arXiv:hep-th/0204225 v3 6 May 2002

KCL-TH-02-09

hep-th/0204225

May 7, 2002

Supersymmetric Born-Infeld from the D9-brane

Sven F. Kerstan

Department of Mathematics

King’s College, London

Abstract Using the superembedding approach, the full supersymmetric effective field theory of the D9-brane, super Born-Infeld theory, is fixed by the so called F-constraint. The odd-odd components of the theory’s super field strength, f_{αβ} , are implied by this constraint. Given f_{αβ} , the super Bianchi identities imply the theory’s equations of motion.

We calculate f_{αβ} up to order 5 in fields, corresponding to order 6 in fields in the Lagrangian.

1 Introduction

In the 1930s, Einstein’s mechanism to introduce a maximal velocity in special relativity, the √ 1 − v^2 term, motivated Born and Infeld to try and introduce a maximal field strength in Maxwell’s theory in the same way. The result was what we now call Born-Infeld (BI) theory. In the 80s, the BI action was shown to arise in open bosonic string theory [1]. After the discovery of D-branes, it was realised that BI theory is a key ingredient in the effective theory of branes [2]. Remarkably, this enables us to understand BI theory as not merely motivated by special relativity, but in fact as T-dual to it [3]: a relativistic point particle is the T-dual description of a brane with a slowly varying electric field E. In a recent work [4], it was shown that demanding the existence of stable holomorphic vector bundles (corresponding to instantons in Yang-Mills theory) to be solutions of a deformed abelian Yang-Mills theory fixes deformations to be BI theory. Another property of BI theory is that it is unique in its form invariance under the Seiberg-Witten map [5].

Supersymmetrisation of BI theory began in the later 1980s, when in [6] a N=1 supersymmetric BI Lagrangian in D=4 was presented. Later, manifest extended supersymmetry was considered (e.g. N=2, D=4 in [7]). In the later 90s, partially broken global supersymmetries (PBGS) were investigated. For example, in [8] it was shown that partially breaking N=2 in D=4 can be solved by the Maxwell multiplet, resulting in BI theory, while the breaking of N=2 in D=10 was considered in [9]. A geometric approach to PBGS is the superembedding method, in which one superspace (interpreted as brane world volume) is embedded into another, larger one (target space), using appropriate constraints ( the so called embedding condition and the F-constraint). The result is again BI theory. The virtue of the superembedding approach is not only that it gives a geometrical interpretation to the theory and illuminates the nature of κ-symmetry [10, 11, 12], but also that it leads to a systematic way of determining the effective action for branes in various dimensions^1 [14, 15]. For a review of the superembedding method see [16]. For examples of derivations of D-brane dynamics from superembeddings, see [17, 15, 18, 19]. The equivalence between PBGS and the superembedding approach (for flat target superspace) has been discussed in [20, 21] and, in particular has been shown for space-filling branes in 3 and 4 dimensions in [18, 19]. More recently it has been shown (for D=3 and D=4) that the constraint used in the nonlinear realisation approach [22, 8] is equivalent to the F-constraint in the superembedding approach and that the resulting actions are identical [23].

The search for a non-abelian version of super BI (NBI) theory, which would correspond to a theory describing coinciding branes, is an active area of current research. The NBI action had been investigated at order α^{′2} in the mid eighties [24, 25, 26]. Later, symmetrised trace actions were proposed [27, 28]. Recent calculations suggest that these proposals are not valid beyond order 4 in F [29]. Other approaches taken towards the higher order terms of NBI are considering non-abelian κ-symmetry [30] which was used to derive a bosonic and fermionic terms up to order 4 in F , calculations of correlators for D=4, N=4 quantum Yang-Mills (up to order 5 in F ) [31], and the deformation of Yang-Mills, given that stable holomorphic bundles still are solutions to the deformed theory [32, 33]. A calculation from string scattering amplitudes which gave the action up to order four in fields can be found in [34]. Apart from these approaches, there

1 For an earlier attempt to use source and target superspaces, see, e.g. [13].

have been attempts to work out in how far supersymmetry fixes possible NBI theories [35, 36, 37].

In this paper we will make use of the (flat) superembedding formalism to determine the superspace form of the effective field theory for an abelian D9-brane. Since the multiplet is on shell and there is no known way to force the theory off-shell, we do not write down a Lagrangian for this theory. Instead, we calculate the odd-odd part of the super field strength, f_{αβ}, which is implied by the so called F-constraint. We will write F for the world volume field strength 2-form, F_{AB} for its components in the basis induced by our embedding, and f_{AB} for its components in a flat basis. So f_{AB} is the normal N=1, D=10 field strength satisfying df = 0 in flat superspace. The constraint on f_{AB} which produces super Maxwell theory is f_{αβ} = 0. The lowest order deformation (order three in fields) of this constraint has been known for a long time ([38, 39, 26]) and in conventional fields (f_{ab} the spinor λ) on dimensional grounds has to be ( γ^{edcba} ) αβ (λγ_{abc}λ) f_{de} In [35] it is shown that linear supersymmetry leads to this result as well. Once f_{αβ} is known, the Bianchi identities for the field strength determine the equations of motion.

Our approach gives a closed expression for f_{αβ} in fields as they arise in the embedding approach. Redefining these, we expand the answer in conventional fields up to order 5. For consistency checks of proposals of non abelian versions of BI, one can directly compare the abelian limit of f_{αβ}, or, in case f_{αβ} is not given (e.g. [34]), the resulting equations of motion. Work on the D9-brane has been published before. In [40], the Wess-Zumino term required to achieve κ-symmetry for Dp-brane actions was calculated. In [41], the D9-brane was analysed in a superembedding context, but the analysis was performed in a linearised approximation. We shall consider the embedding s of a D=10, N=1 world volume with a gauge field super two form F = dA into a flat D=10, N=2 target space with a three form super field strength H = dB. Treating the world volume as a D-brane, we know from string theory that κ-symmetry has to be preserved, which, as was pointed out in [42], implies

• the embedding constraint: E_α^a = 0

• the F-constraint: F_{αB} := F_{αB} − s^∗B_{αB} = 0

where s^∗B is the pullback of B and F = F −s^∗B. Implementing these will determine the explicit form of f_{αβ} which we then express in the standard fields (in our case, the embedding constraint does not actually constrain F ). As pointed out before ( e.g. [35]), this determines the equations of motion via the Bianchi identities. Since the embedding brakes half the supersymmetry there is a Goldstone degree of freedom, which is the location of the brane in the transverse odd target space. The resulting theory will then realise one manifest linear (all our fields are N=1 super fields) and one non-linear supersymmetry. The F-constraint is the only covariant constraint compatible with the Maxwell multiplet. This means that the theory we derive, with one linear and one non-linear supersymmetry, is unique.

In section 2, we give a very brief review of the formalism of superembeddings. In the following section we then consider the possible flat backgrounds H, calculate their potentials B, pull B back to the brane, impose the F-constraint and so arrive at an expression for f_{αβ} in embedding fields. In the next section we then expand this expression up to order 5 in conventional fields. We conclude with some remarks on our result.

2 The Superembedding formalism

A superembedding is a map from the world volume of the brane to the target space: s : M → M. Letters from the middle of the alphabet will be used for coordinate indices, letters from the beginning for tangent space indices. Lower case Latin letters will refer to the even, Greek letters to odd components. Upper case Latin letters include even and odd indices. So we have M = (m, μ) for coordinate indices and A = (a, α) for tangent space indices. When referring to the target space, indices will be underlined. Coordinates are denoted as z^M = (x^m, θ^μ). The relation between tangent and coordinate bases is given by the super vielbein E_M^A and its inverse E_A^M . Coordinates transverse to the world volume will be primed: A^′. The embedding matrix is the derivative of s in terms of tangent indices:

E_A^A := E_A^M ∂_M z^M E_M^A (1)

As an example we pull back a one form Q from the target space to the world volume:

(s^∗Q)_A = E_A^AQ_A (2)

The basic embedding condition one imposes is that the (tangent space of the) odd world volume sits in the (tangent space of) odd target space: E_α^a = 0. This is a consequence of demanding κ-symmetry for open strings, ending on the brane, as was shown in [42], and is, without loss of generality, true for the space filling brane we will consider later. We will denote the standard flat basis of superspace by

e^α = dθ^α (3) e^a = dx^a − i 2 dθ^α (γ^a)_{αβ} θ^β (4)

The γ-matrices are 16 by 16 real symmetric. Locally on the brane it is always possible to choose an induced basis defined by

E^α = e^α (5) E^a = ( e^b − e^β ψ_β^b ) ( B^{−1} ) b a (6)

where

ψ_α^a = i 2 D_αθ^′γ^bθ^′ ( δ_b^a − i 2 ∂_bθ^′Γ^aθ^′ )_{−1} (7) and B_a^b = ( δ_a^b − i 2 ∂_aθ^′γθ^′ )_{−1} (8)

The world volume spinor derivative in the induced basis is

D_α := D_α + ψ_α^a∂_a (9)

Finally we may split up the target space into two parts of same dimension such that E_α^α = u_α^α + h_α^{β′} u_β′^α (10)

u then is an element of a group G, which will either be the Spin group, or a product of Spin with some internal symmetry group. The even-even part can then be parametrised by the Lorentz transformation corresponding to the Spin transformation

E_a^a = u_a^a (11)

A symmetry transformation g ∈ G will map the frame E_α to itself, up to a linear transformation, if we have: u → gu (12) h → h^′ (13) for h^′_α^{β′} = ( −g_α^{γ′} + g_α^δh_δ^{γ′} ) ( g_γ′^{β′} − g_γ′^ϵh_ϵ^{β′} )_{−1} (14)

as a straightforward calculation shows. So the field h transforms projectively under G. We will choose to align the world volume coordinates with the target space coordinates:

x^a = x^a (15) θ^α = θ^{α1} (16) Λ^α (x, θ) = θ^{α2} (17)

This is called static gauge. Λ corresponds to the odd transverse location of the brane in target space. Note that this fixing of gauge kills the world volume diffeomorphism invariance which implies the loss of κ-symmetry.

For a more detailed introduction to superembeddings, see, for example, [16], and for the special case of codimension 0, see, for example, [15].

3 Background fields

We will embed an N=1, D=10 space, our brane’s world volume, in an N=2, D=10 target space. On the world volume there lives a super gauge field strength F . The embedding condition E_α^a = 0 does not constrain F , so to fix the multiplet and the dynamics, we need some other constraint. Demanding κ-symmetry for open strings ending on our world volume implies such a constraint for F , the F-constraint. To implement the F-constraint, we define a new super fieldstrength F on the brane:

F = F − s^∗B (18) and then impose the F-constraint F_{αβ} = 0 (19) F_{αb} = 0 (20) With H being the field strength of the super two form field B, the Bianchi identity for F is: dF = −H (21) Rearranging (18) gives F = F + s^∗B (22) which will, once we know s^∗B, fix the odd-odd and odd-even components of F , due to the F-constraint. The equations of motion are then implied by the Bianchi identity dF = −H. In this section we will now proceed as follows:

• determine possible H-backgrounds • calculate the corresponding gauge potential B • pull B back to the brane in a flat basis • use (22) to determine the odd-odd and even-odd components of F (section 3) What then remains to be done is to expand the result in the conventional fields, which we do in penultimate section. Determining H Working with a flat H background, H has to be built from super invariants, i.e. gamma matrices only:

H = (−i) E^{γj} ∧ E^{βi} ∧ E^a (γ_a)_{βγ} M_{ij} (23) where M_{ij} is some symmetric 2x2 matrix. A basis for these is given by the two symmetric Pauli matrices and the identity. The Bianchi-identity 0 = dH (24) gives a further restriction. In components it reads 0 = (γ_a)_{(αiβj} (γ^a)_{γk δk)} (25) where i and j are restricted by M_{ij} as above. Using (γ_a)_{α(β} (γ^a)_{γδ)} = 0 (26) one finds that M cannot be the identity. Further, one finds that both, τ_1 and τ_3 are possible choices for M.

Determining B

The aim is to find a two form B on the worldvolume which is only dependent on Λ. The reason for that is, that via the F-constraint, B enters the brane field strength F , which contains the physical fields. The only physical degrees of freedom of the brane are its location in the transverse odd dimension, Λ, (its θ^2 coordinate in target space), and its super partner, the bosonic gauge field on the brane. So, in a physical gauge, B should be built only from these and not depend on the brane coordinates x and θ^1. Note that this is just a choice of gauge. Since the embedding matrix will not change the x or θ^1 dependences, the target space B must only depend on Λ.

Consider H to be of τ^1 type first. The equation

dB = H (27)

gives eight component equations, and these can be solved by B_{AB} = 0 −3iΛ^ϵ (γ_a)_{ϵβ} 0 3iΛ^ϵ (γ_b)_{ϵα} 0 λ^ϵ ( γ^f ) ϵα (γ_f )_{βδ} Λ^δ 0 Λ^ϵ ( γ^f ) ϵα (γ_f )_{βδ} Λ^δ 0

(28)

Considering H in τ_3 gauge, we find from the target space component equation

D_{(α} B_{βc )} + T_{( αβ}^f B_{f c )} = H_{(αβc)} (29)

that the even-even B would have to be proportional to the unit-matrix which is not antisymmetric. So there are no solutions independent of θ^2 for the τ_3 case. Using the embedding matrix to pull B back to the world volume, and switching to a flat basis using (5), (6) we find b_{αβ} = 1 3 D_{( α}Λγ^bΛ (γ_b)_{β )γ} Λ^γ (30)

b_{αb} = −i (γ_b)_{αγ} Λ^γ − 1 6 ∂_bΛγ^cΛ (γ_c)_{αγ} Λ^γ (31) b_{ab} = 0 (32)

where b denotes the pullback of B in a flat basis.

Calculating F

Using (22) and the just derived components of B, we find for the components of F in a flat basis: f_{αβ} = 1 3 D_{( α}Λγ^bΛ (γ_b)_{β )μ} Λ^μ + ( i 2 D_αΛγ^cΛ ) ( i 2 D_β Λγ^dΛ ) F_{cd} (33) f_{αb} = −iγ_{bαβ}Λ^β − 1 6 ∂_bΛ.γ^c.Λγ_{cαβ}Λ^β − D_αΛγ^cΛ ( δ_b^d − i 2 ∂_bΛγ^dΛ ) F_{cd} (34) f_{ab} = ( δ_a^c − i 2 ∂_aΛγ^cΛ ) ( δ_b^d − i 2 ∂_bΛγ^dΛ ) F_{cd} (35)

The first of these equations is, in closed form, the constraint that determines the full super Born-Infeld theory. Note that the conventional constraint, i.e. f_{αβ} be gamma traceless, has not yet been imposed on f.

4 Redefining the fields

After having obtained the constraint on f_{AB} in terms of F_{ab}, which is in the induced basis, and the spinor field Λ, we now want to express it in conventional fields. These are contained in the flat world volume field strength f̂ which is F in the flat basis with the conventional constraint imposed:

(γ^a)^{βα} f̂_{αβ} = 0 (36) ( γ^b )_{αβ} f̂_{bβ} = 10λ^α (37)

To perform the necessary field redefinitions, we will proceed as follows

• express spinor derivatives of Λ in terms of the embedding field h

• express the embedding field h in terms of F

• express F in the flat basis to get f_{AB}

• determine the shift in the gauge potential A → Â, such that its fieldstrength f̂_{AB} satisfies the conventional constraint (36)

• using (37), express the spinor field Λ in terms F and the conventional spinor λ

• use these relations in the expression for f_{αβ}

• in the resulting equation, f_{αβ} will appear on the rhs in a higher order expression. Substitute the lowest order term of the rhs for it, to eliminate (at this order) all f_{αβ} on the rhs

• impose the conventional constraint on the equation

• simplify the result

First consider the relation between D_αΛ^β and h_α^β . We know that

D_αΛ^β = h_α^β (38)

and since D_α = D_α + ψ_α^c∂_c we know that

D_αΛ^β = D_αΛ^β − ψ_α^c∂_cΛ^β (39)

= h_α^β − i 2 D_αΛγΛ ( δ − i 2 ∂ΛγΛ )_{−1} ∂Λ (40)

= h_α^β − i 2 ( h_α^β + 1 4 D_αΛγΛ ( δ − i 2 ∂ΛγΛ )_{−1} ∂Λ ) γΛ ( δ − i 2 ∂ΛγΛ )_{−1} ∂Λ (41)

The recursion will terminate after 16 steps, since in each recursion the term with the spinor derivative gets one additional spinor. It turns out that, for f up to order 5 in fields, we need to determine D_αΛ^β up to order three in fields, and up to order three we find

D_αΛ^{β ∗}= h_α^β − i 2 (hγΛ∂Λ)_α^β (42)

where^∗= indicates that the expression on the rhs is only correct up to order three in fields.

Relation between F and h

In [41] a relation between F and h was derived. Since h is part of the pullback matrix, one may hope to find this relation when analysing the odd-odd-even component of the deformed Bianchi identity dF = −H on the world volume. Working in the τ_1-gauge (recall that we chose this gauge since the alternative τ_3-gauge does not allow pure θ^2 dependence of our fields), one easily sees that this will not work out. Since we know how h transforms (14), however, we may work in the the alternative τ_3-gauge and then transform the result back into τ_1-gauge. So first we write down the odd-odd-even part of the pullback of the deformed Bianchi identity in induced basis:

h_α^γ h_β^δ (γ^a)_{γδ} F_{ab} + (γ^a)_{αβ} F_{ab} = (γ_b)_{αβ} − h_α^γ h_β^δ (γ_b)_{γδ} (43)

Multiply with ( γ^{(5)} )_{αβ} : ( γ^{(5)} )_{αβ} h_α^γ h_β^δ ( γ^b ) δγ (F_{ba} + η_{ba}) = 0 (44)

If F + η is invertible, then this implies ( γ^{(5)} )_{αβ} h_α^γ h_β^δ ( γ^b ) γδ = 0 (45)

Since γ and γ^{(5)} form a basis for the symmetric 16 by 16 matrices, (45) implies that we can write hhγ as: h_α^γ h_β^δ ( γ^b ) δγ = ( γ^f ) αβ n_f^b (46)

This tells us that h is in the spinor representation of the Lorentz group (plus additional scaling), and n is in the vector representation of the Lorentz-Group (plus scaling). Plugging the last equation into (43) gives

γ^b_{αβ} (F_{ba} + n_b^cF_{ca}) = γ^b_{αβ} (η_{ba} − n_{ba}) (47) ⇒ η − F = n (η + F) (48) ⇒ n^tn = η (49) ⇒ n ∈ O(1, 9) (50)

Moreover det ( (δ − F) (δ + F)^{−1} ) = det (δ − F) det (δ + F) (51)

= 1 (52)

so we have

n ∈ SO(1, 9) (53)

Note that this result agrees with that in [41], as in the induced basis we have B_{ab} = 0, so F_{ab} = F_{ab}. Now we may write n in terms of the generators M of the Lie algebra:

n_a^b = exp (c_{mn}M^{mn})_a^b (54) ⇒ (ln n)_a^b = c_{mn} (M^{mn})_a^b (55) ⇒ c_{rs} = c_{mn}M^{mn}..M_{rs} = ln (n) ..M_{rs} (56) where .. indicates a suitable inner matrix product, such that the generators M form an orthogonal basis. For the standard Lorentz generators we are using, the trace over the dot product is a suitable inner product.

Since we know that the same transformation is realised in h as a spinor representation, the generators of which are^1_2 iγ^{(2)}, we get in τ^3 gauge

ĥ_α^β = ( exp ( i 2 c_{rs}γ^{rs} )) α β (57) = ( exp ( i 2 ln (n) M_{rs}γ^{rs} )) α β (58) = ( exp (( 2 ∞∑ i=0 F^{2i+1} 2i + 1 ) rs γ^{rs} )) α β (59)

By suitable Lorentz transformations one can always block-diagonalise F_{ab}, and therefore we do not have to worry about the non-commutativity of the γ^{(2)}.

Remember that the analysis of the embedding field h started using the background field H in the τ^3 gauge. As stated in section 3, we want to work in τ^1 gauge, though. The transformation relating H_τ 3 and H_τ 1 is a rotation between θ^1 and θ^2 by^π_4 . We observe that this rotation is an element of the group G (see section 2), and we therefore can use equation (14) to determine the embedding field h in τ^1 gauge:

h_α^β = − (( 1 − ĥ ) ( 1 + ĥ )_{−1}) α β (60)

∗= Fγ^{(2)} − 1 3 FFFγ^{(2)}γ^{(2)}γ^{(2)} + 1 3 F^3γ^{(2)} (61)

where^∗=,as before, indicates that terms of order greater than three in fields are truncated on the rhs.

F_{ab} in terms of f̂_{ab}

For the even-even part, the pullback of F is rather simple:

F_{ab} = B^c_aB^d_b f_{cd} (62) = ( δ^c_a − i 2 ∂_aΛγ^cΛ )_{−1} ( δ^d_b − i 2 ∂_bΛγ^dΛ )_{−1} f_{cd} (63)

To impose the conventional constraint, i.e. make f_{αβ} γ-traceless, we shift the gauge potential

f_{αβ} = D_αA_β + D_βA_α − i (γ^a)_{αβ} A_a (64)

A_a → Â_a = A_a + 1 16i (γ_a)^{αβ} f_{αβ} (65) ⇒ f̂_{αβ} = f_{αβ} − 1 16 (γ^a)_{αβ} (γ_a)^{γδ} f_{γδ} (66)

and so

f̂_{αb} = f_{αb} + 1 16i D_α (γ_b)^{γδ} f_{γδ} (67)

f̂_{ab} = f_{ab} + 1 16i D_a (γ_b)^{γδ} f_{γδ} − 1 16i D_b (γ_b)^{γδ} f_{γδ} (68)

We note that, using the fact that f̂_{αβ} is symmetric and gamma trace free, it can be written as f̂_{αβ} = (γ_{edcba})_{αβ} J abcde, which we will later use.

The relation between Λ and λ

We now would like to make the transition to the standard fields λ and f̂. The conventional spinor λ is defined as the γ-trace of f̂_{αb}:

λ^α = (γ^c)^{αβ} f̂_{βc} (69)

To analyse f̂_{αβ} up to order 5 in fields, we will need to evaluate λ up to order three in fields. Using the definition of the conventional spinor and some gamma matrix algebra we find

λ^β = ( γ^b )_{αβ} f̂_{αb} (70)

∗= −10iΛ^β + 14i 3 Λ^βtr (FF) − i 3 ( γ^{turs}Λ )_β − 1 6 ∂_bΛγ^cΛ ( γ^bγ_cΛ )_β (71) + i 12 Λγ_b^{rs}Λ ( γ^b )_{αβ} D_αF_{rs} Note that, up to this order, we may substitute f_{ab} for F_{ab}. We solve for Λ in terms of λ by recursion, dropping terms of order greater than three in fields. We also use the super Maxwell Bianchi identities to simplify the D_αF_{rs} term (the physical field strength, i.e. the one with the shifted potential, is identical to f_{rs} at this order).

Λ^∗= i [ λ^β + 14 30 λ^βtr (FF) − 1 30 ( γ^{turs}λ )_β + i 60 ∂_bλγ^cλ ( γ^bγ_cλ )_β (72) + i 60 λγ_b^{rs}λγ_r∂_sλ ]

As with the recursion to obtain h, here again one can derive the exact result by recursively substituting λ for Λ since the recursion terminates due to the vanishing of the product of 16 spinors.

f̂_{αβ} in conventional fields

After having derived the necessary relations, we can now proceed as described earlier: plug the expressions for Λ, F and D_αΛ^β into (33), the expression for f_{αβ} . Then f_{αβ} will appear on the rhs and lhs of the equation. Substitute the rhs for f_{αβ} on the rhs, and then impose the conventional constraint. The result may then be simplified. To do so, one utilises the fact that γ^{(3)} and γ^{(7)} (a basis for the antisymmetric 16 by 16 matrices) are dual to each other. So any antisymmetric expression may be written in terms of γ^3 only. The result is:

f̂_{αβ}^∗= ( γ^{abcde} ) αβ ( 160 3 λγ_{edc}λf̂_{ba} (73) − 7544 9 λγ_{edc}λf̂_{ba}tr ( f̂f̂ )

+ 3508 9 λγ_{edc}λ ( f̂f̂f̂ ) ba − 208 9 λγ_{ed}^f λ ( f̂f̂ ) f c f̂_{ba} − 4λγ_e^{gf} λf̂_{f g}f̂_{dc}f̂_{ba} + 736λγ_e^{gf} λf̂_{f d}f̂_{gc}f̂_{ba} + 20i 3 λγ_{ed}^f λf̂_{f c}∂_bλγ^aλ + 56iλγ_{edc}λf̂_b^f ∂_{[ f} λγ_{a]}λ + 80i 9 λγ_{edc}λ∂_{[ b} [ λγ_{a]}^{gf} λf̂_{f g} ]

+ i 90 λγ_f γ_{edcba}γ^{gh}γ^f γ^i_j (∂_k λ) λγ_i^{jk}λf̂_{hg} )

where^∗= indicates truncation on the rhs after order 5 in fields.

5 Conclusion

We have obtained the N=1, D=10 flat supersymmetric field strength constraint for abelian BI theory up to order five in fields, which corresponds to order six in an action. This theory with one linearly and one non-linearly realised supersymmetry is unique, as the only covariant constraint compatible with the Maxwell multiplet is the F-constraint. Only the order three term λ ( γ^3 ) λf (74)

had been known previously. In fact, at this order the constraint is fixed on dimensional grounds. The lowest order corrections to the equations of motion and the associated Lagrangian terms were calculated in [35]. The equations of motion to next order may be calculated from our result using the Bianchi identities. This calculation seems rather long and simplifying the resulting expressions is not an easy task.

It is tempting to try to generalise our approach to the non-abelian case. To that end, one might try to make the fields λ and f̂_{ab} U(N) valued and use the techniques developed in [35] and [36], where the lowest order correction was considered. That way one would of course not produce any commutator terms, so this approach would presumably be incomplete. Another possibility might be to write down a non-abelian version of the F-constraint. However, this would require the target space field H to be group valued, the interpretation of which remains unclear. To circumvent this problem, one might then try to consider splitting up the U(N) into a trace and a SU(N) part, where one might hope to use the approach described in this paper for the U(1) part. One would expect a deformation of the F-constraint in this case, however.

This splitting of the gauge group has also been considered in [43], where a κ-invariant action for coincident D0-branes was constructed.

Acknowledgments

I thank Paul Howe and James Drummond for many useful discussions.

References

[1] E. S. Fradkin and A. A. Tseytlin, “Nonlinear electrodynamics from quantized strings,” Phys. Lett. B163 (1985) 123.

[2] R. G. Leigh, “Dirac-Born-Infeld action from Dirichlet sigma model,” Mod. Phys. Lett. A4 (1989) 2767.

[3] C. Bachas, “D-brane dynamics,” Phys. Lett. B374 (1996) 37–42, hep-th/9511043.

[4] L. De Fosse, P. Koerber, and A. Sevrin, “The uniqueness of the Abelian Born-Infeld action,” Nucl. Phys. B603 (2001) 413–426, hep-th/0103015.

[5] N. Wyllard, “Derivative corrections to the D-brane Born-Infeld action: Non-geodesic embeddings and the Seiberg-Witten map,” JHEP 08 (2001) 027, hep-th/0107185.

[6] S. Cecotti and S. Ferrara, “Supersymmetric Born-Infeld Lagrangians,” Phys. Lett. B187 (1987) 335.

[7] S. V. Ketov, “A manifestly N = 2 supersymmetric Born-Infeld action,” Mod. Phys. Lett.

A14 (1999) 501–510, hep-th/9809121.

[8] J. Bagger and A. Galperin, “A new Goldstone multiplet for partially broken supersymmetry,” Phys. Rev. D55 (1997) 1091–1098, hep-th/9608177.

[9] S. Bellucci, E. Ivanov, and S. Krivonos, “Partial breaking of N = 1 D = 10 supersymmetry,” Phys. Lett. B460 (1999) 348–358, hep-th/9811244.

[10] D. V. Volkov and A. A. Zheltukhin, “Extension of the Penrose representation and its use to describe supersymmetric models,” JETP Lett. 48 (1988) 63–66.

[11] D. P. Sorokin, V. I. Tkach, and D. V. Volkov, “Superparticles, twistors and Siegel symmetry,” Mod. Phys. Lett. A4 (1989) 901–908.

[12] D. P. Sorokin, V. I. Tkach, D. V. Volkov, and A. A. Zheltukhin, “From the superparticle Siegel symmetry to the spinning particle proper time supersymmetry,” Phys. Lett. B216 (1989) 302–306.

[13] J. Gates, S. James and H. Nishino, “D = 2 superfield supergravity, local (supersymmetry)**2 and nonlinear sigma models,” Class. Quant. Grav. 3 (1986) 391.

[14] I. A. Bandos, D. P. Sorokin, and D. Volkov, “On the generalized action principle for superstrings and supermembranes,” Phys. Lett. B352 (1995) 269–275, hep-th/9502141.

[15] P. S. Howe, O. Raetzel, and E. Sezgin, “On brane actions and superembeddings,” JHEP 08 (1998) 011, hep-th/9804051.

[16] D. Sorokin, “Superbranes and superembeddings,” Phys. Rept. 329 (2000) 1–101,

hep-th/9906142.

[17] P. S. Howe and E. Sezgin, “Superbranes,” Phys. Lett. B390 (1997) 133–142,

hep-th/9607227.

[18] I. Bandos, P. Pasti, A. Pokotilov, D. P. Sorokin, and M. Tonin, “The space filling Dirichlet 3-brane in N = 2, d = 4 superspace,” Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 102 (2001) 18–25, hep-th/0103152.

[19] J. M. Drummond and P. S. Howe, “Codimension zero superembeddings,” Class. Quant.

Grav. 18 (2001) 4477–4492, hep-th/0103191.

[20] P. Pasti, D. P. Sorokin, and M. Tonin, “Superembeddings, partial supersymmetry breaking and superbranes,” Nucl. Phys. B591 (2000) 109–138, hep-th/0007048.

[21] P. Pasti, D. P. Sorokin, and M. Tonin, “Geometrical aspects of superbrane dynamics,” Fortsch. Phys. 49 (2001) 649–656, hep-th/0011020.

[22] E. Ivanov and S. Krivonos, “N = 1 D = 4 supermembrane in the coset approach,” Phys.

Lett. B453 (1999) 237–244, hep-th/9901003.

[23] J. M. Drummond, “Relating superembeddings and non-linear realisations,”

hep-th/0112048.

[24] D. J. Gross and E. Witten, “Superstring modifications of Einstein’s equations,” Nucl.

Phys. B277 (1986) 1.

[25] A. A. Tseytlin, “Vector field effective action in the open superstring theory,” Nucl. Phys.

B276 (1986) 391.

[26] E. Bergshoeff, M. Rakowski, and E. Sezgin, “Higher derivative Super-Yang-Mills theories,” Phys. Lett. B185 (1987) 371.

[27] A. A. Tseytlin, “On non-abelian generalisation of the Born-Infeld action in string theory,” Nucl. Phys. B501 (1997) 41–52, hep-th/9701125.

[28] S. V. Ketov, “N = 1 and N = 2 supersymmetric nonabelian Born-Infeld actions from superspace,” Phys. Lett. B491 (2000) 207–213, hep-th/0005265.

[29] A. Hashimoto and W. Taylor, “Fluctuation spectra of tilted and intersecting D-branes from the Born-Infeld action,” Nucl. Phys. B503 (1997) 193–219, hep-th/9703217.

[30] E. A. Bergshoeff, M. de Roo, and A. Sevrin, “Non-Abelian Born-Infeld and kappa-symmetry,” J. Math. Phys. 42 (2001) 2872–2888, hep-th/0011018.

[31] A. Refolli, A. Santambrogio, N. Terzi, and D. Zanon, “F**5 contributions to the nonabelian Born Infeld action from a supersymmetric Yang-Mills five-point function,” Nucl. Phys. B613 (2001) 64–86, hep-th/0105277.

[32] P. Koerber and A. Sevrin, “The non-Abelian Born-Infeld action through order alpha’**3,” JHEP 10 (2001) 003, hep-th/0108169.

[33] P. Koerber and A. Sevrin, “Testing the alpha’**3 term in the non-abelian open superstring effective action,” JHEP 09 (2001) 009, hep-th/0109030.

[34] E. A. Bergshoeff, A. Bilal, M. de Roo, and A. Sevrin, “Supersymmetric non-abelian Born-Infeld revisited,” JHEP 07 (2001) 029, hep-th/0105274.

[35] M. Cederwall, B. E. W. Nilsson, and D. Tsimpis, “The structure of maximally supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory: Constraining higher-order corrections,” JHEP 06 (2001) 034, hep-th/0102009.

[36] M. Cederwall, B. E. W. Nilsson, and D. Tsimpis, “D = 10 superYang-Mills at O(alpha**2),” JHEP 07 (2001) 042, hep-th/0104236.

[37] M. Cederwall, B. E. W. Nilsson, and D. Tsimpis, “Spinorial cohomology and maximally supersymmetric theories,” JHEP 02 (2002) 009, hep-th/0110069.

[38] J. Gates, S. James and S. Vashakidze, “On D = 10, N=1 supersymmetry, superspace geometry and superstring effects,” Nucl. Phys. B291 (1987) 172.

[39] J. Gates, S. James and H. Nishino, “On D = 10, N=1 supersymmetry, superspace geometry and superstring effects (II),” Nucl. Phys. B291 (1987) 205.

[40] M. Aganagic, C. Popescu, and J. H. Schwarz, “D-brane actions with local kappa symmetry,” Phys. Lett. B393 (1997) 311–315, hep-th/9610249.

[41] V. Akulov, I. Bandos, W. Kummer, and V. Zima, “D = 10 Dirichlet super-9-brane,” Nucl.

Phys. B527 (1998) 61–94, hep-th/9802032.

[42] C. S. Chu, P. S. Howe, and E. Sezgin, “Strings and D-branes with boundaries,” Phys.

Lett. B428 (1998) 59–67, hep-th/9801202.

[43] D. P. Sorokin, “Coincident (super)-Dp-branes of codimension one,” JHEP 08 (2001) 022,

hep-th/0106212.