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Free Fermionic Constructions of Heterotic
Strings

Ioannis Florakis and John Rizos

Abstract This chapter is an introduction to the Free Fermionic Formulation of

String Theory, with emphasis on heterotic model building. After a brief review of

bosonization in two dimensional conformal field theories, we discuss how internal

bosonic string coordinates can be consistently replaced by free fermionic degrees

of freedom. In this framework, worldsheet supersymmetry may be realized entirely

among free fermions. Embedding this construction into string theory leads to a

number of constraints arising from modular invariance at one and higher genera.

The solution of these constraints takes the form of a small number of model building

rules from which the string spectrum and interactions may be analyzed. We review

some of the most well-studied models in the literature and their classification, with

emphasis on the symmetric basis. The explicit map of free fermionic models to the

orbifold construction is presented in some detail.
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1 Introduction

In this chapter we introduce and review the Free Fermionic Formulation (FFF) of

heterotic string theory, together with a discussion of some of its main applications

in the context model building. In the FFF, all worldsheet bosonic coordinates are

consistently fermionized, except for the non-compactified space-time degrees of

freedom [AB88, ABK87, KLT86b, KLT87]. World-sheet supersymmetry is pre-

served although non-linearly realized among the two-dimensional fermionic fields

[ABKW86]. Factorization of string amplitudes together with modular invariance

constraints at one and higher genera, can be explicitly solved and give rise to a

relatively simple set of rules, that allow the direct construction of string models

in 3 ≤ 10 dimensions. Due to exact solvability of the worldsheet conformal field

theory (CFT), the FFF machinery allows the complete analysis of the corresponding

perturbative string spectra and their interactions.

Specifically in four space-time dimensions, the FFF formalism is particularly

suited to the construction of string vacua with rich phenomenological characteris-
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4 Model Building in Heterotic String

tics. Well-studied 3 = 4 models with interesting phenomenology include the flipped

SU(5) × U(1) model [AEHN89], the Pati–Salam model [ALR90, LR99] and the

Standard-like Model [FNY90]. The classification of 10-dimensional heterotic mod-

els in the FFF has been presented in [KLT86a], while in four dimensions, it has

proven very efficient for extensive scans and the classification of huge classes of

heterotic string vacua [FKNR04, ACF+11, FRS14, FRS18].

This review is organized as follows. In Section 2 we begin with a discussion of

two-dimensional worldsheet CFT’s with free fermionic degrees of freedom and their

equivalence to compact bosons at special radii. This equivalence is then demonstrated

at the level of the one-loop string partition function. In Section 4, we explain the

realization of worldsheet supersymmetry entirely among the free fermionic degrees

of freedom, and discuss the structure of the worldsheet supercurrent. Section 4 is

devoted to the study of the constraints arising from modular invariance at one and

higher genera, which leads to the consistent vacuum construction rules. The latter

are presented in considerable detail in Section 5, where it is shown that they reduce

to a set of basis vectors encoding the fermion boundary conditions, together with

a corresponding set of Generalized GSO Projections (GGSO). We illustrate the

application of the construction rules in the case of a simple model, by deriving its

massless spectrum and superpotential. In Section 6 we review some fo the most

studied models with N = 1 supersymmetry constructed in the FFF, including the

flipped SU(5), Pati-Salam and Standard Model vacua, and discuss some of their

phenomenological properties. Subsequently, in Section 7, focusing on a symmetric

basis that has been much interest in the literature, we discuss the application of the

FFF to the classification of huge sets of supersymmetric string vacua. Next, in Section

8 we briefly review the construction of non-supersymmetric heterotic models in the

context of the FFF and its relation to the stringy Scherk-Schwarzmechanism. Finally,

in Section 9 we present the map between a class of FFF models and their equivalent

Z2 × Z2 orbifold counterparts, which is particularly useful for deforming the theory

away from the fermionic point and addressing questions of supersymmetry breaking.

2 Fermionization in two dimensions

The main idea behind the FFF is to exploit the bosonization property [Col75, Man75,

Wit84] of chiral fermions in 1 + 1 dimensions in reverse, and consistently replace

the CFT of bosonic coordinates of String Theory ascribed to the internal space

with a system of auxiliary free fermions. In the two-dimensional worldsheet CFT

with Minkowski signature, one may simultaneously impose both Majorana and Weyl

conditions on massless fermions to reduce them to real, one-component spinors.

Consider the CFT of 2# real, non-interacting fermions k8 , with 8 = 1, . . . , 2# with

action

( =
1

2c

∫
d2I (k8 m̄k8 + k̄8mk̄8) . (1)
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The equations of motion then imply the decomposition into left moving holomor-

phic spinors k8 (I) and right moving anti-holomorphic spinor k̄( Ī) and reflects the

factorization of the free fermion CFT into left and right moving sectors, with energy-

momentum tensors

) (I) = −1

2
: k8mk8 (I) : , )̄ ( Ī) = −1

2
: k̄8 m̄k8 ( Ī) : . (2)

The conformal anomaly term in the )) and )̄)̄ operator product expansion (OPE)

determines the corresponding central charges of the system as 2! = 2' = # .

Similarly, the absence of interacting terms among the 2# real fermions leads to the

OPEs

k8 (I)k 9 (F) = X8 9

I − F
+ . . . ,

k̄8 ( Ī)k̄ 9 (F̄) = X8 9

Ī − F̄
+ . . . ,

k8 (I)k̄ 9 ( Ī) = regular .

(3)

The action (1) enjoys a global SO(2#)! × SO(2#)' symmetry under k8 → $
8 9

!
k 9

and k̄8 → $
8 9

'
k̄ 9 with $)

!
$! = $)

'
$' = 1, generated by the (anti) holomorphic

currents

�8 9 (I) = i : k8 (I)k 9 (I) : , �̄8 9 ( Ī) = i : k̄8 ( Ī)k̄ 9 ( Ī) : , (4)

for 8 < 9 , which are chirally conserved, m̄�8 9 (I) = m�̄8 9 ( Ī) = 0. Calculating the ��

OPE of these currents shows that the system of 2# free fermions provides a level

: = 1 realisation of a Kač-Moody current algebra1 SO(2#)! × SO(2#)'.

We now focus on the left-movers, since the same analysis can be straightforwardly

performed on the right-moving CFT as well. It is convenient to complexify the real

fermions into pairs

Ψ
0,±(I) = 1

√
2
(k20 (I) ± ik20−1(I)) , (5)

where 0 = 1, . . . , # runs over the rank of the SO(2#) symmetry, and similarly for the

right-movers. It is possible to bosonize the left-moving CFT of the # complexified

fermions Ψ0,±(I), that is, to consistently replace it with a system of compact scalar

fields �0 (I). Normalizing their 2-point correlators on the sphere as

〈�0 (I) �1 (F)〉 = −U′

2
X01 log(I − F) , (6)

1 An excellent review of affine current algebras can be found in [GO86].
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and, adopting for the time being the CFT convention U′ = 2, the chiral bosonization

corresponds to the identification2

Ψ
0,±(I) =: e±8�

0 (I) : , �0 (I) = im�0(I) =: Ψ0,+
Ψ

0,− : (I) , (7)

and we henceforth suppress the explicit display of the normal ordering symbols.

It is straightforward to check that the �0 (I) currents defined in (7) correspond to

the # Cartan currents of the Kač-Moody algebra SO(2#), while the remaining

4
(#

2

)
currents can be obtained as the combinations e±i�0 (I)±i�1 (I) . Furthermore, it

can be checked that the bosonization (7) is consistent with the conformal weights,

reproduces the same OPEs as the original fermion system, and is therefore equivalent

to the CFT of the # free compact scalars � with the same left-moving central charge

2! = # .

The (radial) quantization of the free fermion system, of course, depends on

the boundary conditions along the non-trivial cycle of the cylinder, which can be

Neveu-Schwarz (anti-periodic) or Ramond (periodic). In particular, the Ramond

vacuum is degenerate and transforms as an SO(2#) spinor, whose irreducible Weyl

representations of opposite chirality will be denoted as ( (spinor) and � (conjugate

spinor). The associated spin fields ((I) and � (I) are then constructed such that they

generate the Ramond vaccum, upon acting on the SL(2;C) invariant vacuum.

These spin fields admit a simple free-field representation in terms of the bosoniza-

tion fields �. Indeed, both the k(I)((0) and k(I)� (0) OPEs involve branch cuts in

I which identify the helicity charges @0, @
′
0 of the spin fields as @0, @

′
0 ∈ {± 1

2 },

((I) = ei@0�
0 (I) , � (I) = ei@′

0�
0 (I) . (8)

In this helicity basis, the representation is encoded into the choice of weight vectors

@0 and @′0, and the Weyl condition requires keeping an even (odd) number of minus

signs in the helicity charges @0, and an odd (even) one in @′0. Note, furthermore,

that the conformal weights of ((I) and � (I) are obtained as the squared lengths of

the weight vectors, and yield @ · @/2 = @′ · @′/2 = #/8. In particular, for # = 1

this implies that the Ramond vacuum of a single complex fermion carries conformal

weight 1
8
, in accordance with the fact that the 2 =

1
2

Virasoro algebra contains two

irreducible representations of highest conformal weight 1
16 , corresponding to the

ground state of a single real fermion with periodic boundary conditions.

The mode expansion of a free non-compact scalar Φ(I, Ī) carries continuous

momentum modes ?! = ?' which are always left-right matched, hence, making

it incompatible with the holomorphic factorization of the free fermion CFT. It is

then clear that the chiral bosons �0 (I) must be necessarily compact in order to

consistently bosonize the free fermion system. Consider for simplicity a single chiral

2 Although the precise relation between Ψ and � is complicated and non-local [Man75], a simple
method of bosonization [FMS86] can be obtained, by introducing appropriate cocycle phases
that ensure the correct fermion anti-commutation relations. While we suppress cocycles in this
presentation, an excellent discussion of the technique, particularly useful for concrete calculations,
can be found in [KLL+87].
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boson � (I), compactified on a circle of radius '. Reinstating the U′-dependence in

(7)

Ψ
±(I) = e

±i
√

2
U′ � (I)

, � (I) = i

√
2

U′ m� (I) =: Ψ+
Ψ

− : (I) , (9)

and, requiring that the bosonized representation for Ψ± (I) be single valued under

� → � + 2c', we obtain the ' =
√
U′/2. This implies that the fermionization of

string coordinates is only consistent at specific points in moduli space, known as the

fermionic point.

We are now ready to describe the bosonization procedure at the level of the string

partition function. At genus one, we must specify the boundary conditions of fields

along both non-trivial cycles of the worldsheet torus I ∼ I + 1 ∼ I + g of complex

structure g = g1+ ig2. Consider the chiral complexified fermionΨ±(I) with boundary

conditions

Ψ
±(I + 1) = −e∓i cW

Ψ
±(I) ,

Ψ
±(I + g) = −e±i c X

Ψ
±(I) ,

(10)

where W, X are real parameters twisting the boundary conditions. Note that the special

values W = 0, 1 correspond to anti-periodic and periodic boundary conditions along

the 0-cycle of the torus, respectively. Similarly, X = 0, 1 assign anti-periodic and

periodic boundary conditions along the 1-cycle. Of course, for a single real fermion

k(I), the assignments W, X = 0, 1 would be the only distinct boundary conditions

allowed by the Z2 automorphism k → −k of the left-moving CFT. In the case of

a complexified fermion Ψ± (I), the CFT now enjoys a continuous U(1) symmetry,

which allows for arbitrary twistings W, X of the boundary conditions.

The fermionic path integral essentially amounts to the evaluation of the deter-

minant of a chiral Dirac operator m̄ twisted by W, X. Up to an irrelevant phase, this

reads

DetW, X (m̄) = ei c
WX

2 @
W2

8 − 1
24

∏
=>0

(
1 + @=+

W

2 −
1
2 ei c X

) (
1 − @=−

W

2 −
1
2 e− i c X

)

=
o
[
W
X

]
(0; g)

[(g) ,

(11)

and matches the expression for the partition function of a complex chiral fermion

obtained by canonical quantization3. Here, [ is the Dedekind function

[(g) = @
1
24

∏
=>0

(1 − @=) , (12)

3 Our conventions are a modified version of [AGMV86]. See the same reference for a detailed
discussion of the properties of chiral Dirac determinants on Riemann surfaces.
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expressed as a function of the nome @ ≡ e2c ig , while o
[
W
X

]
(I; g) are the Jacobi theta

functions with characteristics, with sum representation

o
[ W
X

]
(I; g) =

∑
=∈Z

@
1
2 (=− W

2 )2

e2c i(I− X
2 ) (=− W

2 ) . (13)

For simplicity, theta constants o
[
W
X

]
(0; g) will be henceforth denoted simply as

o
[
W
X

]
.

Now consider the CFT of a single complex fermion Ψ±(I) with boundary con-

ditions
[
W
X

]
. Together with its right-moving counterpart Ψ̄± ( Ī) and, assuming the

same boundary conditions, the contribution to the partition function reads

/
ΨΨ̄

[W
X

]
=
o
[
W
X

]
ō
[
W
X

]
[[̄

=
1

[[̄

∑
<,=∈Z

@
1
2 (<− W

2 )2

@̄
1
2 (=− W

2 )2

e− i c X (<−=) (14)

where we explicitly made use of the sum representation (13) of theta constants.

Shifting the summation variable = → < − =, we can rearrange the exponents as

/
ΨΨ̄

[W
X

]
=

1

[[̄

∑
<,=∈Z

e− i c=X @
U′
4

(
<−=/2−W/2√

U′/2
+ =√

2U′

)2

@̄
U′
4

(
<−=/2−W/2√

U′/2
− =√

2U′

)2

, (15)

and we recognize on the r.h.s. the shifted (1,1) lattice

Γ̂1,1

[W
X

]
(') =

∑
<,=∈Z

e− i c=X @
U′
4

(
<−=/2−W/2

'
+ ='

U′
)2

@̄
U′
4

(
<−=/2−W/2

'
− ='

U′
)2

, (16)

at the fermionic radius ' =
√
U′/2. Summing over all spin structures

[
W
X

]
in (15),

we recover the partition function of a scalar compactified on a circle (1 of the same

radius. Indeed, the sum over W effectively resets 2<−W → < to integer values, while

the sum over X projects onto even windings = → 2=,

1
2

∑
W, X∈Z2

/ΨΨ̄

[ W
X

]
=

1

[[̄

∑
<,=∈Z

@
U′
4

(
<√
U′/2

+ =√
2U′

)2

@̄
U′
4

(
<√
U′/2

− =√
2U′

)2

=

Γ1,1

(√
U′

2

)
[[̄

,

(17)

where, again, on the r.h.s. we recognize the (unshifted) Narain lattice [Nar86,

NSW87]

Γ1,1(') =
∑

<,=∈Z
@

U′
4 %2

! @̄
U′
4 %2

' , (18)

at the fermionic radius, expressed in terms of the left and right moving compact

momenta %!,' =
<
'
± ='

U′ , with <, = ∈ Z denoting the Kaluza-Klein momentum and
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winding numbers, respectively. Analogous expressions can be obtained in the case

of several complexified fermions, giving rise to higher dimensional lattices. We will

return to this point when we discuss the connection of the FFF to orbifold theories

in Section 9.

3 Supersymmetry among free fermions

The equivalence between the worldsheet CFTs of free fermions and free scalars com-

pactified at the fermionic radius ' =
√
U′/2 opens up the possibility of constructing

consistent string theories in which all worldsheet (internal) degrees of freedom are

consistently fermionized at special points in moduli space. Embedding this proce-

dure in the string worldsheet is, however, far from trivial. On the one hand, in the

case of the superstring, the fermionic degrees of freedom we introduce must realize

a local N = 1 superconformal algebra, necessary for the consistent coupling of the

theory to two-dimensional gravity and for projecting out unphysical states. On the

other hand, not all choices of boundary conditions for the free fermions are consis-

tent with modular invariance at one and higher genera. In this section, we will begin

discussing these requirements and the constraints they imply4.

Consider a theory of # free left-moving Majorana-Weyl fermions k8 with action

( =
1

2c

∫
d2I k8 m̄k8 , (19)

enjoying a global O(#) symmetry, with 8 = 1, 2, . . . , # . Observe that the action is

invariant under the non-linear supersymmetry transformation

Xk8
= n �8 9:k 9k: , (20)

if and only if �8 9: is fully antisymmetric [GO85, DVKPR85]. Constructing the

generator of this transformation leads to the fermionic realization of the worldsheet

supercurrent

)� (I) = 1
3
i�8 9:k8k 9k: (I) , (21)

which indeed carries the correct (0, 3
2 ) conformal weight. We should now impose

that the )� (I) in (21) indeed closes an N = 1 superconformal algebra, i.e. that it

satisfies the OPE

)� (I))� (F) =
2̂

(I − F)3
+ 2

I − F
) (I) + . . . , (22)

where 2̂ = 22/3, with 2 = #/2 being the central charge of the free fermion CFT.

Calculating the same OPE using the explicit form of the supercurrent (21), one

4 For more details, see [ABKW86].
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obtains

)� (I))� (F) = 2
3

�8 9:�8 9:

(I − F)3
+ 2�8 9:�8 9ℓ : k:kℓ : (F)

(I − F)2

− 2�8 9:�8 9ℓ : k:mkℓ : (F)
I − F

− �8 9:�8<= : k 9k:k<k := (F)
I − F

+ . . .

(23)

The requirement that this matches (22) implies two independent conditions [ABKW86]

� [8 9 |<�:ℓ ]<
= 0 , (24)

�8 9:�8 9ℓ
=

1
2
X:ℓ . (25)

The first is a Jacobi identity, implying that�8 9: are structure constants of a Lie algebra

corresponding to a group �, whereas the second implies that � be semi-simple and

compact. In other words, requiring the realization of an N = 1 superconformal field

theory implies that the# real fermionsk8 must transform in the adjoint representation

of a Lie group, such that the global SO(#) symmetry is gauged into a local symmetry

�, satisfying dim� = # . We will henceforth write the structure constants in the

conventional normalization

�8 9:
=

1

2
√
ℎ∨

5 8 9: , (26)

where ℎ∨ = 5 8 9: 5 8 9:/2 dim(�) is the dual Coxeter number5 of �.

Consider now the left-moving sector of superstring theory which, as mentioned

above, must enjoy at least N = 1 worldsheet supersymmetry. Denoting the number

of non-compact dimensions as �, and assuming that the internal space is realized

entirely in terms of # real free fermions with SO(#) global symmetry, it is clear

that the cancellation of the conformal anomaly requires the vanishing of the total

central charge
3

2
� + #/2 − 15 = 0 , (27)

with 3�/2 being the contribution of the � non-compact super-coordinates, #/2 that

of the system of auxiliary real fermions, and −15 being the net contribution of the

1, 2, V, W (super)ghost systems.

Note that, although it is in many cases possible (and useful) to use bosonization in

order to reinterpret the system of # auxiliary fermions in terms of (super)coordinates

compactified at the fermionic radius, the idea of the fermionic construction is that

it is possible to directly construct consistent string theories in � < 10 spacetime

dimensions, by balancing the central charge deficit created by the lack of a traditional

compactification space, against the system of # = 3(10 − �) worldsheet fermions.

Moreover, we shall see that doing so, allows for a complete classification of string

5 Note the relation 2 (� ) = 2ℎ∨ , with 2 (� ) being the quadratic Casimir in the adjoint representation
of �.
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models constructible in the free fermionic framework in terms of simple constraints

for the boundary conditions of the fermion system and its associated generalized

Gliozzi–Scherk–Olive (GSO) projections.

Specializing to � = 4 dimensions, we see immediately that a total of # = 18

auxiliary real fermions need to be introduced into the left-moving CFT. If all 18

real fermions share the same boundary conditions, the unbroken global symmetry

group is SO(18) and this has to be gauged down to the compact, semi-simple gauge

group �. The only such groups of dimension 18 are SU(2)6, SU(3)×SO(5) and

SU(4)×SU(2), each realizing a super-Kač-Moody current algebra at level : = ℎ∨

whose �� OPE reads

�8 (I)� 9 (F) = :X01

(I − F)2
+ i 5 8 9:

�: (F)
I − F

+ . . . (28)

with the correct central charge

2 =
: dim(�)
: + ℎ∨

=
#

2
. (29)

This closure of the N = 1 super conformal algebra can be explicitly verified by

taking the currents �8 (I) = 1
2
5 8 9:k 9k: (I) as the superpartners of the free fermions

k8 . For instance, in the maximal rank case SU(2)6, we have a : = 2 realization of the

current algebra and the corresponding central charge 2 = 6 × 3/2 precisely reflects

a system of 3 free fermions for each SU(2) factor.

It is well known [GG86, FQS85, BDFM88] that in order for the left (resp.

right) moving sector of string theory to include massless spacetime fermions, the

corresponding left (right) moving super-Kač-Moody algebra must necessarily be

abelian. For instance, in Type II theories with unbroken spacetime supersymmetry,

both the left and right moving current algebras are abelian and, hence, non-abelian

interactions may arise only by introducing D-branes. In Heterotic theories, instead,

only the left-moving sector enjoys worldsheet supersymmetry and, thus, it is only

the left-moving current algebra that is constrained to be abelian. Indeed, the right-

moving worldsheet is bosonic, and its current algebra can give rise to non-abelian

currents, which translate to the presence of non-abelian gauge fields in the massless

spectrum, while the spin fields making up the vertex operator of massless gravitini

arise from the left-moving sector. In what follows we focus the analysis entirely on

the Heterotic string.

We will now pick the maximal rank case, with local gauge symmetry SU(2)6

and further gauge it down to its abelian factors U(1)6, by an appropriate choice

of boundary conditions on the free fermions. Such gaugings down to a subgroup

� are consistent, provided �/� is a symmetric space [ABKW86]. Consider each

SU(2) triplet of fermions {j� , H� , l� } with � = 1, . . . , 6, such that the left-moving

worldsheet supercurrent takes the form
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)� (I) = ik`m- `(I) + i

6∑
�=1

j� H�l� (I) , (30)

where the first term is due to the non-compact super-coordinates carrying the four-

dimensional Lorentz indices, while the second term is due to the system of 18 free

fermions. It is often convenient to intuitively think of H� and l� as the auxiliary

fermions arising from the fermionization of 6 internal bosonic coordinates im- �
=

H�l� , compactified on circles of radius ' =
√
U′/2. In this sense, j� then plays the

role of their fermionic superpartner.

As we have mentioned, breaking the non-abelian local symmetry down to U(1)s
can be accomplished by assigning different boundary conditions to the fermions

j� , H� , l� , realizing each of the SU(2)s. However, this assignment is highly con-

strained by the form (30) of the full worldsheet supercurrent, which must have

well-defined periodicities in order for the N = 1 superconformal theory to remain

intact. Indeed, the first term in (30) is proportional to the worldsheet fermions k`

transformingunder the Lorentz group. If we denote their boundaryconditions as
[
0
1

]
,

then the internal part j� H�l� should also carry the same net (anti)periodicities6.

4 Constraints from modular invariance

We have already mentioned that not all spin-structure assignments for the worldsheet

fermions are allowed on topologically non-trivial worldsheets. Indeed, the vacuum

amplitude of the theory at one and higher genera should remain invariant under large

diffeomorphisms. Each such assignment of spin-structures consistent with (multi-

loop) modular invariance gives rise to an a priori different string vacuum. These

constraints first considered in [KLT86b, KLT87] were solved in full generality in

[ABK87] and [AB88], treating both the cases of real and complex fermions, and will

be presented in Section 5.

In this section, we discuss the conditions imposed by modular invariance in

a simple heterotic setup where all fermions can be complexified. Although this

is not the most general case, it is sufficient for outlining the salient features of

the construction. The main idea is to impose modular invariance of the vacuum

amplitude at one and higher genera, together with factorization, in order to extract

conditions on the spin-structure dependent coefficients.

At genus one, the string worldsheet has the topology of a torus with Te-

ichmüller parameter g = g1 + ig2 to be integrated over the fundamental domain

F = H/SL(2;Z) with H being the upper half-plane. Omitting an overall normal-

ization constant, which is irrelevant for our discussion, the amplitude has the generic

form

6 Strictly speaking, the supercurrent )� (I) in (30) should also include the contributions of the
(super)ghost systems. We do not explicitly display these contributions here, since they will not play
any particular role in our analysis. Alternatively, we may work in the lightcone and restrict k` and
-` to the transverse directions only.
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�1 =

∫
F

d2g

g2

∑
spin

structures

#
[
a
b

]
/1,2 /bos /V,W

[
0
1

]
/long

[
0
1

]
/
[
a
b

]
(g, ḡ) . (31)

We now describe the various contributions entering the above expression. /1,2(g, ḡ) =
[2[̄2 is the spin-structure independent contribution of the 1, 2, 1̄, 2̄ ghosts, while

/bos (g, ḡ) = 1/(√g2 [ [̄)4 is the contribution of the non-compact worldsheet coor-

dinates. As expected, the ghost system cancels the oscillator contributions of the

longitudinal worldsheet coordinates -0, -1. Furthermore, /V,W (g) is the contribu-

tion of the superghost system which, aside from a possible phase, exactly cancels

against that of the longitudinal fermions k0, k1

/long (g) =
o
[
0
1

]
[

, (32)

since )� , k` and the superghosts are required to share the same boundary conditions[
0
1

]
, in order to preserve the unbroken N = 1 worldsheet supersymmetry. The block

/
[
a
b

]
(g, ḡ) =

o
[
0
1

]
(0; g)

[(g)
∏
�

o
[
0�

1�

]
(0; g)

[(g)
∏
�̄

ō
[
0�̄

1�̄

]
(0; ḡ)

[̄(ḡ) . (33)

contains the contributions of the remaining left and right moving worldsheet

fermions. In particular, the first factor carrying spin-structures
[
0
1

]
is the contri-

bution of the transverse spacetime directions k3, k4. Note that we use here the

symbol
[
a
b

]
with a = (0, 01, 02, . . .) and b = (1, 11, 12, . . .) to collectively denote

the spin structure assignment of all left- and right- moving (complexified) fermions,

while the indices � and �̄ in eq. (33) run over the left and right moving complex

fermions, respectively, except k` . Finally, the coefficients #
[
a
b

]
are independent of

the complex structure g, but depend on the spin-structure assignments, and effectively

correspond to choices of GGSO projections.

We are now ready to extract the constraints of one loop modular invariance on

the coefficients. To simplify the analysis and to set the constraints in their standard

form in the literature, it is convenient to first switch to a slightly different convention

for the Jacobi theta functions

Θ
[
0
1

]
(I; g) = e−

i c
2 01 o

[
0
1

]
(I; g) , (34)

which has the advantage of simpler periodicity properties in the lower argument

Θ
[

0
1+2

]
(I; g) = Θ

[
0
1

]
(I; g) , Θ

[
0+2
1

]
(I; g) = e− i c1

Θ
[
0
1

]
(I; g) . (35)

The one-loop vacuum amplitude then reads

�1 =

∫
F

d2g

g2
2

1

g2[2 [̄2

1

|Ξ|
∑
a,b

�
[
a
b

]
/̂
[
a
b

]
, (36)
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where we used (34) to convert all o’s into Θ’s, and absorbed phase factors into the

new constant coefficients

�
[
a
b

]
= e

i c
2 a·b #

[
a
b

]
, (37)

where the dot product in the exponent is defined7 in the Lorentzian sense, using the

signature (10, 22) of the fermion charge lattice. Here, /̂ is simply given by (33) with

o’s replaced by Θ’s, and we also divide by the order |Ξ| of the finite additive group8

Ξ of boundary condition vectors a. Performing the transformation g → g +1 in (36),

using the modular transformation properties of the Jacobi theta functions, resetting

the summation as b → b − a + 1, and comparing with the original expression, it is

easy to extract the first modular condition

�
[
a
b

]
= e

i c
4 (a·a+1·1) �

[
a

b−a+1

]
. (38)

We also denote by1 the boundary condition vector corresponding to periodic bound-

ary conditions for all fermions. Note that the factor e
i c
4 1·1 = −1 in the heterotic string

and reflects the transformation of the Dedekind functions9. Similarly, requiring the

invariance of (36) under the second modular transformation g → −1/g yields the

second condition

�
[
a
b

]
= e

i c
2 a·b �

[
b
−a

]
. (39)

Cluster decomposition requires the factorization of higher genus amplitudes when

the donuts making up the Riemann surface are pulled infinitely far apart. This implies

that the spin-structure coefficients at genus 6 must also factorize into products of

one-loop coefficients

�
[
a(1) , a(2) , ..., a(6)
b(1) , b(2) , ..., b(6)

]
= �

[
a (1)
b(1)

]
�
[
a(2)
b(2)

]
. . . �

[
a(6)
b(6)

]
. (40)

As a result, on a higher genus Riemann surface, Dehn twists acting on each separate

donut alone leave the amplitude invariant as a consequence of one-loop modular

invariance and factorization. In addition, factorization also ensures that Dehn twists

mixing the spin-structures of nearby donuts in the chain can be accounted for by

imposing invariance of the two-loop vacuum amplitude under the non-trivial twist

Ω → Ω
′
= Ω −

(
0 1

1 0

)
, (41)

whereΩ is the period matrix of the double torus. The generalization of (34) to genus

two reads

7 For simplicity, we assumed all fermions are complexified so that only integer powers of thetas
appear. It is easy to incorporate the case of half-integer powers, by scaling the corresponding
elements of the dot product metric by 1/2.

8 For (anti) periodic boundary conditions, the group Ξ is simply a direct sum of Z2 factors.

9 In type II theories, one instead has e
i c
4 1·1 = +1, since the left and right moving worldsheets are

both super-reparametrization invariant and the Dedekind functions arise in pairs, [−12 [̄−12.
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Θ

[
U(1) , U(2)
V(1) , V(2)

]
(I;Ω) =

∑
n∈Z2

ei c (=− U
2 ))Ω(=− U

2 )+2c i (I− V

2 )) (=−
U
2 )− i c

2 U)V , (42)

whereU = (U(1) , U(2) )) , V = (V(1) , V(2) )) are column vectors carrying the boundary

conditions ascribed to the transport properties of fermions along the non-contractible

cycles of each of the two donuts and, similarly, I is a column vector of Jacobi

parameters. It is then straightforward to obtain the transformation of the genus-2

theta constant (I = 0) under (41)

Θ

[
U(1) , U(2)
V(1) , V(2)

]
(0;Ω′) = e−

i c
2 U(1) U(2) Θ

[
U(1) , U(2)

V(1) − U(2) , V(2) − U(1)

]
(0;Ω) . (43)

Inserting this transformation into the genus 2 generalization of the vacuum amplitude

(36) and imposing modular invariance, one finds the third and final condition

�
[
a
b

]
�
[
a′

b′

]
= X0 X0′ e−

i c
2 a·a′ �

[
a

b+a′
]
�
[

a′

b′+a

]
, (44)

where the phases X0 = (−1)0, X0′ = (−1)0′
arise from the modular transformation

properties of the 2-loop worldsheet gravitino determinant, which can be uniquely

fixed by requiring that the consistent 10d superstrings satisfy this condition10.

The three conditions (38), (39) and (44) together impose multi-loop modular

invariance and can be solved in general [ABKW86, AB88], ensuring the absence

of local anomalies, the correct spin-statistics connection and unitarity. The solution

corresponding to rational CFTs relevant for model building will be outlined in the

next section. Before closing the discussion, however, it is useful to recast the 2-loop

condition (44) to a reduced form that severely constrains the phase dependence on

the a-cycle and b-cycle boundary condition assignments. To this end, setting a′ = c′

and b′
= −a in (44), and using (39) to bring a back to the upper characteristic, one

finds

�
[

a
b+c

]
�
[
c
0

]
= X0X2 �

[
a
b

]
�
[
a
c

]
. (45)

Clearly,�
[
c
0

]
≠ 0 for all c, otherwise all coefficients would trivially vanish. Plugging

b = c = 0 into the above equation and simplifying, yields �
[
a
0

]
= X0, where we have

conventionally set the overall normalization to �
[
0
0

]
= 1. Substituting this into (45),

we can then finally write the factorization condition as

�
[

a
b+c

]
= X0 �

[
a
b

]
�
[
a
c

]
. (46)

This form will be particularly useful when we discuss the connection of the FFF to

toroidal orbifolds in Section 9.

10 In type II theories, X0 should be identified with the spacetime fermion parity of the theory,
(−1)�!+�' , receiving contributions from both the left and the right movers.
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5 Model construction rules, spectrum and effective

superpotential

The modular invariance constraints discussed in Section 4 can be solved in terms of

a set of # basis vectors � = {V1, . . . , V# } which encode the boundary conditions

of the worldsheet fermions and a set of phases 2
[
V8
V 9

]
, 8, 9 = 1, . . . # associated

with generalized Gliozzi—Scherk-–Olive (GGSO) projections , called spin structure

coefficients.

In four space-time dimensions the standard notation of worldsheet fermionic fields

used in the FFF model building is as follows. The left moving fermions comprise

20 real fields. These are k` which stands for the two space-time fermions in the

light-cone gauge, the real fermions j1, . . . , j6 which parameterize the six fermionic

internal coordinates, and the 12 real fermions H1, l1, . . . , H6, l6 that come from

the fermionization of the associated internal bosonic coordinates. The right moving

fields consist of 12 real fermions H1, l1, . . . , H6, l6 ascribed to the fermionization

of the internal bosonic coordinates, and 16 complex fermions denoted k̄1, . . . , k̄5,

[̄1, [̄2, [̄3, q̄1, . . . , q̄8 for reasons that will become apparent later. As explained in

Section 4, worldsheet supersymmetry is nonlinearly realized among the left-moving

fermions j� , H� , l� . Although there are several such realizations [AB88], we focus

on the simplest case exploited in heterotic model building where the supercurrent

takes the form (30). In this description, each basis vector consists of a set of phases,

e.g.

V =
{
U(k`), U(j12), U(j34), U(j56), U(H1), . . . , U(H6), U(l1), . . . , U(l6);

U( H̄1), . . . , U( H̄6), U(l̄1), . . . , U(l̄6) ,
U(k̄1), . . . , U(k̄6), U([̄1), U([̄2), U([̄3), U(q̄1), . . . , U(q̄8)

}
,

(47)

portraying the parallel transport properties of the worldsheet fermions

5 → −ei cU( 5 ) 5 , (48)

where U( 5 ) ∈ (−1, 1] are in general fractional numbers, with the special cases

U = 0, 1 corresponding to anti-periodic (NS) and periodic (R) fermions respectively.

The semi-colon in (47) separates left and right moving fermions.

The partition function of the theory can be expressed as a sum over pairs of

spin structures in an abelian group Ξ spanned by the basis vectors, Ξ = {b |b =

<1V1+· · ·+<=V# , <8 = 0, . . . , #8} , with #8 the smallest integer for which #8V8 = 0

mod 2,
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/ =

∫
F

d2g

g3
2
[12[24

1

2#

∑
U,V∈Ξ

2

[
U

V

] ∏
5 ∈ real left

Θ
1
2

[
U( 5 )
V( 5 )

] ∏
5 ∈ complex left

Θ

[
U( 5 )
V( 5 )

]

∏
5 ∈ real right

Θ

1
2

[
U( 5 )
V( 5 )

] ∏
5 ∈ complex right

Θ

[
U( 5 )
V( 5 )

]
.

(49)

In the last expression the products extend over real/complex left/right fermions

respectively. Here Θ
[
U( 5 )
V ( 5 )

]
is the Jacobi theta function with characteristics, [ stands

for the Dedekind eta function and F is the fundamental domain.

Basis vectors and spin structure coefficients are subject to constraints imposed

by modular invariance and factorization of the string amplitudes (38),(39),(44). The

basis vectors must satisfy

#8 9 V8 ·V 9 =0 mod 4 , with #8 9 = lcm(#8 , # 9 ) ,
#8V8 ·V8 =0 mod 8 , if #8 is even ,

(50)

along with the requirement that the number of real fermions which are periodic in

any combination of four basis vectors has to be even. Moreover, to guarantee well

defined periodicity properties of the supercurrent (30) we have to impose

V8 (j� ) + V8 (H� ) + V8 (l� ) = V8 (k`) mod 2 ∀ � = 1, . . . , 6 . (51)

The spin structure coefficients 2
[
V8
V 9

]
can be expressed in terms of # (# − 1)/2 + 1

independent phases, namely, 2
[
1

1

]
, 2
[
V8
V 9

]
, 8 > 9 = 1, . . . , # , where1 ∈ Ξ is the vector

with all fermions periodic. Furthermore, composite spin structure coefficients, as the

ones appearing in (49), can be reduced utilizing

2

[
U

V + W

]
= XU2

[
U

V

]
2

[
U

W

]
,

2

[
U

V

]
= ei c (U·V)/22

[
V

U

]∗
,

2

[
U

U

]
= ei c (U·U+1·1)/42

[
U

1

]
,

(52)

where XU = (−1)U(k` ) , and the lorenzian dot product is defined as follows

U · V =




1

2

∑
5 ∈{ real

left }

+
∑

5 ∈{ complex
left

}

−1

2

∑
5 ∈{ real

right }

−
∑

5 ∈{ complex
right

}



0( 5 )V( 5 ) . (53)

The Hilbert space of states contributing to (49) can be recast in the form
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H =

⊕
U∈Ξ

#∏
8=1

{
ei cV8�U = XU2

[
U

V8

]∗}
HU , (54)

where HU is the Hilbert space of the sector U, and the expression in curly brackets

represents a GSO projection that projects onto states satisfying e8 cV8�U = XU2
[
U
V8

]∗
.

Here,

V8�U =



∑
5 ∈U!

−
∑
5 ∈U'


V8 ( 5 )�U ( 5 ) (55)

where U = {UL; UR} and �U ( 5 ) stands for the fermion number operator which

takes values +1 or −1 when acting on 5 or 5 ∗, respectively. When the vacuum is

degenerate, our convention implies � ( 5 ) = 0 and � ( 5 ) = −1 for a state annihilated

by 50 and 5 ∗
0

respectively.

The mass formula for string states in a sector U = {UL; UR} is

"2
U = −1

2
+ 1

8
UL·UL + #L = −1 + 1

8
UR·UR + #R ,

where #L, #R stand for (sums of) left/right oscillator frequencies, respectively.

For a fermion transforming as in Equation (48) the oscillator frequencies are

[(1 + U( 5 ))/2+ integer] for 5 and [(1 − U( 5 ))/2+ integer] for 5 ∗. Using the identity

X02
[

0
18

]∗
= X18 , it can be easily shown that the massless spectrum always includes a

state of the form k
`
1
2

(
m-

)`
1
|0〉 which arises from the 0-sector (NS) and contains the

graviton, the dilaton and the two-index antisymmetric tensor. Similarly, we can infer

that the 0-sector spectrum does not depend on the GGSO coefficients, but only on

the choice of the basis vectors. Moreover, it turns out that the presence of space-time

supersymmetry (SUSY), and the absence of tachyons, is ensured by including the

vector ( =
{
k` , j1, . . . , j6

}
in the defining basis set and choosing the relevant spin

structure coefficients such that the associated gravitino multiplet survives.

The low-energy effective theory of a generic heterotic string model in the FFF is

a N = 1 no-scale supergravity [CFKN83, EKN84b, EKN84a, LN87]. The Kähler

potential of chiral multiplets is exactly calculable at string tree-level at every or-

der in U′ [AEF+87, FGKP87a, FGKP87a, FGKP87b, LNY94]. Furthermore, the

superpotential of the effective theory is also calculable order by order in the U′-
expansion [KLN90, KLN91] at string tree-level and receives no string loop correc-

tions [Wit86, DS86]. Superpotential calculation amounts to evaluating correlation

functions of the associated primary fields which in the case of unpaired real fermions

incorporate Ising fields [DFSZ87] that result in nontrivial vanishing of superpotential

couplings normally allowed by gauge symmetries. For example, trilinear superpo-

tential couplings reduce to correlators involving two or three Ising fields of which

only the following are nonvanishing
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〈f±f±〉 = 〈 5 5 〉 = 〈 5̄ 5̄ 〉 = 1 ,

〈f+f− 5 〉 = 〈f+f− 5̄ 〉 = 1/
√

2 ,
(56)

where f+, f− and 5 / 5̄ refer to the order, disorder and fermion operators, respec-

tively. The contribution of the complex fields that pertain to the internal fermionic

coordinates j1, . . . , j6 associated with a conserved U(1) current of the N = 2

worldsheet supersymmetry algebra, leads to additional restrictive selection rules for

the superpotential couplings [RT91, LN91a].

Let us close this session by presenting an illustrative model. We consider the

following ten-element basis � = {V1, . . . , V10} 11

V1 = 1 = {k` , j1...6, H1...6, l1...6; H1...6, l1...6, k
1...5

, k
6...10

, k
11...15

, [} ,
V2 = ( = {k` , j1...6} ,

V2+8 = 48 = {H8 , l8; H8 , l8} , 8 = 1 . . . 6 ,

V9 = 11 = {G34, j56, H3456; H3456, k
1...5

, [} ,

V10 = 12 = {j12, G56, H1256; H1256, k
6...10

, [} .

(57)

This defines an N = 1 supersymmetric12 SO(10)3 × U(1) model, where the three

SO(10) factors are associated to k
1...5

,k
6...10

andk
11...15

, respectively, and the U(1)
factor is related to [. The untwisted sector (() + 0 13 matter spectrum is independent

of the GGSO coefficient choice and can be fully derived using the basis (57). As seen

from Table 1 it includes two vectorials from each SO(10) with opposite U(1) charges,

three bi-vectorials and six total singlets. The untwisted sector spectrum depends on

the choice of 2
[
V8
V 9

]
. However, there is a systematic way to derive the full spectrum.

Massless states transforming in the spinorial representations of the three SO(10)
factors can arise from the sectors S1

?1@1A1B1 = ((+)11 + ?143 + @144 + A145 + B146,

S2
?2@2A2B2 = ((+)12 + ?241 + @242 + A245 + B246 and S3

?3@3A3B3 = ((+)13 + ?341 +
@342 + A343 + B344, where ?� , @� , A � , B� = 0, 1 for � = 1, 2, 3, and 13 = 11 + 12 + G

with G = 1 + ( + ∑6
8=1 48 . Each of the sectors S�

?@AB, � = 1, 2, 3 can provide one

spinorial, so in total we can have 16 spinorials for each SO(10) group. However,

depending on the choice of the GGSO coefficients the number of spinorials can be

reduced. This is most easily understood by considering GGSO projections of non-

overlapping basis vectors. Note that 41 ∩ S1
?@AB = 42 ∩ S1

?@AB = Ø, and, similarly,

43 ∩ S2
?@AB = 44 ∩ S2

?@AB = Ø, 45 ∩ S3
?@AB = 46 ∩ S3

?@AB = Ø. Namely, the relative

GGSO projections in the sectors S�
?@AB are

11 Here we denote the 16 complex right moving fermions as follows: k
1...5

, k
6...10

, k
11...15

, [.

12 Provided we choose the GGSO coefficients 2
[
(
48

]
= −1, 8 = 1, . . . , 6.

13 Hereafter, we use a compact notation for sectors contributing to the same field multiplet, for
example (( ) + 0 stands for sectors ( and 0.
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2

[
S�
?@AB

42�−1

]∗
= 2

[
S�
?@AB

42�

]∗
= −1 . (58)

These projections can reduce the number of spinorials by a factor of four, that leads

to four spinorials for each SO(10). The spinorial chiralities can be readily obtained

using appropriate GGSO projections. Notice that1+12+43+44+A45+B46∩S1
?@AB =

{k` , k
1...5} and analogously 1 + 11 + 41 + 42 + A45 + B46 ∩ S2

?@AB = {k` , k
6...10},

1+11+41+42+A43+B44∩S3
?@AB = {k` , k

11...15}. The associated GGSO projections

yield the chirality j1
?@AB of the spinorials of the first SO(10) gauge symmetry

j1
?@AB = −ch(k`)2

[ S1
?@AB

1 + 12 + 43 + 44 + A45 + B46

]∗
, (59)

where ch(k`) is the space-time chirality, and similarly for the chiralities j�
?@AB, � =

2, 3 of the other two SO(10) factors. More particularly for the choice

2

[
V8

V 9

]
= (−1)D8 9 , D =

©
«

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0

1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1

1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0

1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1

1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0

1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1

ª®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®
¬

(60)

we obtain the matter spectrum of Table 1. Note that the U1 factor is anomalous. As

inferred from Table 1

Tr(U1) = 24 (61)

The tree-level superpotential is

,3 = �12�13�23 + �12

(
ℎ1ℎ2 + ℎ2ℎ1

)
+ �13

(
ℎ1ℎ3 + ℎ3ℎ1

)
+ �23

(
ℎ2ℎ3 + ℎ3ℎ2

)
+ ℎ1

(
(2

1 + (
′′
1

2 + (
2

1

)
+ ℎ2

(
(3

2 + (
′
3

2 + (
′′
3

2
)
+ ℎ3

(
(2

2 + (
′′
2

2 + (
2

2

)
+ ℎ1(

′
1

2 + ℎ3(
′
2

2 + ℎ2(
2

3 .

(62)

This is very similar to the orbifold model constructed in [AFIU95] in the context of

“string GUTs” discussed also in [BDS94].
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sector field SO(10) SO(10) SO(10) U(1) multiplicity

(( ) + 0 ℎ1 10 1 1 +1 1

ℎ1 10 1 1 −1 1
ℎ2 1 10 1 +1 1

ℎ2 1 10 1 −1 1
ℎ3 1 1 10 +1 1

ℎ3 1 1 10 −1 1
�12 10 10 1 0 1
�13 10 1 10 0 1
�23 1 10 10 0 1

Φ8 , 8 = 1, . . . , 6 1 1 1 0 6

(( ) + 11 (1 16 1 1 +1/2 1
(( ) + 11 + 45 + 46 (′

1
16 1 1 −1/2 1

(( ) + 11 + 43 + 44 + 45 + 46 (′′
1

16 1 1 +1/2 1

(( ) + 11 + 43 + 44 (1 16 1 1 +1/2 1

(( ) + 12 + 45 + 46 (2 1 16 1 +1/2 1
(( ) + 12 + 41 + 46 (′

2
1 16 1 −1/2 1

(( ) + 12 + 41 + 42 + 45 + 46 (′′
2

1 16 1 +1/2 1

(( ) + 12 + 42 + 46 (2 1 16 1 +1/2 1

(( ) + 13 + 41 + 42 (3 1 1 16 +1/2 1
(( ) + 13 + 41 (′

3
1 1 16 +1/2 1

(( ) + 13 + 44 (′′
3

1 1 16 +1/2 1

(( ) + 13 + 42 + 44 (3 1 1 16 −1/2 1

Table 1: Massless matter states and SO(10)3 × U(1) quantum numbers of the model

defined in (57),(60).

6 N = 1 supersymmetric models

The FFF has yielded several phenomenologically interesting N = 1 supersymmetric

models, with features close to the minimal supersymmetric standard model (MSSM).

Among the first models built, and most studied, are the flipped SU(5)×U(1) model

[AEHN88a, AEHN88b, AEHN89], the Pati–Salam model [ALR90, LR99] and the

Standard-like model [FNY90]. These are derived from an SO(10) embedding real-

ized using a common set of seven basis vectors
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V1 = Z =

{
q

1...8
}
,

V2 = ( =
{
k` , j1...6

}
,

V3 = 11 =

{
k`, j12, H3...6; H3...6, k

1...5
, [1

}
,

V4 = 12 =

{
k`, j34, H12, l56; H12, l56, k

1...5
[2
}
,

V5 = 13 =

{
k`, j56, l1...4;l1...4, k

1...5
, [3

}
,

V6 = 14 =

{
k`, j12, H36, l45; H36, l45, k

1...5
, [1

}
,

V7 = 15 =

{
k`, j34, H26, l15; H26, l15, k

1...5
, [2

}
,

(63)

where included fermions are periodic while all the rest are antiperiodic. One or two

additional vectors and an appropriate set of GGSO phases are then used to break

SO(10) and define each individual model. The first five vectors in Equation (63)

constitute the so called NAHE set [FN93]. The basis vectors V1 = Z , V2 = ( and

1 = Z + 11 + 12 + 13 give rise to a N = 4 supersymmetric model exhibiting

SO(28)×E8 gauge symmetry with the vector Z associated with the gauge group

enhancement from SO(16) to E8. The vectors 11 and 12 correspond to a Z2×Z2

orbifold twist that reduces space-time supersymmetry to N = 1, gauge symmetry to

SO(10)×SO(6)3 ×E8, and gives rise to chiral fermions. Furthermore, the vectors 14

and 15 further break the SO(6)3 group factor to SO(4)2×U(1). In the notation used

here the “observable” SO(10) gauge symmetry is associated with k
1...5

, while the

“hidden” gauge group factor, E8, pertains to q
1...8

.

The flipped SU(5)×U(1) model is derived using the basis {V1, . . . , V7, V8}, where

V8 = U =

{
H46, l46; H46, l2346, U(k1...5) = U([123) = U(q1...4) = 1/2, q56

}
.

The additional vector U breaks the gauge symmetry down to � = SU(5) × U(1)′ ×
U(1)4 × SU(4) × SO(10). Three fermion generations and a pair of SU(5)×U(1)′
breaking Higgs fields in 101/2+5−3/2+15/2 and 101/2+10−1/2 representations, respectively,

arise from 11, . . . , 14 and 15 sectors. Four pairs of SU(5) vectors which accommo-

date the MSSM breaking Higgs fields come from the sectors 0 and ( + 14 + 15.

The massless spectrum also comprises five hidden sector multiplets transforming

as (6, 1) + (1, 10) under SU(4)×SO(10) coming from the sectors 18 + 2U(+Z ), 8 =
1, . . . , 5 and a number gauge singlets originating from 0 and ( + 14 + 15 sectors. In

addition, six pairs of exotic fractional charge states in 4±5/4 + 4∓5/4 representations

arise from the sectors 11/14±U(+Z ), 11+13/14+15±U(+Z ), (/11+12+14±U(+Z ).
The Pati–Salam [? ] (PS) model is built upon the basis {V1, . . . , V7, V8, V9}, where

V8 = 16 =

{
H6, l6; H6, l6, k

1...5
, [123, q

1...4
}
,

V9 = U =

{
H46, l46; H46, l2346, k

123
, [12, q

45
}
,
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break the gauge group to � = SU(4)×SU(2)L×SU(2)R × U(1)4 × U(1)′ × SU(8).
The sectors 11, . . . , 15 yield three chiral families and one pair of PS breaking Higgs

multiplets transforming as (4, 2, 1) + (4, 1, 2) and (4, 1, 2) + (4, 1, 2), respectively,

under SU(4)×SU(2)L×SU(2)R. Four pairs of MSSM Higgs doublets accommodated

into bi-doublets (1, 2, 2) accompanied with four pairs of triplets into the (6, 1, 1)
representation of the PS group come from the sectors 0, ( + 14 + 15. The sectors

11(14)+U, 11+12(15)+14+U, 12+13+15+U give rise to 10 pairs of exotic fractionally

charged states transforming as (1, 2, 1) + (1, 1, 2), while (+12+14+U provides a pair

of exotic fourplets (4, 1, 1) + (4, 1, 1). In addition, the massless spectrum includes

five pairs of SU(8) vectors 8+8 from 18 + 16(+Z ), 8 = 1, . . . , 4, 12 + 13 + 15+ 16(+Z )
and a number of non-abelian gauge group singlets from 0 and ( + 14 + 15 sectors.

The Standard-like model is described by the basis {V1, . . . , V7, V8, V9}, with

V8 = U =

{
k`, j12, H36l45; H36, l45, k

1...5
, [123, q

1...3
, [12, q

1...4
}
, (64)

V9 = V =

{
k` , j34, H15, l26; H1356, l26, U(k1...5) = U([123) = U(q1567) = 1/2, q34

}
,

together with a specific set of GGSO phases [FNY90]. The resulting gauge group

is � = SU(3)×SU(2)×U(1)C×U(1)L×SU(2)2×SU(3)×U(1)4. The sectors 11, 12

and 13 produce three chiral generations of quarks and leptons, while three pairs of

MSSM Higgs doublets arise from the sector 0. Moreover, the massless spectrum

comprises a number of non-abelian gauge group singlets some of which when

acquiring vacuum expectation values (VEVs) could break U(1)C×U(1)L down to a

linear combination that is identified with the weak hypercharge. Additional hidden

sector SU(2)2 × SU(3)×U(1)4 states carrying only abelian MSSM gauge group

charges arise from combinations of the vectors 1, 18, U, V. These include a number

of fractional charge exotic multiplets. A variation of this model has been discussed

in [Far92a]. A different class of Standard-like models not based on the NAHE basis

set was discussed in [CHL96].

Among the main common characteristics of the aforementioned models is the

presence of an anomalous abelian gauge symmetry. At first glance, several U(1)’s
appear to be anomalous, however, after proper redefinitions, only a single linear

combination, U(1)�, turns out to be anomalous, while all other orthogonal com-

binations are anomaly free. The presence of an anomalous U(1)� symmetry could

destabilise the vacuum and lead to supersymmetry breaking unless it is cancelled

via the Dine–Seiberg–Witten mechanism [DSW87, DIS87]. This involves VEVs for

a set of charged fields i8 that lead to U(1)A symmetry breaking and restabilise the

vacuum at one loop. These VEVs should comply with the requirements of �-flatness

and �-flatness conditions where the later include an anomalous abelian symmetry

related constraint of the form

�A =

∑
8

@8A |i8 |2 + b = 0 , with b =
1

192c2

2

U′ Tr U(1)A . (65)
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This introduces an extra scale b which is typically one or two orders of magnitude

below the string scale.

The phenomenological analysis of the models described above entails finding a

suitable solution of �- and �-flatness equations for the non-abelian singlet fields

and, where applicable, the GUT symmetry breaking Higgs fields. Due to (65) flat-

ness solutions lead to field VEVs of order b that usually break additional abelian

gauge symmetries and provide masses for extra vector-like matter multiplets. The

contribution of higher order non-renormalizable superpotential terms should be also

included in the flatness analysis when relevant. Particular attention must be paid on

the requirement to keep a pair of MSSM Higgs multiplets light, while providing

sufficiently heavy masses to any additional color triplets that mediate nucleon decay.

Another source of nucleon decay are baryon number violating operators coming

from non-renormalizable superpotential interactions [ELN90a, Leo92, LT91].

Flipped SU(5) model phenomenology has been studied extensively in the lit-

erature [AEHN89, LN90b, RT90, LN90a, LRT90a, ELN90a, LN91b, KLN92,

ELR99] including the possibility of allowing hidden sector fields to develop

VEVs [ART92a, ART92b, ANR22, ANR21]. The phenomenological aspects of the

Pati–Salam model were discussed in [ALR90, LR99] and those of the Standard-

like models were analyzed in [FNY90, Far92a, Far92b, Far93, Far94, FH94,

Far96, Far97, CFN01, CFNW01, CFNW00, CFNW02, Far01, FMT07] and also

in [CCE+98, CCE+99c, CCE+99a, CCE+99b]. In general, one finds flatness solu-

tions that lead to hierarchical quark and lepton masses, with the third family being

heavier than the other two, because third family masses come from trilinear super-

potential terms, while the other two arise from (relatively suppressed) higher order

nonrenormalizable terms. The derivation of neutrino mass matrices is intricate, as

neutrinos generally mix with all singlet fields in the model, however, in certain

flatness solutions neutrinos stay sufficiently light thanks to a generalized see-saw

mechanism [ART92b, FH93].

A common feature of the models presented above is the presence of exotic frac-

tionally charged particles in their massless spectra. Actually, the appearance of color-

singlet fractionally charged states is a generic property of heterotic string compact-

ifications based on level k = 1 Kač–Moody algebra embeddings of the non-abelian

group factors of the standard model (SM) [WW85, AADF88, Sch90a]. Lacking

any experimental confirmation and in view of strict cosmological constraints, one

may wish to get rid of these states. This can be achieved if all fractionally charged

states are confined. This scenario can be realized in the case of the flipped SU(5)
model where all exotics transform non-trivially under an SU(4) hidden group factor

[ELN90b, LRT90b]. Another interesting possibility is to project out all fractional

charge exotics from the massless spectrum. As shown in [ACF+10, CFR11, BFG+13],

this is possible in a class of Pati–Salam models (named “exophobic”) built on the

symmetric basis discussed in Section 7.

Free fermionic models based on different gauge groups than those considered

above have been discussed in [Sch90b, CFS01, CFN03, FMT07]. Moreover, the

possibility of building higher level Kač–Moody algebra models using free fermions

have been considered in [Lew90, CCHL95, DMR96].
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7 The symmetric basis and model scans

An early attempt to classify heterotic string vacua in the FFF using computer-assisted

search was reported in [Fin96]. However, a systematic exploration and classification

of FFF vacua became possible after adopting a new approachproposed in [FKNR04].

This is build on an 12 element basis

V1 = 1 = {k` , j1...6, H1...6, l1...6; H1...6, l1...6, [1,2,3, k
1...5

, q
1...8} ,

V2 = ( = {k` , j1...6} ,
V2+8 = 48 = {H8 , l8; H8 , l8} , 8 = 1 . . . 6 ,

V9 = 11 = {G34, j56, H3456; H3456, k
1...5

, [1} ,

V10 = 12 = {j12, G56, H1256; H1256, k
1...5

, [2} ,

V11 = I1 = {q1...4} ,

V12 = I2 = {q5...8} ,

(66)

which we refer to as symmetric basis in the sense that it treats the left/right inter-

nal fermionic coordinates, H1...6/H1...6 and l1...6/l1...6, symmetrically. The choice

(66) also induces maximal rank reduction (by 6 units) and breaks gauge symme-

try down to � = SO(10) × U(1)3 × SO(8)2 for generic values of the GGSO.

SO(10) spinors, 16(16), accommodating chiral matter, arise from the twisted sec-

tors S8
?@AB = ( + 18 + ?4 9 + @4: + A4ℓ + B4< where ?, @, A, B = 0, 1 and (8 9 :ℓ<) =

(13456), (21256), (31234), with 13 = 11 + 12 + G, G = 1 + ( + 41 + . . . + 46 + I1 + I2.

Similarly, SO(10) vectors, 10 carrying MSSM Higgs doublets come from the sectors

V 8
?@AB = S8

?@AB + G. Taking into account the fact that each of the aforementioned

sectors S8
?@AB ,V 8

?@AB can produce a single SO(10) spinor/vector multiplet, one can

perform the GGSO projections explicitly and derive analytic formulae for the phe-

nomenological characteristics of models, as the number of generations, the MSSM

Higgs multiplets and the number of exotics, in terms of 2
[
V8
V 9

]
. For example, the net

chirality, =6, that is the number of chiral spinorial representations of SO(10), =16,

minus the number of anti-spinorials, =
16

, is given by

=6 = =16 − =
16

=
1

24

∑
?,@,A ,B∈{0,1}

3∑
8=1

2

[S8
?@AB

(8AB)

]∗
×

∏
8′=28−1,28

(
1 − 2

[
S8
?@AB

48′

]∗) ∏
:′=1,2

(
1 − 2

[
S8
?@AB

I:′

]∗)
,

(67)

where we use the following notation for the chirality factor 2
[S8

?@AB

(8AB)
]
: (1AB) = ( +

12 + (1 − A)45 + (1 − B)46, (2AB) = (( + 11 + (1 − A)45 + (1 − B)46 and (3AB) =

(( + 11 + (1− A)43 + (1− B)44. Similarly, for the vectorial representations of ($ (10)
we have
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=10 =
1

24

3∑
8=1

∑
?,@,A ,B∈{0,1}

∏
8′=28−1,28

(
1 − 2

[
V8

?@AB

48′

]∗) ∏
:′=1,2

(
1 − 2

[
V 8

?@AB

I:′

]∗)
. (68)

The introduction of one or two additional basis vectors, involving the 16 right

complex fermions solely, further breaks gauge symmetry and truncates SO(10)
spinors/vectors appropriately. In this case, the above equations are modified accord-

ingly and extended . Although intricate, and not invertible in the sense that one

cannot solve analytically for the projection coefficients in terms of the model data

e.g. =6, =10, these formulae can be readily evaluated using a computer code and

utilized to efficiently scan big classes of FFF vacua.

The method outlined above was introduced in [GKR99] in the context of classifi-

cation of Type IIA/B string models and has been further developed and employed in

[FKNR04] to classify heterotic SO(10) vacua. It was also used in [ACF+11, ACF+10]

to classify a huge collection of 1011 Pati–Salam string models, generated by the in-

troduction of a single additional basis vector V13 = U = {q45
, q

12}. It was shown

that one in a billion Pati–Salam vacua possesses three generations together with the

required gauge symmetry breaking Higgs fields and is free of massless fractional

charged exotics (exophobic models). Big collections of flipped SU(5), Standard-like

and Left-Right symmetric models have been also studied and categorized in [FRS14],

[FRS18] and [FHR18] respectively. This framework can be employed to incorporate

additional constraints, related to superpotential couplings, in model scans, as the

existence of tree-level top quark mass related coupling in the effective superpotential

that naturally leads to a large mass for the top quark [Riz14, CFR11].

The class of models generated by the symmetric basis (66) has been shown

to exhibit an interesting symmetry called spinor-vector duality. This refers to the

interchange of matter representations of the SO(10) group factor 16 (spinorial)

and 10 (vectorial) accompanied by the 1 (singlet) that appear in the decomposition

27 = (16, 1/2) + (10,−1) + (1, +2) of E6 ⊃ SO(10) [FKR07, FKR08, CJFKR09,

AFT10, FFMT11, FGNHH21]. This symmetry has been employed in [FR15] to

construct Pati–Salam models with an extra family universal / ′ symmetry that could

survive down to low energies.

The symmetric basis can also be utilised for the efficient implementation of

the FFF in the exploration of the string landscape using advanced computational

methods, such as genetic algorithms [AR14], satisfiability modulo theory [FPSW21]

and, recently, on quantum annealers [ANR23].

8 Non-supersymmetric models

As has been known since the early days of the first superstring revolution, besides

the space-time supersymmetric E8 × E8/SO(32) heterotic string theory [GHMR85]

one can construct consistent non-supersymmetric theories as the SO(16) × SO(16)
heterotic string model [AGGMV86, DH86]. However, string phenomenology has
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mainly focused on N = 1 supersymmetric models for two reasons. The first is the

presence of tachyons in the physical spectrum of a generic non-supersymmetric

theory signaling vacuum instability and the second is the appearance of large one-

loop dilaton tadpoles and their back-reaction on the classical vacuum. However, the

lack of evidence in favor of supersymmetry in recent experiments motivates the

exploration of non-supersymmetric string vacua.

It is not difficult to construct four-dimensional non-supersymmetric string models

in the FFF framework. It amounts to choosing the spin structure coefficient 2
[
(
V

]
= +1

for some basis vector V ∩ ( = Ø so as to project out the gravitino state arising in the

sector ( =
{
k` , j1, . . . , j6

}
. One may then eliminate tachyons from the physical

spectrum by an appropriate choice of GGSO coefficients 2
[
V8
V 9

]
. Several models

have been constructed along these lines [CDQ88, FT08, FT10, FMP21, FMP20b,

FMP20a, FMP22]. Unfortunately, this direct method generally results in explicit

supersymmetry breaking at the string scale. Another interesting possibility is the

spontaneous breaking of supersymmetryvia coordinatedependent compactifications

[Roh84, KP88, FKPZ89, KR90], corresponding to a stringy realization of the Scherk–

Schwarz mechanism [SS79b, SS79a]. In its simplest form, this can be achieved by

picking an extra dimension -5 compactified on a circle of radius ', and imposing

non-trivial monodromies Φ(-5 + 2c') = ei&Φ(-5) around the circle, so that the

states Φ of the theory are periodic only up to the action of a symmetry generator

&. This results in a shift of the tower of Kaluza–Klein (KK) masses of the charged

states. Identifying the symmetry operator ei& with the fermion number parity (−1)�
leads to spontaneous supersymmetry breaking at a scale <3/2 ∼ 1/'. In general, the

scalar potential of the resulting theories is no-longer super-protected, and quantum

corrections will typically generate a non-trivial cosmological constant. In the large

radius limit, the one-loop effective potential takes the form [IT87, Ant90]

+eff = − Z

'4
+ O

(
e−_'

)
, (69)

where Z ∼ =B − =F is proportional to the massless spectrum degeneracies and _ is a

positive constant of order one. Unfortunately, this value for the cosmological constant

deviates from its observed one by several orders of magnitude, even if we were to

lower the compactification scale down to the TeV range. However, the leading contri-

bution in (69) may vanish for models where the number =F of the massless fermionic

degrees of freedom equals the number =B of bosonic massless states, namely =B = =F.

In this special class of models, termed super no-scale models in [KP16], the cos-

mological constant is exponentially suppressed for sufficiently large values of the

compactification radius. Such non-supersymmetric models have recently attracted

attention [ADM15, KP17, AS17, IN20, IN21] in the context of string phenomenol-

ogy. Concrete super no-scale models with an even number of generations were

constructed and discussed in [ADM15, FR16, FR17, ADM18, AAM17, FRVG22a],

while three generation models with exponentially suppressed cosmological constant

were also shown to be possible [FRVG22b], provided additional constraints are

satisfied, at least as far as Z2 ×Z2 compactifications are concerned.
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The stringy version of the Scherk-Schwarz mechanism can be conveniently re-

alised in terms of freely-acting Z2 orbifolds with action 6 = (−1)� X, where X is

an order-2 translation (shift) along a non-trivial cycle of the compactification space

[FKP88]. A large class of semi-realistic FFF models may be recast into an orbifold

representation and deformed away from the fermionic point by marginal operators

[Flo11, FR16, FR17, FRVG22a]. This effectively reinstates the dependence on the

compactification moduli and allows one to study the conditions under which the

supersymmetry breaking is spontaneous (Scherk–Schwarz type) or explicit. The

procedure for this map is outlined in the following section, and illustrated with an

explicit example.

9 Map to Orbifolds

The fermionic models we have discussed live in special points of moduli space,

where the compactification moduli take the fixed values compatible with bosoniza-

tion. However, in many applications, it is necessary to reinstate the moduli de-

pendence of the theory, for instance, in order to study the dependence of string

threshold corrections to the compactification moduli [FR17]. Provided the corre-

sponding moduli scalars are not projected out of the string spectrum, and provided

their vertex operators are exactly marginal, they can be used to marginally deform

the theory away from the fermionic point. This can be most easily accomplished if

the free-fermionic models are mapped to toroidal orbifolds with appropriate (Z2)"
rotations (or even translations) on the internal space (super)coordinates. It should be

mentioned that considerable efforts have been made in the literature to bridge the gap

between the FFF, orbifolds and geometric formulations and obtain a unified treat-

ment, c.f. [CDQ89, DW09, Flo11, AFGNM16, FR16, FR17, FRVG22a, FNH23].

The method for the map we present here appeared in its early form in [Flo11], and

further developed in [FR23].

For simplicity, consider two bosonic coordinates -1, -2 compactified on a )2,

without any orbifold rotation. They can be fermionized in terms of four (auxiliary)

real left-moving fermions H1, l1, H2, l2, as
√

2/U′m- 8 = H8l8 and similarly for the

right-movers. Generalizing Equation (17), we pick identical boundary conditions for

the four fermions and sum the contribution to the partition function over all spin

structures. After appropriate shifts of the summation variables, one obtains

1

2

∑
W, X=0,1

o2
[
W
X

]
ō2

[
W
X

]
[2[̄2

=
1

[2[̄2
Γ2,2( iU′, i) , (70)

where Γ2,2(),*) is the partition function of the (2,2) Narain lattice

Γ2,2(),*) =
∑

<8 ,=8 ∈Z
@

U′
4 |%! |2 @̄

U′
4 |%' |2 , (71)
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with the complexified lattice momenta defined as

%! =
<2 −*<1 + ) (=1 +*=2)√

)2*2

, %' =
<2 −*<1 + )̄ (=1 +*=2)√

)2*2

. (72)

Here, ) and * are the Kahler and complex structure moduli of the )2, respectively.

Notice that the fermionization of the bosonic )2 coordinates occurs only for a

square lattice, as indicated by the purely imaginary values ) = iU′ and * = i

in (70). Permissible orbifold actions compatible with the fermionization must act

crystallographically on this square lattice, so that Z2 and Z4 actions can be realized.

This naturally generalizes to orbifolds on higher-dimensional tori, as well as to

orbifolds involving both twists (rotations) and shifts (translations).

Let us assume a simple Z2 twist under which the bosonic coordinates -1, -2 of

)2 are rotated by an angle c, such that -1 → −-1 and -2 → −-2. In terms of the

free fermions, this action is reproduced by the twist

H1 → −H1 , H2 → −H2 , l1 → l1 , l2 → l2 , (73)

with an identical action on the right-movers. Furthermore, in order to preserveN = 1

worldsheet supersymmetry, the orbifold action on the bosonic coordinates -1, -2

must be accompanied by a simultaneous rotation of their real (left-moving) fermion

superpartners, i.e. k1 → −k1 and k2 → −k2. Of course, this Z2 action on a single

)2 does not preserve any spacetime supercharges. The situation can be remedied by

extending the Z2 action to an additional 2-torus, so that one considers )4/Z2.

We postpone the discussion of the full supersymmetry-preservingorbifold action

for later and instead focus on the contribution of a single )2 factor to the partition

function in the case )/U′ = * = i. This amounts to computing the genus-one path

integral of the compact bosonic coordinates spanning )2/Z2. Upon conveniently

complexifying / = -1 + i-2, and introducing the Z2 orbifold parameters ℎ, 6 ∈
{0, 1} encoding the twists of the (initially periodic) boundary conditions of / along

the two cycles of the worldsheet torus, the boundary conditions read

/ (f1 + 1, f2) = ei cℎ/ (f1, f2) ,
/ (f1, f2 + 1) = ei c6/ (f1, f2) .

(74)

The general mode expansion compatible with these boundary conditions reads

/ (f1, f2) = I0 +&f1 + &̃f2 +
∑

<,=∈Z
/=,< e2c i [ (=+ℎ/2)f1+(<+6/2)f2 ] , (75)

where f1, f2 are the 2d coordinates parametrizing the worldsheet torus, I0 is the

(center of mass) zero mode, & and &̃ are (complexified) windings corresponding to

the classical solution �/ = 0, while /=,< correspond to the (quantum) oscillator

modes.

Clearly, in the sector ℎ = 6 = 0 where / is untwisted under both cycles and

the boundary conditions trivialize, one recovers the r.h.s. of (70). Indeed, in this



30 Model Building in Heterotic String

case the path integral over the oscillator modes simply produces Dedekind func-

tions ([2[̄2)−1, the classical BPS solution produces the Narain lattice sum in the

Lagrangian representation, and the integral over the zero mode I0 produces the

appropriate )2 volume factor. After Poisson resumming over the &̃ windings, the

volume factor cancels and one recovers the familiar Hamiltonian form of the Narain

lattice (71), in terms of the complexified lattice momenta %!, %' of eq. (72).

The contribution of the twisted sectors (ℎ, 6) ≠ (0, 0) is more involved. First,

substituting the mode expansion (75) into the boundary conditions (74) requires

(1 − ei cℎ)& = (1 − ei c6)& = 0 and similarly for &̃, implying the absence of

windings in the twisted sectors, & = &̃ = 0. One is left to impose the center of mass

conditions

(1 − ei cℎ)I0 = 0(modΛ) ,
(1 − ei c6)I0 = 0(modΛ) ,

(76)

where modΛ simply denotes the fact that the above conditions should be satisfied

modulo )2 lattice vectors. In other words, the center of mass mode I0 is restricted

to lie on the simultaneous fixed points under both ℎ and 6 twists. Let us now return

to the path integral. Integrating out the oscillator modes is straightforward and

amounts to computing the zeta-regularized determinant Det′
ℎ,6
� of the worldsheet

torus Laplacian under the twisted boundary conditions (ℎ, 6), yielding
���[/o[ 1−ℎ

1−6

]���2.

Since & = &̃ = 0, there is no BPS lattice sum present. Moreover, there is no volume

factor, but we instead have to perform a discrete sum over the zero mode I0, which

spans the simultaneous orbifold fixed points in the (ℎ, 6) sector. For )2/Z2 with

I0 ∼ I0 + 1 ∼ I0 + i, the four fixed points are given by I0 ∈ {0, 1/2, i/2, (1 + i)/2}.
Putting everything together, the contribution to the partition function of the compact

scalars -1, -2 parametrizing )2/Z2 in the (ℎ, 6) orbifold sector reads

1

[2[̄2
Γ2,2

[
ℎ

6

]
( iU′, i) = 1

[2[̄2



Γ2,2( iU′, i) , (ℎ, 6) = (0, 0)����� 2[3

o
[

1−ℎ
1−6

]
�����
2

, (ℎ, 6) ≠ (0, 0) . (77)

From the orbifold perspective, the parameter ℎ = 0, 1 labels the orbifold twisted

sectors, while summation over 6 = 0, 1 imposes the Z2 projection.

It is now straightforward to see that the same result eq.(77) can be equivalently

obtained from the free fermion system H8 , l8 , H̄8 , l̄8 with the twisted boundary con-

ditions (73). Indeed, assume that before the twists all auxiliary fermions carried

the same boundary conditions (W, X) as in (70). Introducing the twist implies the

replacement

1

2

∑
W, X=0,1

o2
[
W
X

]
ō2

[
W
X

]
[2[̄2

→ 1

2

∑
W, X=0,1

o
[
W
X

]
o
[
W+ℎ
X+6

]
ō
[
W
X

]
ō
[
W+ℎ
X+6

]
[2[̄2

, (78)



Model Building in Heterotic String 31

with the untwisted theta functions corresponding to the untwisted fermions l8 ,

while the twisted ones are associated to H8 , and similarly for the right-movers. Using

Jacobi’s triple product identity o2o3o4 = 2[3, it is straightforward to check that the

free-fermionic partition function on the r.h.s. of (78), exactly reproduces the bosonic

twisted lattice (77) in the orbifold sector (ℎ, 6). Indeed, the triple product identity

may be rewritten in the following suggestive form

����o
[ W
X

]
o

[
W + ℎ

X + 6

]
o

[
1 − ℎ

1 − 6

] ����
2

= |2[3 |2 , (79)

valid whenever the l.h.s. is non-vanishing. In the (ℎ, 6) ≠ (0, 0) sector, out of the

four possible values of W, X, the l.h.s. of (79) vanishes in exactly two distinct cases,

i.e. when (W, X) = (1, 1) or (W, X) = (1 − ℎ, 1 − 6). Therefore, for (ℎ, 6) ≠ (0, 0),

1

2

∑
W, X=0,1

����o
[ W
X

]
o

[
W + ℎ

X + 6

]����
2

=

�������
2[3

o
[

1−ℎ
1−6

]
�������
2

, (80)

which indeed reproduces (77) for (ℎ, 6) ≠ (0, 0). In a similar fashion, it is possible

to establish relations analogous to Equation (78) for more complicated orbifold

actions, for instance, involving several Z2 factors or combinations of rotations and

translations.

To be concrete, we shall present here the explicit map between the FFF and

orbifold formulations of a specific three-generation SO(10) model based on the

symmetric )6/Z2 ×Z2 orbifold model and gauge group SO(10) ×U(1)3 × SO(8)2,

which can be constructed using the symmetric basis of Equation (66). The GGSO

matrix of the model, exponentiated in terms of a Z2-valued matrix G is given by

�

[
V8

V 9

]
= (−1)�8 9 , G =

©
«

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1

ª®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®
¬

. (81)

This particular vacuum appears in Section 3.2 of [FKNR03]. We will map this

model to the orbifold framework by explicitly comparing the one-loop partition func-

tions in both representations. This method is based on [Flo11, FR23], while earlier

implementations include [FR16, FR17, FRVG22a]. We will do this by organizing
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the boundary condition vectors {V8} into a form convenient for the orbifold repre-

sentation. An inspection of the basis (66) clearly identifies the Z2 ×Z2 factors with

the vectors V9 and V10, respectively. We, hence, introduce the notation (ℎ1, 61) and

(ℎ2, 62) to refer to the orbifold parameters labeling the twisted sectors and projection

parameters of the Z2 factors generated by V10 and V9, respectively. We now group

together fermions sharing the same boundary conditions, and assign the following

boundary condition labels to the fermions appearing in each one of the vectors:

V2 → (0, 1) ,
V2+8 → (W8 , X8) , (8 = 1, 2, . . . 6) ,

V1 + V2 +
6∑
8=1

V2+8 + V11 + V12 → (:, ℓ) ,

V11 + V12 → (d, f) ,

(82)

The logic behind this correspondence is as follows. Before any twist is introduced,

the (common) boundary conditions of RNS fermions are denoted (0, 1), those of

auxiliary fermions realizing the lattice are (W8 , X8), those of fermions realizing the

first E8 factor are (:, ℓ), and those realizing the second E8 are (d, f).
The orbifold twists act on top of these assignments and alter the boundary con-

ditions of the fermions associated to V9, V10 and V12. Specifically, the twist in the

boundary conditions of the Z2 orbifold factor associated to V9 is labeled by (ℎ2, 62),
while the corresponding twist due to the Z2 associated to V10 is labeled by (ℎ1, 61).
Finally, (�,�) labels the additional orbifold needed to break the second E8 down to

a product of SO(8) factors. In terms of our assignment, the fermions in V9, V10 and

V12 receive a twist of their boundary conditions as

(ℎ2, 62)
(ℎ1, 61)
(�,�)




twists b.c. of fermions in



V9

V10

V12

(83)

To construct the orbifold partition function, it is instructive to start with the E8×E8

heterotic string, compactified on a )6 at the factorized point )6 = ((1)6 where all

radii are equal to
√
U′/2. The partition function of this theory takes the form

/ =
1

[12[̄24

[
1

2

∑
0,1=0,1

(−1)0+1+01o4
[ 0
1

]]
Γ6,6


1

2

∑
:,ℓ=0,1

ō8

[
:

ℓ

]
1

2

∑
d,f=0,1

ō8
[ d
f

]
.

(84)

In this notation, the RNS fermions {k` , j1...6} are given the same boundary con-

ditions (0, 1) along the two cycles of the worldsheet torus, and these are summed

over all spin structures 0, 1 = 0, 1 with the correct spin-statistics (GSO) phase

(−1)0+1+01. Note that the additional term 01 in the phase is simply a GSO con-

vention. The right-moving Kač-Moody fermions {k̄1...5, [̄1, [̄2, [̄3} realize the first

E8 factor and are similarly given the same boundary conditions (:, ℓ), which after
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appropriate summation over :, ℓ = 0, 1 build up the anti-chiral E8 lattice. Similarly,

{q̄1...8} realize the second E8 factor and are assigned the boundary conditions (d, f).
The Narain lattice of signature (6, 6) corresponding to the fermionic point is simply

a product of six (1, 1) lattices of the type given in eq. (17), each one realized by the

auxiliary fermions {H8 , l8 , H̄8 , l̄8}

Γ6,6 =

6∏
8=1

1

2

∑
W8 , X8=0,1

o

[
W8

X8

]
ō

[
W8

X8

]
. (85)

This is precisely the theory generated by the basis vectors V1, V2, . . . , V8 together

with the combination V11 + V12 (the latter simply breaks SO(32) to the product of

E8’s).

Next we consider the orbifold factors. First, notice that including V12 in our basis14,

has the effect of splitting up the boundary conditions of q̄1...4 and q̄5...8 and, hence,

may break the second E8 down to SO(8) × SO(8). In the orbifold representation,

we can implement this by defining a Z2 twist of the boundary conditions of q̄5...8,

labelled by (�,�) and by replacing

ō8
[ d
f

]
→ (−1)�� ō4

[ d
f

]
ō4

[
d + �

f + �

]
, (86)

where the phase (−1)�� is required by modularity15. Similarly, incorporating the

Z2 × Z2 orbifold action associated with the elements V9 and V10 results in the

replacements

o4
[ 0
1

]
→ o

[ 0
1

]
o

[
0 + ℎ1

1 + 61

]
o

[
0 + ℎ2

1 + 62

]
o

[
0 − ℎ1 − ℎ2

1 − 61 − 62

]
,

ō8

[
:

ℓ

]
→ ō5

[
:

ℓ

]
ō

[
: + ℎ1

ℓ + 61

]
ō

[
: + ℎ2

ℓ + 62

]
ō

[
: − ℎ1 − ℎ2

ℓ − 61 − 62

]
,

(87)

for the left and right-moving fermions in the RNS and Kač-Moody sectors, respec-

tively, while the lattice fermions are replaced by

����o
[
W1

X1

]
o

[
W2

X2

] ����
2

→
����o
[
W1

X1

]
o

[
W1 + ℎ1

X1 + 61

]
o

[
W2

X2

]
o

[
W2 + ℎ1

X2 + 61

]���� ,����o
[
W3

X3

]
o

[
W4

X4

] ����
2

→
����o
[
W3

X3

]
o

[
W3 + ℎ2

X3 + 62

]
o

[
W4

X4

]
o

[
W4 + ℎ2

X4 + 62

]���� ,����o
[
W5

X5

]
o

[
W6

X6

] ����
2

→
����o
[
W5

X5

]
o

[
W5 − ℎ1 − ℎ2

X5 − 61 − 62

]
o

[
W6

X6

]
o

[
W6 − ℎ1 − ℎ2

X6 − 61 − 62

] ���� .
(88)

14 Or, equivalently, having V11 and V12 as separate elements of the basis.

15 Note that if (�,� ) does not couple to the rest of the partition function, summing over�, � = 0, 1
in the r.h.s. of (86) reproduces the l.h.s. and E8 is regenerated (as it should).
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In terms of boundary condition assignments, factors of the form |o| should be seen

as a short-hand of the real fermion contribution o1/2ō1/2. The partition function can

therefore be cast into the form

/ =
1

[12[̄24

1

212

∑
{�} ,{�}

(−1)0+1+01+��+Φ
[
{�}
{�}

]
o
[ 0
1

]
o

[
0 + ℎ1

1 + 61

]
o

[
0 + ℎ2

1 + 62

]
o

[
0 − ℎ1 − ℎ2

1 − 61 − 62

]

×
����o
[
W1

X1

]
o

[
W1 + ℎ1

X1 + 61

]
o

[
W2

X2

]
o

[
W2 + ℎ1

X2 + 61

] ���� ×
����o
[
W3

X3

]
o

[
W3 + ℎ2

X3 + 62

]
o

[
W4

X4

]
o

[
W4 + ℎ2

X4 + 62

]����
×
����o
[
W5

X5

]
o

[
W5 − ℎ1 − ℎ2

X5 − 61 − 62

]
o

[
W6

X6

]
o

[
W6 − ℎ1 − ℎ2

X6 − 61 − 62

]����
× ō5

[
:

ℓ

]
ō

[
: + ℎ1

ℓ + 61

]
ō

[
: + ℎ2

ℓ + 62

]
ō

[
: − ℎ1 − ℎ2

ℓ − 61 − 62

]
× ō4

[ d
f

]
ō4

[
d + �

f + �

]
,

(89)

where {�} = {0, :, d, {W8}, ℎ1, ℎ2, �} and {�} = {1, ℓ, f, {X8}, 61, 62, �} collec-

tively denote the summation parameters of upper and lower arguments of the theta

functions, respectively, while Φ represents an as-yet unspecified phase that may a

priori depend on all summation variables in {�} and {�}. Our next step is to con-

strain this dependence and show how it can be obtained from the GGSO coefficients

(81). In what follows, it will be convenient to assemble the summation parameters

into the 12-dimensional column vectors

A)
= (0, :, d, W1, . . . , W6, ℎ1, ℎ2, �) , B)

= (1, ℓ, f, X1, . . . , X6, 61, 62, �) . (90)

It is straightforward to see that Φ must be invariant under the action of modu-

lar transformations on the characteristics. Indeed, using the modular transformation

properties of Jacobi theta functions, it can be explicitly checked that the integrand

//g2 of one-loop vacuum amplitude is modular invariant16 provided Φ is left in-

variant (modulo 2) under the action of the modular group on the space of theta

characteristics {�}, {�}. Specifically, for the g → g + 1 transformation, the relevant

action is

©
«

1

ℓ

f

X8

ª®®®
¬
→

©
«

1 + 0 − 1

ℓ + : − 1

f + d − 1

X8 + W8 − 1

ª®®®
¬

and
©
«
61

62

�

ª®
¬
→ ©

«
61 + ℎ1

62 + ℎ2

� + �

ª®
¬
, (91)

while for the g → −1/g transformation,

©
«

0

:

d

W8

ª®®®
¬
↔

©
«

1

ℓ

f

X8

ª®®®
¬

and
©
«
ℎ1

ℎ2

�

ª®
¬
↔ ©

«
61

62

�

ª®
¬
. (92)

16 Note that the partition function / defined as in (89) does not include the non-analytic contribution
(√g2 )2 = g−1

2
, associated to the two transverse non-compact coordinates of 43 spacetime. As a

result, the modular invariance conditions should actually be imposed on //g2.
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The exact determination of Φ specifies the orbifold model and is necessary in

order to complete the map from the FFF. Indeed, a comparison of eq.(89) with the

general form eq.(49) of the partition function in the FFF (stripped off the g2 pre-

factors and the modular integral), indicates that the freedom in consistently picking

the GGSO coefficients corresponds to the freedom in (consistently) choosing the

modular invariant phase Φ.

To be precise, arrange all theta function factors in (89) in the same order that

the corresponding fermions enter the basis element V1 (using complex fermions

whenever possible) and define a and b to be the vectors of their upper and lower

characteristics, respectively

a = (0, 0+ℎ1, 0+ℎ2, 0−ℎ1−ℎ2, . . .) , b = (1, 1+61, 1+62, 1−61−62, . . .) . (93)

For simplicity, in the above formula we only explicitly display the characteristics

of the first few left-moving fermions k` , j1,2, j3,4 and j5,6, but it is clear how to

complete the process for all fermions in V1, including also the right-moving ones.

The end result looks very similar to the boundary condition vectors U, V ∈ Ξ in eq.

(47) of the FFF, except for the fact that the elements of U, V actually correspond

to the reduced representatives in the interval (−1, 1], i.e. for any fermion 5 they

satisfy17 U( 5 ), V( 5 ) ∈ (−1, 1]. On the other hand, the elements of a, b in eq.(93) do

not necessarily lie in (−1, 1], but may always brought into this interval by adding

suitable even integers. To this end, we denote by [a] the reduced representative

of a such that all its elements are in (−1, 1]. Now, observe, that the set {[a]}
of (reduced) boundary condition vectors obtained by allowing the 12 summation

parameters 0, :, d, W8 , ℎ1, ℎ2, � ∈ {0, 1} to span all allowed values is isomorphic to

the subgroup Ξ generated by the 12 basis vectors {V8} in the FFF, and similarly for

{[b]}. Therefore, there exists a bijective map between the GGSO coefficients of the

FFF and the phase Φ
[
a
b

]
of the representation (89).

In order to determineΦ in terms of the GSSO coefficients, we express the partition

function (89) in the form

g2[
2[̄2/ =

1

212

∑
a,b

�
[ a

b

]
/
[ a

b

]
, (94)

where

�
[ a

b

]
= (−1)0+1+01+��+Φ[ a

b ] , (95)

contains the phase factor, while /
[

a
b

]
simply contains all left and right moving

theta function factors (divided by corresponding Dedekind eta functions) as in (33),

arranged in the same order that the fermion boundary conditions appear in a and b.

In our example the additive group Ξ is a direct sum of 12 Z2 factors and, hence,

|Ξ| = 212. The form (94) is very similar to (49), except for two important differences.

17 Of course, the particular example we consider here involves only real fermions, which can be
either periodic or anti-periodic so that U ( 5 ) , V ( 5 ) ∈ {0, 1}. However, the method we present
here is general and straightforwardly generalizes to rational values as well.
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Firstly, (49) uses the Θ-convention (34) for the theta functions instead of the o one

and, secondly, the boundary condition vectors U, V in (49) are of the reduced type

(by construction), whereas the a, b defined by (93) are not. The first discrepency is

easy to take into account, in view of (34), and amounts to the replacement \ → Θ

with the simultaneous inclusion of a phase e
i c
2 a·b. The second discrepancy can be

accounted for by noting the identity

Θ
[
0
1

]
(I; g) = e−

i c
2 (0−[0 ] )1

Θ

[
[0]
[1]

]
(I; g) , (96)

which relates the Θ’s with unreduced characteristics to those of reduced type. In

particular, the reduced Θ’s on the r.h.s. are now periodic under both upper and lower

arguments. Taking both points into account, (94) can be finally expressed in the form

g2[
2[̄2/ =

1

212

∑
a,b

�
[ a

b

]
/̂

[
[a]
[b]

]
, (97)

with

�
[ a

b

]
= �

[ a

b

]
e

i c
2 a·b− i c

2 (a−[a] ) · [b] . (98)

Direct comparison of (97) with (49) now allows for an exact term-by-term match of

the coefficients, once the appropriate change of basis from the U, V ∈ Ξ to the A,B

is established. In other words, the set of �
[

a
b

]
’s in the above equation is precisely

isomoprhic to the set of GGSO coefficients �
[
U
V

]
of the FFF.

Furthermore, plugging (98) into the modular invariance conditions (38), (39) and

(46), we extract the corresponding conditions on the �’s that correspond to our basis

�
[ a

b − a + 1

]
= (−1)1+02+�2

�
[ a

b

]
,

�
[ a

b

]
= �

[
b

−a

]
,

�
[ a

b + b′

]
= (−1)0 �

[ a

b

]
�
[ a

b′

]
.

(99)

In particular, notice that, although the GGSO phases � are not symmetric under

exchange of upper and lower characteristics, this asymmetry is precisely balanced by

the asymmetric phase on the r.h.s of (98), such that the �’s turn out to be symmetric.

Since Ξ is a direct sum of Z2’s, the phases are necessarily real. It is then easy to see

that the corresponding conditions on the exponent Φ
[

a
b

]
of the phase appearing in

(89) read
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Φ

[ a

b − a + 1

]
= Φ

[ a

b

]
(mod 2) ,

Φ

[ a

b

]
= Φ

[
b

−a

]
(mod 2) ,

Φ

[ a

b + b′

]
= Φ

[ a

b

]
+Φ

[ a

b′

]
(mod 2) .

(100)

The first two are the one-loop conditions derived earlier and simply express the fact

that (−1)Φ is modular invariant, i.e. under (91) and (92). The third one is the two-loop

condition arising from factorization and implies that Φ can be at most linear in the

lower characteristics. Together with the second condition, which requires symmetry

under the exchange a ↔ b, the phase Φ is restricted to be of the form

Φ

[ a

b

]
= A)MB =

12∑
8, 9=1

�8"8 9� 9 , (101)

where M is a constant 12 × 12 symmetric matrix (defined modulo 2), which is in

one-to-one correspondence with the GGSO matrix (81). The matrix M is further

constrained by the first condition in (100), which implies "88 =
∑9

9=1 "8 9 for all

8 = 1, . . . , 12. However, not all those conditions are independent. Their sum trivially

vanishes (modulo 2), since it involves adding the upper and lower triangular parts

which, however, are equal due to the symmetry of M. In general, for = basis vectors,

there are 1
2
=(=−1) conditions from the symmetry of "8 9 but only (=−1) conditions

from the modular )-transformation. As a result, "8 9 has 1
2
=(= − 1) + 1 independent

elements, which is consistent with the fact that there are 2
= (=−1)

2 +1 fermionic models

with the given basis.

We will now establish the precise relation between the 12-dimensional matrix of

GGSO coefficients �
[
V8
V 9

]
and M. Until we have to deal with the asymmetric phase

on the r.h.s. of (98), we can work modulo 2 and effectively identify a with [a].
Take an arbitrary element U = a ∈ Ξ and expand it in the {V8} basis of the FFF as

a = _8 (a)V8 . The components _8 (a) will clearly be linear combinations of the �8’s,

namely _8 (a) = (̃8 9� 9 (a) for some invertible matrix (̃8 9 independent of a which one

may easily identify. We can then interpret �8 (a) as the linear functions

�8 (a) = ((̃−1)8 9 V★9 (a) , (102)

in terms of the dual basis {V★9 }. In particular, � 9 (V8) = ((̃−) )8 9 ≡ (8 9 . Having deter-

mined the matrix encoding the change of basis (8 9 allows all parameters 0, 1, :, ℓ, . . .

to be uniquely fixed in terms of the basis vectors V8 , V 9 appearing as upper and lower

characteristics of �
[
V8
V 9

]
. For example, 0 → �1 (V8) = (81 while 1 → �1(V 9 ) = ( 92,

and similarly for the others. In this notation, we have

Φ

[
V8

V 9

]
=

12∑
A ,B=1

�A (V8)"AB�B (V 9 ) = (SMS) )8 9 . (103)
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Now define theZ2-valued GGSO exponent matrix�8 9 ∈ {0, 1} via�
[
V8
V 9

]
= (−1)�8 9

and assemble the exponents (modulo 2) of the phase factors of (95) and (98) into

!
[
a
b

]
= 0 + 1 + 01 + �� − 1

2
(a − [a]) · b . (104)

The evaluation of !8 9 ≡ !
[
V8
V 9

]
should be performed with special care, since modulo

2 periodicities do matter in the last term. The matrix M is then obtained (modulo 2)

by

M = S−1 (G + L)S−) . (105)

Carrying out these steps for the example model at hand, we obtain

M =

©
«

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0

0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

ª®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®
¬

. (106)

Plugging this matrix into (101), it is straightforward to extract the modular invariant

phase Φ in terms of the summation parameters. The partition function (89) with Φ

determined using this procedure then precisely reproduces eq. (49) term by term.

Up to this point, the map was clearly a bijective one. However, the partition

function in Equation (89) is not yet in the orbifold representation. After all, all

we did so far was re-organize the terms of (49) into a useful intermediate form.

The actual orbifold representation, however, is just around the corner. Notice that

the orbifold partition function is not formulated in terms of W8 , X8 but should be

expressed in terms of Narain lattices with twists and shifts, at the special loci in

moduli space compatible with bosonization.

To this end, it is necessary to obtain a generalized version of (77) and (78) applica-

ble to our case, where all six compactified coordinates are fermionized with different

boundary conditions (W8 , X8). The contribution of the fermionized coordinates will

be organized as a product of three lattices of signature (2, 2), which will now contain

both shifts and twists. For example, for the first lattice, we have
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Γ2,2

[
�1 �2 ℎ1

�1 �2 61

]
(2iU′, i) = 1

4

∑
W1 , X1=0,1

W2 , X2=0,1

(−1)W1�1+X1�1+�1�1 (−1)W2�2+X2�2+�2�2

×
����o
[
W1

X1

]
o

[
W1 + ℎ1

X1 + 61

]
o

[
W2

X2

]
o

[
W2 + ℎ1

X2 + 61

] ���� ,
(107)

and similarly for the remaining two lattices. Here, (ℎ1, 61) are again associated to the

Z2 twist that rotates the coordinates of the first 2-torus. The new parameters (�1, �1)
and (�2, �2) are similarly ascribed to additional Z2 orbifold factors which, respec-

tively, act as translations (shifts) along the two cycles of the )2. The fermionization

point now corresponds18 to ) = 2iU′, * = i, while for vanishing twist ℎ1 = 61 = 0

one recovers the shifted lattice

Γ2,2

[
�1 �2 0

�1 �2 0

]
(),*) =

∑
<8 ,=8 ∈Z

(−1)<1�1+<2�2 @
U′
4 |%! |2 @̄

U′
4 |%' |2 , (108)

where now the complexified momenta also depend on the shift parameters

%! =

<2 −*<1 + )
(
=1 + �1

2
+*

(
=2 + �2

2

))
√
)2*2

,

%' =

<2 −*<1 + )̄
(
=1 + �1

2
+*

(
=2 + �2

2

))
√
)2*2

.

(109)

It is easy to invert (107) and rewrite it in a more convenient form

1

4

∑
W1 , X1=0,1

W2 , X2=0,1

(−1)W1.1+X1-1+W2.2+X2-2

����o
[
W1

X1

]
o

[
W1 + ℎ1

X1 + 61

]
o

[
W2

X2

]
o

[
W2 + ℎ1

X2 + 61

]����
=

1

22

∑
�1 ,�1=0,1

�2 ,�2=0,1

(−1)�1.1+�1-1+-1.1 (−1)�2.2+�2-2+-2.2 Γ2,2

[
�1 �2 ℎ1

�1 �2 61

]
(2iU′, i) ,

(110)

valid for any Z2-valued parameters -1, -2, .1, .2. This may be now used in order

to replace the (W8 , X8)-coupled theta functions with Narain lattices. Doing so, the

partition function of the theory can finally be brought into its orbifold representation

18 The factorization point may appear to be in conflict with the value )/U′ =* = i obtained earlier
in eq. (77). However, the difference is that the lattice of eq. (107) contains two independent shifts
acting along the two)2 directions and the factorization point is also sensitive to their embedding in
the space of momenta and windings. The factorization point )/2U′ = * = i corresponds to both
translations acting as momentum shifts.
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/ =
1

[12[̄24

1

212

∑
{�′ } ,{�′}

(−1)0+1+01+��+Φ′
[
{�′ }
{�′ }

]

× o
[ 0
1

]
o

[
0 + ℎ1

1 + 61

]
o

[
0 + ℎ2

1 + 62

]
o

[
0 − ℎ1 − ℎ2

1 − 61 − 62

]

× Γ2,2

[
�1 �2 ℎ1

�1 �2 61

]
Γ2,2

[
�3 �4 ℎ2

�3 �4 62

]
Γ2,2

[
�5 �6 ℎ1 + ℎ2

�5 �6 61 + 62

]

× ō5

[
:

ℓ

]
ō

[
: + ℎ1

ℓ + 61

]
ō

[
: + ℎ2

ℓ + 62

]
ō

[
: − ℎ1 − ℎ2

ℓ − 61 − 62

]
× ō4

[ d
f

]
ō4

[
d + �

f + �

]
,

(111)

where {�′} = {0, :, d, {�8}, ℎ1, ℎ2, �} and {�′} = {1, ℓ, f, {�8}, 61, 62, �} and

8 = 1, . . . , 6 are the new summation variables. Importantly, Φ′ is the new modular

invariant phase obtained from Φ under the phase substitution implied by (110).

Concretely, one finds

Φ
′
= :ℓ + [:61 + ℓℎ1 + ℎ161] + [:62 + ℓℎ2 + ℎ262]

+ [�1d + �1f + �1�1] + [�2 (d + �) + �2(f + �) + �2�2]
+ [�3 (: + �) + �3(ℓ + �) + �3�3] + [�4 (: + d + �) + �4 (ℓ + f + �)]
+ [�5 (: + �) + �5(ℓ + �) + �5�5] + [�6 (: + d + �) + �6 (ℓ + f + �)]
+ [ℎ162 + 61ℎ2] + [ℎ1(�3 + �4 + �5 + �6) + 61 (�3 + �4 + �5 + �6)]
+ [ℎ2(�3 + �4 + �5 + �6) + 62 (�3 + �4 + �5 + �6)]
+ (14) + (23) + (34) + (46) + (35) + (56) ,

(112)

where in the last line, the terms of the form (8 9) stand for �8� 9 +�8� 9 , and we have

grouped terms which are separately modular invariant into square brackets. In this

representation it is possible to recognize the orbifold action. Aside from the familiar

Z2 × Z2 rotating the first and second pair of 2-tori respectively, the second, third

and fourth lines of (112) indicate the free actions (−1)�2f1, (−1)�2f2, (−1)�1f3,

(−1)�1+�2f4, (−1)�1f5 and (−1)�1+�2f6, where f� denote the order-2 shifts along

each direction and �1, �2 are the “fermion numbers” associated to the spinorial

representations of the original E8 factors, respectively. The remaining terms in the

phases correspond to chirality conventions and discrete torsion phases.

As a cross-check, it is instructive to compare the contributions of bosonic and

fermionic states to the partition function in both the FFF and in the orbifold formu-

lations using (49) and (111), respectively, at the fermionic point. One obtains

/B = −/F = 2@−1 + 872 + 120@1/2@−1/2 + 32@@−1 + 4080@1/8@1/8

+ 16@9/8@−7/8 + 704@5/8@−3/8 + . . . , (113)

and the contributions match, as they should. Note that the contribution of bosonic

states /B exactly cancels that of the fermionic ones /F due to the unbroken spacetime

supersymmetry of the theory. Note, furthermore, that each term comes with positive

integer multiplicity, as required for a correct particle interpretation.
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With the map from the FFF to the orbifold representation established, it is possi-

ble to reinstate the moduli dependence back into the Narain lattices and deform the

theory away from the fermionic point. In particular, this is the natural path to take if

one is interested in studying supersymmetry breaking in FFF models. For instance,

in the context of the particular vacuum discussed here, it is easy to see that N = 1

supersymmetry is unbroken, as may be checked either by explicitly constructing the

supercharges or by means of Jacobi identities. In non-supersymmetric constructions,

one may extract and study the gravitino mass <3/2 as a function of the compactifi-

cation moduli, and obtain conditions for the breaking to be spontaneous directly in

terms of the GGSO coefficients19.

It is also important to mention that the orbifold representation in terms of the

phase (112) is not unique. There are equivalent representations related by lattice

redefinitions and T-dualities, arising from the different ways of performing the sum-

mations over W8 , X8 . We shall not elaborate on this here, but instead refer the interested

reader to [FR23] for a detailed discussion.
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