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Abstract

We classify solutions of 10d type IIA/B supergravities with orientifolds, on a 4d
maximally symmetric spacetime times a 6d group manifold. We then look for
new solutions in previously unexplored solution classes, and find some: (anti-) de
Sitter solutions with intersecting Oy, Og and Dg, or Minkowski solutions with 3
intersecting Os, among others. We provide the numerical code that we developed
for this purpose. We also prove new no-go theorems against (anti-) de Sitter
solutions. We finally conjecture the absence of de Sitter solution for 2 or less
intersecting source sets, implying that a 4d effective theory with de Sitter is at
most N = 1 supersymmetric.
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1 Introduction and results summary

String theory backgrounds with maximally symmetric spacetimes have always been of prime
importance. To start with, a 4-dimensional (4d) de Sitter spacetime is relevant for the con-
nection to cosmology, since it can describe in good approximation our universe in an early
inflation phase, or in the far future. A 4d Minkowski spacetime is relevant for particle physics
models that may be derived from string theory, or to describe our nearby universe. Last
but not least, 4d anti-de Sitter spacetimes are typically considered in a holographic context,
but they also appear in various phenomenology related topics, for instance in certain con-
structions of de Sitter solutions [1,2] or in the matter of scale separation, revived recently
in the swampland program [3,4]. In addition, the general belief that non-supersymmetric
solutions are unstable is shared in various forms for all maximally symmetric spacetimes: see
for instance [5-9] for de Sitter, [10, 11] for Minkowski and [12] for anti-de Sitter. The im-
portance of such solutions, and the common properties they may share, motivates us in this
paper to classify them, within a certain (standard) ansatz. In turn, the classification helps
us finding new types of solutions, as well as new existence no-go theorems, and noticing few
general properties. Further aspects of the new solutions found, such as their perturbative
stability and mass spectrum, as well as properties of their extra dimensions, will be studied
in a companion paper [13].

We focus here on solutions of 10d type ITA /B supergravities with D,-branes and orientifold
O)p-planes, as candidates for classical string backgrounds. Checking whether the supergravity
solutions actually meet the string effective theory requirements, allowing them to be in the
classical string regime, is not always trivial: see e.g. [14] for de Sitter and [15] for anti-de Sitter.
We leave that question aside in this work, the classification provided remaining sufficient for
classical string backgrounds. We further restrict ourselves to a historically standard ansatz,'
namely one where the extra dimensions are gathered as a group manifold. In addition, fluxes
living there are constant, as well as the O,/D,, contributions to the equations: this last point
corresponds to having O, /D, sources smeared, or more precisely, considering an integrated
version of the solution rather than a localized one. More details on this ansatz is provided
in Section 2.1 and in [21]. One interest of this ansatz is that it allows, through a consistent
truncation, for an equivalent description as a 4d gauged supergravity, also sometimes used to
find those solutions.” A further reason to restrict to classical solutions with such an ansatz
is the relative simplicity of the setting, of potential interest to further phenomenological
applications, while still providing a variety of interesting examples: de Sitter solutions, (non-
) supersymmetric Minkowski ones with fluxes, (non-) supersymmetric (non-) scale separated
anti-de Sitter ones, etc.; references for all such solutions are given below. We will provide a
classification for solutions with a 4d maximally symmetric spacetime and obeying this ansatz.

A crucial element in our ansatz and classification is the presence of orientifolds. O,-planes
are typically introduced to circumvent the Maldacena-Nunez no-go theorem [23], allowing to
find Minkowski or de Sitter solutions. Anti-de Sitter solutions can however be found without.
We will nevertheless consider O, there as well, to fit in our solution classification, but also
because scale separation in anti-de Sitter solutions, one of the motivations here, is thought
to be possible only with orientifold. Each O, imposes a projection, which, together with our
ansatz, projects out certain flux components and other variables otherwise allowed in our

"Minkowski and de Sitter solutions of [16,17] and [18-20] typically do not obey this ansatz.
2 Among the vast literature studying or making use of this relation to 4d (see e.g. Section 2.3 of [21]), one
example with a nice title is [22].



solutions. Each solution class is thus defined by its O, (and labeled accordingly), which in
turn selects a specific list of allowed variables (field content) in the solutions. We proceed
with a systematic approach, described in Section 2.1, that uses the RR sourced Bianchi
identities and the sources appearing there. As part of our ansatz, we do not consider the
cases where O, and D, contributions exactly cancel each other, i.e. the so-called “tadpole
cancelation” always requires here fluxes. This allows us to identify all possible O,/D,, source
configurations, the resulting field content, therefore all possible solution classes within our
ansatz. This procedure is carried out in Section 2.2 and 2.3, with a summary of the solution
classes and their properties in Section 2.2.6 and 2.3.3, as well as in Table 1 here.

Solution Source Field dS sol. | Mink. sol. | AdS sol.
class directions | content
S3 (2.7) (2.6) X [27]
S4 (2.10) (2.9) ? [28]
S5 (2.13) (2.12) ? [28]
855 (2.15) (2.14) [9,24], v [29] v
S555 (217) (216) X v X
56 (220) | (2.19) ? [28]
S66 (2.22) (2.21) v [29]
S6666 (224) (223) [25], v [30] [30*32}
s7 (2.27) (2.26) X [28]
S77 (2.29) (2.28) X
my (2.36) (2.9) ?
mM4y66 (2.35) (2.34) X v X
me (2.30) (2.19) ?
Mee (231) | (2.21) ?
ms (2.37) (2.12) ?
ms7 (2.40) (2.39) ?
mss577 (243) (241) [26], v [32,33]
my (2.44) (2.26) ?
mrr (2.45) (2.28) ?

Table 1: Classification of solutions on 4d maximally symmetric spacetimes with orientifold,
within our ansatz. The solution classes are labeled with s for O, /D,, sources of single dimen-
sionality, and m for multiple ones. The subscript corresponds to the dimensionalities of the
Op: for instance sgee6 means there are only Og and Dg, and 4 intersecting source sets with Og.
The details of the source configurations and the allowed field variables under the projections
are given in corresponding equations. We further list for each solution class few references
where explicit solutions were found; more references and comments are given in Section 3.4
and Table 8. We indicate with a v" when we found new solutions in the present paper. On
the contrary, a x indicates an existence no-go theorem against a solution, while a ? indicates
that we have looked for solutions but have not found any. Finally, an empty box means that
we have not looked for solutions, and do not know of solutions in the literature for that class.



T-duality relations between the classes, as well as the supersymmetry preserved by the source
configurations, are discussed in Section 2.4.

Given the complete classification of possible solutions on 4d maximally symmetric space-
times with orientifold, within our ansatz, one may start identifying the classes for which
solutions have been found, and look for new ones. We do so following a procedure described
in Section 3.1 and using the numerical code MaxSymSolSearch (MSSS) presented in Section
3.2. Some searches in a given solution class do not provide any solution: this can either
be a sign of computational complexity that we cannot overcome with our tools, or a hint
at an existence no-go theorem. There are many no-go theorems against de Sitter solutions
(see [21,34]); we discuss and find new ones here in Section 3.3 both for de Sitter and anti-de
Sitter, the latter being less common. We finally present the new solutions found, together
with those already known, in Section 3.4, as well as here in Table 1. The new solutions are also
listed explicitly in Appendix C. The study of their properties, namely their mass spectrum
and stability, the identification of their group manifold and its compactness, are delayed to
the companion paper [13].

Several of the new solutions found in this paper deserve to be highlighted. We found de
Sitter solutions in myg, in particular some with, in terms of source sets, 1 Oy4, 1 Og and 1 Dy,
a source configuration that preserves N' = 1 supersymmetry in 4d. These de Sitter solutions
are the first of their kind. We also found Minkowski solutions in ss55 and mygg, i.e. with the
3 corresponding O, which are the first of their kind. These classes are very special because
as we prove here, there are no-go theorems against de Sitter and anti-de Sitter solutions.
Finally, we find anti-de Sitter solutions in s55 and myg, also the first of their kind. More on
our solutions can be found in Section 3.4. An important motivation in finding these completely
new supergravity solutions is that they may provide new physics. This is particularly relevant
for de Sitter solutions, for which the known examples are plagued with strong perturbative
instabilities and a failure to be classical string backgrounds, as far as this could be tested.
The search for new solutions remains here fairly generic, i.e. not necessarily tailored to reveal
new physics, and is meant as a proof of existence in these previously unexplored solution
classes. It calls for more dedicated searches, e.g. as in [9], but exhibiting already these new
examples offers the hope of new physics.

The classification and the extensive search for new solutions finally led us to notice general
properties. We argue in Section 4 in favor of conjecture 4, which can be thought of as extending
conjecture 1 of [21]. The latter states the absence of classical de Sitter solutions with parallel
sources (i.e. 1 source set). We repeat here for convenience conjecture 4, together with an
implication of those results.

Conjecture 4 There is no classical de Sitter solution with 2 intersecting source sets.

This implies that a 4d effective theory of a classical string compactification,

admitting a de Sitter critical point, can at most be N' =1 supersymmetric.

Several arguments supporting the conjecture, and a comparison to the literature of 4d gauged
supergravities, are provided in Section 4. Interestingly, if true, these claims have surprising
consequences for string phenomenology. Indeed, while looking for classical de Sitter solutions,
one automatically obtains the stringy ingredients to build 4d A' =1 (or /' = 0) supersym-
metric particle physics models, namely the intersecting branes. It is remarkable that these



two crucial phenomenological elements (cosmology and particle physics) naturally appear here
together, hand-in-hand, from string theory.

2 Classification of possible solutions

2.1 Ansatz, systematic approach and solution classes

We are interested in solutions of 10d type II supergravities on a 4d maximally symmetric
spacetime, i.e. de Sitter, Minkowski or anti-de Sitter, times a 6d compact group manifold M.
Regarding supergravity, D,-branes and orientifolds, we follow conventions of [35,36], and we
restrict ourselves to the solution ansatz reviewed in [21]. Let us summarize now this ansatz and
fix the notations. Along the 6 internal dimensions, we work in the 6d orthonormal coframe
(sometimes referred to as the flat basis), in such a way that the metric is dsZ = e?dpe?,
with the 1-form e®* = e%,dy™. The spin connection can then be expressed in terms of
f%e quantities. By restricting to a 6d group manifold (including a flat torus), the f%, are
constant and correspond to structure constants of an underlying Lie algebra. This algebra
allows to identify which group manifold we are facing. This information however does not
fully characterise the global properties of M, and in particular whether it is compact or not,
a question we will come back to in great details in the companion paper [13]. We restrict
ourselves to a basis where f%,. = 0 without sum on a. The summed version is necessary
for compactness, while the present unsummed version and corresponding choice of basis are
preferred to prove the existence of lattices and thus compactness [37]. We allow for D,-branes
and O, orientifold planes, collectively named sources; p is their dimensionality, sometimes
also called size. For a maximally symmetric spacetime, the sources must be along the 3
space extended dimensions, therefore restricting the dimensionality to p > 3. Again, for a
maximally symmetric spacetime, supergravity fluxes can be purely internal (along the 6d) or
spanning the whole 4d, leaving us to use only the 6d k-forms Fj_ . ¢ for RR fluxes and the 6d
3-form H for the NSNS one. As part of the ansatz, motivated in [21], the fluxes components
in the 6d orthonormal coframe are constant, and the sources are smeared. The latter means
that there is no warp factor, the dilaton is constant and given by e? = g, and the source
contributions of each set I (to be defined) are captured by the constant T%,. The latter can be
understood as the sum of integrals of the J-functions localizing parallel sources. We will also
consider the trace of the sources energy-momentum tensor 79 = > ; T{O. For a given source,
we recall the notations of a|| and a, for parallel and transverse internal dimensions. For
fluxes, we also recall the notation H™ for the form H with only components along n parallel
dimensions. Overall, this ansatz has several advantages: it simplifies the equations and allows
an alternative description using 4d gauged supergravities and their scalar potential [21]. In
particular, let us emphasize that the only variables entering the equations will be the constants

fabm Hpe, gqum...aqy gsT{O . (21)

An important distinction to make is whether sources O,/D,, (with single p) are parallel
or intersecting. All sources that are along the same directions are said to be parallel and
are part of one set I. We denote by N the number of sets: if N = 1, sources are said to be
parallel, if N > 1 they are intersecting. To stress the importance of this distinction, let us
mention a few de Sitter examples. It turns out that de Sitter solutions with parallel sources
are expected not to exist (conjecture 1 in [21]), while having intersecting ones was shown to



help in [36] to get a positive cosmological constant. De Sitter solutions satisfying the above
ansatz with N > 1 were obtained in IIA for p = 6, in particular in [25], and in IIB for p =5
in [24]. More examples will be given in Section 3.4.

We will also consider the case of sources with multiple dimensionalities p. For example,
one such de Sitter solution is known, with p = 5,7 in [26]. This situation requires a few more
notations, and we follow the formalism introduced in Section 6 of [36]. The sources energy
momentum tensor and its trace is where changes occur, with respect to the case of single
dimensionality. The formal definition of Thsn, as well as Tho = ¢MVNTyun = n*BTyp, are
still valid, but the sum over sources now has to be split into a further sum over the different
values of p. The total contribution of sources for each dimensionality p is now denoted Tl( p)
(it was denoted 1% in [36]), and one has

Tio = Z T = Z Z T (2.2)

with a split into all sets I for a given p, introducing a Tl(g) . The case of single dimensionality
p is recovered by dropping the unnecessary upper () we will do so in the following. In
addition, we now have the 4d trace gMNTMN:W =4 Zp Tl(g)/(p +1).

In ITA, we can a priori have p = 4,6,8 sources, and in IIB, p = 3,5,7,9. Our ansatz
is however more restrictive. As we will see, sources are here visible only if their transverse
volume appears in the right-hand side of the sourced RR Bianchi identity. This first implies
that we cannot have p = 9 sources, since we do not consider hypothetical F_; fluxes. In
addition, since we consider constant fluxes, we get that dFy = 0, so we cannot admit p = 8
source. This leaves us in ITA with p = 4,6, and p = 3,5, 7 in IIB; we will also see that p = 3
sources cannot really contribute here.

In [36], the following equation was established (With even/odd RR fluxes in ITA/IIB)

Tp)
Ri= g3 22 1A (23)
p

reminiscent of the Maldacena-Nunez no-go theorem [23], here in the case of multiple dimen-
sionalities. It implies that de Sitter solutions, or Minkowski solutions with RR flux, require
Zp T 1((1)))/ (p+1) > 0. The latter implies that one needs an O, for some p, but interestingly,
not necessarily for all p. This result motivates us to systematically include O,,.

Given the above ansatz for solutions on a 4d maximally symmetric spacetime with ori-
entifolds, we now present a systematic approach that will allow us to determine all possible
source configurations, as well as the allowed fields or variables among (2.1).

1. We first consider an orientifold O,-plane, and place it along the first p — 3 internal
dimensions, in the set I = 1.

2. An O, imposes a projection. Because of our ansatz where variables are constant, the
projection sets to zero many flux components and structure constants [21]. We then
give the explicit list of remaining variables.

3. We finally look at each sourced RR Bianchi identity

(p)I _
AFsp = HAFop=2p 3 Wvol, o 5= ((IPHEDST, (24)
I



where the right-hand side indicates the various p-sources which are present, through the
total contribution Tl(g)I in each set I, together with the transverse volume form vol | o)1
to this set. Using the Maurer-Cartan equation de® = —%f“bceb A €€, we compute the
various components on the left-hand side using the list of variables remaining after the
projection. Each potentially non-zero component can be interpreted as giving rise to a
vol | Y in the right-hand side, with a non-zero Tl(g)l. On the contrary, there cannot be
any source (in our ansatz) whose transverse directions do not appear in the left-hand
side.? We identify this way the possible placements of source sets, i.e. the allowed source
configurations, and they will turn out to be very constrained.

4. We then start over by adding another O, in a different set, studying the resulting projec-
tion, the allowed variables and remaining sources. In case this leads to a contradiction,
we take it back and conclude that other sets J can at best contain D,-branes, implying

. . J
in our conventions 71’ 1(3) <0.

We will proceed in the following with this systematic approach, first considering a sin-
gle dimensionality p and then allowing for multiple ones. This will result in identifying all
possible source configurations and the associated sets of variables. This provides a natural
classification of the possible solutions, and we will distinguish the various possibilities into
so-called solution classes.

Anticipating on our results, we now present these classes and the symbols to denote them.
Given our ansatz, a solution class is defined by the number and dimensionalities of O,. This
defines the allowed variables under the corresponding projections. The symbol to be used is s
for single dimensionality of O, and D,,, and m for multiple dimensionalities. To this, we add a
subscript carrying the p’s of the O): for instance mss77 stands for 2 Os and 2 O7. In the case
where different choices of O), lead to the same set of allowed variables and sources (up to the
nature of the latter, i.e. D), or Op), then the class is defined by the maximum number of O,,.
This will become clear in the following, but for example, it will be the case for sggg6 instead
of sggg, or mss77 instead of ms77. Finally, note that a solution is sometimes searched within
a certain class, but once found, it ends up having many variables and sources set to zero, in
such a way that it can belong to another class with more O,: in that case, the convention is
to place it in the latter.

The classes defined as above amount to consider some sets of source directions as “equiv-
alent”. This means that directions are equivalent up to a relabeling, not considering the
orientation. For instance, given an O, along directions 123, choosing another set along 145
or 245 is equivalent since one can consider 1 < 2, which does not change the placement of
the first O, ignoring orientation. However, when it comes to a concrete solution, doing a
relabeling (or more generally a change of basis) that does not preserve source volume forms, in
particular their orientation, typically does not lead to a solution. Indeed, changing the orien-
tation of a source can be compensated by changing the sign of the corresponding Tl(g)l, which
however does not solve the equations anymore: see appendix A. Because of this, solution
classes could be split into subclasses: the variables and source directions of each subclasses
can be mapped into each other by some transformation, e.g. a relabeling, but actual solutions

3Proceeding this way, we neglect the possibility of having sources in a set I such that Tl(g "= 0, i.e. where
O, and D, contributions perfectly cancel each other. We view this here as going beyond our ansatz. See in
particular [38] for a discussion of such Minkowski solutions.



do not survive this transformation. We will have an example of this for ms577, and will then
introduce the subclass mZg;.

We now turn to the systematic determination of the solution classes, and will provide
summaries of those in sections 2.2.6 and 2.3.3.

2.2 Source configurations and fields for a single dimensionality p
2.2.1 Os-plane

The case of p = 3 sources is special, because they are transverse to all 6d dimensions, and
are thus only points in M. A first consequence is that no structure constant f%,. survives
the orientifold projection. In addition, given our ansatz, only the following flux components
remain after an Og projection
Os: FY HO (2.5)
or in other words
LRI Fg abe » Habc: a,b,c: 1,...,6 . (26)

Considering an Os, the left-hand side of the Bianchi identity for F5 boils down to —H A F3,
which can be non-zero with the above components, and proportional to the 6d volume form.
We can then have p = 3 sources. In short we get

s3: 1 O3 (at a point) = p = 3 sources at points . (2.7)

2.2.2 (Og4-plane

The orientifold projection of an Oy restricts the structure constants and fluxes to be [39]
0 1
Oa: [ Nyicrs [ bicp Y, 7Y, HO . (2.8)

The other possible type of structure constants, fa”bHCH, is vanishing due to the antisymmetry
of b, ¢, since there is only one direction parallel to the O4. We also recall that we restrict
ourselves for simplicity to a basis where f%,. = 0 without sum. We now place an Oy4 in the
set I = 1 along the internal direction 1. We deduce the following list of remaining variables
after one O4 projection

sS4 Fo: Fooz, Fyos, Fros, Fyos, Foza, Fozs, Foze, Fhus,
Fy 46, F» 56,
Fy: Fyi34, Fii23s, Fii1236, Fai12a5, Fai2a6, Fiai12s6, Fi1345,

Fy346, Fa1356, Fa1456,
H: Hs3y, Hyss, Hozs, Hous, Hoe, Hose, Hszas, Hase,
Hss6, Hyse, (2.9)

e s floas flas, flass flaas flass flass flas, flass [lse,
2 2 2 2 1 1
F %, e P o o Py Pa, Pas Psis Pa, flas

4 4
51, e, o, o fPa, e, P, Pa, fPa, 1.

There are 30 fluxes and 30 structure constants. From this list, it is straightforward to
compute the components of dF; and H A Fy. It is easy to verify that e! never appears in



these 5-forms. This means the components are purely along directions 23456, i.e. vol,,, in
other words

sg: 1 Oy (along direction 1) = p = 4 sources along direction 1 . (2.10)

We conclude that imposing one O4 projection with our ansatz allows to have only N =1
set of sources: the one with the O4. In other words, with an O4, p = 4 sources can only be
parallel!

2.2.3 Os-plane

We turn to p = 5 and proceed as above. We recall the choice of working in a basis where
f%e = 0 without sum. One Oj projection then leaves us with

0 1 2
05: faHbJ_CJ_7 faLbJ_cHa Fl( )7 Fg( )7 F5( )7 H(0)7 H(2) . (211)
Having the Os in a set I = 1 along directions 12, one is left with the following variables
ss: Fi: Fi3, Fiy4, Iis, Iig,
F3: F3134, F3135, F3136, F31s5, F316, F3156, F3231, F3935,

F3036, F3245, F3246, F3256,

Fs: Fs519345, F512346, F512356, F5 12456,
H: Hi3, Hiaa, Hizs, Hios, Hsas, Hzue, Hzse, Huse, (2.12)

Py e s flaas flass flass flass flass flses Paas Pass a6,
s, s, 56,

VAT TR P, P, P P, Pas, s s, s s,
oz, flas, o i3, s 6. fPas, P o,

s, P, fPis, fPas, fPau,  f%s,

namely 28 flux components and 36 structure constants. From there one computes dF3, HAF1,
and deduces the possible non-zero components. It is straightforward to deduce that source
sets can be along the following directions

s5: 1 Ojs (along directions 12) = p = 5 sources along directions 12,34, 35,36, (2.13)
45,46, 56 .

So contrary to p = 4, we can have here intersecting sources. The source directions in (2.13)
are, apart from 12, all equivalent. We then place a second Os in a second set I = 2 along 34,
and determine the remaining variables to be

ss5: Fi: Fis, I,
Fs: F3s15, Fss16, Fs325, Fzsos, Fzas, Fsai6, Fzazs, F3a2,

Fs5: F5341925, F5 34126,
H: His, Hiz, Hss, Hse, (2.14)

4 1 4 1

U2, e s P Pass Pass s fliss flass s,
1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2

S %0 e, 0 fisss a3y fisas feas [Tsss fTes, fTsas [Tes,

s, ez, i, o, fPs, O3, P, O,

10



namely 16 fluxes and 24 structure constants. We then compute the Bianchi identity compo-
nents, and verify that sources can be along

ss5 ¢ 2 Os (along directions 12, 34) = p = 5 sources along directions 12,34,56 . (2.15)

We finally consider a third O5 in I = 3 along 56. In this case, the structure constants are not
constrained further, but only the F3 flux remains, i.e. the variables are

sss5 0 F3: F3i3s, F3i136, F31as, Fzwe, F3235, F323, F39245, F3246,
3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4

[l et P50 fPies P50 [P0 frs0 ffies fless foes (2.16)
1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2

F % e, 0 fs3s fless fisas fleas [Ts3. fTess fTsan [fTe4s

s, s, P, o, fCs, fPs, fPu, fPu,

for a total of 8 flux components and 24 structure constants. We compute the Bianchi identity
components, and those remain as above

S555 : 3 Os (along directions 12, 34, 56) = p = 5 sources along directions 12,34, 56 . (2.17)

2.2.4 QOg-plane

We proceed as above. One Og projection allows for the following variables
OG : faHbJ_CJ_7 fale_CH7 faHbHCH7 F(SO)v 2(1)7 42)7 6(3)7 H(O)a H(Q) . (218)
Placing the Og in the first set I = 1 along 123, we are left with the following variables

S¢ - F() : Fo,
Fy: Fo14, Fo15, Foi16, Fooq, Foos, Foos, Fo3a, Fa3s5, F236,
Fy: Fyiioas, Fyioae, Fiios6, Fai1sas, Faizae, Fiisse, Fio3ss,
Fy 2346, Fu 2356,

Fs: Fg 123456
H: Higy, Hios, Hios, Hiza, Hizs, Hize, Hoza, Hoazs,

Hase, Huse, (2.19)
Fy, ey s flass flass flses fPass fPass Pses Pass Pass oo,
4, et s e, fPay ey Pas s s fle2s a2 e,
fOaz, fO2, fYss. fles. fas. fPes, [Pz, f%ss,
faHlbulcul Dol e, P,

namely 30 fluxes and 30 structure constants (as for p = 4). From those we compute dFy,
H A Fp, and deduce that the directions of possible sources

s¢: 1 Og (along directions 123) = p = 6 sources along directions 123,145,146, (2.20)
156, 245, 246, 256, 345, 346, 356 .
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This means that we can have intersecting sources. Given directions 123, the other possible
sets in (2.20) are all equivalent. We place a second Og in set I = 2 along 145, and we are left
with the following variables

S66 - F() : F(),
Fy: Fyi6, Fyo4, Fyo5, Fy34, Fyss,
Fy: Fyi2a6, Fai12s6, Fai13a6, Fa13se, Fa 2345,

Fs:  Fg 123456
H: Hios, Hios, Hiza, Hizs, Hoze, Huise, (2.21)

1 2 2
oy, ey o flass Pass Pses Pass oo,

4 5 4 5 6 6 1 5 6 6
S ey s [l an, e fPe2s fPaz a2, fless fess fTass s,

1 2 3
AL VTIPS A" N i VI AST

namely 18 fluxes and 18 structure constants. We proceed as above and obtain the following
sources

se6 : 2 Og (along directions 123, 145) = p = 6 sources along directions 123,145, (2.22)
946, 256, 346, 356 .

Given 123 and 145, the other directions in (2.22) are equivalent. We place a third Og in set
1 = 3 along 256, and we are left with

seee6 :  Ly: Fo, Faie, Fooa, Fo3zs, Fiioa6, Fai13s6, Fa23as5, Fo 123456,
H: Hig5, Hizsa, Hozs, Hase,

Fpes flas, s, fPas,  flas, a1, e, (2.23)

. 4 4 5 5 6 6
S ey o [l flesy fPans ez, fs2. [as,
namely 12 fluxes and 12 structure constants. Proceeding as above we obtain

see66 © 3 Og (along directions 123, 145, 256) = p = 6 sources along directions  (2.24)
123, 145, 256, 346 .

Placing an Og along the last set of directions 346 preserves exactly the same variables and
sources. This was already noticed in [25]: the fourth orientifold involution comes for free. As
explained in Section 2.1, this is why we name the above class sggg6-

2.2.5 Or-plane

We finally consider p = 7. The components allowed under an O7 projection are
1 2 3
07: faHbJ_CJ_7 faLbJ_cua faHbHCHa Fl( )7 F?S )7 F5( )7 H(z) . (225)
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We start with one Oy along 1234 and get after projection the following list of variables

s7: Fr: Fi1, Fro, P13, Fig4,
F3: Fs125, F3126, F3135, F3136, F3145, F3146,
F3035, F3236, F3245, F3246, F3345, F3346,
F5: F512356, F512456, F5 13456, F5 23456,
H: Hios, Hizs, Hiss, Hisze, His, His,
Hass, Hass, Hoas, Hoge, Hsss, Hsae, (2:26)
Py, e s flsss Pses oses fse,s
F %, e s 160 oy P36, fPass 5. s O, fOs,
e o floas floaas flaas Pz P e,

4 4 4
f312a f3147 f324a f127 f137 f23~

There are here 32 flux components and 24 structure constants. We obtain the following
possible sources

s7: 1 O7 (along 1234) = p = 7 sources along 1234, 3456, 2456, 2356, (2.27)
1456, 1356, 1256 .

From (2.27), we add a second O7 in the set I = 2 along 1256 and obtain the following variables

sire P Fri, Fioa,
Fs: F3i135, F3136, F3145, F3146,
F3035, F3923, F325, F346,
F5: Fs513456, F5 23456,

H: Hizs, Hize, Hias, Hiae, Hoazs, Haze, Haas, Hoas, (2.28)
e s e fPse,s
%, e 6 Pass P50 s,
e s Flaas o Py o, [, [l
The Bianchi identity allows for the following source configurations
s77: 2 O7 (along 1234 and 1256) = p = 7 sources along 1234, 1256 . (2.29)

2.2.6 Summary

Our ansatz with at least one O, and a single dimensionality p allows for only few possible
source configurations and associated field content (variables). As explained in Section 2.1,
this information allows to classify possible solutions into classes. We summarize these results
in Table 2.
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Solution | Number of sets Oy, sets Possible D,, sets Field
class with O, directions directions content
S3 1 03 pt (2.6)
S4 1 04 1 (2.9)
S5 1 Os 12 34, 35, 36, 45, 46, 56 (2.12)
S55 2 Os 12, 34 56 (2.14)
5555 3 05 12, 34, 56 (21())
S6 1 Og 123 145, 146, 156, 245, 246, | (2.19)

256, 345, 346, 356
566 2 Og 123, 145 246, 256, 346, 356 (2.21)
56666 3or4 06 123, 145, 256, (346) (346) (2.23)
s7 1 O7 1234 3456, 2456, 2356, (2.26)
1456, 1356, 1256
S77 2 Of 1234, 1256 (2.28)

Table 2: Source configurations allowed in our ansatz for a single dimensionality p, with at least
one O,. To each of those corresponds a list of variables or field content (structure constants,
fluxes) allowed by the orientifold projection. Together, these pieces of information define a
solution class.

2.2.7 Comments on de Sitter solutions

The results obtained offer a new light on various observations and constraints regarding de
Sitter solutions, and we pause here to comment on those. The question of finding de Sitter
solutions with our ansatz and a single dimensionality p has been studied in great details and
is highly constrained [21,34,39]. A first result is that only p = 4, 5 or 6 would allow for
solutions, the other p’s leading to no-go theorems. In addition, we mentioned already that
de Sitter solutions with parallel sources are conjectured not to exist [21], while solutions have
been found with intersecting sources for p = 5 or 6. The details of the intersection was
shown in [36] to play a role: let us add a word on this point. Of particular interest was the
case of “homogeneous overlap”, where each single set I overlaps the other sets in the same
manner, i.e. the number of common directions is the same with each other set and denoted N,.
Different situations are named “inhomogeneous overlap”. In general, one has 0 < N, < p—3,
where N, = p — 3 means that sources are parallel. It was noticed in [36] that the choice of
homogeneous overlap with N, = p—>5 for p = 5, 6 would simplify the equations of motion and
make these two cases very analogous. As it turns out, the de Sitter solutions obtained for
p = 5,6 both verified N, = p — 5. Contrary to the other p’s, the case of p = 4 could only be
loosely constrained in [36].? An obvious difference with p = 5,6 is that O,/ D, only wrap one
internal dimension, so they cannot overlap;® few more differences were pointed out in [36].
As we now explain, the results obtained here clarify the previous observations:

4We note that our ansatz, in particular the specification to group manifolds, was not implemented in [36].
One constraint put forward in that paper for p = 4 is (4.3): this requirement turns out to be automatically
satisfied when specializing to our ansatz, since then Fg = 0, R}, = 0, R‘ll; < 0, as shown there in section 4.3.
Another constraint, (4.5), remains less trivial.

5We do not consider here sources placed at angles, but only orthogonal ones. It could be that the former
is however contained in the latter by projection.
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e p = 4: we obtain that the only possible source configuration is a single set of parallel
sources. This emphasizes the difference with p = 5,6, and makes it very unlikely to find
any de Sitter solution (with our ansatz) for p = 4.

e p = 5,6 and homogeneous overlap: when looking at all possible source configurations, we
discover to our surprise that the only possible cases of homogeneous overlap correspond
to those already studied and obey N, = p — 5. What appeared previously as an
interesting choice turns out to be the only possibility. This possibility also has a relation
to supersymmetry, as we will see in section 2.4.2.

In more details, the source configurations are those of classes sgge6, S55 Or s555; de Sitter
solutions, however, cannot be found in the latter [24], but were found in the two former.
The same homogeneous overlap can also be achieved in the other classes s5, sg and sgg,
by turning off some of the sets with D,,.

e p = 5,6 and inhomogeneous overlap: such source configurations can appear in classes
s5, s¢ and sgg. Only those may then provide new and different examples of de Sitter
solutions.

2.3 Source configurations and fields for multiple dimensionalities

We proceed systematically to determine the solution classes in the case of multiple dimen-
sionalities, as done previously for a single dimensionality.

2.3.1 1IIA systematics

Given our ansatz, one can have in type IIA supergravity p = 4,6 sources. We first consider
one Og along directions 123: the variables allowed by the projection are given in (2.19). From
those we compute the components of the Bianchi identity sourcing the p = 4 sources, namely
the terms dFy and H A F5, while the analysis for p = 6 sources is already made in (2.20). We
obtain the following possible sources

me: 1 Og (along directions 123) = p = 4 sources along directions 4, 5, 6, (2.30)
p = 6 sources along directions 123,145, 146, 156, 245,
246, 256, 345, 346, 356 .

From this point we have two options: adding an Og or an O4. If we add an Og, the list of
remaining variables is given in (2.21), and now the Bianchi identities give

mee : 2 Og (along directions 123, 145) = p = 4 sources along direction 6, (2.31)
p = 6 sources along directions 123,145, 246,
956, 346, 356 .

From (2.31), we can add an O4 along 6, which up to relabeling, is considered below in (2.35).
The other option is to add a third Og. However, in that case the remaining variables are

Although of no interest for de Sitter, the case p = 7 also exhibits a single possibility of homogeneous
overlap, that is, the source configuration of s77 (possibly extended with an extra source in s7), which also
obeys N, = p — 5.

15



given in (2.23), and the F; Bianchi identity does not allow for any p = 4 source; this is thus
not a multiple dimensionalities configuration.

If from (2.30) we rather add an Oy along 4 (all directions being equivalent), the list of
remaining variables is

mye: Fo: Fyis, Foie, Foos, Foos, Foss, Fbse,
Fy: Fyioa5, Fii2a6, Fii3as, Fiizae, Fiosas, Fiosae,
H: Hyss, Hie, Hizs, Hize, Hoss, Hase, (2.32)

1 1 2 2 3 3
SN, et fass fas, fPass [Tas, fPas. o [Pae,

4 4 4 4 4
4, e st o, fPay fPas s, fle2n Paes e, [,

o3, Pz, fOus,

namely 18 flux components and 18 structure constants, and the Bianchi identities for p = 4
and p = 6 give

mye : 1 Og (along 123) and 1 O4 (along 4) = p = 4 sources along 4, (2.33)
p = 6 sources along 123,156, 256, 356 .

Directions being equivalent, we can add an Og along 156. The remaining variables are now

maee :  Fo: Foos, Foog, Fozs, I3,

Fy: Fyioa5, Faii2a6, Fai3as, Fi1346,
H: Hs, Hi, Hizs, Hise, (2.34)

> 2 3 3
SNy o0 fPass [ass fPass o [Tae,

6 1 4 5 6
%, ey o 2 fleas fPaos P2 fssn fless i s,

namely 12 flux components and 12 structure constants, and the Bianchi identities give

myes : 2 Og (along 123, 156) and 1 Oy (along 4) = p = 4 sources along 4, (2.35)
p = 6 sources along 123,156 .

We cannot add any more source.

Finally, if we rather start by considering one O4 along 4, the list of allowed variables is
given up to relabeling in (2.9). The result of the Bianchi identity of Fj is given in (2.10),
while the Fy leads us to the following sources

mya: 1 Oy (along directions 4) = p = 4 sources along direction 4, (2.36)
p = 6 sources along directions 123,125, 126, 135, 136,
156,235, 236, 256, 356 .

From there, we can add an Og along 123, bringing us back to the case (2.33). Overall, this
gives 5 possible solution classes.
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2.3.2 1IB systematics

We turn to type IIB supergravity, where our ansatz allows for p = 3,5,7 sources. We first
consider one O3 along directions 12. The list of allowed variables is given in (2.12), and p = 5
sources are given in (2.13). The F5 Bianchi identity does not allow for any p = 3 source. The
Bianchi identity for F} leads us to the following

ms: 1 Os (along directions 12) = p = 5 sources along directions 12, 34, 35, 36, (2.37)
45,46, 56,
p = 7 sources along directions 2456, 2356, 2346, 2345,
1456, 1356, 1346, 1345 .

From there, we can either add one Os or one O7. Another Os can be placed without loss
of generality along 34. The remaining variables are given in (2.14) and from the Bianchi
identities, we deduce

mss : 2 Os (along directions 12, 34) = p = 5 sources along directions 12, 34, 56, (2.38)
p = 7 sources along directions 2456, 2356, 1456, 1356 .

From (2.38), we can add an Oy, which will be considered below in (2.42). We rather add a
third O5 along 56. The remaining variables are given in (2.16), and the allowed p = 5 sources
are the same. However, the F; Bianchi identity does not allow for any p = 7 source, which
brings us back to a single dimensionality case.

If from (2.37) we rather add an O7 along 2456 (all directions being equivalent) the list of
remaining variables is

msr: Fi: Fra, Fis, Fig,
Fs: F3145, F3146, F3156, F3234, F3235, F3236,
F5: Fs512345, F512346, F5 12356,
H: Hios, His5, Hios, Hsss, Hzae, Hszse, (2.39)

U, et e fles. flas,
1
F 4, e s Py Pes e s, s,

2 2 2 4 4 5 5 6 6
SN2 et frass [Tae, fTses [Tos, fTees T2 P26 fToa, [l

There are 18 flux components and 18 structure constants, and the Bianchi identities allow
the following sources

ms7: 1 Os (along 12) and 1 O7 (along 2456) = p = 5 sources along 12,34, 35,36, (2.40)
p = 7 sources along 2456, 1356, 1346, 1345 .

From there we add an O3 along 34 (all directions being equivalent), and obtain the following
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list of variables
msstr: P Fis, Fie,
Fs: F314s5, F3146, F3235, F3a36,
F5: F512345, F5 12346,
H: Hyss, His, H3zs, Hage, (2.41)
e s ey flae,
F 4, e Piss Py s, s,

2 2 4 4 5 6
20 0 fPass fTass o5 T2 [, [l

This gives 12 flux components and 12 structure constants, and Bianchi identities give

mss77 © 2 O3 (along 12, 34) and 1 O7 (along 2456) = p = 5 sources along 12,34, (2.42)
p = 7 sources along 2456, 1356 .

The last thing we can add from here is an O7 along 1356. Doing so, one obtains the exact
same list of variables as in (2.41), so in that sense, the last O7 “comes for free”. This explains
why the solution class was already called ms577. The Bianchi identities give the same sources
as above, and one cannot add any more source. From (2.40), we could also have added an Oz
along 1356. In this case, one ends up again with the same variables as in (2.41). The Bianchi
identities therefore give the same sources, namely

mss77 @ 1 Op (along 12) and 2 O7 (along 2456, 1356) = p = 5 sources along 12,34, (2.43)
p = 7 sources along 2456, 1356 .

From there, we can only add an Os along 34 to reach the case discussed above. It is obvious
that this extra Os also “comes for free”.

Starting now with one O7 along 1234, the list of variables is given in (2.26) and the
corresponding p = 7 sources in (2.27). Possible sources are as follows

my7: 1 O7 (along 1234) = p = 3 sources at points,
p = 5 sources along 15,16, 25, 26, 35, 36, 45, 46, (2.44)
p = 7 sources along 1234, 3456, 2456, 2356, 1456, 1356, 1256 .

From there, we can add an Os, bringing us back to (2.40). We rather add a second O7 along
1256 and obtain the variables given in (2.28). The Bianchi identities allow for the following
sources

mz7 . 2 O7 (along 1234 and 1256) = p = 3 sources at points,
p = 5 sources along 46,45, 36, 35, (2.45)
p = 7 sources along 1234, 1256 .

From there, we can add an Os, bringing us back to (2.43). We will also see below that the
addition of an O3 from (2.44) and (2.45) is not possible with multiple dimensionalities.

We finally consider from the start an Os. The allowed variables are given in (2.6). Having
p = 3 sources is then possible as indicated in (2.7). However, the Bianchi identities of F; and
F3 do not allow for any p = 7 nor p = 5 source, bringing us to a single dimensionality case.
Overall, we find 6 distinct solution classes (not counting the “free” O7 or Os).
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2.3.3 Summary

We summarize in Table 3 and 4 the source configurations with multiple dimensionalities
and associated field content (allowed variables) obtained in Section 2.3.1 and 2.3.2. This
information defines solution classes.

Solution | Number of sets O, sets Possible D,, sets Field
class with O, directions directions content
my 1 0Oy 4 123, 125, 126, 135, 136, (2.9)
156, 235, 236, 256, 356
Myg 10g,1 04 123, 4 156, 256, 356 (2.32)
M466 2 Og, 1 Oy 123, 156, 4 (2.34)
me 1 06 123 4,5,6
145, 146, 156, 245, 246, | (2.19)
256, 345, 346, 356
Mee 2 Og 123,145 | 6, 246, 256, 346, 356 | (2.21)

Table 3: Source configurations in type IIA supergravity allowed by our ansatz for multiple
dimensionalities with at least one O,, together with the associated list of allowed variables or
field content. These two pieces of information form together a solution class.

Solution | Number of sets O, sets Possible D,, sets Field
class with O, directions directions content
ms 1 Os 12 34, 35, 36, 45, 46, 56
2456, 2356, 2346, 2345, (2.12)
1456, 1356, 1346, 1345
mss 2 05 12, 34 06 (214)
2456, 2356, 1456, 1356
msy 105,107 12, 2456 34, 35, 36 (2.39)
1356, 1346, 1345
Mas7T 1 (or 2) Os, 12, (34), (34), (1356) (2.41)
1 (or 2) Oy 2456, (1356)
my 1 Oy 1234 15, 16, 25, 26, 35, 36, 45, 46
pt, 3456, 2456, 2356, (2.26)
1456, 1356, 1256
mor 2 O7 1234, 1256 pt, 35, 36, 45, 46 (2.28)

Table 4: Source configurations in type IIB supergravity allowed by our ansatz for multiple
dimensionalities with at least one O, together with the associated list of allowed variables
or field content. These two pieces of information form together a solution class. The p = 3
sources are located at a point, denoted pt. The cases of 1 Os, 2 O7, or 2 Os, 1 Oz, or 2 Os,
2 Oy form just one class: they all give the same allowed variables and the same four sources
(up to their O,/D,, nature).
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2.4 T-duality and supersymmetry

Having identified all solution classes within our ansatz with at least one O,, a few comments
are in order regarding T-duality relations and the unbroken supersymmetries.

2.4.1 T-duality

Some source configurations are T-dual to others. For example, the configuration of m4g with
3 sets, i.e. 1 O4 along 4, 1 Og along 123 and 1 Dg along 156 of (2.33) is T-dual to the
configuration of sz5 of (2.15). This can be seen by performing a T-duality along direction
1 and relabeling 2 <+ 4. Turning the D,-branes into Op-planes, we get that the sources of
maee in (2.35) are T-dual to those of ss55 in (2.17). Similarly, the configuration of mss77,
i.e. 2 O5 along 12, 34 and 2 Oy along 1356, 2456, mentioned below (2.42), is T-dual to the
configuration of sgges with 4 Og given below (2.24). One should perform the T-duality along
6, followed by a relabeling 1 <+ 2, 3 <+ 6. Finally, T-dual source configurations with 2 sets
are given in (4.1) and (4.2).

One may then wonder whether beyond the source configurations, the solution classes
as a whole are actually T-dual. This would mean that the allowed variables or fields are
transformed into each other by T-duality. This is however not the case, as one can verify
using the standard T-duality rules on flux indices [40]. This point was made in [26] regarding
the de Sitter solution with O5&07 (belonging to mss77): T-duality on the fields leads to
non-geometric Q-fluxes, which are not allowed in our settings. So the solutions cannot be
concluded to be T-dual. Anticipating on our solutions, the same will be true here. In type
IIB, we also find de Sitter solutions in mss77. All of them have either a f246 or a f426 non-zero.
T-duality then gives f%s — @Qp?°, i.e. generates a non-geometric Q-flux, so our solutions are
not T-dual to geometric ones and are truly new. Similarly in ITA, our de Sitter solutions in
mag admit f45, 416 non-zero. The T-duality ruleis f%. — —Q.%!, so again, a non-geometric
Q-flux would be generated from our solutions, so they are not T-dual to known geometric
ones and are truly new.” Even though the complete solution classes are not T-dual, the source
configurations still are, and this will be useful for the supersymmetry analysis that we now
turn to.

2.4.2 Unbroken supersymmetries

We have considered various configurations of static branes and orientifolds. It would be
interesting to determine whether those preserve some supersymmetry (i.e. are “mutually
BPS”), first to have a chance to obtain a 4d supersymmetric effective theory, but also to
avoid possible (open string) instabilities. One set of parallel branes breaks half of type II
supersymmetries. Two orthogonal sets break a further half, i.e. a quarter, if and only if
their total number of Neumann-Dirichlet (ND) boundary conditions, Ny p, is a multiple of
4: Nvp = 41 > 0 for some positive integer i. In other words, the total number of directions

It is conceivable that the problematic structure constants ;. disappear via a rotation among e.g. direc-
tions 1 and 2, applied to the Maurer-Cartan equations. However, such a rotation may in turn transform a
single set of Dg along 156 into two sets along 156 and 256; see appendix A. As a consequence, the rewritten
solution, assuming it is still a solution, would have a source configuration which is not T-dual anymore to the
one in ss5, when performing T-duality along the new, rotated, directions. This is another way to view the
obstruction.
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belonging to one set and not to the other, which is always an even number, should be a
multiple of 4. If this does not hold, supersymmetry is broken.

Given we work in the orthonormal (co)frame, our sets are orthogonal, it is then straight-
forward to perform the supersymmetry check. Our configurations are along the 3 external
space dimensions, and have for each set p — 3 internal dimensions; only the latter can be ND.
Let us first consider configurations of single dimensionality p > 4. For p = 4, two different
sets only have Nyp = 1+ 1 = 2 so intersecting p = 4 sources break supersymmetry. For
p > 5, let us denote N, > 0 the number of common internal directions of two orthogonal sets.
Two conditions need to be obeyed:

4i=2(p—-3-N,), 2p—-3-N,)+N,<6. (2.46)

The first one is the condition for unbroken supersymmetry; the second one is the requirement
that the total of internal dimensions of the two sets is smaller than 6. We deduce that
1<i < %, and conclude that we must have i = 1, i.e. N, = p— 5, to preserve supersymmetry.
Since there is no other possible value for N,, this means that this value of N, must hold for
all pairs of sets, in other words there is an homogenous overlap. As discussed in Section 2.2.7,
the value N, = p—5 is precisely the one for which solutions with homogeneous overlap can be
found here, as initially advocated from equations of motion for de Sitter solutions in [36]. This
result also implies that configurations with inhomogeneous overlap break supersymmetry.

We extend the analysis to source configurations with multiple dimensionalities. We apply
the rule Nyp = 4i > 0 to pairs of sources in such configurations, allowing us to determine
those that leave some unbroken supersymmetry. A remaining question is the amount of
supersymmetry that is left unbroken. Each pair of orthogonal sets verifying Nyp = 4i > 0
preserves a quarter of the initial amount. It is well-known that adding a third source as we
do with D5/Os5 (along 12, 34, 56) or Dg/Og (along 123, 145, 256) breaks supersymmetry by
a further half. For Dg/Og one can add the fourth source along 346 for free. In those two
cases, one then preserves N' = 1 in 4d. Thanks to the T-duality relation of these source
configurations to those with O4/0¢ and O5/O7 (see Section 2.4.1), we deduce the number of
preserved supersymmetries for configurations with multiple dimensionalities. The results are
summarized in Table 5.
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Solution Sources directions 4d N of
class allowing for unbroken SUSY | preserved SUSY
S3 pt 4
S4 1 4
S5 12, (34, 56) 4,(2,1)
S55 12, 34, (56) 2,(1)
S555 12, 347 56 1
56 123, (145, 256, 346) 4,(2,1)
S66 123, 145, (256, 346) 2,(1)
S6666 123, 145, 256, (346) 1
s7 1234, (1256, 3456) 4,02,1)
S77 1234, 1256 2
ma 4, 123, (156) 2.(1)
Myg 4, 123, (156) 2,(1)
M46e 4, 123, 156 1
me 4, 123, (156) 2,(1)
Mee 6, 123, 145 1
ms 12, 2456, (34, 1356) 2,(1)
Mas 12, 34, 2456, (1356) 1
mar 12, 2456, (34, 1356) 2,(1)
mss77 12, 34, 2456, (1356) 1
12, 2456, 1356, (34) 1
ms pt, 1234, (1256, 3456) 4,(2,1)
15, 1234, (26, 3456) (1)
moy pt, 1234, 1256 2
35, 1234, 1256, (46) 1

Table 5: Internal directions of the source sets that allow for unbroken supersymmetry, for each
solution class previously identified. The corresponding number N of preserved supersymme-
tries in 4d is given. The sets in parentheses are optional in the class, to which the amount
N in parentheses corresponds. Some classes allow for different supersymmetry-preserving
configurations, then specified on distinct rows.

We see through Table 5 that among all possible solution classes, it is eventually only few
redundant source configurations that appear and preserve supersymmetry.

3 Solutions

We classified in Section 2 the possible solutions with our ansatz into a list of solution classes,
summarized in Section 2.2.6 and 2.3.3. In this section, we look for new solutions in those
classes, most of our efforts being dedicated to de Sitter ones.
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3.1 Procedure to find solutions

To find a solution with a 4d maximally symmetric spacetime within our ansatz, one has to
solve the equations listed in Appendix B, together with the constraints

Rysign, T "7V <o, (3.1)

where the sign constraint on the 4d curvature is e.g. R4 > 0 for de Sitter, and the second
constraint is about possible source sets without O,. This is done numerically as further
detailed in Section 3.2.

Prior to this, one should start by choosing a solution class among those listed in Table
2, 3 and 4. This determines the source configuration as well as the allowed variables to be
considered non-zero in the equations; considering that list of variables amounts to ensure
that the orientifold projection is satisfied. Given the source configuration, the labeling of the
sets can be fixed, and the transverse volume forms as well as the internal energy momentum
tensor can be determined; those quantities are needed in the equations to solve. We provide
in the following two examples of single dimensionality (and a priori inhomogeneous overlap),
but the procedure extends to cases of multiple dimensionalities.

o Category ss:

We label the source sets as in Table 6.

Set I || Sources Space dimensions

4d [1]2[3]4]5]6
1 O5,(D5) | ® | ® | ® | ®|®
2 (Ds) R ®|® ® | ®
3 (D;) |®|®|® ® ®
4 (Ds) R ®|® ® ®
5 (D;) |®|®|® ®|®
6 (Ds) R|®|® ® ®
7 (Ds) Rl ®|® ® | ®

Table 6: O3/ D5 source configuration in the class s5. Sources in parentheses are not mandatory.

This leads us to the following volume forms

I=1 V01||1:61/\€2,VOIJ_1:€3/\€4/\65/\€6,

I1=2 V01||2:€3/\64,V01L2:€1/\62/\65/\66,

I1=3 V01||3:€3/\€5,VOIJ_3:—€1/\€2/\64/\€6,

I=4: V01||4:€3/\€6,VOIJ_4:€1/\62/\64/\€5, (3.2)
I1=5 VO]||5:€4/\65,V01L5:€1/\62/\€3/\66,

I1=6 Vol||6:e4/\66,VolLﬁz—el/\eQ/\eS/\e‘r’,

I1=7 V01||7:€5/\€6,VOIJ_7:€1/\62/\63/\€4,
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where the —1 in vol, are due to the 6d orientation. The source energy momentum
tensor is given by

T, —di Ty Tl THh+Tio+Th Tih+To+ T
ab = dlag 6 5 6 5 6 ) 6 ) (33)
Tio+Tio+ T Tio+Tih + T170>
6 ’ 6 )

The list of variables is given in (2.12). The equations to solve are given in appendix B,
setting TI(S)I = Tl(g) ' =0, thus giving T1p = Tl(g).g As in [24], simplifications occur in
the equations. Because of the O3 projection and the fluxes being constant, the e.o.m.
for F} and the BI for Fy are trivially satisfied: these six-forms vanish identically. In
addition, following the reasoning of Section 3.2 of [21], the off-diagonal aj b, Einstein
equations for a set I with an O3 projection are trivially satisfied. With such a projection
for I = 1, we are left with the Einstein equations along the blocks 12 and 3456, i.e. 13
equations.

o Category sgs:

Similarly, we label the source sets as in Table 7.

Set I || Sources Space dimensions

4d  [1]2]3]4][5]6
1 O6,(Dg) | @ ®|Q®|®|®|®
2 Os,Dg) |® | @] ®|® ® | ®
3 (Ds) R Q|® ® ® ®
4 (Dg) ®|®|® ® ® | ®
5 (Dg) [ ®|®]|® ® | ® ®
6 (Ds) R |® ® ® | ®

Table 7: Og/Dg source configuration in the class sgg. Sources in parentheses are not manda-
tory.

This leads us to the following volume forms

I=1: vol||1:el/\e2/\e3 , VO]J_1:€4/\65/\€6,

I=2: V01||2:€1/\64Ae5 ,vol, =2 ned nel
V01||3:€2/\€4/\66 , V01L3:61/\63/\€5,
V01||4:62/\€5/\66 , VO]J_4:—€1/\63/\€4,
Vol||5 —eSNetnel , VO]J_5:—€1/\€2/\65,

I=6: V01||6:€3/\€5/\66,V01L6:61A62/\€4.

8These equations are formally the same as in [24], up to the volume forms and the Tyn,. One should pay
attention to the typo in that paper: the missing sign 5. We corrected this here.
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The source energy momentum tensor is given by

. T +Th Tho+Th+Th T+ Thh+TH
Tab = dlag 7 5 7 y 7 5
TH+Tih+Th Th+Tih+Th Ti+Ti+ T+ T160)
7 ’ 7 ’ 7 '

The list of variables is given in (2.21). The equations to solve are those of appendix
B, setting Tl(g)l = TI(S)I = 0, thus giving T = Tl(g). Regarding simplifications in our
setting, let us mention that the Fy BI is automatically satisfied given our ansatz. As
for p = 5, all off-diagonal a),b1; FEinstein equations for a set I with an Og projection
are trivially satisfied. Here the projection is for I = 1,2, leaving the Einstein equations
along 11, 66, and the blocks 23 and 45, giving 8 equations.

Last but not least, once a solution to the equations of Appendix B and the constraints
(3.1) is found, a remaining task is to verify that the group manifold M, for which structure
constants have been found, is compact. We will come back in detail in the companion paper
[13] to this matter of the compactness.

Let us add that the equations to solve enjoy an overall scaling symmetry, associated to a
parameter A in [24, Sec. 4.2]. To help in the search for solutions, this freedom is sometimes
fixed at first, by giving a value to one of the variables, e.g. gs Tj; = 10. One should keep in
mind that all variable values can later be rescaled at will, in the absence of possible further
constraints, such as requiring the supergravity solution to be a classical string background.
This is true in particular for the values of the curvatures |R4| and |Rg|, that can for instance
be lowered.

3.2 Numerical code

The numerical code MaxSymSolSearch (MSSS) used to find new solutions follows the one used
and described in [24], with several extensions and improvements; we refer to that paper for
more technical details. As explained in Section 3.1, the first step is to choose a solution class.
This amounts to indicate to the code the sets of sources, their directions, and the sets in
which there are O,. From this information, the code deduces the theory to use (IIA or IIB
supergravity), and the list of allowed variables under the orientifold projection. As shown
in Section 3.1, the code also works out the volume forms and the energy momentum tensor
components. From there, the code obtains all equations to solve, listed in Appendix B: the
equations of motion (e.o.m.) for the fluxes, their Bianchi identities, the Einstein equations,
the dilaton e.o.m., and the Jacobi identities on the structure constants. These equations
are derived in components, i.e as scalar, quadratic and algebraic equations. As indicated in
Section 3.1, simplifications can occur depending on the class, because some equations are
trivially satisfied. The remaining number N¢q of non-trivial equations varies according to the
class,” as well as the number of variables.

At this stage, the code is ready to solve the equations, i.e. look for a solution. Prior to this,
one can indicate at this point further specifications on the solution Ansatz. This typically
amounts to set to zero, or to some other value, some of the variables, either to help the code
or to look for more specific solutions within a class. Two kinds of Ansétzen are often used.

9We note a typo in [24] on this matter: the number of non-trivial equations for sss5 is Neq = 56.
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The first one consists in leaving almost all allowed variables free, and letting the program
look for solutions. This has the potential drawback to leave too much freedom, potentially
diluting too much solutions, if any, in the parameter space, such that the program may not
find them. The second Ansatz consists in starting close to another class for which we know
there exist solutions. This means setting many of the extra (compared to the other class)
variables to zero, leaving free only few of them. This may have the drawback of being too
restrictive, and then missing possible solutions in the starting class. Finally, a more refined
approach can be taken to choose an Ansatz, for instance setting progressively one by one
some variables to zero, to simplify step by step a solution.

Once the Ansatz is further specified, the code tries to solve the set of Ngq equations. To
that end, we make use of minimisation techniques and proceed as follows. Every equation is
written in the form F; =0, i = 1, ..., Neq, and we consider the following quantity

Neq
S=) (E)?,  suchthat (S=0) <= (Bi=0 Vi=1,..,Nog). (3.5)
i=1

We then use algorithms implemented in Wolfram Mathematica to minimise S to zero. As
indicated in Section 3.1, we add at this point the constraints (3.1). In particular, we ask
for the condition Ry > ¢, —¢ < R4 < € or Ry < —e (for instance ¢ = 1073, € = 107")
depending on whether we look for de Sitter, Minkowski or anti-de Sitter solutions. A solution
is considered valid if one reaches the standard precision S ~ 1073 < ¢, & [24], with in
addition for a Minkowski solution R4 ~ 10~ ~ 1/S. This usually requires to do a two-step
minimisation: we first run a NMinimize that yields a first solution s;. One then refines it by
running a FindMinimum, where one uses s; as a starting point. This last step can sometimes be
iterated. Further final validity checks of the solution include the evaluation of the maximum
|E;|, which should be of order 1071°.

For a given Ansatz (solution class and further specifications of variables), if we obtain the
desired precision after the previous steps, we conclude that we have found a solution, otherwise
we only claim that we were not able to find any solution in this set-up (this corresponds to
the question mark in Table 8). This last situation does not necessarily mean that such
solutions do not exist, as e.g. in the case of a no-go theorem. It can also simply underline the
computational complexity.

3.3 (Anti-) de Sitter no-go theorems

Prior to looking for new solutions, it is useful to be aware of existence no-go theorems for some
solution classes. In turn, a failure in finding new solutions may signal a previously unnoticed
no-go theorem. Let us say a few words on these no-go theorems, and find new ones for both
de Sitter or anti-de Sitter solutions.

Most of the de Sitter no-go theorems were established for sources of single dimensionality
p (see e.g. [21,34,39]). The case of multiple dimensionalities was poorly studied. For the
latter, a few no-go theorems were still obtained, beyond group manifolds, in Section 6 of [36].
In particular, p = 3&7 was excluded for de Sitter solutions. Some constraints were also
established in ITA, but we note from (2.30) that the overlap of p = 4 and p = 6 considered
in [36] cannot happen in our ansatz. We will still make use of some of the equations of [36]
in the following.

It has been noticed with single dimensionality that having intersecting sources instead of
only parallel ones helps to get de Sitter solutions. One may then expect that having multiple
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dimensionalities can also help. We illustrate this idea in Section 3.3.1, before finding a new
no-go theorem when adding too many orientifolds in Section 3.3.2. Finally, this last situation
will lead as well to existence no-go theorems for anti-de Sitter, discussed in Section 3.3.3.

3.3.1 Warm-up: p = 4&6

De Sitter no-go theorems for single dimensionality sources do not generalize easily to the case
of multiple dimensionalities. We know that for p = 6 alone, one needs for de Sitter Fy # 0
and Rg < 0. How do those statements get modified with p = 4 on top? This is a priori
an important question when looking for solutions with p = 4&6, because an O4 imposes
Fy = 0 in our ansatz. Let us reproduce here these no-go theorems while extending to multiple
dimensionalities with p = 4&6. We follow the reasoning of [35] to derive the initial no-go
theorems.

We first need preliminary equations. In Section 6 of [36] are given the dilaton e.o.m., the
ten-dimensional Einstein trace and the four-dimensional one. Combining those, one reaches
there (6.7) given by

6
Ra+ 2R — \H’2+9§Z‘Fq\2 =0. (3.6)
q=0

Introducing a parameter py > 3, another combination leads to (6.10) given by

6
+1
(po — 3)Ra = —2|H|* + g7 E (8 —po — )| Fyl* + g5 (E ]j;+ 1 Tl(g) - Tm) - (3.7)
q=0 p

Now, equating (3.6) and (3.7) for pp = 6 yields

9 3
SRi= —3|H|? + 32 (|Fol? — |Ful? — 2| Fs|) + ggsng‘;) (3.8)

= —2Rs — g2 (1ol + 2| Ful? + 3|Fol?) + 277

We recover for Tl(g) = 0 the requirements Fjy # 0 and Rg < 0. However, with T1(§) > 0 as can

be the case with Oy, these requirements do not hold anymore.
Similarly, equating (3.6) and three times (3.7) for py = 4, we get

7
SR = —TIH]? + 762 (2|Fo + |Pof = |FoP) - 9.1 (3.9)
gs

6
: T©

= —2R¢ + g2 (|Fo|* — |Fa|* — 2|F5?) -

With an Oy setting Fy = 0 and with T, 1(3) = 0, we recover the known de Sitter requirements
Fy # 0 and Rg < 0 for p = 4. Now with Tl(g) < 0, i.e. with Dg and possibly a few Og, we can

again wave these requirements. We conclude that allowing for multiple dimensionalities gives
more freedom, i.e. relaxes some of the de Sitter no-go theorems for single dimensionality.

3.3.2 A new de Sitter no-go theorem for mygg

Adding too many orientifolds in different sets may however lead to new no-go theorems,
because one projects out many fields. It was already noticed to be the case for 3 Os, i.e. the
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class ss55, that project out F; thus forbidding de Sitter solutions [24]. As mentioned in Section
2.4.1, the source configuration in class mygg is T-dual to the previous one, so one would as
well expect a no-go theorem against de Sitter solutions in my4gs. We found one and prove it
in the following.

Inserting the 4d Einstein equation (B.10) in the 6d one (B.11), one obtains

2 1 1
Rab - g?S <F2 acFQ bC + §F4 acdeF4 dee) + Z acde ed
Js Tl(g) 5ab 2 2
+3 Tab—éabsz +T(R4+298|F6| ), (3.10)
p

which was used in [21] to get constraints on the Ricci tensor components. We are now
interested in the case of 2 Og along 123 and 156, and an O4 along 4, i.e. class mygg with
variables (2.34) and sources (2.35). In that case the sources along 1 are all the p = 6 ones, so
one has

(6)1 (6)
T T
Ty=) -0 =1 (3.11)

Most interestingly, these three orientifolds impose so much projection that no f%,. with an
index along 1 is left. This implies that R1; = 0. From (3.10), we deduce, using further the
remaining flux components in (2.34)
ng) 1 2 212 212

QSTZ§R4+’H’ +gs’F4| +gs|F6’ : (312)
The fact there is no F5 contribution is due to F having no component along 1: this, together
with the absence of Fp, is the T-dual statement of having no Fj in IIB with 3 Os, and this
will allow us to conclude on the no-go. We now compare (3.12) to (3.8) (where we recall that
Fy = 0 with Oy). It is expected that the coefficients differ given the former is one equation
and the latter is a trace. We deduce

Ra+galFs)>=0 = Ry <0. (3.13)

This is a no-go theorem against de Sitter solutions. It would be interesting to derive a 4d
version of it, for which one would need the tools developed for no-go theorem 9 of [34]. This
would allow us to compute the constant ¢ that characterises the obstruction and compare it
to the swampland de Sitter conjectures [34,41-43].

3.3.3 Anti-de Sitter no-go theorems for s555 and mygs

Anti-de Sitter solutions are rarely constrained by no-go theorems, since they typically are
favored by the equations of motion (see e.g. [28]). When having however too many orientifolds,
we will see as above that anti-de Sitter solutions are not possible. We start with ss55, the
class with 3 Os. Combining equations of motion in the case of intersecting sources with single
dimensionality p (with our ansatz on the warp factor and the dilaton), we obtained (3.5)
in [36] that we repeat here

(p=3)Ra = =2[H[ + g2 (T = p)|F1|* + (5 = p)| B3> + (3 = )| F5*) - (3.14)
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It is easy to deduce the no-go theorem for de Sitter mentioned above, for p =5 and F; = 0 as
in s555. Looking closer at the allowed variables (2.16) in that class, we actually realise that
H = Fy = F5 = 0. This implies

Ry4=0, (3.15)

which in particular gives a no-go theorem for anti-de Sitter solutions as well.

As motivated in Section 3.3.2, it is expected to get a similar no-go theorem for the T-dual
source configuration, i.e. 2 Og and 1 O4 as in the class my4g5. The equations derived in Section
3.3.2 are independent of the sign of Ry, so we consider the last equation, namely (3.13).
Again, a closer look at the variables (2.34) allowed in myes makes us realise that Fg = 0.
This implies once again (3.15) for mygs, and a no-go theorem for anti-de Sitter. These no-go
theorems make Minkowski solutions in those 2 classes very special.

3.4 Results: known and found solutions

We present in Table 8 the known and found solutions in our ansatz, classified in solution
classes. To find new ones, we have proceeded as indicated in Section 3.1. We looked for de
Sitter solutions in each solution class, while we only searched for Minkowski and anti-de Sitter
solutions in some of them. The new solutions were not tailored in any specific way in this
paper. They rather serve as a proof of concept for their existence in certain classes, whenever
no solution was previously known in the given class.

We label the solutions with the class name, the sign of the cosmological constant, and the
number of the solution in its class: for instance mi%l is the de Sitter solution number 1 in
the class myg. For ss5, we start counting the de Sitter solutions at 28, since 1-27 refer to the
solutions found in [9,24]; for all other classes we start at 1.
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Solution dS sol. Mink. sol. | AdS sol.
class
S3 X [27]
S4 ? [28]
S5 ? [28]
S55 [9,24], 28 [24,29] 1-4
S555 X 1-4 X
S6 ? [28]
S66 1 [29]
S6666 [25], 1-4 [30,44] [30—32]
St X [28]
S77 X
may ?
mMye 1-10 1-2 1-5
mM466 X 1-6 X
mg ?
mee ?
ms ?
mss5 1-4
ms7 ?
mss77 [26], ]_—]_27 1* [32,33]
mry ?
mrr ?

Table 8: Solutions on a 4d maximally symmetric spacetime with orientifold that accommodate
our ansatz. A reference or a number indicates that solutions have been found. A reference
means that an example can be found in the corresponding paper; more references are provided
in the main text. A number labels a new solution that has been found in this paper; without
a reference, it means the solution is the first in its class up to our knowledge. We recall
that when a solution is found in a class, it does not mean that all possible sources in the
class are turned on. A cross (x) indicates a no-go theorem against finding a solution in a
given class. A question mark means that we have searched for solutions without finding any,
potentially hinting at a no-go theorem, or at computational complexity. An empty box means
that we have not searched for a solution, and are not aware of corresponding solutions in the
literature.

Let us first comment on de Sitter solutions. To start with, we found new solutions in
classes where solutions were already known: ss5 [9,24], s¢ee6 [25,45-48] and mss77 [26]. Only
one solution was known in mss77 and we found here several. In addition, those fall in the two
subclasses, mss77 and mfs,,, as explained in Section 2.1. We recall that these solutions have
source configurations which are T-dual to those of sgggg, but the solutions are not, because of
the field content (see Section 2.4.1). Secondly, we found new solutions in the new class mug
where no solution was known before. Some of these solutions have, in terms of sets, 1 Oy4
along 4, 1 Og along 123 and 1 Dg along 156. This source configuration is T-dual to that of
s55, so finding solutions there may not be surprising; however because of the field content, the
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solutions are again not T-dual to geometric ones and are thus truly new (see Section 2.4.1).
These seemingly T-dual solutions in myg, S55, Seee6 and mss77, all have source configurations
that preserve supersymmetry, as discussed in Section 2.4.2. It is also the case for the new
solution found in the new class sgg, which essentially differs from those in sggg6 because of
the field content. Finally, we find new solutions, which have source configurations that break
supersymmetry. It is the case of the other solutions found in myg, with 2 additional Dg along
256 and 356 (discussed in Appendix A), as well as the new solutions found in the new class
mss5, which have at least three sets of D,-branes.

We turn to Minkowski solutions, for which a few references already appear in Table 8. A
list of known Minkowski solutions on group manifolds (found using supersymmetry conditions)
with parallel sources (i.e. only one set) is given in Section 2.4 of [38]; all but one of them fit
the ansatz of [28]. That ansatz includes some group manifolds, but also goes beyond them.
Regarding intersecting sources, a list of known Minkowski solutions on group manifolds is
given in Section 5 of [36]; a new one, s%1, was found in [24]. All those had only 2 sets of
sources. To those one should add the solutions in the class sgggg indicated in Table 8. Here,
we found new Minkowski solutions in new classes with 3 sets of sources: 4 in ss55 and 6 in
muee. These two classes are very special because of the no-go theorems against de Sitter and
anti-de Sitter solutions, discussed in Section 3.3.2 and 3.3.3. We also find 2 new Minkowski
solutions in the new class myg.

We finally consider anti-de Sitter solutions. Beyond references given in Table 8, we can
mention the recent works [15,44] that have solutions in sgges. We find here new solutions in
new classes: 5 in mue (with 3 sets of sources), and 4 in ss5 (with 2 sets of sources). For the
latter, we do not find solutions with 3 sets, i.e. with a last set having Ds. This may hint at
a (surprising) no-go theorem or at computational complexity.

For Minkowski and anti-de Sitter solutions, similar points on T-duality relations and on
the supersymmetry preserved by the source configurations can be made, as for de Sitter
solutions. It would also be interesting to know whether these new Minkowski and anti-de
Sitter solutions preserve (bulk) supersymmetry, given their fluxes and geometry. We do not
investigate this question here, but it could in principle be done following the material reviewed
in [49].

For all solutions, a remaining important point is to identify the 6d group manifold and ver-
ify its compactness. This requires tools that will be developed and presented in the companion
paper [13]. Identifying the manifold, in particular the underlying algebra, is not straightfor-
ward because in each solution, the structure constants are obtained in an arbitrary basis,
suited to the placement of the sources, with metric d,,. Through an appropriate change of
basis, the structure constants can be brought to a form where the algebra can be recognised.
From there one can discuss whether the group manifold can be compact.

We provide in Appendix C the complete list of new solutions found in this work. Let us
recall, as indicated at the end of Section 3.1, that an overall rescaling is available to modify
together the value of all variables in these solutions; |R4| and |R¢| can in particular be lowered.

4 Conjecture 4: de Sitter, intersecting sources and 4d N =1
supersymmetry

In [21], 3 conjectures on classical de Sitter solutions have been formulated. Since that paper,
no proof nor counterexample to these conjectures have been found, in spite of progress in
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this field. These conjectures are believed to hold true at least for the ansatz presented in [21]
and used in the present paper, if not beyond it. Of particular interest here is conjecture 1,
claiming that there exists no classical de Sitter solution with parallel sources, i.e. a single set
of sources. We propose here a fourth conjecture, that somehow extends conjecture 1.

Conjecture 4 There is no classical de Sitter solution with 2 intersecting source sets.

We believe again that this is true within our solution ansatz, and maybe beyond it, hence the
general formulation of the conjecture.

A first argument in favor of conjecture 4 is that among all de Sitter solutions known and
found listed in Table 8, none of them has less than 3 source sets (I = 1,2,3). We also ran
specific searches for de Sitter solutions with only 2 sets in several classes, but did not find
any. Let us emphasize that the claim of conjecture 4 is made possible here for the first time
thanks to the classification of solutions, that provides an overview of the possibilities. The
T-duality relations (4.1) and (4.2) described below also make manifest the role played by our
classification to support this conjecture.

A second argument comes from T-duality. As discussed in Section 2.4.1, some source
configurations are T-dual to each other. If we restrict ourselves to exactly 2 source sets, we
have the following T-duality chains between source configurations of classes

566 555 Mye
ms7

S6 S5 may

xmxmﬁ

m7/

where by definition, m4 with 2 source sets means 1 O4 and 1 Dg, etc. The different arrows
on one class correspond to different possible choices of directions along which to perform the
T-duality. The placement of source sets and T-duality directions is not detailed here, but
should be clear when looking at the information of each class. Interestingly, we cover with
these two T-duality chains (which only differ by the nature of the sources) all classes that
can admit exactly 2 sets; in particular, no class is left isolated. The argument in favor of
conjecture 4 is now the following: we know of no-go theorems on de Sitter solutions in s7 and
s77 with (at least) 2 sets [36]. The T-duality relation to the configurations of the other classes
suggests no-go theorems there as well. As discussed in Section 2.4.1, a complete T-duality
relation of the classes is not strictly speaking realised, because few fields in one class can
prevent a solution to be T-dual to another one, even if the source configurations are. This
remains a strong hint in favor of an obstruction on de Sitter for all classes in these T-duality
chains, which are all classes allowing for exactly 2 source sets. This supports conjecture 4.
We tried to prove such a no-go theorem for sgg, inspired by the T-duality relation to s77, but

failed. The proof may again be difficult to achieve, as for the case of a single set in conjecture
1. Having it would still be very interesting, and further deriving through a 4d version the

T-dual source config. with 2 Op:  s77 (4.1)

T-dual source config. with 1 O,, 1 D,: sy (4.2)
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corresponding value of ¢ in de Sitter swampland conjectures [34,41-43].

An interesting consequence of conjecture 4 is the result in a 4d effective theory. The
“effectiveness” refers here to a certain truncation, and for the following implication to hold,
we need a truncation that preserves the contribution of sources (source sets should not be
erased through the truncation). This includes at least consistent truncations as we will
see. If classical de Sitter solutions require at least 3 intersecting source sets, this implies,
as discussed in Section 2.4.2, that supersymmetry is reduced at least by 23, and since the
truncation considered preserves the sources, we conclude

Conjecture 4 implies A 4d effective theory of a classical string compactification,
admitting a de Sitter critical point, can at most be N = 1
supersymmetric.

As mentioned in Section 3.4, we know examples of de Sitter solutions admitting source
configurations that break completely supersymmetry, so a non-supersymmetric 4d theory is
a priori also possible (coming then probably with instabilities).

Our solution ansatz actually allows for a consistent truncation giving a 4d gauged super-
gravity (see Section 2.3 of [21]). This means that any solution in the latter will be one in
our 10d theory. But there exists many 4d gauged supergravities, defined in particular by
their turned-on gaugings, most of them having no higher dimensional origin as a classical
compactification. It has been already noticed that finding de Sitter solutions in 4d gauged su-
pergravities with extended supersymmetries (N > 1) seems difficult precisely when requiring
a classical compactification origin. This observation is exactly in agreement with conjecture
4 and its implication. (Meta-) stable de Sitter solutions in 4d gauged supergravities with ex-
tended supersymmetries typically require Fayet-Iliopoulos terms (whose higher dimensional
origin is in general unclear), non-compact gaugings (which would correspond to non-compact
extra dimensions) [50-55] or non-geometric fluxes [22] (whose stringy origin is not in a stan-
dard classical compactification); some of the latter examples are even disputed in [56]. More
examples and arguments were provided recently in [55,57], beyond the (meta-) stable case.
Further references can be found in Footnote 7 of [9]. These observations on 4d gauged super-
gravities are consistent with our claims, thanks to the consistent truncation allowed by our
solution ansatz.

The constraint phrased in conjecture 4 on classical de Sitter solutions and resulting
4d effective theories is interesting for phenomenology. The configurations of intersecting
sources considered here typically allow to build particle physics models (see [36] or the recent
works [58,59]). Having at most N' = 1 in 4d naturally allows for chirality in those models,
as wished for phenomenology. Looking for classical de Sitter solutions thus provides unex-
pectedly several required ingredients to build, together with cosmology, viable particle physics
models. We hope to investigate more these possibilities in future work.
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A Changes of basis

In this paper we aim at classifying solutions to the equations in Appendix B into classes. It
is therefore important to analyse the symmetries of these equations, namely transformations
leaving them invariant or covariant, and transforming a solution into another one. Of prime
importance to us will be what we call a change of basis, used in [24,34]: these are represented
by constant matrices M € GL(6), which transform the one-forms e® as e* = M%e’. Each
object with an orthonormal index then has to transform by a multiplication with M%, or
its inverse, as a tensor would: this applies to flux components but also to f%,.. In case
M € SO(6), then the metric d,p is preserved, otherwise it gets transformed as well into
g = M"TSM™" of components gq. Scalar quantities such as Rg, |Fq|2, or even forms as H,
are invariant under such transformations, thanks to the contraction of indices, while tensors
such as R, transform covariantly.

Are the equations listed in Appendix B invariant or covariant under a change of basis?
This is easily verified to be true, except for the source terms. Let us first discuss properties of
the source contributions with respect to diffeomorphisms. From the perspective of the action,
it is clear that the 10d = 4d + 6d diffeomorphism invariance gets broken, due to the presence
of extended objects, to the invariance of their world-volume. In particular, their internal
volume forms vol|, o1 should remain invariant, and since volg is by definition invariant, the

transverse ones vol L, are as well. This amounts to say that each Tl(g)l is a scalar under
diffeomorphisms. Similarly we can break GL(6) to consider M that preserve vol , (with-
out forgetting the volume factor in there). This means that the transformation does not mix
directions of different sets, and Tl(g)I is invariant. The equations are then clearly invariant or

covariant, and a solution is transformed into another one.

This restriction has the important implication that sources are fixed once and for all,
i.e. are not modified through such a change of basis. Could this restriction be relaxed? Is
it possible to find a change of basis that does not preserve the sources, but such that the
transformed fields still solve the equations? Let us discuss here such a possibility. What
enters the dilaton equation of motion and the R4 definition is the sum Tl(g) =3 Tl%))l for
each p, rather than the T: 1%))1 separately. We may then consider a change of basis that preserves
the sum, rather than the individual Tl(g)l. One example is a relabeling transformation that
exchanges two sets of sources, in particular two vol Ly tO which we can add an exchange of

two Tl(g)l. The Bianchi identities are then invariant, as well as the dilaton equation of motion
and the R4 definition. The source terms in the Einstein equations are transformed accordingly,
and are then covariant (as well as the Jacobi identities). Such a discrete transformation relaxes
the previous restriction on the preservation of individual sets of sources.

We tried to apply such discrete transformations to solutions in mss77. There, some so-
lutions admit 2 D7 along 2456 and 1356, while another one has 2 Dy along 2356 and 1456.
Despite the similarity, we did not find a change of basis that would exchange vol | (1 38 well
as Tl(g)l, to bring one solution in the form of the other. This is due to the orientation in these
volume forms that leads to minus signs. Those signs could be transferred to the Tl(g)] but

the Y, T, 1(5)1 is then not preserved. As mentioned in Section 2.1, we then split that class into
two subclasses, one denoted as mgs,;.
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Another attempt to consider transformations that do not preserve each individual vol | o1

is a rotation. Consider for example the general form combination C el A w + C5 e Aw where

(' 2 are non-zero coefficients and w is a form that does not contain e! or ¢2. The combination

can be rewritten as follows, with e2 = 1

Cy Cy
Cre' Nw+Coe’? ANw=ey/C?+C2 |e——— el +e——2 | Aw Al
' ’ A Y oo A (o> (8.1)
55\/012+022 (cosael+sina62)/\w:m/ijLCgell/\w.

In other words, we can perform a rotation

1 : 1
e cosa  sina e
= . A2
<62'> <—sma cosa)<62> ’ (A-2)
that turns the initial combination of e!,e? into just e’ adjusting the angle in terms of the
coefficients. We introduce the sign € to show that there is a freedom in the final sign. The
form el A €2 is “preserved”, in the sense that e! Ae? = e!' Ae?.

We tried to use such rotations for solutions of class myg, that have 1 O4 along 4, 1 Og
along 123 and 3 Dg along 156, 256, 356. Indeed, considering the Bianchi identity of F>

1
ng—H/\F():?(T(@l et AeD A S (A.3)

—f—T1(6)2 e Ned A et Tl(g)gel/\e Ae +T(6)4e /\62/\64),

one may wonder whether the solution can be transformed into a solution with 1 O4 along
4, 1 Og along 123 and 1 Dg along 156, thanks to rotations of the above type. While one
can indeed reach the appropriate transverse volume form, the Tl(g)I is however changed, in

such a way that ), Tl(g)I is not preserved. Indeed, one rather has to consider the quantity

\/ (Tl(g)Q)2 + (Tl(g)3)2 + (Tl(g)4)2. So the dilaton equation of motion is not satisfied anymore.
Even though such rotations can be useful, they do not provide us here with less restrictive
changes of basis that still transform a solution to another one. In particular, solutions with
3 Dg in myg seem definitely different from those with 1 Ds.

B Equations

Building on [21,35,36], we give in this appendix the type II supergravities equations of motion
(e.o.m.) and Bianchi identities (BI), in our framework with sources of multiple dimensional-
ities, 3 < p < 8. These equations encompass in particular the case of single dimensionality
sources, obtained by setting to zero the appropriate source variables. Notations are intro-
duced in Section 2.1; we recall in particular Tyo = ), Tl(g) =2 1 Tl(g)l. By combining a few
equations as in [36], one obtains the useful expression (2.3) of R4, that we repeat here for
completeness

TP)
R4:gsz 10 2Z|F 2. (B.1)
p
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B.1 IIA supergravity

e the fluxes e.o.m.

d(x¢H) — g2 (Fo N *6Fy + Fy A %6 Fy + Fy A x6Fg) =0, (B.2)
d(*GFQ) + HANA*x¢Fy =0, (B3)
d(*6F4) + H AN *x¢Fg =0, (B4)
o the fluxes BI
dH =0, (B.5)
Ti!
dFy=->_ o Volie: - (B.6)
I

Ty
dFy — H A Fy = ZI: = volig, (B.7)

Ti"!
dFy —HAFy = — ZI: = volig, (B.8)

e the dilaton e.o.m.

(p)

1o 2
2R4+2R6+gszp: +1 —|HP? =0, (B.9)
e the 4d Einstein equation (equivalent to its trace)
7
ARy =gs ) pﬁ’ TP _9|H? + 2(|Fy)? — | Fof? — 3| Fy|? — 5| Fs]?) (B.10)
p

e the 6d (trace-reversed) Einstein equation

g2
7eab:S<F12ac-FQbC+

1
2 F4 acdeF4 b ) + ZHacde ed
Sab

3!

Tab +76 Y (—gsTho — 2|H)? + g2(|Fo[? — |R|? = 3|Fu? + 3|F?) , (B.11)
a; by ng)
I I
with T, = ZZ& 0" Oay by, — T (B.12)
e the Jacobi identity (or Riemann BI)
fae[bfecd] =Y. (Bl?’)
B.2 IIB supergravity
e the fluxes e.o.m.
d(*ﬁH) Js (Fl N *x¢F3 + F3 A *6F5) (B.14)
d(*GFl) + H Ax*x¢F5 =0, (B15)
d(*ﬁFg) + H AN *xgF5 =0, (Blﬁ)
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e the fluxes BI

dH =0, (B.18)
(1
dFl = — Z 1§ VOIJ—(?)I 5 (Blg)
I
1
dF3 - H AN Fl = Z 18 VO]‘J—(s)I 5 (B20)
1
T(B)I
dF5—H/\F3:—Z 12 VOIJ—(B)I s (B21)
I
e the dilaton e.o.m.
T(P)
2R4+2R6+982ﬁ—|H|2=0, (B.22)
p

e the 4d Einstein equation (equivalent to its trace)

7
Ri= g, 4T —2AHP - RIBP + 4P (B.23)
p

e the 6d (trace-reversed) Einstein equation

2 1 1
Rab—g2S<F1aF1b+2'F3ach3b 2. F5acdefF Cdef_2*6F5a*6F5b>
1 Oub
+ § HacaH, ed | I 5 LT + -2 T Y (—gsTho — 2|H|? — 22| F3?) (B.24)
a)i; ¢by| 1%))[
I I
with Ty = Z Z 00" 8, Sy, b T (B.25)
e the Jacobi identity (or Riemann BI)
fae[bfecd} =0. (B26)

C List of solutions

We list the new solutions found in this work, presented in Section 3.4. They are first ordered
according to their cosmological constant, in Appendix C.1, C.2 and C.3. In each of those, we
follow the order of solution classes of Table 8. Solutions are labeled accordingly, as described
there. While solutions have been found to a satisfactory precision level (see Section 3.2), we
round them here to 5 significant digits for readability. The variables are expressed with the
following symbols: Tio[I] for gsTiy, Fylai, ..., ag] for 9sFyay..apy Hla,b, c] for Hye, fla,b, c] for
f%ec. Only the non-zero variables are given. We also provide R4 and Rg. All values should
be understood in units of 27l;. Note though that as indicated at the end of Section 3.1, each
solution can go through an overall rescaling of its values. Contrary to the bulk of the paper,
the source sets are here labeled with a single index I, independently of the dimensionality p.
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We thus specify the internal directions wrapped by each set. The sets with O, are the first
ones, and their number can be read from the class name.

For each solution, we provide stability data drawn from the companion paper [13]. We
first give the mass spectrum, namely the mass matrix eigenvalues: masses?. For de Sitter
solutions, we give an eigenvector ¥ in field space (in the (p, 7, 07) basis) corresponding to the
tachyonic direction. For (anti-) de Sitter solutions, we also compute the parameter ny. We
refer to [13] for more details. Algebras corresponding to the f%,. are identified in that paper
for all solutions.

C.1 De Sitter solutions
54528
I=1:12, I =2:34, I =3:56,
Tio[1] = 2.2601, T19[2] = 5.167,T19[3] = —0.46062, F1[5] = 1, F3[1,3,5] = —0.16181,
F3[1,3,6] = —0.0038892, F5[1,4,6] = 0.16022, F3[2, 3, 5] = —0.0001645, F5[2, 3,6] = —0.1408,
F3[2,4,5] = —0.13582, F3[2,4,6] = —0.0045142, H|[1,2,5] = 0.057659, H[1, 2, 6] = 0.84321,
H[3,4,5] = —0.38, H[3,4, 6] = 0.26525, f[1,4, 5] = —0.052068, f[1,4, 6] = —0.68811,
f12,3,5] = —0.062695, f[2,4,5] = 0.00011416, f[2, 4, 6] = 0.00020752, f[3,1,5] = —0.00002051,
f[3,2,5] = —0.015941, f[4,1,5] = —0.0099985, f[4,1,6] = —0.13214, f[6,1,4] = —0.54525,
f[3,1,6] = —0.00020752,

R4 =0.070923, Rg= —0.18693, ny = —3.2374,
masses® = (2.6997,0.83912,0.17195, —0.057401) , ¥ = (0.39746,0.91322, 0.04005, 0.080317) .

Sgel
I=1:123, I =2:145, I =3:256, I = 4: 346,
Tyo[1] = 10, T1o[2] = 8.6452, T1o[3] = —0.8438, T1o[4] = —0.8438,
Fy = 1.2685, F3[1, 6] = —0.053287, F5[2,4] = 0.18526, F[2, 5] = —0.44051,
F5[3,4] = 0.44051, F5[3,5] = 0.18526, F4[1, 2,4, 6] = 0.20229, F4[1,2,5,6] = 0.080552,
Fy[1,3,4,6] = —0.080552, F4[1,3,5,6] = 0.20229, H[1,2,5] = —0.095031, H[1, 3,4] = —0.095031,
HI[2,3,6] = —0.69318, H[4,5,6] = —0.79175, f[1,2, 3] = —0.48293, f[1,4, 5] = 0.50315,
f12,4,6] = —0.38643, f[2,5,6] = —0.15388, f[3,4, 6] = 0.15388, f[3,5,6] = —0.38643,
f[4,2,6] = —0.37091, f[4, 3,6] = 0.14769, f[5,2, 6] = —0.14769, f[5, 3, 6] = —0.37091,
R4 =0.25915, Re= —0.90769, ny = —3.617,
masses® = (5.5537,1.1135,0.91621, 0.39899, —0.23434) , & = (0.21153,0.95997, 0.13038,0.1293,0) .

38



+
See661
I=1:123, I =2:145, I =3:256, I = 4: 346,

Tio[1] = 10, Tyo[2] = —0.64856, T1o[3] = —0.28674, Tio[4] = —0.62522,
Fy = —0.5871, F3[1,6] = 0.56149, F5[2, 4] = 0.49009, F4[3,5] = —0.551,
HI[1,2,5] = 0.24103, H[1, 3, 4] = 0.098649, H[2,3,6] = —0.25101, H[4, 5, 6] = 0.45935,
£11,2,3] = 0.11063, f[1,4,5] = —0.71643, f[2,1, 3] = —0.028654, f[2,5,6] = —0.73726,
£13,1,2] = 0.10166, £[3,4,6] = —0.71741, f[4,1,5] = 0.10447, f[4, 3,6] = 0.11384,
£15,1,4] = —0.027882, f[5, 2, 6] = 0.11078, f[6, 2,5] = —0.10152, £[6,3,4] = —0.027844,
Ry =0.0019, R¢=-04338, ny = —18.445,
masses® = (2.6542,0.51278,0.11832, 0.025737, —0.0087616) ,
7 = (—0.21114, —0.97063, —0.10494, —0.0044338, 0.047676) .

+
566662
I=1:123, I =2:145, I =3:256, I = 4: 346,

Tio[1] = 0.28747, Tyo[2] = 10, Tio[3] = —0.27065, Tyo[4] = —0.29230,
Fy = 0.59808, F3[1, 6] = 0.72514, F3[2,4] = 0.48711, F3[3, 5] = 0.50209,
HI[1,2,5] = —0.026084, H[1,3,4] = —0.12392, H[2, 3,6] = —0.55827, H[4,5,6] = —0.074278,
£[1,2,3] = —0.79263, f[1,4, 5] = 0.048506, f[2, 1, 3] = 0.032869, f[2, 5, 6] = —0.032187,
£13,1,2] = —0.023594, f[3, 4, 6] = 0.032142, f[4,1,5] = 0.023626, f[4,3, 6] = 0.52596,
£15,1,4] = —0.032823, f[5, 2, 6] = —0.52523, £[6,2,5] = 0.035605, f[6,3,4] = —0.049535,
R4 =0.016318, Rg=—054431, ny = —2.6435,
masses? = (2.6325,0.25768,0.021208,0.011834, —0.010784) ,
# = (—0.11873, —0.95004, —0.14484, —0.23405, —0.087002) .

+
566669
I=1:123, I=2:145, I =3:256, I = 4: 346,

Tyo[1] = 10,T1o[2] = —0.022254, T1[3] = —0.56181, T'o[4] = —0.022254,

Fy = 0.27366, Fy[1, 6] = 0.15807, F»[2,4] = —0.88473, F»[3,5] = —0.66851,

Fy[1,2,4,6] = —0.040498, F4[2,3,4, 5] = 0.064472, H[1,2,5] = —0.011617, H[1,3,4] = —0.13984,
H[2,3,6] = 0.011617, H[4,5,6] = —0.19831, f[1,4,5] = —0.50423, f[2, 1, 3] = 0.25402,

£12,5,6] = 0.85671, f[3,4,6] = —0.80274, f[5,1,4] = —0.23802, f[6,3,4] = —0.14951,
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R4 =0.0066281, Rg= —0.64803, ny =—-2.3772,
masses® = (2.1906,0.2362,0.036109, 0.003449, —0.0039391) ,

v = (—0.10262, —0.93062, —0.25695, 0, —0.23957) .

52;6664

I=1:123, I =2:145, I =3:256, I = 4: 346,

Tio[1] = 10, T1o[2] = —0.11433,T0[3] = —0.68982, T10[4] = —0.11433,

Fy = 0.68725, Fy[1, 6] = —0.49234, F5[2,4] = —0.48960, F»[3, 5] = 0.55498,

Fy[1,2,4,6] = 0.023125, F4[2, 3,4, 5] = —0.024432, H[1,2, 5] = —0.023765, H[1,3,4] = —0.32922,
HI[2,3,6] = 0.023765, H[4,5, 6] = —0.55765, f[1,4, 5] = 0.73078, f[2,1, 3] = 0.1262,

f[2,5,6] = 0.52498, f[3,4, 6] = 0.77209, f[5,1,4] = 0.18561, £[6,3,4] = 0.17568,

Ry =0.033794, Rg=—0.47223, ny = —3.6231,

masses? = (2.876,0.62526, 0.047899, 0.017462, —0.03061) , ¥ = (0.17002,0.96611,0.16803, 0,0.097448) .

mifil
I=1:4,1=2:123, I =3: 156,
T1o[1] = 0.055518, T10[2] = 0.91544, T1[3] = —0.012619, F3[1, 5] = 0.068521,
Fy[1,6] = —0.12113, F5[2, 5] = 0.029417, F5[2, 6] = —0.27374, F5[3,5] = —0.024587,
Fy[3,6] = 0.20380, F4[1,2,4,5] = —0.012313, Fy[1,2, 4, 6] = 0.0020369, F4[1,3,4, 5] = 0.0086934,
Fy[1,3,4,6] = 0.0013222, H|[1,2,5] = 0.020813, H[1,2,6] = —0.040268, H[1, 3, 5] = 0.025725,
HI[1,3,6] = —0.054176, H[2,3,5] = —0.030633, H[2,3, 6] = 0.021713, f[1,4,5] = 0.12212,
f[1,4,6] = 0.022477, f[2,4,5] = 0.26303, f[2,4, 6] = 0.048411, f[3,4,5] = —0.19690,
f[3,4,6] = —0.036239, f[4,2,5] = —0.01635, f[4,2, 6] = —0.0030093, f[4, 3, 5] = —0.040938,
f[4,3,6] = —0.0075347, f[5,2, 4] = 0.0044539, £[5,3,4] = 0.011152, £[6,2,4] = 0.0025194,
£[6,3,4] = 0.0063081,

R4 =0.0025394, Re=—0.069048, 1y = —3.6764,

masses? = (0.23781,0.043113, 0.0095625, 0.0042868, —0.002334) ,

v = (—0.49298, —0.86049, —0.048158, —0.11911, —0.0044811) .
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mj{62

I=1:4, I =2:123, I = 3: 156,

Tio[1] = 0.021786, Tio[2] = 0.21625, T1o[3] = —0.0050741, F3[1,5] = 0.05579,

F5[2,5] = —0.053314, F5[2, 6] = 0.036657, F5[3,5] = —0.13111, F5[3, 6] = 0.094822,

Fy[1,2,4,6] = 0.0014442, F4[1, 3,4, 5] = 0.004467, F4[1, 3,4, 6] = 0.00090447, H[1, 2, 5] = 0.045867,
H[1,2,6] = —0.0071595, H[1,3,5] = —0.020177, H[2, 3, 5] = —0.015322, H[2, 3, 6] = —0.0021738,
FI1,4,5] = 0.022176, f[1,4,6] = 0.036871, f[2,4,5] = —0.031927, f[2, 4, 6] = —0.053084,

£13,4,5] = —0.079393, f[3,4, 6] = —0.132, f[4,2,5] = —0.013161, f[4,2,6] = —0.021882,

£16,2,4] = 0.0076445,
R, = 0.0010218, Rg= —0.016884, ny = —3.7145,
masses® = (0.05838,0.0064771, 0.0036211, 0.0016224, —0.0009489) ,

U = (—0.49448, —0.85989, —0.046114, —0.1178, —0.008685) .

mIG?)

I=1:4, I=2:123, I = 3: 156,

Tio[1] = 0.52281, Tyo[2] = 0.065807, Tio[3] = —0.029745, F5[1,5] = —0.078038,

F5[1,6] = —0.033188, F5[2,5] = —0.092832, F5[2, 6] = 0.25624, F>[3,5] = 0.012313,

F3[3,6] = 0.093103, Fy[1,2,4, 5] = 0.03363, Fy[1,2,4, 6] = 0.052371, Fy[1,3,4,5] = —0.046776,
Fy[1,3,4,6] = —0.10158, H[1,2,5] = 0.097704, H[1,2,6] = —0.010041, H[1,3,5] = —0.23018,
HI[1,3,6] = —0.12995, H[2, 3,5] = —0.036589, H[2, 3,6] = 0.052514, f[1,4, 5] = —0.0063799,
£11,4,6] = 0.0030219, £[2,4,5] = —0.043334, f[2,4, 6] = 0.020526, f[3, 4, 5] = —0.0065711,
£13,4,6] = 0.0031125, f[4,2,5] = —0.11424, f[4,2, 6] = 0.054112, f[4, 3,5] = —0.070979,
£14,3,6] = 0.03362, £[5,2,4] = 0.018851, f[5,3,4] = 0.011712, £[6, 2, 4] = —0.044327,
f16,3,4] = —0.02754,

R4 =0.0030452, Re = —0.016095, ny = —2.2769,
masses® = (0.16326, 0.049326, 0.014903, 0.0022091, —0.0017334) ,
¥ = (—0.5219, —0.81615, —0.17652, —0.16336, —0.06057) .
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mj{64
IT=1:4,1=2:123, I =3:156, I =4:256, I =5: 356,
Tio[1] = 10, T1o[2] = 5.5434, T1o[3] = —0.28263, T1g[4] = —0.34668, T1o[5] = —3.0483,
Fy[1,5] = —0.0046132, F5[1,6] = —0.86711, F3[2, 5] = —0.0071933, F,[2, 6] = 0.62328,
Fy[3,5] = 0.28752, F5[3,6] = —0.56401, Fy[1,2,4, 5] = 0.069428, F4[1,2,4,6] = —0.073577,
Fy[1,3,4,5] = 0.41804, Fy[1,3,4,6] = —0.47935, F4[2, 3,4, 5] = —0.23603, F4[2, 3, 4, 6] = 0.20559,
HI[1,2,5] = —0.42143, H[1,2,6] = 0.16444, H[1,3,5] = —0.36009, H[1, 3, 6] = 0.40252,
H[2,3,5] = —0.68041, H[2,3,6] = 0.45725, f[1,4,5] = 0.47613, f[1,4,6] = 0.26763,
f[2,4,5] = —0.343, f[2,4, 6] = —0.1928, f[3,4, 5] = 0.22756, f[3,4,6] = 0.12791,
f[4,1,5] = —0.5254, f[4,1,6] = —0.29533, f[4,2,5] = —1.1177, f[4,2,6] = —0.62827,
f[4,3,5] = 0.17583, f[4,3, 6] = 0.098834, f[5,1,4] = 0.35275, f[5,2, 4] = 0.75044,
f[5,3,4] = —0.11805, £[6,1,4] = 0.17608, £[6,2,4] = 0.37458, (6, 3,4] = —0.058926,
Ry =0.21259, Rg= —0.76168, ny = —2.8266,

masses? = (5.1417, 2.5653, 1.2597, 0.92638, 0.34999, —0.15023) ,

7 = (0.476,0.87352, —0.049169, 0.04948, —0.037752, —0.064036) .
mi5
IT=1:4,1=2:123, I =3:156, I =4:256, I =5: 356,
Tio[1] = 10, Tyo[2] = 0.089559, Tio[3] = —0.0014549, Tyo[4] = —0.12442, T1o[5] = —0.020044,
Fy[1,5] = —0.054582, F»[1,6] = —0.87864, F5[2, 5] = 0.18170, F3[2, 6] = —0.0428,
Fy[3,5] = —1.0043, F5[3, 6] = 0.31220, F4[1,2,4, 6] = —0.038841, F4[1, 3,4, 5] = 0.0031155,
Fy[1,3,4,6] = —0.0062571, F4[2,3,4,5] = 0.26643, H[1,2, 5] = 0.36510, H[1,2, 6] = 0.99268,
H[1,3,5] = 0.052376, H[1,3,6] = 0.17775, H[2,3,5] = —0.87116, H[2, 3,6] = 0.10088,
f[1,4,5] = —0.0024863, f[1,4,6] = 0.032591, f[2,4, 5] = —0.00018986, f[2,4,6] = 0.0024887,
f[3,4,5] = 0.0012693, £[3,4,6] = —0.016639, f[4,1,5] = —0.023942, f[4,1,6] = 0.31384,
f[4,2,5] = 0.00036106, f[4,2,6] = —0.0047329, f[4,3, 5] = —0.00050343, f[4, 3, 6] = 0.0065991,
f[5,1,4] = —0.013785, f[5,2,4] = 0.00020788, [5,3,4] = —0.00028985, £[6,1,4] = —0.095571,

£16,2,4] = 0.0014413, f[6,3,4] = —0.0020096,
Ry = 0.0035366, Rg=—0.038434, ny = —0.36462,
masses” = (3.9077, 1.8356, 0.20839, 0.07304, 0.00126, —0.00032237) ,
¥ = (—0.51698, —0.8149, —0.17672, —0.19284, 0.00063048, —0.015972) .
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mIGG

I=1:4,1=2:123, I =3:156, I =4:256, I =5: 356,

Tio[1] = 10, T10[2] = —0.056703, T1[3] = —0.000039105, T10[4] = —0.17140, T1o[5] = —0.89612,
Fy[1,5] = 0.17355, F»[1, 6] = —0.16826, F3[2, 5] = 0.78091, F5[2, 6] = 0.43765,

F5[3,5] = —0.093708, F»[3,6] = —0.016276, F4[1,2,4,5] = 0.0097804, F4[1, 2,4, 6] = —0.0010561,
F4[1,3,4,5] = 0.051354, Fy[1,3,4,6] = —0.0055164, F4[2,3,4,5] = 0.97045, F4[2, 3,4, 6] = 0.021534,
HI1,2,5] = —0.038322, H[1,2,6] = 0.080497, H[1,3,5] = —0.66493, H[1,3,6] = 0.67871,
H[2,3,5] = —0.17221, H[2, 3, 6] = —0.27621, f[1, 4, 6] = 0.0028299, f[2,4,6] = —f[6, 2, 4],
£[3,4,6] = 0.00062974, f[4,1,6] = 1.1245, f[4,2,6] = —0.050407, f[4, 3, 6] = 0.0095924,

f15,1,4] = 0.29524, f[5,2,4] = —0.013235, f[5,3, 4] = 0.0025187, f[6,1,4] = —0.24375,

f16,2,4] = 0.010927, f[6,3, 4] = —0.0020793,

R4 =0.025555, Re=—-0.43692, ny = —-3.0124,
masses? = (3.9604, 2.0538, 0.31293, 0.080416, 0.013095, —0.019246) ,

¥ = (0.39122,0.81467, —0.25082, —0.27852, —0.1723, —0.11441) .

mJi7

I=1:4, 1=2:123, [ =3:156, I =4:256, I =5: 356,

Tio[1] = 10, Tio[2] = 1.231, Tyo[4] = —0.41407, T1o[5] = —0.22002,

F5[1,5] = —0.86747, Fy[1, 6] = 0.80575, (2, 5] = —0.33502, F4[2, 6] = —0.080621,

F3[3,5] = 0.29941, F3[3, 6] = —0.12093, F4[1,2, 4,5] = —0.0059089, F4[1, 2, 4, 6] = 0.0071751,
F4[1,3,4,5] = —0.0031397, F4[1, 3,4, 6] = 0.0038126, F4[2, 3,4, 5] = —0.63918,

F4[2,3,4,6] = 0.0013336, H[1,2,5] = —0.16391, H[1,2,6] = —0.28872, H[1,3,6] = —0.31351,
HI[2,3,5] = 0.88184, H[2, 3, 6] = 0.72621, f[1,4, 6] = —0.19050, f[3, 4, 6] = 0.035408,
£[4,1,6] = —0.70120, f[5,1,4] = —0.13255, £[6, 1,4] = 0.16096,

Ry = 0.051861, Rg=—0.33773, ny = —2.0672,
masses® = (4.2779, 1.3549, 0.2529, 0.2332, 0.03157, —0.026802) ,
7 = (0.52897,0.82878,0.12912, 0.1256, —0.023729, 0.017464) .
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mj{68
IT=1:4,1=2:123, I =3:156, I =4:256, I =5: 356,
Tio[1] = 10, Typ[2] = 1.1329, T1o[3] = —0.047213, T[4] = —0.36849, Tyo[5] = —0.34388,
Fy[1,5] = 1.16, F3[1, 6] = 0.35495, F»[2, 5] = 0.058393, F3[2, 6] = —0.10173,
Fy[3,5] = —0.20905, F»[3, 6] = —0.017627, F4[1,3, 4, 5] = 0.047094, F4[1,3,4, 6] = 0.072761,
Fy[2,3,4,5] = 0.36756, F4[2,3,4,6] = 0.56788, H[1,2, 6] = 0.20821, H[1,3,5] = 0.081993,
HJ[1,3,6] = 0.047365, H[2,3,5] = 0.18002, H[2,3, 6] = —1.167, f[1,4,5] = —0.14323,
f[1,4,6] = 0.092704, f[2,4,5] = —0.013694, f[2,4,6] = 0.0088635, f[3,4, 5] = 0.02839,
f[3,4,6] = —0.018375, f[4,1,5] = —0.64444, f[4,1,6] = 0.41710, f[4,2, 5] = 0.082569,
f[4,2,6] = —0.053442, f[5,1,4] = 0.24838, f[5,2,4] = —0.031823, £[6, 1,4] = 0.040763,
16,2, 4] = —0.0052227,

R4 =0.058901, Rg=—0.36229, ny = —2.3554,

masses® = (4.5142,1.4638,0.12601, 0.072419, 0.019515, —0.034684) ,

¥ = (—0.59793, —0.79614, —0.032498, —0.0074837,0.076122, —0.04174) .

’m1'69
IT=1:4, I=2:123, [ =3: 156,
Tio[1] = 2.3582, T1[2] = 0.48564, Tyo[3] = —0.14556, F3[1, 5] = —0.20255,
Fy[1,6] = —0.039083, F3[2, 5] = —0.0014989, F»[2, 6] = 0.0077682, F3[3, 5] = 0.0015074,
F5[3,6] = —0.62275, Fy[1,2,4,5] = —0.16121, F4[1,2,4,6] = —0.19422, F4[1,3,4,5] = —0.05474,
Fy[1,3,4,6] = —0.059983, H|[1,2,5] = —0.58038, H|[1,2,6] = —0.11199, H[2, 3, 5] = —0.071827,
H[2,3,6] = 0.13254, f[1,4,5] = —0.014297, f[1,4, 6] = 0.011866, f[3, 4, 5] = 0.11639,
£13,4,6] = —0.096608, f[4,2,5] = —0.073867, f[4,2,6] = 0.061309, f[4,3,5] = 0.22131,
f14,3,6] = —0.18369, f[5,2, 4] = 0.0066995, f[5,3,4] = —0.020072, £[6,2,4] = —0.03472,
£16,3,4] = 0.10402,

R4=0.01948, Rg=—0.093534, ny = —2.6418,

masses? = (0.73377,0.22015, 0.084047,0.020082, —0.012866) ,

¥ = (0.5243,0.81491, 0.16459,0.17724,0.050354) .
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mi,10
I=1:4, I=2:123, I = 3: 156,
Tio[1] = 1.0414, T1[2] = —0.024954, T1o[3] = —0.18988, F1[1, 5] = —0.054017,
F[1,6] = 0.049286, F5[2, 5] = 0.11254, F5[2, 6] = —0.063389, F3[3,5] = —0.20671,
F[3,6] = 0.064899, Fy[1,2,4,5] = 0.16296, F4[1,2,4,6] = 0.035464, Fy[1,3,4,5] = —0.27918,
Fy[1,3,4,6] = —0.028805, H[1,2,5] = 0.20416, H[1,2, 6] = 0.14499, H[1, 3, 5] = 0.18054,
HI1,3,6] = 0.0063486, H[2, 3,5] = 0.049823, H[2, 3, 6] = 0.028726, f[1, 4, 5] = 0.0002223,
f11,4,6] = 0.0026105, f[2,4,5] = —0.00084459, f[2,4,6] = —0.0099182, f[3, 4, 5] = 0.00090002,
£13,4,6] = 0.010569, f[4,2,5] = 0.035286, f[4,2, 6] = 0.41437, f[4,3, 5] = 0.018223,
f14,3,6] = 0.21399, f[5,2,4] = —0.17188, f[5, 3,4] = —0.088762, f[6,2,4] = —0.18838,
£16,3,4] = —0.097283,

R4 = 0.0020327, Rg=—0.041506, ny = —1.2539,

masses’ = (0.47078,0.1756, 0.042927,0.0029872, —0.0006372) ,

7 = (—0.31927, —0.90628, —0.14898, 0.19575, —0.12736) .
mg'sl
I=1:12, I=2:34, 1 =3:56, [ =4:2456, I =5:2356, [ =6: 1456, I = 7: 1356,
Tio[1] = 1, Ty0[2] = 0.40965, Tio[3] = —3.1313 - 1076, T1o[4] = —0.053217, T}o[5] = —0.0092735,
T10[6] = —0.00016486, T1o[7] = —0.043252, F1[5] = —0.22187, F1[6] = —0.078553,
F3[1,3,5] = —0.15921, F3[1, 3,6] = —0.15796, F3[1,4, 5] = —0.20668, F3[1,4, 6] = —0.063676,
F3[2,3,5] = 0.029101, F3[2, 3, 6] = 0.0063373, F5[2,4, 5] = 0.15168, F5[2, 4, 6] = 0.18072,
H[1,2,5] = 0.1014, H[1,2, 6] = —0.047922, H[3,4,5] = 0.16404, H[3,4,6] = —0.12833,
fI1,3,5] = —0.13246, f[1,3,6] = 0.2164, f[1,4, 5] = 0.14238, f[1,4, 6] = —0.094809,
£12,3,5] = 0.14693, £]2,3,6] = —0.069881, f[2,4,5] = —0.039316, f[2,4, 6] = —0.097488,
£13,1,5] = —0.068956, f[3,1,6] = 0.12569, f[3,2,5] = —0.093779, f[3,2, 6] = 0.056352,
f14,1,5] = —0.10651, f[4,1,6] = 0.08305, f[4,2, 5] = —0.042607, f[4,2,6] = —0.061736,
£15,1,3] = —0.027059, f[5,1,4] = 0.008422, f[5, 2, 3] = —0.0048102, f[5,2,4] = —0.017341,

£16,1,3] = —0.0082548, £[6, 1,4] = —0.0090315, f[6, 2, 3] = 0.013849, f[6, 2,4] = —0.019847,
R4 =0.012683, Rg=—0.095557, ny = —2.5435,
masses? = (0.25785,0.19856,0.13284, 0.061518, 0.054618, —0.0080648) ,
¥ = (0.47634,0.83174, 0.19612, 0.20396, 0.0040682, 0.034975) .

45



m5+52
IT=1:12, I=2:34, I =4:2456, I =6:1456, I = 7: 1356,
Tio[1] = 1,T10[2] = 0.52948, T1o[4] = —0.10152, Tio[6] = —0.046308, Tio[7] = —0.037988,
F1[5] = 0.1755, F1[6] = 0.091816, F3[1,3,5] = —0.15299, F3[1,3,6] = —0.057731,
F3[1,4,5] = 0.20799, F3[1,4,6] = —0.046086, F3[2,3,5] = —0.19793, F3[2, 3, 6] = —0.15965,
F3[2,4,5] = 0.16758, F3[2,4, 6] = —0.040334, H[1,2,5] = —0.032156, H[1,2,6] = 0.1053
,H[3,4,5] = —0.051015, H[3,4, 6] = 0.14757, f[1,3,5] = —0.031329, f[1,3,6] = —0.17231,
FI1,4,5] = 0.085189, f[1,4,6] = —0.10795, f[2,3,5] = —0.00037676, f[2,3,6] = —0.12381,
f[2,4,5] = 0.18707, f[2,4,6] = —0.1351, f[3,1,5] = —0.034965, f[3,1, 6] = —0.19981,
f13,2,5] = —0.0015592, f[3,2,6] = 0.1123, f[4,1,5] = —0.046789, f[4, 1,6] = 0.05653,
f14,2,5] = 0.079254, f[4,2,6] = —0.05598, f[5,1,3] = 0.031953, f[5,1,4] = —0.018806,
f15,2,3] = —0.011485, f[5, 2, 4] = 0.041502, f[6,1,3] = 0.077132, f[6, 1,4] = 0.035947,
£16,2,3] = —0.04109, £[6,2,4] = —0.027612,

R4 =0.025958, Re = —0.12355, ny = —2.6059,

masses? = (0.26217,0.16278,0.12817, 0.066834, 0.06477, —0.016911),
7 = (0.45995,0.86092,0.1783,0.12363,0.011867,0.0073728) .

m;53

IT=1:12, I=2:34, I =4:2456, I =6:1456, I = 7: 1356,

Tio[1] = 1, Ti0[2] = 0.39649, Tio[4] = —0.13597, Ty0[6] = —0.0044617, T10[7] = —0.0016095,
F1[5] = 0.059917, F}[6] = 0.02568, F3[1, 3, 5] = 0.00041564, F3[1, 3, 6] = 0.00015725,
F3[1,4,5] = —0.037163, F3[1,4,6] = 0.23926, F3[2, 3, 5] = 0.10469, F3[2,3,6] = —0.075765,
F3[2,4,5] = 0.25509, F3[2,4, 6] = —0.22331, H[1,2,5] = 0.018151, H[1,2,6] = 0.012143,
HJ[3,4,5] = —0.024397, H[3,4,6] = 0.02125, f[1,3,5] = 0.34509, f[1, 3, 6] = 0.21035,
f[1,4,5] = —0.0017562, f[1,4,6] = —0.00080959, f[2, 3, 6] = —0.27667, f[2,4,5] = —0.053521,
f[2,4,6] = 0.075134, f[3,1,5] = 0.055747, f[3,1, 6] = 0.033981, f[3,2,6] = —0.00027177,
f[4,1,5] = 0.15453, f[4,1,6] = 0.071239, f[4, 2, 5] = 0.028637, f[4, 2, 6] = —0.040202,
f15,1,3] =0.20748, f[5,1, 4] = 0.0034883, f[5, 2, 3] = —0.0293, f[5,2,4] = 0.011216,

£16,1,3] = 0.17777, £]6,1,4] = —0.0081389, £[6,2, 3] = 0.046644, £[6,2,4] = —0.018335,
Rq=0.020481, Rg=—0.12722, ny = —2.7126,
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masses? = (0.43621,0.3025,0.07476,0.029728,0.017301, —0.01389) ,
7 = (0.55604, 0.81549,0.098113,0.096111,0.07969, 0.024069) .
m;'54
I=1:12, 1=2:34, I =3:56, I =4:2456, I =5:2356, [ =6:1456, I = 7: 1356,
Tio[1] = 1,T10[2] = 0.79176, T1[3] = —0.026181, Tho[4] = —0.11482, T1o[5] = —0.058768,
T1o[6] = —0.07157, T1o[7] = —0.036564, F1[5] = 0.049133, F1[6] = —0.3157,
F3[1,3,5] = 0.0023854, F3[1,3,6] = 0.13983, F3[1,4, 5] = —0.0018503, F3[1,4,6] = —0.10956,
F3[2,3,5] = 0.0093444, F3[2,3,6] = 0.30172, F3[2,4, 5] = 0.0078262, [3[2, 4,6] = —0.024632,
HI[1,2,5] = 0.23093, H[1,2,6] = —0.053949, H[3,4, 5] = 0.21663, H[3,4, 6] = 0.022755,
f[1,3,5] = —0.058367, f[1,3,6] = 0.011708, f[1,4,5] = —0.13198, f[1,4, 6] = —0.065907,
f[2,3,5] = —0.042264, f[2,3,6] = —0.037247, f[2,4, 5] = —0.23808, f[2,4,6] = —0.077091,
f[3,1,5] = —0.15019, f[3,1,6] = 0.1257, f[3,2,5] = 0.037172, f[3,2, 6] = —0.099223,
f[4,1,5] = —0.020208, f[4,1,6] = —0.052354, f[4,2,5] = —0.097708, f[4,2, 6] = —0.0082088,
f[5,1,3] = 0.015919, f[5,1,4] = —0.0081269, f[5,2,3] = —0.0099126, f[5, 2, 4] = 0.005096,
f[6,1,3] = —0.042985, £[6,1,4] = 0.022004, £[6,2, 3] = 0.026795, f[6,2,4] = —0.013684,
R4 =0.033613, Rg=—0.11129, 7y = —3.3574,
masses? = (0.32162,0.2238,0.097703, 0.080953, 0.04155, —0.028213),
7 = (0.42536,0.89622,0.095324, 0.069018, —0.01847, —0.040805) .

m5+5771

I=1:12, I =2:34, I =3:1356,1 = 4: 2456,

Tio[1] = 1, T10[2] = —0.07936, T10[3] = 0.40065, Tjo[4] = —0.40663, F[5] = 0.26286,

F1[6] = —0.053736, F3[1,4,5] = —0.25386, F3[2, 3, 5] = 0.044692, F3[1,4,6] = 0.091146,

F3[2,3,6] = —0.0632, H[1,2,5] = —0.016356, H[3,4, 5] = 0.25937, H[1,2, 6] = —0.041749,

HI[3,4,6] = 0.038482, f[5,1, 3] = 0.25208, f[5,2,4] = —0.17534, f[6,1,3] = 0.28717,

£6,2,4] = 0.074302, f[1,3,5] = 0.2044, f[1,3, 6] = 0.48235, f[2,4, 5] = 0.063944,

f[2,4,6] = —0.05613, f[3,1,5] = —0.0062549, f[3,1,6] = —0.01476, f[4,2, 5] = 0.0024215,

£14,2,6] = —0.0021256,
Ry =0.0019652, Rg=—0.042929, ny = —4.7535,
masses? = (0.4787,0.24925,0.029271,0.014598, —0.0023354) ,
7 = (0.12012, —0.95576, —0.028666, 0.25498, —0.079111) .
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M52
I=1:12, I=2:34, I =3:1356,1 = 4: 2456,
Tyo[1] = 0.39149, Tyo[2] = —0.037084, T1o[3] = —0.071447, Tyo[4] = 0.65108, F}[5] = —0.084985,
F1[6] = —0.31118, F3[1,4, 5] = —0.0059985, F3[2,3,5] = —0.01598, F3[1,4, 6] = —0.093141,
F3[2,3,6] = —0.032537, H[1,2,5] = —0.034905, H[3,4,5] = 0.11369, H[1, 2, 6] = 0.0038944,
HI[3,4,6] = —0.0010591, f[5, 1, 3] = 0.073946, f[5,2,4] = —0.0016865, f[6,1,3] = 0.24134,
£16,2,4] = —0.02824, f[1,3,5] = —0.25493, f[1,3, 6] = 0.015225, f[2, 4, 5] = 0.15877,
£12,4,6] = —0.048646, f[3,1,5] = 0.18839, f[3,1,6] = —0.011251, f[4,2,5] = 0.01366,
£14,2,6] = —0.0041853,
R4 =0.017441, Re¢= —0.076121, ny = —3.5034,
masses? = (0.26179,0.13316,0.014967,0.0080815, —0.015276) ,
7 = (0.37062,0.92139, —0.027258, —0.078704, —0.082072) .

m;'5773
I=1:12, I=2:34, I =3:1356,1 = 4: 2456,
Tho[1] = 0.10391, Tyo[2] = 0.16488, Ty0[3] = —0.016864, Tho[4] = —0.016864, Fy[5] = —0.025133,
Fy[6] = —0.16238, F3[1, 4, 5] = —0.021515, F3[2,3,5] = —0.01636, F3[1, 4, 6] = 0.074891,
F3[2,3,6] = —0.051884, H[1,2,5] = 0.1121, H[3, 4, 5] = 0.076829, H[1,2, 6] = —0.069412,
H([3,4,6] = 0.058085, f[6,1,3] = —0.012982, f[6,2, 4] = —0.012982, f[1,3,5] = 0.055126,
£12,4,5] = 0.041919, f[3,1,5] = 0.050093, f[4,2, 5] = 0.065875,
R4 =0.0045531, Rg¢=—0.011514, ny = —3.2722,
masses® = (0.070903, 0.014266, 0.0087496, 0.0024451, —0.0037247) ,
U = (0.4319,0.88855,0.1044,0.1142,0) .

M54

I=1:12, 1 =2:34, I =3:1356,1 = 4: 2456,

Tho[1] = 0.45199, Tyo[2] = 0.29433, T10[3] = —0.043543, T1o[4] = —0.043543, F[5] = 0.051509,
F1[6] = 0.26368, F3[1,4, 5] = —0.030379, F3[2, 3, 5] = —0.052113, F3[1,4,6] = —0.072095,
F3(2,3,6] = 0.14403, H[1,2,5] = —0.13471, H[3,4,5] = —0.17112, H[1,2, 6] = —0.094273,
H([3,4,6] = 0.12252, f[6,1, 3] = 0.020642, [6,2, 4] = 0.020642, f[1,3, 5] = —0.074879,

£12,4,5] = —0.12845, f[3,1, 5] = —0.098833, f[4,2,5] = —0.057615,
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R4 =0.011738, Rg=—0.032824, ny = —3.1779,
masses® = (0.18893,0.041491, 0.024343, 0.006295, —0.0093255) ,

= (0.43789, 0.88332,0.12479,0.11147, 0) .

+
Myg5775

I=1:12, I=2:34, [ =3:1356,1 = 4: 2456,

Tio[1] = —0.064412, T1o[2] = 0.4785, T1o[3] = —0.007451, Tyo[4] = —0.007451, F}[5] = 0.15359,
F1[6] = 0.18186, F5[1,4, 5] = 0.0023579, F3[2,3,5] = —0.0023524, F3[1,4, 6] = —0.067459,
F3[2,3,6] = —0.063327, H[1,2, 5] = —0.12592, H[3,4,5] = 0.11951, H[1,2, 6] = 0.13358,
H[3,4,6] = —0.092897, f[6,1,3] = 0.0051214, f[6, 2, 4] = 0.0051214, f[1,3,5] = —0.19341,

£12,4,5] = 0.19295, f[3,1,5] = 0.27746, f[4,2,5] = —0.27812,
R4 =0.0019152, Rg = —0.0071851, ny = —4.7957,
masses® = (0.26356, 0.13546, 0.0012618, 0.00098383, —0.0022962) ,

¥ = (0.35331,0.93501, —0.027321,0.013431,0) .

+
Myg5776

I=1:12, I=2:34, [ =3:1356,1 = 4: 2456,

Tyo[1] = 0.67182, Tyo[2] = —0.094833, T1o[3] = —0.009195, T1o[4] = T10[3], F1[5] = —0.18732,
Fi[6] = —0.21629, F3[1,4, 6] = —0.069422, F3[2, 3,6] = Fs[1,4,6], H[1,2,5] = —0.14442,
HI[3,4,5] = 0.14945, H[1,2,6] = 0.11761, H[3,4,6] = —0.15745, f[1,3,5] = —0.36121,
f12,4,5] = —f[1,3,5], f[3,1,5] = 0.26982, f[4,2,5] = —f[3,1,5], f[6, 1, 3] = —0.0053141,
116,2,4] = f[6,1,3],

R4 =0.0023552, Rg= —0.0083805, ny =—4.9129,
masses? = (0.45272,0.19968, 0.0014455, 0.0012059, —0.0028928) ,

¥ = (0.35065, 0.93594, 0.0020433, —0.032402, 0) .
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+
Mgsrr T

I=1:12, I =2:34, [ =3:1356,1 = 4: 2456,

Tyo[1] = 1, Tyo[2] = 0.96829, Tyo[4] = —0.28566, T1o[3] = —0.13815, F1[5] = —0.30382,
Fy[6] = —0.33842, F3[1,4, 5] = 0.048987, F3[1,4,6] = 0.05421, F3[2,3,5] = —0.12112,
F3[2,3,6] = —0.10184, H[1,2,5] = —0.024807, H[1,2, 6] = —0.3069, H|[3,4, 5] = 0.29781,
H[3,4,6] = —0.1961, f[1,3,5] = 0.049702, f[1,3,6] = —0.030596, f[2, 4,5] = —0.020729,
£12,4,6] = —0.034844, f[3,1,5] = 0.4302, f[3, 1, 6] = —0.26482, f[4,2,5] = —0.022984,
f14,2,6] = —0.038634, f[5,1,3] = —0.34838, f[5,2,4] = —0.020232, £[6, 1, 3] = 0.20726,

£16,2,4] = —0.032866,
R4 =0.037858, Rg=—0.064418, ny = —3.421,
masses® = (0.62528,0.47689, 0.057455, 0.026924, —0.032378) ,

U = (0.39299, 0.91772,0.03649, 0.021945, —0.039089) .

+
Mg5778

I=1:12, I =2:34, I =3:1356,1 = 4: 2456,

Tio[1] = 1, f[2,4,5] = 0, T1o[2] = 0.38463, T1o[4] = —0.075911, Ty0[3] = —0.070294,

Fy[5] = —0.40134, Fy[6] = —0.1518, F3[1, 4, 5] = 0.069139, F}[1, 4, 6] = 0.025857,

F3[2,3,5] = —0.050848, F5[2, 3,6] = —0.025092, H[1,2,5] = —0.10906, H[1,2, 6] = —0.1663,
H[3,4,5] = 0.16742, H[3, 4, 6] = —0.33927, f[1,3,5] = 0.030643, f[1,3,6] = —0.062096,
£12,4,6) = 0, f[3,1,5] = 0.10625, f[3,1,6] = —0.2153, f[4, 2, 5] = —0.027693,

f14,2,6] = —0.014767, f[5,1,3] = —0.081342, f[5,2,4] = —0.01845, f[6, 1, 3] = 0.15255,
£16,2,4] = —0.0091045,

R4 =0.019711, Re= —0.034616, ny = —3.5611,
masses? = (0.509,0.1253,0.029292, 0.013056, —0.017548) ,

¥ = (0.39247,0.91709, 0.056825, 0.033463, —0.023711) .
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m5+5779
I=1:12, I =2:34, I =3:1356,1 = 4: 2456,
Tio[1] = 1,T10[2] = 0.35086, T10[4] = —0.000037783, Tio[3] = —0.090423, Fy [5] = 0.17143,
Fy[6] = 0.17787, F5[1,4, 5] = 0.35651, F3[1,4, 6] = 0.11205, F3[2, 3,5] = —0.025709,
F3[2,3,6] = —0.015791, H[1,2,5] = —0.00038072, H[1,2,6] = 0.16276, H[3,4,5] = —0.095935,
H[3,4,6] = 0.15619, f[1,3,5] = 0.17737, f[1, 3, 6] = —0.28878, f[3,1,5] = 0.027193,
f[3,1,6] = —0.044273, f[4,2,5] = —0.11253, f[4,2, 6] = —0.11655, f[5,1,3] = —0.014749,
f15,2,4] = 0.04027, £[6,1,3] = 0.014241, f[6,2,4] = 0.024734,
R4 =0.012244, R¢= —0.089117, ny = —2.9333,
masses® = (0.19582,0.089391, 0.046288,0.0069341, —0.0089789) ,
7 = (0.45671,0.85731,0.20184,0.1253, —0.00083919) .
m;'57710
I=1:12, I =2:34, I =3:1356,1 = 4: 2456,
Tio[1] = 1, T10[2] = 0.22554, T1o[4] = —0.0017644, T1[3] = —0.05895, F1[5] = 0.018004,
Fy[6] = 0.22278, F3[1,4, 5] = 0.13535, F3[1,4, 6] = —0.34611, F3[2, 3, 5] = —0.003407,
F3[2,3,6] = 0.01705, H[1,2,5] = —0.093626, H[1,2,6] = —0.086751, H[3,4,5] = —0.17802,
H[3,4,6] = —0.035572, f[1,3,5] = —0.34208, f[1, 3, 6] = —0.068354, f[3,1,5] = —0.033679,
f[3,1,6] = —0.0067298, f[4,2,5] = 0, f[4,2,6] = —0.13075, f[5,1,3] = 0.01225,
f[5,2,4] = —0.0067179, f[6,2,4] = 0.033619,
R4 = 0.008297, Rg= —0.082007, ny = —2.9003,
masses® = (0.18601, 0.074824,0.031424,0.0045174, —0.0060158) ,
7 = (0.4472,0.85893,0.21089, 0.1333, —0.0034951) .
m;57711
I=1:12, I =2:34, [ =3:1356,1 = 4: 2456,
Tio[1] = 1,T10[2] = 0.22558, Tyo[4] = —0.03301, T10[3] = —0.047252, F[5] = 0.07129,
F[6] = 0.40424, F3[1,4,5] = —0.019431, F3[1,4,6] = —0.10771, F3[2, 3,5] = 0.0026386,
F3[2,3,6] = 0.022276, H[1,2,5] = —0.060697, H[1,2,6] = 0.13547, H[3, 4, 5] = —0.37583,
H|[3,4,6] = 0.044517, f[1,3,5] = —0.10513, f[1, 3,6] = 0.012452, f[3,1,5] = —0.11979,
f[3,1,6] = 0.014189, f[4,2, 6] = 0.035884, f[5, 1, 3] = 0.057879, f[5,2, 4] = 0.0016953,

£16,2,4] = 0.014312,
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R4 =0.013256, Rg=—0.027736, ny = —3.4806,
masses® = (0.47349, 0.044026, 0.019742, 0.0073066, —0.011535) ,

¥ = (0.40291,0.90746, 0.098306, 0.066818, —0.007421) .

m;'57712
I=1:12, I=2:34, I =3:1356,1 = 4: 2456,
Tio[1] = 1, T10[2] = —0.020994, Tyo[3] = —0.44158, Ty[4] = 0.35501, Fy[5] = —0.28314,
F1[6] = 0.020063, F3[1, 4, 5] = —0.096704, F5[1, 4, 6] = 0.01269, F3[2,3,5] = —0.14117,
F3[2,3,6] = 0.16128, H[1,2,5] = 0.0073583, H|[1,2, 6] = 0.0098314, H|[3, 4, 5] = 0.16407,
HI[3,4,6] = —0.21909, f[1,3,5] = —0.083967, f[1,3,6] = 0.062978, f[2,4, 5] = —0.28112,
£12,4,6] = —0.40774, f[3,1,5] = 0.0024625, f[3,1,6] = —0.001847, [5, 1, 3] = 0.14943,
£15,2,4] = —0.21529, f[6, 1, 3] = —0.10302, £[6,2,4] = —0.28704, f[4, 2, 5] = —0.0028201,

£14,2,6] = —0.0040902,
R4 =0.016322, Rg= —0.05496, ny = —2.8966,
masses® = (0.44749,0.25896, 0.026744,0.010937, —0.011819) ,
v = (0.19862,0.96945, 0.0087219, —0.14259, —0.01742) .
m§5“;71

I=1:12, I=2:34, I =3:1456,1 = 4: 2356,

Tio[l] = 1, T1o[2] = —0.14921, Tyo[3] = —0.010785, Tyo[4] = Ti0[3],, F1[5] = 0.23733,
F1[6] = 0.26419, F5[1,3,6] = —0.071529, F5[2,4,6] = —F3[1,3,6], H[1,2,5] = 0.17952,
H[1,2,6] = —0.15497, H[3,4, 5] = —0.18274, H[3, 4, 6] = 0.19088, f[1,4, 5] = 0.5109,

f12.3,5] = f[1,4,5], f[3,2,5] = —0.41478, f[4,1,5] = [[3,2,5], /6, 1,4] = —0.0051027,
£16,2,3] = £16,1,4],

R4 =0.0027482, R = —0.0092648, ny = —5.0483,
masses? = (0.93309,0.31193,0.00155,0.0014002, —0.0034685) ,

¥ = (0.34756,0.93684, —0.011322, —0.037404, 0) .
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C.2 Minkowski solutions
Sgs51

I=1:12, I =2:34, [ =3:56,

T1o[1] = 0.0053035, T19[2] = —0.036698, T10[3] = 0.23829, F3[1,3, 5] = 0.079466,

F3[1,3,6] = —0.10085, F3[1, 4, 5] = 0.083997, F3[1, 4, 6] = —0.029797, F3[2, 3, 5] = 0.052531,
F5[2,3,6] = 0.047731, F3[2,4,5] = —0.069737, F3[2,4,6] = —0.01231, f[1, 3, 5] = 0.003039,
f[1,3,6] = 0.0013338, f[1,4, 5] = 0.0048401, f[1, 4, 6] = 0.0089686, f[2,3,5] = —0.0020841,
£12,3,6] = 0.0024116, £[2,4, 5] = 0.00016488, f[2,4, 6] = —0.0057166, £[3, 1, 5] = 0.030623,
£13,1,6] = 0.032105, £[3,2, 5] = 0.020769, f[3,2, 6] = 0.0031838, f[4, 1, 5] = 0.023694,
f[4,1,6] = 0.032186, f[4,2,5] = 0.0093169, f[4,2, 6] = 0.020989, f[5,1,3] = —0.073303,
f[5,1,4] = —0.091413, f[5,2,3] = —0.11303, f[5, 2, 4] = 0.045887, f[6, 1, 3] = —0.0028902,

£16,1,4] = —0.07716, £[6, 2, 3] = 0.060108, £[6, 2, 4] = —0.11056,
Ryi=0, Re=—0.017241,
masses? = (0.052928, 0.0021215,0.00005291, 0) .

55552

I=1:12, I=2:34, I =3:56,

Tio[l] = 1, T10[2] = —0.01029, T10[3] = 0.40819, F3[1, 3, 6] = 0.25963, F3[1, 4, 6] = 0.1769,
F3]2,3,6] = 0.31373, F3[2,4,6] = —0.18935, f[1,3,5] = 0.25151, f[1,4, 5] = 0.19442,
f2,3,5] = 0.15194, f[2,4,5] = —0.64202, f[3,1,5] = 0.13744, f[3,2, 5] = —0.076135,
F[4,1,5] = —0.19357, f[4,2,5] = 0.55299, f[6,1,3] = 0.084844, f[6,1,4] = —0.071486,

£16,2,3] = —0.0021672, f[6,2,4] = 0.23605,
Ri=0, Rg=—0.11649,
masses® = (0.83127,0.07301, 0.068032, 0) .

S5553
I=1:12, I=2:34, [ =3:56,
Tio[l] = 1, Tio[2] = 0.45016, Tyo[3] = 0.2758, F4[1, 3, 6] = —0.15407, F3[1,4, 6] = 0.44154,
F3(2,3,6] = 0.21176, F3[2, 4,6] = 0.15532, f[1,3, 5] = 0.40512, f[1, 4, 5] = 0.010458,
f[2,3,5] = 0.12269, f[2, 4, 5] = 0.15527, f[3, 1, 5] = —0.0096352, f[3,2,5] = —0.24852,

fl4,1,5] = —0.22339, f[6,1,3] = —0.1286, £[6,2, 3] = —0.10094, f[6,2,4] = —0.13871,
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Ri=0, Rg=—0.14383,
masses® = (0.2163,0.098852, 0.045967, 0) .

Spssd
I=1:12, I =2:34, [ =3:56,
Tio[1] = 1,Ty[2] = —0.11111, T10[3] = 0.46692, F3[1,3,6] = —0.11301, F3[1,4,6] = 0.34733,
F3[2,3,6] = 0.30083, F3[2,4,6] = —0.045329, f[1,3,5] = 0.2766, f[1,4, 5] = —0.17052,
f[2,3,5] = —0.27582, f[2,4,5] = —0.25716, f[3,2,5] = 0.21512, f[4,1,5] = 0.12779,
f[6,1,3] = —0.12305, f[6,2, 3] = —0.14059, £[6,2,4] = —0.20715,
Ry=0, Rg=—0.11298,
masses? = (0.27831,0.077819, 0.032095,0) .

mi,1
I=1:4, 1=2:123, I =3:156,
Tio[1] = 2.1676, Tio[2] = 0.0094995, Tio[3] = —1, F»[2, 5] = 0.019929, F»[2, 6] = 0.33076,
F»[3,5] = 0.010943, F5[3, 6] = 0.099361, Fy[1,2,4,5] = —0.13174, F4[1, 2,4, 6] = 0.38654,
Fy[1,3,4,5] = —0.049892, F4[1, 3,4, 6] = 0.054594, H[1,2, 5] = 0.063142, H[1,2, 6] = 0.09965,
H[1,3,5] = —0.30783, H[1,3,6] = —0.39066, f[2,4,5] = —0.0037153, f[2,4, 6] = 0.0017274,
f[3,4, 5] = —0.00089793, f[3,4,6] = 0.00041749, f[4,2,5] = 0.087441, f[4,2, 6] = —0.040656,
fl4,3,5] = —1.0193, f[4,3,6] = 0.47393, f[5,2,4] = —0.073129, f[5, 3, 4] = 0.85247,
f[6,2,4] = 0.040618, f[6,3,4] = —0.47349,
R4=0, R¢=—0.015368,

masses> = (3.3631,0.45394,0.067729,9.1638 - 1079, 0).
mi,2
I=1:4, 1=2:123, I =3:156,
T1o[1] = 0.13033, T1[2] = 0.59346, T1o[3] = —0.25891, [[2,5] = —0.11038, F3[2, 6] = —0.23729,
Fy[3,5] = —0.0057951, F5[3,6] = —0.073035, H[1,2,5] = —0.11108, H[1,2,6] = 0.071214,
HI[1,3,5] = 0.033558, H[1,3,6] = —0.086773, f[2,4,5] = 0.26228, f[2,4,6] = —0.40397,
f[3,4,5] = —0.30188, f[5,2,4] = 0.18217, £[5,3,4] = —0.20391, £[6,2,4] = —0.31933,

£16,3,4] = 0.15688,
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Rs=0, Re=—-0.023897,
masses? = (0.52608,0.077079,0.021226,0,0) .

Mge1
I=1:4, [=2:123, I = 3: 156,
Tio[1] = 0.15998, T10[2] = —0.17570, Tio[3] = 0.54357, Fy[2, 5] = 0.23575,
F3[2,6] = —0.058553, F1[3,5] = —0.07524, F3[3,6] = 0.14100, H[1, 2, 5] = 0.076732,
H[1,2,6] = 0.13386, H[1,3,5] = —0.064786, H[1, 3, 6] = 0.063202, f[2, 4,5] = —0.05151,
2.4, 6] = 0.01468, f[3, 4, 5] = 0.24009, f[3,4,6] = —0.11041, f[5,2, 4] = 0.098223,

f[5,3,4] = 0.33923, £[6,2,4] = 0.14162, f[6,3,4] = —0.17514,
Ri=0, Rg=—0.026276,
masses? = (0.26972,0.074729,0.020261, 0, 0) .

Me62
I=1:4, 1=2:123, I = 3: 156,
Tip[1] = 0.00089705, To[2] = —0.12343, T10[3] = 0.67703, F2[2,6] = —0.073204,
Fy[3,5] = 0.095626, F»[3,6] = —0.25448, H[1,2,5] = —0.0019212, H[1,2, 6] = 0.0099455,
H[1,3,5] = 0.0087639, H[1,3,6] = 0.000016316, f[2,4,5] = —0.11340, f[2,4,6] = 0.12143,
f[3,4,5] = 0.001685, f[3,4,6] = —0.10207, f[5,2, 4] = —0.09093, f[5,3, 4] = 0.17684,

£16,2,4] = 0.33283, £[6,3,4] = —0.04542,
Ry =0, Re=—0.039542,
masses® = (0.23513,0.03448, 0.00023868, 0, 0) .

M 663
I=1:4,1=2:123, I =3: 156,
Tio[1] = 0.038745, Tio[2] = —0.0089326, T10[3] = 0.015046, F[2, 6] = 0.090971,
F3[3,5] = 0.016576, Fy[3, 6] = 0.0084743, H[L, 2, 6] = 0.0093718, H[1,3,5] = —0.086888,
HI1,3,6] = —0.010563, f[2, 4, 5] = 0.0067077, f[2, 4, 6] = 0.029515, [3, 4, 5] = 0.10123,
F[3,4,6] = 0.011584, f[5,2,4] = —0.0087884, f[5,3,4] = 0.10755, £[6,2, 4] = 0.048721,

£16,3,4] = 0.026565,
Ra=0, Rg=—0.00043667,
masses® = (0.026127, 0.015642, 0.00062489, 0, 0) .
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M 664
I=1:4, I=2:123, I = 3: 156,
Tyo[1] = 0.036472, Tyo[2] = 0.56902, Tyo[3] = —0.054643, Fy[2, 5] = 0.18885,
F3[2,6] = 0.11872, Fy[3, 5] = —0.16477, F»[3,6] = —0.062198, H[1, 2, 5] = 0.049683,
H[1,2,6] = —0.011537, H[1, 3,5] = 0.0051745, H[1, 3, 6] = 0.068309, f[2,4,5] = —0.052342,
2, 4,6] = 0.22423, f[3, 4, 5] = 0.14330, f[3,4,6] = —0.14454, f[6,2, 4] = 0.012182,
7[6,3,4] = —0.072132,

Rs=0, Rg=—-0.036741,

masses® = (0.17069, 0.012707, 0.0044701, 0, 0) .

M 665
I=1:4, [=2:123, I = 3: 156,
Tio[1] = 0.65414, Tio[2] = 0.55886, Tio[3] = —0.070139, Fp[2, 5] = —0.31326,
F[2,6] = —0.19336, Fy[3, 5] = 0.20421, F[3, 6] = —0.15304, H[1,2, 5] = —0.20324,
HJ[1,2,6] = —0.014823, H[1,3,5] = 0.016713, H[1, 3,6] = —0.29836, f[2,4, 5] = 0.043513,
[2,4,6] = —0.23363, f[3,4,5] = —0.16787, f[3,4,6] = 0.11717, f[5,3,4] = —0.028836,
£[6,2,4] = —0.015351, f[6, 3, 4] = 0.086384,

Rs=0, Rg=—0.034908,

masses® = (0.32049, 0.11059, 0.0073101, 0, 0) .

M40
I=1:4, 1=2:123, I =3:156,
T1o[1] = 0.1391, T10[2] = 0.21921, T0[3] = 0.6068, F>[2, 5] = 0.17163,
F,[2,6] = 0.030109, F5[3,5] = 0.032577, F»[3,6] = —0.33822, H[1,2,5] = —0.083254,
HJ1,2,6] = 0.098809, H[1,3,5] = 0.099749, H[1, 3, 6] = 0.034276, f[2,4, 6] = —0.048187,
f[3,4,5] = 0.11704, f[5,2,4] = —0.037857, f[5, 3,4] = —0.023053, £[6,2,4] = 0.26141,
f[6,3,4] = 0.033041,

Ri=0, Rg=—0.059001,

masses® = (0.21201, 0.035651, 0.013395, 0, 0) .

o6



C.3 Anti-de Sitter solutions
Sgs1
I1=1:12, I =2:34,
Tho[1] = 0.65385, Tio[2] = 0.067793, F1[5] = 0.011227, F; [6] = —0.070069, F3[1, 3, 5] = 0.16616,
F3[1,3,6] = 0.17837, F3[1, 4, 5] = 0.11969, F3[1, 4, 6] = —0.2383, F3[2, 3, 5] = —0.075801,
F3(2,3,6] = —0.077512, F3[2, 4, 5] = —0.0060063, F3[2, 4, 6] = —0.079968, H[L, 2, 5] = 0.064459,
HI[1,2,6] = 0.0056405, H[3,4, 5] = 0.069322, H[3,4,6] = —0.17184, F5[1,2,3,4, 5] = —0.008645,
F5[1,2,3,4,6] = —0.0013851, f[1,3,5] = —0.27755, f[1,3, 6] = —0.0073778, f[1,4, 5] = —0.25336,
f[1,4,6] = —0.039444, f[2,3,5] = 0.054799, f[2, 3, 6] = 0.057591, f[2,4,5] = 0.059283,
f[2,4,6] = 0.0022988, f[3,1,5] = 0.0028896, f[3,1,6] = —0.0044766, f[3, 2, 5] = 0.0019835,
£13,2,6] = —0.020978, f[4,1,5] = 0.016741, f[4, 1, 6] = 0.0075944, f[4,2, 5] = —0.014713,
£[4,2,6] = 0.020748, £[5,1,3] = —0.14682, f[5,1,4] = —0.13679, f[5,2, 3] = 0.093115,
£15,2,4] = 0.086751, £[6,1,3] = —0.023524, £[6, 1,4] = —0.021917, £[6,2, 3] = 0.014919,
£16,2,4] = 0.0139,

R4 = —0.033561, Rg= —0.0073162, ny =0.7785,

masses? = (0.19854, 0.060726, 0.04147, —0.0065318) .

852
I=1:12, I =2:34,
Ti0[1] = 0.28653, T10[2] = 0.19465, F5[1,3, 5] = 0.030441, F3[1,3,6] = —0.18245,
F3[1,4,5] = 0.1287, F3[1,4,6] = —0.047985, F3[2, 3, 5] = 0.09543, F3[2, 3, 6] = —0.049685,
F3[2,4,5] = 0.16944, F3[2,4,6] = 0.045125, H[1,2,5] = 0.013663, H[1,2,6] = —0.086069,
H|[3,4,5] = —0.087243, H[3, 4,6] = 0.0012479, f[1,3,6] = —0.15281, f[1,4,6] = 0.13141,
f[2,3,6] = —0.095775, f[2,4,6] = 0.082363, f[3,1, 5] = 0.067638, f[3,1,6] = 0.011932,
f[3,2,5] = —0.10792, f[3,2, 6] = —0.019038, f[4, 1, 5] = 0.078652, f[4,1,6] = 0.013875,
f[4,2,5] = —0.12549, f[4,2,6] = —0.022138, f[5,1, 3] = —0.02027, f[5,1,4] = —0.061815,
f15,2,3] = 0.057795, f[5,2,4] = 0.076739, f[6,1,3] = —0.09923, f[6,1,4] = 0.085335,

£16,2,3] = 0.014035, £[6, 2, 4] = —0.012069,
Ry = —0.015208, Rg=—0.017287, ny = —4,
masses? = (0.070021,0.044657,0.027383,0.015208) .
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S553

I=1:12, [ =2:34,

Tio[1] = 0.39238, Tyo[2] = 0.5567, F3[1,3,5] = 0.091642, F3[1,3,6] = 0.19088,

F3[1,4,5] = —0.21033, F3[1,4, 6] = 0.23536, F3[2,3, 5] = —0.010403, F5[2, 3,6] = —0.0046634,
F3[2,4,5] = —0.20495, F3[2, 4, 6] = —0.091878, H[1,2, 5] = 0.0040374, H[1, 2, 6] = —0.16052,
HI[3,4,5] = —0.10526, H[3,4, 6] = 0.00052599, f[1,3,6] = 0.31796, f[1,4,6] = —0.016139,
£13,2,5] = 0.018778, £[3,2, 6] = 0.00052518, f[4,2,5] = 0.36995, f[4,2, 6] = 0.010347,
£[5,1,3] = —0.0057443, f[5, 1,4] = 0.00029156, f[5, 2, 3] = 0.08266, f[5, 2,4] = —0.2441,

£16,1,3] = 0.20538, £[6,1,4] = —0.010425, f[6, 2,3] = —0.092728, f[6,2, 4] = 0.0047066,

R4 = —0.036862, Re¢=—0.023797, ny = —3.8495,

masses® = (0.20393,0.11596, 0.074406, 0.035475) .

sS4

I=1:12, [=2:34,

Tio[1] = 0.14258, Ty[2] = 0.58135, F3[1,3,5] = 0.075163, F5[1,3,6] = —0.1116,

F3]1,4,5] = —0.11823, Fy[1,4, 6] = —0.2689, F3[2,4, 5] = —0.19084, F3[2, 4, 6] = 0.065352,
HI[1,2,5] = —0.0073236, H[1, 2, 6] = —0.15603, H[3, 4, 5] = 0.0029354, H|[3,4, 6] = 0.0040146,
£11,3,6] = 0.20098, f[4,2,5] = —0.35082, f[4,2, 6] = 0.021637, f[5, 1, 3] = 0.0088588,

£15,2,3] = —0.11714, f[5, 2, 4] = 0.18033, f[6, 1, 3] = 0.14363, f[6, 2, 3] = —0.027522,

R4 = —0.024424, Rg = —0.023691, ny =—2.4901,

masses? = (0.15904, 0.067206, 0.039032, 0.015205) .
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Myel

I=1:4,1=2:123, I =3:156,

T1o[1] = 1.1971, T10[2] = 0.072312, T10[3] = —0.062975, F[1, 5] = —0.041978,

Fy[1,6] = 0.14026, F»[2, 5] = 0.066399, F3[2, 6] = 0.21752, F5[3,5] = 0.011368,

Fy[3,6] = —0.011895, F4[1,2,4,5] = —0.11379, F4[1,2,4,6] = —0.19903, F4[1, 3,4, 5] = —0.28462,
Fy[1,3,4,6] = 0.28620, H[1,2,5] = —0.079033, H[1,2,6] = —0.10719, H[1,3,5] = —0.072608,
HI[1,3,6] = 0.077682, H[2,3,5] = 0.21997, H[2,3, 6] = —0.13693, f[1,4,5] = —0.042794,

f[1,4,6] = —0.025141, f[2,4,5] = —0.019349, f[2,4,6] = —0.011367, f[3,4,5] = —0.0097687,
f[3,4,6] = —0.005739, f[4,2,5] = 0.37334, f[4,2,6] = 0.21933, f[4,3, 5] = 0.16584,

f[4,3,6] = 0.097433, f[5,2,4] = —0.17777, f[5,3,4] = —0.078969, £[6,2, 4] = —0.053204,

£16,3,4] = —0.023634,
R4 = —0.048164, Rg=—0.02412, ny = 1.2531,

masses? = (0.49918,0.13392, 0.060085, 0.054407, —0.015089) .

M 462

I=1:4, I =2:123, I =3: 156,

Tio[1] = 0.7165, T1o[2] = 0.0763, Tyo[3] = —0.10534, Fy[1, 6] = 0.24176,

F3[2,5] = 0.037154, F5[2, 6] = —0.000011568, F,[3, 5] = —0.042859, F5[3, 6] = 0.0067886,
F4[1,2,4,5] = —0.13513, F4[1,2,4, 6] = —0.17510, F4[1, 3,4, 5] = —0.13777, F4[1, 3,4, 6] = 0.16894,
HI[1,2,5] = 0.0036697, H[1,2, 6] = 0.004547, H[1,3, 5] = 0.0038034, H[1, 3, 6] = —0.0037413,
H[2,3,5] = 0.19615, H[2,3,6] = 0.19189, f[1,4,5] = —0.045081, f[1,4, 6] = 0.010927,

£12,4,5] = —0.00053083, £[2, 4, 6] = 0.00012866, f[3,4,5] = —0.0010236, £[3, 4, 6] = 0.0002481,
f[4,2,5] = 0.27295, f[4,2,6] = —0.066157, f[4, 3,5] = 0.28289, f[4, 3,6] = —0.068567,

£15,2,4] = —0.18495, f[5,3,4] = —0.19169,
R4 = —0.019002, Rg=—0.012892, ny = 1.5483,

masses? = (0.38901,0.18817, 0.031941, 0.013066, —0.0073556) .
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Mye3

I=1:4,1=2:123, I =3:156,

Tro[1] = 5.9022, T1o[2] = 0.67951, T1o[3] = —0.88782, F3[1, 5] = 0.32655,

F5[1,6] = 0.61787, F5[2,5] = —0.060571, F5[2, 6] = 0.032012, F>[3, 5] = 0.13077,

F5[3,6] = —0.069114, F4[1,2,4,5] = —0.30798, F4[1,2,4, 6] = 0.49291, F4[1, 3,4, 5] = —0.50027,
Fy[1,3,4,6] = —0.44836, H[2, 3,5] = 0.75352, H[2, 3,6] = 0.23160, f[1,4,5] = —0.10747,
f[1,4,6] = 0.093925, f[4,2,5] = —0.79910, f[4,2, 6] = 0.69839, f[4,3,5] = —0.37013,

f[4,3,6] = 0.32348, f[5,2,4] = 0.62420, f[5,3,4] = 0.28912, f[6,2,4] = —0.32990,

f16,3,4] = —0.15280,
R4 =—-0.1534, Rg=-0.11122, ny, = 1.5537,
masses> = (3.2576,1.5711,0.26172,0.109, —0.059584) .

myed
I=1:4, I=2:123, I =3: 156,
Tio[1] = 0.072202, T1o[2] = 1.0613, Tio[3] = —0.090953, F5[1,6] = 0.35610,
F3[3,5] = 0.075768, Fy[1,2,4,5] = —0.20253, H[1,3,5] = —0.046817, H[1, 3, 6] = 0.016544,
HI[2,3,5] = 0.040552, H[2,3,6] = 0.0087218, f[1,4,5] = —0.42575, f[1,4, 6] = —0.059404,
f[2,4,5] = 0.11424, f[2,4,6] = —0.21770, f[5,1,4] = —0.19798, f[5,2,4] = 0.17149,

£16,3,4] = —0.042125,
Ry = —0.020509, Rg = —0.053926, ny = 1.3004,
masses® = (0.4783,0.10213, 0.034824, 0.030265, —0.0066676) .

M 465

I=1:4, 1=2:123, I =3: 156,

Tio[1] = 0.05707, T1o[2] = 1.3103, To[3] = —0.091524, F[1,5] = —0.28057,

Fy[1,6] = —0.092774, F»[2, 5] = 0.26093, F3[2, 6] = 0.086279, F»[3, 5] = 0.019,

Fy[3,6] = —0.057461, Fy[1,2,4,5] = —0.061201, F4[1,2,4,6] = 0.18509, H[1,3, 6] = 0.043744,
f[1,4,6] = —0.40037, f[2,4,5] = —0.25405, f[2,4, 6] = 0.20285, f[5, 1, 4] = 0.07293,

£15,3,4] = —0.04517, f[6, 1, 4] = —0.22056, £[6,3,4] = —0.014936,
Ry = —0.019001, Rg=—0.072802, 7y = 1.2548,
masses? = (0.4181,0.16632, 0.043898, 0.028584, —0.0059604) .
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