arXiv:hep-th/0611102v2 23 Oct 2007

Preprint typeset in JHEP style - HYPER VERSION HD-THEP-06-30

Flux Stabilization in 6 Dimensions: D-terms and Loop Corrections

A. P. Braun, A. Hebecker and M. Trapletti

Institut für Theoretische Physik, Universität Heidelberg, Philosphenweg 16 und 19, D-69120 Heidelberg, Germany

a.braun@thphys.uni-heidelberg.de,
a.hebecker@thphys.uni-heidelberg.de,
m.trapletti@thphys.uni-heidelberg.de

Abstract: We analyse D-terms induced by gauge theory fluxes in the context of 6-dimensional supergravity models. On the one hand, this is arguably the simplest concrete setting in which the controversial idea of ‘D-term uplifts’ can be investigated. On the other hand, it is a very plausible intermediate step on the way from a 10d string theory model to 4d phenomenology. Our specific results include the flux-induced one-loop correction to the scalar potential coming from charged hypermultiplets. Furthermore, we comment on the interplay of gauge theory fluxes and gaugino condensation in the present context, demonstrate explicitly how the D-term arises from the gauging of one of the compactification moduli, and briefly discuss further ingredients that may be required for the construction of a phenomenologically viable model. In particular, we show how the 6d dilaton and volume moduli can be simultaneously stabilized, in the spirit of KKLT, by the combination of an R symmetry twist, a gaugino condensate, and a flux-induced D-term.

Keywords: Field Theories in Higher Dimensions, Flux Compactifications, Supergravity Models.

Contents

1. Introduction 1

2. A six-dimensional model 5

3. Loop corrections 8

4. Scherk-Schwarz twists as a source for W_0 11

5. Moduli stabilization 14

6. Conclusions 16

1. Introduction

Fluxes are an essential ingredient in the compactification of string-theoretic and other higher-dimensional models (see [1] for a recent review). In the present paper, we analyse the effects that D-terms induced by gauge theory fluxes can have in the context of moduli stabilization of 6d supergravity compactified to 4 dimensions. Although, at a technical level, the paper is entirely field-theoretic and relies only on the familiar 6d supergravity lagrangian of [2], our motivation is largely stringtheoretic, as we now explain:

One of the perceived problems of the KKLT construction [3] of metastable de- Sitter vacua of type IIB supergravity is the presence of D3-branes (‘anti-D3-branes’), which break supersymmetry explicitly. Before supersymmetry breaking, the model is characterized by the superpotential

W = W_0 + Ae^{−aT} , (1.1)

where T is a chiral superfield with no-scale Kähler potential. The AdS vacuum of this model is then ‘uplifted’ by adding D3-branes in a strongly warped region. Since no N = 1 supergravity description of this construction has so far been derived from first principles, their effect is usually incorporated by adding an uplifting term [3, 4]

V_{D3} ∼ 1 (T + T )^2

(1.2)

– 1 – directly to the scalar potential (i.e. without specifying the modified supergravity model).^1

Following Burgess, Kallosh and Quevedo [7], one can attempt to avoid these difficulties by introducing, instead of D3-branes, supersymmetry-breaking two-form flux on the worldvolume of D7-branes. This has a well-known N = 1 supergravity description in terms of a supersymmetry-breaking D-term potential (see e.g. [8–11]) V_D ∼ D^2 T + T ∼ 1 (T + T )^3

. (1.3)

As emphasized by a number of authors [5,12–14], there are, however, two fundamental problems with this proposal: one related to the intimate connection between F - and D-terms, the other to the gauge invariance of the superpotential. The second problem becomes apparent if one recalls that D-terms originate from the gauging of an isometry of the scalar manifold of the supergravity model [15]. In the present case, the relevant symmetry is the shift symmetry acting on the imaginary part of T (see [9] for a detailed discussion). However, the superpotential of Eq. (1.1) is not invariant under a shift in Im(T ), rendering the whole construction inconsistent. To be more precise, while a transformation of W by a complex phase could be tolerated (being equivalent to a Kähler-Weyl transformation), the presence of the constant W_0 induces a more complicated behaviour and thus an actual inconsistency. Thus, there is a clash between three ingredients: the 3-form-flux-induced constant W_0, the gaugino condensate inducing the exp(−aT ) contribution [16], and the gauging of the shift symmetry in Im(T ). Any two of these three ingredients may be able to coexist in a consistent model.

The above clash can obviously be avoided if light fields other than T are present and the coefficient A of the exponential term in Eq. (1.1) depends on them in such a way as to render W gauge invariant. Indeed, this is well-known to occur in 4d supersymmetric gauge theory [17] (see [12,18] for a discussion in the present context). It has very recently been demonstrated [11] that, as expected, consistent type IIB compactifications avoid any potential inconsistency between 2-form flux and gaugino condensation by precisely this mechanism.^2

However, this resolution of the gauge-invariance problem has serious implications for the whole stabilization/uplifting proposal. To see this, let A = A(Φ_1, . . . , Φ_n) and formulate the gauge-invariance requirement for W as

(X^{Φi} ∂_{Φi} + X^T ∂_T )W = 0 , (1.4)

1It has, however, been argued that a phenomenologically motivated description in terms of nonlinearly realized supersymmetry is sufficient for most practical purposes [5]. This is consistent with the observation that, when modelling the D3 brane uplift by F -term breaking, the phenomenology turns out to be independent of the detailed dynamics of this SUSY breaking sector (unless extra fields violate the underlying sequestering assumption) [6].

2For a discussion of the related clash between the gauging of isometries and superpotential corrections by instantons see [19].

– 2 – where X is the Killing vector of the isometry to be gauged. We can now reparameterize the scalar manifold as follows: Choose some complex n-dimensional submanifold which is nowhere parallel to X, parameterize it arbitrarily by n variables, and finally parameterize the motion of this manifold along X by one last variable z. Clearly, in this parameterization X^z is the only non-zero component of the Killing vector and W is independent of the z superfield. Thus, in the original AdS vacuum, D_zW = K_zW = 0 and hence K_z = ∂K/∂z = 0. This implies that the D-term arising after the gauging of the X-isometry, D = iK_zX^z, automatically vanishes at the point of the AdS vacuum.^3

Does this mean that the AdS vacuum of KKLT can not be uplifted by a small correction related to the gauging of an isometry? We would like to argue the opposite as follows. The D-term uplift has to be understood as a twofold modification of the model in which the AdS vacuum occurs: One ingredient is the inclusion of extra light fields (A → A(Φ) in the simplest case), the other is the gauging of an isometry. Without loss of generality, we can assume

W = W_0 + Ae^{−a(Φ+T )} , (1.5)

with A an appropriately redefined constant. Furthermore, we can make the ansatz

K = −3 ln(T + T ) + g(Φ + Φ) (1.6)

for the Kähler potential, which allows us to gauge the isometry T → T + iδ, Φ → Φ − iδ. Allowing ourselves to choose an arbitrary functional form for g it is clearly possible to arrange for the scalar potential V = e^K [ K^{−1}_{ΦΦ}|D_ΦW |^2 + K^{−1}_{T T} |D_T W |^2 − 3|W |^2 ] + 1 2 (Reh)^{−1}D^2 (1.7)

to have a minimum near the original AdS vacuum with small F terms and a sizeable D-term D. (Here h is the gauge-kinetic function.) This might then be viewed as a D-term uplift of the original SUSY AdS vacuum.

Moreover, the following can be viewed as a limiting case of the above proposal: Leave the T sector of the model, responsible for the SUSY AdS vacuum, completely unchanged (avoiding in particular any attempt to gauge the shift in ImT ). Instead, add an extra superfield Φ and gauge it in such a way that, in the vacuum, the Dterm dominates over the F -term. One might consider such an approach as a D-term

3This last statement is a simplified rendition of the above-mentioned F -term/D-term problem. It can, in principle, be avoided by allowing for a Fayet-Iliopoulos term (an additive constant contribution to D which is not proportional to K_z). However, such effects do not arise the present context of 2-form-flux-induced D-terms. Furthermore, the above does clearly not represent an objection to the D-term uplift [20] of non-SUSY AdS vacua [21] arising from the interplay of α^′ corrections [22] and Kähler corrections.

– 3 – analogue^4 of uplifts by non-linearly realized SUSY [5], by F -terms in the strongly warped region [6], or by dynamical SUSY breaking [24] (see also [25, 26]). It is not known whether this or the previously outlined variant of a D-term uplift have a string-theoretic realization, but there appear to be no fundamental inconsistencies.

In our following investigation of 6d supergravity with 2-form-flux [27–29] (see also [30] for recent related work), we will not be able to realize one of these conceivable scenarios to full satisfaction. However, we will develop a number of ingredients that may be useful in this pursuit in the future.

We begin in Sect. 2 by analysing in detail a simple T^2/Z_2 model (easily generalizable to T^2/Z_n) in which two modulus superfields S and T encode (different combinations of) the dilaton and the compactification volume. We calculate the scalar potential arising in the presence of 2-form-flux in two ways – by integrating the F^2_{56} term over the compact space and by finding the D-term that arises from the gauge transformation of T . Since the superfield S, which governs all gauge-kinetic functions, does not transform, no gauge invariance problem arises in the presence of gaugino condensation.^5

We continue in Sect. 3 by calculating the one-loop correction to the scalar potential that arises if hypermultiplets charged under the fluxed U(1) are present. Its parametrical behaviour is that of a usual Casimir energy, i.e. ∼ 1/R^4 in the Brans-Dicke frame (the frame where the coefficient of the 4d Einstein-Hilbert term is proportional to the torus volume R^2). Due to the quantized coefficient of this loop correction, it is potentially more important than Casimir energies induced by other (weak) SUSY breaking effects.

One such SUSY breaking effect, which we discuss in Sect. 4, is 6d Scherk-Schwarz breaking. In close analogy to the more familiar 5d case, it is implemented using an SU(2)_R-symmetry twist and can be viewed, from the 4d perspective, as the introduction of a constant superpotential W_0. We also comment on the (im-)possibility of this type of SUSY breaking on Z_n orbifolds with various n and on other mechanisms for the generation of a non-zero superpotential.

In Sect. 5 we discuss options for moduli stabilization using the various ingredients analysed above. Working on a T^2/Z_2 orbifold and ignoring, for simplicity, the shape modulus of the torus, one still has to deal with the stabilization of the superfields S and T simultaneously. At fixed T , the modulus S is stabilized à la KKLT by the interplay of W_0 and gaugino condensate. The depth of the resulting SUSY AdS vacuum depends on T , driving ReT to small values. This is balanced by the T dependence of the flux-induced D-term, leading to a stable non-SUSY AdS vacuum. Thus, while the 2-form flux does not provide the desired uplift, it plays an essential role in the simultaneous stabilization of two moduli. Unfortunately, the

4Phenomenological constraints on non-sequestered D-term uplifts were discussed in [23]. 5A related situation occurring in the presence of both flux and gaugino condensation on the same D7-brane-stack is discussed in the Appendix of [11].

– 4 – loop correction has the same T dependence as the flux term (being suppressed by an extra power of ReS) so that an uplift using the former is impossible (at least within our step-by-step approximate analysis). However, we consider the possibility of a simultaneous stabilization of two moduli by the interplay of W_0, gaugino condensate and D-term an interesting and positive result. The required uplift can, in the present context, be provided by F -terms of the N = 1 sectors localized at the orbifold fixed points.

Our conclusions are given in Sect. 6 and some technical details of the loop calculation are relegated to the Appendix.

2. A six-dimensional model

We work with the following bosonic action for supergravity coupled to gauge theory in six dimensions [2, 27]^6: √ −g_6^{−1}L = − 1 2 R_6 − 1 2 ∂_M ϕ∂^M ϕ − 1 24 e^{2ϕ}H_{MNP} H^{MNP} − 1 4 e^ϕF_{MN} F^{MN} . (2.1)

The field strength H is defined as

H_{MNP} = ∂_M B_{NP} + F_{MN} A_P + cyclic permutations = (dB + F ∧ A)_{MNP} (2.2)

and the above action is invariant under the gauge transformations δA = dΛ , δB = −ΛF + dC . (2.3) The extra symmetry related to the Kalb-Ramond B-field and implemented by the 1-form C will be crucial in the presence of fluxes for F . The metric of the sixdimensional spacetime R^4 × T^2 is taken to be

(g_6)_{MN} = ( r^{−2}(g_4)_{μν} 0 0 r^2(g_2)_{mn} ) , (2.4)

with μ, ν = 0..3 and m, n = 5..6. The r^2 in front of (g_2)_{mn} controls the size of the extra dimensions in a convenient fashion, whereas the r^{−2} in front of (g_4)_{μν} acts as an automatic Weyl rescaling to ensure that the Einstein-Hilbert term in 4D is canonical. The metric of the internal space is

(g_2)_{mn} = 1 τ_2 ( 1 τ_1 τ_1 τ^2_1 + τ^2_2 ) , (2.5)

6We use the conventions of Appendix B of [31]. Note that our action contains a tensor multiplet besides the supergravity and the vector multiplet. If one wants to work with a Lorentz invariant action this enlargement of the minimal setup is unavoidable [32].

– 5 – with the modulus τ ≡ τ_2 + iτ_1 controlling the shape of the torus. The domain of x_5 and x_6 is taken to be a square of unit length, so that ∫ √ g_2dx^5dx^6 = 1.

We introduce a constant background for the field strength ⟨F_{mn}⟩ = fϵ_{mn}, with f a quantized number, as typically required in a string model. We split the gauge potential A into a fluctuation term A and a background term ⟨A⟩, such that ⟨F ⟩ = d⟨A⟩. The background ⟨A⟩ cannot be globally defined in the internal space. On the overlap of different patches, background gauge transformations with a parameter Λ_0 are required:

δ_{Λ0} ⟨A⟩ = dΛ_0, δ_{Λ0} A = 0 . (2.6)

Given the general gauge transformation formulae

δ_{Λ0} A = dΛ_0, δ_{Λ0} B = −Λ_0F + dC , (2.7)

it follows that also B is not globally defined, since it is not possible to absorb −Λ_0F in dC. This is clear since the variation of dB, which is independent of C, is in general non-trivial:

δ_{Λ0} dB = −dΛ_0 ∧ F . (2.8)

The last expression can be rewritten according to

δ_{Λ0} dB = −dΛ_0 ∧ (⟨F ⟩ + dA) = −dΛ_0 ∧ dA = d(dΛ_0 ∧ A) = δ_{Λ0} d (⟨A⟩ ∧ A) , (2.9)

which shows that, for a new field B = B − ⟨A⟩ ∧ A, the quantity dB is globally defined. Moreover, the new 2-form B will itself be globally defined provided that

δ_{Λ0} B = −Λ_0F − dΛ_0 ∧ A + dC = 0 . (2.10)

The required 1-form C = C(Λ_0, A, ⟨A⟩) (satisfying dC = Λ_0F + dΛ_0 ∧ A) can indeed be explicitly given in the case of constant background flux [33].

In conclusion, all the degrees of freedom of B are now described by a new field B = B − ⟨A⟩ ∧ A, that is globally defined in the internal dimensions, and thus has a standard Kaluza-Klein expansion. The gauge transformations of B follow from its definition together with Eq. (2.3) and the explicit form of C. They simplify if we focus on dB since C drops out: δdB = −2dΛ ∧ ⟨F ⟩ − dΛ ∧ dA . (2.11) For 4d gauge transformations Λ = Λ(x^μ), this can be written as

δ (∂_μB_{56} + ∂_5B_{6μ} + ∂_6B_{μ5}) = −2∂_μΛ⟨F_{56}⟩ − ∂_μΛ(∂_5A_6 − ∂_6A_5) . (2.12)

Restricting ourselves to the zero-mode level, any dependence of the internal coordinates drops out and we find δB_{56} = −2Λ⟨F_{56}⟩ (2.13)

– 6 – for the B_{56} zero mode. Note the factor-of-two difference from the naive expectations that one might have for B_{56} on the basis of Eq. (2.3).^7 They are not justified since B is not globally defined on the internal space and possesses no standard Kaluza-Klein expansion.

We will be interested in the 4d theory arising from the compactification on a supersymmetric T^2/Z_2 orbifold (see Sect. 4 for details). Hence we disregard all 4d vector multiplets which are eliminated by the orbifold projection, as well as the Wilson line degrees of freedom associated with the 5d U(1) gauge theory. What remains are the 4d supergravity and the vector multiplet with gauge field A_μ together with three chiral multiplets, the moduli of the compactification. The latter contain the degrees of freedom r, ϕ, τ_1, τ_2 and two scalars related to the 2-form B. The lowest components of the three modulus superfields are [28, 34]

S ≡^1_2 (s + ic), T ≡^1_2 (t + ib), τ ≡^1_2 (τ_2 + iτ_1). (2.14)

where we have used the definitions

t ≡ e^{−ϕ}r^2 , s ≡ e^ϕr^2 (2.15) and bϵ_{mn} ≡ B_{mn} , ϵ_{μνρσ} ∂^σ c ≡ r^4e^{2ϕ}(dB)_{μνρ} . (2.16) The Kähler potential, which can be inferred from the kinetic terms for the scalars after dimensional reduction and Weyl rescaling, reads

K = − log(T + T ) − log(S + S) − log(τ + τ) . (2.17)

Similarly, the gauge-kinetic function is found to be h(S) = 2S (using the standard conventions of [15]).

Given Eq. (2.13), the 4d gauge transformations read

δb = −2fΛ, δA_μ = ∂_μΛ, (2.18)

which implies that the only nonvanishing component of the Killing vector is X^T = −if. The resulting D-term D = iK_T X^T = −f/t leads to the D-term potential

V_D = f^2 2st^2 . (2.19)

The same potential also follows directly from the 6d gauge-kinetic term, evaluated in the flux background: ∫ d^6x √ g_6 e^ϕ 4 ⟨F_{MN} F^{MN} ⟩ = ∫ d^4x √ g_4 e^ϕ f^2 4r^6 ϵ_{mn}ϵ^{mn} = ∫ d^4x √ g_4 f^2 2st^2 . (2.20)

7We thank Giovanni Villadoro for discussions about this issue.

– 7 –

This represents a nontrivial check of the fact that the flux is described by the gauging of an isometry from the 4d perspective. (See [35] for a similar computation in heterotic string theory.) Note in particular that, as advertised in the introduction, the gauge transformation acts only on T , while the gauge kinetic function depends only on S. Hence, no clash between gaugino condensate and D-term potential arises. A related situation occurring in the presence of both flux and gaugino condensation on the same D7-brane-stack has recently been discussed in the Appendix of [11].

3. Loop corrections

As an example of a loop correction in the presence of flux, the one-loop Casimir energy of a charged 6d hypermultiplet is computed in this section. This is expected to be the dominant contribution because the constituents of the charged hypermultiplet feel the flux directly. We first derive the Casimir energy for T^2 and then redo the computation with the degrees of freedom that remain in the spectrum for T^2/Z_2.

The constraints on the gauge and matter content of a consistent anomaly free 6d theory [36] allow the presence of the charged hypermultiplets that we are introducing. Unfortunately, these constraints typically impose also the presence of extra gauge sectors, with extra matter multiplets, whose analysis goes beyond the scope of the present work. In this sense, our model has to be considered as a sector of a complete theory, under the assumption that such a completion does not affect the moduli stabilization studied here.

For the Casimir energy calculation one first has to derive the mass spectra of the charged 6d scalars and Weyl fermions. A 6d hypermultiplet consists of two complex scalars and one 6d Weyl fermion which enter the action in a quite complicated way [2]. We will linearize the σ-model and work with canonical kinetic terms, neglecting the self-interactions of the scalars. This is expected to be a good approximation as long as the mass scale of gauge interactions in 6d is much lower than the 6d Plank scale, 1/g_{YM,6} ≪ M_{Pl,6}. Note that the kinetic terms do not contain the 6d dilaton ϕ [2]. In the derivation of the mass spectra we follow [37].

As in the case without flux, the masses of the scalars are given by the eigenvalues of the Laplacian on the compact space. For one minimally coupled complex scalar field with covariant derivative D, the Laplacian reads 1 r^4 ( D^2_5 + D^2_6 ) , (3.1)

where we have used the decomposition of Eqs. (2.4) and (2.5), assuming τ_1 = 0 and τ_2 = 1. In the case of a nonzero constant flux the covariant derivatives no longer commute, [D_5, D_6] = iF_{56} = if. (3.2)

– 8 –

Algebraically, this is equivalent to a one-dimensional harmonic oscillator with unit mass and unit frequency. For positive f the correspondence is

Hamiltonian ↔^1_2 ( D^2_5 + D^2_6 ) position ↔ D_5 canonical momentum ↔ D_6 ℏ ↔ f. (3.3) For negative f, the position and momentum operators have to be interchanged but the mass spectrum is not affected. It reads

m^2_n = 2|f| r^4 ( n +^1_2 ) , (3.4)

where n is a non-negative integer. Note that the n-dependence of this mass spectrum is quite different from the usual Kaluza-Klein tower (m^2 ∼ n^2_1 + n^2) resulting from compact dimensions without flux.

Some care has to be taken in deriving the fermionic Kaluza-Klein towers, as is explained in Chapter 14 of [38]. Since the Dirac operator couples righthanded fermions to lefthanded fermions, only its square can have eigenfunctions. The masses of the fermions are determined by

m^2_nr^4ψ_n = ( Γ^5D_5 + Γ^6D_6

)_2 ψ_n, (3.5)

where the ψ_n are 6d spinors. Observing that ( Γ^5D_5 + Γ^6D_6

)_2

= D^2_5 + D^2_6 + iΓ^5Γ^6f, (3.6)

it is clear that the problem differs from the bosonic case only by a shift if the spinors are eigenvectors of Γ^5Γ^6. To quantify the effect of the shift, recall that

Γ^7 = iγ^5Γ^5Γ^6, (3.7)

and that the 6d chirality is fixed. Decomposing the 6d spinor into a direct sum of two 4d Weyl spinors, we now see that the shift is determined by the chirality of each 4d spinor. The fermionic eigenfunctions are the same as the bosonic ones, the only difference is that they carry an extra chirality index which induces a shift of their masses. The mass spectrum of 4d Weyl fermions reads

(m^2_n)_± = 2|f| r^4 ( n +^1_2 ±^1_2 ) . (3.8)

Another point which has to be addressed is the degeneracy of the spectra. The quickest derivation uses the two-dimensional index theorem, which in our case counts the number of massless fermions. We find that

ind(Γ^5D_5 + Γ^6D_6) = 1 2π ∫ T^2 F = f 2π = N. (3.9)

– 9 –

Thus the monopole number equals the degeneracy of the state with vanishing mass. It is clear that the ground state of the fermions of opposite chirality has the same degeneracy, because we are considering the same Laplace operator to which merely a constant is added, and thus we find precisely the same eigenfunctions. By the same argument we conclude that the bosonic ground state is N-fold degenerate.^8 From the oscillator algebra it then follows that all excited states have the same degeneracy as the ground states. Thus every fermionic and every bosonic level is populated by N states. An extra factor of two arises in the bosonic sector because of the two complex scalars in the hypermultiplet.

With this particle spectrum we directly compute the one-loop effective potential from a four-dimensional perspective. In dimensional regularisation and after Wick rotation to Euclidean space it reads [39]: ∑ δ=0, ±1/2 (−1)^{2δ}(2 − 2|δ|)|N| ∞∑ n=0 ∫ d^Dk (2π)^d ln(k^2 + m^2_n(δ)), (3.10)

where m^2_n(δ) = 2|f| r^4

(n +^1_2 + δ) (3.11)

are the bosonic (δ = 0) and fermionic (δ = ±1/2) mass spectra. This expression is computed in the Appendix, giving the result:

V_{Casimir} = 7 4 |N|^3 (st)^2 ζ^′_R(−2) ∼= −0.053 1 (2π)^3 |f|^3 (st)^2

(3.12)

Here we have used the quantization condition for the flux, Eq. (3.9).

The computation is analogous, albeit technically more involved, in the T^2/Z_2 case. Details are presented in the Appendix. The result is:

V^±_{Casimir} = 7 4 1 (2π)^2 ( f st )_2 ζ^′_R(−2)J^±_N

= −0.053 1 (2π)^2 ( f st )_2 J^±_N , (3.13)

where we have defined J^±_N ≡ |N| ± 4 (3.14)

and the flux quantization condition is 1 2π ∫ T^2/Z_2 F = f 4π = N, (3.15)

8This can also be checked by explicitely computing the zero eigenfunctions. They are given in the Appendix.

– 10 – where the first equality follows from the definition of T^2/Z_2, the second one from the fact that the flux quantization condition on a sphere is equal to that on a torus.

The two signs in V^± stem from the different internal parity that may be assigned to the fermions on the massless level.

This correction should be understandable as a correction to the Kähler potential. We found a non-zero Casimir energy because SUSY is broken, which in turn is a result of the flux. The flux was shown to generate a D-term potential in Sect. 2. We can trace the correction to the D-term potential back to a correction to the Kähler potential if we assume that the gauge symmetries of our model remain unchanged. Neglecting higher orders in 1/r we find

f^2 st (ΔK)_T = − 1 (2π)^2 7 4 ζ^′_R(−2) ( f st )_2 J^±_N , (3.16)

so that we can conclude ΔK = − 1 (2π)^2 7 4 ζ^′_R(−2) ( 1 S + S log(T + T ) ) J^±_N . (3.17)

4. Scherk-Schwarz twists as a source for W_0

The presence of closed string fluxes in a type IIB model induces a superpotential W_{flux}(z), that depends on the complex structure moduli z. The latter are thus stabilized at certain values z_{min} and, from the point of view of the low-energy effective theory, the superpotential at the minimum is a constant W_0 = W_{flux}(z_{min}). If W_0 ≠ 0, a SUSY-breaking no-scale model results. In the KKLT construction, a SUSY AdS vacuum is present due to the interplay between W_0 and gaugino condensation. We would like to reproduce this basic structure in our 6d approach. We could in principle introduce a constant W_0 in our model by appealing to the presence of closed string fluxes, since the model can be seen as an intermediate step in the compactification of 10d string theory. In praxis this is not convenient for the following reason. If, on the one hand, closed string fluxes are present in the 6d bulk we consider, we have to start from a more complicated lagrangian. If, on the other hand, the relevant fluxes are present only in the “hidden” four extra dimensions, we loose much of the explicitness of our construction, which is based on a well-known consistent 6d supergravity model. It is therefore convenient to introduce W_0 as the manifestation of Scherk-Schwarz (SS) twists in the two compact extra dimensions as we now discuss in more detail [40] (see [41] specifically for the 6d case).

The 6d supergravity theory studied in Sect. 2 possesses an SU(2)_R R-symmetry. This can be checked by direct inspection, or by considering it as the result of the compactification of 10d string theory [42]. We follow the second approach. A 10d Majorana-Weyl spinor (a real 16 of SO(1,9)) transforms as 4 ⊕ 4^′ under the SO(1,5) subgroup. The action of the R symmetry group SU(2)_R×SU(2)_R′ , which comes

– 11 – from SO(1,9) ⊃ SO(1,5)×SO(4) = SO(1,5)×SU(2)_R×SU(2)_R′ , is such that the 4 and 4^′ transform only under SU(2)_R and under SU(2)_R′ respectively.^9 Consider now the compactification of a 10d N = 1 model on some orbifold limit of K3, such as T^4/Z_n. The SUSY generator is a real 16. Taking the orbifold group to be generated by one of the elements of SU(2)_R′ , the supersymmetry associated with the 4^′ is broken, while that associated with the 4 is preserved. We thus end up with the R-symmetry group SU(2)_R since, as explained, the 4 is also a doublet of SU(2)_R.

In the presence of the SU(2)_R symmetry, we can compactify the 6d theory on T^2 imposing non-trivial field-identifications. Given a generic SU(2)_R doublet Φ(x^μ, x^5, x^6) (e.g. the gaugino) we require

Φ(x^μ, x^5, x^6) = T_5Φ(x^μ, x^5 + 1, x^6), Φ(x^μ, x^5, x^6) = T_6Φ(x^μ, x^5, x^6 + 1), (4.1)

where the matrices T_i embed the translations t_i along the torus coordinate x^i in the R-symmetry group. Since t_5t_6 = t_6t_5, we also require T_5T_6 = T_6T_5. In case one (or both) of the matrices are non-trivial, we obtain a SS dimensional reduction. If one of the two matrices is trivial, e.g. T_6, the consistency requirement is automatically satisfied and we can shrink the x^6 direction, obtaining an effective 5d model. From this perspective, the SS twist due to T_5 can be seen as a standard SS twist in a 5d model compactified on S^1.

For an orbifold compactification of the 6d theory, the rotation operator r∈ SO(2) is also embedded in the R-symmetry group via a matrix R. A non-trivial embedding is crucial for SUSY not to be broken in a hard way: in case R = 1 the net action of the orbifold on any 4d spinor would indeed result in a non-trivial phase, projecting it out of the spectrum. Having such a non-trivial embedding, extra consistency conditions must be fulfilled, which we now study on a case-by-case basis.

In the case of a Z_2 orbifold, r^2 = 1, rt_i = t^{−1}_i r, and we have to impose these conditions also on the corresponding transformations of the spinors. Non-trivial solutions to these conditions exist [41], as can be easily demonstrated explicitly: The transformation associated with r is R̃ = S(r)R, where S(r) is the phase rotation of the two 4d Weyl spinors coming from a 4 of SO(1,5). In the Z_2 case, we have S(r) = i1. Choosing R = diag(−i, i), we find R̃ = diag(1, −1).^{10} This matrix satisfies the required consistency relations with T_i = exp(iα_iσ_2). In case only one

9Notice that the R-symmetry group does not mix spinors with different 6d chirality. Indeed, SO(4) can change neither the internal chirality, by definition, nor the 10d chirality, since it is part of SO(1,9), and the product of 6d and internal chirality gives precisely the 10d chirality.

A slightly different perspective on the situation can be given as follows: A 10d Weyl spinor (a complex 16) transforms under SO(1,5)×SU(2)_R×SU(2)_R′ as (4,2,1) ⊕ (4^′,1,2). The 10d reality constraint is imposed on each of these two terms independently, without mixing them. This leads to two complex-4-dimensional representations of both SO(4) and SU(2) which, however, can not anymore be viewed as a (4, 2), i.e., as a tensor product of two complex representations.

10The computation above can be generalized to the case of the scalars present in a hypermultiplet coming e.g. from a 10d gauge multiplet, which form a doublet of SU(2)_R and also a doublet of

– 12 – of the T_i’s is non trivial, e.g. α_6 = 0 and α_5 = α, we can shrink the x^6 direction, obtaining a 5d effective field theory compactified on S^1/Z_2. In this case it is well known that the continuous SS parameter α can be described by a tunable constant superpotential W_0 ∼ α [43]. In the rest of the paper, we mainly consider such a T^2/Z_2 compactification, the 4d field content of which was already anticipated in Sect. 2. Notice that with such a field content a constant W_0 leads, in absence of any other effects, to SUSY breaking with zero tree-level potential, as expected in a SS reduction.

In case of a Z_3, Z_4 or Z_6 reduction, the field content would be even more appealing, since the τ multiplet is projected away. However, the consistency conditions for a SS reduction are now more stringent and cannot be satisfied, not even by discrete SS twists. To see this, let us first give a geometric description of SS breaking on a T^2/Z_2 orbifold. The compact space emerging after the orbifold projection has the topology of a sphere and contains 4 conical singularities, each with an opening angle π. The SU(2)_R twists create a non-trivial R symmetry holonomy for paths encircling any of the singularities. To avoid hard supersymmetry breaking at the singularities, the size of the corresponding SU(2)_R rotations has to match the opening angle of the conical singularity. This ensures that, in the local environment of each singularity, a covariantly constant spinor exists. Specifically, using the canonical map from SU(2) to SO(3), the R symmetry twist at each singularity, mapped to SO(3), has to be π (matching the rotation in physical space). The overall SUSY breaking to N = 0 arises from a misalignment of the 4 twists at the 4 conical singularities. This is clearly possible since one can find 4 SO(3) rotations around different axes which altogether give a trivial rotation. (The product of the 4 rotations has to be trivial since a path encircling all 4 singularities can be contracted without encountering another singularity.)

Now consider a T^2/Z_3 orbifold instead. The fundamental space still has the topology of a sphere, but this time with 3 conical singularities, each having an opening angle of 2π/3. The R symmetry twist at each singularity (when mapped to SO(3) in the canonical way) has to be 2π/3 to avoid hard local SUSY breaking. Given again the global constraint (a loop encircling all 3 singularities is equivalent to a trivial loop), we need to find 3 rotations of magnitude 2π/3 each which, when multiplied, give 1. Elementary geometry shows that this is only possible when all 3 rotation axes coincide, in which case an N = 1 supersymmetry survives in the complete model. Thus, no SS breaking to N = 0 in 4d is possible. The above argument can be easily extended to the Z_4 and Z_6 cases. In both cases one again has the topology of a sphere with 3 conical singularities. The opening angles are (π/2, π/2, π) and (π/3, 2π/3, π) respectively. Three such rotations can not give 1 in total unless their rotation axes

SU(2)_R′ . There is no direct action of the rotation on the scalars, which therefore transform only due to the embedding of r in SU(2)_R× SU(2)_R′ via R̃ = R ⊗ R^′. Given R as above, R^′ must be chosen such that R̃^2 = 1, e.g. R^′ = R.

– 13 – coincide, which again leads to N = 1 in 4d.

Of course, it is also possible to obtain contributions to W_0 by introducing SS twists along some of the 4 hidden extra dimensions of an underlying string model, or by considering localized effects within the N = 1 sectors at the orbifold singularities (such as brane-localized gaugino condensation).

5. Moduli stabilization

In this section we study the stabilization of our model. Besides the D-term potential induced by the flux and the superpotential generated by the gaugino condensate we assume a constant piece of superpotential which has a negative sign compared to the superpotential from the gaugino condensate. This W_0 is crucial for the stabilization of the modulus s. We incorporate perturbative corrections in a second step.

To be more precise we start with the following ingredients:

K = − log(T + T ) − log(S + S) − log(τ + τ), (5.1) W = μ^3 exp(−aS) + W_0, (5.2)

assuming for simplicity that a, μ and W_0 are real. The complete scalar potential is then given by V = 1 st(τ + τ) ( μ^6(a^2s^2 + 2as) exp(−as) + 2W_0μ^3as cos (ac 2 ) exp ( − as 2 )) + f^2 2st^2 = Ṽ (s) t(τ + τ ) + f^2 2st^2 , (5.3)

where the last equation has to be read as a definition of Ṽ (s). This potential stabilizes both s and t at a negative value of V , as is shown in the following.

Consider first the ‘axionic’ partner of s, denoted by c. As W_0 is taken to be negative, while a and μ^3 are positive, c is always stabilized at a value where the cosine is unity. Thus we assume c = 0 in the following. Since the shift symmetry acting on the modulus b (the ‘axionic’ partner of t) is gauged, b is absorbed in the massive vector boson. Further effects have to be taken into account to stabilize the complex structure modulus τ, for which we assume 2τ = 1 from now on. As explained in Sect. 4, the problem of τ stabilization does not arise in a T^2/Z_n (n > 2) model, where τ is projected away. The only caveat in these cases is that a non-zero superpotential has to be introduced either by SS twists along some of the 4 hidden extra dimensions of an underlying string model, or by localized effects associated with the N = 1 sectors at the orbifold singularities (such as brane-localized gaugino condensation). Alternatively, τ stabilization could result from the non-trivial τ dependence of the Casimir energy, which, for simplicity, we do not consider in our computation (see e.g. [44]).

– 14 –

To get some intuition for the stabilization of s and t, it is advantageous to first set f = 0 and t = 1. Then the remaining modulus s enters the potential in exactly the same fashion as in the KKLT model. At the minimum of the potential, s has to solve D_S W = 0, so that we find

W_0 + μ^3e^{− as2} (1 + as) = 0. (5.4)

This is equivalent to minimizing Ṽ (s). For small W_0 we find the approximate solution

as_0 ∼ 2 ln(−μ^3/W_0). (5.5)

This equation shows that as_0 can be made parametrically large by tuning W_0 to have small negative values. As an example consider W_0 = −0.01, μ^3 = 10 and a = 1. The result is s_0 ∼ 20.

The approximate value at which t is stabilized can be found by setting s = s_0. This is reasonable as the extra 1/s contribution coming from the D-term potential will not alter the value of s at the minimum significantly. The resulting potential for t is then V (t) = f^2 2s_0t^2 + Ṽ (s_0) t , (5.6)

which is minimized by t_0 = − f^2 s_0Ṽ (s_0)

. (5.7)

Equation (5.3) implies Ṽ (s_0) ∼ −10^{−5}. In our example we take the flux to have its minimal nonzero value. Due to the quantization condition in the orbifold case, f = 4πN, this is 4π. With these numbers Eq. (5.7) gives t_0 ∼ 10^6. The exact potential is displayed as a contour plot in Fig. 1. At the minimum both s and t take roughly the expected values. It is worth noting that the minimum of the potential is always at a negative value in this setup, as is best seen from Eq. (5.6). The positive piece quadratic in 1/t is dominant for small t, whereas the negative piece linear in 1/t is dominant for large t. This tells us that V (t) comes from positive values and approaches zero from below for t → ∞. So clearly V is negative in the minimum. This behavior is a result of the simple t dependence of the Kähler potential.

We now want to comment on the overall consistency of our solution. For the effective 4d description to be valid we need the compactification scale to be below the 6d Plank scale. At the same time the Yang-Mills scale has to be below the 6d Plank scale, but above the compactification scale. We thus require the scales of our model to fulfill M^2_{Pl,6} > M^2_{YM,6} > M^2_C. The squared Yang-Mills scale in 6d is given by the prefactor of the 6d gauge-kinetic term, so it is equal to exp(ϕ_0). With exp(ϕ) = √ s/t we find M^2_{YM,6} ∼ 10^{−2}, so that the first inequality holds.^{11} The compactification scale

11Note that we have chosen units in which M_{Pl,6} = 1.

– 15 –

Figure 1: F -term and D-term scalar potential as a function of s and t.

is set by the volume of the internal dimensions, M^2_C = r^{−2}_0 = (s_0t_0)^{−1/2} ∼ 10^{−4}, so that the second inequality also holds.

The perturbative corrections of Sect. 3 do not alter the stabilization qualitatively. As a contribution to the effective action, they can simply be added to the scalar potential, which now reads

V (t) = f^2 2st^2 + Ṽ (s) t − 0.053 1 (2π)^2 ( f st )_2 J^±_N . (5.8)

We see that the minimum is driven to slightly larger values of s and t. It is interesting that the loop correction becomes more important than the D-term potential for large fluxes.^{12} This can be understood physically since the degeneracy of the spectrum grows with the flux. Increasing the monopole number, and thus the flux, is equivalent to increasing the degrees of freedom that are present on each Kaluza-Klein level.

6. Conclusions

We have approached the set of problems associated with moduli-stabilization and D-term uplift from the perspective of a simple field-theoretic model. Motivated by the apparent inconsistency between the flux and the gaugino condensate, we have studied an explicit compactification of 6d supergravity, which allows for these two ingredients. This model is directly relevant from a string-theoretic perspective since it can be seen as an intermediate step in the compactification of 10d string theory on a “highly anisotropic” background, with 4 small and 2 large internal dimensions [45].

12Recall that J^±_N ≃ |N| ∼ |f|/4π for large |N|.

– 16 –

The gauging and the D-term potential that arise upon introduction of the flux are determined and found to match in the standard supergravity fashion, confirming that the flux really triggers a D-term. The modulus that enters the superpotential generated by gaugino condensation is different from the modulus on which the gauged shift symmetry acts. Any potential inconsistency is thus avoided in a natural and attractive way.

To stabilize our model, we discuss two sources for extra potential terms: an R symmetry twist and perturbative corrections. The R symmetry twist is described in terms of a constant superpotential W_0, so that one of the two main compactification moduli is fixed in a fashion similar to the KKLT model. The other modulus is stabilized by the interplay between the D-term and the F -term potential. This mechanism always leads to a non-supersymmetric AdS vacuum in which supersymmetry is broken by both the D-term and the F -term.

As a perturbative correction, we considered the Casimir energy of a charged hypermultiplet in the presence of flux. We explicitly calculate these loop corrections for both the T^2 and T^2/Z_2 geometry. From the supergravity perspective, they can be viewed as Kähler corrections, which we also display explicitly. In many cases, our corrections will be more important than the vacuum energy induced by the Scherk- Schwarz twist, since the latter becomes parametrically small in the limit of small W_0. By contrast, the flux-induced corrections can not be tuned to be small because of flux quantization. It would be interesting to find the counterpart of string-theoretic α^′ corrections in our 6d framework and to compare them to the flux-induced Casimir energy.

The above perturbative corrections do not destabilize the non-SUSY AdS vacuum we found previously. However, they are also unable to provide the desired uplift. Thus, a phenomenologically relevant construction would have to include further effects, such as an F term potential arising in the N = 1 sectors localized at the orbifold fixed points.

Acknowledgments

It is a pleasure to thank Felix Brümmer, Stefan Groot Nibbelink, Boris Körs, Christoph Lüdeling, Dieter Lüst, Marek Olechowski, Claudio Scrucca, Stephan Stieberger, Riccardo Rattazzi, Giovanni Villadoro, and Fabio Zwirner for comments and discussions.

Appendix: Computation of the Casimir energy

To compute the Casimir energy we use that ∫ d^Dk (2π)^D ln ( k^2 + m^2 ) = − Γ(−D/2) (4π)^{D/2} m^D. (1)

– 17 –

We need to compute expressions of the form ∑ n ∫ d^Dk (2π)^D ln ( k^2 + m^2_n(δ) ) = − Γ(−D/2) (4π)^{D/2} ∑ n m^D_n (δ) ≡ I_δ, (2)

where m^2_n(δ) = 2|f| r^4 ( n +^1_2 + δ ) (3) are the bosonic/fermionic spectra as computed in Sect. 2. Using the Hurwitz and Riemann zeta functions, denoted by ζ_H and ζ_R respectively [46], we find that

I_δ = − Γ(−D/2) (4π)^{D/2} ( 2|f| r^4 )_{D/2} ζ_H (−D/2, δ +^1_2 ). (4)

The limit D → 4 for δ = ±1/2 and δ = 0, which are the cases of interest to us, can be computed by noting that ζ_R(−2) = 0 and using the expansions

Γ(ϵ − 2) = 1 2ϵ + O(1) (5)

ζ_H (ϵ − 2, 1/2) = (2^{ϵ−2} − 1)ζ_R(ϵ − 2) = − 3 4 ζ^′_R(−2)ϵ + O(ϵ^2). (6)

We find that

I_0 = 3 8 1 (4π)^2 ( 2f r^4

)_2 ζ^′_R(−2) (7)

I_{1/2} = I_{−1/2} = − 1 2 1 (4π)^2 ( 2f r^4

)_2 ζ^′_R(−2), (8)

where ζ^′_R(−2) = −ζ_R(3)/(4π^2) = −0.0304. The equality in the last line follows from ζ_H (x, 1) = ζ_H (x, 0) ≡ ζ_R(x).

The T^2 case Taking the degeneracy of the spectra and the flux quantization (f = 2πN) into account, the Casimir energy of one charged hypermultiplet on T^2 can be expressed as V_{Casimir} = 2|N|I_0 − 2|N|I_{1/2} = 7 4 |N|^3 (st)^2 ζ^′_R(−2) ∼= −0.053 1 (2π)^3 |f|^3 (st)^2 (9) The T^2/Z_2 case To find which states are projected away in the orbifold case we need to determine the parity of the zero eigenfunctions. Up to normalization they read

Φ_j = ∞∑ m=−∞ exp ( −^1_2 |f| ( x_5 − 1 |2N| (|2N|m + j) )_2)

exp (2πi(|2N|m + j)x_6) , (10)

– 18 – where we have used an appropriate gauge [37] and imposed the T^2/Z_2 flux quantization condition f = 4πN. By shifting m it is easy to see that Φ_j = Φ_{j+|2N|}, so that there are |2N| distinct eigenfunctions. We find that the parity operation (i.e. the Z_2 rotation) maps Φ_j to Φ_{−j} and hence to Φ_{|2N|−j}. Thus we conclude that

Φ^e_j ≡ Φ_j + Φ_{|2N|−j} (11)

has even parity and Φ^o_j ≡ Φ_j − Φ_{|2N|−j} (12)

has odd parity. Note that there is no Φ^o_{|N|}, but just a Φ^e_{|N|} = 2Φ_{|N|}. Furthermore Φ_{|2N|} always has even parity. Besides these exceptions the rest of the spectrum pairs up according to the equations above. The number of even eigenfunctions (N_e) is then

N_e = |N| + 1. (13)

To find the number of remaining states on the excited levels, we use the fact that the raising and lowering operators are linear in D_5 and D_6, so that they anticommute with the generator of the Z_2.

The two complex bosons have different internal parity assignments, so that we find |2N| of them on each mass level. This is not true for the fermions, because the ground states of different chirality, and hence different internal parity, have different masses: (m^2_n)_± = 2|f| r^4 ( n +^1_2 ±^1_2 ) . (14)

We first analyse the tower containing massless states and assume that its fermions have positive internal parity.^{13} On the ground state we find N_e massless fermions that remain in the spectrum. By acting 2n times with the raising operator we find N_e surviving states on the level 2n, so that we generate a spectrum with masses

m^2_n = 2|f| r^4

(2n) (15)

and degeneracy N_e. If we consider the |2N| − N_e = |N| − 1 states that are projected away from the ground state and act once with the raising operator, we find |N| − 1 fermions on the first excited level that are even under the orbifold projection.^{14} From there we can again act 2n times with the raising operator to find more states that remain in the spectrum. We thus generate a second tower with masses

m^2_n = 2|f| r^4

(2n + 1) (16)

13If the massless fermions have negative internal parity, the computation is the same with N_e and (|2N| − N_e) interchanged.

14Note that the raising operators do not change the chirality.

– 19 – and degeneracy |N| − 1. We now turn to the fermions of the opposite chirality and hence opposite internal parity. On the ground state of this tower we find |2N|−N_e = |N| − 1 remaining states with masses 2|f|/r^4. By the same argument as above this yields a spectrum m^2_n = 2|f| r^4

(2n + 1), (17)

with degeneracy |N| − 1. Acting with the raising operator once on the N_e ground states that are projected away we find N_e states on the first excited level that remain in the spectrum. These generate a tower of masses

m^2_n = 2|f| r^4

(2n + 2) (18)

with degeneracy N_e. As expected, the degeneracy of each state is roughly half of what we found before performing the Z_2 projection.

By appealing to the definitions made at the beginning of the Appendix we find

V_{bosons} = |2N|I_0, (19) and V^+_{fermions} = −8 ( (|N| + 1)I_{−1/2} + (|N| − 1)I_0 ) (20) if the massless fermions have positive internal parity. If the massless fermions have negative internal parity the fermionic contribution to the Casimir energy reads:

V^−_{fermions} = −8 ( (|N| − 1)I_{−1/2} + (|N| + 1)I_0 ) . (21)

Putting everything together and using the explicit expression for N_e the complete Casimir energy reads

V^±_{Casimir} = 7 ( N st )_2

ζ^′_R(−2)J^±_N , (22)

where we have defined J^±_N ≡ |N| ± 4. (23) The different signs in J^±_N are related to the different parities of the massless fermions: if the parity is positive, the sign is ‘+’, if the parity is negative, the sign is ‘−’. Note that we recover the Casimir energy of the untruncated spectrum if we add V^+ and V^− and remember that N = f/4π.

References

[1] M. R. Douglas and S. Kachru, “Flux Compactification,” arXiv:hep-th/0610102.

[2] H. Nishino and E. Sezgin, “Matter And Gauge Couplings Of N=2 Supergravity In Six-Dimensions,” Phys. Lett. B 144 (1984) 187 and “The Complete N=2, D=6 Supergravity With Matter And Yang-Mills Couplings,” Nucl. Phys. B 278 (1986) 353.

– 20 –

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

[4] S. Kachru, R. Kallosh, A. Linde, J. M. Maldacena, L. McAllister and S. P. Trivedi, “Towards inflation in string theory,” JCAP 0310 (2003) 013 [arXiv:hep-th/0308055].

[5] K. Choi, A. Falkowski, H. P. Nilles and M. Olechowski, “Soft supersymmetry breaking in KKLT flux compactification,” Nucl. Phys. B 718 (2005) 113 [arXiv:hep-th/0503216].

[6] F. Brümmer, A. Hebecker and M. Trapletti, “SUSY breaking mediation by throat fields,” arXiv:hep-th/0605232.

[7] C. P. Burgess, R. Kallosh and F. Quevedo, “de Sitter string vacua from supersymmetric D-terms,” JHEP 0310 (2003) 056 [arXiv:hep-th/0309187].

[8] S. Kachru and J. McGreevy, “Supersymmetric three-cycles and (super)symmetry breaking,” Phys. Rev. D 61 (2000) 026001 [arXiv:hep-th/9908135]; D. Cremades, L. E. Ibanez and F. Marchesano, “SUSY quivers, intersecting branes and the modest hierarchy problem,” JHEP 0207 (2002) 009 [arXiv:hep-th/0201205]; R. Blumenhagen, D. Lüst and T. R. Taylor, “Moduli stabilization in chiral type IIB orientifold models with fluxes,” Nucl. Phys. B 663 (2003) 319 [arXiv:hep-th/0303016].

[9] H. Jockers and J. Louis, “D-terms and F-terms from D7-brane fluxes,” Nucl. Phys. B 718, 203 (2005) [arXiv:hep-th/0502059].

[10] G. Villadoro and F. Zwirner, “D terms from D-branes, gauge invariance and moduli stabilization in flux compactifications,” JHEP 0603 (2006) 087 [arXiv:hep-th/0602120].

[11] M. Haack, D. Krefl, D. Lüst, A. Van Proeyen and M. Zagermann, “Gaugino Condensates and D-terms from D7-branes,” arXiv:hep-th/0609211.

[12] E. Dudas and S. K. Vempati, “Large D-terms, hierarchical soft spectra and moduli stabilisation,” Nucl. Phys. B 727, 139 (2005) [arXiv:hep-th/0506172].

[13] G. Villadoro and F. Zwirner, “de Sitter vacua via consistent D-terms,” Phys. Rev.

Lett. 95, 231602 (2005) [arXiv:hep-th/0508167].

[14] S. P. de Alwis, “Potentials for light moduli in supergravity and string theory,” arXiv:hep-th/0602182.

[15] J. Wess, J. Bagger “Supersymmetry and Supergravity” second edition, Princeton University Press (1992).

[16] H. P. Nilles, “Dynamically Broken Supergravity And The Hierarchy Problem,” Phys.

Lett. B 115 (1982) 193;

– 21 –

S. Ferrara, L. Girardello and H. P. Nilles, “Breakdown Of Local Supersymmetry Through Gauge Fermion Condensates,” Phys. Lett. B 125 (1983) 457; J. P. Derendinger, L. E. Ibanez and H. P. Nilles, “On The Low-Energy D = 4, N=1 Supergravity Theory Extracted From The D = 10, N=1 Superstring,” Phys. Lett. B 155 (1985) 65;

M. Dine, R. Rohm, N. Seiberg and E. Witten, “Gluino Condensation In Superstring Models,” Phys. Lett. B 156 (1985) 55.

[17] I. Affleck, M. Dine and N. Seiberg, “Dynamical Supersymmetry Breaking In Supersymmetric QCD,” Nucl. Phys. B 241 (1984) 493.

[18] A. Achucarro, B. de Carlos, J. A. Casas and L. Doplicher, “de Sitter vacua from uplifting D-terms in effective supergravities from realistic strings,” arXiv:hep-th/0601190;

E. Dudas and Y. Mambrini, “Moduli stabilization with positive vacuum energy,” arXiv:hep-th/0607077.

[19] A. K. Kashani-Poor and A. Tomasiello, “A stringy test of flux-induced isometry gauging,” Nucl. Phys. B 728 (2005) 135 [arXiv:hep-th/0505208].

[20] S. L. Parameswaran and A. Westphal, “de Sitter string vacua from perturbative Kaehler corrections and consistent D-terms,” arXiv:hep-th/0602253.

[21] G. von Gersdorff and A. Hebecker, “Kaehler corrections for the volume modulus of flux compactifications,” Phys. Lett. B 624 (2005) 270 [arXiv:hep-th/0507131]; M. Berg, M. Haack and B. Körs, “On volume stabilization by quantum corrections,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 96 (2006) 021601 [arXiv:hep-th/0508171].

[22] K. Becker, M. Becker, M. Haack and J. Louis, “Supersymmetry breaking and alpha’-corrections to flux induced potentials,” JHEP 0206 (2002) 060 [arXiv:hep-th/0204254];

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

[23] K. Choi and K. S. Jeong, “Supersymmetry breaking and moduli stabilization with anomalous U(1) gauge symmetry,” JHEP 0608 (2006) 007 [arXiv:hep-th/0605108].

[24] E. Dudas, C. Papineau and S. Pokorski, “Moduli stabilization and uplifting with dynamically generated F-terms,” arXiv:hep-th/0610297.

[25] M. A. Luty and N. Okada, “Almost no-scale supergravity,” JHEP 0304 (2003) 050 [arXiv:hep-th/0209178];

N. Arkani-Hamed and S. Dimopoulos, “Supersymmetric unification without low energy supersymmetry and signatures for fine-tuning at the LHC,” JHEP 0506 (2005) 073 [arXiv:hep-th/0405159];

A. Pierce and J. Thaler, “Prospects for mirage mediation,” arXiv:hep-ph/0604192.

– 22 –

[26] O. Lebedev, H. P. Nilles and M. Ratz, “de Sitter vacua from matter superpotentials,” Phys. Lett. B 636 (2006) 126 [arXiv:hep-th/0603047].

[27] A. Salam and E. Sezgin, “Chiral Compactification On Minkowski X S**2 Of N=2 Einstein-Maxwell Supergravity In Six-Dimensions,” Phys. Lett. B 147 (1984) 47.

[28] Y. Aghababaie, C. P. Burgess, S. L. Parameswaran and F. Quevedo, “SUSY breaking and moduli stabilization from fluxes in gauged 6D supergravity,” JHEP 0303 (2003) 032 [arXiv:hep-th/0212091].

[29] G. W. Gibbons, R. Guven and C. N. Pope, “3-branes and uniqueness of the Salam-Sezgin vacuum,” Phys. Lett. B 595 (2004) 498 [arXiv:hep-th/0307238].

[30] H. M. Lee and C. Lüdeling, “The general warped solution with conical branes in six-dimensional supergravity,” JHEP 0601 (2006) 062 [arXiv:hep-th/0510026].

[31] J. Polchinski, “String theory. Vol. 2: Superstring theory and beyond”.

[32] N. Marcus and J. H. Schwarz, “Field Theories That Have No Manifestly Lorentz Invariant Formulation,” Phys. Lett. B 115 (1982) 111.

[33] N. Kaloper and R. C. Myers, “The O(dd) story of massive supergravity,” JHEP 9905 (1999) 010 [arXiv:hep-th/9901045].

[34] A. Falkowski, H. M. Lee and C. Lüdeling, “Gravity mediated supersymmetry breaking in six dimensions,” JHEP 0510 (2005) 090 [arXiv:hep-th/0504091].

[35] G. Villadoro, PhD Thesis, University of Rome “La Sapienza” (2006), available at http://padis.uniroma1.it/search.py

[36] A. Salam and E. Sezgin, “Anomaly Freedom In Chiral Supergravities,” Phys. Scripta 32 (1985) 283.

[37] C. Bachas, “A Way to break supersymmetry,” arXiv:hep-th/9503030.

[38] M. B. Green, J. H. Schwarz and E. Witten, “Superstring Theory” Cambridge University Press (1987).

[39] M. E. Peskin and D. V. Schroeder, “An Introduction to quantum field theory”.

[40] J. Scherk and J. H. Schwarz, “How To Get Masses From Extra Dimensions,” Nucl.

Phys. B 153 (1979) 61;

R. Rohm, “Spontaneous Supersymmetry Breaking In Supersymmetric String Theories,” Nucl. Phys. B 237, 553 (1984);

C. Kounnas and M. Porrati, “Spontaneous Supersymmetry Breaking In String Theory,” Nucl. Phys. B 310, 355 (1988);

S. Ferrara, C. Kounnas, M. Porrati and F. Zwirner, “Superstrings With Spontaneously Broken Supersymmetry And Their Effective Theories,” Nucl. Phys. B 318, 75 (1989);

– 23 –

C. Kounnas and B. Rostand, “Coordinate Dependent Compactifications And Discrete Symmetries,” Nucl. Phys. B 341 (1990) 641.

[41] H. M. Lee, “Softness of supersymmetry breaking on the orbifold T**2/Z(2),” JHEP 0506 (2005) 044 [arXiv:hep-th/0502093].

[42] Y. Imamura, T. Watari and T. Yanagida, “Semi-simple group unification in the supersymmetric brane world,” Phys. Rev. D 64, 065023 (2001) [arXiv:hep-ph/0103251].

[43] E. Dudas and C. Grojean, “Four-dimensional M-theory and supersymmetry breaking,” Nucl. Phys. B 507 (1997) 553 [arXiv:hep-th/9704177]; R. Barbieri, L. J. Hall and Y. Nomura, “A constrained standard model from a compact extra dimension,” Phys. Rev. D 63 (2001) 105007 [arXiv:hep-ph/0011311]; D. Marti and A. Pomarol, “Supersymmetric theories with compact extra dimensions in N = 1 superfields,” Phys. Rev. D 64 (2001) 105025 [arXiv:hep-th/0106256]; D. E. Kaplan and N. Weiner, “Radion mediated supersymmetry breaking as a Scherk-Schwarz theory,” arXiv:hep-ph/0108001;

G. von Gersdorff and M. Quiros, “Supersymmetry breaking on orbifolds from Wilson lines,” Phys. Rev. D 65, 064016 (2002) [arXiv:hep-th/0110132].

[44] D. M. Ghilencea, D. Hoover, C. P. Burgess and F. Quevedo, “Casimir energies for 6D supergravities compactified on T(2)/Z(N) with Wilson lines,” JHEP 0509 (2005) 050 [arXiv:hep-th/0506164].

[45] T. Kobayashi, S. Raby and R. J. Zhang, “Constructing 5d orbifold grand unified theories from heterotic strings,” Phys. Lett. B 593 (2004) 262 [arXiv:hep-ph/0403065];

S. Forste, H. P. Nilles, P. K. S. Vaudrevange and A. Wingerter, “Heterotic brane world,” Phys. Rev. D 70 (2004) 106008 [arXiv:hep-th/0406208]; A. Hebecker and M. Trapletti, “Gauge unification in highly anisotropic string compactifications,” Nucl. Phys. B 713 (2005) 173 [arXiv:hep-th/0411131]; W. Buchmüller, K. Hamaguchi, O. Lebedev and M. Ratz, “Dual models of gauge unification in various dimensions,” Nucl. Phys. B 712 (2005) 139 [arXiv:hep-ph/0412318].

[46] E. Elizalde, S. D. Odintsov, A. Romeo, A. A. Bytsenko and S. Zerbini, “Zeta regularization techniques with applications,” World Scientific Publishing (1994).

– 24 –