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Abstract

The consistency of string theory as a theory of gravity does not rely on the
presence of spacetime supersymmetry; however, its absence leads to the emergence
of tadpole diagrams in the on-shell worldsheet formulation, thus undermining our
control over the physics. Two-dimensional conformal invariance, a pillar of string
theory, requires tadpole subtraction through the Fischler-Susskind mechanism,
whose spacetime consequence is the emergence of scalar tadpole potentials. In this
thesis, I explore several implications of the absence of supersymmetry in string-
derived scenarios. I focus on the three ten-dimensional tachyon-free string theories
in which spacetime supersymmetry is absent or broken, studying the gravitational
consequences of tadpole potentials. First, I address vacuum solutions in terms
of singular codimension-one vacua, explore their generalizations, and discuss the
properties of their singular boundaries. I present an alternative perspective on
these vacua based on the formalism of fake supersymmetry, in which the second-
order equations of motion are replaced by supersymmetry-like first-order equations.
I then turn to the topic of engineering vacua in the non-supersymmetric string
models by constructing solutions that are supported by electric and magnetic fluxes
and by providing evidence for their instability. Finally, I investigate brane-like
solutions in the presence of tadpole potentials that yield both flux vacua with the
isometries of supersymmetric branes and gravitational profiles that capture the
backreaction of localized sources.
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1
Introduction

We do not understand why apples fall. If apples were BPS states, static and
in stable equilibrium in a supersymmetric universe, string theory would be a
compelling candidate to describe gravitational interactions in nature.

I intend to introduce the contents of this thesis using this provocative statement.
Apples fall, and we currently lack a satisfactory understanding and a consistent
mathematical framework for the mechanism by which they fall: gravity. Explicitly,
the missing tile is the absence of spacetime supersymmetry in a quantum theory of
gravity. For BPS apples, string theory would capture the physics at least in some
regions of the moduli space, and the known dualities would complete the picture.
Non-BPS apples in supersymmetric spacetimes would still be fine, provided that
the corrections induced by their non-BPS nature are small and under control. The
setting that remains shrouded in mystery is non-BPS apples in non-supersymmetric
spacetimes, which is precisely the scenario presented by our universe.

The key point is that we understand and control string theory only in the presence
of protecting principles that prevent wild quantum corrections from becoming
relevant. The known principles can be separated into two classes: topological or
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dynamical. Supersymmetry∗ is the leading actor of the latter type of principle.
Unsurprisingly, as a dynamical statement, supersymmetry is typically synonymous
with stability. Yet, in a theory that can approximate our universe, it cannot be
the ultimate stability proxy. After all, it is quantum mechanics that makes atoms
stable.

In a quantum theory, quantum corrections are expected, which appears to
suggest that understanding non-supersymmetric setups in string theory is most
likely a technical problem. Perhaps surprisingly, in the next chapter, I will argue
that the absence of spacetime supersymmetry has dramatic consequences for string
theory, demanding a complete change of perspective.

This thesis is based on [1–6], and focuses on specific non-supersymmetric string
theory settings. These are the only three (known) ten-dimensional tachyon-free
string theories, that are introduced in this chapter. I shall colloquially refer
to these models as non-supersymmetric strings. Clearly, this is not the only
way to study non-BPS apples in non-supersymmetric universes. String theory
provides various options starting from the five spacetime supersymmetric models
or from M theory. For instance, one could consider compactifications on manifolds
or orbifolds that break all supersymmetries. While such choices might lead to
more attractive effective field theories, possibly closer to the standard model of
particle physics, non-supersymmetric strings are the most basic playground for
understanding the gravitational effects of the absence of supersymmetry while
remaining in the worldsheet regime of string theory. Indeed, they are the most
basic perturbative string theory models in which one can address these issues, with
the only requirements being consistency, criticality, and the absence of tachyons in
the spectrum. The next step is to extrapolate the generic considerations of the
spacetime consequences and apply them to more complicated settings, such as the
compactifications of supersymmetric strings.

Recently, there has been growing interest in lower-dimensional string models
without spacetime supersymmetry [7–10]. The considerations of this thesis apply to
these models without much difference; however, here I focus on the ten-dimensional

∗In this thesis, when I write supersymmetry I mean local supersymmetry. The overscrupulous
reader can replace it with supergravity throughout the text.
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cases for definiteness. The works [1, 3, 5, 6] contain comments and explicit
generalizations to D spacetime dimensions, which apply to lower-dimensional
examples with appropriate changes to the scalar potentials.

The structure of this thesis rests on two lines of research, after a rapid review
of the worldsheet construction of the models. The first, which is the subject of
chapter 2, contains the paradigm shift that string theory requires without spacetime
supersymmetry and the immediate consequences for the vacuum solutions of non-
supersymmetric strings. The second, which is the subject of chapter 3, is an
attempt to understand the content of these string models both in terms of their
landscape of vacua and in terms of deformations of brane-like solutions.

1.1 Conformal invariance

This section is not an attempt to review string theory. Rather, I focus on the
single aspect that is most relevant to the discussion of non-supersymmetric strings:
conformal invariance.

Conformal invariance is the defining feature of string theory. The sum over
two-dimensional geometries, which characterizes the worldsheet formulation, can
be understood only when conformal invariance holds. Conformal invariance is the
guiding principle for the spacetime backreaction of non-supersymmetric strings;
therefore, its role is worthy of recalling.

A possible way to characterize string theory is to view it as a two-dimensional
quantum theory of gravity in a naive sense, with a schematic partition function

Z ∼
∫

D[g]D[ϕ]e−S[g,ϕ] , (1.1)

where ϕ represents, for the moment, generic matter fields, and g is the two-
dimensional metric. Specifying what is meant by

D[g] (1.2)

is typically the main issue in this perspective. In two-dimensions, reparametrization
invariance removes two degrees of freedom from the metric tensor, and one is
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left with a single scalar degree of freedom, for instance the conformal mode.
However, the space of metrics is too broad, and it is even less clear whether D[g]
should include contributions from Riemannian surfaces with different topological
invariants. In fact, string theory is not a two-dimensional quantum field theory
of Riemannian surfaces. Rather, it is a two-dimensional quantum field theory
of conformal classes of Riemanninan surfaces, or equivalently, a two-dimensional
quantum field theory of Riemann surfaces.

The equivalence between the two characterizations rests on two interchangeable
definitions of Riemann surfaces: complex manifolds with complex dimension one,
or equivalence classes of oriented real two-dimensional Riemannian manifolds under
the action of conformal transformations. Here, I follow the second perspective. In
this language, the functional integral D[g] of string perturbation theory instructs
us to sum over conformal structures of Riemannian surfaces, so that conformal
invariance is part of the consistency requirements of the theory. Using the mathe-
matical equivalence to Riemann surfaces, one can then interpret the sum as a sum
over Riemann surfaces, which afford a topological classification in terms of their
genus (if the surfaces are oriented and without boundaries. I will comment later on
the addition of boundaries and crosscaps). At the practical level, Weyl invariance,

gab ∼ eρgab , (1.3)

demands that the conformal mode of the two-dimensional metric be decoupled.
The immediate consequence is that not any matter sector ϕ can be added to the
two-dimensional action. It must be conformally invariant, hence a CFT.

The requirement of conformal invariance has a neat physical interpretation: it
makes string theory an on-shell formulation of physics. This point will be particu-
larly relevant later, for linking the two-dimensional picture with the emergence of
spacetime. To date, we lack an off-shell formulation of string theory that is under
reasonable control, although string field theory has long been considered a viable
candidate. The geometric characterization of string theory, which I adopt in this
thesis, is therefore necessarily incomplete. In addition to being only on-shell, it
is also a first-quantized formulation, which can be easily understood by energy
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considerations. The energy of a constant-tension string is the product of the tension
and length of the string. Therefore, strings with long spikes, which are the seeds
for splitting, are suppressed. Taking two-dimensional geometry and conformal
invariance as our guides for the theory of gravity, we are bound to find limitations
in terms of predictive power, particularly when discussing non-supersymmetric
setups.

At any rate, trusting the on-shell and first-quantized string theory defined
through Riemann surfaces, no local degree of freedom is left in the two-dimensional
metric, leaving D[g] as a placeholder for the sum over the conformal classes of
Riemannian surfaces. The required gauge-fixing procedure for the metric intro-
duces a reparametrization-ghost sector with a negative central charge. Conformal
invariance takes the lead again, and demands that the total central charge vanishes.
This, with its simplicity and elegance, is the starting point of string theory as a
consistent formulation of gravity.

1.1.1 Spacetime geometry

Spacetime emerges in the two-dimensional string theory of Riemann surfaces as
the target space of the 2D matter CFT that is coupled to the worldsheet gravity.
In its two-dimensional formulation, the structure of string theory does not require
the existence of a geometric spacetime: the matter CFT can be any abstract CFT.
However, a simple CFT with a clear physical interpretation leads to a suitable
geometric spacetime in its target space: free two-dimensional scalars that capture
the position of the string in the target space. For example, one can consider n free
real scalars with target space Rn, which reconstruct the spacetime embedding of
the string worldsheet. The impact of conformal invariance is already memorable
in this most basic case: Weyl anomaly cancellation restricts the number of scalars
and hence the number of spacetime dimensions to n = 26. This number can
be understood by considering the universal contribution of 2D reparametrization
ghosts, which have central charge c = −26. Requiring a non-anomalous Weyl
symmetry demands the total central charge

ctot = 0 , (1.4)
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and since each free boson adds one unit of central charge one finally obtains
the infamous n = 26. The importance of this simplest matter CFT coupled to
two-dimensional gravity lies in its feature of containing a massless spin-two field
in the spacetime spectrum, thus elevating string theory to a consistent theory of
gravity in spacetime [11]. Yet, there is a major price to pay for simplicity: this
theory is tachyonic, which signals that the free-scalar description is inadequate
and that the true vacuum of the theory lies elsewhere, if it exists. I embarked on
this discussion to emphasize that conformal invariance, albeit restrictive, is not
sufficient to have a non-pathological string theory.

Other two-dimensional matter sectors can be added to build more interesting,
possibly tachyon-free, models. The simplest option is to include free fermions,
which leads to the RNS string, the starting point of superstrings. In this case,
appropriate GSO projections [12, 13] remove the tachyonic excitations of the
free-scalar sector and stabilize the theory of gravity. I shall comment more on
these setups when introducing the three non-supersymmetric strings. Here, I
want to highlight alternative scenarios: WZW models, minimal models, or more
general rational CFTs can be part of the worldsheet matter content and can lead
to interesting possibilities that do not necessarily afford a geometric spacetime
interpretation. The only requirement is conformal invariance, which translates
into the vanishing of the total central charge of the two-dimensional worldsheet
CFT. Given this variety of options, a compelling question arises: can any string
theory, possibly completely non-geometric, be connected to a geometric model
through perturbative or non-perturbative steps? Recent works [14–16] point to
a positive answer, which would elevate the role played by the simple free-boson
sectors, although a complete understanding of the problem is still beyond our
current knowledge.

1.1.2 Sigma models

Much of what we know about string theory comes from the cases of free bosons and
free fermions as two-dimensional CFTs. In their simplest formats, they describe
the propagation of a string, together with its excitations, in a flat spacetime
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background. The generalization to curved spacetime backgrounds, which will be
the main theme of this work, involves non-linear sigma models as two-dimensional
CFTs, which are the geometric avatars of interacting CFTs. The most basic sigma
model, which captures nothing but the motion of a string in a curved target space,
is given by the Polyakov action

S = 1
4πα′

∫
d2σ

√
g gabGµν(X)∂aX

µ∂bX
ν , (1.5)

where gab is the worldsheet metric, Gµν is the target space metric, Xµ are the
scalar fields, and ls =

√
α′ is the only dimensionful parameter in string theory,

the string length. The spacetime metric Gµν is built by a coherent state of the
spin-two excitations of the string, so that the string modes generate the spacetime
background. This is the background independence of string theory. Similar
considerations apply to the universal Kalb-Ramond field B and the dilaton ϕ,
although they are not discussed here.

Not all sigma models are good worldsheet candidates: they must be CFTs.
Here, the role of conformal invariance is even more significant because it is the
heart of the spacetime geometric description. The sigma model in eq. (1.5) is
classically invariant under conformal transformations of the two-dimensional metric.
Quantum conformal invariance, namely the vanishing of Weyl anomalies, translates
into the vanishing of the beta functional:

µ
∂Gµν

∂µ
= 0 . (1.6)

Computing the beta functional at one loop leads to the far-reaching result

α′Rµν = 0 , (1.7)

where Rµν is the Ricci tensor of the spacetime metric Gµν . Weyl invariance becomes
equations of motion for spacetime fields [17], which again signals that string theory
is an on-shell formulation of physics. One can add the Kalb-Ramond field and the
dilaton in a similar fashion to obtain the equations of motion for Gµν , Bµν and ϕ
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in a worldsheet-loop expansion, which is weighted by

α′

r2 , (1.8)

where r is the typical spacetime curvature radius. This is how spacetime QFTs and
the geometrical nature of gravity emerge from the two-dimensional worldsheet.

A fundamental feature of string theory is the double expansion in gs and α′,
as measures of the string perturbative expansion and the worldsheet-loop renor-
malization. A comment is in order on the interpretation of this double expansion.
The most naive viewpoint is to work order by order in string perturbation theory,
which requires conformal invariance for each worldsheet topology. In this way,
Weyl anomalies must separately vanish on each Riemann surface, and the α′

expansion is performed at any fixed gs order. As I explain in section 2.1, this is not
true in the absence of protecting principles, and in particular, without spacetime
supersymmetry. A more involved type of Weyl anomaly cancellation is the key to
understand the physics of such cases.

In view of the above considerations, it is difficult to underestimate the relevance
of sigma models. The latter are the true heralds of spacetime geometry and
Einstein gravity in string theory. Again, the cases that are under control are only
small drops in the ocean of possibilities. More exotic interacting sigma models
may hide phenomenologically attractive corners, such as de Sitter spacetimes [18].

Before moving to the explicit constructions of the relevant superstring theories,
I want to stress a point that is not usually emphasized. The coupling to two-
dimensional quantum gravity in string perturbation theory, namely the sum over
Riemann surfaces, requires matter CFTs to exist on all such surfaces. Typically,
the focus is on the sphere topology, which is the first contribution to the string
perturbative expansion; however, the existence requirement on all topologies is a
consistency prerequisite for the formulation. It turns out [19] that crossing sym-
metry and modular invariance are sufficient conditions to guarantee the existence
of a CFT on any Riemann surface. The reason is that any Riemann surface can
be obtained, in a non-unique way, by sewing three-holed spheres, and consistency
amounts to the independence on the chosen sewing. A consequence of [19] is that
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consistency of a CFT on both the sphere and the torus implies consistency on all
Riemann surfaces.

1.2 Vacuum amplitudes

The aim of this and the following section is to introduce the non-supersymmetric
string theories of interest. The intent is not to be exhaustive but to provide some
context on the general constructions of string theories. The interested reader can
consult the reviews [20–24].

The worldsheet formulation is a geometrical generalization of the Feynman
amplitudes for point particles, where singular corner points are smoothed out
by the two-dimensional geometry and are recovered in particular limits in the
moduli spaces of Riemann surfaces. A single contribution from each order in
string perturbation theory enters the scattering amplitudes for closed oriented
strings [25, 26] (or a few contributions for open and unoriented strings),

A =
∞∑

n=0
g2(n−1)

s An , (1.9)

where An are computed by integrals over moduli spaces of genus-n Riemann
surfaces. A special amplitude stands out for its physical relevance: the one-loop
vacuum amplitude. In quantum field theory, it encodes the masses of the finite
number of fields that constitute the model, and is fully determined by the free
spectrum. Likewise, in string theory, since the spectrum contains infinitely many
excitations, one-loop vacuum amplitudes are efficient tools for determining the
complete perturbative spectrum, at least if the string is quantized in its true
vacuum. It is instructive to compare the geometric interpretations of the two cases
of a point particle and a string to understand how the worldsheet generalizes the
Feynman amplitudes.

For a point particle with worldline (Schwinger) parameter t, the one-loop vacuum
amplitude for a free scalar is given by

1
2

∫ ∞

0

dt

t
Tr e−tH = −1

2 log det ∆ , (1.10)
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where the measure contains a combinatorial factor 1
t

that comes from the action of
the isometry group of the circle, a factor 1

2 that takes into account the two possible
orientations, and where the inverse propagator ∆ is

1
∆ =

∫ ∞

0
dte−tH . (1.11)

In general, considering the bosonic and fermionic nature of fields and performing
the Gaussian momentum integrals, the one-loop vacuum amplitude in D spacetime
dimensions takes the compact form

Γ = − 1
2(4π)D

2

∫ ∞

0

dt

t1+ D
2

Str
(
e−tM2) , (1.12)

where one must insert a UV cutoff and cut the integration at some ϵ > 0.
For closed and oriented strings one-loop translates into genus-one, and in fact,

a circle can be seen as a torus with a shrunk cycle, which physically would be
the spatial length of the string shrinking to a point. The expression that replaces
eq. (1.12) is (note that the signs of Γ and T are opposite)

Γ := − T
2(4π2α′)D

2
= − 1

2(4π2α′)D
2

∫
F

d2τ

τ
1+ D

2
2

Tr qL0− c
24 q̄L̄0− c̄

24 , (1.13)

where the Virasoro operators L0 and L̄0 minus the vacuum Casimir energies
(central charges c and c̄) replace the mass, τ = τ1 + iτ2 is the modular parameter
of the torus, q = e2πiτ , and the integral is over a single fundamental domain
F . The combinatorial factors in this amplitude are dictated by the SL(2,Z)
modular invariance of the torus; in particular, the measure is the modular invariant
combination

d2τ

τ 2
2

, (1.14)

where τ2 replaces the Schwinger parameter t of eq. (1.12). The SL(2,Z) identification
is demanded by the two-dimensional large-diffeomorphism invariance, which would
otherwise result in a global worldsheet gravitational anomaly [27], thus making
the two-dimensional formulation inconsistent. This is a consistency requirement of
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the initial definition of the theory. It is striking that it carries perhaps the most
important physical consequence of string theory, implementing the intuitive idea
that the corner points of Feynman amplitudes are smoothed out: the singular UV
t → 0 point of eq. (1.12) does not belong to the integration domain.

Relaxing the string-derived restriction of integrating eq. (1.13) over a single
fundamental domain and performing the τ1 integral over the full range, from
τ1 = −1

2 to τ1 = 1
2 , implements level matching; thus, after performing the τ1

integral, one is left with the sum over the physical states:

T ∝
∑
phys

(−1)F e−πα′m2τ2 , (1.15)

where F is the spacetime fermion number. Equation (1.15) reduces to the quantum
field theory supertrace, counting the degeneracy of states with a given mass, albeit
with infinitely many states, so that the analogy between the one-loop vacuum
amplitude of particles and that of strings is now complete.

All closed-string theories that are relevant for this discussion derive from two-
dimensional SCFTs of free bosons and fermions, which are therefore the build-
ing blocks of one-loop vacuum amplitudes. Free bosons, corresponding to the
worldsheet-periodic scalar fields denoting the position of the string in the target
space, lead to copies of the contribution of a single scalar, which is proportional to

1√
α′τ2

1
|η(τ)|2 , (1.16)

where η is the Dedekind η function

η(τ) = q
1

24

∞∏
n=1

(1 − qn) . (1.17)

On the other hand, for free fermions, one has the freedom to choose periodic
and antiperiodic boundary conditions around the two cycles of the torus, and the
four possibilities are usually denoted (A,A), (P,A), (A,P ), and (P, P ). String
perturbation theory does not select a privileged option: modular invariance requires
the sum of all possibilities. Indeed, the first three spin structures are in the same
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orbit under modular transformations, which also fixes the relative phases in the
summation. The remaining (P, P ) spin structure is modular invariant by itself, and
the single phase ambiguity in adding it to the other three precisely amounts to the
available GSO projections. A similar structure persists for genus-g surfaces: the
modular group has two orbits, one with 2g−1(2g − 1) spin structures and the other
with 2g−1(2g + 1) spin structures, which are distinguished by the different numbers
of zero modes of the Dirac operator. The two orbits do not mix at genus-g, and
consistency with higher-genus amplitudes only leads to a sign ambiguity in the
relative phases of the two sectors [28].

The building block of the fermionic one-loop vacuum amplitude is the determi-
nant of the chiral Dirac operator. If fermions change by arbitrary phases along
the two cycles of the torus,

ψ(σ1 + 2π, σ2) = −eπiαψ(σ1, σ2) , ψ(σ1, σ2 + 2π) = −eπiβψ(σ1, σ2) , (1.18)

the Dirac determinant is
det(α, β) = θ[ α

β ](0|τ)
η(τ) , (1.19)

where θ[ α
β ](0|τ) denotes the Jacobi theta θ functions with characteristics,

θ[ α
β ](z|τ) =

∑
n∈Z

q
1
2(n+ α

2 )2

e2πi(n+ α
2 )(z+ β

2 ) . (1.20)

The two relevant cases correspond to α, β = 0 for antiperiodic boundary condi-
tions and α, β = 1 for periodic boundary conditions, and the modular-invariant
combination that reconstructs the SL(2,Z) orbit is

θ4[ 0
0 ] − θ4[ 1

0 ] − θ4[ 0
1 ] , (1.21)

which vanishes numerically. The remaining θ[ 1
1 ], which is also modular invariant

by itself, also vanishes because the fermion constant zero mode is compatible with
the periodic-periodic spin structure.

In order to discuss ten-dimensional superstrings, it is convenient to introduce
specific combinations of the θ functions, relying on the isometries of the target
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space. These are the characters of level-one so(8) current algebras, which allow the
clear identification of Lorentz-invariant massless spectra in the one-loop vacuum
amplitudes. This is a special case of a more general strategy, which applies to
rational CFTs, for which characters are the generating functions of the degeneracy
of states at all levels,

χi(τ) = Tri q
L0− c

24 = qhi− c
24

∞∑
n=0

d(n)qn . (1.22)

Once the appropriate characters are selected by the symmetries of the setup, one
builds all modular invariant combinations of them, and the classification of (closed)
string theories reduces to finding matrices Mij such that

T =
∑
ij

χi(τ)Mijχj(τ̄) (1.23)

is a modular invariant vacuum amplitude. For ten-dimensional superstrings, the
so(8) characters are special cases of so(2n) characters, that will be of use later,
which read

O2n = θn[ 0
0 ](0|τ) + θn[ 0

1 ](0|τ)
2ηn(τ) , S2n = θn[ 1

0 ](0|τ) + i−nθn[ 1
1 ](0|τ)

2ηn(τ) ,

V2n = θn[ 0
0 ](0|τ) − θn[ 0

1 ](0|τ)
2ηn(τ) , C2n = θn[ 1

0 ](0|τ) − i−nθn[ 1
1 ](0|τ)

2ηn(τ) .
(1.24)

T and S modular transformations act on them as

T = e− inπ
12


1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 e

inπ
4 0

0 0 0 e
inπ

4

 , S = 1
2


1 1 1 1
1 1 −1 −1
1 −1 i−n −i−n

1 −1 −i−n i−n

 , (1.25)

and on the Dedekind η as

η(τ + 1) = e
iπ
12η(τ) , η(−1/τ) = (−iτ) 1

2η(τ) . (1.26)
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Note that numerically θ[ 1
1 ](0|τ) vanishes, and therefore S2n = C2n. However,

these characters label the two different spinor chiralities in ten dimensions, and
separating them makes it possible to include information on spacetime chirality
in the vacuum amplitude. In detail, the spectrum encoded in O2n contains states
with integer level, starting with the NS vacuum at level zero, while V2n begins with
one NS oscillator and therefore corresponds to half-integer levels starting from 1

2 ,
and finally the two spinorial characters S2n and C2n contain integer-spaced levels
starting from n

8 .
These basic constituents are sufficient for discussing the one-loop vacuum ampli-

tudes of the string theories of interest. Before moving on to the three tachyon-free
non-supersymmetric strings, it is instructive to examine the other ten-dimensional
superstrings. Left- and right-moving RNS closed superstrings assemble type IIA,
IIB, 0A, and 0B string theories [28], whose torus vacuum amplitudes are

TIIA =
∫

F

d2τ

τ 2
2

(V8 − S8)(V̄8 − C̄8)
τ 4

2 η
8η̄8 ,

TIIB =
∫

F

d2τ

τ 2
2

(V8 − S8)(V̄8 − S̄8)
τ 4

2 η
8η̄8 ,

T0A =
∫

F

d2τ

τ 2
2

O8Ō8 + V8V̄8 + S8C̄8 + C8S̄8

τ 4
2 η

8η̄8 ,

T0B =
∫

F

d2τ

τ 2
2

O8Ō8 + V8V̄8 + S8S̄8 + C8C̄8

τ 4
2 η

8η̄8 .

(1.27)

The first two are spacetime supersymmetric, while the other two only contain
spacetime bosons and are tachyonic. The two type B theories are left-right
symmetric on the worldsheet and are the starting points for constructing two of the
non-supersymmetric strings. Type IIA, IIB, 0A, and 0B are related by orbifolds in
ten dimensions: type A and type B theories are interchanged by a (−1)fR orbifold,
where fR is the right-moving worldsheet fermion number, and type 0 theories are
obtained from the corresponding type II theories after a (−1)F orbifold, where F
is the spacetime fermion number. The other class of known construction, heterotic
strings, rests on the independence of left- and right-moving sectors and combines
an RNS string with a bosonic string. Closed-string theories of this type can be
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completely classified in terms of several equivalent languages [29–31], for instance,
using the inequivalent compactifications of the right-moving bosonic strings on
T 16, or using the fermionized version of heterotic strings with 32 right-moving
Majorana-Weyl spinors and taking into account all the consistent sums over spin
structures. More recently, another equivalent perspective [31] has re-expressed the
classification in terms of chiral CFTs with central charge (0, 16), relying on the
interpretation of ten-dimensional heterotic strings as N = (1, 0) ten-dimensional
sigma models times chiral CFTs with central charge (0, 16). At any rate, the result
is that two of these heterotic theories are spacetime supersymmetric, and these are
the ones for which the right-moving chiral CFT is a bosonic CFT. Their one-loop
vacuum amplitudes can be written as

THE =
∫

F

d2τ

τ 2
2

(V8 − S8)(Ō16 + S̄16)2

τ 4
2 η

8η̄8 ,

THO =
∫

F

d2τ

τ 2
2

(V8 − S8)(Ō32 + S̄32)
τ 4

2 η
8η̄8 .

(1.28)

The former becomes the latter after a (−1)fR orbifold, while the HE theory
can be obtained from the HO theory by decomposing SO(32) representations
into SO(16)×SO(16) ones and modding out by a sign change of the vector and
conjugate spinor representations of the first SO(16). I shall return to the complete
classification of heterotic models when discussing the non-supersymmetric strings.

The last basic ingredient is the construction of open-string theories with the
orientifold projection [32–39]. This fits nicely with the general idea behind the
classifications of ten-dimensional closed-string theories: one builds some parent
models in terms of simple building blocks, such as free bosons and fermions, and
then considers quotients (CFT orbifolds) under all the automorphisms of the parent
models to generate new ones. Open strings can be interpreted along these lines as
worldsheet orbifolds of left-right symmetric closed-string theories under the action
of an automorphism that exchanges left- and right-movers on the worldsheet. An
alternative perspective on the orientifold projection is to view it as a generalization
of the sum over topologies of string theory, namely of D[g], allowing for reflection
orbifolds as two-dimensional surfaces. In this fashion, the orientifold projection
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introduces unoriented surfaces and, in the twisted sectors, open strings. The reader
can find a comprehensive explanation of the one-loop vacuum amplitudes in the
review [20]. Here, I only sketch it with the aim of fixing the notation. The starting
point is a left-right symmetric torus amplitude as in eq. (1.23), to which one adds
the Klein bottle amplitude

K = 1
2
∑

i

σiKiχi , (1.29)

where Ki = Mii and σi are signs that can arise whenever the parent theory has
non-trivial automorphisms [40, 41]. The twisted sector of the orientifold procedure
at one loop corresponds to the addition of the annulus and Möbius strip amplitudes.
The former is constrained by its transverse channel interpretation as a closed string
that annihilates at two boundaries, and takes the generic form

A = 1
2
∑
k;i,j

Ak
ijn

injχk , (1.30)

where Ak
ij is related to the one-point function of bulk conformal fields in front of a

boundary. ni are Chan-Paton charges that can be assigned to the boundaries, or
equivalently labels for D branes on which open strings end, with the constraint
that the boundary must act as a mirror, so that states can only be paired with
their GSO conjugates. The last contribution, the Möbius strip, generically reads

M ± 1
2
∑
k,i

Mk
i n

iχ̂k , (1.31)

where the use of hatted characters is explained in [20] and corresponds to a phase
difference with respect to the definition in eq. (1.22), due to the shifted argument:

χ̂i

(1
2 + i

τ2

2

)
= e−πi(hi− c

24)χi

(1
2 + i

τ2

2

)
. (1.32)

The simplest orientifold of ten-dimensional superstrings is type I string theory,
which is type IIB modded out by the worldsheet reflection automorphism Ω. The
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four contributions to the one-loop vacuum amplitude read

TI = 1
2TIIB ,

KI = 1
2

∫ ∞

0

dτ2

τ 2
2

V8 − S8

τ 4
2 η

8 (2iτ2) ,

AI = N2

2

∫ ∞

0

dτ2

τ 2
2

V8 − S8

τ 4
2 η

8

(
i
τ2

2

)
,

MI = −N

2

∫ ∞

0

dτ2

τ 2
2

V̂8 − Ŝ8

τ 4
2 η̂

8

(1
2 + i

τ2

2

)
,

(1.33)

where the dependence on the complex structures is explicitly given for each
case, and where the CP multiplicity N associated with the ends of the open
strings is set to the value N = 32 for consistency. Other values of N lead to
inconsistent equations of motion (or, equivalently, to a tadpole) for an unphysical
R-R field, thus spoiling conformal invariance [42, 32, 43] (see section 1.1.2 and
the discussion at the beginning of chapter 2). Type I string theory affords a
spacetime geometric realization in terms of a spacetime-filling O9− plane together
with N = 32 D9 branes, which are mutually BPS, preserve 16 supercharges, and
build a supersymmetric Yang-Mills multiplet with the gauge algebra of SO(32).

1.3 Non-supersymmetric strings

Among the theories presented in the previous section, type IIA, type IIB, type I,
and the two heterotic theories denoted by HO and HE are the only tachyon-free ones.
They also share another feature: they are spacetime supersymmetric. However,
these two requirements are non-exclusive, and three ten-dimensional string theories
without tachyons in the spectrum and without spacetime supersymmetry are
known. These models are the central topic of this thesis, and in this section, I
introduce them from the worldsheet perspective.

One such model is a closed-string heterotic theory known as the SO(16)×SO(16)
string [44, 29]. It follows from the classification of [29–31] that this is the only
tachyon-free non-supersymmetric heterotic model in ten dimensions. It can be
obtained from the HE model by a (−1)F δ orbifold in the bosonic formulation, where
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δ is an order-two shift in the internal lattice, or equivalently by a (−1)F +F1+F2

orbifold in the fermionic formulation, where F1 and F2 are the fermion numbers of
the two groups of 16 right-moving fermions. Note that F1 and F2 can be interpreted
as 2π rotations in the two O(16) factors of the O(16)×O(16) subgroup of E8 ×E8.
In the language of [31], it combines the D8 × D8 fermionic CFT

Z̄NS
NS = Ō16Ō16 + S̄16S̄16 + V̄16C̄16 + C̄16V̄16 ,

Z̄R
NS = Ō16Ō16 + S̄16S̄16 − V̄16C̄16 − C̄16V̄16 ,

Z̄NS
R = Ō16S̄16 + S̄16Ō16 + V̄16V̄16 + C̄16C̄16 ,

Z̄R
R = Ō16S̄16 + S̄16Ō16 − V̄16V̄16 − C̄16C̄16 ,

(1.34)

with the N = (0, 1) sigma model in ten-dimensional flat Minkowski

ZNS
NS = O8 + V8

2 , ZR
NS = −O8 − V8

2 ,

ZNS
R = −S8 + C8

2 , ZR
R = −S8 − C8

2 .
(1.35)

All these equivalent interpretations lead to the one-loop vacuum amplitude

TSO(16)×SO(16) =
∫

F

d2τ

τ 2
2

1
τ 4

2 η
8η̄8

[
O8
(
V̄16C̄16 + C̄16V̄16

)
+ V8

(
Ō16Ō16 + S̄16S̄16

)
− S8

(
Ō16S̄16 + S̄16Ō16

)
− C8

(
V̄16V̄16 + C̄16C̄16

) ]
.

(1.36)
The bosonic massless spectrum can be extracted from eq. (1.36) and contains
the standard bosonic sector, with a metric, a two-form field B, and a dilaton,
together with gauge fields in the adjoint of the SO(16)×SO(16) gauge algebra.
The fermionic massless spectrum consists of left-handed Majorana-Weyl spin-1

2
fermions in the (128, 1) ⊕ (1, 128) representation of the gauge group, and right-
handed Majorana-Weyl spin-1

2 fermions in the (16, 16) representation of the gauge
group. The last feature of this model that is important in the following sections is
that the numerical value of the torus amplitude in eq. (1.36) is non-vanishing and
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finite [44], and in particular, it is negative, or equivalently

−TSO(16)×SO(16) > 0 . (1.37)

From a quantum field theory perspective, this is as expected because there is no
bosonic-fermionic degeneracy, and the sign is consistent with the net excess of
massless fermions, with a positive one-loop vacuum energy from eq. (1.13):

Γ = −
TSO(16)×SO(16)

2(4π2α′)5 > 0 . (1.38)

Note that the presence of more massless fermions than massless bosons is not
sufficient for a negative torus amplitude because, in principle, the tower of string
oscillator modes might flip the sign of the massless contribution only.

The other two non-supersymmetric models are theories of open and closed
strings, orientifolds of parent closed-string theories. From the arguments presented
in the previous section, and in particular from the one-loop vacuum amplitudes
of the closed superstring models of eq. (1.27), three string theories are left-right
symmetric, and thus allow for ten-dimensional orientifold projections: type IIB,
type 0A, and type 0B. In fact, type IIB has two types of tachyon-free orientifolds,
which differ in their vacuum amplitudes by relative signs in the contributions
of the various open-string sectors: the supersymmetric type I projection Ω, and
the non-supersymmetric USp(32) Sugimoto model [45], for which the orientifold
projection is Ω(−1)fL in the open sector. The one-loop vacuum amplitudes of the
USp(32) model are the same as those of type I, with the exception of the Möbius
amplitude, which differs by the sign of the vector character V8:

TUSp(32) = TI , KUSp(32) = KI , AUSp(32) = AI ,

MUSp(32) = −N

2

∫ ∞

0

dτ2

τ 2
2

−V̂8 − Ŝ8

τ 4
2 η̂

8

(1
2 + i

τ2

2

)
.

(1.39)

Consistency selects the value N = 32 similarly to the case of type I string
theory. The signs of MUSp(32) have dramatic consequences, which are the focus of
section 1.3.1. The overall geometric interpretation is a sign change in the tensions

19



and charges of branes and orientifolds; thus, the spacetime picture of the Sugimoto
model is type IIB with an O9+ plane and N = 32 D9 branes, which are not
mutually BPS, break all the spacetime supercharges, and build the gauge algebra
of USp(32). In these terms, the Sugimoto model is the simplest instance of a
more general strategy for breaking supersymmetry in string theory with localized
sources: brane supersymmetry breaking [46–49]. The massless spectrum of the
USp(32) model includes the gravity multiplet of ten-dimensional type I supergravity
together with non-supersymmetric matter. In detail, the bosonic sector involves a
metric, a two-form field, a dilaton, and gauge bosons in the adjoint of the USp(32)
algebra. The fermionic sector includes the left-handed spin-3

2 and the right-handed
spin-1

2 fields of the gravity multiplet together with left-handed Majorana-Weyl
spin-1

2 fields in the antisymmetric (496) representation of the gauge algebra. This
spectrum has at least two notable features: it contains a massless gravitino even
though the theory is non-supersymmetric, and the antisymmetric representation of
the USp(32) algebra is reducible and contains a singlet (495 + 1). Both properties
are interpreted as the presence of a non-linear realization of supersymmetry in this
model [50–52].

The remaining non-supersymmetric string of interest arises from the bosonic
type 0 theories. For these, several sign choices in eq. (1.29) are available because
the theories have nontrivial automorphisms that reflect different options for the
orientifold projection. Both type 0 theories are bosonic and therefore they can be
orientifolded by Ω(−1)FR,L , where FR,L are the right- and left-moving spacetime
fermion numbers. Yet, neither Ω nor Ω(−1)FR,L remove the closed-string tachyon
of the parent models. Type 0B comes with an additional option that is compatible
with the fusion rules because the right-moving worldsheet fermion number fR (or,
equivalently, the left-moving fL) is an order-two automorphism, and therefore one
can perform the orientifold with Ω(−1)fR . The resulting open-string model, type
0’B string theory [53, 54], is tachyon-free, and is the last of the non-supersymmetric
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strings of interest in this thesis. The one-loop vacuum amplitudes are given by

T0’B = 1
2T0B ,

K0’B = 1
2

∫ ∞

0

dτ2

τ 2
2

−O8 + V8 + S8 − C8

τ 4
2 η

8 (2iτ2) ,

A0’B =
∫ ∞

0

dτ2

τ 2
2

NN̄ V8 − 1
2

(
N2 + N̄2

)
C8

τ 4
2 η

8

(
i
τ2

2

)
,

M0’B = N + N̄

2

∫ ∞

0

dτ2

τ 2
2

Ĉ8

τ 4
2 η̂

8

(1
2 + i

τ2

2

)
,

(1.40)

where the notation of N and N̄ comes from the interpretation of the CP labels as
complex charges in the (anti)fundamental representation of unitary gauge algebras.
Consistency and absence of open-string tachyons set N = N̄ = 32. The massless
bosonic spectrum that can be extracted from eqs. (1.40) contains a graviton and
a dilaton from the NS-NS sector, a scalar, a two-form potential, and a self-dual
four-form potential from the R-R sector, together with U(32) gauge bosons.† On
the other hand, the fermionic spectrum contains left-handed Majorana-Weyl spin-1

2
fields in the 496 ⊕ 496 of the gauge algebra. Type 0’B string theory also has a
spacetime interpretation in terms of orientifold planes and D9 branes, which is
more involved than in the Sugimoto case because the parent type 0B theory has
two copies of O9s and D9s. The action of fR exchanges these two copies, and the
picture that emerges is in terms of tensionless orientifold planes and 32 pairs of D9
branes. Spacetime fermions are generated in the open sector of strings stretched
between branes.

At first glance, these three strings are examples of consistent theories of gravity
from string theory without spacetime supersymmetry, thus contradicting the
provocative remark at the beginning of the thesis. As such, they must provide
finite results and avoid UV divergences. Upon closer inspection, the one-loop
vacuum amplitudes of the orientifolds already bring about an unwelcome surprise.

†At low energies, only the SU(32) subalgebra survives because the remaining U(1) gauge field
eats the R-R scalar and becomes massive [54, 55].
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1.3.1 Tadpole divergence

Consider the USp(32) vacuum amplitudes of eqs. (1.39). Their sum, which would
be the vacuum energy density in a quantum field theory interpretation, becomes

TUSp(32) + KUSp(32) + AUSp(32) + MUSp(32) = 32
∫ ∞

0

dτ2

τ 6
2

V̂8

η̂8

(1
2 + i

τ2

2

)
. (1.41)

This expression is divergent, and in particular, the integral diverges at τ2 = 0,
which represents the UV in terms of the Schwinger parameter τ2. It should
be striking to find a divergent result in a theory that is supposed to be fully
consistent: does this mean that the Sugimoto model is inconsistent? Remarkably,
the divergence is not a UV problem, and even more importantly, it contains the
physics of non-supersymmetric strings.

It is convenient to use open-closed duality and translate eq. (1.41) into the
transverse channel using a P = T

1
2ST 2ST

1
2 transformation [20], so that the only

non-vanishing contribution is

M̃USp(32) = 64
∫ ∞

0
dℓ
V̂8

η̂8

(1
2 + iℓ

)
. (1.42)

This allows to interpret the divergence as an IR one, because τ2 → 0 corresponds
to ℓ → ∞. Indeed, the expansion of the V8 character for small q,

V8 ∼ 8q 1
3
(
1 + 8q + O(q2)

)
, (1.43)

leads to
M̃USp(32) ∝

∫ ∞

0
dℓ . (1.44)

This expression conveys the crucial physical message: it explicitly states that the
divergence, as ℓ → ∞, is in the IR from the point of view of the bulk closed-string
modes. The identity

∫ ∞

0
dℓ =

∫ ∞

0
dℓe−2πℓm2

∣∣∣
m2=0

= 1
2πm2

∣∣∣
m2=0

, (1.45)
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allows to interpret the divergence of eq. (1.44) as coming from massless states
propagating for an infinite amount of Schwinger time and then annihilating into
the vacuum, which requires non-vanishing tadpoles for these states. Because the
dilaton is the only Lorentz-scalar physical field,‡ it must be the massless field
propagating in eq. (1.41), and thus it must have non-zero tadpoles at half-loop.
The tadpole coefficient can be extracted by noting that if the spacetime effective
action—that I shall introduce in chapter 2—includes a tadpole term of the form

δS ∼ −
∫
γTϕ , (1.46)

the diagram that describes the ϕ propagation of eq. (1.41) is

∼ (γT )2

p2

∣∣∣
p2=0

, (1.47)

so that Tγ is obtained by comparing this expression with eq. (1.44).
Similar considerations hold for type 0’B, whereas in the heterotic model one

would find a divergence in the two-loop vacuum amplitude. The aim of the next
chapter is to gain a better understanding of the consequences of these tadpoles in
string theory. In fact, tadpoles in quantum field theories are usually taken into
account by turning on background fields such that the currents of the background
fields and the tadpoles give equal and opposite contributions, which then cancel.
Interestingly, the outcome of string theory is similar to that of quantum field
theory, but the requirement of two-dimensional conformal invariance involves a
mechanism that solves this problem in a spectacular way.

‡There may be tadpoles for non-physical fields, and indeed, the dilaton tadpole is usually
accompanied by a tadpole for the non-physical trace part of the metric. I shall not delve into
these technical subtleties, which have been carefully addressed in [56].
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2
Dilaton tadpoles and vacuum solutions

In this chapter, I address the main point of the thesis: the spacetime backreaction
of the absence of supersymmetry, focusing on the non-supersymmetric strings intro-
duced in section 1.3. First, I review the mechanism that explains the divergences
of section 1.3.1 and then use the results to understand the vacuum solutions of
the models of interest.

The language that I need involves the quantum effective actions from string
theory, which are the natural continuation of the discussion in section 1.1.2, linking
the worldsheet to the spacetime physics. Already in [17], the authors note that
the lowest-order beta functional equations in the sigma model approach can be
obtained from a target-space action. However, there is more: the action reproduces
the scattering amplitudes from the S matrix formulation of string theory, at the
appropriate order of α′. In fact, it represents a quantum effective action for the
massless modes of the string [17, 57–60] and can be obtained from the renormalized
partition function

e−S = Z =
∑

n

Zn . (2.1)

The equations of motion for this quantum effective action are the embodiment
of conformal invariance, and therefore of consistency. They effectively set the
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physics on shell, and the tree-level S matrix extracted from S reconstructs the
all-loop string scattering amplitudes for the massless modes. In this way, the
renormalization procedure provides the α′ corrections and the string loop expansion
provides the gs corrections to the equations of motion.

Note that S is a quantum effective action for the massless modes only, so that
it represents an all-loop sum over diagrams that are 1-particle irreducible with
respect to the massless states. Massive states are allowed to propagate along
internal lines, but the effective action does not capture processes in which they
appear as external legs. The restriction to massless modes is not a concern for
at least two reasons. First, at low spacetime energies, only massless states are
relevant; and second, massive states that are not BPS decay into massless states
at finite gs; thus, massless states control the ultimate physics description.

In curved backgrounds, which are the only options for non-supersymmetric
strings, the effective action approach is appropriate because it is slightly more
than an on-shell formulation: it embodies several possible on-shell descriptions,
which are obtained by

1. solving the classical equations of motion to obtain a vacuum;

2. expanding the classical fields around their vacuum expectation values to
compute the full scattering amplitudes from the tree-level S matrix defined
by S.

This is the true meaning of background independence that I mentioned in
section 1.1.2, but in a full quantum version.

2.1 IR divergences and the Fischler-Susskind mechanism

The aim of this section is to provide an idea of the mechanism that takes massless
tadpoles into account. For simplicity, the discussion is confined to the case of
closed strings, for which a single Riemann surface contributes to each order of
string perturbation theory. For open strings, several technical subtleties arise
because of the different topologies at the same order, but the basic mechanisms are
the same; thus, it is sufficient to review the closed-string case and then extrapolate
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to open strings. Section 2.1.1 is a summary of the possible IR divergences that
can occur, section 2.1.2 explains why these divergences are absent when spacetime
supersymmetry is present, and section 2.1.3 contains the string theory mechanism
that takes tadpoles into account. Then, in section 2.1.4 I briefly discuss the
consequences for the Sugimoto model by solving the issues raised in section 1.3.1,
and section 2.1.5 is the starting point for the analysis of the later sections.

2.1.1 String divergences

IR divergences can develop at the boundaries of the moduli spaces of Riemann
surfaces when some topological features shrink to zero size and when massless or
tachyonic states are involved in the shrinking. Focusing on closed-string settings,
two limits are potentially relevant:

– A handle that shrinks. Choosing a constant-curvature metric on the surface,
this is equivalent to an infinitely long handle, and the contribution can be
approximated by a particle loop as in eq. (1.12) (see figure 2.1a). Explicitly,
summing over the states that can run in the handle, one is effectively
considering the large-t behavior of the integrand

∼ t−1− D
2 Str

(
e−tM2) , (2.2)

so that only tachyonic states yield divergences. For non-supersymmetric
strings, this degeneration is not dangerous.

– A cycle connecting two sub-diagrams that shrinks. One can again use a
conformally-equivalent description that translates this degeneration into an
infinitely long cylinder, which becomes a particle propagator (see figure 2.1b).
Then, using eq. (1.11), the contribution of each state takes the form

∼
∫ ∞

e−tM2 . (2.3)

Hence, tachyons and massless fields are the origins of infinities.
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(a) Infinitely long handle. (b) Infinitely long cylinder.

Figure 2.1: Potentially dangerous degeneration limits of Riemann surfaces.

For the vacuum amplitudes of the tachyon-free non-supersymmetric strings, the
relevant degeneration is that of the second type with massless scalar propagators.
Assuming a non-vanishing tadpole ⟨V ⟩g for a massless state on a genus-g surface
and letting q = e−2πt, the divergent part of the ℓ-loop vacuum amplitude can then
be written as

∼
∫ 1

0

dq

q

ℓ∑
g=0

⟨V ⟩g ⟨V ⟩ℓ−g . (2.4)

Non-vanishing tadpoles become logarithmic divergences in the q-integral. For
closed strings, SL(2,C) invariance forbids tadpoles on the sphere, ⟨V ⟩0 = 0, and
therefore the one-loop vacuum amplitude Z1 is always finite. Analogous arguments
starting from ⟨V V ⟩0 = 0 imply that genus-one tadpoles are never divergent. When
these are non-vanishing, IR divergences are bound to appear: from eq. (2.4), a
non-vanishing ⟨V ⟩1 leads to a logarithmic divergence in the two-loop vacuum
amplitude:

Z2 ∼ ⟨V ⟩1
2 log ϵ , (2.5)

with ϵ → 0. For the non-supersymmetric heterotic SO(16)×SO(16) string, such a
two-loop divergence is expected.

2.1.2 Supersymmetry protections

The divergence in eq. (2.5) requires non-vanishing tadpoles ⟨V ⟩1. Perhaps the most
important consequence of spacetime supersymmetry in string theory is that these
tadpoles vanish, and no divergence is present. This is part of non-renormalization
theorems, which protect, for instance, 0-, 1-, 2-, and 3-point functions of massless
modes in a flat Minkowski background from string-loop corrections when all
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supercharges are present. The argument uses only the existence of supersymmetry
currents [61], and for 0-point functions, namely vacuum amplitudes, it is simple
enough that I can mention it here.

The idea is to start from a handle in a genus-g vacuum amplitude, cut it, and
then sum over a complete set of states to glue it again. The genus-g vacuum
amplitude is then replaced by a supertrace of genus-(g − 1) processes. States are
related by supersymmetry, and therefore one can replace a fermionic |F ⟩ with
its expression in terms of the bosonic partner, |F ⟩ = Q |B⟩, which is equivalent
to adding a contour integral of the supersymmetry current around the cut. The
contour can be freely deformed because vacuum amplitudes have no insertions of
vertex operators. In particular, it can reach the other side of the cut by sweeping
over the entire surface. Therefore, the fermionic contribution to the supertrace is
equal in magnitude and opposite in sign to the bosonic contribution, and genus-g
vacuum amplitudes vanish. Translating the text into formulas,

Zg =
∑
B

⟨B| (g − 1)-loop |B⟩ −
∑
F

⟨F | (g − 1)-loop |F ⟩

|F ⟩=Q|B⟩=
∑
B

⟨B| (g − 1)-loop |B⟩ −
∑
B

⟨B| (g − 1)-loop |B⟩ = 0 ,
(2.6)

where “(g− 1)-loop” is a genus-(g− 1) process. Note that the vanishing of vacuum
amplitudes only requires states to appear in supermultiplets.

A similar statement holds for 1-point functions, namely the tadpoles that are
of interest in this section. First, fermionic tadpoles are forbidden by Lorentz
invariance. For bosonic tadpoles, a bosonic vertex operator can be replaced with a
fermionic one surrounded by a contour integral of the supersymmetry current, see
figure 2.2. Since the contour can be deformed until it shrinks, Lorentz invariance
makes all tadpoles vanish also in this case. A complete exposition of the technical
details can be found in [62].

These protections hold for massless and BPS states, while amplitudes for generic
massive states of the string are loop-corrected. In fact, a non-vanishing imaginary
part in the mass corrections is physically needed to signal the instability that
causes massive modes to decay to stable massless (or BPS) ones [63, 64]. In non-

28



Figure 2.2: A bosonic tadpole can be traded for a fermionic one, together with a contour integral of
the supersymmetry current, which can shrink to zero size.

supersymmetric strings, the absence of supersymmetry leads to the appearance of
tadpoles and IR divergences.

2.1.3 All-loop Weyl invariance

The presence of IR divergences from massless tadpoles is problematic from the
perspective of two-dimensional conformal invariance. From eq. (2.1) at a given
loop order, it appears that one is not solving the string beta functional equations
because the effective potential has non-vanishing first derivatives, which means
that one is not on-shell. Then, the conformal mode of eq. (1.3) does not decouple
and it makes no sense to consider genus-g partition functions

Zg =
∫

Mg

dτgD[ϕ]e−S[ϕ,τg ] , (2.7)

where Mg is the genus-g moduli space, because the theory is not quantum con-
formally invariant. This is clearly inconsistent with the worldsheet definition of
string theory.

The crucial observation is that Weyl invariance may be lost genus-by-genus
but recovered in the complete sum over Riemann surfaces, so that consistency is
regained in a quantum fashion and

Z =
∞∑

g=0

∫
Mg

dτgD[ϕ]e−S[ϕ,τg ] (2.8)

is well-defined. The mechanism that implements such a procedure is known as
the Fischler-Susskind mechanism [65, 66]. The idea is to regularize the tadpole
IR divergences by introducing the same short-distance cutoff ϵ for both the local
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Figure 2.3: Zero-momentum dilaton, propagating for an infinite amount of Schwinger time and
annihilating on a genus-one tadpole.

divergences of the sigma model and the degeneration points of the moduli spaces
of section 2.1.1. In the original language of [65, 66], the fields are regularized
perturbatively in the string coupling. The bare dilaton ϕ(0), for instance, would be

ϕ(0) ∼ ϕ− g2
sT1 log ϵ , (2.9)

where T1 denotes the one-loop dilaton tadpole. This corresponds to the result that
the infinite part of a genus-one amplitude is the same amplitude at genus zero to
which one adds a zero-momentum dilaton, which propagates for an infinite amount
of Schwinger time and closes with a genus-one tadpole (see figure 2.3). Note that
tadpoles are present not only for the dilaton, but also for the non-physical trace
part of the metric, and counterterms must be introduced for both, although I shall
not be concerned with this technical issue.

In the above formulation of the Fischler-Susskind mechanism, infinities in one-
loop amplitudes cancel against counterterms inserted into tree-level amplitudes.
Pictorially, this is an all-genera renormalization [65–75], and consequently, the
equations of motion contain simultaneous contributions from different worldsheet
topologies. Indeed, string theory is not a quantum field theory of sigma mod-
els, and the genus-by-genus renormalization is a bonus conferred by unbroken
supersymmetry. In generic setups, it is reasonable to expect consistency only in
the complete theory, after the sum over Riemann surfaces. After this generalized
renormalization procedure, the renormalized partition function gives the effective
action as in eq. (2.1), whose equations of motion set all tadpoles to zero in the true
vacuum. In practice, tadpoles are subtracted at the cost of shifting the background,
which requires a complete change of perspective on the worldsheet formulation:
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the sum over surfaces is not only a perturbative expansion but is critical to achieve
consistency.

The ingredients that allow to perform the complete Fischler-Susskind tadpole
subtraction are the genus-g dilaton tadpoles ⟨Vϕ⟩g. While the computation of
⟨Vϕ⟩1 is carried out with no subtleties, at two loops, one must be careful with the
divergent sub-diagrams. In practice, ⟨Vϕ⟩2 contains a diverging part originating
from ⟨Vϕ⟩1 and a finite part, T2, which is the sought-after tadpole coefficient:

⟨Vϕ⟩2 ∼ ⟨Vϕ⟩1 ⟨VϕVϕ⟩1

(
1
p2

)
p2→0

+ T2 . (2.10)

With these, one can build the effective action S. In particular, S contains a scalar
potential for the dilaton that follows from the tadpole subtraction: the tadpole
potential in the string frame:

V (ϕ) =
∞∑

g=1
Tge

2(g−1)ϕ ∼ T1 + T2e
2ϕ + . . . . (2.11)

This is the manifestation of the absence of spacetime supersymmetry in string
perturbation theory: the tadpole potential replaces the quantum cosmological
constant problem in quantum field theory. In fact, the scalar potential can be
interpreted as loop corrections to the string-tree-level cosmological constant, but
since the latter vanishes in all critical string models, the leading term in V (ϕ)
must be taken into account in the tree-level equations of motion. The physical
consequences are dramatic: tadpole potentials from perturbative string theory
are runaways for the dilaton, and therefore flat space is not a vacuum solution of
non-supersymmetric strings.

Before turning to this problem, the next section discusses the open-string
counterpart of the tadpole subtraction.

2.1.4 Open string tadpoles

The combined results of section 2.1.1 and section 2.1.3 can now explain the physical
meaning of the divergence in the one-loop vacuum amplitude of section 1.3.1. In
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the following discussion, I focus on the Sugimoto model; similar considerations
apply to type 0’B string theory.

For open strings, dilaton tadpoles at the half-genus level are generically present,
which means that the insertion of a dilaton vertex operator on a disk or a crosscap
is non-vanishing and, using a variation of the arguments in section 2.1.1, finite.
The potentially divergent diagrams are those for which a dilaton is created from a
disk/crosscap tadpole, propagates for an infinite amount of Schwinger time, and
annihilates again through a disk/crosscap tadpole.

For type I and for the Sugimoto model, non-vanishing tadpoles are present
for both the disk and crosscap geometries, and the two are equal, but the su-
persymmetric projection that leads to type I implements in an elegant way the
supersymmetry protections of section 2.1.2. Indeed, reading the annulus and
Möbius strip amplitudes from eqs. (1.33) in the transverse channel, one realizes
that the signs and coefficients of V8 are such that the contributions of the dilaton
tadpoles to the dangerous degenerations are as in figure 2.4, and the net result
vanishes because of the difference between the two tadpoles.

Figure 2.4: Degeneration of the type of figure 2.1b for type I string theory: the 4 contributions
cancel because of the relative signs of the disk/crosscap tadpoles.

On the other hand, for the Sugimoto model, the amplitudes of eqs. (1.39) with
the sign change in the Möbius amplitude correspond to the GSO projection as
in figure 2.5. The relative signs lead to the effective addition of tadpoles, thus
generating the IR divergence of section 1.3.1 in the one-loop vacuum amplitude.
Then, the Fischler-Susskind mechanism for open string theories removes these
half-loop tadpoles by changing the tree-level equations of motion in the same way
as for closed strings.

From eq. (1.41), one can extract the half-loop tadpole T 1
2
, and the exponentiation

required from eq. (2.1) leads to the open-string version of the tadpole potential of
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Figure 2.5: Degeneration of the type of figure 2.1b for the Sugimoto string: the 4 contributions do
not cancel and lead to a divergent one-loop vacuum amplitude.

eq. (2.11):

V (ϕ) =
∞∑

2g=1
Tge

2(g−1)ϕ ∼ T 1
2
e−ϕ + T1 + T 3

2
eϕ + . . . . (2.12)

In principle, the tadpole coefficient T1 should be visible in the one-loop vacuum
amplitude; however, the Fischler-Susskind mechanism does not specify any prescrip-
tion for subtracting T 1

2
to obtain a finite T1. Naively, one can consider eq. (1.41),

which can be conveniently expressed in terms of η functions as

Z1,USp(32) =
∫ ∞

0
dt

28

t6

[
η
(
i t

2

)
η (2it)

]16

[η (it)]40 , (2.13)

and subtract the contribution of the massless genus-1
2 tadpole. Removing the 1

t2

term from the integrand of eq. (2.13), which corresponds to the transverse-channel
logarithmic q-divergence of figure 2.5, yields a finite negative result:

Zfinite
1,USp(32) ∼ −268 . (2.14)

Nevertheless, it is unclear whether this can be read as the true T1 because different
subtraction schemes lead to different results, and the current understanding of
the Fischler-Susskind mechanism is not sufficient to determine the appropriate
subtraction procedure. If this were the finite one-loop tadpole contribution to the
effective action, T 1

2
and T1 would be positive and of the same order (T1 ∼ 1

3T 1
2
);

therefore, the one-loop tadpole would not change the qualitative features of the
scalar potential.

Note that, in general, closed-string contact interactions on the D9 branes also
contribute to the one-loop vacuum amplitude, but the arguments of [76, 77] suggest
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that they vanish for the Sugimoto string.

2.1.5 Effective actions of non-supersymmetric strings

The analysis in the previous sections leads to the low-energy effective actions of
the three non-supersymmetric strings of section 1.3. In general, without protecting
principles such as supersymmetry, one expects a double expansion in gs and α′,
which, at the two-derivative level and at the lowest order in α′, takes the form

S = 2π
(2π

√
α′)8

∫
d10x

√
g

∞∑
i=0

{
e(−2+i)ϕ

[
cR,iR + 4cϕ,i(∂ϕ)2

]
− e(γs+i)ϕcT,i

−
∑

p

cFp+2,i

2 e(−2βp,s+i)ϕ F 2
p+2

(p+ 2)! − cg,i

2 e(−2βg,s+i)ϕ trF 2
2

2

}
,

(2.15)

in the string frame, where cR,i, cϕ,i, cT,i, cFp+2,i and cg,i come from the string-loop
expansion, and where βp,s and βg,s are the lowest-order dilaton dressings of the
form fields and the gauge fields. The dilaton tadpole potential, whose exponents
start with γs, is built with the coefficients cT,i, which correspond to the Tg of
eq. (2.11). Solving the equations of motion from eq. (2.15), even with explicit
expressions for the coefficients of the loop corrections, would require considerable
effort. In the following sections, I focus on the leading orders in all the string-loop
expansions, and in particular, on the leading term of the tadpole potential. The
relevant string-frame action becomes

S = 2π
(2π

√
α′)8

∫
d10x

√
g

{
e−2ϕ

[
R + 4(∂ϕ)2

]
− e−2βg,sϕ trF 2

2
4 − Teγsϕ

−
∑

p

e−2βp,sϕ F 2
p+2

2(p+ 2)!

}
.

(2.16)

For the heterotic SO(16)×SO(16) string, the tadpole exponent is

γs = 0 , (2.17)

from its one-loop origin. In a democratic-like formulation, the dilaton dressings of
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F3 and F7 are β1,s = 1 and β5,s = −1 , while the gauge field strength has βg,s = 1.
On the other hand, for the two orientifolds, the tadpole exponent is

γs = −1 , (2.18)

from its disk/crosscap origin. Adopting a similar democratic-like formulation, the
Sugimoto model has form fields with p = 1, 5, whereas type 0’B has p = −1, 1, 3, 5, 7,
and in all cases βp,s = 0 since they are R-R fields. The gauge field strength has
βg,s = 1

2 from its open-string origin.
The Einstein-frame version of the action in eq. (2.16) is

S = 2π
(2π

√
α′)8

∫
d10x

√
g

[
R − 1

2(∂ϕ)2 − e−2βgϕ trF 2
2

4 − Teγϕ

−
∑

p

e−2βpϕ F 2
p+2

2(p+ 2)!

]
,

(2.19)

where, for the heterotic model,

γ = 5
2 , βg = 1

4 , βp = 3 − p

4 , (2.20)

for the relevant values of p, while for the two orientifolds

γ = 3
2 , βg = −1

4 , βp = p− 3
4 , (2.21)

for the relevant values of p. Note the Einstein-frame convention, which differs
from the usual convention but is physically equivalent to it, for which the dilaton
zero mode is included in the conformal rescaling of the metric. This choice is more
natural in the presence of tadpole potentials because the dilaton zero mode loses
its role as the string coupling at infinity.

In fact, the runaway nature of the tadpole potentials accounts for much of the
effort required to find vacua in these non-supersymmetric models. The impossibility
of having flat Minkowski regions with constant dilaton—the usual vacuum in
supersymmetric setups—immediately poses a fundamental question: what is the
gravity description of empty spacetimes? This involves finding vacuum solutions
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for the three non-supersymmetric strings, thus making the Fischler-Susskind
mechanism concrete, leading to the vanishing of all tadpoles in the shifted vacuum.
This is the topic to which I now turn: the low-energy description of empty
spacetimes.

2.2 Vacuum solutions

The minimal set of ingredients that can solve the equations of motion, turning off
all fluxes, is given by the metric and the dilaton. After removing the common α′

factor, the relevant string-frame action is

S =
∫
d10x

√
g
[
e−2ϕ

(
R + 4(∂ϕ)2

)
− Teγsϕ

]
, (2.22)

with γs = −1 or 0. In the Einstein frame, this is a dilaton-gravity system with an
exponential potential for the dilaton,

S =
∫
d10x

√
g
[
R − 1

2(∂ϕ)2 − Teγϕ
]

, (2.23)

with γ = 3
2 and 5

2 for the two cases of interest; therefore it is not possible to
find solutions with unbroken ten-dimensional isometries or with constant dilaton.
Guided by the principle that vacuum solutions must be the most symmetric
ones, the authors of [78] proposed to use codimension-one solutions, which are
backgrounds of the type

ds2 = e2A(y)ηµνdx
µdxν + e2B(y)dy2 ,

ϕ = ϕ(y) .
(2.24)

The resulting gravity profiles for non-supersymmetric strings are known as the
Dudas-Mourad vacua, and they will be the main focus of this section, which is
based on [1, 3].
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2.2.1 Free codimension-one solutions

It is instructive to begin with the action without tadpole potential to gain familiarity
with the codimension-one backgrounds, and because the resulting solutions will
play a role later. The Einstein-frame action

S =
∫
d10x

√
g
[
R − 1

2(∂ϕ)2
]

, (2.25)

with the codimension-one ansatz in eqs. (2.24), has both the trivial flat space
solution and two classes of non-trivial singular solutions, which in the gauge B = 0
read

ds2 = (y0 ± 9y)
2
9 ηµνdx

µdxν + dy2 , ϕ = ϕ0 ± 4
3 log (y0 ± 9y) . (2.26)

The double sign that accompanies the variable y means that both choices are
viable, and the additional sign in ϕ is an independent sign ambiguity that describes
two different behaviors for the backgrounds. These are singular solutions: for
instance, by using the freedom to shift and reflect y so that y0 = 0 and y > 0, the
scalar curvature diverges as the inverse of the squared distance from the origin.
As y → ∞, the scalar curvature decreases, and the two sign choices for ϕ lead to
two different behaviors: one with a diverging eϕ and the other with eϕ → 0.

The spacelike nature of the y coordinate, or equivalently the timelike nature of
the singularity, is consistent with the interpretation of these backgrounds as domain
walls. To investigate this possibility, one can either add the Gibbons-Hawking-York
boundary term and compute the junction conditions or, equivalently, introduce a
localized term in the action that represents the 8-brane domain wall. The presence
of the dilaton allows for a coupling s(ϕ) on this localized source; thus, in the
Einstein frame the 8-brane action can be written as

−
∫
d9x

√
γs(ϕ) , (2.27)

which in the string frame would be s(ϕ)e− 9
4 ϕ. Inspired by string theory, I consider

only exponential couplings to the dilaton in the following. The presence of this
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localized term makes the first derivatives of the metric and the dilaton discontinuous,
and the equations of motion, or equivalently the matching conditions, with a source
at y = 0 are compatible with two different types of sources. In the Einstein frame,
these are

s(ϕ) ∝ e∓ 3
4 ϕ , (2.28)

which translate into the string-frame couplings

e−3ϕ , e− 3
2 ϕ . (2.29)

This result is not promising for a string theory interpretation because no source in
perturbative string theory can lead to such couplings. The full solution with the
source at y = 0 is then [1]

A = 1
9 log(y0 ± 9|y|) , ϕ = ϕ0 ± 4

3 log(y0 ± 9|y|) , s(ϕ) = ∓32e∓ 3
4 (ϕ−ϕ0) , (2.30)

where y ∈ R and where there are two independent sign choices: one that enters the
argument of the logarithm and the sign of the tension and the other that controls
the sign ambiguity in the dilaton and the exponential coupling of the source. Note
the peculiar ϕ0 dependence. As I stressed after eq. (2.21), the present convention
for the Einstein frame is a Weyl rescaling of the complete dilaton; therefore, the
source s(ϕ) in eqs. (2.30) implies that the tension depends on ϕ0, which is not
an expected feature in string theory. This is not necessarily an issue, precisely
because ϕ0 is not the asymptotic value of the dilaton, but it remains unclear how
s(ϕ) should be interpreted physically. This puzzling feature will reappear with
non-supersymmetric strings.

Other related codimension-one backgrounds exist, one of which solves the
Euclidean equations of motion with a curved internal manifold [1], and another,
which is codimension-one in time, providing a singular time-dependent background.
This last case is the double analytic continuation of eqs. (2.26) and it has a
counterpart in non-supersymmetric strings.
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2.2.2 Dudas-Mourad solutions

The inclusion of tadpole potentials as in eq. (2.23) leads to similar codimension-one
backgrounds, which were introduced in [78] in the context of non-supersymmetric
strings, to which I now turn. Consider the background ansatz of eqs. (2.24) in the
gauge

B = −1
2γϕ . (2.31)

The equations can be expressed in terms of a single function

f(y) = log
√1 + 72(A′)2

T
+ 6

√
2
T
A′

 , (2.32)

which determines A and ϕ from

A′ = 1
6

√
T

2 sinh f , ϕ′ = ±
√

2T cosh f . (2.33)

The remaining equation for f depends on the exponent γ of the tadpole potential.

- For the orientifold models with γ = 3
2 , the equation for f is given by

4f ′ + 6
√
T

2 cosh f ± 6
√
T

2 sinh f = 0 , (2.34)

and its solution, up to an additive constant in y, is

f = ∓ log
±3

2

√
T

2 y
 . (2.35)

The complete background is then, selecting the range y > 0,

ds2 =
√T

2 y
 1

9

e− T
16 y2

ηµνdx
µdxν + e− 3

2 ϕ0

√T
2 y
−1

e− 9T
16 y2

dy2 ,

eϕ = eϕ0

√T
2 y
 2

3

e
3T
8 y2 .

(2.36)
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y = 0 and y → ∞, separated by a finite proper distance, host two timelike
curvature singularities, while eϕ vanishes at one end and diverges at the
other.

- For the heterotic case with γ = 5
2 , the equation for f is

2f ′ + 3
√
T

2 cosh f ± 5
√
T

2 sinh f = 0 . (2.37)

There are three possible solutions. The first is trivial, with constant f , and
has the same gravitational profile as the bulk of the D8 brane solutions
in massive type IIA. In fact, at the lowest order in α′, and only for the
dilaton-gravity system, the Romans’ mass enters the equations of motion in
the same way as a one-loop vacuum energy. Physically, since the heterotic
model contains no D8-like sources, this solution is probably only an artifact
of the lowest order terms in the effective action. The remaining two solutions
of eq. (2.37) are given by

ef = ±2∓1 e
√

T
2 y + ϵe−

√
T
2 y

e
√

T
2 y − ϵe−

√
T
2 y

, (2.38)

with ϵ a real constant. The sign ambiguity can be reabsorbed by an ϵ → −ϵ
transformation, and therefore it suffices to consider the upper signs. In
addition, bulk solutions are only affected by the sign of ϵ, so that only two
classes of bulk solutions are present. The first class, with ϵ = 1, leads to the
background

ds2 =
sinh

√
T

2 y
 1

12
cosh

√
T

2 y
− 1

3

ηµνdx
µdxν

+ e− 5
2 ϕ0

sinh
√
T

2 y
− 5

4
cosh

√
T

2 y
−5

dy2 ,

eϕ = eϕ0

sinh
√
T

2 y
 1

2
cosh

√
T

2 y
2

,

(2.39)
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with two curvature singularities at y = 0 and y → ∞, whose proper distance
is finite. The other case with ϵ = −1 corresponds to eqs. (2.39) in which one
exchanges cosh ↔ sinh. With this choice, the proper length of the y direction
and the resulting nine-dimensional Planck mass are infinite; therefore, this
solution is less interesting than eqs. (2.39) as a gravitational background.

The two codimension-one profiles of eqs. (2.36) and eqs. (2.39) are known as the
Dudas-Mourad solutions and are used throughout this thesis. They are singular
solutions, and they can be part of string theory only in specific regimes, in which the
α′ and the string loop corrections of eq. (2.15) are subleading. Their ultimate fate
in string theory is unclear, and in particular, there is no worldsheet understanding
of these types of spacetimes that can resolve the singularities. The approach that I
adopt here is to trust the results of the effective action guided by the considerations
of section 2.1, deferring a more profound understanding of these solutions to future
investigations and only noting a peculiarity of the backgrounds. This involves
the asymptotic behavior [79]: both endpoints of the orientifold solution, as y → 0
and y → ∞, and the weakly coupled endpoint of the heterotic solution as y → 0,
reduce to the tadpole-free codimension-one solution in eqs. (2.26). On the other
hand, the strongly coupled heterotic endpoint approaches a different background,
schematically, of the form

ds2 ∼ z
2

25ηµνdx
µdxν + dz2 , eϕ ∼ z− 4

5 , (2.40)

which is the same limiting behavior that emerges in type IIA string theory in the
presence of D8 branes with non-vanishing local R-R tadpole, near the singularity
that closes spacetime at a finite proper distance. These comments will be relevant
in section 3.2.

One can understand why this is happening by writing the equations of motion
in a different gauge. Consider eqs. (2.24) with B = 9A, and let

W = 9A+ γ

2ϕ . (2.41)

The field W characterizes the contribution of the tadpole potential in the equations
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of motion: T always appears together with the exponential e2W . The equation of
motion for W is

W ′′ = T

2

(
γ2 − 9

4

)
e2W . (2.42)

This differential equation appears several times in section 3.2, and the reader can
consult one of the appendices of [80, 81] for a detailed discussion of its solutions.
The only information that I need here is that only two asymptotic behaviors for W
are possible: it can become a linear function of y as y → ±∞, or have a logarithmic
divergence at some finite value of y, which can be turned into W ∼ − log y as
y → 0 by a y-translation. From eq. (2.42), for the orientifold γ = 3

2 case, W is
a globally linear function; therefore, its asymptotics are necessarily of the linear
type. However, linear asymptotics are also solutions of the complete tadpole-free
equations of motion, and therefore when γ = 3

2 the solution is forced to end in the
same way as in eqs. (2.26). On the other hand, for the one-loop γ = 5

2 tadpole
potential, it is convenient to use W and the other combination

K = 8γA+ ϕ . (2.43)

The equations of motion are then eq. (2.42), which is equivalent to

(W ′)2 = E + 2Te2W , (2.44)

where E is a positive energy-like quantity, and

(K ′)2 = 16
9 E . (2.45)

In this case, the logarithmic divergence of W is an allowed possibility, which
physically corresponds to a tadpole-dominated collapse. In fact, given

W ∼ − log
(√

2Ty
)

, (2.46)

one obtains the background

ds2 ∼
(√

2Ty
) 1

8 ηµνdx
µdxν +

(√
2Ty

) 9
8 dy2 , eϕ ∼

(√
2Ty

)− 5
4 , (2.47)

42



with y → 0, which is eqs. (2.40) in different coordinates.
These results are related to the topics of section 3.2, where the notation in terms

of W and K is clarified and these asymptotics become elements of wider classes of
solutions. For the Dudas-Mourad case, the conclusion is that the tadpole drives the
background to the collapse, but the endpoints of the collapse itself are, in all but
one instance, described by tadpole-free solutions. This has a series of interesting
consequences. If one trusts the two-derivative action until the collapse, all cases
with the asymptotic behavior as in eqs. (2.26) close at finite proper distance in
the same way, which means that if the free codimension-one solution describes a
domain wall, or an end-of-the-world brane, the same domain wall is expected in the
Dudas-Mourad case. This is related to a recent line of research known as dynamical
cobordism [14, 82–92]. Perhaps even more interestingly, connecting with the initial
issues of having a worldsheet description of the codimension-one profiles, one can
argue that if the solutions of eqs. (2.26) and of eqs. (2.40) uplift to complete
backgrounds in the UV, then one can believe in the Dudas-Mourad solutions
as gravitational backgrounds for non-supersymmetric strings. In practice, this
involves gluing the interior of the Dudas-Mourad backgrounds, which can be made
arbitrarily weakly coupled and weakly curved, to the UV complete asymptotic
behaviors that replace eqs. (2.26) and eqs. (2.40) once α′ and gs corrections are
included. Nevertheless, even from a purely classical perspective, the existence of
only two types of collapses is an interesting remark.

Two straightforward generalizations are possible. One can consider an arbitrary
number of dimensions, which is physically relevant for non-critical strings or for
compactifications of non-supersymmetric strings, and allow for a generic tadpole
exponent γ. These cases are not qualitatively different from the two ten-dimensional
cases that I reviewed, and the reader can find all the details in [3]. Another natural
generalization is to consider a nine-dimensional Ricci-flat manifold instead of
nine-dimensional Minkowski. From the point of view of the equations of motion,
any Ricci-flat manifold solves the leading order equations, which is of primary
importance in section 3.3. However, Ricci-flat manifolds are generically equipped
with massless moduli that mix with the dilaton and develop runaway potentials
akin to the ten-dimensional ones, see for instance [93]. This makes the story more
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intricate and requires moduli stabilization mechanisms.
Notably, solutions where curved Einstein manifolds replace Ricci-flat ones are

unknown, except for a single case with time dependence [1], which is a special case
of a class of scaling solutions. This cosmological background balances the tadpole
with internal curvature, is of the codimension-one type, and takes the form

ds2 = −e2B(t)dt2 + e−γϕ(t)ds2
(9) , ϕ = ϕ(t) , (2.48)

with a nine-dimensional Einstein manifold of negative constant curvature,

Rmn = −
(
γ2 − 1

4

)
T

2 gmn . (2.49)

The remaining equation of motion,

(ϕ′)2 = T

4 e
γϕ+2B , (2.50)

allows the metric to be expressed in terms of the dilaton as

ds2 = e−γϕ
[
− 4
T

(ϕ′)2dt2 + ds2
(9)

]
. (2.51)

In the gauge B = 0, this time-dependent background becomes

ds2 = −dt2 +
(
t0 ± γ

√
T

4 t

)2

ds2
(9) , eϕ =

(
t0 ± γ

√
T

4 t

)− 2
γ

, (2.52)

where an arbitrary integration constant can be added to the time variable, as in
the spatial codimension-one case.

Before concluding this section, I want to emphasize the importance of the
codimension-one solutions from the perspective of realizing the Fischler-Susskind
mechanism. From section 2.1.3, perturbative string theory requires solving the
modified equations of motion; therefore, the outcomes must be considered seriously.
I can think of four possible interpretations for the codimension-one Dudas-Mourad
backgrounds and their generalizations.
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1. They could be non-physical, which means that they are not part of complete
spacetime backgrounds of non-supersymmetric strings. In practice, this would
manifest as the absence of a string theory completion of the asymptotics.
As a result, one should look for alternative options to take the tadpole into
account and possibly add more ingredients.

2. If the solutions are physical, they could represent domain walls, as originally
argued in [82]. As I briefly mentioned, this possibility raises several open
questions because of the unusual 8-brane source that is required by the
matching conditions. In [1], I listed some of the possibilities, but in all cases,
one has either a ϕ0-dependent tension, where ϕ0 is the integration constant
that enters the dilaton profile, or a non-stringy dilaton coupling on the
brane worldvolume. This indicates the absence of a perturbative worldsheet
understanding of the domain walls and therefore of the full gravity solution,
which resonates with the exotic branes of [94–96]. In principle, the dynamics
of the domain walls may alter the stability of the system.

3. Alternatively, the Dudas-Mourad backgrounds may represent fully static
vacuum solutions, indicating that the ten-dimensional spacetime dynamically
compactifies to nine dimensions. This was the original motivation of [78],
which was further strengthened by [97] where the authors proved that the
codimension-one spacelike solution is perturbatively stable, making the
Dudas-Mourad solutions natural candidates to realize the Fischler-Susskind
mechanism. This interpretation is not inconsistent with the previous one,
provided that the domain walls are stable and that the dimensional reduction
takes their presence into account (see the discussion on singularities in
section 2.3 and section 3.3).

4. Perhaps the most interesting possibility is to view these backgrounds as time-
dependent vacua. This interpretation matches the physical expectation that
the absence of spacetime supersymmetry leads to dynamics. Supersymmetry
breaking would provide a natural explanation for time evolution, which is of
utmost importance when engineering cosmological models in string theory.
Rephrasing my provocative introductory statement, this would teach us that
apples can also fall in string theory.
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2.2.3 The spontaneous compactification

I now interpret these backgrounds as static vacuum solutions with or without
(stable) domain walls to better understand the physical implications of the absence
of spacetime supersymmetry. The following analysis is a summary of the content
of [3], in which we generalized the results to arbitrary dimensions and tadpole
exponents.

The Fischler-Susskind mechanism does not directly compute the spectrum in the
shifted vacuum, where some of the tree-level massless modes may become gapped,
for example, because of boundary conditions. As I stressed at the beginning
of this chapter, one must follow the effective action because it encodes the all-
string-loop physics of the massless modes, although only in regimes where string
perturbation theory can be trusted. Therefore, in the Dudas-Mourad static
vacua, one must study the effective nine-dimensional theory that remains after
the spontaneous compactification, and extract which massless fields are dynamical
in the nine-dimensional EFT. In the following analysis I mostly focus on zero
modes in the internal direction. This is the natural expectation for the massless
nine-dimensional sector, although it is not the most general possibility because
non-trivial wavefunctions in the internal Dudas-Mourad interval can combine with
the warped metric to yield massless nine-dimensional modes. Allowing for generic
internal dependence leads to more involved equations; here, I only comment on the
dilaton case, referring to [79] for a careful treatment of the boundary conditions. I
shall return to the topic in section 3.3, where I discuss the cases of form fields in
detail.

Gravity remains dynamical in nine-dimensions for both Dudas-Mourad solutions,
eqs. (2.36) and eqs. (2.39), as one can verify by computing the gravitational
constant,

1
2κ2

9
= 2π

(2π
√
α′)8

∫
dy e7A+B , (2.53)

which is finite. Note that the integral scales with ϕ0 as

1
κ2

9
∝ e− γ

2 ϕ0 , (2.54)
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the same ϕ0 dependence as the proper length of the compactification interval. As
a result, ϕ0 can be traded for the nine-dimensional gravitational constant in all
nine-dimensional expressions. As I have already stressed, this analysis ignores
potential issues with boundary conditions, which were understood in [79] in terms
of self-adjoint Schrödinger systems. The final result is that there is a unique
boundary condition for the graviton that is compatible with stability, with a
massless graviton as the zero mode, thus substantiating the above analysis.

A similar investigation for the dilaton yields a surprising result: the nine-
dimensional dilaton is gapped. A hint comes from the inconsistency of naively
promoting the constant mode ϕ0 to a nine-dimensional field, because of the µy
metric equation [3]. In general, to prove that there is no massless nine-dimensional
dilaton, one must consider all scalar perturbations to the background because
they are generically mixed. Therefore, it is convenient to use the language of [97],
where the authors studied the perturbative stability of the Dudas-Mourad vacua,
and of [3], where we generalized the results to arbitrary dimensions and tadpole
exponents. Scalar perturbations of the metric and the dilaton take the following
form:

ds2 = e2Ω(z)
(
e2a(z,x)ηµνdx

µdxν + e2d(z,x)dz2
)

,

ϕ = ϕ(z) + φ(z, x) ,
(2.55)

where the background is written in the conformal gauge, in which Ω(z) and ϕ(z)
satisfy

Ωzz + 8Ω2
z + T

8 e
2Ω+γϕ = 0 ,

72Ω2
z − 1

2ϕ
2
z + Te2Ω+γϕ = 0 ,

ϕzz + 8Ωzϕz − Tγe2Ω+γϕ = 0 ,

(2.56)

and where [ ]z denotes a z-derivative. The equations of motion imply that

d = −7a ,

φ = −16
ϕz

(az + 7Ωza) ,
(2.57)
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and one is left with a single equation for scalar perturbations

□a+
(

8Ωz − 2ϕzz

ϕz

)
az − 7

4

(
1 + 8γΩz

ϕz

)
Te2Ω+γϕa = 0 . (2.58)

Expanding a in nine-dimensional momentum modes, with p2 = −m2, and letting

a = ϕze
−4Ωψ , (2.59)

eq. (2.58) can be turned into the Schrödinger form
(
A†A + b

)
ψ = m2ψ , (2.60)

with
A = − d

dz
+ 4Ωz − ϕzz

ϕz

,

b = 7
4

(
1 + 8γΩz

ϕz

)
Te2Ω+γϕ ,

(2.61)

which is formally positive for all relevant cases, with γ = 3
2 and 5

2 . In fact, to
prove that the Schrödinger operator is positive, one must consider its self-adjoint
extension, which is required to work with a complete set of modes, and explore
the existence of stable self–adjoint boundary conditions. This has been done
in [79], where it was found that, consistently with the results of [3], no massless
scalars remain in the nine-dimensional EFT. Both [3] and [79] estimated the
mass of the first massive dilaton mode in nine-dimensions, in two different ways,
leading to similar results: the mass is inversely proportional to the length of the
Dudas-Mourad interval, as expected by a KK-like compactification.

The final type of tree-level massless fields are ten-dimensional form fields, includ-
ing the gauge sector. In the orientifold models, assuming Einstein-frame dilaton
dressings as in eq. (2.19), the nine-dimensional gauge couplings are given by

1
g2

9D,p

= 2π
(2π

√
α′)8

∫
dy e(5−2p)A+B−2βpϕ ∝ e−( γ

2 +2βp)ϕ0 . (2.62)

A necessary condition for the zero mode of a form field to be dynamical after the
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spontaneous compactification is that this integral must be finite, which translates
into the following condition:

−7 − p

12 < βp <
7 − p

12 . (2.63)

For the R-R fields of both orientifold models, βp is given in eq. (2.21) and the
inequality of eq. (2.63) holds for p < 5 and p > 1, leaving p = 3 as the only available
option. Note that this case is subtle because the field strength is self-dual and the
action in eq. (2.19) is not enough to capture its physics. I shall comment on this
in section 3.3, also considering the existence of appropriate self-adjoint boundary
conditions. For the gauge fields of both orientifold models, βg is again given in
eq. (2.21) and satisfies eq. (2.63) with p = 0; thus, zero modes from this sector are
also allowed. In the heterotic SO(16)×SO(16) string, similar considerations lead
to the condition

−15 − p

20 < βp <
7 − p

12 . (2.64)

For the Kalb-Ramond field and its dual, βp is given in eq. (2.20) and the inequality
of eq. (2.64) holds for p < 5 and p > 1, thus excluding both fields with p = 1, 5.
For the gauge fields, βg is again given in eq. (2.20) and satisfies eq. (2.64) with
p = 0; thus, the nine-dimensional EFT only contains the gauge sector.

To summarize the content of this section, for all non-supersymmetric strings,
the lower-dimensional EFT after the spontaneous compactification of the Dudas-
Mourad solution contains a massless graviton and massless gauge fields. For the
type 0’B model, a five-form field strength can be present, although its self-duality
nature raises subtleties. Similar results hold in different dimensions, and the
reader can consult [3] for a complete presentation. In section 3.3, I shall return
to the topic from a complementary perspective and address cases with internal
dependence.

2.3 Fake supersymmetry with tadpole potentials

Section 2.2 rests on a metric ansatz of the codimension-one type, whose physical
motivation is that empty spacetime must be the most symmetric background,
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preserving as many spacetime isometries as possible. Nevertheless, one expects
several families of vacuum solutions, analogous to the Calabi-Yau compactifica-
tions of supersymmetric strings, providing lower-dimensional purely gravitational
solutions. The issue here is that they are more difficult to engineer in the presence
of runaway tadpole potentials. A simple option would be to embed nine- or
lower-dimensional Ricci-flat spaces in the Dudas-Mourad vacua, for instance, by
adding an internal Calabi-Yau space. However, these are useful only as Ricci-flat
Riemannian manifolds that solve the two-derivative equations of motion, thereby
losing their attractive properties as complex manifolds and exact sigma models.
The truly interesting question is whether there are non-trivial ten-dimensional
solutions resembling the Calabi-Yau compactifications of supersymmetric strings,
for which one can have a higher degree of control. There is a precise reason
why this question cannot be easily answered: unlike supersymmetric setups, we
lack appropriate technology to classify all solutions. In the absence of complete
worldsheet descriptions, one must follow the effective action without the assistance
of any protecting principle, which means solving the complete second-order coupled
differential equations of motion.

In this section, based on [4], I outline a possible strategy for solving the equations
of motion in a way that mimics supersymmetry as a solution-generating technique.
In fact, supersymmetric vacua can be found by solving first-order differential
equations that impose unbroken spacetime supersymmetry on the background
ansatz under consideration. It is sufficient to solve these equations, supplemented
with the Bianchi identities, to obtain a solution to the complete second-order
equations of motion [98–100], up to technical subtleties related to the annihilator
of ten-dimensional Majorana-Weyl spinors. When only the metric field and the
dilaton are present, the supersymmetry variations of the gravitino and the dilatino,
which can be schematically written as

δψM = Dsusy
M ε = 0 ,

δλ = Osusyε = 0 ,
(2.65)
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reduce to
δψM = ∇Mε = 0 ,
δλ = dϕε = 0 .

(2.66)

For non-supersymmetric strings, the strategy of [4] is to find two conditions of the
type

DMε = 0 ,
Oε = 0 ,

(2.67)

with two appropriate operators DM and O, such that eqs. (2.67) imply the ten-
dimensional equations of motion. The expectation is that only particular types
of solutions to the complete equations of motion can be recovered in terms of
eqs. (2.67), but for these special classes of solutions, first-order equations can be
employed to engineer vacua systematically, as in the supersymmetric cases. I focus
on settings with only gravity and the dilaton, postponing some comments on the
inclusion of form fields to section 2.3.1.

The string-frame equations that arise from eq. (2.16) are

RMN + 2∇M∇Nϕ+ T

2

(
1 + γs

2

)
e(2+γs)ϕgMN = 0 ,

R + 4∇2ϕ− 4(∂ϕ)2 + Tγs

2 e(2+γs)ϕ = 0 .
(2.68)

The most general form of the operators DM and O, considering only one spinor ε,
is

DMε = (∇M + W(ϕ)ΓM) ε ,
Oε = (dϕ+ g(ϕ)) ε .

(2.69)

Equations of this type are known in the literature as fake supersymmetry [101–107],
and the function W(ϕ) as the fake superpotential. It is important to stress here
that these equations are only a formal tool to obtain solutions to the equations of
motion and that they carry no physics: they are not required to be variations of
any field under any physical transformation, and in fact, the formalism applies
regardless of the presence of gravitinos and dilatinos in the spectrum.

Following the procedure reviewed in [107, 108], the equations of motion of
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eqs. (2.68) can be reconstructed from combinations of the two operators DM and
O:

0 = 2
[
ΓM [DM , DN ] + [DN ,O] + (W ′ − 2W)ΓNO

]
ε

=
[
ΓM(RMN + 2∇M∇Nϕ) + (36W2 + 2W ′g − 4Wg)ΓN+

+ (2g′ − 4W − 16W ′)∇Nϕ
]
ε ,

(2.70)

where W ′ denotes the ϕ-derivative of W , and

0 =
[
(D − O)2 − (∇M − 2∂Mϕ)DM + (g′ − 2g − 9W ′ + 18W)O

− (19W − 2g)D
]
ε

=
[
−1

4
(
R + 4∇2ϕ− 4(∂ϕ)2

)
+ (−9W ′g + gg′ + 18Wg − g2 − 90W2)

]
ε ,

(2.71)

with D = ΓMDM . Eqs. (2.68) are then recovered from eq. (2.70) and eq. (2.71)
provided

36W2 + 2W ′g − 4Wg = T

2

(
1 + γs

2

)
e(2+γs)ϕ ,

g′ − 2W − 8W ′ = 0 ,

−9W ′g + g′g + 18Wg − g2 − 90W2 = −Tγs

8 e(2+γs)ϕ .

(2.72)

Letting
h(ϕ) ≡ g(ϕ) − 6W(ϕ) , k(ϕ) = g(ϕ) − 12W(ϕ) , (2.73)

the three conditions in eqs. (2.72) reduce to two independent equations

hk = −T

4 e
(2+γs)ϕ ,

h− k = 2h′ + k′ .
(2.74)

A sign ambiguity is present in eqs. (2.74): (h, k) → (−h,−k). For this reason, it
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is convenient to define two combinations, A(ϕ) and B(ϕ), given by

A = −hk ,

B = − k

2h ,
(2.75)

which are positive for exponential scalar potentials and therefore can be solved
with no sign ambiguity. Explicitly, eqs. (2.74) now read

A = T

4 e
(2+γs)ϕ ,

B′

B
+B′ = (1 + γs) − (4 + γs)B ,

(2.76)

thus reducing to a single differential equation for B.
Ten-dimensional non-supersymmetric strings have γs = −1 or γs = 0, while

eqs. (2.76) is more general and can also be applied to other scalar potentials. For
instance, an Einsten-frame cosmological constant with γs = −5

2 , which is not an
available tadpole potential in perturbative string theory, leads to B = B0e

− 3
2 ϕ

and a fake superpotential that is the sum of two exponentials. Another physically
interesting value is γs = −2, which describes non-critical strings and corresponds
to B−1 =

√
1 + 2e2(ϕ−c) − 1. The reader can find a complete analysis in [4], here I

only focus on the two cases of interest.

- For the two orientifold theories, with γs = −1, one can change variables in
the second of eqs. (2.76), writing it in terms of e3ϕ. The resulting differential
equation corresponds to the one that defines (the inverse of) the Lambert W
function, which is implicitly defined as the W (x) that solves W (x)eW (x) = x.
The final result is

B =
[
W
(
e3(ϕ−c)

)]−1
, (2.77)
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where c is an integration constant. In terms of W and g, this corresponds to

W(ϕ) = 1
6

√
T

4 e
1
2 ϕ

√W (e3(ϕ−c))
2 +

√
2

W (e3(ϕ−c))

 ,

g(ϕ) =
√
T

2 e
1
2 ϕ

[√
W (e3(ϕ−c)) +

√
1

W (e3(ϕ−c))

]
,

(2.78)

up to overall sign ambiguities.

- In the heterotic case, with γs = 0, a constant solution is present:

B = 1
4 , (2.79)

which recovers the supersymmetry equations of massive type IIA supergravity,

W(ϕ) = 1
2

√
T

8 e
ϕ ,

g(ϕ) = 5
√
T

8 e
ϕ .

(2.80)

This is expected because the Romans’ mass has the same dilaton potential as
a one-loop cosmological constant, as stressed in the previous sections. There
is another non-trivial solution that can be defined implicitly as follows:

logB − 5
4 log

∣∣∣∣B − 1
4

∣∣∣∣ = ϕ− c , (2.81)

where c is an integration constant. Two possible fake superpotentials arise
from this case: the first is a W with a single minimum, and the second
increases monotonically from 0 to infinity.

Similar results can be found in the Einstein frame. Using the same notation as
in eqs. (2.69), the metric and dilaton equation follow from the fake supersymmetry
equations if

g = −32W ′ , (2.82)
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and a single differential equation for W holds. Letting

W(ϕ) = 1
12

√
T

2 e
γ
2 ϕ sinh f(ϕ) , (2.83)

the remaining differential equation for W reads

16(cosh f)2(f ′)2 + 16γf ′ sinh f cosh f + (4γ2 − 9)(sinh f)2 = 9 . (2.84)

- For the orientifold tadpole potential, γ = 3
2 , eq. (2.84) becomes

[1
3(1 + e−2f )2f ′ + 1

] [1
3(1 + e2f )2f ′ − 1

]
= 0 . (2.85)

Up to an overall sign ambiguity, this reduces to only one of the two factors,
and therefore to

2f − e−2f = −3ϕ− 3c ⇒ 2f = W (e3(ϕ−c)) − 3(ϕ− c) . (2.86)

Using the properties of the W function, the final expression for the fake
superpotential in the Einstein frame becomes

W(ϕ) = 1
24

√
T

2 e
3
4 ϕ
[(
W (e3(ϕ−c))

)− 1
2 −

(
W (e3(ϕ−c))

) 1
2
]

, (2.87)

where c is an integration constant. This W is a monotonically decreasing
function.

- For the one-loop heterotic tadpole potential, γ = 5
2 , eq. (2.84) has a constant

solution corresponding to
W ∝ e

5
4 ϕ , (2.88)

which is again the massive IIA case, together with a non-trivial solution that
can be defined implicitly as

−3f + 5 log |5 sinh f + 3 cosh f | = −4(ϕ− c) . (2.89)

This is the analog of eq. (2.81).
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These results demonstrate that it is possible to find fake supersymmetry equa-
tions for non-supersymmetric strings, at least at the two-derivative level, by only
turning on the metric field and the dilaton. As I stressed, a natural use of this
formalism would be to engineer vacuum solutions that replace the Calabi-Yau
compactifications. This is the topic of section 2.3.2, but before that, it is interesting
to consider other massless fields in the spectrum: form fields.

2.3.1 Fluxes

The inclusion of form fields is a subtle issue because the simplest possibilities do
not work, as explained in detail in [4]. In this section, I only outline the argument.

The type I supergravity equations for the variations of the gravitino and the
dilatino in the democratic formalism are

δψM = Dsusy
M ε =

(
∇M + 1

16e
ϕFΓM

)
ε ,

δλ = Osusyε =
(
dϕ+ 1

16e
ϕΓMFΓM

)
ε ,

(2.90)

in the conventions of [108], and where F = F3 + F7. The equations of motion,

RMN + 2∇M∇Nϕ− 1
4e

2ϕ(F 2)MN = 0 ,

R + 4∇2ϕ− 4(∂ϕ)2 = 0 ,
(2.91)

follow from the combinations

0 =
[
ΓM [Dsusy

M , Dsusy
N ] + [∇N ,Osusy] − 1

16e
ϕOsusyFΓN

]
ε

=
[1
2(Gravity EoM)MNΓM + 1

16e
ϕ(dF )ΓN

]
ε ,

(2.92)

and

0 =
[
(Dsusy − Osusy + 1

16e
ϕF )(Dsusy − Osusy) − (∇M − 2∂Mϕ)Dsusy

M

]
ε

=
[
−1

4(Dilaton EoM) + 1
8e

ϕ(dF )
]
ε .

(2.93)
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For non-supersymmetric strings, and in general when a scalar potential V (ϕ) is
present in the string frame, the equations of motion become

RMN + 2∇M∇Nϕ+ 1
2e

2ϕ
(
V + 1

2V
′
)
gMN − 1

4e
2ϕ(F 2)MN = 0 ,

R + 4∇2ϕ− 4(∂ϕ)2 + 1
2e

2ϕV ′ = 0 .
(2.94)

Two crucial features of eqs. (2.92) and eq. (2.93) seem problematic to accommodate
with a scalar potential. First, the R-R quadratic terms in eqs. (2.92) emerge from
certain combinations, ΓM [Dsusy

M , Dsusy
N ] and eϕOsusyFΓN , and no other first-order

susy-like system reproduces these quadratic terms. In other words, there are no
known fake supersymmetry equations for type I supergravity, other than those of
type I supergravity itself. The second crucial feature is that obtaining the dilaton
equation from eq. (2.93) rests on the presence of the same dilaton dressing in D

and O. Unless the first-order equations are drastically changed, the only natural
ansatz for the two fake supersymmetry equations is

DMε =
(

∇M + W(ϕ)ΓM + 1
16e

ϕFΓM

)
ε ,

Oε =
(
dϕ+ g(ϕ) + 1

16e
ϕΓMFΓM

)
ε .

(2.95)

However, these do not imply the equations of motion in eqs. (2.94) unless the
scalar potential vanishes, V = 0, together with the fake superpotential W and g.

Some simple modifications are discussed in [4], where I show that a similar
argument also applies to the heterotic case. To date, no fake supersymmetry
equations that include form fields are known for non-supersymmetric strings.

2.3.2 Vacuum solutions

Returning to the main motivation of section 2.3, a natural application of the fake
supersymmetry equations with gravity and the dilaton is to find vacuum solutions.
Retracing the steps of the supersymmetric case [109], one starts from a metric
ansatz of the type

ds2 = e2Ads2
4 + ds2

6 , (2.96)
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where the warping A and the dilaton depend only on internal coordinates. Splitting
ten-dimensional spinors in the usual way, as a product of four-dimensional and
six-dimensional spinors, one obtains, schematically [108],

ε = ζ+ ⊗ η+ + ζ− ⊗ η− , (2.97)

where ζ and η are chiral spinors in the four-dimensional and six-dimensional spaces.
The isometries force ζ to live in the space of four-dimensional Killing spinors with

∇µζ± = µ

2γµζ∓ , (2.98)

where γµ are four-dimensional Gamma matrices. Unfortunately, this natural
splitting yields no solutions because η+ and γiη− are independent spinors. Indeed,
the terms in eqs. (2.67) that generate the scalar potential carry a number of
Gamma matrices that has opposite parity with respect to the supersymmetric
parts of D and O, so that the fake supersymmetry equations reduce to

µe−Aη− + dAη+ + 2Wη+ = 0 ,
∇iη+ + Wγiη+ = 0 ,

(dϕ+ g)η+ = 0 ,
(2.99)

whose solution is dϕ = 0, µ = 0 and A = 0; thus, they are only consistent with a
vanishing scalar potential. Modifications of the fake supersymmetry equations may
enlarge the space of solutions in this formalism, and this issue deserves further
investigation.

One case that can avoid these problems is given by codimension-one vacua, for
which the independence of the spinors does not hold. This is the case to which I
now turn.
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2.3.3 Codimension-one

Consider the ansatz of eqs. (2.24) in the gauge B = 0 and a ten-dimensional spinor
ε(y). The fake supersymmetry equations in the Einstein frame imply that

ϕ′(y) = ±g(ϕ) ,
∂yε = ±Wε ,

A′(y) = ±2W ,
(2.100)

and therefore
ε = e

1
2 A(y)ε0 , (2.101)

where ε0 is a constant spinor. Then, the Einstein-frame differential equations for
the fake superpotential,

g + 32W ′ = 0 ,
29(W ′)2 − 3225W2 = V ,

210W ′W ′′ − 3226WW ′ = V ′ ,
(2.102)

become exactly the Dudas-Mourad equations for A and ϕ in the B = 0 gauge. It
is not surprising, then, that the Dudas-Mourad vacua of section 2.2.2 are solutions
to the fake supersymmetry equations.

Explicitly, for the orientifold case in the string frame, the integration constant c
in eq. (2.87) is related to ϕ0 by

c = ϕ0 + 2
3 log 2

3 , (2.103)

and the two functions W and g become, in terms of ϕ0,

W(ϕ) = ± 1
12

√
Te

1
2 ϕ

√W (9
4e

3(ϕ−ϕ0))
2 +

√√√√ 2
W (9

4e
3(ϕ−ϕ0))

 ,

g(ϕ) = ±
√
Te

1
2 ϕ

√W (9
4e

3(ϕ−ϕ0))
2 +

√√√√ 1
2W (9

4e
3(ϕ−ϕ0))

 .
(2.104)
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The ten-dimensional string-frame spinor for the Dudas-Mourad solution is

εS = e
T
32 y2

√T
2 y
 1

9

ε0 ,

γyε0 = ∓ε0 ,

(2.105)

where the sign choice matches the overall sign ambiguity in W and γy is the
Gamma matrix in flat space. In the Einstein frame, the relevant spinor is

εE = e− T
64 y2

√T
2 y
 1

36

ε0 ,

γyε0 = ∓ε0 .

(2.106)

Similar considerations apply to the heterotic versions of the Dudas-Mourad solu-
tions, which match the implicit fake superpotentials with γ = 5

2 .
One can show that all the codimension-one solutions studied in [3] can be

captured by this formalism, and that eq. (2.101) holds in all cases. Even when no
dilaton potential is present, the non-vanishing W leads to the free codimension-one
solutions of section 2.2.1. This is not a coincidence: in [105, 106] the authors
proved that for particular classes of solutions that depend on a single variable, as
in the case of codimension-one vacua, the second-order equations of motion can be
traded for the same number of first-order equations, together with a non-linear
differential equation that links the scalar potential to the fake superpotential. The
condition that grants this feature is the vanishing of a conserved charge in the
Hamilton-Jacobi formalism of the associated one-dimensional classical mechanics
system. The first-order equations need not descend from expressions of the type
of eqs. (2.67), so that the cases that I have discussed are special instances of the
ones in [105, 106], for which the more constraining susy-like form of the equations
is required.
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2.3.4 A positive-definite quantity

It is interesting to determine the extent to which the analogy with the supersym-
metry equations can be pushed. As I have already stressed, there is no hidden
physics in eqs. (2.69), which only replace supersymmetry as a solution-generating
technique. However, it is possible to define a positive-definite quantity start-
ing from eqs. (2.69), which in supersymmetric setups would be interpreted as
the Witten-Nester energy [110, 111]. The Witten-Nester procedure relies on the
inequality

⟨{Q,Q}⟩ > 0 , (2.107)

where Q denotes a preserved real supercharge in a supersymmetric theory, and
the gravitational energy is given by

I(ε) ∼ ⟨{Q,Q}⟩ , (2.108)

which is motivated by the presence of minima whenever supersymmetric states
saturate the bound.

The formalism of [110] relies on the existence of spinors and on the first-order
supersymmetry equations. It was already noted in [101] that the spinors of [110]
need not carry any physics: they may well be mere auxiliary objects. Hence, it is
interesting to define an analogous quantity for non-supersymmetric strings. In the
Einstein frame, let

EMN = −ε̄ΓMNPDP ε , (2.109)

where DP denotes the improved derivative operator from eqs. (2.69). This is
usually called an energy two-form. It enters Witten’s definition of energy as

I(ε) =
∫

Σ
d ⋆ E2 , (2.110)

where ε is a commuting Majorana spinor, constant at infinity up to terms that
decay sufficiently fast, and Σ is a codimension-one surface acting as an initial-value
surface. Typically, one uses Stokes’ theorem and defines the energy as an integral
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over the boundary of Σ, as
I(ε) =

∫
∂Σ
⋆E2 , (2.111)

while in the present setup, it is more convenient to use the form in eq. (2.110), for
reasons that will become clear later. Using the energy two-form in eq. (2.109), and
with Witten’s definition of energy as an integral over Σ,

I(ε) =
∫

Σ
∇NE

MNdΣM , (2.112)

the computation reduces to finding ∇NE
MN . Equation (2.109) and the derivative

operator of eqs. (2.69) lead to

∇ME
MN = DMεΓMP NDP ε+ 1

2 ε̄ (Gravity EoM)MN ΓMε− 1
8OεΓNOε , (2.113)

and choosing a frame in which the codimension-one surface Σ is spacelike, which
is a natural setting from a physical perspective, the on-shell energy becomes

I(ε) =
∫

Σ
−DmεΓ0mpDpε+ 1

8OεΓ0Oε ≥
∫

Σ
− (Dmε)† ΓmΓp (Dpε) . (2.114)

If the generalized Witten condition,

ΓmDmε = 0 , (2.115)

can be imposed with the modified operator DM , one is finally left with a positive-
definite I(ε), which vanishes if and only if the fake supersymmetry equations
hold.

For non-supersymmetric strings, this occurs for the Dudas-Mourad solution with
the spinor in eqs. (2.106) for the orientifold cases. It is tempting to speculate about
the possible physical implications of this result, particularly regarding the stability
of the Dudas-Mourad vacua. However, there are subtleties, even assuming that
eq. (2.112) is a proper definition of energy. In fact, these are the same subtleties
that I mentioned when I chose not to use Stokes’ theorem: the formalism heavily
relies on fixed boundary conditions for the surface Σ. In the Dudas-Mourad case, Σ
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contains the internal interval, and therefore ∂Σ contains the two singular endpoints.
To make physical statements, one must first understand whether it is reasonable to
view the two singularities as fixed boundary conditions. The reader can consult [79]
for related discussions.

Even without a convincing argument that proves whether eq. (2.112) can be
physically interpreted as an energy, note that interpreting the Dudas-Mourad
vacua as spontaneous compactifications leads to the Witten-Nester energy in nine
dimensions. In fact, the Einstein-frame spinor in eqs. (2.106) is smooth at the
two endpoints of the interval, and one can integrate over y and promote ε0 to
an x-dependent spinor. The final result for the energy is the nine-dimensional
Witten-Nester energy for pure gravity in nine dimensions, which resonates with the
dilaton being gapped in the lower-dimensional theory. This suggests, for instance,
that no bubbles of nothing can exist for the Dudas-Mourad solution, unless they
involve the compact interval.
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3
Charting the landscape of

non-supersymmetric strings

The codimension-one vacuum solutions in the previous chapter are all singular,
which prompts the question of whether including other ingredients, such as mass-
less form fields, can realize the Fischler-Susskind mechanism with more regular
backgrounds. This is the topic of this chapter.

The absence of systematic procedures to engineer vacua, such as the attempts
of section 2.3 in the presence of form fields, implies that exploring the landscape of
the three ten-dimensional tachyon-free non-supersymmetric string theories is not as
straightforward as exploring supersymmetric cases. To obtain a vacuum, one must
solve the full ten-dimensional equations of motion from eq. (2.16) or eq. (2.19),
which means dealing with coupled second-order partial differential equations. The
general procedure can be summarized as a three-step process.

1. The first step is to solve the ten-dimensional equations of motion.∗ This is
∗An alternative starting point is to consider a string theory compactification, in which the

internal part is captured by the 2D worldsheet description, and then solve the equations of
motion for the resulting large dimensions. Additional care is required to properly take the tadpole
potential into account because now other tree-level moduli are present. See [112, 113, 7] for
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already non-trivial, and only a relatively simple background ansatz can lead
to solvable equations. In addition, one must ensure that gs and α′ corrections
can be treated as small perturbations of the vacuum, which typically restricts
the applicability of the first step. Note that using the equations of motion
allows one to control only the Riemannian structure of the compactification
manifolds, which does not capture the complete physics.

2. The next step is to investigate the perturbative stability of the vacuum. In a
worldsheet perturbative description, one would look for tachyons; however,
after the Fischler-Susskind mechanism, one is left with only the quantum
effective action, or equivalently with the equations of motion. In this language,
perturbative stability can be captured by the absence of growing linear
perturbations in the chosen vacuum, which have the same physical meaning
as string tachyons. A true vacuum must be perturbatively stable. Note that
with non-supersymmetric strings, one often works with singular spaces, and
the correct boundary conditions for perturbations in singular backgrounds
are not clear. In section 3.3.3, I partially address the issue in the context of
brane solutions, following [79].

3. The last step, after finding a stable vacuum, is to check its non-perturbative
stability or to understand its metastability. Typically, this is achieved through
a combination of kinematical (topological) and dynamical arguments [114].
Control over dynamics is accomplished by spacetime supersymmetry, and
without a replacement principle, I shall not be able to comment on this
further.

Keeping these three steps in mind, I now proceed to study three types of back-
grounds in the landscape of non-supersymmetric strings: Freund-Rubin solutions
(section 3.1, based on [2]), vacua with brane-like isometries (section 3.2, based
on [5]), and brane solutions in Dudas-Mourad backgrounds (section 3.3, based
on [6]).

explicit examples of toroidal compactifications of the heterotic SO(16)×SO(16) string.
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3.1 Freund-Rubin electro- and magneto-vacua

The AdS5×S5 solution of type IIB string theory and the AdS4×S7 and AdS7×S4

solutions of eleven-dimensional supergravity, together with their generalizations
where Einstein manifolds replace the spheres, are examples of Freund-Rubin vacua.
These are constant-dilaton vacua for which spacetime is the direct product of
two Einstein spaces, one acting as the external spacetime and the other as the
compact internal manifold, whose curvatures are stabilized by electric or magnetic
form fluxes. The characteristic feature of these solutions is that they arise from
balancing curvatures and form fluxes in the equations of motion.

For non-supersymmetric strings, standard Freund-Rubin vacua do not exist
because, in addition to curvature and fluxes, the equations of motion contain
the tadpole potential. However, a generalization is possible, as suggested by the
presence of the scalar potential itself: one can define generalizations of Freund-
Rubin vacua as constant-dilaton backgrounds where curvatures, fluxes, and the
tadpole potential balance each other. Solutions of this type, involving the R-R
and NS fluxes, were discussed in [115, 116], and their stability was studied in [97].
In this section, based on [2] and on a section of [3], I present other families of
generalized Freund-Rubin vacua for non-supersymmetric strings, which rest on the
presence of gauge fields in all models of interest. The vacua are built by considering
non-zero vacuum expectation values for U(1) abelian gauge fields in the Cartan of
the full gauge algebra.†

3.1.1 The orientifold electrovac

I begin by considering the two orientifold models with the string-frame tadpole
potential

Te−ϕ , (3.1)

†As I already mentioned, type 0’B string theory has an SU(32) gauge algebra, and not U(32),
because there is an anomalous U(1) [54]. This U(1) cannot be used as the background U(1) of
these solutions.
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where the kinetic terms of the gauge fields are dressed by an open-string dilaton
coupling

∼ e−ϕF 2 . (3.2)

The Freund-Rubin metric ansatz is

ds2 = λµν dx
µdxν + γij dy

idyj , (3.3)

where the dilaton is stabilized at a constant value, and both Einstein spaces are
maximally symmetric. The latter condition is needed to explicitly perform the
analysis of linear perturbations later, but in principle, any Einsten manifold with
the appropriate curvature would yield a solution. The string-frame equations of
motion from eq. (2.16) for gravity, dilaton, and gauge fields require

FMAFN
A ∝ gMN , (3.4)

and the simplest choice that is compatible with this condition is, as expected from
the Freund-Rubin ansatz, constant flux F2 for a U(1) field strength. With this
choice, the complete equations for the orientifold models become

α′

8 F
2 + 3T = 0 , ∇MF

MN = 0 ,

RMN − 1
2T e

ϕ0gMN − α′

4 eϕ0FMAFN
A = 0 ,

(3.5)

and require a two-dimensional external spacetime with a constant electric field:

Fµν = ϵµνf . (3.6)

This is a constant electric background because, in terms of the vielbein, one has

FMN = Ei(e0
Me

i
N − e0

Ne
i
M) +Hij(ei

Me
j
N − ei

Ne
j
M) , (3.7)

and eq. (3.6) translates into a vanishing Hij and a constant Ei along the single
spatial direction of the two-dimensional manifold. A solution of this type with a
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constant electric field was considered in a different context in [117, 118], where it
was termed electrovac. For this reason, I call the solution to eqs. (3.5) an electrovac
solution of the Freund-Rubin type:

Rµν = −5
2T e

ϕ0λµν , Rmn = 1
2T e

ϕ0γmn , α′f 2 = 12T , (3.8)

which is an AdS2×S8 with constant dilaton ϕ0.

Higher derivative corrections

In the first step of the procedure outlined at the beginning of chapter 3, I stressed
that for a vacuum to be reliable one needs higher α′ and gs orders to produce
small perturbations. Rather than performing a complete analysis, which would
involve frame choices to avoid redundancies from field redefinitions, here, simple
considerations are used to understand whether the solution can be under control
or if it may be dismantled by α′ and gs corrections.

In the electrovac, the radii of the two spaces and the gauge field strength scale
with α′ and eϕ0 as

1
l2AdS2

∼ 1
R2

S8
∼ eϕ0(α′)−1 , F 2 ∼ (α′)−2 . (3.9)

Metric curvature corrections are generically subleading in an eϕ0 expansion for
dimensional reasons because they contribute to the action as

(α′)n−1Rn , (3.10)

with an additional dilaton dressing that comes from the worldsheet sphere topology.
On the other hand, higher derivative terms in the field strength, which can be
obtained, for instance, from the DBI action of the D9 branes, can become the
dominant contributions because they only scale with α′, and therefore they can
invalidate the classical solution.

This is a potential problem; however, as explained below, this is not the only
problem associated with the electrovac solution.
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The issue of perturbative stability

Recall once more the three-step procedure: after finding a solution, one must
understand whether the solution is stable or tachyonic, starting from the linearized
equations of motion. Hence, I move on to study linear perturbations to the
electrovac, choosing to work in the Einstein frame because it leads to results with
clearer physical interpretations. The background transformation from the string
frame to the Einstein frame is straightforward because the dilaton is constant.
To begin with, note that the non-abelian perturbations do not mix with the
others; therefore, I focus on linearized perturbations of the dilaton, the metric,
and the U(1) gauge field with non-trivial profile, φ, hMN , and aM/f . Here, f is
the Einstein-frame electric-field parameter, which is expressed as follows:

α′f 2 = 12T eϕ0 . (3.11)

I shall comment on non-abelian perturbations at the end of this section.
The linearized fields depend on the AdS2 coordinates xµ and on the S8 coordinates

yi, and in the following, I consider their expansions in spherical harmonics. The
linearized metric equations are

□hMN = −∇M∇Nh+ 2∇(M∇RhN)R + 2RB
(NhM)B − 2RB

MANhB
A −RMNφ

+ 1
2T e

3
2 ϕ0gMNφ− T e

3
2 ϕ0hMN − α′

f
e

1
2 ϕ0

[
FM

A ∇[NaA] + FN
A ∇[MaA]

− f

2FMAFNPh
P A
]

+ gMN

[
α′

8f e
1
2 ϕ0FAB ∇[AaB] + 1

8T e
3
2 ϕ0h− 3

4T e
3
2 ϕ0φ

− 1
4RABh

AB
]

,
(3.12)

while the dilaton equation is

□φ = 3
2T e

3
2 ϕ0φ+ α′

4f e
1
2 ϕ0FAB∇AaB − 1

2RMNh
MN + 1

4T e
3
2 ϕ0h , (3.13)
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and the U(1) gauge field equations are

□
aN

f
= ∇M∇N a

M

f
+ FP

N∇Mh
MP + FM

P ∇Mh
NP − 1

2F
MN∇M(h+ φ) . (3.14)

In this subsection only, let

τ = T e
3
2 ϕ0 , L = l(l + 7)

14 . (3.15)

τ sets the units, and L is the scale of the eigenvalues of the internal Laplacian. In
the following, I denote the external and internal Laplacians as □2 and □8.

Tensor perturbations in the spacetime AdS would come from eqs. (3.12), and
would consist of a massless graviton and a KK tower with

□hµν = − 2
l2AdS

hµν . (3.16)

However, the electrovac AdS is a two-dimensional spacetime, and these modes are
pure gauge. Similar considerations hold for the vector modes from eqs. (3.14) with
N = µ, which satisfy Maxwell’s equations in AdS

□aµ = ∇ν∇µaν , (3.17)

and for the graviphoton hµi in eqs. (3.12), which only provides l ≥ 1 modes.
AdS scalar perturbations are more involved. Transverse traceless modes hij are

stable because from eqs. (3.12) they solve

□2hij = Lτhij . (3.18)

Internal vectors come from hµi and ai, and generically mix. Indeed, letting

ai = Ωi

α′ e
− 1

2 ϕ0 , hµi = τ−1ϵµν∇νVi , (3.19)
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their linearized equations read

□2

Vi

Ωi

 =
 L− 4

7
1
2

12L− 48
7 L+ 45

7

 τ
Vi

Ωi

 , (3.20)

and the mass matrix has a vanishing eigenvalue when l = 1, together with strictly
positive eigenvalues for all other cases. Therefore, no unstable modes arise in this
sector.

The last type of AdS scalars are singlet scalar perturbations, which are captured
by

hµν = Aλµν , hij = Cγij , hµi = ∇µ∇iD , aµ = e− 1
2 ϕ0ϵµν

∇νΩ
α′ , (3.21)

after removing the remaining gauge redundancy of the background. The different
tensor structures in the µν and ij coordinates must vanish separately, and one
obtains

□Ω = −12τ
[
−1

2φ+ □8D + A− 4C
]

,

□φ = 3
2τφ+ 3τA+ 1

4□2Ω ,

□A = 9
4τφ− 11

2 τA− 7
8□2Ω ,

□8D = 4C ,

□C = −τC + 1
8□2Ω + 3

2τA− 3
4τφ ,

□2D = A+ 3C ,

0 = A+ 7C + τD + 1
2Ω .

(3.22)

Perturbations with l = 0 are the simplest because there is no D mode; therefore,
C = 0 and Ω becomes pure gauge. The two remaining fields, A and φ, lead to a
mass matrix with positive eigenvalues and therefore no unstable modes. The case
l = 1 must be dealt with separately. It implies

L = 4
7 , Ω = −2A , (3.23)
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and the mass matrix contains two positive and one negative modes. The latter,
−3

7τ , is still compatible with the B-F bound, −5
8τ , and therefore all these modes

are stable. In the remaining l > 1 cases, C and D satisfy algebraic constraints,
leaving

□2


A

Ω
φ

 =


L+ 5 −7

8L −3
−12 L 6

0 1
4L L+ 3

 τ

A

Ω
φ

 . (3.24)

By numerically comparing the eigenvalues with the B-F bound, one finds three
sets of unstable modes with l = 2, 3 and 4.

The final result is that the electrovac solution is perturbatively unstable and
does not survive the second step of the general strategy to find vacua. Note that
stability can be rephrased as a property of the Laplacian eigenvalues. Different
Einstein manifolds correspond to different values for L, and a Laplacian gap L ⪆ 4
would uplift the scalar instability of eqs. (3.24).

3.1.2 The heterotic magnetovac

A similar construction applies to the heterotic SO(16)×SO(16) string with the
positive one-loop tadpole potential, for which the kinetic terms of the gauge fields
have closed-string dressings,

∼ e−2ϕF 2 . (3.25)

In this case, the equations of motion require a constant magnetic gauge field,
F 2 > 0, confined to a two-dimensional internal space. The resulting Freund-Rubin
solution is AdS8×S2, where

Fmn = ϵmnf , (3.26)

and

Rµν = −1
2T e

2ϕ0 λµν , Rmn = 9
2T e

2ϕ0 γmn , α′f 2 = 20T e2ϕ0 (3.27)

in the string frame. The constant value of the dilaton, ϕ0, can be traded for the
U(1) magnetic flux

Nm ∝ e−ϕ0 , (3.28)
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but in the following I shall keep ϕ0 as the free parameter.

Higher derivative corrections

One can closely follow the analysis of the α′ and gs corrections to the orientifold
electrovac, and in this heterotic case, the two metric curvatures and the gauge
field strength scale as

1
l2AdS8

∼ 1
R2

S2
∼ e2ϕ0(α′)−1 , F 2 ∼ e2ϕ0(α′)−2 . (3.29)

To compare the background with the higher-derivative terms, note that the classical
contribution is dressed with e2ϕ0(α′)−1, while the higher derivative corrections are
accompanied by ekϕ0(α′)−1, where k > 2. Therefore, the heterotic magnetovac is
a reliable string theory solution when eϕ0 ≪ 1, or equivalently for large fluxes,
Nm ≫ 1.

The issue of perturbative stability

The stability analysis proceeds as in the orientifold case, linearizing the Einstein-
frame equations of motion and turning on gauge perturbations only along the
U(1) that supports the background magnetic field. In terms of the Einstein-frame
magnetic field parameter f , the linearized equations for the metric are

□hMN = −∇M∇Nh+ 2∇(M∇RhN)R + 2RB
(NhM)B − 2RB

MANhB
A +RMNφ

+ 1
2T e

5
2 ϕ0gMNφ+ T e

5
2 ϕ0hMN − α′

f
e− 1

2 ϕ0

[
FM

A∇[NaA] + FN
A∇[MaA]

− f

2FMAFNPh
P A
]

+ gMN

[
α′

8f e
− 1

2 ϕ0FAB ∇[AaB] − 1
8T e

5
2 ϕ0h

− 5
4T e

5
2 ϕ0φ− 1

4RAPh
AP
]

,
(3.30)

while the dilaton equation is

□φ = 15
2 T e

5
2 ϕ0φ− α′

4f e
− 1

2 ϕ0FAB∇AaB + 1
2RMNh

MN + 1
4T e

5
2 ϕ0h , (3.31)
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and the gauge field equations are

□
aN

f
= ∇M∇N a

M

f
+ FP

N∇Mh
MP + FM

P ∇Mh
NP − 1

2F
MN∇M(h− φ) . (3.32)

Analogously to eqs. (3.15), one can simplify the notation by letting, in this
subsection only,

τ = T e
5
2 ϕ0 , L = 9l(l + 1)

2 . (3.33)

AdS8 tensor modes from eqs. (3.30) again describe a massless graviton and a
tower of KK excitations. Vector modes arise from the mixing of the divergence-free
hµi and from gauge field perturbations aµ. Letting

aµ = Ωµ

α′ e
1
2 ϕ0 , hµi = τ−1ϵji∇jVµ , (3.34)

the mass matrix becomes

□8

Vµ

Ωµ

 =
L+ 1

2 −1
2

−20L L− 1
2

 τ
Vµ

Ωµ

 . (3.35)

The l = 0 sector, in which only the aµ modes are present, leads to the AdS Maxwell
equations, as in eq. (3.17). For l = 1, eqs. (3.35) describe a triplet of massless
vectors, whereas in all other cases, the mass matrix only leads to massive modes.

Perturbations that are AdS scalars but tensors or vectors with respect to the
internal rotation group are stable in a way that closely follows the orientifold case.
However, unlike the electrovac, singlet scalar perturbations,

hµν = Aλµν , hij = Cγij , hµi = ∇µ∇iD , ai = e
1
2 ϕ0ϵij

∇jΩ
α′ , (3.36)

are stable for the heterotic magnetovac. The two different tensor structures from
eqs. (3.30) must be dealt with separately, and the complete set of equations is
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reduced to
□Ω = −20τ

[1
2φ+ □8D + C − 4A

]
,

□φ = 15
2 τφ+ 5τC + 1

4□2Ω ,

□A = τA− 1
8□2Ω − 5

2τC − 5
4τφ ,

□2D = 3A+ C ,

□C = 15
4 τφ+ 17

2 τC + 7
8□2Ω ,

□8D = 4A ,

0 = C + 7A− τD − 1
2Ω .

(3.37)

Modes with l = 0 are the simplest: Ω and D are absent, the fourth of eqs. (3.37)
becomes

C = −3A , (3.38)

and the remaining mass matrix for A and φ has positive eigenvalues. For modes
with l > 0, two equations are algebraic and allow one to remove A and D in terms
of the other fields. The mass matrix is then reduced to

□8


C

Ω
φ

 =


L+ 17

2 −7
8L

15
4

−20 L −10
5 −1

4L L+ 15
2

 τ

C

Ω
φ

 , (3.39)

whose eigenvalues lie all above the B-F bound.
This analysis shows that the perturbations φ, hMN , and aM/f are stable.

However, this is not sufficient. In fact, at the beginning of the discussion, non-
abelian perturbations were excluded because of the absence of mixing with the
other linear modes. A complete study of these modes is more involved, but a
simple limit suggests that unstable modes are indeed present in the non-abelian
gauge sector. For large fluxes, or equivalently small string coupling, the solution
is a nearly flat space with a constant magnetic field. In [119, 120], the authors
showed that instabilities arise for non-abelian perturbations in the presence of
strong magnetic fields, and this happens precisely when the magnetic field is
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constant throughout an extended region of space, such that the product of the
magnetic field and the surface area is of order 1. For the heterotic magnetovac,
this instability condition can be expressed as

HR2
S2 = O(1) , (3.40)

and the left-hand side is proportional to e−ϕ0 , or, equivalently, to the inverse of
the flux. Therefore, in the parameter space under control from the string theory
perspective, Nm ≫ 1, unstable modes are present in the non-abelian gauge sector
for the magnetovac. A more comprehensive investigation is required to settle the
issue, which is an interesting problem in its own right. Note that this is reminiscent
of what happens for magnetic monopoles in non-abelian gauge theories, which
decay through non-abelian radiation, and only one monopole in each topology
class is stable, protected by kinematical arguments.

3.1.3 Freund-Rubin after spontaneous compactification

Similar solutions with constant electric or magnetic fluxes are present in the
nine-dimensional effective field theory that survives after the Dudas-Mourad
compactification. In fact, gauge fields remain dynamical from the results of
section 2.2.3, and by solving the nine-dimensional equations of motion, one finds
AdS2×S7 and AdS7×S2 Freund-Rubin vacua. These are parametrically weakly
coupled in the large flux regime, and linear perturbations of the dilaton, metric, and
U(1) gauge field are stable [3]. Nevertheless, they are expected to be unstable for
the same reason as the heterotic magnetovac is: non-abelian gauge perturbations
are in the regime where the analysis of [119, 120] applies and signals the presence of
unstable modes. The reader can find a complete description of the vacua, including
the dependence of the radii on the flux numbers, in [3].

The outcome of this section is that the simplest types of vacua, Freund-Rubin
compactifications, are possible solutions for non-supersymmetric strings, although
unstable modes are present in all cases under computational control.
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3.2 Vacua with brane-like isometries

The gravity solutions of the BPS p-branes of string theory are captured by the
two-derivative action as black hole-like backgrounds with ISO(1, p)×SO(9 − p)
isometries, which generically interpolate between a singularity, the brane core, and
the flat space vacuum at infinity. These solutions are, in a broad sense, part of
the landscape of string theory, and in some cases, one can relax the assumption
of asymptotic flatness and obtain solutions that can be interpreted as flux vacua.
This section and the next one address the question of how brane-like solutions
are deformed in non-supersymmetric strings in the presence of tadpole potentials.
Related work on this topic can be found in [23, 121].

I proceed in steps, first by adding information about isometries and then by
adding the condition that the solutions reduce to a vacuum far from a singularity.
In this way, the first step produces solutions that can be interpreted as flux vacua,
thus effectively exploring a sector of the non-supersymmetric string landscape.

In this section, based on [5], I focus on imposing ISO(1, p)×SO(9 − p) isometries.
I only address the first step of the procedure outlined at the beginning of chapter 3,
leaving the stability analysis for future work. Explicitly, the background ansatz is

ds2 = e2A(r)ηµνdx
µdxν + e2B(r)dr2 + e2C(r)α′dΩ2

8−p ,
ϕ = ϕ(r) ,

Fp+2 = Hp+2 e
2βpϕ+B+(p+1)A−(8−p)C dx0 ∧ . . . ∧ dxp ∧ dr ,

(3.41)

where the electric form-field profile automatically solves the Bianchi identities and
the equations of motion. Magnetic counterparts can be obtained from electric-
magnetic duality. As I have stressed, the physical interpretation is twofold:
eqs. (3.41) can describe p-branes, uncharged or electrically charged ones, for
which r is the radial distance from the source; however, they can also be used to
engineer cohomogeneity-one (flux) compactifications, namely vacua in which one
direction is singled out and the warping factors only depend on it. In the case of
eqs. (3.41), the special variable is r, and the metric contains a (p+ 1)-dimensional
spacetime and an internal (8 − p)-dimensional sphere. In order to distinguish
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between vacua and branes, one must add some physics; for instance, the condition
that a solution becomes a vacuum for large values of r can characterize what is
typically called a brane. I shall return to this in section 3.3.

Regardless of whether eqs. (3.41) describe a brane or a warped compactification,
the Einstein-frame equations of motion from eq. (2.19) become

A′′ + A′F ′ = −T

8 e
2B+γϕ + 7 − p

16 e2B+2βpϕ−2(8−p)CH2
p+2 ,

C ′′ + C ′F ′ = −T

8 e
2B+γϕ + 7 − p

α′ e2(B−C) − p+ 1
16 e2B+2βpϕ−2(8−p)CH2

p+2 ,

ϕ′′ + ϕ′F ′ = Tγe2B+γϕ + βpe
2B+2βpϕ−2(8−p)CH2

p+2 ,

(3.42)

where
F = (p+ 1)A−B + (8 − p)C , (3.43)

together with a first-order condition known as the Hamiltonian constraint from
the associated one-dimensional classical mechanics system,

(p+ 1)A′ [pA′ + (8 − p)C ′] + (8 − p)C ′ [(7 − p)C ′ + (p+ 1)A′] − 1
2(ϕ′)2

+ Te2B+γϕ − (7 − p)(8 − p)
α′ e2(B−C) + 1

2e
2B+2βpϕ−2(8−p)CH2

p+2 = 0 .
(3.44)

The residual gauge freedom of reparametrizing r allows B to be any desired function
of r, and two physically relevant choices are

B = 0 , (3.45)

for which r is the proper radial distance, and

B = C − log r√
α′

, (3.46)

which defines the isotropic coordinates, where the orthogonal (9 − p)-dimensional
space is conformal to the flat metric. In the presence of tadpole potentials, other
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coordinates may be more convenient, such as the gauge

B = −γ

2ϕ , (3.47)

of [78] that allows to find the nine-dimensional vacuum analytically. In this section,
another gauge choice is useful: the harmonic gauge

B = (p+ 1)A+ (8 − p)C , (3.48)

for which the combination F of eq. (3.43) vanishes and the first-derivative terms
in eqs. (3.42) are absent altogether. These coordinates are particularly useful for
classifying all possible asymptotic behaviors, which are the ultimate focus of this
section. The advantage of the harmonic gauge is that it allows physically different
contributions to be identified and separated in the equations of motion. Indeed, let

X = (p+ 1)A+ (7 − p)C ,
Y = (p+ 1)A+ βpϕ ,

W = (p+ 1)A+ (8 − p)C + γ

2ϕ .
(3.49)

In terms of these combinations, the original fields that define the background read

A = 2(8 − p)βp

Θ X + (7 − p)γ
Θ Y − 2(7 − p)βp

Θ W ,

B = (p+ 1)(8 − p)γ
Θ X − (p+ 1)γ

Θ Y + 2(p+ 1)βp

Θ W ,

C = (p+ 1)(γ − 2βp)
Θ X − (p+ 1)γ

Θ Y + 2(p+ 1)βp

Θ W ,

ϕ = −2(p+ 1)(8 − p)
Θ X + 2(p+ 1)

Θ Y + 2(p+ 1)(7 − p)
Θ W ,

(3.50)

where
Θ = (p+ 1) [2βp + (7 − p)γ] . (3.51)

Note that Θ never vanishes in the cases of interest. In terms of X, Y , and W , the
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equations of motion are

X ′′ = (7 − p)2

α′ e2X − Te2W ,

Y ′′ = H2
p+2e

2Y +
(
βpγ − p+ 1

8

)
Te2W ,

W ′′ = (8 − p)(7 − p)
α′ e2X +

(
βpγ − p+ 1

8

) H2
p+2

2 e2Y + γ2 − γ2
c

2 Te2W ,

(3.52)

and the Hamiltonian constraint is given by

0 = (7 − p)(8 − p)
α′ e2X − Te2W −

H2
p+2

2 e2Y + p+ 1
8Θ2

{
− (8 − p)

[
p+ 1

16 Ξ − 9

+ (p+ 1)
(
βpγ − p+ 1

8

) ]
(X ′)2 + Ξ

2 (Y ′)2 + 8(7 − p)(W ′)2

− 16(8 − p)X ′W ′ + 8
(
βpγ − p+ 1

8

)
Y ′ [(8 − p)X ′ − (7 − p)W ′]

}
,

(3.53)
where

Ξ = (p+ 1) + 4(7 − p)γ2 , γc = 3
2 . (3.54)

In these coordinates, it is transparent that each combination in eqs. (3.49) corre-
sponds to a different physical contribution:

- X accompanies the curvature of the orthogonal sphere.

- Y accompanies the contribution of form fluxes.

- W accompanies the contribution of the tadpole potential.

These expressions can be generalized to D-dimensions, which is the original
approach of [5], and I shall refer to that paper for the nine-dimensional results that
will be needed in section 3.3. Here, I begin by introducing some familiar solutions in
the harmonic gauge and then move on to the relevant cases of non-supersymmetric
strings.
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3.2.1 Tadpole-free solutions

It is instructive to begin with solutions without tadpole potentials, both to gain
familiarity with the unusual coordinates and because some of the results are
relevant in section 3.3. Flat space in harmonic coordinates is

ds2 = ηµνdx
µdxν +

[
(7 − p)r√

α′

]− 2(8−p)
7−p

dr2 +
[

(7 − p)r√
α′

]− 2
7−p

α′dΩ2
8−p . (3.55)

r → ∞ is the origin of the spherical coordinates, and r = 0 lies at an infinite
proper distance from any other finite-r surface. Note how flat space solves the
harmonic-gauge equations of motion: the sphere curvature is the only contribution
that is present in eqs. (3.52), and the equation of motion for X,

X ′′ = (7 − p)2

α′ e2X , (3.56)

is solved by flat space with a logarithmic profile in terms of r,

X = − log (7 − p)r√
α′

. (3.57)

For flat space, the contributions from second-derivative terms, like X ′′, and the
ones from the exponential e2X are equally relevant.

Uncharged branes

Uncharged branes without tadpole potentials or fluxes are included in the back-
ground ansatz of eqs. (3.41). The condition that far from the singularity they
must reduce to flat space implies that, in harmonic coordinates, the metric of
eq. (3.55) must be present as a limiting behavior in r. For uncharged branes, one
can consider A, ϕ and X as independent functions, which simplifies the analysis
because the first two are simply linear functions of r, while X is the most general
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solution of eq. (3.56) that is compatible with the Hamiltonian constraint:

X = − log
[

(7 − p)σ√
α′

sinh
(
r

σ

)]
, (3.58)

with positive σ. The reader can find all the details in [5], here I only recall the
final result,

ds2 = e− 2r
R ηµνdx

µdxν + e
2(p+1)r
(7−p)R

[
(7 − p)σ√

α′
sinh

(
r

σ

)]− 2(8−p)
7−p

dr2

+ e
2(p+1)r
(7−p)R

[
(7 − p)σ√

α′
sinh

(
r

σ

)]− 2
7−p

α′dΩ2
8−p ,

ϕ = ϕ0 + ϕ1r ,

(3.59)

where the three parameters σ ≥ 0, R, and ϕ1 are related by the Hamiltonian
constraint as follows:

8(p+ 1)
7 − p

1
R2 + 1

2ϕ
2
1 = 8 − p

7 − p

1
σ2 . (3.60)

This metric describes a source with tension

Tp = 8
7 − p

Ω8−p

κ2
10

(α′)
8−p

2

R
, (3.61)

where Ω8−p is the area of an (8 − p)-sphere with unit radius and κ10 is the Einstein-
frame gravitational coupling constant in ten dimensions that can be extracted
from eq. (2.19). This source is embedded in flat Minkowski with constant dilaton,
which is present in the solution in the limit r → 0.

For later convenience, the isotropic coordinates correspond to the reparametriza-
tion of r given by

2(7 − p)σ√
α′

tanh
(
r

2σ

)
=
(√

α′

ρ

)7−p

. (3.62)
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In terms of the isotropic radial coordinate ρ, the background reads

ds2 =
[

1 + v(ρ)
1 − v(ρ)

]− 2σ
R

ηµνdx
µdxν

+
[

1 + v(ρ)
1 − v(ρ)

] 2(p+1)σ
(7−p)R [

1 − v2(ρ)
] 2

7−p
(
dρ2 + ρ2dΩ2

8−p

)
,

ϕ = ϕ0 + ϕ1σ log
[

1 + v(ρ)
1 − v(ρ)

]
,

(3.63)

where

v(ρ) =
√
α′

2(7 − p)σ

(√
α′

ρ

)7−p

. (3.64)

Electrically charged branes

Including a non-vanishing electric form field profile leads to (electrically) charged
branes, for which the relevant terms in the equations without the tadpole potential
are given by the X- and the Y -exponentials, which are the curvature and flux
contributions. It is convenient to use, as a third combination,

Z = 2βpA− 7 − p

8 ϕ , (3.65)

whose equation is
Z ′′ = 0 . (3.66)

The decoupling of Z, with a linear profile in the harmonic coordinates, enables
one to solve the system of eqs. (3.52) analytically. The most general solution, up
to reflection and translation of the variable r, can be expressed in terms of five
real parameters, ϕ0, r1, z1, Ex and Ey, constrained by the condition

z2
1 = 1

4(p+ 1) [2(8 − p)Ex − (7 − p)Ey] , (3.67)

83



and reads

ds2 =
∣∣∣∣∣F (Ey, r + r1)

F (Ey, r1)

∣∣∣∣∣
− 7−p

8

eβpz1rηµνdx
µdxν

+
∣∣∣∣∣F (Ey, r + r1)

F (Ey, r1)

∣∣∣∣∣
p+1

8

e− (p+1)βp
(7−p) z1r

 dr2∣∣∣7−p√
α′ F (Ex, r)

∣∣∣ 2(8−p)
7−p

+
α′dΩ2

8−p∣∣∣7−p√
α′ F (Ex, r)

∣∣∣ 2
7−p

 ,

eϕ = eϕ0e− p+1
2 z1r

∣∣∣∣∣F (Ey, r + r1)
F (Ey, r1)

∣∣∣∣∣
−βp

,

Fp+2 = −ϵeβpϕ0 |F (Ey, r1)|−1
∣∣∣∣∣F (Ey, r + r1)

F (Ey, r1)

∣∣∣∣∣
−2

dx0 ∧ . . . ∧ dxp ∧ dr .

(3.68)
Here, ϵ is a sign that distinguishes branes from anti-branes and F(E , r) is defined
as

F (E , r) =



1√
E sinh

(√
Er
)

if E > 0 ,
r if E = 0 ,

1√
|E|

sin
(√

|E|r
)

if E < 0 .
(3.69)

The range of r is delimited by two zeros of F (Ey, r + r1) or F (Ex, r) (note that
the Hamiltonian constraint forbids the case with two zeros of F (Ex, r)). When
the range contains a zero of F (Ex, r), the background has an asymptotically flat
region, and it is possible to define the tension and charge of the brane,

Tp = e−βpϕ0
Ω8−p

2κ2
10

(α′)
8−p

2

[
F ′ (Ey, r1)
F (Ey, r1)

− 8
7 − p

βpz1

]
,

Qp = ϵe−βpϕ0
Ω8−p

2κ2
10

(α′)
8−p

2 |F (Ey, r1)|−1 .

(3.70)

When Ex ≥ 0 and Ey ≥ 0, the limit r1 → ∞ recovers the uncharged brane solutions
of eqs. (3.59).

A particular case of these backgrounds is given by the BPS branes of string
theory, which correspond to Ex = Ey = z1 = 0, with tension and charge that
are identical, up to a sign, and are determined by r1. In [5], the reader can find
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insightful discussions about the general backgrounds defined by eq. (3.68), together
with the analysis of the special cases βp = 0 and r1 = 0, which require separate
treatment, and some clarifications on the role of self-duality.

3.2.2 Uncharged branes and vacua with tadpole potentials

I now include the tadpole potential contribution in eqs. (3.52), while turning off
form fluxes. This setting can describe both vacuum solutions with brane-like
isometries, ISO(1, p)×SO(9 − p), and the gravitational backreaction of uncharged
branes in the three non-supersymmetric string theories.

The relevant combinations of eqs. (3.49) are then X and W , and it is convenient
to take

K = ϕ+ 8γA (3.71)

as the third independent one. The equation for K is

K ′′ = 0 , (3.72)

so that K is a linear function in the harmonic r coordinate, namely

K = k0 + k1r . (3.73)

The remaining two equations become

X ′′ = (7 − p)2

α′ e2X − Te2W ,

W ′′ = (8 − p)(7 − p)
α′ e2X + γ2 − γ2

c

2 Te2W ,
(3.74)

and the Hamiltonian constraint is reduced to

0 = (8 − p)(7 − p)
α′ e2X − Te2W + 1

Ξ

[
8(7 − p)(W ′)2 − 16(8 − p)X ′W ′

− 4(8 − p)
(
γ2 − γ2

c

)
(X ′)2 + p+ 1

2 k2
1

]
.

(3.75)
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In [5], we found no analytic solutions for the relevant values of γ. In addition,
we found that asymptotically X and W never differ by a constant. However, this
result, combined with the convexity of W −X and W ,

(W −X)′′ = 7 − p

α′ e2X + 1
2

(
γ2 − 1

4

)
Te2W > 0 , W ′′ > 0 , (3.76)

yields a complete classification of possible asymptotic behaviors in the r direction,
together with partial information on how asymptotics match. Only a finite number
of limiting r behaviors are available, and they are classified by how X or W diverge,
thus terminating the r evolution of the system of differential equations. Up to
shifts and reflections of r, it is sufficient to focus on the two limits r → 0+ and
r → +∞, for which the classification of asymptotics is as follows.

The first possibility is to have eX ≫ eW asymptotically, which can only happen
as r → +∞, regardless of the value of γ, leading to two different limiting behaviors:
a. r → +∞ and

X ∼ − log r√
α′

,

W ∼ −8 − p

7 − p
log r√

α′
,

K ∼ 0 .

(3.77)

This asymptotic solution describes a regular point at r → +∞, with a
constant dilaton. This is not a proper asymptotic behavior, but it is still
important in the construction of vacuum solutions, and I shall comment on
this at the end of this section.

b. r → +∞ and
X ∼ −r

ρ
,

W ∼
(
w1 − 8 − p

(7 − p) ρ

)
r ,

K ∼ k1r ,

(3.78)

where the Hamiltonian constraint links ρ > 0, w1, and k1 by

1
ρ2 = (7 − p)(p+ 1)k2

1 + 16(7 − p)2w2
1

2(8 − p)Ξ . (3.79)
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In order to be in the regime eX ≫ eW , the inequality

(7 − p)ρw1 < 1 (3.80)

must hold. This asymptotic behavior is a Kasner-like solution that can be
mapped to a near-singularity region of the uncharged branes of eqs. (3.59).
The reader can find the complete map in [5].

The other asymptotic possibility is eW ≫ eX , where the limiting behaviors
depend on the value of γ. Here, I consider only the two cases relevant to the ten-
dimensional non-supersymmetric strings, while [5] contains the complete discussion
for all values of γ. I begin with the γ = 5

2 heterotic case, which results in two
possible asymptotics:

c. r → 0+ and
X ∼ 1

2 log r√
α′

,

W ∼ − log r√
α′

,

K ∼ 0 ,

(3.81)

which is the only asymptotic at a finite value of r. In [5], we show how
this asymptotic behavior can be mapped to a solution that resembles the
codimension-one vacuum of [78], albeit with an internal sphere.

d. r → +∞ and
X ∼

(
x1 + 1

2ρ

)
r ,

W ∼ −r

ρ
,

K ∼ k1r ,

(3.82)

where x1 is given in terms of ρ > 0 and k1 by

x1 = −
[

22 − 3p
4(8 − p)ρ2 + (p+ 1)k2

1
32(8 − p)

] 1
2

, (3.83)
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and where eW ≫ eX demands

ρ2k2
1 >

16(25 − 3p)
p+ 1 . (3.84)

This is again a Kasner-like solution that can be mapped to near-singularity
limits of the uncharged branes of eqs. (3.59). This concludes the available
asymptotics for the heterotic one-loop tadpole potential.

For the tadpole potential of the two orientifold models, with γ = 3
2 , the condition

eW ≫ eX leads to two types of asymptotics‡:

f. r → +∞ and

X ∼ − T

4w2
1
e2w1r+2w0 +

[
(7 − p)w1

2(8 − p) + (p+ 1)k2
1

32(8 − p)w1

]
r ,

W ∼ w1r ,
K ∼ k1r .

(3.85)

The sign of w1 distinguishes two different cases. If w1 > 0, the exponential
in the X profile dominates, and the full background approaches a near-
singularity limit of uncharged branes that resembles the Dudas-Mourad
solutions. On the other hand, when w1 < 0 the exponential in X is subleading,
and the condition eW ≫ eX holds provided

w2
1 <

p+ 1
16(9 − p)k

2
1 . (3.86)

This case is also related to near-singularity regions of the uncharged branes
of eqs. (3.59).

g. r → +∞ and
X ∼ − (p+ 1)k2

1
32(8 − p)r

2 ,

W ∼ 0 ,
K ∼ 0 ,

(3.87)

‡I use the same notation as in [5], therefore labeling the next two cases by f and g and skipping
e. In [5], asymptotics of type e are the ones for which γ < γc.
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which is the w1 → 0 limit of case f. This can be again mapped to the near-
singularity limit of uncharged branes and to a codimension-one background
with an internal sphere.

This classification provides all possible ways in which a solution with the
isometries of a brane can end. In this flux-free case, the convexity considerations
of eqs. (3.76) and the global linear profile of K (k1 remains the same at the two
ends of the r evolution) allow a more detailed analysis with partial matching of
the asymptotics. Six groups of asymptotics can be identified:

- For the heterotic case, with γ = 5
2 ,

k1 = 0 and { a ; b ; c }

k1 ̸= 0 and { b ; d }

- For the orientifold cases, with γ = 3
2 ,

k1 = 0 and { a ; b ; f with w1 > 0 }

k1 ̸= 0 and { b ; d ; f ; g }

Within each group, the combinations that are not excluded are obtained by
combining two elements under the condition that the underlined ones are taken at
most once. The two chosen asymptotics then represent the two limiting behaviors
of a complete solution.

I conclude this section with a few remarks on these asymptotics, anticipating
the content of the next section.

Case a is necessarily part of a vacuum solution, akin to the Dudas-Mourad
one, for which the broken isometry is radial-translation invariance rather than the
y-translation of the codimension-one scenarios.

Cases b, d, f and g are Kasner-like solutions that can be matched to asymptotics
of tadpole-free uncharged branes from section 3.2.1. Indeed, case b lies in the
regime where the tadpole is subleading; therefore, one recovers a solution of the
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free theory. However, there is more because X → −∞, implying that the curvature
enters as a small perturbation in the equations of motion, which then read

X ′′ ∼ 0 , W ′′ ∼ 0 , K ′′ ∼ 0 , (3.88)

with linear solutions. In case d, the curvature contribution is subdominant with
respect to the tadpole. Yet, the only solution has W → −∞, and therefore both
curvature and tadpole are negligible, and one recovers a Kasner-like asymptotic
behavior. The same holds for case f with w1 < 0. The two remaining cases, f
with w1 > 0 and g, are more subtle because, although eW ≫ eX , the profiles are
such that |X| ≫ W . The physical components of the metric and dilaton are linear
combinations of X and W ; therefore, only X determines the leading form of the
background. This is analogous to what occurs for the codimension-one Dudas-
Mourad vacua, where both endpoints of the orientifold solution and the weakly
coupled endpoint of the heterotic solution are the tadpole-free codimension-one
solution of eqs. (2.26).

Case c is different and corresponds to a tadpole-dominated collapse, which is
only possible when γ > γc. The corresponding background is given by

ds2 ∼ r
1
8
(
ηµνdx

µdxν + α′dΩ2
8−p

)
+ r

9
8dr2 ,

eϕ ∼ r− 5
4 ,

(3.89)

and is analogous to the strongly coupled end of the heterotic Dudas-Mourad
solution, eqs. (2.40). This limiting behavior also appears in the toroidal compacti-
fications of section 3.2.2 of [81], and in the unphysical singularities of massive type
IIA in the presence of D8 branes.

3.2.3 Charged branes and vacua with tadpole potentials

The complete set of eqs. (3.52), with non-vanishing flux and tadpole contributions,
can describe both flux vacua with brane-like isometries and the gravitational
backreaction of charged branes in the three non-supersymmetric string theories.

In this most general case, one can again classify the possible asymptotics, but
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global convexity conditions are not sufficiently simple to allow partial matching
of them. The reader can find more details in [5], while here I present only the
resulting catalog of asymptotics.

Orientifold asymptotics

The effective actions of the Sugimoto model and of type 0’B have the Einstein-
frame tadpole exponent γ = 3

2 , and in the following, I focus on the R-R form fields
with βp = p−3

4 , where the values of p that are compatible with the background
ansatz are p = 1, 3, 5. There are 8 types of asymptotics that can terminate the r
evolution of the differential system of eqs. (3.52):

1. The three combinations X, Y , and W tend to −∞ such that the lead-
ing contributions in eqs. (3.52) become the second derivative terms. This
corresponds to linear profiles as r → ∞, and to Kasner-like behaviors.

2. The three combinations X, Y , and W are equally important and differ by
constants.§ This is only possible for p = 1 and corresponds to the globally
defined AdS3×S7 solution of [116], which in these settings is a fine-tuned
asymptotic.

3. Y ∼ W ≫ X, which contains only linear profiles in r, and therefore only
Kasner-like solutions, for p < 5.

4. X ∼ W ≫ Y , which yields no solutions.

5. X ∼ Y ≫ W , whose physical interpretation is that the tadpole can be
included as a small perturbation. This contains both linear profiles in r, and
therefore Kasner-like solutions, and two asymptotics from charged branes:
the nonphysical side of the near-horizon BPS D1 solution as r → 0, and
the physical near-horizon of the BPS D5 solution as r → ∞. The latter
case is a special subcase of eqs. (3.52), because for the orientifold tadpole
exponent, p = 5, and β5 = 1

2 , Y decouples from eqs. (3.52) and one can
§In the classification of asymptotics, constants are irrelevant because they are generically

subleading with respect to the limiting r behavior. In fact, the numerical coefficients in eqs. (3.52)
are irrelevant for the classification, and only the signs of the coefficients matter. In this type of
asymptotic only, X, Y , and W differ by constants as global solutions.
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employ the classification with partial matching of section 3.2.2, up to a sign
issue discussed in [5].

6. W ≫ X, Y , which leads to asymptotics of type f and g from the classification
of section 3.2.2.

7. Y ≫ X,W , which leads to both linear profiles in r, and therefore Kasner-like
solutions, and dipole-like asymptotics for all values of p as r → 0, with

X ∼ 0 , Y ∼ − log (|Hp+2| r) , W ∼ 5 − p

8 log (|Hp+2| r) . (3.90)

8. X ≫ Y,W , which contains both linear profiles in r, and therefore Kasner-like
solutions, and the regular point.

All the orientifold asymptotics can be mapped to asymptotics of the tadpole-free
equations or mild modifications of them, except the AdS3×S7 solution. This result
resonates with the codimension-one Dudas-Mourad solution, whose asymptotics
are not controlled by the tadpole potential.

Heterotic asymptotics

The effective action of the SO(16)×SO(16) string has the Einstein-frame tadpole
exponent γ = 5

2 , and in the following I focus on the Kalb-Ramond field and its
dual with βp = 3−p

4 , where the allowed values of p are p = 1, 5. There are 8 types
of asymptotics that can terminate the r evolution of the differential system of
eqs. (3.52):

1. The three combinations X, Y , and W tend to −∞ such that the lead-
ing contributions in eqs. (3.52) become the second derivative terms. This
corresponds to linear profiles as r → ∞, and to Kasner-like behaviors.

2. The three combinations X, Y , and W are equally important and differ by
constants. This is only possible for p = 5 and corresponds to the globally
defined AdS7×S3 solution of [116], which is a fine-tuned asymptotic in these
settings.
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3. Y ∼ W ≫ X, which yields two interesting asymptotics. The first is for p = 1
and corresponds to the r → 0 region of

X ∼ 1
3 log r , Y ∼ − log r , W ∼ − log r , (3.91)

which is part of an exact solution with an internal Ricci-flat space rather than
the orthogonal sphere. The second asymptotic is for p = 5 and corresponds
to a case in which X is the dominant negative contribution:

X ∼ −e2y1r

4y2
1

, (3.92)

as r → ∞, with y1 > 0. This is again part of an exact solution with a Ricci-
flat space instead of the sphere and is similar to the orientifold asymptotic
of type f from section 3.2.2.

4. X ∼ W ≫ Y , which yields no solutions.

5. X ∼ Y ≫ W , whose physical interpretation is that the tadpole can be
included as a small perturbation. This contains both linear profiles in r, and
therefore Kasner-like solutions, and two asymptotics from charged branes:
the nonphysical side of the near-horizon BPS NS5 solution as r → 0, and
the physical near-horizon of the BPS NS1 (fundamental string) solution as
r → ∞.

6. W ≫ X, Y , which leads to linear Kasner-like behaviors and to asymptotics
of type c from the classification of section 3.2.2 for all relevant values of p.

7. Y ≫ X,W , which leads to both linear profiles in r, and therefore Kasner-like
solutions, and dipole-like asymptotics for all values of p as r → 0, with

X ∼ 0 , Y ∼ − log (|Hp+2| r) , W ∼ 3p− 7
8 log (|Hp+2| r) . (3.93)

8. X ≫ Y,W , which contains both linear profiles in r, and therefore Kasner-like
solutions, and the regular point.

The results are again analogous to the codimension-one Dudas-Mourad solution
because, while most of the asymptotics are dominated by tadpole-free regimes, some
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collapses crucially rely on the tadpole contribution W . These are the AdS7×S3

solution, case c from section 3.2.2 and the limiting behavior of eqs. (3.91) for p = 1.

3.3 Branes in Dudas-Mourad

In this last section, I address the problem of identifying the gravitational backreac-
tion of branes in the three non-supersymmetric strings. In addition to the isometries
of section 3.2, the gravitational solutions of branes must satisfy another condition:
they must interpolate between the core of the brane and a vacuum solution far
from it. The results of section 2.2 on vacuum solutions in non-supersymmetric
strings leave one option: branes in the Dudas-Mourad vacua, which is the focus of
this section.

The worldsheet definitions of the three string theories predict a certain spectrum
of branes for each model. In the SO(16)×SO(16) case, there must be charged NS1
(fundamental strings) and NS5 branes, and possibly also uncharged branes along
the lines of [122]. In the two orientifolds, the analysis of [123] shows that in the
Sugimoto model, there must be charged D1 and D5 branes, together with stable
K-theory charged (and therefore uncharged, from the point of view of eq. (2.16))
D3 and D4 branes, and unstable uncharged branes in all other cases. On the other
hand, type 0’B has the same brane spectrum as type IIB string theory: charged
D(−1), D1, D3, D5, and D7 branes, together with unstable uncharged branes in
all other cases. Among the charged ones, I focus on the D1, D3, and D5 branes
because the D(−1) spacetime instanton and the D7¶ would not be captured by
the metric ansatz under consideration.

These brane spectra are obtained from tree-level worldsheet arguments and do
not account for the presence of tadpoles. Therefore, a complementary motivation
for this section is to test whether the tree-level brane spectra can be matched, from
the effective action point of view, to spacetime brane-like profiles in the shifted
vacuum. Note, however, that nothing guarantees that gravity solutions exist. In

¶D7 branes in type 0’B string theory are unstable because tachyons are present in the D9-D7
open string spectrum with the background D9 branes [124, 123]. These are the only examples of
unstable Z-charged branes that I am aware of, and presumably, they decay to non-trivial gauge
configurations on the background D9 branes, as in [125].

94



fact, the typical argument for the existence of spacetime backgrounds for branes is
that despite their non-perturbative nature, with tension (for Dp branes)

T ∼ g−1
s , (3.94)

the asymptotic value of the dilaton ϕ0 also enters the definition of the gravitational
constant:

1
κ2

10
∼ 1
GN

∼ g−2
s . (3.95)

Therefore, the gravitational field generated by a brane scales as

GNT ∼ gs , (3.96)

and at weak string coupling, one expects to be able to probe the gravitational
backreaction of Dp branes in an asymptotically flat vacuum. The issue with
non-supersymmetric setups is that the asymptotic value of the dilaton is not a
well-defined quantity; thus, this argument is not generally applicable. However,
locally, in weakly coupled and weakly curved regions, the above argument suggests
that partial gravitational descriptions of branes should be available.

The main question then becomes what backgrounds should be expected, given
the absence of asymptotically flat vacua. This is the topic to which I now turn.

3.3.1 The ansatz

String theory branes, in their worldsheet characterization, have a flat (p + 1)-
dimensional portion along the directions of the worldvolume. The first issue is
then how to include the appropriate isometries inside the Dudas-Mourad vacua.
The following results are the content of [6].

It is convenient to consider the vacuum solution in the conformal gauge, as in
eqs. (2.55),

ds2 = eΩ(z)
(
ηµνdx

µdxν + dz2
)

, ϕ = ϕ(z) , (3.97)

denoting the finite range of the conformal variable z as z ∈ (0, zm). Close to the
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singular endpoints, the two profiles Ω(z) and ϕ(z) can be written explicitly:

Ω ∼ 1
8 log

(
z

zm

)
, Ω ∼ 1

8 log
(

1 − z

zm

)
,

ϕ ∼ 3
2 log

(
z

zm

)
, ϕ ∼ −3

2 log
(

1 − z

zm

) (3.98)

for the orientifolds and

Ω ∼ 1
24 log

(
z

zm

)
, Ω ∼ 1

8 log
(

1 − z

zm

)
,

ϕ ∼ −5
6 log

(
z

zm

)
, ϕ ∼ 3

2 log
(

1 − z

zm

) (3.99)

for the heterotic case. The flat worldvolume requirement, together with the
condition of keeping z as a special direction, lead to the following ansatz for branes
in Dudas-Mourad vacua:

ds2 = e2A(z,r)ηµνdx
µdxν + e2B(z,r)

(
dr2 + r2dΩ2

7−p

)
+ e2D(z,r)dz2 ,

ϕ = ϕ(z, r) , Fp+2 = Fp+2(z, r) , Fp+3 = Fp+3(z, r) ,
(3.100)

where µ = 0, . . . , p and

A(z, r), B(z, r), D(z, r) r→∞→ Ω(z) , ϕ(z, r) r→∞→ ϕ(z) , (3.101)

with vanishing form fields as r → ∞. In this background, the radial direction
transverse to the brane can be r or a combination of r and z. In particular, if the
brane is smeared along z, the radial distance is given by r.

Denoting the local frame by

θµ = eAdxµ , θr = eBdr , θz = eDdz , θa = reB θ̃a , (3.102)

where θ̃a refers to the unit sphere, the two types of field strengths that are
compatible with the isometries are

Fp+2 = H(z, r)θr ∧ θ0 ∧ . . . ∧ θp + H̃(z, r)θz ∧ θ0 ∧ . . . ∧ θp , (3.103)
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and
Fp+3 = h(z, r)θ0 ∧ . . . θp ∧ θr ∧ θz . (3.104)

3.3.2 Equations and exact solutions

The equations for the form fields are the simplest. Introducing the potential

Bp+1 = e−(p+1)AB(z, r)θ0 ∧ . . . ∧ θp , (3.105)

the (p+ 2)-field strength of eq. (3.103) can be obtained from

H = e−(p+1)A−BBr , H̃ = e−(p+1)A−DBz , (3.106)

where [ ]{z,r} denotes a {z, r}-derivative. The Bianchi identities are automatically
satisfied, and the equations of motion are reduced to

(
e2GBz

)
z

= −
(
e2(G−B+D)Br

)
r

, (3.107)

where
2G = −2βpϕ− (p+ 1)A+ (8 − p)B + (7 − p) log r −D . (3.108)

The (p+ 3)-form field strength of eq. (3.104) affords an even simpler treatment
because the Bianchi identities are satisfied and the equations of motion are solved
by

h = h0

r7−p
e2βp+1ϕ−(7−p)B , (3.109)

with a constant h0.
The dilaton equation of motion becomes

e−2B
(
ϕrr + ϕrF

+
r

)
+ e−2D

(
ϕzz + ϕzF

−
z

)
= Tγeγϕ

+ βp

(
e−2BB2

r + e−2DB2
z

)
e−2βpϕ−2(p+1)A + h2

0
r2(7−p)βp+1e

2βp+1ϕ−2(7−p)B ,
(3.110)

where
F± = (p+ 1)A∓B + (7 − p) (B + log r) ±D . (3.111)
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The metric equations of motion are more involved, and I refer to [6] for the
explicit expressions.

An exact brane-like solution can be extracted from these equations without
much effort. The key observation is from section 2.2.2: any nine-dimensional
Ricci-flat manifold can replace the flat Minkowski sector in eqs. (2.55). In par-
ticular, tadpole-free nine-dimensional uncharged branes without dilaton, which
are the generalization of those in section 3.2.1, are Ricci-flat solutions and lead
to backgrounds of the type covered by eqs. (3.100). Therefore, they build exact
solutions for uncharged branes in the Dudas-Mourad vacua,

ds2 = e2Ω(z)
[

1 + v(r)
1 − v(r)

]−2ζ

η(p+1)
µν dxµdxν

+ e2Ω(z)
[

1 + v(r)
1 − v(r)

] 2(p+1)
6−p

ζ [
1 − v2(r)

] 2
6−p

(
dr2 + r2dΩ2

8−p

)
+ e2Ω(z)dz2 ,

ϕ = ϕ(z) ,

(3.112)

where Ω and ϕ are the Dudas-Mourad profiles and

ζ = ±
√

7 − p

7(p+ 1) , v(r) =
(
r0

r

)6−p

. (3.113)

r0 > 0 is a constant that determines the nine-dimensional tension of the source,

Tp = ±14
√

7 − p

7(p+ 1)
Ω7−p

κ2
9
r6−p

0 , (3.114)

where the two sign choices for ζ in eqs. (3.112) correspond to the two signs in the
tension and κ9 is defined in eq. (2.53). This solution describes ten-dimensional
(p+ 1)-branes, which are smeared along the z direction and become p-branes in
the nine-dimensional compactification, in the same way as black string solutions
become black holes after dimensional reduction.

Note that the same considerations with the time-dependent codimension-one
vacua would yield Euclidean brane solutions, and this is part of the reason why here
I focus on the spacelike vacuum. The case of branes in time-dependent backgrounds,
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or more generally in cosmological spacetimes, is an important problem that deserves
further investigation.

3.3.3 Linearized system

In general, in the absence of other exact solutions, the strategy is to capture the
backreaction of branes at large distances. To this end, one must linearize the
equations of motion around the Dudas-Mourad background, letting

A = Ω(z) + a(z, r) , B = Ω(z) + b(z, r) , D = Ω(z) + d(z, r) ,
ϕ = ϕ(z) + φ(z, r) , B = B(z, r) ,

(3.115)

with vanishing linear perturbations a, b, d, φ and B as r → ∞.
The form field equation decouples at the linear level, allowing one to study the

dilaton-graviton system independently and then turn to the equations for B. Note
that this does not guarantee consistency at the level of higher-order perturbations.
In other words, implications for full non-linear solutions are limited.

Dilaton-graviton sector

The reader can find the linearized equations in [6]. Here, I only present the results.
The rz Einstein equation,

−2 [(p+ 1)a+ (7 − p)b]rz + 16Ωzdr = ϕzφr , (3.116)

can be integrated in r, taking into account that all perturbations must vanish as
r → ∞, and it determines φ in terms of the other fields:

φ = − 2
ϕz

[(p+ 1)az + (7 − p)bz + Ωzd] . (3.117)

Analogously, combining the µν and the rr metric equations yields

d = −(p+ 1)a− (6 − p)b . (3.118)
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Then, letting
ρ = b− a , χ = (p+ 1)a+ (7 − p)b , (3.119)

all metric equations are reduced to

ρrr + ρzz + 7 − p

r
ρr + 8Ωzρz = 0 ,

χrr + χzz + 7 − p

r
χr + 2

ϕz

(
12Ωzϕz − γTe2Ω+γϕ

)
χz =(

1 + 8γΩz

ϕz

)
Te2Ω+γϕ

(7
4χ− p+ 1

4 ρ
)

.

(3.120)

One can now approach eqs. (3.120) by solving the first one for ρ, and then
considering ρ as a source for the second equation, which can be solved for χ.

Consider the ρ equation. Separating variables,

ρ(z, r) = ρ1(r)ρ2(z) , (3.121)

the first of eqs. (3.120) is equivalent to

(ρ1)rr + 7 − p

r
(ρ1)r = m2ρ1 , (ρ2)zz + 8Ωz(ρ2)z = −m2ρ2 , (3.122)

where m2 is a real constant (possibly negative). Letting

ρ2 = ψe−4Ω , (3.123)

the second of eqs. (3.122) for ρ2 takes the form of a Schrödinger equation,
(
d

dz
+ 4Ωz

)(
− d

dz
+ 4Ωz

)
ψ = m2ψ , (3.124)

which determines the allowed values of m2.

• If m2 = 0, then
ρ1 = ρ0

r6−p
. (3.125)

• If m2 < 0, the mode is unstable and grows with time, which is not suitable
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for asymptotic behaviors of branes.

• If m2 > 0, solutions that decay as r → ∞ contain modified Bessel functions,

ρ1 = ρ0r
− 6−p

2 K 6−p
2

(mr) . (3.126)

Equation (3.124) suggests that m2 be positive or equal to zero. However,
there is a potential subtlety with boundary conditions, as explained in [79, 126],
because the potential of the Schrödinger equation is singular at z = 0 and z = zm.
Following [79, 126], singular potentials with double poles at z = 0 and z = zm,

V (z) ∼
µ2 − 1

4
z2 , V (z) ∼

µ̃2 − 1
4

(zm − z)2 , (3.127)

can be approximated using hypergeometric functions near the poles. The corre-
sponding wavefunctions then behave as

ψ ∼ C1

(
z

zm

) 1
2 +µ

+ C2

(
z

zm

) 1
2 −µ

,

ψ ∼ C3

(
1 − z

zm

) 1
2 +µ̃

+ C4

(
1 − z

zm

) 1
2 −µ̃

,
(3.128)

when µ and µ̃ are nonzero, and as

ψ ∼ C1

(
z

zm

) 1
2

+ C2

(
z

zm

) 1
2

log
(
z

zm

)
,

ψ ∼ C3

(
1 − z

zm

) 1
2

+ C4

(
1 − z

zm

) 1
2

log
(

1 − z

zm

)
,

(3.129)

when µ = 0 and µ̃ = 0. If µ > 1 (or µ̃ > 1), then C2 (or C4) must vanish for the
modes to be normalizable, while if 0 < (µ, µ̃) < 1, the ratios

C2

C1
and C4

C3
(3.130)

characterize the available self-adjoint boundary conditions. In general, it is not
always true that a formally positive Hamiltonian has a positive spectrum.
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Back to the ρ2 equation in the Schrödinger form, eq. (3.124), the singular
potential for the two orientifold models is characterized by

µ = 0 , µ̃ = 0 . (3.131)

Stable modes correspond to limiting behaviors as in eqs. (3.129) with C2 = C4 = 0,
so that the logarithmic asymptotics are absent. A normalizable zero mode is
present, corresponding to

ψ = ψ0e
4Ω , (3.132)

or equivalently to a constant ρ2, and the complete zero-mode solution is then

ρ = ρ0

r6−p
. (3.133)

On the other hand, massive solutions decay exponentially with the distance, as

ρ ∼ r− 7−p
2 e−mre−4Ω(z)ψm(z) , (3.134)

with the eigenfunction ψm still compatible with the above limiting behaviors. At
large distances, only the zero-mode solution in eq. (3.133) remains as the leading
perturbation.

For the heterotic case, the singular potential is characterized by

µ = 1
3 , µ̃ = 0 , (3.135)

and the asymptotic behaviors near the endpoints of the Dudas-Mourad interval
are as in the second of eqs. (3.128) and the first of eqs. (3.129). In terms of ρ2,
one has

ρ2 ∼ C1

(
z

zm

) 2
3

+ C2 ,

ρ2 ∼ C3 + C4 log
(

1 − z

zm

)
.

(3.136)

In this case, a constant ρ2 is not the only zero mode, because the Wronskian
method yields another normalizable zero mode starting from it. The complete zero
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mode is then
ρ2 = A1 + A2

∫ z

z0
dz′e−8Ω(z′) . (3.137)

As the reader can verify, close to the singular points this behaves as in eqs. (3.136).
Finally, the complete zero-mode solution, which is the leading perturbation at
large distances, is

ρ = A1

r6−p
+ A2

r6−p

∫ z

z0
dz′e−8Ω(z′) . (3.138)

After having the ρ perturbation, the second of eqs. (3.120) can be solved for χ
by adding one of its special solutions, χs(z, r), to the most general solution of the
associated homogeneous differential equation, χ0(z, r):

χ(z, r) = χ0(z, r) + χs(z, r) . (3.139)

The special solution must have the same r-dependence as ρ, so that one can
consider the separated form

χs(z, r) = ρ1(r)χs,2(z) . (3.140)

The equation for χs,2 is similar to that for χ in eqs. (3.120), the only difference
being that the source is ρ2 instead of ρ. The only explicit solution corresponds to
the constant zero mode of ρ2, allowed in all cases of interest, for which χs reads

χs = p+ 1
7

ρ0

r6−p
. (3.141)

This special solution captures the large-distance behavior of the exact solution of
eqs. (3.112), with

ρ0 = ± 2
6 − p

√
7(7 − p)
p+ 1 r

(6−p)
0 . (3.142)

In the heterotic case, there is the additional z-dependent zero mode, which gives
another implicit z-dependent special solution. Similar considerations apply to the
massive cases with z-dependence and exponential decay in r.

The homogeneous equation for χ0 becomes two ordinary differential equations
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after separating variables,
χ0 = χ1(r)χ2(z) . (3.143)

The equation for χ1 is analogous to the first of eqs. (3.122),

(χ1)rr + 7 − p

r
(χ1)r = M2χ1 , (3.144)

whose solution is a power for M2 = 0 and a Bessel function for M2 ̸= 0. The
equation for χ2, which determines the allowed values of M2, can be turned into
the Schrödinger form, letting

χ2 = ϕze
−4ΩΨ . (3.145)

Explicitly, it becomes[(
d

dz
+ α

)(
− d

dz
+ α

)
+ b0

]
Ψ = M2Ψ , (3.146)

where
α = 4Ωz − ϕzz

ϕz

, b0 = 7
4

(
1 + 8γΩz

ϕz

)
Te2Ω+γϕ . (3.147)

The Hamiltonian is formally positive definite because for all ten-dimensional non-
supersymmetric strings b0 > 0, and a careful analysis of the boundary conditions,
as in the previous cases, leads to the conclusion that M2 > 0. Therefore, the
solution of the homogeneous equation is exponentially suppressed in r, and only
the special solution remains at large distances.

To summarize, at large distances, the leading perturbations are given by the
zero modes, as expected by analogy with KK reductions. For ρ, this corresponds
to eq. (3.133) in both cases, together with an additional z-dependent mode for the
heterotic string, eq. (3.138). For χ, only the special solution remains, corresponding
to eq. (3.141) in both cases, together with another implicit z-dependent solution
for the heterotic string. For the z-independent zero mode, the results translate
into

a = −6 − p

7
ρ0

r6−p
, b = p+ 1

7
ρ0

r6−p
, d = 0 , φ = 0 . (3.148)
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Form fields

The linearized equation for the potential B is

Bzz + Brr + 7 − p

r
Br − [2βpϕ+ 2(p− 3)Ω]z Bz = 0 . (3.149)

Following the previous cases, one separates variables

B(z, r) = B1(r)B2(z) , (3.150)

obtaining two ordinary differential equations:

B1rr + 7 − p

r
B1r = m2B1 ,

B2zz − [2βpϕz + 2(p− 3)Ωz] B2z = −m2B2 .
(3.151)

Letting
B2 = ψ̃eβpϕ+(p−3)Ω , (3.152)

the second of eqs. (3.151) takes the Schrödinger form
[
− d

dz
+ (βpϕz + (p− 3)Ωz)

] [
d

dz
+ (βpϕz + (p− 3)Ωz)

]
ψ̃ = m2ψ̃ . (3.153)

For the two non-supersymmetric orientifolds, the potential takes the same form
as in eq. (3.127) with

µ = |p− 2|
2 , µ̃ = |p− 5|

4 , (3.154)

and, referring to eqs. (3.128) and eqs. (3.129), normalizability sets some of the Ci

to zero. For example, C4 must vanish when p = 1 and C2 must vanish when p = 5.
For p = 3, which is relevant for type 0’B string theory, all the Ci’s are allowed.
The normalizable zero modes with m2 = 0 are

ψ̃ = e−βpϕ−(p−3)Ω (3.155)

for p = 3, while for p = 1 and p = 5 eq. (3.155) is not normalizable, but one can
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still find a normalizable zero mode using the Wronskian method:

p = 1 : Ψ̃(z) = ψ̃(z)
∫ z

zm

dz′

|ψ̃(z′)|2
,

p = 5 : Ψ̃(z) = ψ̃(z)
∫ z

0

dz′

|ψ̃(z′)|2
,

(3.156)

where ψ̃ is defined in eq. (3.155) for the two values of p. Taking into account that
zero modes exhibit power-like rp−6 behavior for B1, the field strengths of the three
relevant cases become

F3 = −Q1

r5

[5
r

∫ zm

z
dz′e−4Ω(z′)−ϕ(z′)dr + e−4Ω(z)−ϕ(z)dz

]
∧ dx0 ∧ dx1 ,

F7 = Q5

r

[
−1
r

∫ z

0
dz′e4Ω(z′)+ϕ(z′)dr + e4Ω(z)+ϕ(z)dz

]
∧ dx0 ∧ . . . ∧ dx5 ,

(3.157)

for p = 1 and p = 5 in both orientifold models, and

F5 = Q√
2

[ 1
r4dx

0 ∧ . . . ∧ dx3 ∧ dr + dz ∧ volS4

]
, (3.158)

for the p = 3 self-dual case of type 0’B. Note that only p = 3 leads to a zero mode
that is independent of z. This is consistent with the analysis of section 2.2.3, of
which this section provides the extension with z-dependence.

In the heterotic case, the limiting behavior of the Schrödinger potential is
characterized by

µ = |p− 1|
4 , µ̃ = |p− 5|

4 , (3.159)

where p = 1 and p = 5 are the two relevant cases. For both p = 1 and p = 5, the
normalizable zero mode can be extracted using the Wronskian method, and the
final results are

F3 = −Q1

r5

[5
r

∫ zm

z
dz′e−4Ω(z′)+ϕ(z′)dr + e−4Ω(z)+ϕ(z)dz

]
∧ dx0 ∧ dx1 ,

F7 = Q5

r

[
−1
r

∫ z

0
dz′e4Ω(z′)−ϕ(z′)dr + e4Ω(z)−ϕ(z)dz

]
∧ dx0 ∧ . . . ∧ dx5 ,

(3.160)
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which are consistent with the analysis of section 2.2.3.
The other type of form field, Fp+3 of eq. (3.104), is automatically solved by

eq. (3.109), so that no further linearized analysis is required.

3.3.4 On the two approaches

The results of this section show that it is possible to find linear perturbations
of the Dudas-Mourad background that indicate the presence of both uncharged
and charged brane solutions. Nothing guarantees that the linear results can
be completed to full brane-like solutions, but in [6] we checked that the linear
modes can be treated as small deformations of the background solution, albeit
with subtleties regarding how to take the limits z → 0 and z → zm. Even more
importantly, there is no rationale for identifying the stable charged and uncharged
branes of the three ten-dimensional non-supersymmetric strings, which would
replace the BPS property of supersymmetric setups.

These considerations lead to an interesting possibility: since there is no restriction
on the global form of the background—it need not preserve any supercharge, for
instance—the spacetime profiles of branes could mix the two approaches, that
of section 3.2 with the usual brane isometries, ISO(p, 1)×SO(9 − p), and that of
section 3.3 with the condition that branes be embedded in a vacuum solution.
A brane could be captured by the profiles of section 3.2 close to its core, while
reducing to the linearized perturbations of section 3.3 far from it.

Alternatively, one of the two cases may apply depending on the hierarchy of
lengths involved: on the one hand, the length of the Dudas-Mourad interval lDM ,
and on the other hand, the typical length of the brane horizon, which is not
captured by the two-derivative action and is therefore less clearly identified. This
is reminiscent of the usual arguments about whether the UV cutoff of an effective
field theory allows the inclusion of a given object in the effective description. The
tension of the brane would determine whether the solution detects the internal
interval direction or not.
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4
Conclusion

The emergence of tadpoles is the string theory version of the vacuum energy
(cosmological constant) problem in quantum field theory; however, while the latter
raises issues about naturalness and backreaction, the former drags physics off-shell.
It is fascinating to see how the issue changes dramatically when moving to the
more adequate language of UV-finite string theory.

As I have stressed in this thesis, the potential of eq. (2.11) signals the instability
of a flat Minkowski background, opening up a runaway direction in parameter space.
In regimes in which the analysis can be trusted, there is no chance to stabilize the
solution without including additional ingredients, thus leading to the profiles of
section 2.2: spaces with singular boundaries or singular cosmologies. These have the
vexing problem of containing regions outside the regime of validity of the quantum
effective action, and our current ignorance about singular boundaries obstructs a
comprehensive understanding of these vacua. The absence of procedures that can
distinguish physical boundaries (those that become smooth in the complete theory)
from non-physical ones is a crucial problem that requires further investigation, not
least because boundaries can evade several important no-go theorems [127–130]
and sum rules [131, 132]. At the same time, the natural emergence of a time
direction with potential roles in string-derived cosmology, while having similar
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problems with singularities, may provide a phenomenologically interesting picture
of string-scale supersymmetry breaking.

Alternative approaches to obtain vacua, with more complicated manifolds or
including additional ingredients, as in chapter 3, are all hampered by the lack of
efficient strategies to engineer solutions without spacetime supersymmetry. This is
perhaps the most important spacetime issue that I can identify.

The worldsheet formulation is equally not exempt from problems. Although the
discussion of section 2.1 captures the leading-order physics, the current version of
the Fischler-Susskind mechanism is embarrassingly primitive. With no clear scheme
for extracting higher-order tadpoles from vacuum amplitudes and no control over
scattering amplitudes computed in the shifted vacuum, one is left with a partial
grasp of quantum gravity without supersymmetry. This is a clear drawback of
the geometric on-shell definition of string theory. After all, the Fischler-Susskind
mechanism is based on an on-shell formulation and attempts to control an off-shell
scenario: this is already beyond expectations.

Two related questions are of utmost importance. First, it is not clear whether
the full exponentiated tadpole potential gives the most relevant contribution to the
scalar potential. In fact, in the absence of a protecting principle, integration over
massive string modes may introduce other effective self-interactions for the dilaton
that are comparable to eq. (2.11), in a way that resembles open-string tachyon
condensation. The second question concerns the endpoint of the Fischler-Susskind
procedure. If the shifted vacuum has non-vanishing massless tadpoles, the tadpole
subtraction procedure should be repeated to avoid divergences. What seems to
follow from this is that either the true vacuum has no massless scalars (which
is good news if string theory ought to describe our nature) or it has massless
scalars, but all tadpoles vanish. The latter option is not simple to engineer without
spacetime supersymmetry, and this resonates with [133], where the endpoints of the
flow were found to restore supersymmetry. Note the analogy with the spacetime
arguments of [134], arguing that stable vacua require spacetime supersymmetry.

Alternatively, the endpoint of the Fischler-Susskind mechanism may not be a
perturbative string theory. Then, nothing guarantees that in the shifted vacuum
gravity remains dynamical, although I would be surprised by such a possibility. The
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ultimate reason why string theory is so relevant to physics—the natural inclusion
of gravity—may not hold without the protection of spacetime supersymmetry. In
view of this, the honest conclusion is that we do not quite understand why apples
fall.
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