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Abstract

We explore potential uses of physics formulated in Kleinian (i.e., 2+2) signature spacetimes

as a tool for understanding properties of physics in Lorentzian (i.e., 3+1) signature. Much as

Euclidean (i.e., 4+0) signature quantities can be used to formally construct the ground state

wavefunction of a Lorentzian signature quantum field theory, a similar analytic continuation

to Kleinian signature constructs a state of low particle flux in the direction of analytic

continuation. There is also a natural supersymmetry algebra available in 2 + 2 signature,

which serves to constrain the structure of correlation functions. Spontaneous breaking of

Lorentz symmetry can produce various N = 1/2 supersymmetry algebras that in 3 + 1

signature correspond to non-supersymmetric systems. We speculate on the possible role of

these structures in addressing the cosmological constant problem.
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1 Introduction

One of the bedrock principles of physics is that there is just one time. Indeed, entertaining mul-

tiple timelike directions is tantamount to jeopardizing the whole edifice of causality.1 That being

said, many formal investigations greatly simplify in Kleinian (i.e., 2 + 2 signature) spacetimes.

For example, much of the power of modern approaches to scattering amplitudes stems from

working with complexified momenta, and particular simplifications arise in Kleinian signature

(see e.g., [2–12]). Certain string theories with extended N = 2 worldsheet supersymmetry natu-

rally describe 2 + 2 target spacetimes [13–15], and the original formulation of F-theory [16] (see

also [17–35]) takes place in an auxiliary 10+2 signature spacetime. There is also a precise sense

in which N = 1/2 supersymmetry can be realized in Kleinian signature spacetimes [34, 35], and

this has potential applications to the cosmological constant problem. Having two times would

also provide novel routes to model building, especially in the context of the physics of extra

dimensions [36].

Given this state of affairs, it is fair to ask whether these 2 + 2 signature lessons are simply

“formal tricks,” or if they have some direct significance in 3 + 1 signature. One aim of the

present work will be to provide a potential avenue for connecting 2 + 2 physics to our 3 + 1

world. Along these lines, we will explore the sense in which analytic continuation in a spatial

direction is similar to the procedure of continuing to Euclidean signature. In the latter case,

the Euclidean signature path integral can be interpreted as constructing a wave functional for

the ground state of a quantum field theory. In Kleinian signature, the resulting path integral is

not bounded below, but perturbation theory can still be used to extract the profile of a wave

functional with low particle flux in the direction of analytic continuation.

The other aim of this paper will be to explore some of the structures present in Kleinian

systems. Symmetries of a 2 + 2 action serve to constrain correlation functions via the corre-

sponding Ward identities. In particular, we study the ways in which supersymmetry is similar—

and also distinct—in this spacetime signature. Since the Lorentz group in this space splits as

Spin(2, 2) ' SL(2,R)L×SL(2,R)R, we can label supersymmetric theories according to the num-

ber of left- and right-handed real spinor generators. The analog of N = 1 supersymmetry in

Lorentzian signature is therefore instead N = (1, 1) supersymmetry. Spontaneous breaking of

the Lorentz group to either chiral subgroup, SL(2,R)L or SL(2,R)R, or to the diagonal subgroup

SL(2,R)D leads to distinct N = 1/2 subalgebras. We comment that the case of chiral N = 1/2

supersymmetry is quite similar to the Euclidean signature case investigated in [37–52].

One of the intriguing features of such N = 1/2 systems is that in a supersymmetric state,

the collection of bubble diagrams corresponding to the quantum corrections to the vacuum

energy automatically cancel, so there is no large cosmological constant problem (at least in

Kleinian signature). The potential use of this, and closely related structures in 3D N = 1

supersymmetric theories, has been suggested as a way to protect the ground state from large

quantum corrections [16, 34, 35, 53]. We present some brief speculative comments on the

application of our 2 + 2 system to such 3 + 1 questions.

1With two timelike directions one automatically has closed timelike curves, leading to numerous pathologies.

Examples include killing your grandfather. Or, being your own grandfather (but not in the sense of reference

[1]). On the other hand, having two timelike directions would make it possible to bypass various singularities

in FLRW cosmology.
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2 2 + 2 and Low Flux States

In this section we show that the 2+2 signature path integral constructs a state of low particle flux

of a Lorentzian signature theory. Recall that for a quantum theory with a bounded Hamiltonian

H, we can construct the ground state |0〉 by acting on a generic state |ψ〉 in the Hilbert space

with the exponentiated Hamiltonian operator for a long period of time as

|0〉 ∝ lim
t→∞

e−Ht |ψ〉 . (2.1)

It is often useful to view the corresponding vacuum wavefunctional as being constructed by the

path integral:

〈Φf (~x) |0〉 ∼
∫ Φf (~x)

Dφ e−S4,0[φ], (2.2)

where S4,0 denotes the action of the Lorentzian theory analytically continued to Euclidean

(4 + 0) signature, and where the integration is done over all field configurations that interpolate

between the field vanishing in the far past and the field profile Φf (~x) at time tf .2

A similar set of manipulations can be used to construct a class of non-normalizable wave-

functionals associated with low flux states. We work in a (3 + 1)-dimensional spacetime with

signature (−,+,+,+) and (2 + 2)-dimensional spacetime with signature (−,+,+,−), as ob-

tained by analytically continuing in the z-direction. To illustrate the main idea, consider a

single real scalar field in flat spacetime of 3 + 1 signature with the Lagrangian density:

L3,1 = −1

2
ηµν∂µφ∂νφ− V (φ) ,

=
1

2
(∂tφ)2 − 1

2
~∇φ · ~∇φ− V (φ),

(2.3)

where ~∇ denotes the spatial gradient. The stress-energy tensor is given by:

Tµν = ∂µφ∂νφ+ ηµνL3,1. (2.4)

In particular, notice that the tt and zz components are the Lagrangian densities of a scalar field

in 4 + 0 and 2 + 2 signature:3

Ttt =
1

2

(
(∂tφ)2 + (∂zφ)2 + (∂xφ)2 + (∂yφ)2

)
+ V (φ) ≡ L4,0 , (2.5)

Tzz =
1

2

(
(∂tφ)2 + (∂zφ)2 − (∂xφ)2 − (∂yφ)2

)
− V (φ) ≡ L2,2. (2.6)

Quantizing the 3 + 1 signature theory, it is convenient to introduce spatial field configurations

Φ (~x) ≡ φ(~x, t∗) at a fixed time t∗. Similarly, we can represent the conjugate momentum

π (x) ≡ ∂tφ(x)|t=t∗ as the functional derivative Π(~y) = −iδ/δΦ(~y). The field and its momentum

then satisfy the canonical commutation relation:

[Φ (~x) ,Π (~y)] = iδ3(~x− ~y). (2.7)

2Relatedly, |Φf (~x)〉 denote (Heisenberg picture) field eigenstates, so that φ(tf , ~x)|Φf (~x)〉 = Φf (~x)|Φf (~x)〉.
3We comment that some authors prefer a different sign convention for the Euclidean signature Lagrangian:

Lus
4,0 = −Lthem

4,0 . The important physical point is that for either convention, we have a sensible statistical field

theory interpretation.
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Related to Ttt and Tzz, we can write corresponding operator-valued densities in the field basis:

H =
1

2

(
Π2 + (∂zΦ)2 + (∂xΦ)2 + (∂yΦ)2

)
+ V (Φ) , (2.8)

H̃ =
1

2

(
Π2 + (∂zΦ)2 − (∂xΦ)2 − (∂yΦ)2

)
− V (Φ) . (2.9)

From this, we can also define two integrated operators:

H =

∫
d3xH and H̃ =

∫
d3x H̃. (2.10)

The operator H measures the energy of a state and the operator H̃ measures the flux through

the z direction in a given state. (Note that H̃ is distinct from a generator of translations, since

these would come from integrating T0µ over a spatial slice.)

Given a state |ψi〉 at an initial time ti, we can evolve it forward using the exponentiated

operators:

U = exp(−iH∆t) , W = exp(−H∆t) , (2.11)

Ũ = exp(+iH̃∆t ) , W̃ = exp(−H̃∆t ) . (2.12)

While U and Ũ are manifestly unitary, the operators W and W̃ instead act as projectors

(they also do not preserve the norm). Given an initial state |ψi〉, we can act on it with the

time evolution operator U and, as is well known, the resulting evolved state is captured by

the standard path integral in Lorentzian signature. Consider next the evolution generated by

acting with Ũ . In this case, the expectation value 〈Φf (~x)| Ũ · · · Ũ |Φi(~x)〉 can also be obtained

by inserting a basis of eigenstates |Φ(~x)〉 〈Φ(~x)| and |Π(~x)〉 〈Π(~x)|, and one now obtains:4

〈Φf (~x)| Ũ · · · Ũ |Φi(~x)〉 =

∫ Φf

Φi

DφDπ exp

(
i

∫
dtd3x

[
πφ̇+ H̃

])
,

=

∫ Φf

Φi

Dφ eiS̃ ,
(2.13)

where, after integrating out the canonical momentum using π = −φ̇ we find

S̃ =

∫
dt d3x

(
1

2

[
− (∂tφ)2 + (∂zφ)2 − (∂xφ)2 − (∂yφ)2

]
− V (φ)

)
. (2.14)

Namely, we get back the “standard” Lagrangian, but where the roles of z and t have traded

places: z is now functioning effectively as a time coordinate.

In light of the previous discussion, there is clearly a sense in which acting with Ũ corresponds

to evolution of a state in the z direction. With this in mind, we now contemplate a different

question: Suppose we slice up our space-time spatially into 2 + 1-dimensional systems, indexed

by the z direction. We are then free to speak of states (in the 2 + 1 Schrödinger picture)

|Φ(t, x, y, z∗)〉, where we fix a reference value of z∗. Consider two such 2 + 1 slices separated in

the z direction, and labeled as |ΦL(t, x, y)〉 and |ΦR(t, x, y)〉, respectively (see figure 1).

4Although it is customary to indicate the path integral with “limits of integration” as indicated, the functional

integral does not obey a fundamental theorem of calculus if we functionally differentiate with respect to these

boundary conditions. Rather, the notation serves as a reminder to sum over all field configurations with

prescribed boundary conditions at the beginning and end of a given path.
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z

x, y

t

x, y

t

z = zL
|ΦL(t, x, y)〉

z = zR
|ΦR(t, x, y)〉

Figure 1: Depiction of spatial-slicing of states, indicated at z = zL and z = zR respectively as Schrödinger

picture states of a 2 + 1-dimensional theory |ΦL(t, x, y)〉 and |ΦR(t, x, y)〉.

Now, suppose we are interested in computing expectation values of field operators which are

ordered in the z direction rather than in the standard time-ordering. That is, given states

|ΦL(t, x, y)〉 and |ΦR(t, x, y)〉 specified at fixed z values, how would we go about computing:

〈ΦL |Z {φ (x1) · · ·φ (xn)}|ΦR〉 , (2.15)

where Z {· · · } represents z-ordering; the z direction equivalent of the usual time-ordering pre-

scription of quantum field theory?

Our proposal is that such quantities can be obtained by evaluating a path integral expectation

value in 2 + 2 signature:

〈φ (x1) · · ·φ (xn)〉L,R =

∫ ΦL

ΦR

Dφ exp

(
−
∫

d4x L2,2

)
φ (x1) · · ·φ (xn)∫ ΦL

ΦR

Dφ exp

(
−
∫

d4x L2,2

) . (2.16)

We then analytically continue this answer back to 3 + 1 signature to obtain the z-ordered

correlation function.

We now explain this procedure in more detail. First, we introduce a quantity closely related

to Tzz which we shall refer to as a “flux” functional:

F =
1

2

(
(∂tφ)2 + π̃2 − (∂xφ)2 − (∂yφ)2

)
− V (φ), (2.17)

Observe that we can now specify a path integral in which the sum over paths involves boundary

conditions ΦL(t, x, y) and ΦR(t, x, y) specified at the slices z = zL and zR. Evolution proceeds

according to this flux F . Indeed, we can introduce the path integral:∫ ΦL

ΦR

DφDπ̃ exp

(
i

∫
d4x
[
π̃∂zφ+ F

])
, (2.18)
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and integrating out π̃ now results in the standard 3+1 integrand of the path integral, but where

the boundary conditions on the path integral are now specified at fixed values of the spatial

coordinate z rather than at fixed times:∫ ΦL

ΦR

Dφ exp

(
i

∫
d4x L3,1

)
. (2.19)

Note that whereas in the standard path integral we evolve forward in time, here we evolve from

“right to left”.5 We can use this expression to evaluate z-ordered (as opposed to time-ordered)

correlation functions of local operators. In this case, the evolution operator is associated with

the “Hamiltonian density” −Tzz, but we emphasize that the corresponding Lagrangian density

appearing in the path integral is identical to the usual case.

We can also compute expectation values with respect to preferred eigenstates of the flux

operator F . Along these lines, we can perform a path integral:∫ ΦL

ΦR

DφDπ̃ exp

(∫
d4x

[
iπ̃∂zφ−F

])
=

∫ ΦL

ΦR

Dφ exp

(
−
∫

d4xL2,2

)
, (2.20)

where now the Kleinian signature Lagrangian makes an appearance.

L2,2 =
1

2

(
(∂tφ)2 + (∂zφ)2 − (∂xφ)2 − (∂yφ)2

)
− V (φ). (2.21)

Since we are slicing up the configuration of paths in a nonstandard way, there is clearly a sense

in which we are making reference to the integrated flux operator:

F (z) =

∫
dtdxdy Tzz(t, x, y, z), (2.22)

which is something one typically does not do, for the obvious reason that it grossly violates

causality. In particular, integrating over the t direction in equation (2.22) deviates from the

usual formulation of quantum states being specified on a fixed time slice (i.e., a Cauchy surface).

Although it is clearly a bit formal, a priori there is no issue with treating F (z) as an operator

which acts on our Hilbert space of states. Indeed, since Tzz(t, x, y, z) is constructed from the

field φ(t, x, y, z), and since φ(t, x, y, z) is just a linear combination of creation and annihilation

operators, we also get an expression for the operator F (z) in terms of the same creation and

annihilation operators.

Our discussion generalizes to other degrees of freedom. As an illustrative example, consider

a free Dirac field ψ. In this case, the relevant components of the stress-energy tensor are:

Ttt = iψγt∂tψ = −iψ (γz∂z + γx∂x + γy∂y)ψ (2.23)

Tzz = iψγz∂zψ = −iψ (γt∂t + γx∂x + γy∂y)ψ, (2.24)

where we have used the equations of motion in the second equality. Note that in performing

the Legendre transformation for the flux operator, we introduce a term proportional to Ttt in

the case of t-evolution, and Tzz in the case of z-evolution. Combining with the rightmost terms

in the above makes manifest that when performing the corresponding evolutions, the net effect

is to analytically continue in the t and z directions, respectively.

5We would have evolution from left to right if we had instead evolved with −F .
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The whole discussion can be phrased more abstractly for any field theory with a stress-energy

tensor, Tµν . Given a fixed vector ξµ, we can evolve our states using the operator exp(iFξ)

defined via:

Fξ =

∫
d3Σµ ξνTµν , (2.25)

where Σµ is the surface perpendicular to ξν . If we instead use the projection operator defined

by exp(−Fξ), we see that successive applications of this operator leads us to states which have

a wave-functional captured by a statistical field theory obtained by Wick rotation in the ξ

direction.6

Clearly, there are three qualitative choices, corresponding to ξ timelike, spacelike, or null, and

the case of present interest to us is the seemingly most pathological (in the sense of causality),

where ξ is spacelike.

When ξ is timelike, Fξ is just the Hamiltonian and this projection operation maps a generic

state onto a linear combination of states with dominant amplitude in the ground state. What

sort of state is being created by instead acting repeatedly with exp(−Fξ) when ξ is spacelike? To

answer this question we decompose the Hilbert space into eigenstates of Fξ. By definition, these

are associated with the pressure or, more precisely, the flux in the ξ direction. The projection

obtained via exp(−LFξ) for large L amounts to restricting to states with “minimal” flux in this

direction. For all these reasons, we shall refer to the state obtained by acting with exp(−Fξ) as

“low flux states in the ξ-direction”, and shall denote them as |LOW〉.
Acting with exp(−Fξ) is potentially dangerous when ξ is spacelike because the action S2,2 is

unbounded from below. Indeed, the best we can really do is to perform a perturbative analysis

around a given saddle point configuration. The situation is somewhat akin to what occurs in

the Euclidean path integral of gravity, where the action is also unbounded from below. For some

recent additional discussion on some of the subtleties with analytic continuation of metrics and

summing over saddle point configurations, see e.g., [54, 55].

Less formally, we expect that actual on-shell physical configurations will always have a mini-

mal value of z-flux. For example, in the case of a perfect fluid where pressure p is proportional

to energy density via p = wρ, the cosmological constant (which has w = −1) would constitute

a low pressure configuration. In order to sidestep these difficulties, we adopt the sentiment that

this projection operation is a somewhat formal device that selects low flux states in the vicinity

of some chosen saddle point.

Given a 2 + 2 Lagrangian, we can also identify candidate symmetries which leave the La-

grangian, and more generally the partition function, invariant. Such symmetries serve to con-

strain the correlation functions, and lead to corresponding Ward identities. The interpretation

of these symmetries in 3 + 1 signature is more subtle. For example, in a theory with ISO(2, 2)

spacetime symmetry, the continuation to Lorentzian signature need not respect this symmetry.

That said, the structure of correlation functions will still be constrained.

A related set of issues concerns the systematics of perturbation theory in such systems. Along

these lines, suppose we work in 2+2 signature momentum space. Then, we can present the data

of a real four-vector in terms of a complex two-vector with components (Ω,K). The difference

6For example, returning to the scalar field example above, we can work in spherical coordinates and use Trr
to project to a state with low flux through constant radius surfaces.
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between 2 + 2 (Kleinian) and 4 + 0 (Euclidean) norms is:

2 + 2 : k2 = −Ω Ω +KK (2.26)

4 + 0 : k2 = +Ω Ω +KK. (2.27)

So, much as we can perform all calculations in Lorentzian signature by first Wick rotating

to Euclidean signature, we can similarly perform a Wick rotation from Kleinian to Euclidean

signature by formally continuing in the norm |Ω| → i|Ω|.
An important subtlety here is the corresponding iε prescription when continuing back to

Lorentzian signature. The appropriate notion of z-ordering and projection onto the |LOW〉
state means that in our evaluation of loop integrals we should work in a deformed contour of

integration with respect to the kz direction. Said differently, we simply apply the standard iε

prescription, but in the kz rather than k0 momentum coordinate [56].

3 2 + 2 Signature Lagrangians

Having motivated the appearance of 2 + 2 signature Lagrangians in some physical problems,

we now construct some examples. We view the action principle as specifying a statistical field

theory evaluated around a saddle point configuration.

Let us begin with the Lagrangian density of a massless free real scalar field:

L[φ] = −1

2
ηµν(K)∂µφ∂νφ =

1

2

(
(∂tφ)2 + (∂zφ)2 − (∂xφ)2 − (∂yφ)2

)
, (3.1)

where ηµν(K) = diag(−1,+1,+1,−1). By inspection, this is invariant under the Kleinian analog

of the Poincaré symmetries, i.e., translations and Spin(2, 2) rotations. Next consider including

additional real scalar fields. We index the fields as φI and introduce a general symmetric

constant matrix MIJ for the kinetic terms of these fields. We have, in general:

L[φI ] = −1

2
MIJη

µν
(K)∂µφ

I∂νφ
J . (3.2)

Since we are working in Kleinian signature, we can a priori allow a wider variety of possible

M ’s than we would permit in Lorentzian signature. For example, we could take M to be a 2×2

matrix such as:

M =

[
0 1

1 0

]
, (3.3)

which would lead to a Lagrangian with a “wrong sign kinetic term” for one of our fields. Indeed,

starting from such an action, we can write:

L[φ1, φ2] = −ηµν(K)∂µφ
1∂νφ

2 = −1

2
ηµν(K)∂µφ+∂νφ+ +

1

2
ηµν(K)∂µφ−∂νφ−, (3.4)

where we have diagonalized the Lagrangian by defining the combinations

φ± =
1√
2

(
φ1 ± φ2

)
. (3.5)

This is of course a pathological Lagrangian in Lorentzian signature (but see also [57, 58]), though

it will appear quite naturally as the kinetic term of scalars in certain supersymmetric systems

in Kleinian signature.
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A priori, in Kleinian signature one could entertain both real and unitary forms of various

gauge groups (as well as suitable complexifications). To see why both possibilities are available,

recall our Lagrangian for a pair of real scalars:

L[φ1, φ2] = −ηµν(K)∂µφ
1∂νφ

2 . (3.6)

There is a symmetry of the theory given by the real rescaling:

φ1 7→ eξφ1 and φ2 7→ e−ξφ2. (3.7)

The corresponding group of symmetries R∗ is noncompact. More generally, we can entertain real

forms of various symmetry groups such as SL(N,R). There is a sense in which this choice is more

natural, especially in the context of gluon scattering amplitudes in Kleinian signature [8, 9].

Consider next fermionic degrees of freedom. To accomplish this, we need to discuss spinor

representations, associated with the Clifford algebra:{
γµ(K), γ

ν
(K)

}
= −2ηµν(K). (3.8)

Spinors transform in representations of Spin(2, 2) ' SL(2,R)L × SL(2,R)R. Irreducible repre-

sentations are given by real doublets under one of these factors, i.e., Majorana–Weyl spinors.

Raising and lowering of a spinor index is accomplished with the anti-symmetric tensors εab and

εȧḃ with ε12 = −1.7

Complexifying a Majorana–Weyl spinor results in a Weyl spinor. Taking a pair of left-handed

and right-handed Weyl spinors gives a Dirac spinor. This is a four-component vector with

complex entries:

Ψ =

[
ψa
χ̃ȧ

]
. (3.9)

We introduce a Dirac spinor Λ in a conjugate representation with entries:8

Λ =
[
ζa η̃ȧ

]
. (3.10)

In terms of this, the Dirac Lagrangian (in any signature, see e.g., reference [59]) is given by:9

L[Ψ,Λ] = −iΛγµ∂µΨ. (3.11)

By construction, this is Poincaré invariant. Now we specialize to write down the action of

smaller representations. To proceed, it is helpful to introduce a chiral basis of gamma matrices

with all real entries:

γµ(K) =

[
0 σµ(K)

σµ(K) 0

]
, (3.12)

7For spinors of the 2+1 signature Lorentz group SL(2,R), it is customary to include an additional factor of i

in the εab (i.e., charge conjugation) tensors, with suitable reality conditions enforced via the 3D Dirac matrices.

For our purposes, however, where we still have a notion of chirality (which is not an issue in 3D) this would be a

bit awkward since a doublet χa with real entries would then be related to the doublet χa with purely imaginary

entries.
8Note that because of the choice of signature, we refrain from introducing the conjugate spinor via Ψ† ·γ0(K).
9A comment on the factor of −i. A common practice in the case of the Euclidean signature Dirac action is

to absorb the factor of i into Λ, which is often denoted as “Ψ” even though it is not related to the degrees of

freedom in Ψ. Our choice to retain the factor of i has to do with subsequent comparison with the literature

(for example [47]). Moreover, with the factor of i, we can impose a suitable reality condition on the Majorana–

Weyl spinor action, something we can achieve in 2 + 2 signature, but not 4 + 0 signature. For some additional

discussion and review of various approaches to Euclidean spinors and Wick rotations, see reference [60].
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where:

σ0
(K) =

[
−1 0

0 −1

]
, σ1

(K) =

[
0 1

1 0

]
, σ2

(K) =

[
1 0

0 −1

]
, σ3

(K) =

[
0 −1

1 0

]
, (3.13)

and where σµ(K) = (σ0
(K),−σi(K)). Observe that, in contrast to Lorentzian signature, all the

σµ(K)’s have real entries. Moreover, we have analytically continued in the z-direction, with σ3
(K)

anti-Hermitian.10 This is required for the gamma matrix algebra to be equation (3.8). The

Lagrangian for our Dirac fermion now decomposes as:

L[Ψ,Λ] = −i
[
ζa η̃ȧ

]
·
[

0 σµ(K)∂µ

σµ(K)∂µ 0

]
·
[
ψa
χ̃ȧ

]
(3.14)

= −iη̃ȧ
(
σµ(K)∂µ

)ȧa
ψa − iζa

(
σµ(K)∂µ

)
aȧ
χ̃ȧ. (3.15)

As expected, the action pairs a right-mover with a left-mover, which are in this case complex

Weyl spinors.

Now, a special property of split signature is that we can simultaneously impose the Majorana

and Weyl conditions. We are therefore also free to restrict to the special case of purely real

spinors. In what follows, we shall often work with a single pair of Majorana–Weyl spinors λa
and λ̃ȧ and write the action as:

L[λ, λ̃] = −iλ̃ȧ
(
σµ(K)∂µ

)ȧa
λa. (3.16)

We stress that in Kleinian signature, there is no relation between λ and λ̃ like there is in

Lorentzian signature, where they are related by Hermitian conjugation. Rather, in Kleinian

signature they are simply two different Majorana–Weyl fermions, one of which is left-handed

and one of which is right-handed. Note also that as opposed to the situation in Euclidean

signature, here we can enforce a reality condition for the action.11

Much as in the case of our theory of scalars, we can generalize to multiple fermions. Assuming

that the kinetic term is non-degenerate, we can, without loss of generality, use the fermions λAa
and λ̃Bȧ along with a non-degenerate symmetric matrix KAB to produce:

L[λ, λ̃] = −iKABλ̃
A
ȧ

(
σµ(K)∂µ

)ȧa
λBa . (3.17)

As in the case of our scalar action, there is no a priori reason to limit our quadratic form. In

what follows, we will suppress the (K) subscript when the context is clear.

3.1 Supersymmetry

Let us now turn to the structure of supersymmetry in Kleinian signature. In this subsection

we focus on the case of N = 1 supersymmetry; namely we have a left-handed Majorana–

Weyl spinor Qa and a right-handed Majorana–Weyl spinor Q̃ȧ. Our conventions in Lorentzian

10In comparing with Lorentzian signature conventions, we observe that σ2 and σ3 appear to have switched

roles. This is just a choice of labelling scheme, and permuting the coordinates would amount to working with

a metric of signature (−,+,−,+). It makes no material difference to the physical content.
11Indeed, observe that under complex conjugation we have (λ̃ȧ(σµ

(K)
∂µ)ȧaλa)∗ = (σµ

(K)
∂µ)ȧaλaλ̃ȧ =

−λ̃ȧ(σµ
(K)

∂µ)ȧaλa, where we have used the fact that in Kleinian signature, the σµ’s are real matrices, and

the doublets are also real. Including an overall factor of −i then ensures that the action is real.
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signature follow those in [61], and those of [47] in Euclidean signature. Our task will be to

develop the related structures in Kleinian signature (see also [7, 17–20, 50–52]). In Kleinian

signature, the supersymmetry algebra is:

{Qa, Q̃ḃ} = 2σµ
aḃ
Pµ [Pµ, Qa] = [Pµ, Q̃ȧ] = 0 (3.18)

{Qa, Qb} = {Q̃ȧ, Q̃ḃ} = 0 [Pµ, Pν ] = 0, (3.19)

where σµ
aḃ

are the Pauli matrices in Kleinian signature (3.13) (we suppress the (K) subscript)

and Pµ = i∂µ.

We note that in contrast to Lorentzian signature, here the spinors are independent real dou-

blets. Even though they are not related by conjugation, they are still linked together. For

example, observe that there is a redundancy in our characterization as captured by the rescal-

ing:

Q 7→ eξQ and Q̃ 7→ e−ξQ̃. (3.20)

In a theory which respects this rescaling transformation, we have a corresponding non-compact

R-symmetry group R∗.

Constructing a supersymmetric Lagrangian is also straightforward, and can be adapted from

the Lorentzian signature treatment. Formally speaking we construct examples of such La-

grangians by replacing all complex conjugate fields by their tilded versions. This also includes

analytic continuation of symmetry groups from compact to real forms. We begin by introducing

the infinitesimal parameters εa and ε̃ȧ, and use these to define a symmetry generator:

δ = εaQa + ε̃ȧQ̃
ȧ. (3.21)

As an example of a supersymmetric Lagrangian, consider a real scalar φ, a Majorana–Weyl

spinor λa and a real auxiliary field F , as well as partner fields φ̃, λ̃ȧ and F̃ . Our explicit

Lagrangian is:

L = −iλ̃ȧ (σµ∂µ)ȧa λa − ∂µφ̃∂µφ+ F̃F. (3.22)

We can explicitly verify that this action is invariant under the following transformation rules:

δφ =
√

2εaλa, δλa = i
√

2 (σµ∂µφ)aȧ ε̃
ȧ +
√

2εaF , δF = i
√

2ε̃ȧ (σµ∂µ)ȧa λa , (3.23)

δφ̃ =
√

2ε̃ȧλ̃
ȧ , δλ̃ȧ = −i

√
2εȧḃ

(
σµ∂µφ̃

)ḃb
εb +

√
2ε̃ȧF̃ , δF̃ = −i

√
2εa (σµ∂µ)aȧ λ̃

ȧ. (3.24)

To construct supersymmetric actions, it is convenient to work in terms of superspace. To this

end, we supplement our spacetime by a pair of Majorana–Weyl spinors θa and θ̃ȧ. Using these

superspace coordinates, we have explicit representatives of left and right anti-derivations:

Qa = +i

(
∂

∂θa
+ iσµaȧθ̃

ȧ∂µ

)
, Da = −i

(
∂

∂θa
− iσµaȧθ̃ȧ∂µ

)
, (3.25)

Q̃ȧ = −i
(

∂

∂θ̃ȧ
+ iθaσµaȧ∂µ

)
, D̃ȧ = +i

(
∂

∂θ̃ȧ
− iθaσµaȧ∂µ

)
. (3.26)

Each of these generators is invariant under complex conjugation because:12(
∂

∂θa

)∗
= − ∂

∂θa
,

(
∂

∂θ̃ȧ

)∗
= − ∂

∂θ̃ȧ
,

(
∂

∂xµ

)∗
=

∂

∂xµ
. (3.27)

12Note that with our reality conventions, (dθ)∗ = −d(θ∗) = −dθ. See e.g., DeWitt’s book on Supermani-

folds [62]. This is a consequence of our convention for complex conjugation, namely (αβ)∗ = β∗α∗, so for real

Grassmann variables, we have (αβ)∗ = −(αβ).
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We caution that this is slightly different from Hermitian conjugation, which is implicitly de-

fined by using integration over superspace to define an inner product. Indeed, the Hermitian

conjugates have an additional minus sign. The generators Qa, Q̃ȧ, Da, D̃ȧ’s and D’s are thus

anti-Hermitian in our conventions. This tracks with what happens in the case of 3D N = 1

superspace (see e.g., equation (2.2.2a) of reference [63]). It is also instructive to compare this

with what we would have in Lorentzian signature. There, we would have no overall factor of i

or −i on each term. Additionally, complex conjugation would send ∂/∂θ to −∂/∂θ.
With the definitions (3.25) and (3.26), we obtain the expected supersymmetry algebra:{

Qa, Q̃ȧ
}

= +2iσµaȧ∂µ (3.28){
Da, D̃ȧ

}
= −2iσµaȧ∂µ. (3.29)

It is also convenient to work in terms of a “shifted” superspace coordinate which favors one

handedness over the other. Introducing coordinates:

yµ = xµ + iθaσµaȧθ̃
ȧ, (3.30)

we observe that y is purely real. One can also introduce an “anti-chiral”:

ỹµ = xµ − iθaσµaȧθ̃ȧ, (3.31)

which is also real. In terms of this, the super-derivations take the form:

Qa = i

(
∂

∂θa

)
Da = i

(
∂

∂θa

)
(3.32)

Q̃ȧ = −i
(

∂

∂θ̃ȧ
+ 2iθaσµaȧ

∂

∂yµ

)
D̃ȧ = −i

(
∂

∂θ̃ȧ
− 2iθaσµaȧ

∂

∂yµ

)
. (3.33)

Superfields can be introduced in the standard way. Scalar functions of the superspace co-

ordinates f(y, ỹ, θ, θ̃) can be expanded into components. For example, chiral and anti-chiral

superfields satisfy the conditions:

Chiral: D̃ȧΦ = 0 , (3.34)

Anti-Chiral: DaΦ̃ = 0 , (3.35)

So Φ depends only on y and θ, and Φ̃ depends only on ỹ and θ̃. In terms of component field

expansions, we have:

Φ(y, θ) = φ(y)− i
√

2θλ(y)− iθθF (y), (3.36)

with a similar expansion for Φ̃.

Indeed, in passing from Lorentzian to Kleinian signature, the main difference is that Φ and

Φ̃ are not related by complex conjugation. Instead, they are purely real: Φ = Φ†. In this sense,

they are more analogous to the superfields of a Lorentzian signature 3D N = 1 system.13

To build a supersymmetric action, we can simply make the substitution Φ̃ for each complex

conjugate quantity Φ† in Lorentzian signature. For example, the Lagrangian for a free superfield

Φ⊕ Φ̃ is:

LΦ = Φ̃Φ|
θθθ̃θ̃

, (3.37)

13Compared with standard 3D N = 1 conventions (see e.g., [63]), we have some additional factors of i in our

component field expansion. This is because our εab tensor is purely real.
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where the subscript is an instruction to only keep the term in the component field expansion

proportional to θθθ̃θ̃. This yields the Lagrangian of equation (3.22).

Similar considerations hold for vector superfields, which we specify by the condition V = V †.

For ease of exposition we focus on the case of abelian gauge fields, the extension to non-abelian

gauge symmetry presents no additional complications. A comment here is that the gaugino is

a four-component Majorana fermion, and in 2 + 2 signature, it is more natural to take the real

form of the gauge group.14 Introducing an abelian vector superfield V , gauge transformations

act as:

V 7→ V + Ξ− Ξ̃ (3.38)

with Ξ a chiral superfield and Ξ̃ its counterpart. We can build the spinorial field strengths:

Wa = −1

4
D̃D̃DaV (3.39)

W̃ȧ = −1

4
DDD̃aV, (3.40)

and then construct a corresponding kinetic term via:

LW =
1

4g2

(
W 2|θθ + W̃ 2|

θ̃θ̃

)
, (3.41)

with g the gauge coupling. We can also couple the vector multiplet to charge q chiral superfields

via the term Φ̃eqV Φ. Observe that whereas in Lorentzian and Euclidean signature the gauge

transformation on a charged field would send Φ 7→ exp(−iqΞ)Φ and Φ† 7→ exp(iqΞ†) for Ξ a

chiral superfield, in Kleinian signature, reality of the various superfields requires us to instead

take the transformations Φ 7→ exp(−qΞ)Φ and Φ̃ 7→ exp(qΞ̃)Φ̃. Clearly, one can build more

elaborate supersymmetric actions for quantum field theories and supergravity theories in the

standard way, following, for example reference [61]. A final comment is that a number of N = 2

actions in various signatures were recently constructed in [50–52].

4 Lorentz Breaking and N = 1/2 Supersymmetry

Precisely because the Lorentz group in 2 + 2 signature admits spinor representations with two

real degrees of freedom, it is natural to ask whether we can find Lagrangians which preserve

the minimal amount of supersymmetry. Upon analytic continuation to Lorentzian signature,

we expect such theories to formally have N = 0 supersymmetry, but in which some states such

as |LOW〉 are protected against radiative corrections. This is one of our main observations.

Now, even though the minimal irreducible spinor representation consists of two real degrees

of freedom, building a Spin(2, 2) invariant action in which degrees of freedom propagate in all

four spacetime directions is not actually possible [50–52]. This can also be explicitly checked

simply by attempting to construct a kinetic term for a single Majorana–Weyl spinor in Kleinian

signature.

To build examples of N = 1/2 supersymmetric theories, we must therefore entertain the

possibility of breaking Lorentz symmetry. In fact, the analogous question in Euclidean signature

was studied in [45–47, 49] for a specific breaking pattern based on a self-dual field strength of

the sort which naturally appears in Euclidean signature N = 2 supergravity backgrounds with a

14For example R∗ rather than U(1), and SL(N,R) rather than SU(N).
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non-zero graviphoton field strength. In general terms, there can be breaking patterns triggered

by a vector, vaḃ, a self-dual field strength, cab, or an anti-self-dual field strength, c̃ȧḃ, which take

the following forms:

Spin(2, 2)
v
aḃ−−→ SL(2,R)D , (4.1)

Spin(2, 2)
cab−−→ SL(2,R)R , (4.2)

Spin(2, 2)
c̃
ȧḃ−−→ SL(2,R)L , (4.3)

these respectively break the Lorentz symmetry to either a diagonal or anti-chiral/chiral subgroup

of the full Lorentz group. It is worth noting that there is a sense in which the breaking via a

timelike vector is more natural in the context of cosmology. Let us now discuss each possibility

in turn.

4.1 Vector-Like Breaking

Let us begin with vector-like breaking of the Lorentz group. Observe that the decomposition

of the vector vaḃ under the diagonal subgroup SL(2,R)D yields 3 ⊕ 1, so switching on this

expectation value means we need to project to representations of the diagonal group:

SL(2,R)L × SL(2,R)R ⊃ SL(2,R)D

vaḃ : (2,2)→ 3 ⊕ 1 (4.4)

Qa : (2,1)→ 2 (4.5)

Q̃ḃ : (1,2)→ 2 , (4.6)

in accord with our general discussion presented above. The presence of vaḃ as an object in the

theory allows us to convert dotted and undotted indices into each other. We should therefore

also expect a modified supersymmetry algebra. Without loss of generality, we may adopt a

frame in which vaḃ = −σ0
aḃ

is just the identity matrix. Using this tensor, we can then convert

right-handed spinors to left-handed ones via:

Qa ≡ vaḃQ̃ḃ. (4.7)

In other words, we are making the identifications:

Q1 = Q̃1̇ = Q̃2̇ and Q2 = Q̃2̇ = −Q̃1̇. (4.8)

We can now take a general linear combination of the spinors Qa and Qa as given by:

Qa ≡
1√
2

(
ζQa + ζ−1Qa

)
, (4.9)

where ζ is a non-zero real number. This real parameter determines which N = 1/2 subalgebra

is preserved.

We now ask which supercharges leave our vector vaḃ invariant. In order to facilitate this, we

first introduce a corresponding real vector superfield which contains the component:15

V = · · ·+ iθavaḃθ̃
ḃ + · · · = · · ·+ iθaθa + · · · . (4.10)

15Here we are defining θa ≡ vaḃθ̃
ḃ. Also, compared with the Lorentzian signature expression we have an

additional factor of −i to ensure V = V †.
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Acting with Qa results in:

Qa V =
1√
2

(
ζθa − ζ−1θa

)
. (4.11)

So, we see that there is a 3D N = 1 superspace invariant under the action of the Qa’s given by

identifying:

ζθa = ζ−1θa. (4.12)

The end result of this is that the N = 1/2 algebra is just that of a 3D N = 1 system:

{Qa,Qb} =
1

2

{
ζQa + ζ−1Qa, ζQb + ζ−1Qb

}
=

1

2

{
Qa, Qb

}
+

1

2

{
Qa, Qb

}
= vbḃP

ḃ
a + vaȧP

ȧ
b ,

(4.13)

which we summarize by simply writing the 3D N = 1 algebra:

{Qa,Qb} = 2Pab, (4.14)

where Pab generates translations in the direction transverse to the timelike vector vaḃ.

We now discuss a few generalizations. The analysis just presented assumed a timelike vector,

but in Kleinian signature we could equally well have considered a spacelike vector. The reason

is that under spatial breaking, we would retain a 3D Lorentz symmetry group with metric of

signature (−,−,+). The situation is different in Lorentzian signature. Activating a timelike

vector would leave us with a metric of signature (+,+,+), and spinors in 3D Euclidean space

are pseudo–real rather than real. Imposing a reality condition on a pseudo–real doublet would

force all entries to be zero. On the other hand, a spacelike vector can preserve 3D N = 1

supersymmetry, as happens for supersymmetric domain walls.

Vector-like breaking can also be accomplished for any background which produces the same

breaking pattern of the Lorentz group. Indeed, the general form of the coset construction for

spontaneously broken spacetime symmetries ensures that other choices, e.g., a time-dependent

rolling scalar background, as well as a three-form flux will also result in the same symmetry

breaking pattern. A related comment is that in the F-theory motivated scenario of [34, 35],

a three-form flux threads the spatial slice of an FLRW cosmology, which, upon analytically

continuing to Kleinian signature, retains the same N = 1/2 supersymmetry considered here.

4.1.1 Example

Let us now give an example of vector-like breaking. To keep the supersymmetry of the system

manifest, we embed our vector field in a non-dynamical vector superfield V , and keep it at a fixed

background value.16 We can couple matter fields to V to obtain a corresponding supersymmetric

action. To illustrate, consider a chiral multiplet (and its partner) Φ⊕ Φ̃ with respective charges

+q and −q under the vector. The supersymmetric kinetic term for the chiral multiplet is:17

S =

∫
d4xd4θ Φ̃e−2qV Φ + · · · . (4.15)

16In other words, we view the real vector vµ as the field strength for a zero-form potential. In terms of

superfields we can write V = −iθDS − iθ̃D̃S̃ for a background chiral multiplet S and its partner S̃. We have

included both S and S̃ in anticipation of continuing back to Lorentzian signature.
17So far we have been following the Lorentzian signature conventions of [61], but to avoid various factors of

1/2 for covariant derivatives in later expressions we now rescale V 7→ −2V .
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Giving V a background value:

V = iθavaḃθ̃
ḃ = iθaθa, (4.16)

we note that only two real supercharges will leave this function of superspace invariant. Indeed,

that is the content of our discussion around equation (4.10). Plugging this expression back into

our action, we obtain the following component field action:

S =

∫
d4x − iλ̃ȧ

(
∂ȧa + qvȧa

)
λȧ − (∂µ − qvµ)φ̃(∂µ + qvµ)φ+ · · · , (4.17)

where we have expanded in the component fields of the various superfields. For example, φ is

the scalar component of Φ and λa is its fermionic superpartner. Additionally, we have used the

bispinor notation ∂ȧa = σȧaµ ∂
µ. This leads to Lorentz violating couplings, but this is potentially

permissible if it is solely in the timelike direction (as occurs anyway in cosmology).

4.2 Chiral Breaking

Chiral breaking of the Lorentz group retains an N = 1/2 subalgebra simply because one half

of the superalgebra generated by Q and Q̃ is not deformed at all. Euclidean signature effective

actions were constructed using the language of non-anti-commutative Grassmann variables in

superspace in references [45–47]. In more pedestrian terms, we can simply construct the corre-

sponding supersymmetric action compatible with spontaneous breaking of a chiral half of the

Lorentz algebra. Deformations of the underlying superspace geometry have been considered in

a number of references, including [37–49, 64–66], although we add that these references consider

Euclidean, rather than Kleinian signature spacetime.

The general approach in this setup is to consider a deformation of the Grassmann superspace

coordinates:

{θa, θb} = cab, (4.18)

with cab a constant background field. This can also be accompanied by a non-commutative defor-

mation of the spacetime coordinates, namely [xµ, xν ] = ibµν . In reference [47] the construction

of effective actions in terms of a corresponding generalized Moyal product was developed. From

the present perspective, this is but one choice of symmetry breaking for the Lorentz group.

Physical backgrounds which produce this sort of breaking pattern are obtained from switching

on a background self-dual field strength. This can be arranged in both Euclidean and Kleinian

signature. For further details on the analysis in Euclidean signature, see e.g., [45–47, 64–66].

5 Spatial Instabilities

A different application of 2 + 2 signature Lagrangians is in the study of Lorentzian signature

systems with a spatial instability.18 To give an example, consider a system of (2+1)-dimensional

theories arranged as “coupled layers” in a (3+1)-dimensional system with one lattice direction.

For concreteness, we index the layers by j ∈ Z so that for each layer we have fields φj , and the

action is:

S =
∑
j

Sj +
∑
j

Sj,j+1, (5.1)

18We thank C.L. Kane for discussions on this point.
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where Sj is the action for a free field on a single layer:

Sj =

∫
d3x

1

2

(
(∂tφj)

2 − (∂xφj)
2 − (∂yφj)

2
)
, (5.2)

and Sj,j+1 is the contribution from nearest neighbor interaction term:

Sj,j+1 =

∫
d3x

(
−α

4
sin2 (φj − φj+1)

)
, (5.3)

which we we can treat as a bounded effective potential. When α > 0, this is just giving a lattice

approximation to a (3 + 1)-signature system, and the ground state has 〈φj − φj+1〉 = 0. For

α < 0, this same configuration is actually a local maximum and the minimum is instead reached

by taking φj −φj+1 = π/2. Expanding around this local maximum, we obtain a 2 + 2 signature

Lagrangian density.

Instanton configurations in 2+2 signature correspond to transitions from one local maximum

to another. This has a clear meaning in the context of the 3D layers construction, but also

generalizes to other field theories, including Yang-Mills theory. Indeed, in both 2 + 2 and 4 + 0

signature, there are self-dual field configurations.

We remark that this construction is compatible with 3D N = 1 supersymmetry. Introducing

3D real superfields Φj , we can couple neighboring layers via the superpotential:

Weff =
∑
j

cos(Φj − Φj+1), (5.4)

which implements a superspace version of dimensional deconstruction, much as in [67, 68]. The

resulting effective potential V ∼ |∂W/∂Φ|2 is positive definite, but when expanded around a

local maximum will result in a deconstructed Kleinian signature theory.

6 Discussion

One of the original motivations for this work was to better understand the potential role of

N = 1/2 supersymmetry in 2 + 2 signature spacetimes as a way to address the “cosmological

constant problem”. In 2 + 2 signature, bubble diagrams that correct the energy of a N = 1/2

supersymmetric state automatically vanish. Indeed, this fact was already observed in the case

of chiral symmetry breaking of supersymmetry in Euclidean signature in [47, 48, 69], but it

clearly extends to other choices of Lorentz breaking such as those which are of relevance in

cosmological backgrounds.

What might this mean for a Lorentzian signature spacetime? From the present perspective,

a perturbative calculation in 2 + 2 signature is related to correlation functions computed in a

specific class of low-flux states. The statement that N = 1/2 supersymmetry is retained in 2+2

signature means that these states do not mix at the quantum level with other states. From

this perspective, it is tempting to speculate that rather than working with the ground state of

a quantum field theory, the low flux states are more appropriate in the context of cosmology.

Of course, one of the important phenomenological implications of supersymmetry is the pre-

diction of new superpartners for all of the states of the Standard Model of particle physics.

From the way we have constructed our N = 1/2 Lagrangians in 2 + 2 signature, we see that

the field content for the 3 + 1 theory obtained from analytic continuation will have precisely
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the same degrees of freedom as in the MSSM, with the caveat that we do not expect to have as

much control over the resulting superpartner masses.

There are two conflicting intuitions, which make it challenging to reliably extract the mass

spectrum. References [34, 35] suggested that the geometric mean of an IR and UV cutoff could

arise via F-theory on a Spin(7) background, which in turn could produce superpartner masses

on the order of 10 − 100 TeV. Are the considerations presented here compatible with these

coarse expectations?

On the one hand, in Minkowski space there is no such thing as N = 1/2 supersymmetry.

From this perspective, it is natural to suspect that the N = 1/2 MSSM just involves a high

scale for supersymmetry breaking, once radiative corrections to the superpartner masses are

taken into account. On the other hand, the explicit models of N = 1/2 supersymmetry we

investigated involved spontaneous breaking of Lorentz symmetry, which, to be compatible with

cosmology, must lead to a rather low scale for supersymmetry breaking. Said differently, in all

of our explicit realizations, we constructed N = 1 Lagrangians which only broke to N = 1/2

supersymmetry at very low cosmological scales. Even so, it is well-known in other contexts that

even seemingly mild Lorentz breaking terms can, after including radiative corrections, produce

relatively large effects which are often difficult to reconcile with observational constraints.

One clear indication of an N = 1/2 structure would be apparent Lorentz violation effects,

which would in turn suggest an apparent violation of CPT symmetry (see e.g., [70]). It would

be interesting to study the phenomenological consequences of this, and related aspects of an

N = 1/2 MSSM.

In this paper we have laid out a framework for thinking about quantum field theories in

Kleinian signature spacetimes, describing the drawbacks, advantages, and challenges of exploit-

ing these structures to address problems in 3 + 1-dimensional physics. In future work we will

take on some of these major challenges, constructing and studying an N = 1/2 MSSM, under-

standing the mass spectrum, and further interrogating the formal structure of this approach.
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