-zero and in order to read off the torsion classes of the 6-dimensional manifold with SU(3)-structure we need to first normalise the forms J and Ω. First we normalise J to be a proper almost complex structure (i.e. its square to be −1). This is achieved with the following rescaling

J^′ = √ 2 1 + α

J , (4.43)

Furthermore we define φ^′ = √ 2 1 − α φ , (4.44) thus the rescaling of ρ is the following

(ρ^′)_{mnp} = J^′_{rm}(φ^′)_{npr} = 2 √ (1 − α)(1 + α) ρ . (4.45)

We then find the following expressions for the projections of dJ^′ and dφ^′ on the 6 dimensional space orthogonal to the vectors

P_6(dJ^′) = −

(θ · V_+) 2 J^′ ∧ f , (4.46)

P_6(dφ^′) = (θ · V_+)φ^′ ∧ f . (4.47)

According to [42] this means that the only non-vanishing torsion classes are W_4 and W_5 which are given by

W_4 = 1 2 J^′⌟(dJ^′) = − 1 2 (θ · V_+)f , (4.48)

W_5 = 1 2 φ^′⌟(dφ^′) = (θ · V_+)f , (4.49)

and therefore satisfy 2W_4 + W_5 = 0. Note that this relation also featured in the conditions found in [43] for non-Kähler backgrounds in heterotic string compactifications.

5 Summary

In this paper we studied N = 2 compactifications of M-theory to three dimensions which have the defining property that a potential is induced for probe space-time filling M2-branes. Such backgrounds are specifically relevant for many model building applications, ranging from moduli stabilisation to flavour physics, all of which rely on backgrounds that involve potentials for space-time filling probe D3-branes on the F-theory side, which by the F-theory/M-theory duality implies an M2-potential. We showed that it is possible to translate the requirement of an M2-potential to a specific property of the background geometry. Specifically, that the 8- dimensional background should uplift over a trivial circle fibration to a 9-dimensional manifold in which the M2-potential can be related to variations of the angle α between two vectors. In terms of 8-dimensional geometry the variation of α implies that one can define a varying ‘local’ structure group, so that over a generic point the manifold exhibits an 8-dimensional SU(3)-structure, while over special loci this changes to SU(4)-structure or G_2-structure.

We studied the supersymmetry equations over such backgrounds and wrote them as differential constraints on the 9-dimensional forms. We identified a specific 4-form flux that sources variations of the angle α over the space, and showed that it vanishes over the special SU(4)- structure and G_2-structure loci, while over the generic SU(3)-structure locus it is parameterised by two real one-forms h and g. We went on to study backgrounds which support this particular 4-form flux as well as a further possible four-form flux with one leg in the internal directions, but no other 4-form fluxes. We showed that in this restricted case, over the generic SU(3)-structure locus the background takes the form of a 6-dimensional SU(3)-structure manifold with torsion classes W_4 and W_5, satisfying 2W_4 = −W_5, fibered over a 2-dimensional base. In the case where the additional 1-leg flux is turned off we showed that the geometry is a 6-dimensional

Calabi-Yau fibered over a 2-dimensional base which supports the flux and over which α varies. Since a major motivation for our work is an application to F-theory, and this requires that the background supports an elliptic fibration, it is encouraging that the simplest solutions are based on a Calabi-Yau fibration since it is well known how to construct elliptically fibered Calabi-Yau threefolds.

The analysis of the supersymmetry equations performed in this work can form a guide for finding full explicit solutions. This would involve also solving the equations of motion for the supergravity fields, the Bianchi identities, and possibly, if they are not automatically implied, Einstein’s equations. It is likely that imposing the full set of requirements for a stable solution, and possibly a realistic vacuum, would imply the need to also incorporate further fluxes, perhaps the analogs of the primitive (2, 2) flux. Note that the backgrounds that arise in the simplified flux cases discussed above are naturally similar to the backgrounds studied in [45], and the approach presented in that work of a two-stage reduction may be useful for finding full solutions.

As discussed in the introduction, M2 potentials can be sourced by non-perturbative effects and it would be interesting, perhaps along the lines of [24, 25], to develop a map between such non-perturbative effects and the flux presented in this work. A related extension of our work would be a more detailed understanding of the full form of the potential that is induced for the M2 branes. Along the same lines, a more detailed study of the applications to the phenomenological aims presented: moduli stabilisation, inflation, flavour physics, would be interesting.

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank James Sparks, Calin Lazaroiu, Mirela Babalic and Ioana Coman for useful discussions. The work of EP is supported by the Heidelberg Graduate School for Fundamental Physics. The work of AM was partly supported by the UEFISCDI grant TE 93, 77/4.08.2010 and by the “Nucleu” project.

A Fierz identities

Fierz relations represent identities of products of gamma matrices with reshuffled indices. They emerge as a direct consequence of the the fact that the elements of the Clifford algebra in

d-dimensions form a basis for the square matrices (2 [ d 2 ] × 2 [ d 2 ] ). Thus any square matrix M can be expanded in a basis of gamma matrices in the following way M = 1 2 [ d 2 ] ∑ A Tr(Mγ^A)γ_A (A.1)

Fierz identities take a simpler form in the case of Majorana spinors. We restrict to this case and assume that the gamma matrices are real and symmetric. In order to write the general quadratic Fierz identity one can define the following matrix

M_{cd} = (γ_A)_{ac}(γ_B )_{bd} (A.2) for arbitrary fixed spinorial indices a, b and use eq. (A.1) to obtain

(γ_A)_{ac}(γ_B )_{bd} = 1 2 [ d 2 ] ∑ C (γ_Aγ_C γ^T_B )_{ab}(γ^C )_{cd} (A.3)

The equation above can be used to generate all the necessary Fierz identities. For instance, by taking γ_A = γ_B = 1 one obtains the well-known completeness relation for gamma matrices. Above, we have chosen to reshuffle the indices b and c. Similarly one can obtain relations with other indices reshuffled.

We shall use the tensor form of the Fierz identities in eq. (A.3) which is obtained by contracting with the invariant spinors on the nine-dimensional manifold. The relations we obtain are exhaustive as γ_A, γ_B run over all the basis elements of the Clifford algebra.

An equivalent approach is to start with the completeness relation for the gamma matrices

(1)_{ac}(1)_{bd} = 1 2 [ d 2 ] ∑ C (γ_C )_{ab}(γ^C )_{cd} (A.4)

and contract with arbitrary spinors. In our case the spinors are chosen as the invariant spinors on the nine-dimensional manifold multiplied by arbitrary elements of the Clifford algebra. These spinors do not form a basis on the space of spinors as they are not all linearly independent, but it is clear that they form a generating set. Therefore, the relations we obtain are exhaustive and they are equivalent to the original statement that the gamma matrices form a basis.

In this appendix we summarize the results obtained by performing a linear analysis of the system of equations generated in the way described above. We list the Fierz identities according to the number of space-time free indices. We also split the results into identities which have completely antisymmetric free indices and the ones which have symmetries corresponding to other Young tableaux. For the antisymmetric identities, the maximum number of free indices which produces new results is four, as other relations with more antisymmetric free indices can be obtained by contracting with the nine-dimensional ϵ symbol. For identities which have other symmetries of the free indices, we also stop at four indices as in our calculations we do not need further relations.

A.1 Completely antisymmetric Fierz identities

No free indices

||V_1||^2 = 1 ⟨V_1, V_2⟩ = α (A.5)

||V_2||^2 = 1 ⟨V_1, V_3⟩ = 0 (A.6)

||V_3||^2 = 1 2 ( 1 − α ) ⟨V_2, V_3⟩ = 0 (A.7) ||K||^2 = 1 2 (5 + 3α) (A.8) ||Ψ||^2 = 1 2 (11 − 3α) (A.9)

||Φ_1||^2 = 14 ⟨Φ_1, Φ_2⟩ = −1 − α (A.10)

||Φ_2||^2 = 14 ⟨Φ_1, Φ_3⟩ = 0 (A.11)

||Φ_3||^2 = 1 2 (15 + α) ⟨Φ_2, Φ_3⟩ = 0 (A.12)

Notice that the real parameter α can take values only in the interval

α ∈ [−1, 1] (A.13)

One free index

V^m_1 K_m^r = V^r_3 1 3! Ψ^{mnp}(Φ_1)_{mnp}^r = 7V^r_3 (A.14)

V^m_2 K_m^r = −V^r_3 1 3! Ψ^{mnp}(Φ_2)_{mnp}^r = −7V^r_3 (A.15)

V^m_3 K_m^r = − 1 2 (V^r_1 − V^r_2 ) 1 3! Ψ^{mnp}(Φ_3)_{mnp}^r = − 7 2 (V^r_1 − V^r_2 ) (A.16) 1 2! K^{mn}Ψ_{mn}^r = 2(V^r_1 + V^r_2 ) (A.17) 1 4! (Φ_1)^{mnpq}(∗Φ_1)_{mnpq}^r = 14V^r_1 1 4! (Φ_1)^{mnpq}(∗Φ_2)_{mnpq}^r = −(V^r_1 + V^r_2 ) (A.18) 1 4! (Φ_2)^{mnpq}(∗Φ_2)_{mnpq}^r = 14V^r_2 1 4! (Φ_1)^{mnpq}(∗Φ_3)_{mnpq}^r = 7V^r_3 (A.19) 1 4! (Φ_3)^{mnpq}(∗Φ_3)_{mnpq}^r = 4(V^r_1 + V^r_2 ) 1 4! (Φ_2)^{mnpq}(∗Φ_3)_{mnpq}^r = 7V^r_3 (A.20)

Two free indices

V^m_1 Ψ_m^{rs} = K^{rs} − 2V^{[r}_1 V^{s]}_3 1 2 K^{mn}(Φ_1)_{mn}^{rs} = −3K^{rs} + 6V^{[r}_1 V^{s]}_3 (A.21)

V^m_2 Ψ_m^{rs} = K^{rs} + 2V^{[r}_2 V^{s]}_3 1 2 K^{mn}(Φ_2)_{mn}^{rs} = −3K^{rs} − 6V^{[r}_2 V^{s]}_3 (A.22)

V^m_3 Ψ_m^{rs} = −V^{[r}_1 V^{s]}_2 1 2 K^{mn}(Φ_3)_{mn}^{rs} = 3V^{[r}_1 V^{s]}_2 (A.23)

1 3! Ψ^{mnp}(∗Φ_1)_{mnp}^{rs} = −3K^{rs} − 8V^{[r}_1 V^{s]}_3 (A.24) 1 3! Ψ^{mnp}(∗Φ_2)_{mnp}^{rs} = −3K^{rs} + 8V^{[r}_2 V^{s]}_3 (A.25) 1 3! Ψ^{mnp}(∗Φ_3)_{mnp}^{rs} = −4V^{[r}_1 V^{s]}_2 (A.26)

1 3! (Φ_1)^{mnp[r}(Φ_1)_{mnp}^{s]} = 0 1 3! (Φ_1)^{mnp[r}(Φ_2)_{mnp}^{s]} = −V^{[r}_1 V^{s]}_2 (A.27) 1 3! (Φ_2)^{mnp[r}(Φ_2)_{mnp}^{s]} = 0 1 3! (Φ_1)^{mnp[r}(Φ_3)_{mnp}^{s]} = 4K^{rs} − V^{[r}_1 V^{s]}_3 (A.28) 1 3! (Φ_3)^{mnp[r}(Φ_3)_{mnp}^{s]} = 0 1 3! (Φ_2)^{mnp[r}(Φ_3)_{mnp}^{s]} = −4K^{rs} − V^{[r}_2 V^{s]}_3 (A.29)

K^{m[r}K_m^{s]} = 0 (A.30)

Ψ^{mn[r}Ψ_{mn}^{s]} = 0 (A.31)

Three free indices

V^m_1 (Φ_1)_m^{rst} = 0 V^m_2 (Φ_1)_m^{rst} = 6V^{[r}_3 K^{st]} + 2K^{m[r}Ψ_m^{st]} (A.32)

V^m_1 (Φ_2)_m^{rst} = −6V^{[r}_3 K^{st]} + 2K^{m[r}Ψ_m^{st]} V^m_2 (Φ_2)_m^{rst} = 0 (A.33)

V^m_1 (Φ_3)_m^{rst} = Ψ^{rst} − 3V^{[r}_1 K^{st]} V^m_2 (Φ_3)_m^{rst} = −Ψ^{rst} + 3V^{[r}_2 K^{st]} (A.34)

V^m_3 (Φ_1)_m^{rst} = −Ψ^{rst} + 3V^{[r}_1 K^{st]} 1 2 K^{mn}(∗Φ_1)_{mn}^{rst} = −Ψ^{rst} − 6V^{[r}_1 K^{st]} (A.35)

V^m_3 (Φ_2)_m^{rst} = Ψ^{rst} − 3V^{[r}_2 K^{st]} 1 2 K^{mn}(∗Φ_2)_{mn}^{rst} = −Ψ^{rst} − 6V^{[r}_2 K^{st]} (A.36)

V^m_3 (Φ_3)_m^{rst} = −K^{m[r}Ψ_m^{st]} 1 2 K^{mn}(∗Φ_3)_{mn}^{rst} = −6V^{[r}_3 K^{st]} (A.37) 1 2 Ψ^{mn[r}(Φ_1)_{mn}^{st]} = −2Ψ^{rst} + 3V^{[r}_1 K^{st]} (A.38) 1 2 Ψ^{mn[r}(Φ_2)_{mn}^{st]} = −2Ψ^{rst} + 3V^{[r}_2 K^{st]} (A.39) 1 2 Ψ^{mn[r}(Φ_3)_{mn}^{st]} = 3V^{[r}_3 K^{st]} (A.40) 1 3! (Φ_1)^{mnp[r}(∗Φ_1)_{mnp}^{st]} = 0 1 3! (Φ_1)^{mnp[r}(∗Φ_2)_{mnp}^{st]} = 4V^{[r}_3 K^{st]} (A.41) 1 3! (Φ_2)^{mnp[r}(∗Φ_2)_{mnp}^{st]} = 0 1 3! (Φ_1)^{mnp[r}(∗Φ_3)_{mnp}^{st]} = 2Ψ^{rst} + 2V^{[r}_1 K^{st]} (A.42) 1 3! (Φ_3)^{mnp[r}(∗Φ_3)_{mnp}^{st]} = 0 1 3! (Φ_2)^{mnp[r}(∗Φ_3)_{mnp}^{st]} = −2Ψ^{rst} − 2V^{[r}_1 K^{st]} (A.43) 1 3! (Φ_2)^{mnp[r}(∗Φ_1)_{mnp}^{st]} = −4V^{[r}_3 K^{st]} (A.44) 1 3! (Φ_3)^{mnp[r}(∗Φ_1)_{mnp}^{st]} = −2Ψ^{rst} − 2V^{[r}_1 K^{st]} (A.45) 1 3! (Φ_3)^{mnp[r}(∗Φ_2)_{mnp}^{st]} = 2Ψ^{rst} + 2V^{[r}_2 K^{st]} (A.46)

Four free indices

V^m_1 (∗Φ_1)_m^{rsuv} = (Φ_1)^{rsuv} (A.47) V^m_1 (∗Φ_2)_m^{rsuv} = −(Φ_1)^{rsuv} − 8V^{[r}_3 Ψ^{suv]} − 6K^{[rs}K^{uv]} (A.48) V^m_1 (∗Φ_3)_m^{rsuv} = (Φ_3)^{rsuv} − 4V^{[r}_1 Ψ^{suv]} (A.49)

V^m_2 (∗Φ_1)_m^{rsuv} = −(Φ_2)^{rsuv} + 8V^{[r}_3 Ψ^{suv]} − 6K^{[rs}K^{uv]} (A.50) V^m_2 (∗Φ_2)_m^{rsuv} = (Φ_2)^{rsuv} (A.51) V^m_2 (∗Φ_3)_m^{rsuv} = (Φ_3)^{rsuv} + 4V^{[r}_2 Ψ^{suv]} (A.52)

V^m_3 (∗Φ_1)_m^{rsuv} = 4V^{[r}_1 Ψ^{suv]} (A.53) V^m_3 (∗Φ_2)_m^{rsuv} = −4V^{[r}_2 Ψ^{suv]} (A.54)

V^m_3 (∗Φ_3)_m^{rsuv} = 1 2 (Φ_1 + Φ_2)^{rsuv} + 3K^{[rs}K^{uv]} (A.55)

K^{m[r}(Φ_1)_m^{suv]} = (Φ_3)^{rsuv} − 3V^{[r}_1 Ψ^{suv]} (A.56) K^{m[r}(Φ_2)_m^{suv]} = −(Φ_3)^{rsuv} − 3V^{[r}_2 Ψ^{suv]} (A.57)

K^{m[r}(Φ_3)_m^{suv]} = − 1 2 (Φ_1 − Φ_2)^{rsuv} − 3V^{[r}_3 Ψ^{suv]} (A.58) 1 2 Ψ^{mn[r}(∗Φ_1)_{mn}^{suv]} = (Φ_3)^{rsuv} + 2V^{[r}_1 Ψ^{suv]} (A.59) 1 2 Ψ^{mn[r}(∗Φ_2)_{mn}^{suv]} = −(Φ_3)^{rsuv} + 2V^{[r}_2 Ψ^{suv]} (A.60) 1 2 Ψ^{mn[r}(∗Φ_3)_{mn}^{suv]} = − 1 2 (Φ_1 − Φ_2)^{rsuv} + 2V^{[r}_3 Ψ^{suv]} (A.61) 1 2 K^{mn}(∗Ψ)_{mn}^{rsuv} = − 1 2 (Φ_1 + Φ_2)^{rsuv} + 3K^{[rs}K^{uv]} (A.62)

Ψ^{m[rs}Ψ_m^{uv]} = − 1 2 (Φ_1 + Φ_2)^{rsuv} − 2K^{[rs}K^{uv]} (A.63) 1 2 (Φ_1)^{mn[rs}(Φ_1)_{mn}^{uv]} = −2(Φ_1)^{rsuv} 1 2 (Φ_1)^{mn[rs}(Φ_2)_{mn}^{uv]} = −2K^{[rs}K^{uv]} (A.64) 1 2 (Φ_2)^{mn[rs}(Φ_2)_{mn}^{uv]} = −2(Φ_2)^{rsuv} 1 2 (Φ_1)^{mn[rs}(Φ_3)_{mn}^{uv]} = −(Φ_3)^{rsuv} (A.65) 1 2 (Φ_3)^{mn[rs}(Φ_3)_{mn}^{uv]} = − 1 2 (Φ_1 + Φ_2)^{rsuv} + K^{[rs}K^{uv]} 1 2 (Φ_2)^{mn[rs}(Φ_3)_{mn}^{uv]} = −(Φ_3)^{rsuv} (A.66)

A.2 Fierz identities with symmetric part

We list here the Fierz identities which can have a symmetric part, that is the ones which lie in the tensorial algebra. We restrict only to necessary identities, that is the ones involving the forms V_3, K, Ψ and Φ_3. The rest can be obtained from these ones making also use of the antisymmetric identities already given earlier in the appendix.

Two indices

K^{mr}K_m^s = 1 2 (1 + α)δ^{rs} − V^{(r}_1 V^{s)}_2 + V^r_3 V^s_3 (A.67)

Ψ^{mnr}Ψ_{mn}^s = (4 − 2α)δ^{rs} + 6V^{(r}_1 V^{s)}_2 − 6V^r_3 V^s_3 (A.68)

(Φ_3)^{mnpr}(Φ_3)_{mnp}^s = 3(7 + α)δ^{rs} − 24V^{(r}_1 V^{s)}_2 − 18V^r_3 V^s_3 (A.69)

Three indices

K^{mr}Ψ_m^{st} = δ^{r[s}(V^{t]}_1 + V^{t]}_2 ) + K^{m[r}Ψ_m^{st]} (A.70)

Ψ^{mnr}(Φ_3)_{mn}^{st} = −6δ^{r[s}(V^{s]}_1 − V^{s]}_2 ) + 12V^{[r}_3 K^{st]} − 6V^r_3 K^{st} (A.71) 1 3! (Φ_3)^{mnpr}(∗Φ_3)_{mnp}^{st} = 4δ^{r[s}(V^{t]}_1 + V^{t]}_2 ) (A.72)

Four indices

Ψ^{mrs}Ψ_{muv} = (1 − α)δ^{rs}_{uv} + 2δ^{[r}_{[u} ( V^{s]}_1 V_{2v]} + V_{1v]}V^{s]}_2 − 2V^{s]}_3 V_{3v]} ) (A.73) − 1 2 (Φ_1 + Φ_2)^{rs}_{uv} − 3K^{[rs}K^{uv]} + K^{rs}K_{uv} (A.74) 1 2 (Φ_3)^{mnrs}(Φ_3)_{mnuv} = (3 + α)δ^{rs}_{uv} − 4δ^{[r}_{[u} ( V^{s]}_1 V_{2v]} + V_{1v]}V^{s]}_2 + V^{s]}_3 V_{3v]} ) (A.75) − 1 2 (Φ_1 + Φ_2)^{rs}_{uv} + 3K^{[rs}K^{uv]} − 2K^{rs}K_{uv} (A.76)

(A.77)

B Relations satisfied by the SU(3) structure forms

In the main text we derived the parametrisation of the spinor bilinears (2.14) in terms of forms defining a SU(3) structure in six dimensions and three additional vectors V_± and V_3. Here we shall give more details about the relations which these forms satisfy, including also brief indications on how to derive such relations. The crucial relation which we shall use almost everywhere is the symmetric relation obtained by contracting J with itself over one index which can be derived from (A.67) J_{mn}J^n_p = − 1 2 (1 + α)δ_{mp} + 1 4 (V_+)_m(V_+)_p +

1 + α 4(1 − α)

(V_−)_m(V_−)_p +

1 + α 1 − α (V_3)_m(V_3)_p = 1 2 (1 + α) (−δ_{mp} + (P_+)_{mp} + (P_−)_{mp} + (P_3)_{mp}) . (B.1)

In the main text we claimed that ρ defined as in (2.34) is totally antisymmetric. Using the Fierz relations (with 3 free indices) which give the contractions of the vectors V_{1,2} with the forms Φ_{1,2} we can construct the object V_+⌟Φ_+. Using (2.31) we find

J_{mn}φ^m_{pq} = K_{m[n}Ψ^m_{pq]} , (B.2)

Let us continue by computing the norms of the SU(3) forms. Note that since we have done an orthogonal decomposition in terms of the vector fields, the terms on the RHS of (2.29)–(2.33) are independent, in the sense that total contractions of different terms vanish by definition. Using the norms of the vector fields which were listed at the beginning of this appendix, we can immediately derive the norm of J as

J⌟J =^1_2 J_{mn}J^{mn} =^3_2 (1 + α) (B.3)

Taking the square of (2.30) we find in a similar way the norm of φ

φ⌟φ =^1_6 φ_{mnp}φ^{mnp} = 2(1 − α) . (B.4)

From (2.34) and using (B.1) we find

ρ⌟ρ =^1_6 ρ_{mnp}ρ^{mnp} = (1 − α)(1 + α) (B.5)

Using the Fierz relation involving the contraction of K and Ψ over two indices, we immediately find J⌟φ = 0 = J⌟ρ (B.6)

where the second equality holds due to the fact that ρ in (2.34) is totally antisymmetric. Using the above relation and the Fierz identity involving the contraction of Ψ and Φ_{1,2} over three indices, we obtain φ⌟ρ = 0 . (B.7)

Most of the other relations we shall need involve a Hodge ∗ operation and are somehow more complicated. Let us look at the Fierz relation which gives the contraction of Φ_3 with ∗Φ_3 over four indices. This can be rewritten in form notation as

∗ (Φ_3 ∧ Φ_3) = 4V_+ . (B.8)

Using (2.33) we find 4 (1 − α)^2 φ ∧ ρ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 − 2 (1 − α)(1 + α) ρ ∧ J ∧ V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 = 4 ∗ V_+ . (B.9)

Clearly, the second term on the LHS must vanish, as it contains V_+ while on the RHS we only find ∗V_+. J and ρ are orthogonal to the vectors, and the only way this term can vanish is if ρ ∧ J = 0 . (B.10) The remaining relation can be rewritten, by contracting V_− and V_3, as φ ∧ ρ = ∗(V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3) . (B.11) From Fierz identities involving the contraction of Φ_{1,2} with Φ_3 we find similar relations, and again, by contracting the appropriate vectors we find J ∧ J ∧ J = 3 2 1 + α 1 − α ∗ (V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3) . (B.12) Further relations with Hodge star can be derived form these ones by contracting with appropriate forms and making use of the orthogonality conditions and of the norms of the various quantities. We find ∗J = 1 2(1 + α)(1 − α)

J ∧ J ∧ V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 (B.13) ∗φ = 1 (1 + α)(1 − α) ρ ∧ V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 (B.14) ∗ρ = − 1 2(1 + α) φ ∧ V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 (B.15) Other useful relations which can be derived easily from the ones already written so far are ∗(J ∧ V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3) = (1 − α)J ∧ J (B.16) ∗(J ∧ V_− ∧ V_3) =

(1 − α) 2(1 + α)

J ∧ J ∧ V_+ (B.17) ∗(J ∧ V_+ ∧ V_3) = − 1 2 J ∧ J ∧ V_− (B.18) ∗(J ∧ V_+ ∧ V_−) = 2J ∧ J ∧ V_3 (B.19) and ∗(ρ ∧ V_+ ∧ V_3) = 1 2 (1 + α)φ ∧ V_− ∗(ρ ∧ V_3) = 1 4 φ ∧ V_+ ∧ V_− (B.20) ∗(ρ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3) = − 1 2 (1 − α)φ ∧ V_+ ∗(ρ ∧ V_+) =

1 + α 1 − α φ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 (B.21) ∗(ρ ∧ V_+ ∧ V_−) = −2(1 + α)φ ∧ V_3 ∗(ρ ∧ V_−) = −φ ∧ V_+ ∧ V_3 (B.22) One can also compute the Hodge duals of the original spinor bilinear forms and express them in terms of the SU(3) parametrisation ∗K = 1 2(1 + α)(1 − α)

J ∧ J ∧ V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 + 1 2(1 + α)(1 − α) φ ∧ ρ ∧ V_+ (B.23)

∗Ψ = 1 (1 + α)(1 − α) ρ ∧ V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 + 1 (1 + α)(1 − α)

J ∧ J ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 + 1 2(1 − α) φ ∧ ρ (B.24)

∗Φ_+ = − 2 (1 + α)(1 − α)

J ∧ V_+ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 − 2 1 − α φ ∧ V_− ∧ V_3 − 1 1 + α

J ∧ J ∧ V_+ (B.25)

∗Φ_− = − 2 (1 + α)(1 − α) ρ ∧ V_+ ∧ V_− − 2 1 − α φ ∧ V_+ ∧ V_3 − 1 1 + α

J ∧ J ∧ V_− (B.26)

∗Φ_3 = − 2 (1 + α)(1 − α) ρ ∧ V_+ ∧ V_3 + 1 2(1 − α) φ ∧ V_+ ∧ V_− − 1 1 + α

J ∧ J ∧ V_3 (B.27)

From the symmetric Fierz identity (A.68) involving the contraction of Ψ with itself over one index we can derive a similar relation for φ φ^{mrs}φ_{mtu} = (1 − α)δ^{rs}_{tu} + 2 1 − α 1 + α

J^r_{[t}J_{u]}^s − 1 − α 1 + α δ^{[r}_{[t} V_{+u]}V^{s]}_+ − δ^{[r}_{[t} V_{−u]}V^{s]}_− − 4δ^{[r}_{[t} V_{3u]}V^{s]}_3 + 1 2(1 + α)

V_{+[t}V_{−u]}V^{[r}_+ V^{s]}_− + 2 1 + α

V_{+[t}V_{3u]}V^{[r}_+ V^{s]}_3 + 2 1 − α V_{−[t}V_{3u]}V^{[r}_− V^{s]}_3 . (B.28)

By contracting this relation with J we can find similar relations for ρ or ρ and φ

ρ_m^{rs}φ^m_{tu} = 2(1 − α)δ^{[r}_{[t} J_{u]}^{s]} + 1 − α 1 + α

J^{[r}_{[t}V_{+u]}V^{s]}_+ + J^{[r}_{[t}V_{−u]}V^{s]}_− + 4J^{[r}_{[t}V_{3u]}V^{s]}_3 (B.29)

ρ^{mrs}ρ_{mtu} =^1_2 (1 − α)(1 + α)δ^{rs}_{tu} + (1 − α)J^r_{[t}J_{u]}^s − 1 2 (1 − α)δ^{[r}_{[t} V_{+u]}V^{s]}_+ − 1 2 (1 + α)δ^{[r}_{[t} V_{−u]}V^{s]}_−

− 2(1 + α)δ^{[r}_{[t} V_{3u]}V^{s]}_3 +^1_4 V_{+[t}V_{−u]}V^{[r}_+ V^{s]}_− + V_{+[t}V_{3u]}V^{[r}_+ V^{s]}_3 +

1 + α 1 − α V_{−[t}V_{3u]}V^{[r}_− V^{s]}_3 . (B.30)

Finally, by contracting a pair of indices in the above relations it is easy to find φ_{mnr}φ^{mns} = 2(1 − α)δ^s_r − 1 − α 1 + α

V_{+r}V^s_+ − V_{−r}V^s_− − 4V_{3r}V^s_3 ;

φ_{mnr}ρ^{mns} = 2(1 − α)J_r^s (B.31) ρ_{mnr}ρ^{mns} = (1 − α)(1 + α)δ^s_r − 1 − α 2 V_{+r}V^s_+ −

1 + α 2 V_{−r}V^s_− − 2(1 + α)V_{3r} V^s_3 .

Before we end this section, let us note the following fact which is useful during the calculations. Consider a 1-form k which is orthogonal to all the vector fields, i.e. k · V_i = 0, and define k̃ = k⌟J. By contracting J we find the equivalent relation k̃⌟J = −1 + α 2 k . (B.32)

Furthermore, by contracting with φ and taking into account the definition of ρ from (2.34) we find k̃⌟φ + k⌟ρ = 0 , 1 + α 2 k⌟φ − k̃⌟ρ = 0 (B.33) Taking now the exterior product with ρ and φ we find k̃ ∧ φ + (k⌟φ) ∧ J = 0 , k̃ ∧ ρ + (k⌟ρ) ∧ J = 0 −(k̃⌟ρ) ∧ J + 1 + α 2 k ∧ ρ = 0 , −(k̃⌟φ) ∧ J + 1 + α 2 k ∧ φ = 0 where we used the identity (k⌟φ) ∧ J − φ ∧ (k⌟J) = k⌟(φ ∧ J) = 0 and similar ones for ρ and k̃. Adding up the equations in the same column in such a way to obtain the combinations in (B.33) we find k̃ ∧ φ + k ∧ ρ = 0 , k̃ ∧ ρ − 1 + α 2 k ∧ φ = 0 (B.34)

These relations can be intuitively understood in a simple way. From the 1-forms k and k̃ we can construct a complex (1, 0) form

k = k + i √ 2 1 + α k̃ (B.35)

Then the expressions in (B.34) are nothing but the real and imaginary components of the (4,0) form k∧Ω. But this form should vanish identically since it only lives on the 6-dimensional space orthogonal to the vectors and this gives the relations in (B.34).

C Supersymmetry equations

We summarize in this appendix the supersymmetry algebraic constraints arising from the variation of the external components of the gravitino. For the N = 2 flux background that we consider one has to satisfy the equations

Qξ_j = 0 j = 1, 2 (C.1)

where the operator Q is given in eq. (3.6) for the auxiliary 9d manifold Y_9. We translate the equations above into constraints on the fluxes f̃ and F involving the spinor bilinears defined in eq. (2.14). Specifically, we contract eq. (C.1) with the following generating set of the spinorial representation γ_Aξ_i i = 1, 2 and γ_A ∈ {1, γ_m, γ_{mn}, γ_{mnp}, γ_{mnpq}} (C.2) It is then convenient to represent the algebraic constraints in eq. (C.1) in the the following equivalent form ξ^T_i [ Qγ_A ± γ^T_AQ^T ] ξ_j = 0 i, j = 1, 2 (C.3)

After inserting the expression of Q given in eq. (3.6) and expanding the products of gamma matrices one can express the resulting equations in terms of the spinor bilinears in eq. (2.14).

The result is the following (a number of these expressions first appeared in [37]) −λ(θ · V_i) + 1 2 (V_i · dΔ) − 1 12 F ⌟Φ_i = 0 ; f̃_mθ_nK^{mn} = 0 (C.4) −2λθ + dΔ − 1 12 ∗ (F ∧ Φ_+) + 1 6 V_+⌟(f̃ ∧ θ) = 0 (C.5) − 1 12 ∗ (F ∧ Φ_{− ,3}) + 1 6 V_{− ,3}⌟(f̃ ∧ θ) = 0 (C.6) 2λθ⌟K − dΔ⌟K + 1 6 Ψ⌟F − 1 3 (f̃ ∧ θ)⌟Ψ = 0 (C.7)

2λθ_{[m}V_{+ n]} − ∂_{[m}ΔV_{+ n]} + 1 36 F_{[m}^{pqr}Φ_{+ n]pqr} − 1 6 Φ_{+ mnpq}f̃^pθ^q + 2 3 f̃_{[m}θ_{n]} = 0 (C.8)

2λθ_{[m}(V_{− 3})_{n]} − ∂_{[m}Δ(V_{− 3})_{n]} + 1 36 F_{[m}^{klp}(Φ_{− 3})_{n]klp} − 1 6 (Φ_{− 3})_{mnkl}f̃^kθ^l = 0 (C.9) −2λθ⌟Ψ + dΔ⌟Ψ + 1 6 ∗ (F ∧ Ψ) + 1 6 K⌟F + 1 3 (θ⌟K) ∧ f̃ − 1 3 (f̃⌟K) ∧ θ = 0 (C.10) −λθ_kΦ_{i mnpk} + 1 2 ∂_kΔΦ_{i mnpk} − 1 24 F_{[p}^{klq}(∗Φ_i)_{mn]klq} + 1 12 F_{mnpk}V^k_i − 1 6 ∗ (Φ_i ∧ f̃ ∧ θ)_{mnp} + 1 6 (V_i ∧ f̃ ∧ θ)_{mnp} = 0 (C.11) −2λ(K ∧ θ)_{mnp} + K ∧ dΔ_{mnp} + 1 6 ∗ (F ∧ K)_{mnp} + 1 4 Ψ_{[m}^{kl}F_{np]kl} − 1 3 [(θ⌟Ψ) ∧ f̃]_{mnp} + 1 3 [(f̃⌟Ψ) ∧ θ]_{mnp} = 0 (C.12) −λ ∗ (Φ_+ ∧ θ)_{mnpq} + 1 2 ∗ (Φ_+ ∧ dΔ)_{mnpq} − 1 12 ∗ (F ∧ V_+)_{mnpq} + 1 4 F_{[mn}^{rs}(Φ_+)_{pq]rs} − 1 6 F_{mnpq} + 1 6 (θ⌟Φ_+) ∧ f̃ − 1 6 (f̃⌟Φ_+) ∧ θ = 0 (C.13) −λ ∗ (Φ_{−3} ∧ θ)_{mnpq} + 1 2 ∗ (Φ_{−3} ∧ dΔ)_{mnpq} − 1 12 ∗ (F ∧ V_{−3})_{mnpq} + 1 4 F_{[mn}^{rs}(Φ_{−3})_{pq]rs} + 1 6 (θ⌟Φ_{−3}) ∧ f̃ − 1 6 (f̃⌟Φ_{−3}) ∧ θ = 0 (C.14) −2λ(Ψ ∧ θ)_{mnpq} + (Ψ ∧ dΔ)_{mnpq} + 1 9 (∗Ψ)_{[mnp}^{rst}F_{q]rst} + 2 3 K_{[m}^rF_{npq]r} + 1 3 ∗ (Ψ ∧ f̃ ∧ θ)_{mnpq} + 1 3 (K ∧ f̃ ∧ θ)_{mnpq} = 0 (C.15)

Notice that since we are using a set of generators {γ_Aξ_i} instead of a basis, the equations above are not independent. In fact, as it is done explicitly for the special flux analysed in the paper, one only needs the constraints arising from contraction with ξ_i and γ_mξ_i.

D Killing properties of the Majorana-Weyl components

Given that a background supports a covariantly constant Majorana spinor ξ, the requirement for its Majorana-Weyl components to also solve the Killing spinor equation is [D_m, θ^rγ_r]ξ = 0 , (D.1) [Q, θ^rγ_r]ξ = 0 . (D.2) Here D_m and Q are defined in (3.1), and we recall that the eight-dimensional chirality matrix γ_9 was given in terms of the 9-dimensional basis as γ_9 = θ^rγ_r. One can easily show that the commutators with γ_9 are expressed as

[A_m, θ^rγ_r] = 2λ (γ_m − θ_mθ^nγ_n) + 1 12 F^{mnpq}θ^rγ_{npqr} , (D.3) [Q, θ^rγ_r] = ∂^nΔθ^rγ_{nr} + 1 36 F^{mnpq}θ_{[m}γ_{npq]} + 2 3 f̃^mθ^nθ_{[m}γ_{n]} . (D.4)

We now impose the orthogonality of the auxiliary direction θ on the fluxes and the fact that λ = 0 for our specific choice of flux

[A_m, θ^rγ_r] = 1 12 F^{mnpq}θ^rγ_{npqr} , (D.5) [Q, θ^rγ_r] = ∂^nΔθ^rγ_{nr} − 1 3 f̃^mγ_m . (D.6)

Let us examine further the first condition. For this we multiply it by θ^sγ_s from the left and find after some simple gamma matrix manipulations F^{mnpq}γ_{npq}ξ = 0 , (D.7) where ξ can be any (or both) of the Majorana spinors ξ_{1,2}, which define our background. For definiteness we shall consider that this equation is valid for ξ = ξ_1. Multiplying this from the left with ξ^T_2 and using (2.14) we obtain F^{mnpq}Ψ_{npq} = 0 . (D.8) Using (2.30), the fact that for backgrounds which admit varying parameter α the ninth direction θ is parallel to V_+ and the independence of the flux on this ninth direction (V_+), we find φ⌟F = 0 . (D.9) This relation however can only be compatible with (3.21) if F = 0 and therefore we conclude that for backgrounds in which the parameter α varies, none of the Majorana–Weyl components can satisfy by itself the Killing spinor equation.

References

[1] C. Vafa, “Evidence for F theory,” Nucl. Phys. B 469 (1996) 403 [hep-th/9602022].

[2] F. Bonetti, T. W. Grimm and T. G. Pugh, “Non-Supersymmetric F-Theory Compactifications on Spin(7) Manifolds,” arXiv:1307.5858 [hep-th].

[3] F. Bonetti, T. W. Grimm, E. Palti and T. G. Pugh, “F-Theory on Spin(7) Manifolds:

Weak-Coupling Limit,” arXiv:1309.2287 [hep-th].

[4] J. J. Heckman, “Particle Physics Implications of F-theory,” Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 60 (2010) 237 [arXiv:1001.0577 [hep-th]].

[5] T. Weigand, “Lectures on F-theory compactifications and model building,” Class. Quant.

Grav. 27 (2010) 214004 [arXiv:1009.3497 [hep-th]].

[6] A. Maharana and E. Palti, “Models of Particle Physics from Type IIB String Theory and F-theory: A Review,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 28 (2013) 1330005 [arXiv:1212.0555 [hep-th]].

[7] K. Becker and M. Becker, “M theory on eight manifolds,” Nucl. Phys. B 477 (1996) 155 [hep-th/9605053].

[8] S. B. Giddings, S. Kachru and J. Polchinski, “Hierarchies from fluxes in string compactifications,” Phys. Rev. D 66 (2002) 106006 [hep-th/0105097].

[9] S. Kachru, R. Kallosh, A. D. Linde and S. P. Trivedi, “De Sitter vacua in string theory,” Phys. Rev. D 68 (2003) 046005 [hep-th/0301240].

[10] V. Balasubramanian, P. Berglund, J. P. Conlon and F. Quevedo, “Systematics of moduli stabilisation in Calabi-Yau flux compactifications,” JHEP 0503 (2005) 007 [hep-th/0502058].

[11] M. Berg, M. Haack and B. Kors, “Loop corrections to volume moduli and inflation in string theory,” Phys. Rev. D 71 (2005) 026005 [hep-th/0404087].

[12] D. Baumann, A. Dymarsky, I. R. Klebanov, J. M. Maldacena, L. P. McAllister and A. Murugan, “On D3-brane Potentials in Compactifications with Fluxes and Wrapped D-branes,” JHEP 0611 (2006) 031 [hep-th/0607050].

[13] K. Dasgupta, C. Herdeiro, S. Hirano and R. Kallosh, “D3 / D7 inflationary model and M theory,” Phys. Rev. D 65 (2002) 126002 [hep-th/0203019].

[14] D. Baumann and L. McAllister, “Advances in Inflation in String Theory,” Ann. Rev. Nucl.

Part. Sci. 59 (2009) 67 [arXiv:0901.0265 [hep-th]].

[15] S. Cecotti, M. C. N. Cheng, J. J. Heckman and C. Vafa, “Yukawa Couplings in F-theory and Non-Commutative Geometry,” arXiv:0910.0477 [hep-th].

[16] J. P. Conlon and E. Palti, “Aspects of Flavour and Supersymmetry in F-theory GUTs,” JHEP 1001 (2010) 029 [arXiv:0910.2413 [hep-th]].

[17] F. Marchesano and L. Martucci, “Non-perturbative effects on seven-brane Yukawa couplings,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 104 (2010) 231601 [arXiv:0910.5496 [hep-th]].

[18] J. P. Gauntlett, D. Martelli, S. Pakis and D. Waldram, “G structures and wrapped NS5- branes,” Commun. Math. Phys. 247 (2004) 421 [hep-th/0205050].

[19] M. Grana, R. Minasian, M. Petrini and A. Tomasiello, “Generalized structures of N=1 vacua,” JHEP 0511 (2005) 020 [hep-th/0505212].

[20] M. Grana, “Flux compactifications in string theory: A Comprehensive review,” Phys.

Rept. 423 (2006) 91 [hep-th/0509003].

[21] L. Martucci, “D-branes on general N=1 backgrounds: Superpotentials and D-terms,” JHEP 0606 (2006) 033 [hep-th/0602129].

[22] P. Koerber and L. Martucci, “Deformations of calibrated D-branes in flux generalized complex manifolds,” JHEP 0612 (2006) 062 [hep-th/0610044].

[23] P. Koerber and L. Martucci, “From ten to four and back again: How to generalize the geometry,” JHEP 0708 (2007) 059 [arXiv:0707.1038 [hep-th]].

[24] D. Baumann, A. Dymarsky, S. Kachru, I. R. Klebanov and L. McAllister, “Compactification Effects in D-brane Inflation,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 104 (2010) 251602 [arXiv:0912.4268 [hep-th]].

[25] D. Baumann, A. Dymarsky, S. Kachru, I. R. Klebanov and L. McAllister, “D3-brane Potentials from Fluxes in AdS/CFT,” JHEP 1006 (2010) 072 [arXiv:1001.5028 [hep-th]].

[26] K. Becker, M. Becker and A. Strominger, “Five-branes, membranes and nonperturbative string theory,” Nucl. Phys. B 456, 130 (1995) [hep-th/9507158].

[27] D. Tsimpis, “M-theory on eight-manifolds revisited: N=1 supersymmetry and generalized spin(7) structures,” JHEP 0604 (2006) 027 [hep-th/0511047].

[28] Wolfram Mathematica, Url: http://www.wolfram.com/mathematica/.

[29] Steven M. Christensen and Leonard Parker, “MathTensor”, Url:

http://smc.vnet.net/MathTensor.html.

[30] K. Peeters, “Introducing Cadabra: A Symbolic computer algebra system for field theory problems,” hep-th/0701238.

[31] K. Peeters, “A Field-theory motivated approach to symbolic computer algebra,” Comput.

Phys. Commun. 176, 550 (2007) [cs/0608005 [cs.SC]].

[32] U. Gran, “GAMMA: A Mathematica package for performing gamma matrix algebra and Fierz transformations in arbitrary dimensions,” hep-th/0105086.

[33] J. M. Martín-García, “xTensor: Fast abstract tensor computer algebra,” Url:

http://xact.es/xTensor/

[34] E. Cremmer, B. Julia and J. Scherk, “Supergravity Theory in Eleven-Dimensions,” Phys.

Lett. B 76 (1978) 409.

[35] D. Martelli and J. Sparks, “G structures, fluxes and calibrations in M theory,” Phys. Rev.

D 68, 085014 (2003) [hep-th/0306225].

[36] C. -I. Lazaroiu, E. -M. Babalic and I. -A. Coman, “Geometric algebra techniques in flux compactifications (I),” arXiv:1212.6766.

[37] C. -I. Lazaroiu and E. -M. Babalic, “Geometric algebra techniques in flux compactifications (II),” JHEP 1306, 054 (2013) [arXiv:1212.6918 [hep-th]].

[38] M. J. Duff, J. T. Liu and R. Minasian, “Eleven-dimensional origin of string-string duality:

A One loop test,” Nucl. Phys. B 452 (1995) 261 [hep-th/9506126].

[39] C. J. Isham and C. N. Pope, “Nowhere Vanishing Spinors and Topological Obstructions to the Equivalence of the Nsr and Gs Superstrings,” Class. Quant. Grav. 5 (1988) 257.

[40] D. Prins and D. Tsimpis, “IIB supergravity on manifolds with SU(4) structure and generalized geometry,” JHEP 07 (2013) 180 [arXiv:1306.2543 [hep-th]].

[41] D. Rosa, “Generalized geometry of two-dimensional vacua,” arXiv:1310.6357 [hep-th].

[42] S. Chiossi and S. Salamon, “The Intrinsic torsion of SU(3) and G(2) structures,” in Differential Geometry, Valencia 2001 (O. Gil-Medrano and V. Miquel, eds.), pp. 115-133. World Scientific Publishing Company, 2002 [math/0202282 [math-dg]].

[43] G. Lopes Cardoso, G. Curio, G. Dall’Agata, D. Lust, P. Manousselis and G. Zoupanos, “NonKahler string backgrounds and their five torsion classes,” Nucl. Phys. B 652 (2003) 5 [hep-th/0211118].

[44] D. Marolf, L. Martucci and P. J. Silva, “Actions and Fermionic symmetries for D-branes in bosonic backgrounds,” JHEP 0307, 019 (2003) [hep-th/0306066].

[45] T. W. Grimm and T. G. Pugh, “Gauged supergravities and their symmetry-breaking vacua in F-theory,” JHEP 1306 (2013) 012 [arXiv:1302.3223 [hep-th]].