arXiv:1303.5663v1 [hep-th] 22 Mar 2013

SU-ITP-13/03

Hidden Supersymmetry May Imply Duality Invariance

John Joseph M. Carrasco and Renata Kallosh Stanford Institute for Theoretical Physics and Department of Physics, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA

We provide evidence that a particular hidden supersymmetry, when combined with half-maximal deformed global supersymmetry, implies that the theory is invariant under duality rotations of the vector and spinor fields. Based on a complete 8+8 supersymmetric model constructed recently, we argue that this hidden supersymmetry happens if and only if there is a Born-Infeld dependence on the Maxwell field strength and a Volkov-Akulov dependence on the Goldstino, up to local nonlinear field redefinitions. We have tested our proposal for the N = 2 superfield action with manifest N = 2 supersymmetry and hidden N = 2 supersymmetry at the level W^{10}, the highest level of deformation known for this model. We have established that it is N = 2 self-dual, although the self-duality was not required in the original construction of this model. Highlighting the utility of considering duality-conserving sources of deformation, we can verify this invariance directly in an alternate construction of this very same action.

PACS numbers: 11.15.Bt, 11.30.Pb, 11.55.Bq

The idea that electric and magnetic field densities can be placed on equal footing such that theories may be invariant when these fields are rotated amongst each other is called duality invariance. Obvious in sourceless equations of motion, this is a very physical symmetry to make manifest in gauge theories. While easy to break, this symmetry lends itself beautifully to the emergence of Poincare invariance [1]. This natural idea and generalizations have been the cause of many intriguing studies since the dawn of modern electromagnetic theory perhaps most famously with the Born-Infeld (BI) theory [2–19]. It was in fact Schrödinger [3] himself who first pointed out that the BI theory has a duality symmetry. Recent excitement has arisen again [20–33], due in part to arguments suggesting that duality symmetry may play an important role in explaining the ultraviolet behavior discovered in some of the recent loop computations in supergravity [34–41]. Here we disentangle mysteries connecting supersymmetric abelian gauge theories^1, hidden symmetries, and U(1) duality invariance.

There is value to considering various ways of encoding symmetry-respecting deformations of theories to allow additional interaction terms, or outright counterterms. A powerful and familiar tool is the introduction of auxiliary fields [31, 32]. Here we apply an alternative very compact algorithmic notion introduced in ref. [23], and generalized in refs. [24–26], namely the specification of a source of deformation at a particular order, whose ramifications on the action at all orders can be recursively

1 This is not as unrelated as one might imagine. Recent arguments [42–45], have suggested that the path forward to understanding gravity theories may lie in thoroughly understanding gauge theories.

determined. The deformation sources themselves can be used to distinguish theories that share certain symmetries but cannot be related through local field redefinitions. This represents an extraordinary compression of the action. Our proof here of the duality invariance of a particular N = 2 theory will arise constructively by specifying exactly such deformations relevant to build the model to the known order. We will explain that this selfduality is implied by the hidden N = 2 supersymmetry of this model.

Much inspiration comes from the fact that there are infinitely many distinguishable self-dual actions^2 with manifest N = 1 supersymmetry, however, only the ones related to the Volkov-Akulov fermionic action by a local field redefinition have an additional hidden supersymmetry [50]. Most notably, ref. [50] demonstrated that the fermionic component of the duality-satisfying N = 1 BI model can be locally deformed into the Volkov-Akulov action. We will argue that this structure generalizes to the N = 2 supersymmetric case. Namely we provide evidence that from a large class of the recently constructed manifestly N = 2 supersymmetric U(1) self-dual models [26] only the one with Born-Infeld dependence on the Maxwell field strength and Volkov-Akulov type dependence on the Goldstino is consistent with this particular extra hidden supersymmetry, up to field redefinitions. Our general argument, based on the action given in [47], will be supported by an example of the manifestly N = 2

2 Examples of the complicated relations between various versions of N = 1 Goldstino models are given by comparisons of the N = 1 Volkov-Akulov models with related versions including the Rocek model, Casalbuoni-De Curtis-Dominici-Feruglio- Gatto model, the supersymmetric Born-Infeld model, and a more recent Komargodski-Seiberg model (see [46] and refs. therein).

supersymmetric model with N = 2 hidden supersymmetry [18] where the action at the superfield level W^{(10)} is available^3. Prior to the calculation presented here it was not known if it is also self-dual (although it was conjectured in ref. [18] to be so).

To appreciate the use of duality consistent sources of deformation, it is helpful to begin by considering the purely bosonic case. One way [24] to find N = 0 duality satisfying theories is to apply the Noether-Gaillard- Zumino (NGZ) condition [7, 12]

F F̃ + GG̃ = 0 (1)

in the form of the Courant-Hilbert equation

L^2_x − L^2_y = 1 (2)

where G̃^{μν} = 2^{∂L(F )}_{∂Fμν} , t =^1_4 F^2 , z =^1_4 F F̃ , x = t , y = √ t^2 + z^2. Requiring analyticity of L for small values of F – one may use an ansatz [24] L = ( g^{−2} ∑ m=0,p=0 g^{2(p+2m)}c_{(p,2m)}t^pz^{2m} ) − c_{(0,0)}g^{−2} , (3)

and solve eq. (2) algebraically, order by order in g^2, fixing the constant coefficients c_{(i,j)}. One set of solutions of the self-duality condition is the Born-Infeld Lagrangian

L_{BI} = g^{−2}(1 − √ Δ) (4)

where g is the coupling constant, and Δ = 1 + 2g^2(F^2/4) − g^4(F F̃ /4)^2. Using t, z variables, one can rewrite the Born-Infeld Lagrangian simply as

L_{BI} = g^{−2}(1 − √ 1 + 2g^2t − g^4z^2 ) . (5)

This procedure can be understood as introducing a generic sum over sources of duality-satisfying deformations [24]

I(T^−, T^{∗+}) = ∞∑ n=0 a_n 8g^2

(_1

4 g^4(T^{∗+})^2(T^−)^2 )_{n+1} (6) where T = F −iG and T^∗ = F +iG. It leads to a twisted non-linear self-duality condition

T^+_{μν} = g^2 16 T^{∗+}_{μν} (T^−)^2 [ 1 + ∑ n=0 d_n (_1

4 g^4(T^{∗+})^2(T^−)^2 )_n ] , (7) Here a_0 = 1 + d_0 and a_n =^{dn}_{n+1} for n ≥ 1, where d_n are arbitrary real parameters. For BI the sum is a hypergeometric function^4 [24]. Another model, introduced

3 The W^{10} level was given implicitly in [18], and we thank S.

Belluci for providing also an explicit expression in recent communication.

4 Recently understood in [33] as a function satisfying a hidden quartic equation of the Schrödinger construction of the BI model.

by Bossard-Nicolai [23, 24], has all vanishing d_n. No local change of field variables A^′_μ = A^′_μ(A_μ) relates these theories.

The perturbative relation between G and F follows from eq. (7) and an action depending only on F , where G is the functional of F , has the reconstructive form [25]

S(F ) = 1 4g^2 ∫ d^4x d ( g^2 ) F G̃ . (8) For any choice of d_n the action has the self-duality property.

It should be noted that the various powers of (_1 4 g^4(T^{∗+})^2(T^−)^2 )_i available as deformations form a vector space in duality-satisfying N = 0 theories. Any value of the coefficients a_i represents a valid duality satisfying theory. But these vectors ⃗a, up to trivial normalizations, completely distinguish theories which cannot be related by local field transformations. From this point of view the fact that Bossard-Nicolai model has vanishing a_i for all i > 0 completely distinguishes it from the BI theory.

The models with manifest N = 1 supersymmetry and no space-time derivatives follow the same pattern as discussed in ref. [24].

To discuss N = 2 we introduce the notation of ref. [17, 24, 26]. Many new examples of manifestly N = 2 supersymmetric models with self-duality were given in [26]. Some corresponding choices of the sources of deformation were given in the form

I(T^−, T^+) = ∫ d^{12}Z ( λ a_0 (T^−)^2(T^+)^2

+ λ^2 a_1 (T^−)^3□(T^+)^3 + λ^3 a_2(T^−)^4□^2(T^+)^4

+ λ^3 a_3 (T^−)^2(T^+)^2D^4((T^−)^2)D^4((T^+)^2)

+ O(λ^4) ) (9) with Z^A = (x^a, θ^α_i , θ̄^i_{α̇}), with a and α being a vector and Weyl spinor Lorentz indices and i = 1, 2 being the SU(2) R-symmetry index. Analogous combinations

T^+ = W − i M , T^+ = W + i M (10)

T^− = W − i M , T^− = W + i M , (11)

are given in terms of duality doublets, the superfields W and M, where M are treated independent of W. Carrying out the deformation procedure of [26] we recover the set of N = 2 self-dual actions depending on arbitrary parameters ⃗a. The Born-Infeld (and as we will argue hidden-supersymmetry) action from the literature requires a special choice of these parameters to reproduce the ⃗a_{0−3} = (−2^{−4}, −2^{−6} 3^{−2} , −2^{−12} 3^{−2} , 2^{10}) (12)

Again, the N = 2 self-duality is valid for the reconstructive action defined by the sources of deformation in eq. (9) for any choice of ⃗a. It should be noted that many more sources of deformation are available than those needed for the Born-Infeld N = 2 action – see section IV.F of ref. [26]. Yet still the various independent deformation sources contributing to the N = 2 BI action represent a vector space distinguishing N = 2 duality satisfying theories unrelated by local field redefinitions for which we will argue only one vector represents hidden supersymmetry.

The N = 2 manifestly self-dual action proposed by Kuzenko-Theisen in [17] has the following features. The U(1) N = 2 manifest self-duality condition is one of the requirements for constructing the model. The second condition is the symmetry of the action under a certain non-linear symmetry with the bosonic parameter σ under which the chiral N = 2 superfield W transforms as

δW = σ + σD̄^4Ȳ + σ̄□Y (13)

This includes the shift of a superfield by a constant parameter σ and other Y-dependent terms where the chiral superfield Y is some unknown, in general, functional of N = 2 superfields W, W̄. The model in [17] was constructed up to the level W^8. To go beyond the W^8 level in the action required establishing a higher level dependence of Y on W, W̄. It was not clear from the construction if the model possessed any hidden supersymmetries.

A related development of the N = 2 manifestly supersymmetric action was suggested by Belluci, Ivanov, and Krivonos (BIK) in ref. [18] where the action was derived from the requirement that there is a spontaneously broken extra hidden N = 2 supersymmetry. The nonlinear hidden N = 2 supersymmetry corresponds to the following transformations of the chiral superfield W δW = f(1− 1 2 D̄^4Ā_0)+ 1 2 f̄□A_0 + 1 4i D̄^{iα̇}f̄D^α_i ∂_{αα̇}A_0 (14)

with

f = c + 2iη^{iα}θ_{iα} , f = c̄ − 2iη^i_{α̇}θ̄^{α̇}_i (15)

where the fermionic parameters of the spontaneously broken supersymmetry are η^{iα}, η̄^i_{α̇} and the bosonic ones of the central charge are (c, c̄). The dependence of A_0 on W requires the introduction of a chain of the superfields A_i which are identified as explicit recursive functions of the original superfields W. In this way the condition of an extra hidden N = 2 supersymmetry is supported recursively. However, in [18] the condition of the N = 2 supersymmetric self-duality was not imposed and there is no obvious reason why it should be present.

One of the reasons why all these actions with N = 2 and hidden N = 2 supersymmetry were not completed into a closed form may be due to the manifest linearized N = 2 supersymmetry represented by the unconstrained superfields. As we will explain shortly, the complete action with N = 2 and hidden N = 2 supersymmetry [47] has a deformed N = 2 supersymmetry. Therefore using undeformed and unconstrained N = 2 superfields may complicate the derivation of the action, rather than making it simple. This is a rather unexpected feature: in most situations superfields simplify the solutions of various problems. However, as discussed in ref. [47], for the non-linear supersymmetries both the original Maxwell supersymmetry as well as the hidden one may have to undergo a deformation. This non-linear deformation violates the N = 2 Maxwell superfield structure and therefore the manifest undeformed N = 2 supersymmetry of the models in [17, 18, 30] appears to be an obstacle in attempts to find a complete N = 2 supersymmetric Born- Infeld model.

A different approach, proposed in [47], is based on considering local κ-symmetry of superbrane actions acting on models with N = 2 and hidden N = 2 supersymmetry The relevant superbrane action, with a local κ-symmetry is in the class of vector branes models [47]; their worldvolume dynamics is described by a vector multiplet. In our case, regarding four dimensional N = 2 + N = 2 supersymmetry, it would be a V3 superbrane model – an extended object associated with the dimensional reduction of the V5 space-filling brane of a chiral IIb (2, 0) D = 6 supergravity [48]. The complete action is presented in [47], which means that it can also be given as an expansion to all orders of deformation.

We propose a conjecture here that hidden supersymmetry implies duality. We will argue that this hidden supersymmetry happens if and only if the bosonic action is a Born-Infeld one and the fermionic one is a Volkov- Akulov one (or related by local non-linear field redefinitions).

In our study of the relation between hidden supersymmetry and duality we take into account the following. In a model with a given amount of non-linear supersymmetries acting on the same set of fields, for example N = 2 + N = 2 models [17, 18, 26] one should take into account that manifest N = 2 supersymmetry with N = 2 superfields involves an auxiliary field. When the auxiliary field from the N = 2 superfield W is excluded on its equation of motion, the model depends on physical fields of an N = 2 Maxwell multiplet: a vector, a spinor and a complex scalar. Models in [17, 18] coincide up to W^8, whereas in [26] many more models with manifest N = 2 self-duality are presented. Only some of them coincide with the BIK action and therefore have the second hidden N = 2 supersymmetry.

Our conjecture on hidden supersymmetry and duality is based on the following observations.

Observation 1. Even though there are a large number of distinguishable self-dual actions with manifest N = 1 supersymmetry, only one (up to local^5 change of variables and trivial normalization) has the superfield action with an extra hidden N = 1 supersymmery. We claim the directly analogous structure holds for N = 2.

Observation 2. The N = 2 + N = 2 V3 model [47] has very simple properties: complete to all orders, when truncated to pure vectors, it is a BI model

S^{V 3}|_{ϕ=λ=0} = 1 α^2 ∫ d^4x { 1 − √ − det(η_{μν} + αF_{μν} ) } . (16) I.e. when the fermions λ and the scalars ϕ^I are absent it becomes a BI action with clear self-duality property F F̃ + GG̃ = 0.

When we truncate the 2-forms and the scalars covariantly from the V3 action we find that it depends on fermions as a Volkov-Akulov type action for a Goldstino

S^{V 3}|_{Fμν =Π}I_{μ=0} = 1 α^2 ∫ d^4x { 1 − det(δ^μ_ν − α^2λ̄Γ^μ∂_ν λ) } . (17) According to [50] this then satisfies the fermionic part of the N = 1 self-duality condition with account of a nonlinear Goldstino field change of the variables. We suggest that this model is related by local field redefinitions to the BIK action.

Our conjecture ‘hidden supersymmetry implies duality’ explains why the BIK action up to W^8 in [18] with established hidden second supersymmetry coincides with the action in [17] with established manifest self-duality and predicts that the W^{10} terms in the BIK action has a manifest N = 2 self-duality, which we now verify. Happily a much more elegant option than “brute-force” calculation is available to us. We simply find the dualityconsistent sources of deformation necessary to generate the action through order W^{10}. We find that only two additional sources of order λ^4 are required:

I_λ4 (T^−, T^+) = λ^4 ∫ d^{12}Z ( a_4 (T^−)^5□^3(T^+)^5

+ a_5 (T^−)^3D^4((T^+)^2)□(T^+)^3D^4((T^−)^2) ) . (18)

The values of the new coefficients required to reconstruct the BIK action through known orders:

⃗a_{4,5} = (2^{−5} 3^{−2} 5^{−2}, 2^{−3} 3^{−2}) . (19)

5 Only models sharing symmetries may be related to each other via a non-linear local change of field variables, e.g. A^′_μ = A^′_μ(A_μ). One can craft relations between distinct solutions of the selfduality condition but this would involve transformations nonlocal in the field variables, i.e. transformations taking the form t^′ = t^′(t, z) and z^′ = z^′(t, z) with t =^1_4 F^2, z =^1_4 F F̃ .

These coefficients could be any numbers and still satisfy duality, but these and those given in eq. (12) are the particular values required to reconstruct the BIK action through order W^{10}, and thus we argue possess a particular hidden-supersymmetry. The discovery of these deformation sources is all that is required to demonstrate that the BIK action, through this order, is a solution to the self-duality condition. Of course one can also directly verify this property of the action by checking the selfduality constraint which we elide to an auxiliary file [51].

In conclusion, in models of N = 2 supersymmetry with a hidden second N = 2 supersymmetry, self-duality is a feature, whereas generic manifest N = 2 supersymmetric and self-dual models do not necessarily come with a second hidden supersymmetry. We showed constructively that the W^{10} action of [18] is self-dual. The dramatic cancellations [51] between the many various terms in this action’s explicit satisfaction of the self-duality condition is further explained by the existence of the complete model with N = 2 + hidden N = 2 supersymmetries of ref. [47]. It will be interesting to see if this model can be entirely understood to all orders at the level of duality preserving sources of deformation as was done for the purely bosonic BI case [33].

We thank E. Bergshoeff, J. Broedel, W. Chemissany, F. Coomans, S. Ferrara, T. Ortin, C. S. Shahbazi, R. Roiban, and A. Van Proyen for related collaboration. We are especially grateful to J. Broedel, S. Ferrara, and R. Roiban for comments on earlier drafts. We would also like to thank P. Aschieri, G. Gibbons, Z. Komargodski and A. Tseytlin for interesting conversations. This research was supported by the US National Science Foundation under PHY-0756174, the Stanford Institute for Theoretical Physics, and a grant from the John Templeton Foundation.

[1] C. Bunster and M. Henneaux, Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 011603 (2013) [arXiv:1208.6302 [hep-th]].

[2] M. Born and L. Infeld, Proc. Roy. Soc. (London) A144, 425 (1934).

[3] E. Schrödinger, Proc. Roy. Soc. (London) A150 465 (1935).

[4] P. A. M. Dirac, Proc. Roy. Soc. Lond. A 268, 57 (1962). [5] D. V. Volkov and V. P. Akulov, Phys. Lett. B 46, 109 (1973).

[6] S. Deser and C. Teitelboim, Phys. Rev. D 13, 1592 (1976).

[7] M. K. Gaillard and B. Zumino, Nucl. Phys. B 193, 221 (1981).

[8] S. Cecotti and S. Ferrara, Phys. Lett. B 187, 335 (1987). [9] M. Henneaux and C. Teitelboim, Phys. Lett. B 206, 650 (1988).

[10] G. W. Gibbons and D. A. Rasheed, Nucl. Phys. B 454, 185 (1995) [arXiv:hep-th/9506035].

[11] J. Bagger and A. Galperin, Phys. Rev. D 55, 1091 (1997)

[hep-th/9608177].

[12] M. K. Gaillard and B. Zumino, arXiv:hep-th/9712103. [13] S. V. Ketov, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 14, 501 (1999) [hep-th/9809121]. S. V. Ketov, hep-th/0108189.

[14] M. Rocek and A. A. Tseytlin, Phys. Rev. D 59, 106001 (1999) [hep-th/9811232].

[15] A. A. Tseytlin, In *Shifman, M.A. (ed.): The many faces of the superworld* 417-452 [hep-th/9908105].

[16] S. M. Kuzenko and S. Theisen, JHEP 0003, 034 (2000) [hep-th/0001068].

[17] S. M. Kuzenko and S. Theisen, Fortsch. Phys. 49, 273 (2001) [hep-th/0007231].

[18] S. Bellucci, E. Ivanov and S. Krivonos, Phys. Rev.

D 64, 025014 (2001) [hep-th/0101195]. S. Bellucci, E. Ivanov and S. Krivonos, Phys. Lett. B 502, 279 (2001) [hep-th/0012236].

[19] E. A. Ivanov and B. M. Zupnik, hep-th/0202203.

E. A. Ivanov and B. M. Zupnik, Phys. Atom. Nucl. 67, 2188 (2004) [Yad. Fiz. 67, 2212 (2004)] [hep-th/0303192].

[20] G. Bossard, P. S. Howe and K. S. Stelle, JHEP 1101, 020 (2011) [arXiv:1009.0743 [hep-th]].

[21] N. Beisert, H. Elvang, D. Z. Freedman, M. Kiermaier, A. Morales and S. Stieberger, Phys. Lett. B 694, 265 (2010) [arXiv:1009.1643 [hep-th]].

[22] R. Kallosh, JHEP 1203, 083 (2012) [arXiv:1103.4115 [hep-th]].

[23] G. Bossard and H. Nicolai, JHEP 1108, 074 (2011) [arXiv:1105.1273 [hep-th]].

[24] J. J. M. Carrasco, R. Kallosh and R. Roiban, Phys. Rev.

D 85, 025007 (2012) [arXiv:1108.4390 [hep-th]]. [25] W. Chemissany, R. Kallosh and T. Ortin, Phys. Rev. D 85, 046002 (2012) [arXiv:1112.0332 [hep-th]].

[26] J. Broedel, J. J. M. Carrasco, S. Ferrara, R. Kallosh and R. Roiban, Phys. Rev. D 85, 125036 (2012) [arXiv:1202.0014 [hep-th]].

[27] P. Pasti, D. Sorokin and M. Tonin, Phys. Rev. D 86, 045013 (2012) [arXiv:1205.4243 [hep-th]].

[28] R. Roiban and A. A. Tseytlin, JHEP 1210, 099 (2012) [arXiv:1205.0176 [hep-th]].

[29] S. M. Kuzenko, JHEP 1206, 012 (2012) [arXiv:1202.0126 [hep-th]].

[30] S. Bellucci, S. Krivonos, A. Shcherbakov and A. Sutulin, arXiv:1212.1902 [hep-th].

[31] E. A. Ivanov and B. M. Zupnik, arXiv:1212.6637 [hep-th]. [32] S. M. Kuzenko, arXiv:1301.5194 [hep-th]. [33] P. Aschieri and S. Ferrara, arXiv:1302.4737 [hep-th]. [34] Z. Bern, J. J. Carrasco, L. J. Dixon, H. Johansson, D. A. Kosower and R. Roiban, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98,

161303 (2007) [hep-th/0702112].

[35] Z. Bern, J. J. M. Carrasco, L. J. Dixon, H. Johansson and R. Roiban, Phys. Rev. D 78, 105019 (2008) [arXiv:0808.4112 [hep-th]].

[36] Z. Bern, J. J. Carrasco, L. J. Dixon, H. Johansson and R. Roiban, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 081301 (2009) [arXiv:0905.2326 [hep-th]].

[37] Z. Bern, J. J. M. Carrasco, L. J. Dixon, H. Johansson and R. Roiban, Phys. Rev. D 85, 105014 (2012) [arXiv:1201.5366 [hep-th]].

[38] Z. Bern, J. J. Carrasco, L. J. Dixon, H. Johansson and R. Roiban, Fortsch. Phys. 59, 561 (2011) [arXiv:1103.1848 [hep-th]].

[39] Z. Bern, S. Davies, T. Dennen and Y. -t. Huang, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 108, 201301 (2012) [arXiv:1202.3423 [hep-th]]. [40] R. Kallosh, Phys. Rev. D 85, 081702 (2012) [arXiv:1202.4690 [hep-th]].

[41] G. Bossard, P. S. Howe and K. S. Stelle, Phys. Lett. B 719, 424 (2013) [arXiv:1212.0841 [hep-th]].

[42] Z. Bern, J. J. M. Carrasco and H. Johansson, Phys. Rev.

D 78, 085011 (2008) [arXiv:0805.3993 [hep-ph]]. [43] Z. Bern, J. J. M. Carrasco and H. Johansson, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 105, 061602 (2010) [arXiv:1004.0476 [hep-th]]. [44] Z. Bern, S. Davies, T. Dennen and Y. -t. Huang, Phys.

Rev. D 86, 105014 (2012) [arXiv:1209.2472 [hep-th]]. [45] J. J. M. Carrasco, R. Kallosh, R. Roiban, and A. A. Tseytlin, work in progress.

[46] S. M. Kuzenko and S. J. Tyler, JHEP 1105, 055 (2011) [arXiv:1102.3043 [hep-th]]. Z. Komargodski and N. Seiberg, JHEP 0909, 066 (2009) [arXiv:0907.2441 [hep-th]]. A. A. Zheltukhin, arXiv:1009.2166 [hep-th]. S. M. Kuzenko and S. J. Tyler, Phys. Lett. B 698, 319 (2011) [arXiv:1009.3298 [hep-th]].

[47] E. Bergshoeff, F. Coomans, R. Kallosh, C. S. Shahbazi, A. Van Proyen, work in progress [48] E. A. Bergshoeff and F. Riccioni, JHEP 1301, 005 (2013) [arXiv:1210.1422 [hep-th]].

[49] R. Kallosh, In *Kharkov 1997, Supersymmetry and quantum field theory* 49-58 [hep-th/9705118].

[50] S. M. Kuzenko and S. A. McCarthy, JHEP 0505, 012 (2005) [hep-th/0501172].

[51] Please see the ancillary notes included in the source of the arXiv version of this letter to find the explicit dualitycovariance check of the BIK action through W^{10} as well as the action given for generic coefficients of the sources of deformation discussed here up through order λ^4.