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Abstract: We investigate the old problem of determining the exact bulk moduli of generic

SU(3)-structure flux backgrounds of type II string theory. Using techniques from generalised

geometry, we show that the infinitesimal deformations are counted by a spectral sequence

in which the vertical maps are either de Rham or Dolbeault differentials (depending on the

type of the exceptional complex structure (ECS)) and the horizontal maps are linear maps

constructed from the flux and intrinsic torsion. Our calculation is exact, covering all possible

supergravity SU(3)-structure flux backgrounds including those which are not conformally

Calabi–Yau, and goes beyond the usual linear approximation in three important ways: (i)

we allow for finite flux; (ii) we consider perturbative higher-derivative corrections to the

supergravity action; and (iii) we consider obstructions arising from higher-order deformations.

Despite these extensions we find that the spectral sequence reproduces the näıve expectations

that come from considering the effective superpotential in the small-flux limit. In particular,

by writing the moduli in a form that is independent of the Kähler potential on the space of

ECSs, and arguing the superpotential does not receive higher-derivative corrections, we show

that the spectral sequence is perturbatively exact. Further, preliminary results show that a

Tian–Todorov-like lemma implies that all the obstructions vanish. This has implications for

the tadpole conjecture, showing that such perturbative, higher-order effects do not provide a

way of circumventing the bound.
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1 Introduction

The study of four-dimensional superstring backgrounds preserving N = 1 supersymmetry is

central to understanding the landscape of semi-realistic string models of particle physics. A

key question is to identify the moduli of the background, that is deformations of the internal

geometry that lead to massless scalar fields in the four-dimensional effective theory. In the

absence of flux, the internal space is a manifold of special holonomy, for example, a Calabi–

Yau space. The problem of identifying the massless scalars then translates into a well-studied

problem of understanding the moduli space of special holonomy manifolds.

With the inclusion of flux the problem of finding moduli becomes considerably more

involved but also phenomenologically important since the addition of flux generically gives

masses to some of the moduli of the special holonomy background. (Analysis of moduli in

flux backgrounds is a large and very well-established field. For reviews see for example [1–

3]). This scenario is usually analysed in the limit where the fluxes are a linear perturbation

of the special holonomy background, generating a potential that lifts some of the moduli,

following [4–6]. Given the N = 1 supersymmmetry the potential takes the form

V =

F-terms

eK
(

KIJ̄DIWDJ̄W̄ − 3|W |3
)

−1

2

D-terms
(
Re τ−1

)αβ
DαDβ . (1.1)

where K is the Kähler potential for the moduli, W is the flux-induced superpotential and Dα

are flux-induced D-terms. Probably the most famous example of stabilisation is that of adding

complex three-form flux G3 to type IIB Calabi–Yau O3/O7-plane orientifolds discussed by

Giddings–Kachru–Polchinski [6], for which the superpotential has the Gukov–Vafa–Witten

form [4, 7]

W ∼
∫

CY3

G3 ∧Ω, (1.2)

where Ω is the holomorphic three-form on the Calabi–Yau space. Requiring the four-dimensional

background to be supersymmetric and Minkowski, sets the F-terms to zero, DIW = 0, and

W = 0, giving the Graña–Polchinski solution [8–10], and generically appears to fix all the

complex structure (and also axion-dilaton) moduli. It has recently been stressed that this

final conclusion is maybe naive: the “tadpole conjecture” [11] states that the stabilisation is

actually severely constrained by the tadpole bound on the fluxes, so that giving masses to all

the complex structure moduli is not possible when number of moduli is large.

The standard analysis is valid in the following regime. First one is in the “large-radius”

limit ℓs/R ≪ 1 where ℓs is the string scale and R is the compactification radius, in which

higher-derivative corrections to the leading supergravity approximation can be ignored. Second,

one takes the flux perturbation to be small compared to the Kaluza–Klein scale, so that a

massive Kaluza–Klein mode cannot become light under the perturbation. Using the flux

quantisation condition, this requires Nflux ≪ (R/ℓs)
p−1 for a p-form flux, where Nflux is the

number of units of flux. In the large-radius limit, violating this constraint requires large Nflux.

– 2 –



However, the number of flux quanta is bounded by tadpole conditions and so typically cannot

be too big and so the standard scenario appears to apply.

Nonetheless, one might wonder if one can go beyond this approximation. First one might

consider solutions still in the large-radius limit, but violate the “small-flux” approximation.

This could be either because comparatively large Nflux is possible, or simply that locally

there are regions where the flux is comparable to the Kaluza–Klein scale, even if the average,

integrated flux satisfies the small-flux constraint. The geometry (or certain regions of the

geometry) is then far from Calabi–Yau and so, in general, one needs new tools to identify

the moduli.1 More ambitiously, one might ask whether one can also include higher-derivative

supergravity corrections. Intriguingly, there is a non-renormalisation theorem that states, for

the class of O3/O7-plane, IIB backgrounds, the (small-flux) superpotential (1.2) is correct

to all orders in perturbation theory [17]. If the moduli space only depends on the form

of the superpotential, such a non-renormalisation theorem would then imply that it is also

uncorrected by the higher-derivative terms.

In this paper we aim to address both these issues. The key ingredient is that space of

generic supersymmetric backgrounds can be viewed as depending on a superpotential and

D-terms on a infinite-dimensional space of a particular class of geometrical structures [18].

The moduli space then depends only on the form of the superpotential, modded out by the

action of a complexified group. Using this structure we

1. calculate the exact bulk moduli of generic finite-flux, SU(3)-structure, type II d = 4

N = 1 Minkowski backgrounds in the large-radius limit;

2. argue for a general non-renormalisation theorem implying that the result is perturbat-

ively exact.

There are a number of different classes of such large-radius backgrounds and in each case

there is a corresponding superpotential that can be written in terms of the SU(3) structure

and the fluxes, as summarised in [19]. Calculating the bulk moduli we find

• the dimension of the finite-flux moduli space can be calculated using conventional de

Rham or Dolbeault cohomology classes;

• the exact finite-flux calculation matches the näıve small-flux expectation that the super-

potential lifts some of the fluxless Calabi–Yau moduli; in particular the presence of flux

always reduces the number of moduli.

It is worth emphasising that we only consider bulk moduli, ignoring deformations of ori-

entifold and D-brane sources. Generically this means we are considering the de Rham or

Dolbeault cohomologies on spaces where the sources are excised, and strictly it is the moduli

of these excised spaces that is always reduced by the presence of flux. That said, the extra

1For the particular case of three-form flux in IIB the finite-flux large-radius supersymmetric background
famously is a warped Calabi–Yau space [8, 9] and this special form means that progress can be made in
identifying the moduli (see for example [12–16] and subsequent work).
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“relative cohomology” classes that are present on the excised space should be associated to

deformations of the sources. Thus restricting to the unexcised space should still capture the

dynamics of the bulk moduli.2

The formalism we will use to calculate the moduli is exceptional generalised geometry [20,

21]. This is a reformation of the supergravity on the compact space that unifies the metric and

flux degrees of freedom and their symmetries, so that the whole theory becomes geometrical

– specifically a generalised version of pure Einstein gravity. It is well-known that conven-

tional fluxless backgrounds correspond to special holonomy manifolds, or equivalently spaces

admitting a torsion-free G-structure (for Calabi–Yau threefold compactifications the special

holonomy group G is SU(3)). In exceptional generalised geometry the internal supersymmet-

ric flux background is analogously described by a torsion-free generalised structure [18, 22, 23],

and it is the moduli space of these torsion-free structures which counts the number of massless

fields.

The advantage of using generalised geometry is that it is naturally adapted to the struc-

ture of the preserved supersymmetry. Starting from [24–26], conventional G-structure tech-

niques have long been extremely useful for analysing supersymmetric backgrounds, but the

presence of flux means the structures have non-vanishing torsion and also are generically

not globally defined, making the analysis of moduli difficult. Using generalised geometrical

structures, the supersymmetry conditions naturally align with those familiar from supersym-

metric theories on the non-compact space. In particular, for N = 1 backgrounds, the space of

SU(7) structures admits a pseudo-Kähler metric and can be viewed as an infinite-dimensional

space of scalar fields in N = 1, d = 4 chiral multiplets. The supersymmetry conditions can

then be viewed as F- and D-terms [18]. Remarkably the gauge group for the D-terms is

none other than the “Generalised diffeomorphism group” GDiff formed by the combination

of diffeomorphisms and flux potential gauge transformations.

Analysing type II flux backgrounds via generalised geometry goes back to the seminal

work of Graña et al. (GMPT) [19, 27], who used the O(d, d) theory to reformulate the super-

symmetry conditions for the generic class of N = 1 backgrounds in terms of pure spinors. The

interpretation of the GMPT conditions in terms of superpotential and D-terms was stressed

in [28, 29], and the formalism has been used by several authors to analyse moduli [30–32],

leading to the appearance of new cohomology theories [33–35]. The current paper extends

this work, with the key point being that by moving to exceptional generalised geometry, all

the fluxes become geometrised such that structures become integrable. Thus the RR moduli

are incorporated in the formalism from the beginning rather than being an obstruction to an

integrable SU(3) × SU(3) structure. It also gives a single formalism for describing all N = 1

backgrounds including the subclass, where one type II spinor vanishes, not covered by the

GMPT analysis.

In exceptional generalised geometry, the supersymmetry conditions can be equated to the

2The caveat here is that the sourced flux will nonetheless live in the relative cohomology and can still in
principle obstruct bulk moduli, a point we discuss briefly in the conclusions.
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existence of an integrable generalised SU(7)-structure, and the physical moduli fields are given

by deformations of this structure preserving its integrability. This description of the moduli

space assumes nothing of the internal space beyond it preserving N = 1 supersymmetry, and

so is capable of describing the moduli space of all supersymmetric type II backgrounds (as

well as M-theory backgrounds [18, 36]). We find that for SU(3)-structure type II backgrounds

the moduli are counted by cohomologies of a flux twisted differential operator

Gauge Deformations Torsion.
d∆+F d∆+F

(1.3)

Here ∆ ⊆ TM is either the tangent bundle ∆ = TM with d∆ = d, or the anti-holomorphic

vector bundle ∆ = T 0,1 with d∆ = ∂̄ and the complex flux F is a particular combination

of complex differential forms. The corresponding cohomology groups are then counted using

spectral sequences from a double complex built from the action of d∆ and F. Under the

assumption that M is topologically a Calabi–Yau manifold (that is that the manifold also

admits a fluxless solution), we find that only the first and second pages contribute, and this

is what leads to the full finite-flux calculation agreeing with the näıve small-flux expectation.

Moreover, one can then see that the presence of F in the first and second maps in the exact

sequence, leads to moduli lifting via D-terms and F-terms respectively. Finally, we also prove

that the infinitesimal moduli are isomorphic anywhere along a GDiffC gauge orbit. This

allows us to compute the moduli of fully supersymmetric backgrounds using any background

on their orbit, which gives an elegant tool for calculating the moduli in, for example, the

Graña–Polchinski backgrounds.

We should note that this kind of structure (1.3), with a flux twisted differential operator

is familiar from both the deformation of generalised complex structures in O(d, d) generalised

geometry [37, 38] and from the heterotic string compactifications [39–41]. The latter case was

in fact extended by analogy to SU(3)-structure type IIB backgrounds by Gray and Parsian [42],

focusing on the complex structure moduli. In this particular case, our analysis gives an

extension of their description to the full set of moduli, derived directly from the exceptional

generalised geometry.

The paper is arranged as follows. In section 2 we review SU(3) structures as backgrounds

preserving N = 1 supersymmetry, and how fluxes encode their intrinsic torsion, summar-

ising the different possibilities in IIA and IIB. In section 3 we rephrase the supersymmetry

conditions for each case in terms of E7(7) × R
+ generalised geometry and SU(7) structures.

First reviewing the integrability conditions of SU(7) structures presented in [18] we show how

they encode the different SU(3)-structure IIA and IIB backgrounds in section 3.2. Section 4

contains a comparison between the conventional and E7(7) × R
+ moduli space descriptions,

and derives how the dimensions of the infinitesimal moduli are counted by certain cohomo-

logy groups. In section 5 the infinitesimal moduli of flux backgrounds with SU(3) structures

are computed explicitly for both IIA and IIB. We then, in section 6 address the question of

higher-derivative perturbative corrections and obstructions. We argue that, under assump-

tions of locality and gauge and diffeomorphism invariance, the superpotential for the SU(7)

– 5 –



structures is uncorrected by higher-derivative terms and so, perturbatively, the moduli calcu-

lation is unchanged from the leading order supergravity problem considered in the previous

section. We then show in several cases there are also no obstructions to the finite moduli

problem. We end with a short discussion of our conclusions and further possible directions.

There are also three appendices of formulae and details supplementing the main text.

2 Review of SU(3) structure flux backgrounds

In this paper we are interested in type II supergravity compactifications of the form M10 =

R
3,1 ×M to four-dimensional Minkowski space, preserving N = 1 supersymmetry. We will

further assume that the internal space M has an SU(3) structure, or equivalently admits a

globally non-vanishing spinor. These SU(3) structures are not arbitrary, but are constrained

by supersymmetry. In this section we briefly review these structures on the internal space at

the level of the leading supergravity theory, that is for finite flux but without higher-derivative

corrections, closely following the review of [1].

2.1 Torsion classes and types of Minkowski backgrounds

The most general background metric for compactification to Minkowski space takes the form

ds2(M10) = e2∆ds2
(
R
3,1
)
+ ds2(M6)

where ds2(R3,1) is the metric for Minkowski spacetime and the warp factor ∆ is a function

on M , while to preserve the Poincaré symmetry, all the type II fluxes must be purely internal

or pure external. The supersymmetry variations are parameterised by a pair of Majorana–

Weyl spinors εα = (ε+, ε−), which have opposite chirality for type IIA and the same for type

IIB. Using this notation the fermionic variations can be written in the succinct form (see for

example [43])

δψ±
M =

(
∇M ∓ 1

8HMNPγ
NP
)
ε± + 1

16e
ϕ
∑

n

(±)[(n+1)/2] /FnγMε
∓,

δ
(
λ± − γMψ±

M

)
= −γM

(
∇M ∓ 1

24HMNPγ
NP − ∂Mϕ

)
,

(2.1)

where ψαM and λα are the pairs of gravitini and dilatini respectively and the sum is over even

n for type IIA and odd n for type IIB. The fluxes satisfy the Bianchi identities

dFn = H ∧ Fn−2, (2.2)

and we are using the democratic formalism of [44].

N = 1 supersymmetry in four dimensions implies that there is a Killing spinor, for which

the variations of the fermions vanish, of the form

ε+ = θ ⊗ ǫ+ + θc ⊗ ǫc+,
ε− = θ ⊗ ǫc− + θ∗ ⊗ ǫ−,

(2.3)
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for type IIA and

εα = θ ⊗ ǫα + θc ⊗ ǫc α (2.4)

for type IIB, where θ and ǫα are positive chirality four-dimensional and six-dimensional spinors

respectively, and θc and ǫc α denote the complex conjugate spinors. Generically the two in-

ternal spinors ǫα define a local SU(2) structure. The SU(3) structure backgrounds correspond

to the special case where ǫα are proportional to the same six-dimensional spinor η, namely

ǫ+ = aη, ǫ− = bη, (2.5)

where we normalise such that η̄η = 1. for some complex functions a and b. The Killing spinor

equations imply

|a|2 + |b|2 = e∆ (2.6)

and relate the fluxes to the intrinsic torsion of the SU(3) structure. The latter splits into

torsion classes transforming in SU(3) representations

W1 ∼ 1C, W2 ∼ 8C, W3 ∼ Re(6⊕ 6̄), W4,W5 ∼ Re(3⊕ 3̄) (2.7)

which are encoded by the exterior derivatives of the 2- and 3-form spinor bilinears ω and Ω

defined by the SU(3)-structure [45] as

dω = 3
2 Im W̄1Ω+W4 ∧ ω +W3

dΩ =W1 ∧ ω2 +W2 ∧ ω + W̄5 ∧Ω.
(2.8)

From (2.5) one notes one can absorb an arbitrary phase in η+ in the a and b coefficients, such

that there is a a U(1) gauge freedom (a, b) → eiγ(a, b) corresponding to η+ → e−iγη+ and

Ω→ e−2iγΩ. This has consequences on the intrinsic torsion components Wi, which transform

as
(W1,W2)→ e2iγ(W1,W2)

W5 →W5 + 2idγ.
(2.9)

We can fix the overall phase of ab by rotating W2 so that only the combination W+
2 =

1
2(W2 + W̄2) component enters into the torsion-flux conditions.

The explicit relations between the flux and torsion classes implied by the Killing spinor

equations are given in table 1 for IIA and table 2 for IIB, following [1, 19] and arranged

by SU(3) representations for both the torsion classes and fluxes.3 The (ABC) interpolating

backgrounds for type IIB have relationships between flux and torsion with more complicated

functions of a and b between them, given in [1, section 3.3]. The A-type solutions are common

to (non-massive) IIA, IIB and heterotic supergravity and only have non-trivial purely NSNS

3The IIA conditions summarised in [1] have a typo carried forward from the original paper [19] that is

corrected in table 1. An extra F
(8)
4 component in W+

2 for special values of β in the (BC) backgrounds was
included. In fact this term vanishes in all cases.
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IIA a = 0 or b = 0 (A) a = beiβ (BC)

1
W1 = H

(1)
3 = 0

F0 = ∓F (1)
2 = F

(1)
4 = ∓F (1)

6 F
(1)
2n = 0

8 W2 = F
(8)
2 = F

(8)
4 = 0 W+

2 = eϕF
(8)
2 , W−

2 = 0

6 W3 = ∓ ∗H(6)
3 W3 = H

(6)
3 = 0

3
W̄5 = 2W4 = ∓2iH(3)

3 = ∂̄ϕ

∂̄∆ = ∂̄a = 0

F
(3̄)
2 = 2iW̄5 = −2i∂̄∆ = 2

3 i∂̄ϕ

W4 = 0

Table 1. Possible N = 1 vacua in IIA, taken from [1, 19].

fields. For massive IIA one can also include singlet RR flux. For the BC solutions of IIA, the

only non-trivial flux is the RR two-form F2 and they can be viewed as the dimensional reduc-

tion of eleven-dimensional supergravity on a G2 manifold. For type IIB, the constant dilaton

B-type background is the well-known conformal Calabi–Yau solution of [8, 9]. Note that there

is also an F-theory-like B-type solution which is not Calabi–Yau (for more discussion on the

F-theory geometry see for example [46, 47]). Finally we recall that provided neither a or b

vanishes the SU(3) backgrounds are special cases of a general class of geometries described

by a pair of pure spinors in O(6, 6) generalised geometry [19, 27].

In each case, to have a compact solutions, one needs orientifold planes in order to provide

negative tension sources and so avoid the standard no-go theorems. Supersymmetry of the

orientifolds restricts the class of solutions. In particular one has

IIA: O6-planes ∼ BC-type

IIB:
O3-, O7-planes ∼ B-type

O5-, O9-planes ∼ C-type

(2.10)

As we see, there are no suitable orientifold sources for the pure NSNS A-type solutions and so

in type II these backgrounds will be non-compact. However, when viewed as heterotic string

solutions solving the Hull–Strominger system [48, 49], one has additional negative tension

sources from curvature-squared terms and they can also describe compact geometries.

2.2 Moduli and the superpotential

We will primarily be interested in this paper in the moduli of these backgrounds, that is how

they can be deformed while preserving the conditions of supersymmetry. In the case where

the fluxes vanish and the internal geometry is Calabi–Yau, the answer is well known: there

are h2,1 complex structure moduli and h1,1 Kähler moduli, together with moduli from the

– 8 –



IIB a = 0 or b = 0 (A) a = ±ib (B) a = ±b (C) (ABC)

1 W1 = F
(1)
3 = H

(1)
3 = 0

8 W2 = 0

6
W3 = ∓ ∗H(6)

3

F
(6)
3 = 0

eϕF
(6)
3 = ∓ ∗H(6)

3

W3 = 0

W3 = eϕ ∗ F (6)
3

H
(6)
3 = 0

· · ·

3

W̄5 = 2W4 = ∂̄ϕ

= ∓2iH(3)
3

∂̄∆ = ∂̄a = 0

constant ϕ:

eϕF
(3̄)
5 = 2

3 iW̄5 = iW4

= −2i∂̄∆ = −4i∂̄ log a

F-theory-like:

eϕF
(3̄)
1 = 2eϕF

(3̄)
5

= iW̄5 = iW4 = i∂̄ϕ

± eϕF
(3̄)
3 = 2iW5

= −2i∂̄∆ = −i∂̄ϕ
= −4i∂̄ log a

· · ·

Table 2. Possible N = 1 vacua in IIB, taken from [1, 19].

form-field potentials. The type II background actually preserves N = 2 supersymmetry and

the moduli fall into either vector multiplets or hypermultiplets with, for type IIA, the Kähler

moduli in vector multiplets and the complex structure moduli in hypermultiplets and vice

versa for type IIB. There is also always a single additional “universal” hypermultiplet that

includes the dilaton. Under the orientifold action the N = 2 supersymmetry is broken to

N = 1, and some of the moduli are projected out, leaving h1,1− + h2,1 + 1 chiral multiplets

in the case of IIA O6-planes and h1,1 + h2,1− + 1 and h1,1 + h2,1+ + 1 chiral multiplets in the

case of O3/O7- and O5/O9-planes in type IIB respectively. (For details see for example [1].)

Here the ± subscripts refer to the harmonic forms that are even or odd respectively under

the orientifold action.

From tables 1 and 2, we see that flux backgrounds break the integrability of the Calabi–

Yau so that the geometry may not be complex (W2 6= 0 or W1 6= 0) and/or not Kähler

(W3 6= 0, W4 6= 0 or W1 6= 0). As such, a priori, there is no reason to associate the moduli of

the flux background with those of the underlying Calabi–Yau space and no obvious way to

calculate them.

That said, in the standard small-flux scenario, the idea is that geometry must remain

close to Calabi–Yau so that the perturbation is too small to make a massive Kaluza–Klein

mode become massless. The presence of flux can potentially then lift or “stabilize” some of

the massless Calabi–Yau moduli [6, 50–55]. The standard way to argue for this effect is via

the effective superpotential. Compactifying on the Calabi–Yau space in the small-flux limit,

leads to a N = 1 supersymmetric effective four-dimensional theory with a potential for the

Calabi–Yau moduli that comes from F- and D-terms induced by the fluxes. In particular, one

– 9 –



finds the familiar Gukov–Vafa–Witten type superpotentials [4, 7]

WIIA, O6 ∝
∫

CY3

H3 ∧ Ω+ F̃IIA ∧ eB+iω (2.11)

WIIB, O3/O7 ∝
∫

CY3

G3 ∧Ω (2.12)

WIIB, O5/O9 ∝
∫

CY3

F̃3 ∧Ω, (2.13)

where in the first line we define the polyform F̃IIA = F̃0 + F̃2 + F̃4 + F̃6, where F̃ is the

non-gauge-invariant, closed, RR flux related to our conventions by F = dC = F̃ +H ∧C, and

it is implied that we take the top form in the expression when integrating. In the second line

we introduce the standard complex flux

G3 = F̃3 + τH3 = F3 + ie−ϕH3,

with τ = C0+ie−ϕ. The linearised flux equations, relevant in the small-flux limit, imply that

the flux is harmonic and so can be expanded in the same basis of harmonic forms on the

undeformed Calabi–Yau space as the Kähler and complex structure moduli. For example, in

the classic case of type IIB O3/O7-planes, we can write (before the orbifold projection)

Ω = ZKαK −FKβK ,
G(3) =

(
mK

RR + τmK
)
αK − (eRRK + τeK)βK ,

(2.14)

where (αK , β
K) are a symplectic basis for the 2(h2,1+1) harmonic three-forms. The constant

flux coefficients (mK
RR,m

K , eRRK , eK) generate a linear superpotential for the complex struc-

ture moduli ZK , that, generically, stabilises them (subject to bounds on the coefficients from

the tadpole constraint). By contrast, the Kähler moduli do not enter the superpotential W

and correspond to flat directions in the potential, remaining massless in the presence of flux.

One can apply the analogous argument in each of the other cases, expanding the flux in a

suitable basis and hence inducing a linear superpotential that lifts some of the moduli once

the superpotential is extremised.

It is important to note that typically the NSNS two-form in the effective four-dimensional

supergravity also becomes massive, due to the gauging of the theory, and in addition there

can be D-terms that contribute to the effective potential. These lead to further stabilisation

of moduli, beyond those coming the analysis of the superpotential. However, as we discuss

in more generality in section 4, they arise from moment maps and, in the standard way, their

effect can be viewed as quotienting the moduli space by the complexification of the gauge

group of the gauged supergravity.

As we have stressed, this method is limited to the small-flux limit, Nflux ≪ (R/ℓs)
p−1.

Away from this limit the deformation from Calabi–Yau may be large and focusing only the

Calabi–Yau moduli is not justified. There may also be finite-flux supersymmetric non-Kähler
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and/or non-complex backgrounds that are not even perturbations of a Calabi–Yau geometry.

Even in the small flux limit, there may be regions of the compactification where the local

flux and deformation are large, even if averaged over the manifold the effect is small, and so

the argument about restricting to Calabi–Yau moduli may again break down. Thus it would

be very helpful to have a reliable calculation of the moduli that goes beyond the small-flux

approximation, and fortunately we will see that this is precisely what generalised geometry

allows us to do.

2.3 Branes, Chains and Orientifold Planes

It is well known that to have a supergravity background with non-trivial flux on a compact

internal space we must include sources, with both positive and negative tension sources,

that is both branes and orientifold planes [6, 56–60]. For a compactification to flat space,

the brane and orientifold planes world volumes must fill the external space, and so we only

include sources with worldvolume dimension greater than four. A source of more than four

dimensions will then wrap cycles Σ on the internal space which must be of specific type in

order to preserve supersymmetry. In this paper, we will assume that we do not have sources

with dimension greater than seven for which a proper treatment would require F-theory.

The wrapped cycles Σ represent homology classes [Σ] ∈ H∗(M). These cycles have dual

cochains ρ(Σ) which have support localised to Σ called currents. If a brane is magnetically

charged under one of the RR fields of supergravity these currents appear in the Bianchi

identity for Fn as a source distribution term

dFn −H ∧ Fn−3 = jn+1 (2.15)

where jn+1 = (2π
√
α′)n−1ρ(Σ5−n), so that the flux Feven/odd is no longer globally dH closed.

(Since we are using the democratic formalism [44], all sources can be thought as magnetic

charges.) There is a similar term in the stress-energy tensor. In general, the sources mean

that the fully backreacted supergravity geometry is singular as one approaches the cycle, or

opens out an infinite throat. One might also consider smoothing the sources so the jn+1 is

no longer a distribution. Although the backreacted geometry may then be no longer singular

there is still a region where the Bianchi identity fails to hold and naive source-free supergravity

calculations are not valid.

The straight-forward way to deal with this issue is excision. Suppose Σ ⊂ M represents

the union of all cycles on which we place sources, and N a neighbourhood of Σ in M which

deformation-retracts onto Σ (or in the case of smoothed sources N contains the support of

jn+1). We can then define the excised manifold

M ′ :=M −N ⊂M (2.16)

such that the backreacted geometry on M ′ will be non-singular and the flux Bianchi identity

and stress energy will have no source terms. The price for such a simplification is that in
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general the cohomology ring ofM ′ is in general different to that ofM making the identification

of the moduli more challenging [61–63].

The difference between H∗(M) and H∗(M ′) is measured by the relative cohomology

H∗(M,M ′) which may be understood by a long exact sequence, given the embedding i :

M ′ →M ,

. . . Hn(M) Hn(M ′) Hn+1(M,M ′) Hn+1(M) . . .
ζ∗ i∗ η∗ ζ∗ i∗ (2.17)

Details of relative cohomology and the long exact sequence above are given in appendix C,

where for simplicity4 we focus a Bianchi identity of the form dFn = jn+1. The key point is

that the difference between the cohomology of M and M ′ is given by

Hn(M ′)

i∗Hn(M)
= Im η∗ ∼ deformations of sources {δjn+1 = dγ} (2.18)

The first equality follows from exactness of the sequence (2.17), while the second relation is

shown in appendix C. In this paper, we will be interested in the bulk moduli only, i.e. moduli

which leave the sources unchanged, and hence it seems reasonable that we can safely work

with the cohomology of the original, unexcised manifold H∗(M). While our results hold in

generality, we will mostly assume that we are working with an M which admits a Calabi–

Yau metric so we understand its cohomology. We should bear in mind, however, that the

additional terms in H∗(M ′) may have an impact on the moduli by changing the higher pages

of the spectral sequences we analyse in sections 5.2 and 5.3. A related point is that, if a

flux Fn is sourced, then i∗Fn ∈ Hn(M ′) has components not in i∗Hn(M). These additional

components may stabilise more moduli than we might naively expect from performing the

calculation with respect to Hn(M).5 Indeed, this precise mechanism plays a role in moduli

stabilisation in heterotic M-theory [36]. We will not explore those consequences here and

leave it for future work, noting only that for a more accurate count, one should work with

the cohomology of M ′.

We will briefly note that, when the sources contain an orientifold plane, the massless

moduli, and hence the associated cohomology, should be restricted to those with definite

parity under the involution σ. Whether we restrict to the moduli which are even or odd

depends on the particular bosonic field and the orientifold plane we introduce (details can be

found in [1]). Throughout this paper, whenever we deal with backgrounds with orientifold

planes, we will leave this reduction implicit and the cohomology groups we write down should

be understood to be those with the correct transformation under σ.

Finally, we remark that integrating (2.15) over various cycles in the manifold gives a

4The analysis is easily extended to the full RR Bianchi identity by considering dH- rather than d-cohomology,
or alternatively including an Hn=1(M) term in the jn+1 that cancels the contribution from the Chern–Simons
term H ∧ Fn−3.

5We make more comments about this, along with a toy example for how extra moduli can be stabilised
through components in Hn(M ′) in the conclusions.
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bound on the number of orientifold planes in terms of the number of branes and the number

of units of flux passing through that cycle. Careful consideration of these conditions in the

IIB case led to the tadpole conjecture [11], which states that when a Calabi–Yau has a large

number of complex structure moduli, one cannot introduce flux to stabilise all of the moduli

without violating the tadpole bound. We will mostly ignore these conditions and simply

acknowledge that one should impose the tadpole cancellation conditions on top of the our

results to obtain a physical background, although we will make some comments on this in

section 6 when we discuss higher order deformations and obstructions.

3 Supersymmetric backgrounds in generalised geometry

Generalised geometry is a powerful tool for studying the properties of generic flux back-

grounds of string theory and M-theory. The geometry of generic flux compactifications to

four-dimensional Minkowski preserving N = 1 supersymmetry were studied in the context of

E7(7) × R
+ generalised geometry in [18, 22, 64, 65]. These compactifications are described

by global SU(7) ⊂ E7(7) × R
+ structures, the Killing spinor equations, namely the vanishing

of the fermionic variations (2.1), are solved if and only if this structure is integrable. Here

integrability is the vanishing of the (generalised) intrinsic torsion of the SU(7) structure. Fol-

lowing [18], we will first review how the global SU(7) structure can be described in terms of

global generalised tensor fields. We will then specialise this to the case where the background

admits a conventional SU(3) structure. Lifting the SU(3) structure to a generalised SU(7)

structure in this way will then allow us to give an accurate description of the moduli space,

and make arguments for the form of perturbative corrections coming from string theory. For

a review of E7(7) × R
+ generalised geometry see e.g. [20]. Important formulae in generalised

geometry are given in appendix A.

3.1 N = 1 backgrounds and exceptional complex structures

It is an old idea that, if we consider a project space M10 = R
3,1 ×M (or more generally

if the background admits a local product structure), then, by dropping the manifest local

Lorentz symmetry, the ten-dimensional supergravity can be viewed as a four-dimensional

supergravity theory with an infinite number of supermultiplets [66]. This is made explicit

in the reformulation of supergravity using exceptional generalised geometry and exceptional

field theory [43, 64, 67–69]. The local product structure means one can decompose the

supergravity fields into Spin(3, 1) × Spin(6) representations. Remarkably the Spin(6) group

then be enhance to SU(8), and the degrees of freedom can be arranged into a spin-two N = 8

supermultiplet, where the fields depend on all ten coordinates, or equivalently, if one expands

in Kaluza–Klein modes, an infinite number of four-dimensional N = 8 multiplets. If µ and m

denote SO(3, 1) and SO(6) vector indices respectively, the components of the supermultiplet
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are explicitly

spin-2: gµν 1

spin-32 : ψ±
µ 8

spin-1: gµ
m, Bµm, B̃µm1...m5 , g̃µm,m1...m6 , Cµm1...mp−1 28⊕ 2̄8

spin-12 : ψ±
m 56

spin-0: gmn, ϕ, B̃m1...m6 , Cm1...mp 35⊕ 3̄5

(3.1)

where the spin refers to the Spin(3, 1) representation, the last line is the SU(8) representation,

B̃ is the six-form potential dual to B, and p is odd for type IIA and even for type IIB. (The

formalism naturally gives the spin-1 fields together with their magnetic duals and so also

includes g̃, a vector potential defined to be dual to gµ
m and transforming in T ∗M⊗detT ∗M .)

The bosonic fields further admit a natural action of an E7(7) × R
+ structure group, with

the spin-1 vectors transforming in the 56 representation and the spin-0 scalars defining a

generalised metric that parameterises an E7(7)/(SU(8)× Z2) coset space.

In this paper, we want to focus on backgrounds admitting four-dimensional N = 1 super-

symmetry. Hence we consider a product space M10 = R
3,1 ×M and then pick out preferred

spinors on M . Selecting four of the 32 supercharges with respect we take a decomposition

of the form (2.3) and (2.4) which determines a pair of chiral Spin(6) spinors ǫ±. In the case

that the internal manifold has an SU(3) structure (2.5), ǫ+ and ǫ− are proportional to the

same spinor η selected by the SU(3). More generally the two spinors may be distinct and

one or other may even vanish on the manifold, in which case the background may not have

a description in terms of conventional global G-structures. While the individual spinors ǫ±

may not define a conventional G-structure, one can construct a combined eight-component

object

ζ =

(

ǫ+

ǫc−

)

(IIA) and ζ =

(

ǫ+

ǫ−

)

(IIB) (3.2)

Supersymmetry implies that the SU(8) norm is given by

ζ†ζ = e∆, (3.3)

(one can check this explicitly for SU(3) structures from (2.6)) and so never vanishes (since the

warp factor cannot vanish). Thus ζ defines a global generalised SU(7) ⊂ SU(8) ⊂ E7(7)×R
+-

structure. The representations in (3.1) decompose under SU(7) ⊂ SU(8) as

8 = 1⊕ 7, 28 = 7⊕ 21, 56 = 21⊕ 35, 35 = 35. (3.4)

The N = 8 multiplet then decomposes into N = 1 multiplets with at gravity multiplet in the

1 representation of SU(7), a set of spin-32 multiplets in the 7, vectors multiplets in 21 and

chiral multiplets in 35.

The scalar fields in the chiral multiplets parameterise the SU(7) ⊂ E7(7) × R
+ structure
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as follows. In generalised geometry, conventional tensors are packaged together to form rep-

resentations of a larger generalised structure group, in this case E7(7) × R
+. Examples of

such generalised tensor bundles are given in Appendix A. Given a global G-structure, with

G ⊂ E7(7)×R
+ one can decompose any generalised tensor bundle into irreducible representa-

tions of G. Bundles transforming in the singlet representation admit globally non-vanishing

sections which can be used to define the G-structure, provided they are not also a singlet

of any G′ ⊃ G. For G = SU(7), the structure is equivalent to the existence of a globally

non-vanishing complex tensor

ψ ∈ Γ(K̃C) ∧3EC ⊃ K̃C ∼ 9123, (3.5)

where (see appendix A)

K̃ =

{

R⊕ ∧2T ∗ ⊕ ∧3T ∗ ⊕ . . . type IIA

T ∗ ⊕ (S ⊗ ∧3T ∗)⊕ . . . type IIB
(3.6)

and 912 denotes the E7(7) × R
+ representation the fibres of K̃C transform in, with the sub-

script denoting the weight under R+. Similar to analysis of supersymmetric backgrounds in

conventional geometry, this generalised tensor can be expressed as a bilinear in the internal

spinors ζ. Any section of K̃C can be written in SU(8) indices as

κ = (καβ , καβγδ, κ̄αβ , κ̄αβγ
δ) (3.7)

The complex field ψ defining the SU(7) structure then takes the form

ψαβ = ζαζβ ψαβγδ = ψ̄αβ = ψ̄αβγ
δ = 0 (3.8)

where volG is the E7(7) ×R
+ invariant volume form and λ is some non-zero complex number.

Note that if we decompose K̃C into natural bundles we find for, e.g. IIA

K̃C ≃ C ⊕ ∧2T ∗
C
⊕ ∧3T ∗

C
⊕ ...

ψ ∼ ǭ−ǫ+ + ǭ−γ(2)ǫ
+ + (ǫ+T γ(3)ǫ

+ + ǫ−Tγ(3)ǫ
−) + ...

(3.9)

Hence, we see that ψ contains all of the information about the conventional spinor bilinears.

Similar results hold for M-theory and IIB backgrounds as well, with a different decomposition

in (3.9). The SU(8) subgroup is picked out by a choice of generalised metric, which encodes

g, B, B̃, Cp and dilaton ϕ and “dresses” the spinor bilinear, so that ψ determines all the

supergravity fields on M as well as all the bilinears. The key observation here is that, while

individually the spinor bilinears constructed from ǫ± need not give a well-defined G-structure,

when collected together in this form they always give a well-defined generalised G-structure.

We note that this formulation of supersymmetric backgrounds provides an interesting

classification called type [36, 70]. The type of the background given by ψ is defined to be the
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form degree of the first non-vanishing component under the decomposition (3.9). Thus the

IIA structures can be type 0, 2 or 3. Note that for the A solutions in table 1, either ǫ+ or ǫ−

vanishes and so they are of type 3. We see that, in contrast to the fact that these solutions

do not have a description in terms of pure spinors in O(6, 6) generalised geometry, by going

to exceptional generalised geometry we get a uniform treatment of all N = 1 backgrounds.

In summary, all the supergravity fields on M and the spinor bilinears are encoded in

SU(7) structure ψ, so that, for example in the special case of an SU(3)-structure

ψ ⇐⇒ {ω,Ω, a, b, ϕ,B, B̃, Cp}, (3.10)

where a and b are the scalars in (2.5). Depending on the values of these scalars we get different

types of structures, as we will see explicitly in the next section. Furthermore, from the N = 1

perspective, ψ parameterises the complex scalar fields in an (infinite) set of chiral multiplets.

We can then also identify the usual set of objects – Kähler potential, superpotential

and D-terms – the enter in the N = 1 action. The SU(7) structures live in a subspace

ψ ∈ Z ⊂ Γ(K̃C), which can be viewed as the space of sections Γ(QSU(7)), where QSU(7) is the

bundle
E7(7) × R

+

SU(7)
−→ QSU(7) −→M . (3.11)

We can then use the following

E7(7)

SU(7)
=

E7(7)

SU(8)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

scalars

× SU(8)

SU(7)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

supersymmetry

(3.12)

to see that, as discussed above, the space Z parameterises the scalar fields in the effective

theory, along with the space of possible spinors ζ defining the supersymmetry.6 The space

of structures admits a formal Kähler structure since it is parameterising the space of chiral

multiplets. The complex structure is selected uniquely by the off-shell N = 1 supersymmetry

in four dimensions and simply corresponds to identifying ψ as a complex coordinate on Z.
The metric on Z is inherited from the symmetric space metric on (3.12). In particular, we

can write the Kähler potential on Z as

K =

∫

M
(i s(ψ, ψ̄))1/3 (3.13)

where s is the natural extension of the symplectic invariant of E7(7) to ∧3EC (see appendix A

for more details). In terms of rewriting the two-derivative ten-dimensional theory in a four-

6The additional R+ factor in (3.11) corresponds to conformal rescalings of ζ which can be absorbed into
the warp factor of the four-dimensional metric. Note also that, under SU(7), deformations of the scalars
transform in the 35 representation and deformations of ζ in 7⊕ 1. In the full theory, these extra components
are non-physical in that they are be removed by local SU(8) transformations. However, both they and the R

+

factor are specified once one fixes a particular supersymmetric background. This is exactly analogous to the
fact the a Calabi–Yau background specifies more information then simply the physical metric.
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dimensional N = 1 language, this is the Kähler potential which controls the four-dimensional

kinetic terms of chiral multiplet scalars.

The rewriting means we should also be able to define a superpotential for the chiral fields.

It turns out that this is equal to the singlet part of the intrinsic torsion for the SU(7) structure

defined by ψ [18]. More explicitly, up to an overall constant, we can write

W ∝
∫

M
i s(ψ, T ) =

∫

M

s(ψ̄, (D ×ad ψ) · ψ)
s(ψ̄, ψ)

(3.14)

where D is any generalised connection compatible with the SU(8) ⊃ SU(7) structure. As we

will see in the next section, given a conventional SU(3) structure there are different ways it

can define a generalised SU(7) structure, which correspond to the different A/B/C-types in

tables 1 and 2. Recall that provide neither a or b vanish, the background is a special case

of the GMPT pure-spinor geometries [19, 27]. For this latter class the superpotential (3.14)

takes the form [18]

W ∝
∫

M

〈
Φ±, F − 8id(e−3∆ ImΦ∓)

〉
, (3.15)

where Φ± are the pure spinors and 〈 , 〉 is the Mukai pairing, in agreement with [29, 71, 72].

Specialising further to the different SU(3)-structure types gives

WIIA, O6 ∝
∫

M
e3∆−ϕ

[

e−ϕ(H3 + idω) ∧ Im(e−iβΩ) + iF̃IIA ∧ eB+iω
]

, (BC-type) (3.16)

WIIB, O3/O7 ∝
∫

M
e3∆−ϕG3 ∧Ω, (B-type) (3.17)

WIIB, O5/O9 ∝
∫

M
e3∆−ϕ

(
F̃3 + ie−ϕdω

)
∧ Ω, (C-type) (3.18)

giving the “torsionful” generalisations of the flux superpotentials (2.11)–(2.13), where the

SU(3) structure is no longer assumed to be Calabi–Yau (including the overall warp-factor

and dilaton dependence). If a or b vanish then we are outside the GMPT ansatz. However

the general expression (3.14) still holds and, on substituting for the SU(3) structure one finds

the Hull–Strominger-like superpotential [73–78] (that also applies to the heterotic string)

WHS ∝
∫

M
e3∆e−2ϕ(H3 + idω) ∧Ω, (A-type) (3.19)

Thus (3.14) is a universal form that captures each of the familiar Gukov–Vafa–Witten-type su-

perpotentials as special cases of SU(7) structures. Furthermore, it is important to note that it

is also not restricted to a function of the Calabi–Yau moduli (as was the case in section 2.2) but

rather is a function of completely generic structures and internal fields {ω,Ω, a, b, ϕ,B,Cp}.
The final ingredient in the rewriting is to identify the set of gauge fields and D-terms.

It turns out that the gauge group is precisely the “generalised diffeomorphism” group GDiff,

which is the group of combining conventional diffeomorphism with form-field gauge trans-

– 17 –



formation. Infinitesimally, GDiff transformations are parameterised by a generalised vector

V ∈ Γ(E) which is a combination of vector and tensor fields transforming in the 56 repres-

entation of E7(7) × R
+, as given in (A.1) and (A.2), and are generated by the corresponding

generalised Lie derivative (or Dorfman derivative) LV . Thus set get an infinite set of vec-

tor multiplet fields Aµ which are sections of E. Furthermore, GDiff preserves the Kähler

structure on Z, and for each gauge transformation V ∈ Γ(E) we get a corresponding D-term

D ∼ µ(V ) := 1
3

∫

M
i s(LV ψ, ψ̄)(is(ψ, ψ̄))

−2/3. (3.20)

This somewhat messy expression is, as always for D-terms, none other than the moment map

for the action of GDiff on the space of structures Z [18]. As for the superpotential (3.14), on

assuming we have a conventional SU(3)-structure background, defining a particular class of

SU(7) structure, the moment map reduces to the standard D-term expressions [29, 79].

The structure of the N = 1 reformulation is extremely useful for understanding the

conditions for supersymmetry. From the four-dimensional perspective the superpotential and

Kähler potential, together with any D-terms, determine the potential for the scalar fields

ψ as in (1.1). This potential is the “internal” part of the theory, that is the part of the

ten-dimensional Lagrangian that contains no four-dimensional derivative, integrated over M .

The conditions for supersymmetry should then correspond to

F-terms: δW/δψ = 0,

D-terms: µ = 0,
(3.21)

(since W is homogeneous, W = 0 follows from δW/δψ = 0). These conditions give differential

constraints on ψ that are equivalent to the Killing spinor equations, and to integrability of

the SU(7) structure defined by ψ, i.e. the existence of a torsion-free compatible generalised

connection [18].

For the F-terms, instead of writing the differential constraints directly in terms of ψ, as

was noted in [18] it is more convenient to first consider a slightly weaker structure. Instead

of the SU(7) structure, one considers a U(7) × R
+ structure which can be defined by gen-

eralised tensor J ∈ ad F̃ transforming in the adjoint representation of E7(7). This defines a

decomposition of the (complexified) generalised tangent bundle EC as

EC = L+3 ⊕ L+1 ⊕ L−1 ⊕ L−3.

56 = 73 ⊕ 2̄11 ⊕ 7̄
−1 ⊕ 21

−3,
(3.22)

where Ln is the ni-eigenbundle under the action of J , L−n = Ln, and in the second line we

give the decomposition under SU(7). The important bundle is L3 since a choice of L3 is

equivalent to a choice of J , provided L3 satisfies certain algebraic constraints. The weaker
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U(7) ×R
+ structure is related to the full supersymmetric SU(7) structure by

V • ψ = 0 ⇔ V ∈ Γ(L3) (3.23)

where • : K̃ ⊗ E → C is a projection map to the generalised bundle C transforming in the

86454 representation of E7(7) × R
+. One can use this equation to find L3 uniquely from

ψ, or ψ up to a scale from L3. This also provides an alternative definition of the type of a

background as the codimension of a(L3), where a : E → TM is the anchor map.

Since the structure defined by L3, or equivalently J , is a strictly weaker structure than the

SU(7) structure, the integrability of the latter should be expressible in terms of integrability

of the U(7) × R
+ structure along with some additional constraints. One finds

U(7) ×R
+ structure integrable ⇔ LVW ∈ Γ(L3) ∀V,W ∈ Γ(L3), (3.24)

that is, the U(7)×R
+ structure is integrable if and only if the vector bundle L3 is involutive

with respect to Dorfman derivative. This structure is analogous to complex structures in con-

ventional geometry,7 with L3 playing the role of T 1,0 and ψ playing the role of Ω, and hence

the structure was called an exceptional complex structure. Furthermore, integrability of J is

implied by the F-term conditions δW/δψ = 0, although the latter is a slightly stronger condi-

tion. Integrability of the full SU(7) structure, which implies that the supergravity background

preserves at least N = 1 supersymmetry, is equivalent to

U(7)× R
+ integrable and µ = 0, (3.25)

that is, imposing, in addition to involutivity, the D-term conditions.

It is instructive to understand how the different F- and D-term conditions for integrability

are related to the intrinsic torsion of the SU(7) structure. The latter decomposes into SU(7)×
U(1) representations as

W int
SU(7) ∼ 1

−7 ⊕ 7̄
−3 ⊕ 21

−1 ⊕ 35
−5 ⊕ c.c. (3.26)

Involutivity of the L3 bundle is necessary and sufficient to set the 1
−7⊕35

−5 components of

W int
SU(7) to zero. The full F-terms δW/δψ = 0 are slightly stronger setting 1

−7 ⊕ 7̄
−3 ⊕ 35

−5

components to zero. Finally the vanishing of a moment map sets the 7̄
−3⊕21

−1 components

to zero.8.

In summary, we have reviewed how one can reformulate the conditions for a four-dimensional

supersymmetric background in terms of F- and D-terms for a infinite-dimensional space Z
of chiral fields. A point in Z correspond to a generalised SU(7) structure ψ, which com-

pletely determines the supergravity fields on the compact space M . Supersymmetry imposes

7Or indeed generalised complex structures in O(d, d) generalised geometry.
8The sharing of the 7̄

−3 component between the F- and D-term conditions, is a consequence of the spin-
frac32 multiplets in the N = 1 formulation.
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involutivity and the moment map constraints on ψ, corresponding to

F-terms ∼ L3 Involutivity

D-terms ∼ µ = 0
(3.27)

We will now turn to how these conditions appear in each of the different classes SU(3) structure

backgrounds.

3.2 SU(3) structure backgrounds as exceptional complex structures

As we saw in section 2, there are different families supersymmetric flux backgrounds with

conventional SU(3) structure, depending on whether we are in type IIB or IIA, what fluxes

are turned on, and two complex functions a, b which define how the internal spinor ǫ defining

the SU(3) structure uplifts to a ten-dimensional spinor. From our previous discussion, they

can all however be described by an exceptional complex structure, with the complicated

differential constraints translating into involutivity and vanishing moment map.

In this section, we will show how to write the generalised tensor ψ and the associated

vector bundle L3, which define the exceptional complex structure, in terms of the SU(3)

tensors ω,Ω, along with the complex functions a, b. We will also see explicitly how involutivity

recovers a subset of the supersymmetry conditions given in tables 1 and 2.

SU(3) structure backgrounds in IIB

We will start by constructing generic SU(3) structure backgrounds in type IIB in the language

of exceptional complex structures. That is, we will construct ψ ∈ Γ(K̃C), and the associated

L3, such that the algebraic constraints set out in [18] are satisfied. Decomposing the bundle

K̃C under the IIB structure group GL(6,R)× SL(2,R), we find

K̃C = T ∗ ⊕ S ⊗ ∧3T ∗ ⊕ . . . (3.28)

where S is the SL(2,R) doublet. This implies that the type of an exceptional complex structure

in IIB, as defined above, can only be 1 or 3. A type 1 structure implies the existence of a 1-

form on the manifold and hence a further reduced structure group. A genuine SU(3) structure

background can therefore only be type 3.

The most general type 3 structure built from ω, Ω, a and b has the form

ψ = e2∆−ϕeΣ · si 18Ω ⇒ L3 = eΣ · [T 0,1 ⊕ siT ∗1,0 ⊕ ∧3,0T ∗] (3.29)

where

Σ = riω + 1
2αω

2 + 1
6c
iω3, (3.30)

and eΣ is the adjoint action of Σ viewed as an element of the Lie algebra e7,C. The r
i, si, ci are

complex vectors in the SL(2,R) doublet, and α is some complex function which all depend on

a, b and the dilaton ϕ. In general, ψ will also have dependence on the form-field potentials B,
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B̃ and Cp. However, we will use a formulation where we always “untwist” by the potentials

(via an E7(7) action) and instead modify the Dorfman derivative LV to one with explicit flux

terms denoted LFV . (For details, see appendix A.)

The complex vectors and functions can be found by expanding the spinor bilinear (3.8)

and using the redundancy in the definition of Σ to put them into a convenient form.9 We

find that

si =

(

ab
1
2e

−ϕ(b2 − a2)

)

(3.31)

while the other coefficients depend on whether ab = 0 or not. In the case that ab 6= 0, so we

are in the case studied in [27, 31], we find that

ri =

(

0

ie−ϕ a
2+b2

2ab

)

α = e−ϕ
a2 − b2
2ab

ci = ie−ϕ
a2 + b2

2ab

(

1

e−ϕ b
2−a2

4ab

)

. (3.32)

In the case where a = 0 or b = 0, the expressions for ri, α and ci are clearly singular. However,

both ψ and the bundle L3 are regular in this limit. To see this, we note that

eΣ · [T 0,1 ⊕ siT ∗1,0 ⊕ ∧3,0T ∗] = eΣek s
iω · [T 0,1 ⊕ siT ∗1,0 ⊕ ∧3,0T ∗] (3.33)

for any function k. We can therefore equivalently define our structure using the twist

Σ̃(k) = (ri + k si)ω + 1
2 (α− k ǫijrisj)ω2 + 1

6 c̃
iω3

= r̃iω + 1
2 α̃ω

2 + 1
6 c̃
iω3

(3.34)

Setting k = i/ab we find

r̃i =

(

i

ie−ϕ ba

)

α̃ = −e−ϕ ba c̃i = ie−ϕ

(
3b
2a

e−ϕ( b
2

4a2
− 1)

)

(3.35)

which has a well-defined limit as b → 0. In this limit we can take the exceptional complex

structure as in (3.29), with now10

ri =

(

i

0

)

α = 0 ci =

(

0

−ie−2ϕ

)

. (3.36)

To obtain an expression which has a manifestly well-defined limit under a→ 0, one can take

k = −i/ab.
Now that we know how SU(3) structure backgrounds in IIB can be expressed in this

language, we would like to find the conditions that arise from involutivity of the structure

(3.29), or equivalently the F-terms for the associated background. We will not assume any

9Note that in defining L = eΣ · L̃, the twist Σ is only defined up to Stab(L̃).
10We have dropped the tildes in this equation to allow for more uniform notation.
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properties of the intrinsic torsion of the SU(3) structure or the flux a priori, but will instead see

how involutivity constrains the background geometry. Taking generic sections V, V ′ ∈ Γ(L3),

we find that LFV V
′ ∈ Γ(L3) if and only if

[T 0,1, T 0,1] ⊆ T 0,1 , F(0,1) = 0 , F
i
(0,3) = 0 , ǫijs

i
F
j
(1,2) = 0 , F(2,3) = 0 (3.37)

where we define the complex differential polyform FIIB, that arises from the (complex) twisting

Σ, as combinations of real flux and geometry of the form11

F1 = −F1(ǫijs
ipj)2 + ǫijs

idsj (3.38)

F
i
3 = F i + d(riω) + pi(ǫjkr

jpk)F1 ∧ ω (3.39)

F5 = F5 +
1
2d(αω

2) + ǫijr
iω ∧ F j + 1

2ǫijr
iω ∧ d(rjω) + 1

2 (ǫijr
ipj)2F1 ∧ ω2 (3.40)

We have used the notation F i = (H3, F3) is the SL(2,R) doublet of 3-form fluxes, pi = (0,−1)
is a constant vector and the subscripts denote the real degree (or in (3.37) the complex (p, q)-

degree) of the differential form. The RR fluxes are the gauge-invariant RR fluxes, i.e. those

satisfying dFn = H ∧ Fn−3. In the definition of the type 3 structure (3.29), there is a kernel

for the action of Σ, meaning that only certain parts of the complex flux FIIB actually appear,

and these are the ones that are constrained by (3.37).

Note that the equations in (3.37) imply the background is always complex, consistent

with W1 = W2 = 0 in table 2. Given that the involutive bundle is invariant under change

of twist (3.34), the involutivity conditions should be invariant under ri → r̃i, α → α̃, for

arbitrary k. It is a quick calculation to verify that this is indeed the case. Using this fact,

we can analyse how the involutivity conditions constrain the flux and intrinsic torsion of the

background in the two cases ab 6= 0 and ab = 0.

Case 1 – ab 6= 0: In this case, we can use the tensors ri, α defined in (3.32). The

involutivity conditions (3.37) then reduce to

[T 0,1, T 0,1] ⊂ T 0,1 (3.41)

F(0,1) − ∂̄
(
e−ϕ(a2−b2)

2ab

)

= 0 (3.42)

F(0,3) = H(0,3) = 0 (3.43)

F(1,2) − e−ϕ
(
b2−a2

2ab

)

H(1,2) + i∂̄
(

e−ϕ a
2+b2

2ab ω
)

= 0 (3.44)

F(2,3) + ∂̄
(

e−ϕ a
2−b2

4ab ω2
)

− ie−ϕ a
2+b2

2ab ω ∧H(1,2) = 0 (3.45)

Encouragingly, setting a = ±b, we recover some of the equations that appear in column (C)

of table 2, while setting a = ±ib, we recover some of the equations in column (B). More

generally, we recover the conditions for backgrounds in the column (ABC), reviewed in [1].

11The non-standard normalisation of F1 comes from shifting Σ by a term in Stab(L̃) is chosen to ensure that
we have a well-defined b→ 0 limit.
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Case 2 – ab = 0: We will work with the case b = 0 and use the twist parameters in

(3.36).12 The involutivity conditions (3.37) translate to the following.

[T 0,1, T 0,1] ⊂ T 0,1 (3.46)

F(0,3) = H(0,3) = 0 (3.47)

H(1,2) + i∂̄ω = 0 (3.48)

F(2,3) + iF(1,2) ∧ ω − 1
2F(0,1) ∧ ω2 = 0 (3.49)

We see that these are consistent with the equations in column (A) of table 2.

SU(3) structure backgrounds in IIA

To find the possible exceptional complex structures which can be constructed from (conven-

tional) SU(3) structures in IIA, we first decompose the bundle K̃C under the IIA structure

group GL(6,R) ⊂ GL(7,R), we find

K̃C = C⊕ ∧2T ∗ ⊕ ∧3T ∗ ⊕ ... (3.50)

We see that, in this case, the structure can be type 0, 2 or 3. For type 2 structures, we require

a 2-form on the manifold which again implies a further reduction of the structure group from

SU(3). Genuine SU(3) structure backgrounds can therefore only be type 0 or type 3. We will

start with the type 0 case.

The most general type 0 background we can construct using only the SU(3) tensors ω,Ω,

two complex functions a, b, the dilaton and the warp factor is

ψ = e2∆−ϕeΣ · f ⇒ L3 = eΣ · (T ⊕ C) (3.51)

where

Σ = −iω + αΩ + βΩ̄ (3.52)

The complex parameters f, α, β are functions that can be expressed in terms of a, b, ϕ as the

following.

f = 1
8ab̄ α = e−ϕ b̄

2a β = −e−ϕ a
2b̄

(3.53)

Checking involutivity of this bundle is involutive under the flux-deformed (massive) IIA

Dorfman derivative, as given in [80] and reproduced in A, if and only if

H = 0, F4 = 0, F6 = 0 (3.54)

where we define the complex differential polyform FIIA, that arises from the (complex) twisting

12The case a = 0 works similarly, with the twist parameters given by (3.34) with k = −i/ab, and then taking
the limit a→ 0.
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by Σ, as combinations of real flux and geometry of the form

F0 = F0

F2 = F2 + iωF0

H = H + idω

F4 = F4 + iω ∧ F2 − 1
2ω

2F0 + d(αΩ+ βΩ̄)

F6 = F6 + iω ∧ F4 − 1
2ω

2 ∧ F2 +
1
6 iω

3F0 −H ∧ (αΩ+ βΩ̄)

(3.55)

There is a kernel for the action of Σ in (3.51), so that only H, F4 and F6 are constrained. ,

giving

H = 0 (3.56)

dω = 0 (3.57)

F4 − d
(

Re
(

e−ϕ |a|2−|b|2

2ab Ω
))

= 0 (3.58)

ω ∧ F2 + d
(

Im
(

e−ϕ |a|2+|b|2

2ab Ω
))

= 0 (3.59)

and

F0 = F6 = ω ∧ F4 =
1
2ω

2 ∧ F2 = 0, (3.60)

where we have used the vanishing of W1 that follows from dω = 0 to simplify the expressions.

For these type-0 backgrounds we see the involutivity condition reproduces a subset of the

equations which appear in the (BC) column of table 1. Note in particular that they set

F0 = F0 = 0 and we are necessarily in the non-massive version of type IIA.

We can ask what happens in the limit a → 0 (the limit b → 0 works similarly). In this

limit, the coefficients in (3.52) go like α → ∞, β → 0. This divergence of the twist factor

indicates a change in type, and indeed one can show that in this limit the exceptional complex

structure becomes

ψ = e2∆−ϕeΣb̄2Ω ⇒ L3 = eΣ ·
(
T 0,1 ⊕ C⊕ ∧2,0T ∗

)
(3.61)

where

Σ = −iω + 1
8e

−2ϕΩ ∧ Ω̄ (3.62)

That is, the case a = 0 (or b = 0) is represented by a type 3 structure in IIA. The conditions

for involutivity of the L3 bundle are then

[T 0,1, T 0,1] ⊂ T 0,1, H(1,2) = H(0,3) = 0, F(1,3) = 0, F6 = 0 (3.63)

where the complex fluxes take the same form as in (3.55), except without the Ω, Ω̄ terms.
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From these we get the constraints on the geometry:

[T 0,1, T 0,1] ⊂ T 0,1 (3.64)

H(1,2) + i∂̄ω = 0 (3.65)

F(1,3) + iω ∧ F(0,2) = 0 (3.66)

F6 − 1
2ω

2 ∧ F2 = 0 (3.67)

ω ∧ F4 − 1
6ω

3F0 = 0. (3.68)

These equations reproduce some of the conditions in the A column of table 1, as expected. It

is worth noting that while the IIA type 0 (BC column) solutions and IIB type 3 backgrounds

in the B, C and ABC columns, can all famously be described using pure spinors in the O(6, 6)

generalised geometry [19, 27], the IIA and IIB type 3 backgrounds in the A columns are

outside this class. However, by going to E7(7) × R
+ generalised geometry we get a uniform

description of all N = 1 geometries.

4 Exact moduli from generalised geometry

We now turn to our central question of calculating the moduli of SU(3)-structure flux back-

grounds using the generalised structures we have just described.

In the absence of flux the internal space metric has SU(3)-holonomy, making it a Calabi–

Yau manifold and the Kähler and complex moduli are counted by Dolbeault cohomology

groups. As we saw summarised in tables 1 and 2, the SU(3) structure metric solving the

equations of motion may be profoundly changed by the inclusion of fluxes. This is particularly

the case for IIA backgrounds, whose SU(3) structures may be non-Kähler (W3 6= 0) or even

non-complex (W2 6= 0). A priori much less is known about such backgrounds and their moduli,

when compared to the Calabi–Yau geometry.

As reviewed in section 2.2, using the small-flux limit, one can get an approximate under-

standing of how the Calabi–Yau moduli are lifted by presence of flux by analysing the effective

superpotential (and in some cases D-terms). However, this approximation breaks down if the

flux is of order the Calabi–Yau curvature at any point on the manifold, so we cannot be sure

that previously heavier moduli do not become massless in the presence of flux. In recent

years there has been some work on understanding non-complex IIA backgrounds using new

cohomology groups [33–35, 81, 82].However, despite this progress a full and direct analysis of

the moduli of these non-Kähler and non-complex backgrounds is still to be completed.

As we will now discuss, we can derive the exact moduli from the exceptional complex

structure. In particular, we will demonstrate that the result is (i) purely holomorphic, in-

dependent of the Kähler potential on the space of structures (section 4.1) and (ii) invariant

under certain deformations of the background ψ called GDiffC flows (section 4.2). The latter

point is important because it means that we can calculate the exact moduli either on the

fully supersymmetric geometry with all the fluxes back-reacted, or equivalently on a non-

supersymmetric background without the full back-reaction but related to the actual solution
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by a GDiffC flows. In each case we will see that the moduli are calculated by a cohomology

naturally defined by the exceptional complex structure that extends the de Rham or Dol-

beault cohomology of the Calabi–Yau space. Under the extension, deformations that were

previously closed can become non-closed, and ones that were previously non-exact can become

exact. Physically, as we will see, the former correspond to moduli lifted by F-terms and the

latter mooduli lifted by D-terms. This structure proves that the full calculations with finite

flux in fact agree with the intuition of conventional moduli stabilisation that comes from the

small-flux limit. In this section we discuss the general formalism and then in section 5 we

calculate the exact moduli of all SU(3) structure backgrounds.

4.1 Moduli space of exceptional complex structures

The description of moduli of generic N = 1 supersymmetric backgounds using exceptional

complex structures was first given in [18] are is equally applicable to M-theory or type II. Since

any such background has a unique integrable SU(7) structure on the internal space, and any

two backgrounds are equivalent if they are related by a combination of diffeomorphisms and

guage transformations, we can identify the supersymmetric moduli space with

Mψ := {ψ ∈ Z |ψ an integrable SU(7) structure}/GDiff (4.1)

In identifying the physical moduli space, one needs to note that backgrounds defined by ψ

and ψ′ = λψ for some non-zero constant λ ∈ C
∗ are physically equivalent, since constant

rescaling of ψ just corresponds to a constant rescaling of warp factor. Hence, the physical

moduli space is given by13

Mphys =Mψ/C
∗ (4.2)

Noting the discussion around (3.23), a choice of L3 defines ψ up to a local scale, and it was

shown in [18] that we may describe the physical moduli space as

Mphys = {L3 |ψ an integrable SU(7) structure}/GDiff

= {L3 |L3 involutive, µ = 0}/GDiff

= X̂ //GDiff

(4.3)

In the final line we have defined X̂ = {L3 |L3 involutive}, the space of integrable U(7) × R
+

structures.14 Since µ is a moment map for the action of GDiff, we see that the second line is

precisely the definition of a Kähler quotient of X̂ which we denote using the double-slash in

the final line. This picture of F-terms imposing a holomorphic condition (here the involutivity)

13From (3.11) and (3.12), the space Mψ could also contain deformations of the Killing spinor which do
not change the generalised metric, or equivalently the physical fields. Such deformations can only occur if
the background preserves more than minimal supersymmetry and correspond to changing the precise N = 1
algebra expressed within an N = 2 theory. If we exclude this possibility then Mψ/C

∗ corresponds to the
massless chiral scalars.

14Note that throughout we are only considering ECSs L3 that admit corresponding SU(7) structures ψ.
That is to say, for which the line bundle UJ ⊂ K̃C defined by J is trivial.
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and D-terms giving a Kähler quotient is very familiar from the analysis of conventional N = 1

backgrounds, the only difference being that here everything is infinite-dimensional.

The final observation made in [18] was that, by Geometrical Invariant Theory (GIT),

Kähler quotients by a real group are equivalent to a normal quotient by the complexified

group (for reviews see for example [83, 84]), that is

Mphys ≃ X̂/GDiffC (4.4)

There is really an important subtlety here in that one should really restrict to a special set

of “polystable points” X̂ ps ⊂ X̂ in the complex quotient. For the moduli space calculation,

assuming the quotients are all well-behaved (which may be a strong assumption), we can

ignore this subtlety since the stable points form an open subset of X̂ and so assuming we

are starting with a background that is supersymmetric (and hence stable), every point in its

infinitesimal neighbourhood will also be stable. We should also explain a bit more about what

is meant by the complexified group. At a point p ∈ M the space of U(7) × R
+ structures is

parameterised by the coset

J |p ∈ E7(7)/U(7) ≃ E7,C/PU(7), (4.5)

where PU(7) ⊂ E7,C is the parabolic subgroup that stabilises L3|p. As in (3.11) the space of

U(7) ×R
+ structures J is given by X = Γ(QU(7)×R+) where QU(7)×R+ is that bundle

E7,C

PU(7)
−→ QU(7)×R+ −→M . (4.6)

Given an U(7)×R
+ structure J ∈ X , the infinitesimal gdiff action defines a vector ρV ∈ TJX

by ıρV δJ = LFV J . Then by definition the action of an element the complexified Lie algebra

gdiffC ≃ Γ(EC) ∋ U = V + iW is by a vector field of the form

ρV+iW := ρV + IρW ∈ TX where V,W ∈ Γ(E), (4.7)

where I is the complex structure on X . The corresponding action on the subbundle L3 is

LFV+iWL3. This forms a closed Lie algebra because the complex structure I is invariant under

GDiff. Formally one cannot exponentiate this algebra into a group GDiffC but one can still

define on object as the flows generated by such (real) vector fields on X and this is what we

mean by GDiffC throughout.15. From the Leibniz property of LFV it is easy to see that GDiffC

maps involutive structures into involutive structures and hence GDiffC acts on the space of

involutive structures X̂ .
15This is exactly analogous to the definition of the complexified “group” that appears in describing Kähler–

Einstein geometries [84]
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4.2 Counting moduli by cohomologies

One of the benefits of the formulation of the moduli space given in (4.4) is that it naturally

gives the infinitesimal moduli of a given background in terms of a cohomology, as we now

discuss. Infinitesimally, the physical moduli are counted by the deformations of the integrable

U(7)×R
+ up to infinitesimal GDiffC transformations. Thus given an involutive L3, under a

deformation we get the

L′
3 = (1 +A) · L3, (4.8)

where A is a section A ∈ Γ(adQU(7)×R+) where adQU(7)×R+ is the (complex) Lie-algebra-

valued vector bundle associated to QU(7) with fibres e7,C/pU(7) where pU(7) is the Lie algebra

associated to PU(7). We then require that the deformed bundle L′
3 is involutive to linear order

in A. This defines a linear differential operator d1 under which A must be closed, i.e. d1A = 0.

Since we want to mod out by GDiffC We consider a deformation to be exact, or trivial, if it

can be written as

L′
3 = (1 + LFU )L3 some U ∈ Γ(EC) (4.9)

This defines a second linear differential d2, and we say that A defines a trivial deformation if

A = d2V . We therefore see that the moduli of the involutive background are counted by the

cohomology of the following complex.

Γ(EC)
d2−−−−−→ Γ(adQU(7)×R+)

d1−−−−−→ Γ(W int
U(7)×R+), (4.10)

where W int
U(7)×R+ is the space of the intrinsic torsion of the U(7) × R

+ structure.

An important aspect of this formulation of the moduli space is that the moment map,

and hence the Kähler metric on Z, entirely drops out from the right hand side of (4.4). This

means that the moduli depend only on the complex structure of Z, which is determined by

the off-shell supersymmetry in four-dimensions.

In general, as discussed in [18], this complex can be related to the Chevalley–Eilenberg

complex (∧∗L∗
3,dL3) that arises from the fact that L3 is a Lie algebroid. However, in practice,

as we will see in section 5, one can use the structure of the particular supersymmetric back-

ground to write this cohomology in terms of conventional cohomology groups. The operators

d1 and d2 take the form

di ∼ d∆ + F (4.11)

where d∆ is the exterior derivative d for type 0 backgrounds and the Dolbeault operator ∂̄

for type 3 backgrounds and F is the general complex flux that appeared in section 3.2. Thus

turning on finite flux deforms the operators that appear in calculating the Calabi–Yau moduli

by F.

We then find a nice geometric interpretation for F-term and D-term lifting. Suppose we

have some naive modulusR ∈ Γ(adQU(7)×R+) of a Calabi–Yau background. After introducing

flux, the differentials d1 and d2 can a F piece and the näıve modulus may now be obstructed

in two possible ways: either it is no longer closed (d1R 6= 0) or it is now exact (R = d2V for
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X̂

Calabi–Yau with flux
Graña–Polchinski Background

µ = 0

etLU

Figure 1. An illustration of the SU(7) moduli space around the GP background. The space X̂
is the space of all involutive exceptional complex structures. The black line denotes the space of
supersymmetric backgrounds, where µ = 0. The blue lines denote the orbits under the GDiffC group.
The GP background is connected to a ‘Calabi–Yau with flux’ geometry in which the back-reaction of
the flux is not taken into account. Such a geometry is not a solution to the equations of motion (it
does not sit on the µ = 0 surface). The invariance of the moduli along GDiffC orbits means that one
can equally calculate the moduli at the GP point or the ‘Calabi–Yau with flux’ point.

some V ∈ Γ(EC)). In the first case, this would correspond to performing a deformation which

breaks involutivity. In the latter case, the deformed background is related to the undeformed

via some complex GDiffC. Generically, these will take us away from the µ = 0 surface and

hence will generate some non-zero D-terms. We therefore see that we have the following

interpretation.
F-term lifting ↔ R not closed

D-term lifting ↔ R exact
(4.12)

Crucially, unlike the usual small-flux argument, our analysis is valid for finite flux, the only

assumption being that we have a supersymmetric background. In particular, as we will see

in the next section, this method clarifies the question as to how the moduli of the non-Kähler

backgrounds are counted. A priori, still requires the validity of the two-derivative supergravity

approximation and hence the same restrictions outlined in section 2.2. However, in section 6,

we will argue that it actually captures the moduli even when all the perturbative corrections

to the supergravity limit are included.

Finally we note that the fact that the moduli space appears as a complex quotient (4.4)

also implies that we do not have to be at the supersymmetric point, where the moment

map µ vanishes, to calculate the moduli but can be anywhere along a GDiffC orbit. In other

words, the procedure of computing the geometric moduli (4.10) would work equally well when

deforming around some involutive L3 with µ 6= 0 as it would for an involutive L3 with µ = 0

provided they are in the same GDiffC orbit. Backgrounds which have an involutive bundle

L3 but which do not satisfy the moment map constraint are ones with vanishing F-terms
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but not necessarily D-terms. This situation is familiar from some of the cases in section 2.2,

where one calculates the moduli of some Calabi–Yau geometry with flux, rather than the fully

back-reacted supersymmetric geometry. In particular, the type IIB B-type Graña–Polchinski

supersymmetric backgrounds are conformally Calabi–Yau, and via a GDiffC transformation

one can set the conformal factor to a constant, so that the non-supersymmetric Calabi–Yau

geometry with non-trivial flux lies in the same orbit. Thus in this case we immediately see

that the näıve moduli space calculation where one turns on flux on the Calabi–Yau and

ignores the backreaction actually gives the correct moduli for the fully back-reacted solution.

See figure 1 for an illustration of this point. We will use this equivalence to our advantage in

the following calculations.

5 Calculating the moduli of SU(3)-structure flux backgrounds

We now turn to the detailed calculation of the number of moduli for SU(3)-structure string

backgrounds with finite flux in the supergravity limit. We will assume that the underlying

complex manifold has a Calabi–Yau topology so that the calculation corresponds to finding

which moduli are lifted by the presence of the finite flux. Our tools are in principle equally

applicable to supersymmetric flux backgrounds which have no fluxless Calabi–Yau counter-

part, but we are not then guaranteed to be able to use properties like the ∂∂̄-lemma (which

plays a key role for type-3 backgrounds) or the vanishing of certain cohomology classes.

5.1 Flux-deformed differentials and spectral sequences

The discussion of the moduli has so far been somewhat abstract. However, we can be very

concrete about the form of the differentials d1, d2 in (4.10) simply by looking at the form of

L3. Every exceptional complex structure takes the following form

L3 = eΣ · (∆⊕ . . . ) (5.1)

for some distribution ∆ ⊂ TC and some twist Σ which is a sum of differential forms. The

involutivity constraints tell us that ∆ is an integrable distribution under the Lie bracket,

[∆,∆] ⊂ ∆, and hence there exists an associated differential d∆. For backgrounds with an

SU(3) structure, we have16

∆ =

{

T type 0

T 0,1 type 3
⇒ d∆ =

{

d type 0

∂̄ type 3
(5.2)

The remaining involutivity conditions, given in section 3.2, can then be schematically be

written as

π(d∆Σ+ F ) = πF = 0 (5.3)

16In fact, this discussion holds for generic exceptional complex structures with arbitrary type. In those cases,
the distribution ∆, and the associated differential d∆ are more general.

– 30 –



where F = d∆Σ + F and π is a projection onto certain GL(6,R)/GL(3,C) representations,

given in section 3.2, in the type 0/type 3 cases respectively. We can further use the G-

structure defined by ∆ to decompose each of the bundles in the deformation complex (4.10).

In doing so, we will see that the differentials are given by a combination of d∆ and F.

Γ(EC) Γ(adQU(7)×R+) Γ(W int
U(7)×R+).

d∆+F d∆+F
(5.4)

In each case the complex flux F is closed under the action of d∆. Furthermore, as we are

about to see, the calculation of the moduli only depends on the class [F] in d∆ cohomology17.

One can view the d∆ + F operator as a generalisation of the d + H operator that appears

in O(d, d) generalised geometry to one that includes all the fluxes, although it is also more

special in the sense that it is only defined when one has an integrable L3 bundle.

We would like to relate the cohomology of such complexes to the cohomology of d∆, that

is de Rham cohomology for type 0 and Dolbeault cohomology for type 3.18 In general, this

can be done with spectral sequences, the details of which can be determined by looking at the

differential equations arising from (5.4). Suppose our moduli fields are written as the set of sec-

tions {a1, a2, . . . , an} that comes from a section of Γ(adQU(7)×R+) decomposed into GL(3,C)

(type 3) or GL(6,R) (type 0) representations. Similarly we label the gauge transformations

{b1, b2, . . . , bn}, a section of Γ(EC) again decomposed into irreducible representations. The

conditions for the {ai} to lie in the cohomology of (5.4) are19

d∆a1 = 0, δa1 = d∆b1,

d∆a2 + F · a1 = 0, δa2 = d∆b2 + F · b1,
d∆a3 + F · a2 = 0, δa3 = d∆b3 + F · b2,

...
...

d∆an + F · an−1, = 0 δan = d∆ + F · b3,

(5.5)

where F · ai and F · bi denote a linear action of the complex flux on the deformation and

gauge parameters, given by contractions and wedge products of vectors and differential forms.

Note that the GL(6,R) or GL(3,C) grading is such that there always exists some parameter

whose closure and exactness condition is purely differential, a1 in this case. Formally one

can view (5.5) as defining a double complex on the spaces of objects ai and bi where d∆
acts vertically and F acts horizontally and d∆ + F acts on the total complex formed by

combining terms of the diagonals. The spectral sequence is then a standard way to compute

the cohomology of the total complex from the double complex.

17This is consistent with the independence of the moduli under the form-field transformations in GDiffC.
See also [36].

18Recall that, if orientifold planes are present, we need to further reduce these cohomology groups to those
that have definite parity under the involution. We will always assume that this is the case in this paper.

19Note that in the type 3 case the complex flux F may also decompose under GL(3,C) and so one gets a
linear combination of F · ai and F · bi terms in each expression.
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To see how this works in practice, let us focus on the type 0 case for concreteness (the

type 3 cases are completely analogous). The {ai} and {bi} are then differential forms of

certain degrees ri and ri − 1 respectively, d∆ is the de Rham differential, and the F · ai etc
operations are wedge products. Consider first the case where n = 2 so that

da1 = 0, δa1 = db1,

da2 + F ∧ a1 = 0, δa2 = db2 + F ∧ b1.
(5.6)

If we set the flux F to zero we see that the moduli are counted by the de Rham cohomology

groups Hr1
d for a1 and Hr2

d for a2. Including the flux, the a1 equations imply again that the

a1 moduli are counted by de Rham cohomology [a1] ∈ Hr1
d . However, since [F] is a non-trivial

element in de Rham cohomology, acting on a1 by wedge project it defines a map between

cohomologies [F]∧ : Hr1
d → Hr2

d . For the a2 equation to have a solution we see that [a1] is

actually restricted to live in the kernel of this map [a1] ∈ ker([F]∧) ⊂ Hr1
d . Using this fact

to write F ∧ a1 = da12 for some fixed a12, the solution for a2 is then a2 = a12 +∆2 where ∆ is

d-closed. From the b2 gauge transformations, we then have that [∆] ∈ Hr2
d . However, again

we need to account for the flux and the F∧b1 term. Non-closed b1 contribute to δa1 and in δa2
generate the corresponding variation of a12. Closed b1 on the other hand, do not contribute

to δa1 (and hence δa12) but can contribute to δ∆2. Thus we actually have to mod out by

elements in the image of [F]∧ : Hr1−1
d → Hr2

d so that [∆] ∈ Hr2
d / ker([F]∧). In summary we

find that the moduli are counted by

moduli ∼ Hr1
d,F ⊕Hr2

d,F (5.7)

where, in this case, Hr1
d,F and Hr2

d,F are cohomology groups for the complex

0 Hp
d Hq

d 0
[F]∧

(5.8)

with either p = r1 and q = r2 + 1 or p = r1 − 1 and q = r2 respectively. In terms of the

spectral sequence this is the cohomology that appears on the second page. We see in this

simple case that flux obstructs some of the naive moduli, as one would expect, and the true

massless modes are counted by some subset/quotient of the de Rham cohomology groups

given by some map defined by F.

Consider now n = 3 and assume F is an odd-rank form

da1 = 0, δa1 = db1,

da2 + F ∧ a1 = 0, δa2 = db2 + F ∧ b1,
da3 + F ∧ a2 = 0, δa3 = db3 + F ∧ b2.

(5.9)

(Note that this is a complex since F∧F∧ b1 = 0 as well as dF = 0.) For the first two lines the

calculation follows as above. However, now, from the third line, two new things must happen.
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First the the d-closed part ∆ of a2 must lie in ker([F]∧) ⊂ Hr2
d . Second the component a12 of

a2 which was determined by a1 via F ∧ a1 must also satisfy a condition in order for there to

exist an a3 solving the third equation. This condition can be written as [a1] ∈ kerD for a map

D : Hr1
d,F → Hr3

d,F, and in the case that this D map is non trivial its effect is accounted for on

the third page of a spectral sequence, and will give a further refinement of the cohomology of

(5.4). Whether D is trivial or not depends on both the topology of the base manifold, through

the de Rham cohomology and the action of F on the sections {ai}, {bi} we are considering.

We see that each page of spectral sequences accounts for these connections between

equations as they become further separated in the chain. In the calculations below we will

often find that, provided one assumes a Calabi–Yau topology, instead of one long chain of

equations we get disconnected single, pairs (n = 2) and triples (n = 3) like those discussed

above. We call the length of each chain its nilpotency order, and the largest nilpotency order

in a set of equations determines the maximum number of pages we would need to compute

in the corresponding spectral sequence to recover the moduli counting groups.

We again briefly comment on our treatment of sources. Whether we excise the sources or

ignore them, the calculation can be done in the same way. The main distinction is whether we

consider cohomology groups on M , with Calabi–Yau topology, or on M ′, the manifold with

sources excised. The cohomology of M ′ is different from that of M , the two being related

by relative homology. In particular, while some cohomology groups are zero on a Calabi–

Yau manifold, they may be non-vanishing on M ′. This means that, when calculated on a

Calabi–Yau background, we may get some terms F · ai trivially vanishing in cohomology, but

when calculated on M ′ they may not. Hence, in general, the nilpotency order of the moduli

equations will be greater on M ′ than on M , requiring more pages of the spectral sequence to

find an exact answer. However, as we have already argued, if we ignore deformations of the

sources but focus on the bulk moduli, we can work simply with the cohomology of M and

this is what we will do in the following. The extra conditions from cohomology groups on

M ′ reflect the fact that moduli may be further obstructed when coupling to deformations of

the sources. (The sources in the heterotic M-theory compactification of Hořava–Witten are

a prime example of this [36].) We should emphasise though that our method works equally

well in either case, so that if one wants the full picture of the moduli, one should perform the

calculation with excision and work with the M ′ cohomologies.

5.2 SU(3) structure backgrounds in IIB

To find the moduli of SU(3) structures in IIB we find deformations of the eigenbundle

L3 = eΣ ·
(
T 0,1 ⊕ siT ∗1,0 ⊕∧3,0T ∗

)
, Σ = riω + 1

2αω
2 + 1

6c
iω3. (5.10)

We require that the deformations preserve involutivity and we find the conditions for a de-

formation to be trivial, in the sense of section 4.1. As discussed infinitesimal deformations

of L3 are parameterised by global sections of the quotient bundle adQU(7)×R+ . For a IIB
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background this bundle may be decomposed under GL(3,C) ⊂ GL(6,R) as

adQU(7)×R+ = eΣ
(

qi∧2,0T ⊕ (T 1,0 ⊗ T ∗0,1)⊕ si∧0,2T ∗

⊕ qiǫjkqk∧0,0T ∗ ⊕ qi∧1,1T ∗ ⊕ ∧2,2T ∗ ⊕ si∧3,3T ∗ ⊕ qi∧0,2T ∗ ⊕ ∧1,3T ∗

⊕ qi∧3,3T ∗
)

(5.11)

Here, we have introduced the SL(2,R) vector qi which satisfies20 ǫijq
isj 6= 0 and, for simplicity,

dqi = 0. We write a generic section of this bundle R = eΣ(ǫ + χ+ Θ) where each term is a

global section of a new line in the above decomposition. (This parameterisation is the one

inherited from the underlying generalised complex structure.) To find the moduli, we find the

conditions on R such that it preserves involutivity, meaning L′
3 = (1 + R) · L3 is involutive.

We then quotient by the transformations generated by LFV for some

V = eΣ(v + siλ+ (qiρ1 + ρ3 + siρ5) + qiσ + τ) ∈ Γ(EC). (5.12)

These equations are given in full in appendix B. If one assumes that the complex functions

a, b defining the background are non-vanishing, and one imposes the ∂∂̄-lemma (as is the

case if the underlying complex structure defines a Calabi–Yau), then these equations greatly

simplify. We give a detailed analysis of this case in appendix B.

Here, we will present the answer in two special cases which correspond to backgrounds

with D5/O5 sources and backgrounds with D3/O3 sources. This latter B-type case includes

the Giddings–Kachru–Polchinski backgrounds [6] and the non-compact Graña–Polchinski [8,

9] and Klebanov–Strassler solution [85] in the non-compact case (since there are no corres-

ponding local sources). The A-type case, in which a = 0 or b = 0, corresponds to solutions

to the Hull–Strominger systems. They are S-dual to the D5/O5 C-type backgrounds and we

will briefly comment on this case. Finally, in each case, we project to the relevant cohomo-

logy groups that have the correct parity under the involution whenever orientifold planes are

present.

D5/O5 source backgrounds

D5 branes and O5 planes preserve spinors with a = ±b, and hence we are working with

backgrounds described by column C of table 2. Here we see that, on-shell, the flux is highly

constrained, with only a primitive F3 being non-vanishing. We can put these conditions

into the moduli equations (B.2), (B.5), use the SL(2,R) vector qi = (0,−1), and impose a

20It is a quick check to see that it is always possible to make such a choice of qi.
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∂∂̄-lemma to obtain the following moduli equations.

∂̄ε2,0 = 0,

∂̄ε1,00,1 = 0, δε1,00,1 = ∂̄v1,0

∂̄ε0,2 = 0, δε0,2 = ∂̄λ0,1

∂̄χ0,0 + ab ǫ2,0 · F2,1 = 0,

∂̄χ1,1 − ǫ1,00,1 · F2,1 = 0, δχ1,1 = ∂̄ρ1,0 + ıvF2,1

∂̄χ0,2 = 0, δχ0,2 = ∂̄ρ0,1

∂̄χ2,2 + ε0,2 ∧ F2,1 = 0, δχ2,2 = ∂̄ρ2,1 − λ0,1 ∧ F2,1

δχ1,3 = ∂̄ρ1,2

δχ3,3 = ∂̄ρ3,2

δΘ = ∂̄σ3,2 + ρ1,2 ∧ F2,1

(5.13)

where F2,1 can be derived from (B.2), (B.5), and (3.39). We find that

F2,1 = (F3 + id(e−ϕω))2,1 (5.14)

where, in this case, this flux is a primitive (2, 1)-form.

Analysing (5.13), we can see that the maximum nilpotency order is two, and hence we

can immediately read off the moduli. First, note that the fourth line implies that ǫ2,0 is

obstructed by F2,1. Similarly, that the complex structure moduli ε1,00,1 are obstructed, and

hence must lie in

ε1,00,1 ∈ H0,1
∂̄,F

(T 1,0) := ker[F2,1 : H
0,1(T 1,0)→ H1,2] (5.15)

which may in general be non-trivial. Finally, we see that the 6-form deformation Θ can

always be made trivial through some appropriate choice of ρ1,2 provided the complex flux

F2,1 is non-trivial. Recall that this six-form degree of freedom is dual to the B-field on the

external space. The triviality of the six-form is a reflection of the well-known fact that the

B-field becomes massive in flux compactifications, as mentioned previously.

Working through these equations in the way set out in section 5.1, and imposing the

vanishing of certain cohomology groups on topological Calabi–Yau manifolds, we find that

the bulk moduli are given by

moduli ∼ H0,1
∂̄,F

(T 1,0)⊕H0,0 ⊕H1,1 ⊕H2,2 ⊕H3,3 (5.16)

Finally, to obtain the true physical moduli we must restrict the above cohomology groups to

the ones which transform appropriately under the involution. For O5-planes, this gives

moduli ∼= H0,1
∂̄,F

(T 1,0)+ ⊕H0,0 ⊕H1,1
+ ⊕H2,2

− (5.17)

where the ± denotes the parity under the involution defined by the orientifold.
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Hull–Strominger-like backgrounds

We briefly comment on the S-dual backgrounds to the case above. They have a = 0 or b = 0

and are characterised by column A of table 2. These have vanishing RR flux and can only

have non-vanishing primitive H3. We can calculate the moduli similarly, using (B.2) and

(B.5), this time with qi = (1, 0). Since there are no negative tension sources, or orientifold

planes in this case, we will find that the moduli are given by precisely the same equations as

(5.16), except with F2,1 → H2,1 where

H2,1 = (H3 ± idω)2,1 (5.18)

(the ± sign depends on whether a or b vanishes). This complex flux is again (2, 1) primitive

and hence we will find the exact same moduli as the previous case (5.16) before projection

onto the even/odd parts under the orientifold involution. This is unsurprising given, without

orientifolds, the type A and type C backgrounds of IIB are S-dual.

D3/O3 Sources and Graña–Polchinski

D3 branes and O3 planes preserve supersymmetries with a = ±ib, and hence we are in the case

described by column B in table 2. As we can see, these backgrounds can have non-vanishing

F1, F3, H3 and F5, with the 3-form fluxes combining into a complex G = F3 + ie−ϕH3. The

complex G must be a primitive, self-dual (2,1)-form.

A notable example of such background is the Graña–Polchinski solution [6, 8]. Here, the

warp factor acts as a potential for the location of the D3/O3 planes (localised to points x0
on the internal space). The Bianchi identity for F5 and the self-duality for the total 5-form

flux in 10 dimensions then imposes that

F5 = e−2∆ ∗ d(e2∆) , −2∇2∆ = ∗(H3 ∧ F3 + j6) (5.19)

where the second expression comes from the Bianchi identity for F5, and j6 is localised to

the D3/O3 sources. When calculating the moduli, we should excise the sources so that the

Leibniz property of the generalised tangent bundle is implied by the Bianchi identity. In the

moduli calculation, we will also have contributions coming from all fluxes in the equations

(B.2), (B.5), and one can use the techniques of that appendix to find the moduli exactly.

Rather than spelling out this complicated calculation here, we would instead like to

use the results of section 4.2 to simplify the problem. If we consider the conditions from

involutivity (3.41)–(3.45) and the Bianchi identities, impose a = ±ib and demand that the

background geometry is Calabi–Yau (i.e. dω = dΩ = dϕ = 0), then we find the following

conditions.

F1 = 0 , G ∈ Ω2,1 , F5 = 0 , G ∧ Ḡ+ 2ie−ϕj6 = 0 . (5.20)

Clearly these constraints do not satisfy the equations of motion, or even the full supersym-

metry constraints; for example, they are incompatible with (5.19) even away from sources.
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However, we can still use these values for the flux to calculate the moduli associated to some

supersymmetric background in the same GDiffC orbit. To make sense of our results, however,

we need to argue that the supersymmetric point corresponds to the Graña–Polchinski solution

with non-trivial flux.

Without constructing the GDiffC flow explicitly, one can argue that this is the case in

many ways. First, the superpotential (2.12) for O3/O7 backgrounds is exact on Calabi–Yau

backgrounds. This means that one can derive the correct F-term equations for the background

assuming a Calabi–Yau background geometry (the D-terms will then dictate how the fluxes

back-react on the geometry). This mirrors the involutivity and moment map conditions in

our formulation and suggests that the GDiffC flow, which enforces the D-term conditions,

flows the geometry to a Graña–Polchinski solution with non-trivial flux. In contrast, the

superpotentials for the O5/O9 case (2.13), and the O6 case (2.11), require breaking the Calabi–

Yau conditions to write an exact superpotential. If one were to derive the F-term constraints

in these cases, assuming some Calabi–Yau background geometry, one would determine that

the fluxes must vanish. This suggests that the supersymmetric point along the GDiffC orbit

of the “Calabi–Yau with flux” point in these cases has trivial fluxes.

In order for the exceptional complex structure defined by the conditions (5.20) to flow to

the Graña–Polchinski solution, the GDiffC action must change the non-primitive components

of G. We can see that this is possible infinitesimally by considering the action of the Dorfman

derivative along complex vector fields. If we consider the infinitesimal deformation generated

by the complex vector field

V = eΣ · v , v ∈ Γ(T 0,1) (5.21)

then the flow will not change the underlying SU(3) structure, and hence the bundle L3, but

it will change the fluxes via the following.

G→ G′ = G+ ∂̄(vyG) , F5 → F ′
5 =

1

2i Im τ
((v − v̄)yG) ∧ Ḡ (5.22)

One can check satisfies the non-trivial Bianchi identity dF ′
5 = (2i Im τ)−1G′∧Ḡ′. It is therefore

clear that the GDiffC flows can change the flux by changing the non-primitive parts of G, and

by generating a non-trivial F5. We find this strong evidence that the non-integrable point

(5.20) flows to the Graña–Polchinski solution under GDiffC flows, and hence we can calculate

the exact moduli around this point rather than the full solution. If, however, the reader is

uncomfortable with these arguments, they can use the techniques in appendix B to calculate

the moduli with all fluxes turned on and they will find the same answer.

Finding the moduli around the point (5.20) is significantly simpler. From the moduli
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equations (B.2), (B.5), using qi = (0,−1), we find the following moduli equations

∂̄ε2,0 = 0,

∂̄ε1,00,1 + ε2,0 ·H1,2 = 0, δε1,00,1 = ∂̄v

∂̄ε0,2 + ε1,00,1 ·H1,2 = 0, δε0,2 = ∂̄λ0,1 + ıvH1,2

∂̄χ0,0 − ε2,0 ·G = 0,

∂̄χ1,1 +H1,2 ∧ χ0,0 − ε1,00,1 ·G = 0, δχ1,1 = ∂̄ρ1,0 − ıvG2,1

∂̄χ0,2 = 0, δχ0,2 = ∂̄ρ0,1

∂̄χ2,2 +H1,2 ∧ χ1,1 + ε0,2 ∧G = 0, δχ2,2 = ∂̄ρ2,1 +H1,2 ∧ ρ1,0 + λ0,1 ∧G2,1

δχ1,3 = ∂̄ρ1,2 +H1,2 ∧ ρ0,1
δχ3,3 = ∂̄ρ3,2 +H1,2 ∧ ρ2,1
δΘ = ∂̄σ3,2 − ρ1,2 ∧G2,1

(5.23)

where we have used the ∂∂̄-lemma on the Calabi–Yau, and the closure of H to remove terms

involving ∂ and H2,1. We have also used the notation ε2,0 ·H = εdaHdbc.

It is possible to collect these equations such that they have nilpotency order two and hence

we can read off the moduli. Removing all the moduli which are trivial on a Calabi–Yau, we

see that we can naively have complex structure moduli ε1,00,1, as well as moduli associated

to χi,i for all i = 0, 1, 2, 3 and Θ. We can see that both χ1,1 and χ2,2 are unobstructed

(the term H1,2 ∧ χ1,1 ∈ H2,3 = 0 and hence does not give an obstruction). On the other

hand, χ3,3 and Θ are always trivial deformations (assuming H 6= 0), once again reflecting

the fact that the B-field on the external space is massive in flux compactifications. Finally,

we see from the equations involving ∂̄ε0,2 and ∂̄χ1,1 that ε1,00,1 can be obstructed by G2,1 and

H1,2, while χ0,0 can obstructed by H1,2. (We should stress that these latter two equations

and the obstructions they give to the complex structure and axion-dilaton deformations were

first written down and analysed in [42].) Let us first consider the case where there is no

combination H1,2χ0,0 − ε1,00,1 · G2,1 that is trivial in cohomology, meaning χ0,0 is obstructed

and so has to vanish. The complex structure moduli are then obstructed by both G2,1 and

H1,2 giving

ε1,00,1 ∈ H
0,1
∂̄,G,H

(T 1,0) := ker[G2,1 : H
0,1(T 1,0)→ H1,2(M)]

∩ ker[H1,2 : H
0,1(T 1,0)→ H0,3(M)].

(5.24)

More generally, we expect to be able to solve for ε1,00,1 = π1,00,1 + ∆1,0
0,1 such that H1,2 ∧ χ0,0 =

π1,00,1 · G and ∆1,0
0,1 ∈ ker[G2,1 : H0,1(T 1,0)], and näıvely the axion-dilaton deformation χ0,0

is now unobstructed. However, the condition that ε1,00,1 · H1,2 is trivial then translates into

ψ(π, π,G) = 0, independent of ∆, where ψ is the standard symmetric map S3H2,1 → C
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induced by the Calabi–Yau geometry.21 Generically, the only solution will be π = 0 so that

the axion-dilaton deformation is again obstructed, and the complex structure moduli are

again counted by (5.24). As stressed in [42], counting the dimension of H0,1
∂̄,G,H

(T 1,0) can be

quite complicated because G2,1 and H1,2 are not independent, but rather are proportional to

complex conjugates of each other (because of the condition G1,2 = 0) and so the full analysis

requires knowledge of the underlying special Kähler geometry. It is perhaps worth noting

that, from our generalised geometry formulation, the deformation theory is still nonetheless

holomorphic. It is only that the fluxes that the define the Lie algebroid bracket that end up

being restricted to be related by complex conjugation.22

In total, we see that the physical moduli are generically given by

moduli ∼ H0,1
∂̄,G,H

(T 1,0)⊕H1,1 ⊕H2,2 (5.25)

Once again, we must further impose the correct transformation of the moduli under the

involution induced by the O3-planes. We find

moduli ∼= H0,1
∂̄,G,H

(T 1,0)− ⊕H1,1
− ⊕H2,2

+ (5.26)

Note that this matches the expectation of the moduli from previous work [6]. Indeed, this

shows that even though there are in principal fluxes of all degree, only the complex combin-

ation G = F̃3 − τH3 appears in the moduli equations and it acts to obstruct the complex

structure and axion-dilaton moduli.

5.3 SU(3) structure backgrounds in IIA

Type-0

To find the moduli of SU(3) structures in IIA we consider deformations of the eigenbundle

L3 = eΣ · (T ⊕C) Σ = −iω + αΩ+ βΩ̄, (5.27)

where α and β are given by (3.53). The only allowed complex flux is the two-form F = F2,

which must also be primitive. The deformations are again parameterised by sections of

adQU(7)×R+ , which we can decompose under GL(6,R) as

adQ⊥
U(7)×R+ = eΣ

(
Λ2T ∗

C ⊕ Λ3T ∗
C ⊕ Λ5T ∗

C ⊕ Λ6T ∗
C

)
. (5.28)

Letting R = eΣR0 be one of these sections we have

R0 = ε+ χ+Θ, ε ∈ Γ(Λ2T ∗
C), χ ∈ Γ(Λ3T ∗

C ⊕ Λ5T ∗
C), Θ ∈ Γ(Λ6T ∗

C) (5.29)

21In terms of the special Kähler geometry on the moduli space ψ is just the third derivative of the prepotential
FABC .

22This is because they come from a real algebroid structure on E. Interestingly, if one starts instead with
the algebroid defined on L3, one is actually free to choose the G2,1 and H1,2 fluxes independently.
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Requiring this deformation preserve involutivity, and identifying components of R0 which are

in the image of the generalised diffeomorphism action, parameterised by V = eΣ(x+λ+σ+w),

we get the system of equations

dε = 0, δε = dλ,

dχ3 −
1

2
ε ∧ F2 = 0, δχ3 = dw2 − λ ∧ F2,

d
(
χ5 +

1
2 iω ∧ χ3

)
− 1

12 iε ∧ ω ∧ F2 = 0, δχ5 = dw4 − 1
2 iλ ∧ ω ∧ F2,

δΘ = −dσ + w4 ∧ F2.

(5.30)

In all cases with non-trivial flux the six form Θ can be totally removed by gauge transform-

ations, and so does not contribute any non-trivial moduli. In the case that the flux vanishes

F2 = 0, the background is genuinely Calabi–Yau and hence we have an N = 2 theory. The

modulus generated by Θ in that case corresponds to changing the N = 1 ⊂ N = 2 we use to

write the exceptional complex structure, and is therefore not physical.23

These equations have nilpotency order two, so we do not need a spectral sequence to

compute the cohomology groups. The moduli are given by

moduli ∼ H2
d,F(M)⊕H3

d,F(M)⊕H5
d,F(M). (5.31)

where

H2
d,F(M) = ker[F2 : H

2
d → H4] , Hp

d,F(M) =
Hp

Im[F2 : Hp−2 → Hp]
, p = 3, 5 (5.32)

It is worth noting that here we can easily find the cohomology groups counting the moduli

with almost no assumptions. We do not need a ddc-lemma or equivalent, and also do not

need to assume any cohomology classes vanish in order to simply write down the cohomology

groups. If we did once again constrain ourselves to Calabi–Yau topology then H1 = H5 = 0

and

moduli ∼ H2
d,F(M)⊕H3 (5.33)

whereH3
d,F2

= H3 as H3
d,F2

is the quotient by the image of H1 under the [F2] map, butH1 = 0.

If the background has an O6-plane then we must again impose the correct transformation of

the moduli under the involution and we find

moduli ∼= H2
d,F(M)− ⊕H3 (5.34)

We see that a non-trivial 2-form flux F2 is capable of lifting some of the Kähler moduli, in

agreement with the results summarised in [1].

23The field in the four dimensional effective field theory generated by Θ will appear with the wrong sign in
from of the kinetic term, indicating it is a ghost field generating the additional symmetry.
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Type-3

For type-3 backgrounds the eigenbundle is

L3 = eΣ ·
[
T 0,1 ⊕ C⊕ ∧2,0T ∗

]
(5.35)

with infinitesimal deformations sections of

adQU(7)×R+ = eΣ[∧3T 1,0 ⊕ T 1,0 ⊕
(
T 0,1 ⊗ ∧0,1T ∗

)

⊕ ∧0,2T ∗ ⊕ ∧1,1T ∗ ⊕ ∧0,3T ∗ ⊕ ∧1,2T ∗ ⊕ ∧5T ∗ ⊕∧6T ∗].
(5.36)

We have used the GL(3,C) structure associated to the bundle T 0,1 to decompose the space

of deformations into natural bundles. Letting R = eΣR0 be a section of the above bundle, we

can write

R0 = κ+ v + r + θ + φ+ µ5 + µ6 (5.37)

where

κ ∈ Γ(∧3T 1,0), v ∈ Γ(T 1,0), r ∈ Γ(T 0,1 ⊗ ∧0,1T ∗
C), θ ∈ Γ(∧0,2T ∗

C ⊕ ∧1,1T ∗
C), (5.38)

φ ∈ Γ(∧0,3T ∗
C ⊕ ∧1,2T ∗

C), µ5 ∈ Γ(∧5T ∗
C), µ6 ∈ Γ(∧6T ∗

C).

Requiring R to preserve involutivity and removing components which are in the image of the

generalised diffeomorphisms action, parameterised by V = eΣ(x+λ+ρ+ν), we get the system

of equations presented in full in appendix B. These equations are in general challenging to

solve without requiring that our background satisfies the ∂∂̄-lemma. Once we do this we are

able to reparameterise such that there is only one derivative operator, ∂̄. If we were to further

assume, as we did above, that our background was topologically Calabi–Yau such that we

have a global Ω and H1,0
∂̄

= H2,0
∂̄

= 0 we then have the remaining conditions

∂̄κ = 0,

∂̄v + κ ·H = 0,

∂̄r + κ · F4 = 0, δr = ∂̄x

∂̄φ0,3 = 0, δφ0,3 = ∂̄ν0,2

∂̄φ1,2 +−r · F4 = 0, δφ1,2 = ∂̄ν1,1 − x · F4

∂̄θ1,1 − r ·H− v · F4 = 0, δθ1,1 = ∂̄λ1,0 − x ·H
∂̄µ5 − θ1,1 ∧ F4 − φ1,2 ∧H = 0, δµ5 = ∂̄ν4 − F4 ∧ λ−H ∧ ν,

δµ6 = ∂̄ρ5 − F4 ∧ ν.

(5.39)

Due to the requirement that the undeformed background is involutive, the only non-zero

components of F and H are the (2, 2) and (2, 1) respectively, which can be read off from (3.55).

We restrict to backgrounds which also satisfy the D-terms, which imposes that the only non-

vanishing RR fluxes are singlets and are proportional to the Romans mass F0 = m. Moreover
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for all IIA supergravity backgrounds the bianchi identity tells us that when the Romans mass

m 6= 0

H3 =
1

m
dF2. (5.40)

In particular, this implies that H(2,1) is ∂̄-exact.
24 Being trivial in cohomology, this flux will

not act as an obstruction to the above equations and can be absorbed through a redefinition

of the deformation parameters. We therefore find two cases depending on whether m vanishes

or not.

Firstly for m = 0, all RR fluxes vanish but [H] may be non-trivial. The moduli satisfy

∂̄κ = 0,

∂̄v + κ ·H = 0

∂̄r = 0, δr = ∂̄x

∂̄θ1,1 − r ·H = 0, δθ1,1 = ∂̄λ1,0 − x ·H
∂̄φ0,3 = 0, δφ0,3 = ∂̄ν0,2

∂̄φ1,2 = 0, δφ1,2 = δν1,1

δµ6 = ∂̄ρ5.

(5.41)

These equations have second-order nilpotency and so do not require a spectral sequence to

compute. In the case that [H] 6= 0 the second of the above equations imposes κ = 0, and

in the case that [H] = 0 the modulus κ generates unphysical moduli as Θ did in the type-0

case 5.3. We can see the cohomology groups counting the physical moduli just by inspecting

the above equations

moduli ∼= H0,1
∂̄,H

(
T 1,0

)
⊕H1,1 ⊕H1,2 ⊕H0,3 ⊕H3,3 (5.42)

We have defined

H0,1
∂̄,H

(
T 1,0

)
= ker

(
H : H0,1

(
T 1,0

)
→ H1,2

)
(5.43)

For the m 6= 0 case, [H] = 0 but F4 = 1
2mω

2 6= 0. As previously, [F4] being non-trivial

implies κ = 0, leaving

∂̄v = 0

∂̄θ1,1 +
1
2mv · ω2 = 0, δθ1,1 = ∂̄λ1,0

∂̄r = 0, δr = ∂̄x

∂̄φ1,2 +
1
2mr · ω2 = 0, δφ1,2 = δν1,1 +

1
2mx · ω2

∂̄φ0,3 = 0, δφ0,3 = ∂̄ν0,2

δµ6 = ∂̄ρ5 +
1
2mω

2 ∧ ν

(5.44)

24It actually tells us that H(2,1) is ∂-exact. However, H(2,1) is also ∂̄-closed and hence by the ∂∂̄-lemma, it
must be ∂̄-exact.
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again with nilpotency order two. The six-form can be entirely removed by gauge transforma-

tions, so that in this case we are left with

moduil ∼= H0,1
∂̄,ω2

(
T 1,0

)
⊕H1,1 ⊕H1,2 ⊕H0,3. (5.45)

Similar the the previous cases we have defined

H0,1
∂̄,ω2

(
T 1,0

)
= ker

(
ω2 : H0,1

(
T 1,0

)
→ H1,3

)
(5.46)

5.4 Summary

By simply computing the deformations which preserve the involutivity of L3 we have for IIB,

on a manifold with the topology of a Calabi–Yau

IIB moduli ∼= H0,1
∂̄,F

(T 1,0)± ⊕H0,0 ⊕H1,1
± ⊕H2,2

∓ (5.47)

where the upper sign is for O5-planes and the lower for O3-planes. For IIA, we have

IIA moduli ∼=







H2
d,F2

(M)− ⊕H3 type-0

H0,1
∂̄,H

(
T 1,0

)
⊕H1,2 ⊕H1,1 ⊕H0,3 ⊕H3,3 massless type-3

H0,1
∂̄,ω2

(
T 1,0

)
⊕H1,1 ⊕H1,2 ⊕H0,3 massive type-3.

(5.48)

It is worth stressing that in each case the equations had nilpotency or order two or less,

and so there was no need to go to higher pages in the spectral sequence, which could, in

principle, have led to the stabilisation of further moduli. As a consequence, in each case the

naive stabilising argument from the superpotential and possible D-terms in the linearised flux

approximation actually matches the full calculation.

6 Perturbative corrections and obstructions

In the previous section we found the exact infinitesimal moduli of supersymmetric SU(3)-

structure backgrounds assuming finite flux but ignoring higher-derivative corrections. More

precisely, our calculation is valid in the regime that Nflux(ℓs/R)
p−1 is not small (finite flux)

but ls/R ≪ 1 (two-derivative action). Clearly, this requires Nflux ≫ 1. On the other hand,

cancellation of tadpoles puts a bound on the possible values of Nflux in terms of the topology

of the internal manifold. Thus, one is typically already in the small-flux regime, and our finite-

flux calculation is not justified unless we can somehow include higher-derivative corrections.

First one should note that this actually too näıve: the small-flux condition only refers to the

average flux. One can still locally have regions of large flux – in fact one might expect this

generically – in which case one really needs the full power of the finite-flux analysis here to

justify the moduli calculation. Notwithstanding this, it remains an important question as to

whether our calculation might still be valid for finite average flux regime, that is, with the

inclusion of higher-derivative corrections.

– 43 –



The second caveat to our calculations is that we considered only the linearised perturba-

tions when calculating the moduli. In general, even in the two-derivative theory, there can be

obstructions to extending to finite perturbations. These are always measured by cohomology

groups of the underlying deformation problem.

These observations naturally lead us to two questions. Will our moduli calculation be

affected by higher-derivative corrections to the effective action? Can higher order-terms in

the moduli calculation further obstruct the moduli? We will examine both of these questions

in this section, arguing that, under suitable assumptions, (i) the infinitesimal moduli are

unaffected by the higher-derivative corrections, making our calculation exact to all orders

in perturbation theory, and (ii) the preliminary indications are that the obstructions to the

finite moduli calculation vanish.

6.1 Perturbative corrections

Let us address the question of higher-derivative corrections to the moduli of the supersymmet-

ric background. We start with the basic observation that the moduli counting is controlled

by an N = 1 superpotential and then ask if this is corrected by perturbative higher-derivative

terms. More specifically, our analysis relies the following elements

1. string corrections are captured by a local, supersymmetric, gauge- and diffeomorphism-

invariant ten-dimensional higher-derivative effective action S;

2. for geometries of the form R
3,1×M6 where M6 admits an SU(3) structure, the full ten-

dimensional action S can be rewritten in an off-shell four-dimensional N = 1 language,

with a Kähler potential K and superpotential W for an infinite number of chiral fields,

gauged by the group of diffeomorphisms and form-field gauge symmetries, GDiff;

3. determining the moduli, when viewed as a complexified quotient by GDiffC, depends

only on the superpotential W ;

4. holomorphy, and gauge and diffeomorphism invariance on M6 imply that the super-

potential W is uncorrected by the higher-derivative terms and hence the infinitesimal

moduli space is unchanged from the one calculated in the two-derivative theory.

Note that the first assumption already implies that we are not including string and brane

instanton corrections and so at most this result holds for all orders in perturbation theory.

We also are also assuming there are no contributions from non-trivial wound string state on

M6, as is reasonable for simply-connected spaces such as those with Calabi–Yau topology. As

in the analysis of the previous section, we also excise the sources and ignore their corrections.

Finally in the last step we need to invoke the standard N = 1 non-renormalisation of the

superpotential to argue that there are no corrections from loops in Kaluza–Klein fields on

M6.

Implicitly we are also assuming that turning on the corrections does not destroy the

solution. Although we will see that the superpotential is not corrected, the Kähler potential is
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modified and appears through the moment map µ (D-term) and so the actual supersymmetric

background will be deformed. When deforming a moment map the GIT picture implies that

the solution to µ = 0 survives in at least an open neighbourhood of the undeformed solution,

although for large deformations there can be “walls” where a previously stable backgrounds

become unstable and so the solution no longer exists. Thus we expect as one turns on the

corrections there is at least a neighbourhood of the two-derivative solution where the corrected

solution exists, and our claim is that in this neighbourhood the infinitesimal moduli remain

the same.

We note that Burgess et al. [17] have previously shown that the Gukov-Vafa-Witten

O3/O7-plane superpotential in type IIB is indeed not corrected in either the α′ expansion,

or in the string-loop expansion. Their argument first uses holomorphy to show that the two-

derivative superpotential is not corrected by string loops. Then, one can use the fact that

the dimensionless parameter in the α′ expansion is α′/r1/2, where r is the breathing mode of

the reduction. This is an axion with a shift symmetry and hence the superpotential cannot

depend explicitly on it. Therefore there can be no higher-derivative corrections. Note that

this argument works directly in four-dimensions, focusing on the superpotential as a function

of the finite number of massless moduli of the fluxless Calabi–Yau background.

Here, we use a different approach, working directly with the full ten-dimensional theory.

Let S be the ten-dimensional effective action one gets by integrating out higher string modes

and loops. By assumption this is a local higher-derivative theory which can be written as a

power series in α′. (The locality assumption means we are not including string and brane

instantons.) Schematically we have

S = SIIA/B + α′3S(1) + . . . , (6.1)

where the leading term is just the type IIA/B supergravity theory, and the S(1) correction

includes both α′ and string-loop corrections that are quartic in the curvature tensor. While all

the higher-derivative corrections are not known, they should be invariant under both form-field

gauge transformations and diffeomorphisms. Now assume the spacetime is product R3,1×M6

and M6 admits an SU(3) structure, a necessary condition for there to be an SU(3)-structure

supersymmetric background. The SU(3) structure ensures that we can rewrite the full ten-

dimensional effective theory in a four-dimensional N = 1 formalism with an infinite number

of fields. Crucially, we can do this with off-shell multiplets. This means that the chiral fields

for the rewriting of S are the same as for the two-derivative theory SIIA/B. But the latter we

already analysed in section 3.1: the chiral fields are parameterised by the complex SU(7) tensor

ψ. When considering the rewriting it is important to distinguish higher-derivative corrections

that come from external derivatives in R
3,1 and internal derivatives on M6. Supersymmetry

implies that the theory involving up to two external derivatives in the chiral fields ψ will still

be described by a superpotential W , a Kähler potential K and D-terms. However, generically

these will all be corrected by internal higher-derivative contributions. (There will also of

course be external higher-derivative terms, but these we can ignore since they are irrelevant
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when looking for the vacuum moduli space.) In particular we will have an expansion of the

superpotential

W =WIIA/B +W(1) + . . . , (6.2)

where WIIA/B is the superpotential of the two-derivative IIA/B theory (3.14) and W(1) is the

leading correction from internal higher-derivative terms. There will be a similar expansion

of the Kähler potential K. Assuming the symmetries of the theory remain diffeomorphisms

and gauge transformations, the D-terms arise from gauging GDiff on M6, just as in the

two-derivative theory. Given the Kähler potential (and hence metric) deform, so will the

corresponding D-term moment maps µ. However, as we have stressed, viewed as a quotient

by GDiffC, the exact form of the Kähler potential and D-terms are not relevant to the moduli

calculation and hence we can restrict our focus to the superpotential.

The key question is then what form can the higher-order contributions take? They

must be diffeomorphism and gauge invariant, as in the full action. But they must also only

depend holomorphically on the fields, namely on the SU(7) tensor ψ. This means that the

superpotential can only depend25 on the holomorphic combination of forms which appear in

ψ. These are given by

ΣC , e2∆−ϕf (IIA, type 0) e2∆−ϕb̄2Ω (IIA, type 3) e2∆−ϕsiΩ (IIB) (6.3)

Here, ΣC is the exponential factor, defined in (3.30) for IIB and (3.52) and (3.62) for IIA,

twisted the gauge potentials C and B such that eΣC = eCeBeΣ (viewing C and B as a

local sections of the adjoint bundle). Since ΣC depends explicitly on the gauge potentials,

gauge invariance demands that they can only appear in gauge-invariant combinations with

derivatives, that is as the complex fluxes (3.38)–(3.40) for IIB and (3.55) for IIA. To be more

precise only the holomorphic projections of these fluxes that can appear. Allowing for the

kernel for the action ΣC in the definitions of ψ, these are precisely the terms appearing in the

involutivity conditions (3.37) for IIB and (3.54) for IIA. Hence, the superpotential can only

depend on the following:

IIA, type 0: H , F4 , F6 e2∆−ϕf

IIA, type 3: H(1,2)+(0,3) , F(1,3) , F6 e2∆−ϕb̄2Ω

IIB: ǫijs
i
F
j
(0,1)

, Fi(0,3) , ǫijs
i
F
j
(1,2)

, F(2,3) , e2∆−ϕsiΩ

(6.4)

We must also included any internal derivatives of the fields listed. Diffeomorphism invari-

ance requires that we use only the exterior derivative and the Levi–Civita connection. Recall

that the metric can be written in terms of the SU(3) structure as gmn = ωmpI
p
n, where I is

the complex structure Imn = 1
2 i(Ω̄

♯mpqΩnpq−Ω♯mpqΩ̄npq), which is clearly not holomorphic in

25We could also, in principal, allow tensors which appear in sections of the bundle U∗
L which is dual to the

complex line bundle UL ⊂ K̃C of which ψ is a section. This would allow for objects like Ω̄# to appear in the
superpotential for IIB. We will see that such objects do not change the conclusions drawn here.

– 46 –



either B−iω or Ω.26 Thus the only holomorphic differential combinations that can appear are

exterior derivatives of the objects in (6.4). However, the complex fluxes satisfy the Bianchi

identity dFIIA/IIB = H∧ FIIA/IIB and so only the exterior derivatives of the terms in the final

column of (6.4) are relevant.

We see that to determine the higher-derivative corrections to the superpotential we simply

ask how to build a top-form on M6 out of the fields in (6.4) and the exterior derivative d.

By inspection shows the only possibilities are precisely the superpotentials we get for the

two-derivative action.27 These have the form

IIA, type 0:

∫

M
e2∆−ϕf F6,

IIA, type 3:

∫

M
e2∆−ϕb̄2 H ∧Ω,

IIB:

∫

M
e2∆−ϕǫijs

i
F
j ∧ Ω,

(6.5)

and agree with (3.16)–(3.18) when the appropriate values for F and a and b are inserted. Thus

we conclude that all the higher-order local corrections to the superpotential (6.2) vanish. The

final contribution we need to consider are possible corrections to the superpotential arising

from loops in the Kaluza–Klein modes. But these modes are precisely the infinite set of chiral

fields encoded by ψ and so we can use standard N = 1 non-renormalisation theorems to argue

that the do not correct the superpotential.

Put together, this analysis means that the F-terms, which determine involutivity of the

exceptional complex structure L, are unaffected by the local perturbative corrections to the

action (6.1). The Kähler potential will, of course, have all sorts of corrections. From the

perspective of calculating moduli, this will change the µ = 0 surface within the space of

involutive L. However, as we saw in section 4.1, the precise surface is irrelevant for the

infinitesimal moduli since rather than solving the moment map we simply quotient by the

complexified GDiffC group within the space of involutive L, irrespective of where the µ = 0

point lives on the orbit. Thus the leading-order calculation of the moduli that we have

performed will actually be valid to all orders in perturbation theory, at least in a finite

neighbourhood of the two-derivative solution.

Let us end by making two further clarifying comments. First, we note that there is one

more holomorphic combination of fields appearing in ψ that we have not so far mentioned.

This is the overall scale of ψ. On substituting for a and b, one finds that it is given by e3∆−ϕ,

which combines with the phase to define a holomorphic field. In IIB, for example, this phase

26One might wonder if certain projections of the Levi–Civita connection are holomorphic. The only pos-
sibility is in IIB, where acting on an arbitrary T 1,0 vector v the component of ∇v in Λ0,1 ⊗ T 1,0 is uniquely
determined by Ω alone. However, the only holomorphic field combinations with components solely in ∧nT 1,0

or Λn,0 are Ω̄♯ and Ω and the Levi–Civita derivative of either is completely determined by the intrinsic torsion
dΩ. Thus we do not get any new terms this way.

27Note that even including Ω̄# in the IIB case does not save us as the complex fluxes are of the wrong
complex type.
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corresponds to the phase of Ω, while in IIA it is related to a phase of f or b̄2. The phase,

however, is not a physical field as it corresponds to the phase of the internal spinor ζ. This

means that the holomorphic combination of phase and scale cannot correspond to the scalar

field in a physical chiral multiplet. One may naively expect that the superpotential therefore

cannot depend on these fields, however the GVW superpotential clearly changes if we make

a constant shift in the phase of Ω and hence there is some non-trivial dependence. The point

is that the superpotential is not really a scalar but rather a section of a line bundle over

the Kähler moduli space. This line bundle arises from to the fact that the moduli space

has a Kähler–Hodge structure, meaning the Kähler form on the moduli space is an integral

class and hence is induced from a line bundle. In the language of generalised geometry and

exceptional complex structures, this line bundle is precisely the cone geometry given by

C
∗ →Mψ →Mψ/C

∗ (6.6)

where the C
∗ action is constant shifts in the scale and phase of ψ. From this, it is clear that

the superpotential is fixed to be a homogeneous function of ψ of degree one, so must have

exactly a single power of the phase, and hence scale, of ψ. Therefore, the expressions in (6.5)

are correct and additional powers of overall scale of ψ cannot appear.

The second comment is on holomorphy. It is well-known that corrections can modify

which combinations of the moduli are holomorphic, as originally observed in the heterotic

theory [86] and for bullk moduli in type II theories, as for example in [87–90]. This might

seem to contradict our statement that the holomorphic field combinations are fixed off-shell

independent of the corrections. However it is not. The holomorphy we are referring to is

for the full set of fields before imposing the moment map conditions, which is an infinite set.

The moduli fields themselves appear only after imposing the moment map condition, which

is non-holomorphic. Hence, if one corrects the Kähler potential, and hence the moment map,

the expression for how the moduli space embeds in the space of involutive SU(7) structures

can change in a non-holomorphic way, without the holomorphic structure on full set of fields

changing. To consider a very simple example, suppose we have a Kähler potential K =

|z1|2+α|z2|2 on C
2 and a U(1) action zi → eiθzi so that the moment map is also given by µ =

|z1|2 +α|z2|2. Independent of α, the Kähler quotient for µ = c2 is projective space CP 1 with,

on a patch, the complex coordinate z = z2/z1. However, if one explicitly solves the moment

map and uses the U(1) action to set the phase of z1 to zero, one gets a non-holomorphic

relation z = z2/
√

c2 − α|z2|2. Thus the z coordinates for different α are non-holomorphic

functions of each other. To translate, for example, to the Kähler moduli of a compactification

on a Calabi–Yau space, one should view z as a coordinate on theH1,1 cohomology, while z1 and

z2 are coordinates on the space of closed forms. The relation z = z2/
√

c2 − α|z2|2 corresponds
to fixing a particular representative of the class. To leading order the representative is the

harmonic form with respect to the Calabi–Yau metric. Including higher-order corrections,

corresponding to changing α, the modulus deforms away from the harmonic representative,
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and does so in a non-holomorphic way.28

6.2 Higher-order deformations and obstructions

The calculations performed in sections 5.2 and 5.3 gave the infinitesimal moduli space of the

theory. To find the finite deformations, one needs to find solutions to a non-linear Maurer–

Cartan equation. In general, it may not be the case that all infinitesimal deformations can

be completed to a finite deformation which solves the full non-linear equation. If this is the

case, we say that the deformation is obstructed by higher-order terms.

As an example, consider conventional complex structures on a complex manifold, defined

by some choice of (anti)holomorphic tangent bundle T 0,1 ⊂ TC. A deformation of this struc-

ture is given by29

T ′0,1 = (1 + r) · T 0,1 , r ∈ Ω0,1(T 1,0) (6.7)

It is an integrable deformation if T ′0,1 is involutive. We find

[T ′, T ′] ⊂ T ′ ⇔ ∂̄r + [r, r] = 0 (6.8)

On the right hand side, we find the Maurer–Cartan equation for integrable deformations of

complex structures. The bracket is given in terms of the Lie bracket on vector components,

and exterior product on form components. Working to linear order, we find the familiar result

that ∂̄r = 0, or that r ∈ H0,1(T 1,0).

Suppose now we have r = ǫr0+ ǫ
2r1+ ...+ ǫ

nrn−1, where ǫ is a small but finite parameter.

Working order by order in epsilon, we find that r is an integrable deformation if

∂̄r0 = 0

∂̄r1 + [r0, r0] = 0

...

∂̄rn−1 +

n−2∑

i=0

[ri, rn−2−i] = 0

(6.9)

In particular, r0 is a solution of the infinitesimal deformation problem. Suppose we start

with such an r0 and ask whether we can find r1, ..., rn such that r, as above, solves the full

Maurer-Cartan equation. Equivalently, we need to find r1, ..., rn that solve (6.9). Starting

with ∂̄r0 = 0, working iteratively, it is easy to show that all of the non-linear terms above are

∂̄-closed. That is
k∑

i=0

[ri, rn−2−k−i] ∈ H0,2(T 1,0) (6.10)

28In terms of the parameterisation used in [90], z1 and z2 are the analogue of the “string theory field variables”
ti and z is the the analogue of the “supergravity field variables” Ti.

29The complex type of r is defined in terms of the original complex structure.
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Solving the Maurer-Cartan equation then amounts to showing that the non-linear terms in fact

vanish in cohomology. Of course a sufficient, but not necessary, condition for no obstructions

is that H0,2(T 1,0) = 0.

Deformations of an exceptional complex structure L follow largely the same pattern.

Infinitesimally, deformations are given by R ∈ Γ(adQU(7)×R+). A finite deformation is then

given by

L′ = eR · L (6.11)

and it is integrable (i.e. the F-terms are satisfied) if the deformed bundle is involutive with

respect to the Dorfman derivative. We therefore end up with a Maurer-Cartan equation which

will, in general, have quadratic, cubic, and higher order terms. We can write this is as

(d∆ + F)R+ l2(R,R) + l3(R,R,R) + ... = 0 (6.12)

The higher order brackets ln form an L∞ structure, the precise details of which depend on

how we parameterise the deformations R.30 In any case, we can expand R = ǫR0+...+ǫ
nRn−1

as before and show that the non-linear terms must be (d∆ + F)-closed. That is, extending

the complex (5.4), the obstructions lie in the following cohomology group.

Γ(adQU(7)×R+)
d∆+F−−−−→ Γ(W int

C )
d∆+F−−−−→ Γ(R4) (6.13)

where R4 is a (particular quotient of a) bundle transforming in the 8645, the next step

in the tensor hierarchy, the details of which are not important for the present discussion.

Decomposing into natural bundles, in the same way we have throughout the paper, we find

that the obstructions lie in Dolbeault or de Rham cohomology groups of the background,

and there are no obstructions if these groups vanish in cohomology. Rather than do the full

analysis, in the follow we show how this works in two key cases, namely IIA type O and IIB

Graña–Polchinski backgrounds.

IIA Type 0

Recall, in this case, the differential d∆ = d, and hence the obstructions will be measured by

de Rham cohomology groups. More specifically, we can see from section 5.3 that

adQU(7)×R+ = ∧2T ∗ ⊕ ∧3T ∗ ⊕ ∧5T ∗ ⊕ ∧6T ∗

W int
C = ∧3T ∗ ⊕ ∧4T ∗ ⊕ ∧6T ∗

(6.14)

30This also occurs for conventional complex structures. We just happened to choose a nice parameterisation
in (6.7) in which all brackets ln≥3 = 0. No matter how we parameterise the deformations, all of the L∞

algebras will be quasi-isomorphic.
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A simple extension of the spectral sequence used to find the moduli of type 0 IIA backgrounds

shows that the obstructions must be in the following cohomology groups.31

Obstructions ∈ H3
d,F(M)⊕H4

d,F(M)⊕H6
d,F(M) (6.15)

where

H3
d,F(M) = ker[F2 : H

3
d → H5

d] , Hp
d,F(M) =

Hp

Im[F2 : Hp−2 → Hp]
, p = 4, 6 (6.16)

Assuming the cohomology groups are those of a Calabi–Yau geometry, we have ker[F] = H3

and hence generically the space of obstructions is non-vanishing.

Thus näıvely, one might then argue that some infinitesimal deformations are obstructed

and the true moduli space is in fact smaller than expected. This is not the case however,

since with the parameterisation of the deformations as in (6.14), it is easy to show that the

brackets l2, l3, ... all vanish identically, and the finite deformation problem is actually the

same as the infinitesimal one. Hence, even though the cohomology groups do not vanish, the

obstructions are always trivial. We conclude that the moduli of IIA type 0 backgrounds are

always unobstructed.

IIB Graña–Polchinski Backgrounds

For type 3 structures we will consider only the obstructions arising in the Graña–Polchinski

backgrounds of IIB, i.e. those sources by D3/O3 planes. The other cases work in a similar

manner and this will present enough of the salient features for us to comment. Further, ob-

structions in this case are important because they could provide a way to evade the tadpole

conjecture of [11]. If some of the non-flux-lifted moduli are obstructed by higher-order de-

formations, then the true number of moduli would be lower than the linear calculation would

suggest.

In IIB, the deformations and obstructions can be decomposed into the following natural

bundles, under the GL(3,C) structure of the background.

adQU(7)×R+ = eΣ
[
(qi∧2,0T ⊕ (T 1,0 ⊗ T ∗0,1)⊕ si∧0,2T ∗)

⊕ (qiǫjkq
k∧0,0T ∗ ⊕ qi∧1,1T ∗ ⊕ ∧2,2T ∗ ⊕ si∧3,3T ∗)

⊕ (qi∧0,2T ∗ ⊕ ∧1,3T ∗)

⊕qi∧3,3T ∗
]

W int
C = eΣ

[
(∧3,0T ⊕ qi(∧2,0T ⊗ T ∗0,1)⊕ (T 1,0 ⊗ ∧0,2T ∗)⊕ si∧0,3T ∗)

⊕ (qiǫjkq
k∧0,1T ∗ ⊕ qi∧1,2T ∗ ⊕ ∧2,3T ∗)

⊕(qi∧0,3T ∗)
]

(6.17)

31In the language of [18, 70], the deformations lie in H4
L ⊕ H7

L, where H
∗
L is the Lie algebroid cohomology

associated to the exceptional complex structure L.
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In this case, we have d∆ = ∂̄ and hence the obstructions will be counted by the Dolbeault

cohomology groups. As we did in section 5.2, we will use the GDiffC invariance of the moduli

and work around the non-integrable point defined by (5.20). An extension of the spectral

sequence analysed there, or of the complex (B.11), tells us that the obstructions lie in the

following cohomology groups.

Obstructions ∈ H0,2(T 1,0)⊕H0,1(∧2,0T )⊕H0,3 ⊕H1,2
∂̄,G

(6.18)

where

H1,2
∂̄,G

=
H1,2

Im[G : H0,1(T 1,0)→ H1,2]
(6.19)

Note that in arriving at (6.18), we have assumed, as above, that the Dolbeault cohomology

groups align with those of a Calabi–Yau manifold, and have made some simple assumptions

about the form of G (e.g. it is non-vanishing). Note also that, if G is generic, then H1,2
∂̄,G

vanishes. However, we do not want to assume this a priori here as we want to see if higher-

order obstructions can be used to evade the tadpole conjecture. Generic values of G will fix

all the complex structure moduli but will typically violate the tadpole bound.

As in the IIA case, just because the cohomology groups in (6.18) do not vanish, it does not

necessarily mean that some of the moduli will be obstructed. For that, we need to understand

the precise form of the higher order brackets l2, l3, .... We will leave a full analysis of the

obstructions to future work. For now, we simply observe that, with the parameterisation of the

deformations that we have chosen, the only non-vanishing components of the brackets contain

either a complex structure deformation ǫ1,00,1 ∈ Ω0,1(T 1,0), or ǫ2,0 ∈ Ω0,0(T 2,0). This suggests

that only the complex structure obstructions will be relevant in the non-linear perturbation

theory.

To check this, consider a finite deformation by ǫ = ǫ1,00,1 ∈ Ω0,1(T 1,0). We will find the

usual Maurer-Cartan equation for complex structure deformations with the bracket

[ǫ, ǫ] ∈ H0,2(T 1,0) (6.20)

However, recall that we are working around the non-integrable point (5.20) which corresponds

to a ‘Calabi–Yau-with-flux’ geometry. In particular, the Tian-Todorov lemma applies [91, 92].

This states that the bracket is a derived bracket generated from the holomorphic divergence

operator δ.32 We have

[ǫ1, ǫ2] = (−1)p1+q1+1(δ(ǫ1 ∧ ǫ2) + δǫ1 ∧ ǫ2 + (−1)p1+q1ǫ1 ∧ δǫ2) (6.22)

32To be more precise, under the isomorphism Ω0,q(∧0,pT ) ≃ Ω3−p,q formed by contraction with the holo-
morphic 3-form Ω, the operator ∂ corresponds to an operator

δ : Ω0,q(∧p,0T ) → Ω0,q(∧p−1,0T ) (6.21)
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for ǫi ∈ Ω0,qi(∧pi,0T ). It then follows from the fact that this must be ∂̄-closed and the

following corollary of the ∂∂̄-lemma for Kähler manifolds

Im δ ∩ ker ∂̄ = ker δ ∩ Im ∂̄ = Im δ∂̄ (6.23)

that the bracket always gives an element trivial in cohomology and hence the deformations

are unobstructed.

This would suggest that higher-order deformations of the complex structure are not ob-

structed for Graña–Polchinski backgrounds, and hence it does not provide a way to evade the

tadpole conjecture. It should be noted that there are actually more fields in the deformation

space than just complex structure deformations which may lead to other obstructions and so

strictly a more detailed analysis is required. This result also uses the Tian-Todorov lemma

which relied on the fact that our background was ‘Calabi–Yau-plus-flux’. For other IIB back-

grounds, such as those arising from D5/O5 planes, this is not the case and the Tian-Todorov

lemma does not apply. In these cases, obstructions could in principle play a role in fixing the

complex structure moduli.

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we have found the exact bulk moduli of flux backgrounds of type IIA and

IIB with an SU(3) structure. In particular, our results go beyond the linearised, small-flux

approximation typically used previously, and are also valid in cases where the geometry is

not conformally Calabi–Yau (such as non-complex and non-Kähler backgrounds). By using

the formalism of exceptional complex structures [18, 36, 70, 93] we found that the moduli

could be expressed in terms of flux-obstructed Dolbeault cohomology groups (for IIB) or de

Rham cohomology groups (for the generic IIA case). The final expressions are derived from

a spectral sequence associated to a flux-obstructed differential d∆ + F, where d∆ = d or ∂̄,

and F is a complex combination of flux and torsion. Our results extend thus the previous

analysis in three significant ways:

1. we allow finite flux, that is, Nflux can be of order R/ℓs;

2. we consider the effect of higher-derivative perturbative corrections to the supergravity

action, to all orders in both α′ and string-loop expansions;

3. and we consider finite deformations of the background, calculating the possible obstruc-

tion to the infinitesimal.

Note that the first two points are not really independent, since, without fine tuning, the

regime in which we can ignore higher-derivative corrections is precisely the regime in which

the flux is relatively small.

For point 1, one might have expected that for finite flux the moduli would be obstructed

by higher-order terms. This would appear in the spectral sequences as non-trivial terms
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in the third, or higher page. We found, however, that in every case the spectral sequence

terminated at the second page and hence reproduced the result obtained from the linear

approximation. For point 2, we used the fact that the moduli are independent of the precise

form of the Kähler potential on the space of structures and only depend on the vanishing locus

of the superpotential (i.e. involutivity of the exceptional complex structure [18]). We then

showed in section 6 that, under reasonable assumptions of locality, diffeomorphism and gauge

invariance, the superpotential is not corrected by perturbative, higher-derivative terms and

hence the moduli are unaffected by higher-derivative corrections. Hence, our results are exact

to all orders in perturbation theory. For point 3, we initiated an analysis of the obstructions

to infinitesimal moduli arising from higher-order perturbations in section 6. We found that

for type 0 IIA backgrounds, all obstructions vanish because the higher-order brackets in the

corresponding Maurer–Cartan equation are all trivial. For IIB, it was possible that there

could be obstructions to e.g. the complex structure moduli. Nonetheless, preliminary results

suggested that one could apply a Tian–Todorov-type lemma to show that these obstructions

also vanish. We verified that this is indeed the case for the Graña–Polchinski solutions.

Throughout this paper we have have focused only on bulk moduli, ignoring moduli of the

flux sources and how these might interact with the bulk moduli. IfM ′ is the compactification

manifoldM with the local sources excised, then bulk moduli live the cohomology H(M) while

source moduli are captured by classes in the relative cohomology H(M,M ′). However, even

if one focuses on the bulk moduli, as noted in section 2.3, if a particular flux F is sourced,

then it has a component which corresponds to a non-trivial class in the relative cohomology

H(M,M ′), that is, there is a non-zero component

[F ] 6= 0 ∈ H∗(M ′)

i∗H∗(M)
(7.1)

This non-vanishing component of [F ] in H∗(M ′) which does not come from any class in

H∗(M) can in principle fix additional moduli. This indeed occurs in heterotic M-theory [36]

where the bulk complex structure moduli couple to bundle moduli on the S1/Z2 orbifold

fixed planes, reproducing the obstructions that appear from the Atiyah algebroid in the

heterotic theory [40, 41], and similar couplings appear at tree-level between open- and closed-

string moduli for branes wrapping holomorphic cycles [94]. As a toy example of how such

stabilisation can occur, consider a one-form flux on M = S2 sourced at the north and south

poles. The excised manifold M ′ = S1 × (−1, 1) has the topology of a cylinder and hence a

non-trivial H1(M ′) which is generated by the class of the one-form flux F . Suppose one then

has the moduli equations

db = 0 , da+ Fb = 0 , a, b ∈ C∞(M) . (7.2)

In particular, we need that Fb is exact. If we just take this calculation on M , then we would

argue that all closed one-forms are exact so there is no obstruction. However, on M ′, the

non-trivial class generated by F says that we need b = 0. Hence, sourced fluxes may fix more
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moduli than one would expect from performing the calculation on the unexcised manifold.

Related to this is the fact that, throughout our calculation, we used the vanishing of certain

cohomology groups on Calabi–Yau manifolds to simplify the spectral sequence analysis. If one

performs the calculation with respect to the cohomology H∗(M ′), it is possible that higher

pages in the spectral sequence will appear and hence fix more moduli. It would be interesting

to explore this in the future.

One of the motivations for this work is that having a complete understanding of the

moduli of flux backgrounds is important for model building and the swampland programme.

In particular, it is relevant to the tadpole conjecture [11] which says that the tadpole should

grow approximately linearly with the number of moduli being fixed, with proportionality

& 1
3 . Much of the evidence for this conjecture has been performed in the large complex

structure regime using the linear approximation [95–99].One might have thought that you

could circumvent the conjecture by including higher-order effects to fix more moduli than one

might naively expect. Our work shows, however, that this is not the case.

In principal, our techniques can be applied to more general backgrounds than just those

with an SU(3) structure. Backgrounds with a local SU(2) structure have been described

in O(6, 6) geometry in terms of two pure spinors Φ± [27]. These can then be lifted to an

exceptional complex structure, as in [18]. We can then apply the techniques of this paper

to find the moduli in terms of flux obstructed generalised Dolbeault cohomology groups,

associated to the pure spinors Φ±. This could enlarge the search for realistic models of string

theory. In practice, this may be more difficult given the relatively few explicit examples of

backgrounds admitting such a structure. Even of the examples we know, calculating their

generalised Dolbeault cohomology groups is hard.

Another interesting application of our work may be to understand how mirror symmetry

might work in the presence of generic NSNS and RR flux. Restricting to three-folds, there has

been considerable interest in extending mirror symmetry to include SU(3)-structure manifolds

with torsion [71, 76, 100, 101]. It has been argued that such a correspondence should exchange

H-flux and torsion classes [100] and attempts to construct such a duality have appeared

in [102–108]. Most work, however, has focused on backgrounds with H-flux, although work

on trying to define the duality for non-Kähler backgrounds with specific RR flux appeared in

[109], so that a full understanding of mirror symmetry with generic fluxes remains unknown. If

such a correspondence exists, one should be able to match the moduli on each side. Analysing

the moduli we calculated in section 5, we note a qualitative matching between the IIA and

IIB moduli, at least in the case ab 6= 0. Indeed, one might conjecture that for every flux

background (M,H,F ), there exists a mirror background (M̃, H̃, F̃ ) whose moduli satisfy the

following

H2
d,F2

(M) ←→ H0,1
∂̄,F3

(

M̃, T 1,0
)

H3
d(M) ←→ H1,1

∂̄
(M̃)⊕H2,2

∂̄
(M̃).

(7.3)

We expect that understanding mirror symmetry in the context of exceptional complex struc-

tures should help answer this question.
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Mirror symmetry is intimately linked with topological theories, in particular the topolo-

gical A and B-models. The role that generalised complex structures plays in these theories has

also been well studied [110–112]. Recently, extensions of these ideas have been used to build

the target space theory of topological heterotic strings [113], and topological strings on G2

and Spin(7) manifolds [114]. These ideas were unified so as to understand how one can build

topological models solely from information about differential complexes and G-structures in

Courant algebroids in [115]. We note that the complex we define here is simply the excep-

tional version of the complexes they study. It would be interesting to see if similar techniques

can lead to topological theories for exceptional bundles, possibly describing topological branes

in string/M-theory.

Finally, recall that the moduli space had a natural description as a holomorphic constraint

(the F-terms) modulo an complex group action GDiffC (equivalent to imposing the D-terms

and modding out by the gauge symmetry). As noted in [18], when one passes from the

Kähler quotient to the complex quotient in (4.4) one should really restrict to the set of “poly-

stable” points X̂ ps ⊂ X̂ before taking the quotient. Polystability is a condition which dictates

whether the GDiffC flow through a given point intersects the µ = 0 surface. Understanding

the criterion for which a point is polystable is the content of geometric invariant theory

(GIT). Similar techniques have been applied to the study of Kähler–Einstein geometries, flat

connections on Riemann surfaces and hermitian Yang–Mills equations. In the context of

supersymmetric flux backgrounds it is an open and interesting problem. If understood, we

would be able to find geometries which admit a flux background of string theory within some

given class without having to solve the full set of equations of motion. More specifically,

we would only need to solve the involutivity condition, a linear differential constraint, along

with a GIT criterion, typically some algebraic conditions, to know that a supersymmetric flux

background exists on the manifold. (A caveat here, as throughout, is the rôle of the sources,

meaning one would need to consider the existence of solutions on spaces with boundary.)

Much as for Calabi–Yau manifolds, where one needs only to check Kählerity together with

c1(X) = 0, this would make the search for flux backgrounds of string theory significantly easier.

A slightly easier problem may be to try to define the analogue of the Futaki invariant for

exceptional complex structures, defining an obstruction to the existence of a supersymmetric

geometry.
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A E7(7) × R+-generalised geometry for type II

A.1 E7(7) × R
+ representation bundles

In Exceptional Generalised Geometry the spinor, flux and G-structure torsion degrees of

freedom are repackaged into sections of Ed(d) × R
+ representation bundles over M , and the

killing spinor equations are replaced by the vanishing of a generalised intrinsic torsion for a

generalised G-structure, with G ⊂ Ed(d)×R
+. In this work we focus on the case where d = 7.

For E7(7) × R
+ the “vector” or defining irreducible representation is the 561, and the vector

bundle E → M has fibres isomorphic to the real 56 dimensional representation space. This

geometry is “generalised” precisely because the transition functions for a local trivialisation

of E → M are not in GL(6,R) but instead in E7(7) × R
+ or a subgroup thereof. Using

the subgroup GL(6,R) ⊂ E7(7) × R
+ the fibre bundle E → M can be locally decomposed

into natural GL(6,R) bundles over M (but not globally as the transition functions do not

respect this decomposition). For type IIA and IIB backgrounds, E decomposes under different

GL(6,R) subgroups. For IIA we decompose under GL(6,R) ⊂ GL(7,R) ⊂ E7(7) × R
+, while

for IIB we decompose under a GL(6,R) × SL(2,R) ⊂ E7(7) × R
+ subset. This gives

EIIA ≃ TM ⊕ T ∗M ⊕ ∧5T ∗M ⊕ (T ∗M ⊗ ∧6T ∗M)⊕ ∧evenT ∗M (A.1)

EIIB ≃ TM ⊕ (S ⊗ T ∗M)⊕ ∧3T ∗M ⊕
(
S ⊗ ∧5T ∗M

)
⊕ (T ∗M ⊗ ∧6T ∗M) (A.2)

where S is an SL(2,R) doublet. Next we consider the E7(7) × R
+ adjoint bundle 1330 ⊕

10, which contains the flux gauge field degrees of freedom Codd and Ceven for IIA and IIB

respectively along with other components describing the structure forms of the background.

The adjoint bundle similarly decomposes under a GL(6,R) ⊂ E7(7) ×R
+ subgroup as [20, 21,

43]:

ad F̃IIA ≃ R⊕ R⊕ (TM ⊗ T ∗M)⊕ ∧2TM ⊕ ∧2T ∗M ⊕ ∧oddTM ⊕ ∧oddT ∗M

⊕ ∧6TM ⊕ ∧6T ∗M
(A.3)

ad F̃IIB ≃ R⊕ (TM ⊗ T ∗M)⊕ ∧2TM ⊕ ∧2T ∗M ⊕ ∧evenTM ⊕ ∧evenT ∗M

⊕ R⊕ ∧6TM ⊕ ∧6T ∗M.
(A.4)

Finally a bundle K̃ in the 9123 [18, 20] which decomposes as

K̃IIA = (detT ∗)2 ⊗KIIA = R⊕ ∧2T ∗M ⊕ ∧3T ∗M ⊕ . . . (A.5)

K̃IIB = (detT ∗)2 ⊗KIIB = T ∗M ⊕ (S ⊗ ∧3T ∗M)⊕ . . . (A.6)

Where K is the representation bundle containing the generalised intrinsic torsion. We will

often express sections of these bundles as formal sums of their GL(6,R) components. In

general the GL(6,R) components are mixed by the transition function, not just on double

overlaps but on triple and higher overlaps, forming a gerbe structure [116]. It is possible
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to absorb this gerbe behaviour into a frame for E → M , called the split frame, such that

the frame components do have GL(6,R) tensorial transformations (but still not the whole

tensors).

After choosing a local trivialisation, we can use the GL(6,R) decomposition to describe

the fiberwise action of the adjoint bundle on E. Parameterising a section V of E and R of

ad F̃ as

V = v + λ+ σ + τ + ω, R = l + ϕ+ r + β + b+ β̃ + b̃+ α+ a (A.7)

where the components of these sections are sections of the GL(6,R) sub bundles in the order

they appear on the right hand side of (A.1) and (A.3). Denoting the adjoing action of R on

V by V ′ = R · V , we have

v′ = lv + r · v − [α y s(ω)]−1 − β yλ− β̃ yσ , (A.8)

λ′ = lλ+ r · λ− v y b− [α y s(ω)]1 − β̃ y τ , (A.9)

σ′ = (l − 2ϕ)σ + r · σ + v y b̃− [ω ∧ s(a)]5 − β y τ , (A.10)

τ ′ = (l − 2ϕ)τ + r · τ + ja ∧ s(ω) + jb̃ ∧ λ− jb ∧ σ , (A.11)

ω′ = (l − ϕ)ω + r · ω + b ∧ ω + v y a+ λ ∧ a+ β yω + α yσ + α y τ (A.12)

above the function s is the sign operator s(ωn) = (−1)[n/2]ωn for ωn ∈ ΛnT ∗, and [. . .]p denotes

the degree p component of any polyform within [. . . ], with p = −1 corresponding to the vector

component. The E7(7)×R
+ subalgebra is specified by the choice 1

2tr(r) = l−ϕ. In particular,

the O(6, 6) ⊂ E7(7) ×R
+ action is generated by r, b and β, while setting ϕ = −1

2tr(r) and all

other generators to zero. Similarly we can compute R′′ = [R,R′] to be

l′′ = −1
2(α1 y a

′
1 − α′

1 y a1) +
1
2(α3 y a

′
3 − α′

3 y a3)− 1
2(α5 y a

′
5 − α′

5 y a5)

+ (β̃′ y b̃− β̃ y b̃′)
(A.13)

φ′′ = 3
2 (α

′
1 y a1 − α1 y a

′
1) +

1
2(α3 y a

′
3 − α′

3 y a3)− 1
2(α

′
5 y a5 − α5 y a

′
5)

− (β y b′ − β′ y b) + (β̃′ y b̃− β̃ y b̃′)
(A.14)

r′′ = [r, r′] + jα′
1 y ja1 − jα1 y ja

′
1 + jα3 y ja

′
3 − jα′

3 y ja3 − jα5 y ja
′
5 + jα′

5 y ja5

+ jβ y jb′ − jβ′ y jb − jβ̃ y jb̃′ + jβ̃′ y jb̃+ 1
21(α

′
1 y a1 − α1 y a

′
1)

+ 1
21(α

′
3 y a3 − α3 y a

′
3) +

1
21(α

′
5 y a5 − α5 y a

′
5) + 1(β̃ y b̃′ − β̃′ y b̃)

(A.15)

b′′ = r · b′ − r′ · b+ α1 y a
′
3 − α′

1 y a3 − α3 y a
′
5 + α′

3 y a5 (A.16)

b̃′′ = r · b̃′ − r′ · b̃− 2ϕb̃′ + 2ϕ′b̃+ a1 ∧ a′5 − a′1 ∧ a5 − a3 ∧ a′3 (A.17)

a′′ = r · a′ − r′ · a− ϕa′ + ϕ′a+ b ∧ a′ − b′ ∧ a+ β y a′ − β′y a− α y b̃′ + α′y b̃ (A.18)

β′′ = r · β′ − r′ · β + α′
3 y a1 − α3 y a

′
1 − α′

5 y a3 + α5 y a
′
3 (A.19)

β̃′′ = r · β̃′ − r′ · β̃ + 2ϕβ̃′ − 2ϕ′β̃ + α1 ∧ α′
5 − α3 ∧ α′

3 + α5 ∧ α′
1 (A.20)

α′′ = r · α′ − r′ · α+ ϕα′ − ϕ′α+ β ∧ α′ − β′ ∧ α− α y b′ + α′y b− β̃ y a′ + β̃′y a. (A.21)
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In the above expressions, we have used the notation

(jα ∧ β)a,a1...ap+q−1 =
(p + q − 1)!

(p − 1)!q!
αa[a1...β...ap+q−1] (A.22)

(jayjα)ab =
1

(p − 1)!
aac1...cp−1αbc1...cp−1 (A.23)

for α ∈ Ωp(M), β ∈ Ωq(M), a ∈ Ω0(∧pT ).
For IIB, taking sections of the (A.2) and (A.4) bundles, where each term matches a

successive term in the expression above

V = v + λi + ρ+ σi + τ R = l + r + a+ βi +Bi + γ + C + α̃i + ãi. (A.24)

The adjoint action R · V = V ′ is

v′ = lv + r · v + ǫijβ
iyλj + γyρ+ ǫijα̃

iσj (A.25)

λ′i = lλi + r · λi + aijλ
j + ıvB

i + βiyρ− γyσi − α̃iyτ (A.26)

ρ′ = lρ+ r · ρ+ ıvC + ǫijλ
i ∧Bj + ǫijβ

iyσj + γyτ (A.27)

σ′i = lσi + r · σi + aijσ
j + ıvã

i + ρ ∧Bi − C ∧ λi + βiyτ (A.28)

τ ′ = lτ + r · τ − ǫijjσi ∧Bj − jρ ∧ C + ǫijjλ
i ∧ ãj (A.29)

The Lie algebra bracket, or the adjoint action on the adjoint representation [R,R′] = R′′, is

l′′ = +1
4ǫij(β

iyB′j − β′iyBj) + 1
2(γyC

′ − γ′yC) + 3
4ǫij(α̃

iyã′j − α̃′iyãj) (A.30)

r′′ = [r, r′] + ǫij(jβ
iyjB′j − jβ′iyjBj)− 1

4Iǫij(β
iyB′j − β′iyBj)

+ (jγyjC ′ − jγ′yjC)− 1
2I(γyC

′ − γ′yC)

+ ǫij(jα̃
iyã′j − α̃′iyãj)− 3

4I(α̃
iyã′j − α̃′iyãj)

(A.31)

a′′ij = (a · a′ − a′ · a)ij + ǫjk(β
iyB′k − β′iyBk)− 1

2δ
i
jǫkl(β

kyB′l − β′kyBl)

+ ǫjk(α̃
jyã′k − α̃′jyãk−

1
2δ
i
jǫkl(α̃

kyã′l − α̃′kyãl)
(A.32)

β′′i = (r · β′i − r′ · βi) + (a · β′ − a′ · β)i − (γyB′i − γ′yBi)− (α̃iyC ′ − α̃′iyC) (A.33)

B′′i = (r ·B′i − r′ · Bi) + (a · B′ − a′ · B)i + (βiyC ′ − β′iyC)− (γyã′i − γ′yãi) (A.34)

γ′′ = (r · γ′ − r′ · γ) + ǫijβ
i ∧ β′j + ǫij(α̃

iyB′j − α̃′iyBj) (A.35)

C ′′ = (r · C ′ − r′ · C)− ǫijBi ∧B′j + ǫij(β
iyã′j − β′iyãj) (A.36)

α̃′′i = (r · α̃′ − r′ · α̃)i + (a · α̃′ − a′ · α̃)i − (βi ∧ γ′ − β′i ∧ γ) (A.37)

ã′′i = (r · ã′ − r′ · ã)i + (a · ã′ − a′ · ã)i + (Bi ∧ C ′ −B′i ∧ C) (A.38)

Here ǫij is the SL(2,R) invariant antisymmetric tensor with ǫ12 = −1. For both IIA and IIB

the E7(7) × R
+ vector bundles E → M admit a symplectic pairing which is invariant under
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the action of E7(7) ×R
+ (and moreover the complexification E7C

s(V, V ′) =

{

−1
4(ıvτ

′ − ıv′τ − λ ∧ σ′ + λ′ ∧ σ + [s(ω) ∧ ω′]6) IIA

−1
4

(
ıvτ

′ − ıv′τ + ǫij(λ
i ∧ σ′j − λ′i ∧ σj)− ρ ∧ ρ′

)
IIB

(A.39)

A.2 Dorfman derivatives and the gdiff algebra

Sections of E are elements of the generalised diffeomorphism algebra, containing both the

diffeomorphism algebra and the algebra of gauge-for-gauge fields. The generalised diffeo-

morphism algebra has a bracket

JV, V ′K = LVW − LWV, (A.40)

the antisymmetrisation of the Dorfman derivative L. In IIA the Dorfman derivative of two

vectors of the form V = v + λ+ σ + τ + ω given by

LV V
′ = Lvv′ + (Lvλ′ − ıv′dλ) +

(
Lvσ′ − ıv′(dσ +mw6) +

[
s(w′) ∧ (dw −mλ)

]

5

)

+
(
Lvτ ′ + jσ′ ∧ dλ+ λ′ ⊗ (dσ +mw6) + js(w′) ∧ (dω −mλ)

)

+
(
Lvw′ + dλ ∧ w′ −

(
ıv′ + λ′∧

)
(dw −mλ)

)

= L
(m=0)
V V ′ +m(V ) · V ′

(A.41)

where we have included the possible Romans mass term for massive IIA

m(V ) = mλ−mw6,

m(V ) · V ′ = m
(
−ıv′w6 − λ ∧ w′

4 + λ′ ⊗ w6 − λ⊗ w′
6 + ıv′λ+ λ′ ∧ λ

)
.

(A.42)

In IIB the Dorfman derivative for two vectors of the form V = v + λi + ρ+ σi + τ is

LV V
′ = Lvv′ + (Lvλ′i − ıv′dλi) + (Lvρ′ − ıv′dρ+ ǫijdλ

i ∧ λ′j)
+ (Lvσ′i − ıv′dσi + dρ ∧ λ′i − dλi ∧ ρ′)
+ (Lvτ ′ − ǫijjλ′i ∧ dσj + jρ′ ∧ dρ+ ǫijjσ

′i ∧ dλj)

(A.43)

In these expressions the GL(6,R) components of V and V ′ are only locally defined and

have non-tensorial patching on overlaps. To define a global expression for the Dorfman

derivative, we need to absorb all non-trivial patching into a global twist. We write

V = eΣ · V̂ (A.44)

where Σ is some section local of the adjoint bundle within the nilpotent subalgebra defined

by the differential forms. On overlaps, if we demand that Σ transforms in the same way

as higher-form gauge potentials in IIA/B, then we find that the GL(6,R) components of V̂

transform as tensors on overlaps and hence can be globally defined. Using this isomorphism
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in the Dorfman derivative, we find

LV V
′ = eΣ · LF

V̂
V̂ ′. (A.45)

where LF
V is a ‘flux-twisted’ Dorfman derivative. This shows that the Leibniz algebroid using

LV and the twisted generalised tangent bundle is isomorphic to the algebroid defined by LF
V

and the untwisted generalised tangent bundle. Because it allows us to work with globally

defined objects, in the paper we are always working with the LF
V algebroid, and simply write

LV for convenience. The fluxes appearing in the twisted Dorfman derivative are globally

defined differential forms

FIIA = F0 + F2 +H3 + F4 + F6, F0 = m

FIIB = F1 + F
i
3 + F5

(A.46)

They must satisfy the Bianchi identity for the algebroid to be Leibniz. Often, they are

identified with the sum of RR and NSNS fluxes in the theory. However, since we work with

complexified tangent bundles, we found it convenient in the paper to allow the FIIA/B to be

complex valued.

For massive IIA the flux twisted Dorfman derivative on the tensorial component of the

generalised vectors (V ≃ v + λ+ σ + τ + ω in the order of (A.1)) is [80]

LF

V̂
V̂ ′ = Lvv′ + (Lvλ′ − ıv′dλ+ ıv′ ıvH)

+ Lvσ′ − ıv′dσ +
[
ıv′(s(w) ∧ F) + s(w′) ∧ (dw −H ∧ w − (ıv + λ∧)F)

]

5

+ Lvτ ′ + jσ′ ∧ (dλ− ıvH) + λ′ ⊗ (dσ − [s(w) ∧ F]6)

+ js(w′) ∧ (dw −H ∧ w − (ıv + λ∧)F)
+ Lvw′ + (dλ− ıvH) ∧ w′ −

(
ıv′ + λ′∧

)
(dw −H ∧ w − (ıv + λ∧)F)

(A.47)

Above, for convenience, we have written F for the even parts of FIIA. For IIB the flux twisted

Dorfman derivative on the tensorial component of the generalised vectors (V ≃ v+λi+ρ+σi+τ
in the order of (A.2)) is

LF

V̂
V̂ ′ = Lvv′ +

(
Lvλ′i − ıv′dλi + ıv′ ıvF

i
)

+
(
Lvρ′ − ıv′dρ+ ıv′ ıvF+ ıv′(ǫijλ

i ∧ F
j)
)

+
(
Lvσ′i − ıv′(dσi − ıv′(λi ∧ F) + ıv′ρ ∧ F

i) + dρ ∧ λ′i

− ıvF ∧ λ′i − ǫjkλj ∧ F
k ∧ λ′i − dλi ∧ ρ′ + ıvF

i ∧ ρ′
)

+
(
Lvτ ′ − ǫijjλ′i ∧ dσj − ǫijjλ′i ∧ λj ∧ F+ ǫijjλ

′i ∧ ρ ∧ F
j

+ jρ′ ∧ dρ− jρ′ ∧ ıvF− jρ′ ∧ ǫijλi ∧ F
j + ǫijjσ

′i ∧ dλj − ǫijjσ′i ∧ ıvFj
)

(A.48)

These twisted or untwisted Dorfman derivatives furnish the gdiff algebra with a bracket. They
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also allow the gdiff algebra to act on other E7(7) × R
+ tensors using the form

LV = Lv − (∂ ×ad V ) (A.49)

where ∂ is viewed as a differential operator valued section of E∗ acting on V to produce

adjoint-valued sections. The adjoint bundle is a subset of E∗ ⊗E, and as such we have used

the projection operator

×ad : E∗ ⊗ E → ad F̃ . (A.50)

B General moduli equations

B.1 IIB

In section 5.2 we gave the equations dictating the moduli of IIB backgrounds in three special

cases. In this appendix, we provide the moduli equations in the most general IIB case and

show that under certain assumptions they can be solved.

We consider deformations of the bundle

L3 = eΣ ·
[
T 0,1 ⊕ siT ∗1,0 ⊕ ∧3,0T ∗

]
Σ = riω + 1

2αω
2 + 1

6c
iω3 (B.1)

We take the deformation parameter R = eΣ(ε+ χ+Θ) as in (5.11). Checking the closure of

L′
3 = (1 +R) · L3, we find the following constraints.

0 = ∂̄(ǫijq
isjε2,0)− F̃0,1 ∧ ε2,0

0 = ∂̄ε1,00,1 − ǫijqijε2,0yj2Fj1,2
0 = ∂̄ε0,2 + η−1ǫijq

iε1,00,1 · F
j
2,1 + η−1

F̃0,1 ∧ ε0,2
0 = ∂̄(ηχ0,0)− F̃0,1 ∧ χ0,0 − η−1ε1,00,1 · F1,0 + ǫijs

iε2,0yFj2,1

0 = ∂̄χ1,1 + ∂χ0,2 − η−1(F1,0 ∧ ε0,2 + ǫijs
iε1,00,1 · Fj2,1)− ε2,0yF3,2 + χ0,0ǫijq

i
F
j
1,2

0 = ∂̄χ0,2

0 = ∂̄χ2,2 + ∂χ1,3 + ǫijq
i(χ0,2 ∧ F

j
2,1 + χ1,1 ∧ F

j
1,2)− ε1,00,1F3,2 + ǫijs

iε0,2 ∧ F
j
2,1

(B.2)

Here we have used the notation

η = ǫijs
iqj , jε2,0yj2Fj = εabFjacd , ε1,00,1 · F = −kεa[b1|Fa|b2...bk] (B.3)

and where33

F̃1 = ǫijq
ipj(ǫijp

isj)F1 + ǫijq
idsj (B.4)

The trivial deformations are given by those such that L′
3 = (1+LFV ) ·L3, for some V ∈ Γ(EC).

Parameterising V = eΣ · (v + siλ + (qiρ1 + ρ3 + siρ5) + qiσ + τ), we find that the trivial

33Note that this slightly awkward notation is used to ensure that the equations are valid for all values of a
and b. As we shall see later, the formulae simplify significantly if we assume a and b are non-vanishing.
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transformations are given by

δε1,00,1 = ∂̄v1,0

δε0,2 = ∂̄λ0,1 + η−1 ˜F0,1 ∧ λ0,1 − η−1ǫijq
iv1,0yFj1,2

δχ0,0 = η−1v1,0yF1,0

δχ1,1 = ∂̄ρ1,0 + ∂ρ0,1 − η−1
F1,0 ∧ λ0,1 + η−1ǫijs

iv1,0yFj2,1

δχ0,2 = ∂̄ρ0,1

∂̄χ2,2 = ∂̄ρ2,1 + ∂ρ1,2 − v1,0F3,2 − ǫijsiλ0,1 ∧ F
j
2,1 − ǫijqiρ1,0 ∧ F

j
1,2 − ǫijqiρ0,1F

j
2,1

δχ1,3 = ∂̄ρ1,2 + ∂ρ0,3 − ǫijqiρ0,1 ∧ F
j
1,2

δχ3,3 = ∂̄ρ3,2 + ∂ρ2,3 + λ0,1 ∧ F3,2 + η−1
F̃1 ∧ ρ5 − η−1ǫijq

iρ3 ∧ F
j
3

δΘ3,3 = ∂̄σ3,2 + ∂σ2,3 − η−1
F1,0 ∧ ρ2,3 + η−1ǫijs

iρ1,2 ∧ F
j
2,1 + ρ0,1 ∧ F3,2

(B.5)

The presence of both the ∂ and ∂̄ operators in these equations makes them difficult

to solve in general. However, if we assume that the ∂∂̄ lemma holds then we can make

simplifications. We will also assume that the complex functions a, b used in the description

of the SU(3) structure background are both non-vanishing. The case in which one of them

vanishes was addressed in the main text. Note that the Killing spinor equations imply that

either a, b are globally non-vanishing or one of them is the 0-function and hence it is consistent

to consider these cases separately.

Considering these simplifications, we find the following constraints for the closure of the

complex (i.e. conditions for involutivity, or d1R = 0).

∂̄ε2,0 = 0

∂̄ε1,00,1 − jε2,0yj2H1,2 = 0

∂̄ε0,2 − ε1,00,1 ·H1,2 = 0

∂̄χ0,0 − ε1,00,1 ·G1,0 − ε2,0yG2,1 = 0

∂̄χ1,1 +H1,2 ∧ χ0,0 −G1,0 ∧ ε0,2 − ε1,00,1 ·G2,1 − ε2,0yG3,2 = 0

∂̄χ0,2 = 0

∂̄χ2,2 + χ1,1 ∧H1,2 − ε0,2 ∧G2,1 − ε1,00,1 ·G3,2 = 0

(B.6)

Note that in the above expressions we have redefined some of the parameters to absorb factors

of ab and ∂-exact terms. We have also defined the complex fluxes

G1 = (ab)−2
F1 , G3 = −(ab)−1ǫijs

i
F
j
3 , G5 = F5 (B.7)
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The exactness conditions can be expressed as

δε1,00,1 = ∂̄v1,0

δε0,2 = ∂̄λ0,1 − v1,0yH1,2

δχ0,0 = −v1,0yG1,0

δχ1,1 = ∂̄ρ1,0 + λ0,1 ∧G1,0 − v1,0yG2,1

δχ0,2 = ∂̄ρ0,1

δχ2,2 = ∂̄ρ2,1 +H1,2 ∧ ρ1,0 + λ0,1 ∧G2,1 − v1,0yG3,2

δχ1,3 = ∂̄ρ1,2 +H1,2 ∧ ρ0,1
δχ3,3 = ∂̄ρ3,2 +H1,2 ∧ ρ2,1 + λ0,1 ∧G3,2

δΘ3,3 = ∂̄σ3,2 + ρ0,1 ∧G3,2 − ρ1,2 ∧G2,1 + ρ2,3 ∧G1,0

(B.8)

In this case, we can rewrite these expressions in terms of O(6, 6) generalised geometry

objects (see e.g. [37] for details). In particular, the complex structure J of IIB backgrounds

defines a generalised complex structure J− = −J which defines some U(3, 3) structure. col-

lecting objects into representations of this larger structure group, we find that the deformation

parameters can be written

ε ∈ Γ(∧2L̄) , χ ∈ Γ(S0 ⊕ S−2) , Θ ∈ Γ(∧6T ∗) (B.9)

where L = T 0,1 ⊕ T ∗1,0 and Sn =
⊕

p∧p,p−nT ∗. Similarly, the parameters for trivial deform-

ations can be collected into terms

V = v1,0 + λ0,1 ∈ Γ(L̄) , ρ ∈ Γ(S1 ⊕ S−1) , σ ∈ Γ(∧5T ∗) (B.10)

we can then write the conditions from (B.8) and (B.8) into the following complex.

L̄ ∧2L̄ ∧3L̄

S1 ⊕ S−1 S0 ⊕ S−2 S−1 ⊕ S−3

∧3,2T ∗ ∧3,3T ∗

∂̄H

G

∂̄H

G

∂̄H

G

∂̄H

∂̄

(B.11)

The diagonal arrows come from viewing G ∈ Γ(S−) = Ωodd(M) as a generalised spinor of

negative chirality. The top row of arrows then comes from the Clifford action of L̄ on S−,

while the bottom row of arrows corresponds to the Mukai pairing on S−. We can then perform

a spectral sequence analysis to obtain the exact moduli from this complex. We will write Hp
L

for the cohomology of ∂̄H on ∧pL̄, and Hp
S for the cohomology of Sp.

In principal, one finds a non-trivial second page of the spectral sequence which relates

– 64 –



ker(G : H1
L → H0

S ⊕H−2
S ) and H3,3

∂̄
(M)/ Im(G : H1

S ⊕H−1
S → H3,3

∂̄
). However, provided G

is non-trivial, this second term vanishes and hence the spectral sequence terminates. Hence,

we find that the physical moduli are given by

moduli ∼= ker[G : H2
L → H−1

S ⊕H−3
S ]⊕ H0

S ⊕H−2
S

Im[G : H1
L → H0

S ⊕H−2
S ]

(B.12)

We would like to further express the Hp
L,H

p
S in terms of conventional Dolbeault cohomo-

logy groups, for which a further spectral sequence is required. For the HL cohomologies, we

decompose the first line of (B.11) into GL(3,C) bundles and find

C T ∗0,1 ∧0,2T ∗ ∧0,3T ∗

T 1,0 T ∗0,1 ⊗ T 1,0 (∧0,2T ∗)⊗ T 1,0 ...

∧2,0T T ∗0,1 ⊗ (∧2,0T ) ...

∧3,0T ...

∂̄ ∂̄ ∂̄

∂̄

H

∂̄

H

∂̄

∂̄

H

∂̄

H

∂̄

H

(B.13)

To find the moduli, we only need H1
L and H2

L. In principal, one finds a non-tricial second page

of the spectral sequence relating ker(H1,2 : H
0,0(∧2,0T )→ H0,2(T 1,0)) andH0,3(M)/ Im(H1,2 :

H0,1(T 1,0) → H0,3). However, if we impose the topology of a Calabi–Yau then H0,0(∧2,0T )

vanishes and hence the spectral sequence terminates at the second page. Working through

the calculation and imposing the cohomology relations of a Calabi–Yau, we find

H1
L = 0

H2
L = ker[H1,2 : H

0,1(T 1,0)→ H0,3(M)]
(B.14)

For the HS cohomology groups, we need to analyse the following complex.

... ∧3,2T ∗ ∧3,3T ∗

... ∧2,1T ∗ ∧2,2T ∗ ∧2,3T ∗

∧1,0T ∗ ∧1,1T ∗ ∧1,2T ∗ ∧1,3T ∗

C ∧0,1T ∗ ∧0,2T ∗ ∧0,3T ∗

∂̄ ∂̄

∂̄

H

∂̄

H

∂̄

∂̄

H

∂̄

H

∂̄

∂̄

H

∂̄

H

∂̄

(B.15)

Once again, we find that if we impose the identities for Calabi–Yau cohomology groups, the
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second page of the spectral sequence vanishes and we have

H0
S = ker[H1,2 : H

0,0(M)→ H1,2(M)]⊕H1,1(M)⊕H2,2(M)

⊕ H3,3(M)

Im[H1,2 : H2,1(M)→ H3,3(M)]

H−1
S = H1,2(M)/〈H1,2〉

H−2
S = 0

H−3
S = H0,3(M)

(B.16)

If H 6= 0 then the H0,0 and H3,3 terms are removed by the kernel and image of the H map,

respectively, and hence the moduli in this case are

moduli ∼= H0,1
∂̄,G,H

(T 1,0)⊕H1,1(M)⊕H2,2(M) (B.17)

where

H0,1
∂̄,G,H

(T 1,0) = ker[G : H0,1(T 1,0)→ H1,2(M)/〈H1,2〉] ∩ ker[H1,2 : H
0,1(T 1,0)→ H0,3(M)]

(B.18)

This is in agreement with the calculation done for the Graña–Polchinski background done

around (5.25). If H = 0, which is the case for the D5/O5 source backgrounds, we get an

additional factor of H0,0 and H3,3 in H0
S and therefore get

moduli ∼= H0,1
∂̄,G

(T 1,0)⊕H0,0 ⊕H1,1 ⊕H2,2 ⊕H3,3 (B.19)

where

H0,1
∂̄,G

(T 1,0) = ker[G : H0,1(T 1,0)→ H1,2(M)] (B.20)

in agreement with (5.16). Of course, one should also restrict to the moduli with definite

parity under any orientifold plane sources in the problem.

B.2 IIA Type 3

The general moduli equations for type 3 backgrounds in IIA are given by (B.21). In section

5.3, we calculate the moduli associated to this system of equations assuming the ∂∂̄-lemma

holds.
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∂̄κ = 0,

∂̄v + κ ·H = 0

∂̄r + κ · F4 = 0, δr = ∂̄x

∂̄φ0,3 = 0, δφ0,3 = ∂̄ν0,2

∂̄φ1,2 + ∂φ0,3 − r · F4 = 0, δφ1,2 = ∂̄ν1,1 + ∂ν0,2 − x · F4

∂̄θ0,2 = 0, δθ0,2 = ∂̄λ0,1

∂̄θ1,1 + ∂θ0,2 − r ·H− v · F4 = 0, δθ1,1 = ∂̄λ1,0 + ∂λ0,1 − x ·H
∂̄µ5 − θ1,1 ∧ F4 − φ1,2 ∧H = 0, δµ5 = ∂̄ν4 − F4 ∧ λ−H ∧ ν,

δµ6 = ∂̄ρ5 − F4 ∧ ν

(B.21)

C Cohomologies for sources

C.1 Relative cohomology

We review the definition of relative de Rham cohomology [117]. Similar definitions give

relative Dolbeault cohomology and relative dH cohomology. In fact, one can define a notion

of relative homology for more general chain and cochain sequences [118].

Let i : M ′ → M define a map between smooth manifolds (it need not be an inclusion).

We define the set Ωn(M,M ′) = Ωn(M)⊕Ωn−1(M ′) and a map d : Ωn(M,M ′)→ Ωn+1(M,M ′)

by

d(α, β) = (dα, i∗α− dβ) (C.1)

where on the right hand side d denotes the usual de Rham differential. It is easy to check that

d2 = 0 on Ω∗(M,M ′), and the relative cohomology H∗(M,M ′) is define to be the cohomology

of (Ω∗(M,M ′),d). Note that it consists of objects that are closed onM which are exact when

pulled back to M ′.

We can also define a short exact sequence

0→ Ωn−1(M ′)
η−→ Ωn(M,M ′)

ζ−→ Ωn(M)→ 0 (C.2)

where η(β) = (0, β) and ζ(α, β) = α. Both η, ζ define chain maps34 and hence we get the

long exact sequence of maps (2.17).

. . . Hn(M) Hn(M ′) Hn+1(M,M ′) Hn+1(M) . . .
ζ∗ i∗ η∗ ζ∗ i∗ (C.3)

C.2 Sources and deformations

Supergravity theories contain higher-form field strengths Fn ∈ Ωn(M) which must satisfy

Bianchi identities such as (2.15). For simplicity we will consider a theory without Chern–

34In fact η satisfies ηd = −dη but that is enough for the long exact sequence to exist.
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Simons-like terms, in which the Bianchi identity takes the form

dFn = jn+1 (C.4)

where jn+1 is a current with either δ-function support on the magnetic sources Σ, or with

some smoothed out distribution in some small neighbourhood of Σ. In terms of the RR

Bianchi identity (2.15), one can imagine that we have set H = 0 in the original theory, or

alternatively can consider a variation of this discussion with relative dH cohomology.

As in section 2.3, we defineM ′ =M−N , where N ⊃ Supp(jn+1) is some small neighbour-

hood of the sources, and i : M ′ →M is the inclusion map. Conservation of the current tells

us that jn+1 must be closed, while (C.4) tells us it is trivial in cohomology on M . Moreover,

in relative cohomology, we have

(jn+1, i
∗Fn) = d(Fn, 0) (C.5)

and hence is trivial. The element (jn+1, 0) ∼ (0,−i∗Fn) is also closed in Ωn+1(M,M ′) precisely

because i∗jn+1 = 0 and hence defines a cohomology element which is in general not trivial.

(jn+1, 0) ∼ (0,−i∗Fn) ∈ Hn+1(M,M ′) (C.6)

Suppose now we want to define a small deformation of the sources. This is given by

δjn+1 = dγ , Supp(δjn+1) ⊂ N . (C.7)

By the above argument, we must also have

(δjn+1, 0) ∼ (0,−i∗γ) ∈ Hn+1(M,M ′) . (C.8)

Since we have assumed that the support of the deformation is contained within the excised

manifold N , we must have that i∗dγ = 0 and hence i∗γ ∈ Hn(M ′). From the definition of

the long exact sequence of cohomologies (C.3), we find that the deformations of the sources

are not generic elements of the relative cohomology, but instead must lie in the image of η∗.

(δjn+1, 0) ∼ (0,−i∗γ) ∈ Im(η∗ : Hn(M ′)→ Hn+1(M,M ′)) ≃ Hn(M ′)

i∗Hn(M)
(C.9)

where in the last equality, we have used the fact that (C.3) is exact. Note that this final

equality reflects our intuition about the deformations of the sources. Indeed, if δjn+1 = dγ,

then the deformations are defined by some γ which is not closed on M but is closed when

pulled back to M ′. It is defined up to addition of some closed form on M . The quotient given

in the final equality is precisely the set of such objects.
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