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1 Introduction

Three-fold isolated compound Du Val(cDV) singularities [1] have been important
mostly due to its role in birational geometry. They are the three dimensional Goren-
stein terminal singularities and hence are the "best” singularities in the sense of birational
geometry. In particular, all crepant birational morphisms to them are small. Moreover,
their Q-factorializations can be often studied via tracing back to resolutions of canonical
surface, a.k.a. ADFE, singularities. On the other hand, they are defined by a single analytic
equation in the affine space, hence one can perform explicit calculations in various contexts.
In particular, one can deform the singularities in the sense of classical theory of singurity
[2]. Tt also makes it possible, via the celebrated correspondence between Landau-Ginzburg
models and geometries, to apply techniques of matrix factorizations through homological
mirror symmetry, which nevertheless largely remains conjectural.

cDV singularities appear to be significant as well in string theory. An important source
is type IIB geometric engineering, where one obtains four-dimensional Argyres-Douglas
superconformal field theories (SCFTs) using three-fold weighted hypersurface Gorenstein
singularities [3]. A large class of weighted isolated ¢cDV singularities were introduced in
[4] to give an alternative characterization of a certain Argyres-Douglas theories, commonly
engineered by compactification from six dimensions. Isolated cDV singularities also play a
role in M-theory geometric engineering [5-7], where the resulting five-dimensional super-
conformal field theories are of rank zero.

There is still another place where three-fold singularities appear in the broad context of
geometric engineering. Probing these singularities in type IIB string theory via D3-branes
yield four-dimensional A'=1 superconformal field theories. When the number of branes
become large, the latter fits into the picture of holographic duality [8-10]. Holography in
this context may be interpreted as the fact that the coordinate ring of the singularity is
expected to be related to the chiral ring of the corresponding N'=1 conformal field theory
[11, 12]. Due to the insufficient amount of supersymmetry, it remains unclear to what
extent the geometry of the singularity determines the structure of the field theory. A
philosophy that is relatively clear is that when the singularity admits non-commutative
crepant resolutions (NCCRs), there exists a dual 4d N'=1 conformal field theory which can
be described by a quiver gauge theory [13]: The quiver gauge theory and superpotential
are given exactly by the quiver and potential underlying the NCCR. Restricting to the case
of isolated cDVs, it is known that having crepant resolutions (CRs) is equivalent to having
non-commutative crepant resolutions [14]. Therefore, existence of superconformal quiver
gauge theory is related again to birational geometry of the singularities. In particular, if
the singularity in question cannot be resolved crepantly, one concludes that the dual field
theory does not have a gauge theory description, or the dual theory may not exist.

Later it was noticed that the singularities had to obey some other constraints such as
K-stability with respect to a certain conic C*-action [11, 12], in order for a consistent N'=1
superconformal dual to exist. Understanding the quiver gauge theory duals is one of the
most important original motivation of this work. As mentioned above, this has to do with
understanding the crepant resolutions of such singularities, which turns out to be another



independent motivation of this work.

As far as we are concerned, a detailed comprehension of existence of the crepant
resolutions are absent, especially in cEn cases. Therefore it would be desired if results can
be obtained regarding their properties of crepant resolutions.

For physics interests, and also for simplicity, we focus on the singularities in the list of
Wang and Xie [4] as follows

J singularity K-stable range of parameters
An_q x%%—x%—l—xé\/%—zk:o %<k<2N,N22
2+ 23+ 2 +a32k =0 é\f,—j<k<2]\f—2,]\722
Dy | ot +al P tagad =0 | B0 ok < 4N -4, N >4

(N =4,5,1<k<2N)

N-1
i +ay '+ 292f + 2Pas =0 (N>6 N2_4N <k<2N)

) ON—2

Eg wi+ai+ai+2F=0 1<k<24
2?4+l +ad+ ka3 =0 1<k<18

2+ ad+at+2Fae =0 1<k<16

E; P+ ad+ari+2F =0 1 <k<36
2 + 23 + woxd + 2F23 =0 1<k<28

Eg i+ a3+ a3 +28=0 1<k <60
w2+ ad+ad+2Fa3 =0 2 <k<48

o+ a3+ al+ 2k, =0 1<k<40

Table 1: Three-fold isolated weighted compound Du Val singularities in [3, 4]. The
rightmost row shows the K-stable range of parameters.

These isolated Gorenstein weighted hypersurface singularities engineer 4d N'=2 gen-
eralized Argyres-Douglas theories. They admit an alternative description from 6d (2,0)
theories, labeled by an ADE Lie algebra indicated in the leftmost column!. The hypersur-
face equations in the list are defined only up to weight-one deformations, i.e. deformations
that preserve the original C*-actions.

As mentioned, we restrict the tunable parameter k to sit within the K-stable range
(w.r.t. the obvious C*-action) due to physical interest. However, generalizations out of the
K-stable region is straightforward, using our methods.

An important observation is that all singularities in the list above are invertible in the
sense of Berglund and Hiibsch [15]. We will show in two approaches - the first based on
a conjecture raised in [16] (Conjecture 2.3) and the well-known hypothesis in homologi-
cal mirror symmetry of invertible singularities, and the second based on constructions of

superconformal quiver gauge theories.

1J may not be directly related to the underlying simple singularity. For example, for small k, z? + 2% +
xév + xif = 0 defines a cAi_1 singularity, not cAn_1.



Claim 1.1 A singularity with J = E, in the list above, within the K -stable range,
admits a crepant resolution if and only if it is, up to weight-one deformations, one
of the following four types:

2 +y3 42 rwl? =0,

2 448 4y +w'® =0,

? +y? +2° + w¥ =0,

m2+y3+y23—|—w2z:0.
That is to say, there is a unique representative for J = Eg, By and Eg, respectively,
in addition to the famous Morrison-Pinkham example.

. J

Note that most of the singularities with J = E,, will be genuinely of cE, type. The
holographic dual field theories are already presented conjecturally in [17, 18], and the shape
of quivers? are Dynkin diagrams of affine ADFE Lie algebras. In the context of holographic
duality, weight-one deformations are merely exactly marginal deformations in the field
theory. They do not invalidate the quiver gauge theory description, hence the NCCR may
remain the same under continuous weight-one deformations and the crepant resolution is
not affected.

Our strategy is as follows. We start from surveying known results to reduce the problem
at hand. It turns out that we only have to deal with two families of singularities of the Table
1. Based on a conjecture in [16], which relates the notion of symplectic cohomology of the
Milnor fiber of singularities and the existence of crepant resolutions of a ¢cDV singularity,
the problem of determining whether a given singularity admits crepant resolutions or not is
reduced to the problem of computing symplectic cohomology of its Milnor fiber at negative
degrees. Homological mirror symmetry present a practical way to do this, i.e. computing
the Hochschild cohomology of equivariant matrix factorizations of the mirror singularity.
They are all demonstrated in section 2. In section 3, we verify the claim from physics side
by enumerating all consistent A/'=1 superconformal quiver gauge theories, and find that
no candidate exists other than the four mentioned in Claim 1.1. Some necessary notions
involved in the physics of the problem are given in section 4. In section 5 we present
conclusions and make final remarks.

2 General strategies

In this section, we give a brief review of the mathematical ingredients. Some back-
ground in K-stability can be found in e.g. [12]. The role of K-stability from physics
perspectives will be mostly deferred to section 4. Useful facts in birational geometry have
been collected in e.g. [19].

20ne cannot rule out theories that are conformally dual to them. More precisely, even if the super-
conformal field theory on its entire conformal manifold can be described by a quiver gauge theory, it is
still possible that there exists another, possibly non-Lagrangian, theory with exactly the same visible BPS
spectra.



2.1 K-stability of the singularities

The first ingredient comes from a nontrivial requirement for a singularity to admit
a 4d N'=1 superconformal field theory (not necessarily gauge theory) dual. For physics
consideration, we require the existence of the Ricci flat conic metric, which is ensured by
K-stability of the singularity with respect to a certain C*-action [11]. The generator of
this C*-action consists of two parts, one being the real rescaling along the radial direction
of the singularity®, the other being Reeb vector along the (Sasaki-Einstein) link manifold.
The U(1)g symmetry is identified with the generator of Reeb vector, normalized such that
the canonical top form has weight two?. We will follow this normalization in this paper.

The Reeb flow belongs to the isometry group of the link manifold. These isometries
generically come from the manifest U(1) actions on the defining equations of the singu-
larities. All the cDV singularities in the table admit one manifest such action; there is
an extra U(1) action for suspended singularities (i.e. if they can be expressed in terms
of uv + f(z,w) = 0), or equivalently of cA,, type which is not relevant to us. Thus for
our purpose we expect the Reeb flows to be generated by the manifest U(1) symmetries.
The condition for K-stability with respect to those symmetries can be computed using the
methods in [12], and the results are inequalities in N and k shown in Table 1. The physical
importance of K-stability will be explained in more detail in section 4.

2.2 Reduction of the problem

We aim at understanding crepant resolutions of the weighted terminal Gorenstein
singularities in the list. Admitting crepant resolutions is equivalent to having NCCRs for
these singularities. By [13, 14], the mathematical fact of having an NCCR corresponds
to the physical statement that the singularity has a 4d A'=1 superconformal quiver gauge
theory dual in the large N limit.

The resolution of cAn singularities have been completely understood in the [20]. In
the same paper, a criterion for existence of crepant resolutions of cDn singularities were
also presented. However, crepant resolutions of the cEn type singularities remain largely
unknown. Fortunately, there are some mathematical constraints to reduce the problem at
hand, which are summarized as follows:

Resolutions via semi-universal unfolding. For singularities of type F(z,y,z,w) =
fape(r,y,2) + wk = 0, Brieskorn ([21], see also [22], Theorem 3.10) gave a powerful
criterion: They admit crepant resolutions if and only if £ is multiple of the Coxeter number
of the Lie algebra corresponding to the ADFE singularity at w = 0. However it does not
help to deal with for example F' = fapp(z,y, 2) + zw = 0 which is singular, as opposed to
the situation F' = fapgr(z,y,2) + w.

3Recall that the general philosophy of AdS/CFT from D3-branes is that, in the near horizon geometry,
the radial direction of the normal bundle combines with the world-volume of branes to make AdSs, while
the angular direction remains internal. The radial direction in the current setup is just the radial direction
of singular 3-folds.

4Such normalization is due to the fact that the coordinates z,y, z, w are identified as gauge invariant
operators on the field theory side via holographic duality. To identify the Reeb vector with the generator
of the U(1)r symmetry in the field theory, we adopt such a normalization.



Topology of the link and number of exceptional curves. For hypersurface singu-

larities, the following theorem relates its birational geometric properties and topology of

its link structures®

Theorem 2.1 [22, 23]: If a rational 3-fold isolated hypersurface singularity X ad-
mits a small resolution, whose exceptional sets consist of | irreducible curves, then
ba(L) = b3(L) = p(X) = L.

Here by and b3 denote the corresponding Betti numbers of the link L of the singularity
X. p(X) denotes the rank of local divisor class group of X.

In [7], a stronger statement was recorded, due to M. CaibarS: p(X) coincides with
number f of mass deformations of the singularity, regarded as defining a 4d N'=2 Argyres-
Douglas SCFT. Namely, it is the number of deformations of mass dimension 1. Together
with the statament above, we conclude that f is precisely the number of irreducible excep-
tional curves if there is a crepant resolution of the singularity.

The theorem above suggests that in order for a crepant resolution to exist, ba(L) shall
not be zero: If a crepant resolution of X renders no exceptional curves to it, then X must
be smooth. We do not consider a smooth X, hence one can immediately conclude that the
singularities with bo(L) = 0 do not admit crepant resolutions. The importance is that by (L)
for a weighted hypersurface singularity can be computed efficiently in a combinatorial way,
see for example [7]. Thus it provides us with an important simplification of the problem.

The values of by(L) for singularities in Table 1 have been computed in the appendix
of [24], which is recorded in Table 2 below.

Singularity ba(L) Constraints from K-stability
w2+ ad+all 26 =0 g.c.d(N,k) —1 J <k<2N,N>2
a2+ o+ al +asb =0 n , g.c.d.(N —1,k) ' g{:l <k<2N-2,N>2
2} +ad a4+ b =0 g'C'd‘@Ag*Z’AHZ for g_(:_d_z(‘;“]\’ﬁ“) odd; 1 for k and % even; 0 for k odd | 2880E6 < k< AN — 4, N >4
. (N =4,5,1<k<2N)
2 N=1 4 o002 k. _ N . ris
x{+xy A+ woxz+ 23 =0 g.c.d.(N,k) for PRI odd; 0 otherwise (N > 6, Aj\ﬂﬁv ke 2N>
2 3 4k .
i +as+az+2° =0 6 for k = 0(mod12); 2 for k = 3,6,9(mod12); 0 for k # 0(mod3) 1<k<24
23+ a3 +ad+ 2Py =0 6 for k = 0(mod9); 0 otherwise 1<k<18
2} +ad+al+ P =0 6 for k = 0(mod8); 2 for k = 4(mod8); 1 for k # 0(mod4) 1<k<16
23+ a3+ asx}+2F =0 7 for k = 0(mod18); 1 for k even and k # 0(mod18); 0 for k odd 1<k<36
22 + a3 + woxd + 2Fw3 =0 7 for k = 0(mod14); 1 for k even and k # 0(mod14); 0 for k odd 1<k<28
23 +ad+ad+2F=0 8 for k = 0(mod30); 0 otherwise 1<k<60
o34l ad + Fry =0 8 for k = 0(mod24); 0 otherwise 1<k<48
22+ 23 + a3+ 2Frs =0 8 for k = 0(mod20); 0 otherwise 1<k<40

Table 2: Mass parameters, i.e. by(L) of the ¢cDV singularities in questions, along with
their range of K-stability.

As a sanity check, one finds that be(L) = N precisely for the following families of

®We thank Prof. Dan Xie for pointing out this statement.
5We cannot find his PhD thesis on the internet, where the statement is supposed to appear initially.



singularities
2 2 N+1 N+1
i+ a3 +ay T+ 2N =0,

x? + xévfl + w3 + N2 =,

and by(L) = 6,7, 8 respectively for the following singularities

x} + oy +aj+ 22 =0,

22+ xd + xng + 218 =0,

m%—i—x%—i—x?,—l—z?’o =0,
up to weight-one deformations. Moreover, by(L) = 1 for Morrison-Pinkham example 22 +
y3 +y23+ 212 = 0. These are the correct values of exceptional curves of known singularities
admitting crepant resolutions. Other singularities typically admit small values of ba(L), as

expected.

In summary, the set of cF, singularities in Table 1 which
1. do not fit into the criteria of Brieskorn and
2. do admit non-zero value of by(L) and

3. are not up to weight-one deformations equivalent to the known ones that can be
resolved crepantly

are summarized in the following problem 2.2.

Problem 2.2 How to determine the existence of crepant resolutions of the following
singularities?

cEg:x? +y2 + 24 +yt* : £ =23,5,6,7,9,10,11,13,14,15(by = 1); k = 4,12(by = 2).
cEr 2?4+ 3 +y23 + 2t k= 4,6,8,10,12,16, 18,20, 22, 24, 26(by = 1).

Here we attach the values of by for convenience.

Then we aim at showing the absence of crepant resolutions for the singularities above.

2.3 Symplectic cohomology

In this subsection, we explain briefly the notion of symplectic cohomology and its
implications on the existence of crepant resolutions. The main references are [16, 25, 26]
and also the nice review [22].

Given a hypersurface singularity f(z1, 2, ..., Zp+1) = 0, embedded in (n+1)-dimensional
affine space with an isolated singular point at the origin, one can always study its property
of deformations. There is a canonical such deformation defined by

F(z, ...,.%'n_H,t) = f(.%'l, ...,.%',H_l) +t=0,



where t € C. This can be viewed as a family of hypersurface singularities varying over the
complex plane. For sufficiently small ¢, one can take the fiber and intersect it with a ball

at a given radius r
Mx(t) = {f @)} N B(0,r),
where the right hand side sits in C"*!. This is called a Milnor fiber. As the inverse image is

affine, boundary of the Milnor fiber is given by intersection of { f~1(¢)} and a small sphere
S$2n+1 which is diffeomorphic to the link of the original singularity

Ly = {f7(0)} n 52

as small deformations do not affect the behavior at a far distance. The link has real
dimension 2n — 1.

To any such Milnor fiber Mx (t) of the singularity X, the subject of symplectic geom-
etry allows one to associate its symplectic cohomology SH*(Mx(t)), with degree ranging
over all integers. Roughly speaking, symplectic cohomology at degree k counts Reeb orbits
of Conley-Zehnder index n — k at the boundary of the Milnor fiber, i.e. the link manifold
of X. A precise definition involves an appropriate version of Floer cohomology which is
beyond the scope of the present paper. Suffice it to say that there are two kinds of contri-
butions to the symplectic cohomology, called positive and negative symplectic cohomology.
They receive contributions from non-constant Reeb orbits and constant Reeb orbits, re-
spectively. The latter can be reduced to a model of Morse cohomology, which coincides
with the usual singular cohomology. One has the following long exact sequence

o= H* Y Mx) — SHY (Mx) — SH*(Mx) — H*(Mx) — -+ -,

where SH, denotes the positive symplectic cohomology. As it turns out, the symplectic
cohomology does not depend on the choice of Milnor fiber, so it is denoted simply by Mx.
The symplectic cohomology carries the structure of a graded cohomology ring, which is
a symplectic invariant of the Milnor fiber [27], and in some situations define a contact
invariant of the link (See Chapter 5.3 of [22]).

In the current situations, the singularities in question are isolated Gorenstein cDV
type, in which case the symplectic cohomology is subject to the following

{rank SH3(Mx) =u, (2.1)

SH*(Mx) =0fork=2o0rk>4.

where p denotes the Milnor number of the singularity.
An interesting conjecture was brought up in [16]

Conjecture 2.3 A compound Du Val singularity has crepant resolution with [ ir-
reducible exceptional curves if and only if the symplectic cohomology of its Milnor
fiber in all negative degrees has rank [.

The conjecture was supported in [16] by results of several classes of weighted isolated
cDV singularities. It was later proved for all cA,, singularities in [26].



We will show in section 3 that, only in the the four cases mentioned in the introduction,
the rank of symplectic cohomology at all negative degrees can be identical and equal to
the number of exceptional curves in a crepant resolution. In particular, they are nonzero.
Assuming that the ”only if” part of the conjecture above is correct, this leads to the main
claim of this paper:

Claim 2.4 Any singularity with J = E,, in the Table 1, within the K -stable range,
admits a crepant resolution if and only if it is, up to weight-one deformations, one
of the following four types:

2?4+ yd+ 2+ w'? =0,

22+ 18 4y +w'® =0,

2?2 +y3 4+ 28+l =0,

2?2+ +yB +w?z=0.
That is, unique for cEg, cE7 and cEg, respectively, besides the famous Morrison-
Pinkham example.

It is definitely too optimistic to take the conjecture as an assumption, but as we have
mentioned, physical evidences will be provided in section 4 to support the conjecture and
our claim.

In practice, it is hard to compute the symplectic cohomology in a straightforward
manner. This is where the machinery of homological mirror symmetry and Hochschild
cohomology enters in.

2.4 Homological mirror symmetry and Hochschild cohomology of equivariant
matrix factorizations

Homological mirror symmetry (HMS) plays an important role in understanding the
geometry of Calabi-Yau varieties. It can be understood as equivalence of categories of
D-branes in topological A/B models of a mirror pair of Calabi-Yau varieties. When the
geometries are singular, in particular when they are defined by a hypersurface equation
which develops a singularity at the origin, the usual statement in HMS is invalidated.
The philosophy of Landau-Ginzburg/Calabi-Yau (LG/CY) correspondence [28, 29] and
its generalization in terms of non-compact models [30] indicate another way out. That
is to pass to the LG model defined by a superpotential and consider the corresponding
(homotopy) categories of matrix factorizations, the LG B-branes, or the (derived) wrapped
Fukaya category of a Milnor fiber, the LG A-branes. In that context, there is a notion of
mirror symmetry initially introduced by Berglund and Hiibsch [15]. It is defined as follows:
Suppose one has a polynomial W of n + 1 variables, consisting of n + 1 monomials, one
can define a matrix A by

n+1n+1

Asj
W(ml,mg, ...,.%',H_l) = Z H xj 7.

i=1 j=1



Taking the transpose of A then yields the Berglund-Hiibsch mirror polynomial
n+1n+1

. AT
W(z1,22..., Tng1) = Z H Ty 2.

i=1 j=1
Now an invertible polynomial is defined to be such a polynomial with A invertible. It
comes naturally with a C*-action. The normalization of the weights that is frequently used
by mathematician is the following

W()\dlxl, ceey )\d”'H $n+1) = )\hW(xl, ceey ,InJrl) .

where g.c.d.(dy,ds, ...,dp+1,h) = 1 for all A € C*. The usual condition that the singularity
sits at finite distance in the moduli space [31] ¢ = 2?21(1 — 2¢;) < 2 now translates into

the ”log Fano condition”
n+1

do ::h—Zdi<0.
=1

Although it may appear that the invertible polynomial w is subject only to the C*-action,
the genuine symmetry is indeed a finite extension of C*. One defines the following group

nt1
Tw = 3 (ot tus1) € (C)F2: J] 49 = totataetusn
j=1
Here the purpose of introducing tg is to relate two forms of mirror symmetry conjectures,
one with n 4 1 variables and the other with n + 2 variables.
The homological mirror symmetry conjectures for Berglund-Hiibsch mirror pairs can
be stated as follows (See conjecture 2.2 and 2.3 of [16])

Conjecture 2.5 There is a quasi-equivalence of idempotent complete A -categories
F(W) = mf(C"*, Ty, W) (2.2)

between the Fukaya-Seidel category of a Morsification of W and the dg-category of
T'w -equivariant matrix factorizations of W.

Conjecture 2.6 There is a quasi-equivalence of idempotent complete A -categories

WW (1)) ~ mf(C"™2, Ty, W + 2021...Zp41) (2.3)

between the wrapped Fukaya category of the Milnor fiber Wﬁl(l) and the dg-category
of 'y -equivariant matriz factorizations of W + xox1...Tpn41-

They have been proved in several situations. Using either of these conjectures and the
fact SH*(Mx) = HH*(W(Mx)) which relates the symplectic cohomology of the Milnor
fiber and the Hochschild cohomology of its wrapped Fukaya category, it was proved in [16]
that vanishing of HH?(mf(C"*2 Ty, W)) implies

SH* (Myyy_py) = HH* (mf(C™2, Tyy, W) (2.4)

,10,



as Gerstenhaber algebras”, where the left hand side involves the Milnor fiber of the mirror
singularity, defined by W = 0. Therefore, once we can prove that the second Hochschild
cohomology actually vanishes for the singularities W, we can compute all their relevant
symplectic cohomology groups via Hochschild cohomology at the mirror side. The latter is
computable, albeit often very tedious. Recall that the symplectic cohomology of isolated
Gorenstein cDV singularities in fact vanish at degree two and all degrees larger than three,
the isomorphism (2.4) is plausible at least when the singularities are defined by an invertible
polynomial.

There is a formula to determine the Hochschild cohomology of the equivariant matrix
factorizations [25]. From a physics perspective its role is computing the Hilbert spaces of a
Landau Ginzburg orbifold. Before quoting the formula, it is necessary to introduce several
fundamental notations.

Elements in I'yy act canonically on the coordinates via coordinate-wise multiplications

(to, s tnt1) - (To, @1, T2, oo, Tng1) = (toZo, L1214 ooy tpp1Tng1) -

Note that x¢ does not appear directly in the polynomials, or it can be absorbed by formal
redefinition of coordinates that preserves the I'yy-action. The character y of the group I'yy
is defined as

n+1
Ay
'y — C*, X(to,tl, ...,tn+1) =tot1..tp+1 = H tj 7. (2.5)
Jj=1

It is simply the overall factor of each monomial contained in W when acted on by (g, ..., tp+1) €
I'yw. The kernel is the finite subgroup

n+1
A 1,
kery = 4 (to, ....tns1) € (C)" P2 ] 657 = Lto =7,
j=1

With this action, for each element - in the subgroup kery, one can figure out which
coordinates x; are fixed by v and which are not. Now one denotes the set of fixed coordinates
by V,, and those that are unfixed by N,. N, is a I'yy-stable complement of V., in the C-
vector space with basis zg, z1,...,xn41. Given a choice of v €kery, restricting W to the set
V,, i.e. the set of y-fixed variables, is denoted W,,. Let Jacy,, be the associated Jacobian
ring of W,. One picks a basis of the Jacobian ring as a vector space and label it by J:
The choice turns out to be eventually immaterial.

We also need the notion of dual coordinates, labeled by zY,i = 0,1,....,n + 1. The
action of elements in 'y is the following

(toy o tntr) -z =t; "m) .

"A Gerstenhaber algebra is roughly speaking a supercommutative algebra with a Lie braket. It is one
of the underlying algebraic structure of the well-known Batalin—Vilkovisky formalism [32]. The Hochschild
cohomology of topological B-branes as a Gersteinhaber algebra was conjecturally the algebra of gravitational
primaries in topological string theory [33].

— 11 —



Namely, the character of x; is inverse the character of z;. We adopt the convention that
each dual coordinate x;/ contribute -1 to the exponent b; of z;. Thus one can a monomial
m = xgoxlfngxg?’xZ“ where b; > —1 and compute its character by multiplying together all
factors. It will be denoted by X,.

Now we can state the formula, which reads [25]

HHt (mf(@n+2, FW, W)) ~ @ <H72l(dWV) ® Adiqu ny) fan) (2.6)
(u+)x
vy€Ekery,l>0,
t—dimN,=2u
D HEHPTHAW) @ AN ) iy, (27)
y€kery,!>0,

t—dimN~=2u+1

where H*(dW,) is cohomology of the accosiated Koszul complex, A denotes (full) anti-
symmetric product. Although the Koszul complex looks horrible, one not have to care
about the details of the Koszul complex, since its cohomology actually concentrates at at
most two degrees when the singularity W, is isolated. More precisely, given a v €kery,

there are two possible situations

1. xg is not fixed by v: In this case, w, has an isolated critical point at the origin. The
cohomology of Koszul complex is concentrated in degree 0 which is isomorphic to
Jacy.,, hence only the term | = 0 in the first bracket contributes to the summand.

Under the chosen basis of Jacobian rings, each monomial in the right hand side looks
VoV

I ng1-k?
Tjyy s Tj,yi_, label the unfixed coordinates and p € J, 8. As mentioned before, one

schematically like m = pxyz) ...z where k is the number of fixed coordinates,
can compute the character x,,. Contributions come from monomials with character
u-times the character of W, x,, = ux. One has to sum over all integer u in the above

formula.

2. xq is fixed by v: The cohomology of Koszul complex is now concentrated in co-
holological degree 0 and —1. Still, only the terms [ = 0 contribute to the sum-

mand, but one for each bracket. Monomials contributing to the first summand

(t — dimN, = 2u) are schematically m = xgopx;/l...x;/nﬂ_k such that x, = ux,
where 3 is a non-negative integer and p € J,. Monomials contributing to the second
summand (¢ — dimN, = 2u + 1) look m = xgopxgx;/l...x}/nH% such that X, = ux.

Finally, the elements v €keryx have to be summed over.
In summary, there are three types of monomials that may potentially contribute to

8Note that we do not care about the overall sign since eventually only the rank of HH'® counts.
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the Hochschild cohomology for a given v € kery. These are called A, B,,C,, in [16]

n+1

A — {xgpx}/lx;/ . i p€Jy, B=0,1,2,...} if xo is fixed by v
! 0 otherwise ’

)

B,V oV % . _ : :
Bv:{{xopxole---xjnﬂ_k cpedy, =0,1,2,...} if g is fixed by

0 otherwise
o - 0 if zq is fixed by ~
{pxgaj -z , + peJy} otherwise .

These monomials m will be called ”good” once their characters obey x,, = ux. Each A,
monomial contribute rank one to HH2%+"~k+1. each B, and C, monomials contribute
rank one to HH?2“t"=k+2 where k is the number of coordinates in {z1,...,Tpn41} that are
fixed by 7.

The problem of determining ranks of corresponding Hochschild cohomology groups is
then reduced to the problem of counting solutions to a set of integral linear (congruence)
equations. In the next section, we will apply this tool to compute the symplectic cohomol-
ogy of the candidate singularities in Problem 2.2. As we are considering singularities in
C*, n is specialized to be 3.

3 Computation of symplectic cohomology of singularities with J = FEj
and F;

Our goal in this section is to compute symplectic cohomology of (Milnor fiber of) the
singularities W = 0 in Problem 2.2. To apply the techniques from the mirror side, we first
observe that the defining polynomials are all invertible. Then we have to at first make sure
that HH?(mf(C> T'y;,,W)) vanish.

3.1 J = Ej cases
These singularities are
W=z?+y’+2+yu”:1<k<16.
The Berlund-Hiibsch mirrors are (after relabeling the coordinates)
W=2?+y*+Bw+ur:1<k<16.

Our goal is to show that the rank of Hochschild cohomology groups of these mirror singu-
larities is zero at degree 2, and stablizes at all negative degrees if and only if £ = 8.

Example k£ = 8: This case is a bit more difficult than the computation of Brieskorn-
Pham singularities considered in [16], due to the mixing of C*-actions on z and w. We
follow and slightly generalize a method proposed in [26]. We illustrate the method for
k = 8 as follows.
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First, one can compute the normalized weights: (dy, ...,d4) = (—4,12,6,7,3) and h =
24. The basis of Jacobian algebra is taken to be

1,222 w,...,w, zw,.. 2w’ if both z,w are fixed.
J = 1,w,..,wS if wis fixed but z is not. ® {

1 if y is not fixed. }
1 if w is not fixed.

1,y,y? if yis fixed.
(3.1)

In the presence of the mixing of C*-actions, one can simplify the problem by lifting
the group I'jj to its covering. To simplify notation, we write I' for I'j;; in the following.
We define a map ¥

v ((C*)4 =T, (uy,ug,us, 7)— (Tdoufluglug,Td1u1,7d2u2,Tdsu?,,Td“ug?’) = (to,t1,...,t4) .

(3.2)

This map is certainly surjective. Demanding that the image is contained in I' imposes the
following
u%zuézu%‘l:l.

With this new parametrization, the character y o ¥ = 7. The kernel of map ¥ is precisely
Zy. Now consider the kery o W = Zgy X Zy X Zoyg X Zp, hence kery = Zo X Zyg X Zoyq with
generators the roots of unity. An element v € kery acts on coordinates via (zg, ..., z4) —
(ulug’u%xo, UL, Uy, U3Z, ug?’w) where we have made an identification x1 = z,z9 = y, 3 =
Z,Tq = W.

Now one can compute the character of any monomial m = xgoxbl...wb4 to be xm =

MUt ug?us® where

ng = —4by + 12by + 6by + 7bg + 3by
— by — by,
ni 1 —bo (3.3)
ng =by—bo,
ny = —3bg+ b3+ 2by.

The existence of a corresponding v € kery then means: b, = 0 if z; is fixed by ~;
Hje[c{l 2,34} Tj € Jy if zjer are coordinates fixed by . Recall the order of u;, we see

that the condition for m to be ”good” is
2|’I’L1, 4|’I’LQ, 24|m3, 24|TLQ . (34)

Then one concludes that u = ng/h. This monomial will hence contribute to the Hochschild
cohomology at a certain degree, depending on v and on which type it belongs to.

In principle, the algorithm for computing the rank at a certain value of u is the fol-
lowing: One has to enumerate all 7, first identifying whether it fixes zy or not to cast the
corresponding monomials into one of the three types. Then one enumerates on all mono-
mials in the Jacobian algebras of the fixed variables, and apply constraints (3.3),(3.4) to
find number of integral solutions (bg, b1, ..., by).
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In the case at hand, there is a short-cut. Observe that by = ba (mod2). The only
possibilities for (b1,b2) are thus (—1,—1),(—1,1),(0,0) and (0,2). First we discuss the
A-type monomials. There are only few choices of v. Let ¢ be an 24—th root of unity.

1. v =(1,1,1): In this case, z,w are fixed, so they appear as monomials in the Jacobian.

o If by = by = 0, the constraints imply that 4|bg and 24|(by + b3 — 3bs). A compu-
tation then shows that by = 0,4 (mod 12). There are two possible monomials,

2$% and z}%**2w3, which contribute two generators in HH~** (k > 0);

o If by = 0,by = 2, the constraints imply that 4|(by — 2) and 24|(by + b3 — 3ba).
One concludes that by = 6,10 (mod 12). The monomials z?*T6y?w? and

x52k+10y22w7 contribute two generators in HH 4.

Vo,V

2. v =(1,1,—1): In this case, z, w are not fixed, so they appear as z'w".

o If by = by = 0, the constraints imply that 4|by and 24|(by + 2). There is no
solution;

o If by = 0,by = 2, the constraints imply that 4|(by — 2) and 24|(by + 2). Again,
no solution.

3. v = (—=1,1,44): by = —1, by = 1. The constraints impose that 4|(by — 1) and
24[(2by + 2). There is no solution.

4. v=(-1,-1,1): by = by = —1, 4|(bo+1), 24|(2bo + b3 —3b4). One concludes that by =
—1,3 or 7 (mod 12). The case by = —1 (mod 12) requires extra care. When by = —1
there is a good monomial z§xVyYz2. Tt contributes to HH?3. Otherwise, there are
three monomials 2§22 VyVw?, al T2 VoV 2w, w12 VYV 22 where k > 0. Two

of them contribute to HH~** and the remaining one contributes to HH~4*~2,

5. v=—1,-1,—1: by = by = —1, 4|(bo + 1), 24|(2bg + 2). One concludes that by = —1
(mod 12). The case by = —1 yields a good monomial xyz"y"2zVw". It contributes to
HH?. Otherwise, 2} ™2*2VyV2Vw" contributes to HH 42,

6. v=(—1,i,%¢%): 4|(bo + 1), 24|(2 + 2bg). One concludes that by = —1 (mod 12). For
the same reason, both HH? and HH %2 acquire two generators, since there are

two possible choices of ~.
7. v = (—1,—i,4¢3): The same as in case 6.

To summarize, one obtains Hochschild cohomology groups of rank 6 at all nonpositive
even degrees, and also at degree 3. The contributions to HH? are in fact due to B-
type monomials. Nevertheless, one performs the following trick: Write 1 = oz and
insert it to the A-type monomials obtained above. This produces all the remaining B-type
monomials. One finds that they contribute exactly to Hochschild cohomology groups at
one degree higher than the corresponding A-monomials. In this way, one obtains HH® of

rank 6 at all odd degree less than or equal to one.
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It remains to analyze the C-type monomials. There are 66 possible choices of v that
does not fix xp; each of them may lead to one C-type monomial. 2 of them fix z,w. 6
of them fix w without fixing z, while the others fix neither of z and w. One finds that,
except for these 6 elements, all 66 elements contribute one generator respectively to H H?3.
In total, we obtain

HH?*mf(C%,T,W)) = 66,
HH*'(mf(C° I, W)) =6, Y
HH=2 or d24(m(C5 T, W) = 0

At positive degrees, this coincide with the known symplectic cohomology of the original
singularities W = 0. The second Hochschild cohomology of W = 0 vanishes as expected,
and so (2.4) can be applied. As a sanity check, we see that the Milnor number of W = 0 is
precisely 66. We then conclude that the symplectic cohomology groups of the Milnor fiber
of W~1(0) have rank 6 at all negative degrees, which supports Conjecture 2.3.

General values of k:  With the experience of dealing with k& = 8, it is now straightfor-
ward to compute the Hochschild cohomology for general values of k.
We do not have to evaluate d; in general, since only the proportion w; = % matters.

We have (wy, ...,wyq) = (% — %, ;, }1, kgkl, %) The h : 1 covering homomorphism is given
by (3.2) again, but the kernal of x is now

2 .4 _ 3k _
uy =uy;=u3 =1.
It acts via (zg, ..., x4) — (uw%u%xo,ulx,ugy,ugz,u:;Bw). The choice of monomial basis is
the following

1,222 w, .., wF ™ zw, ..., 20" if both z,w are fixed.

J = 1, w, w2 if w is fixed but z is not. ® {

1 if w is not fixed.

1 if y is not fixed.
Ly,y? if yis fixed. .

(3.6)

Good monomials obey the following conditions

2[(b1 — bo),  4[(b2 —bo), 3k[(bs — 3bs + 2bg).

(k—1)bs 1)b3

(
And it is required that u = (% — ik)b + bl + b2 + + %4 is integral. Again, there
by

are four choices of the tuple (b1, b3). The elements vy that fix z¢ can be case into one of the

five classes

1. v =(1,1,1): In this case, z,w are fixed, so they appear as monomials in the Jacobian.

e by = by = 0. In all, number of generators contributed to HH?" is the number
of integral tuples (b, b3, bs) obeying the following constraints

u:(i_w)bwr(sk)b +5,
bo >0, 4lbo, 3k|(2bo + b3 — 3bs),

2P3be e .
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e by =0,by = 2. In all, number of generators contributed to HH?" is the number
of integral tuples (b, b3, bs) obeying the following constraints
u:(%_w)b_k _|_(k 1)b3+%,
bo >0, 4[(bo—2), 3k[(2by+ b3 — 3bs),
2t € J .

2. v=(1,1,—1): In this case, z,w are not fixed, so they appear as zw".

e Number of generators contributed to HH?*"“*2 is the number of integral tuples
(bo, b3, bg) obeying the following constraints

U — (1 k+2) bo — (k+2)

4 3k
bp >0, 4lbo, 3E|(2by + 2),
2Dspba € .

e Number of generators contributed to HH?"“*2 is the number of integral tuples
(bo, bs, bsy) obeying the following constraints

u:(l_k+2)b _(k+2)_|_2’

4
bp >0, 4lby, 3k|(2by + 2),
2Dsba e J .

3. v = (=1,—1,1): Number of generators contributed to HH?"*2? is the number of
integral tuples (bo, b3, bs) obeying the following constraints

_ (1 k+2 k—1)b
we (b2 b 3+ g 1y
bo > 0, 4’(()0 + 1), 3/?’(2[)0 — bs + 3b4) ,

PLCILI=Ny
Note that for by = —1 there is an extra generator of HH3, at u = 0.

4. = (=1,—1,-1): Contributions to HH?*** are from integral tuples (bg, b3, bs) obey-

ing the following constraints

_ (1 _ E+2 k+2
u= (35 b~ 15
bo >0, 4[(bo+1), 3k|(2b0+2),
2Bt € J.
Note that for by = —1 there is an extra generator of HH?, at u = —1.

5. v = (=1,1,+i): This is only possible when 4|k. Contributions to HH?*"“*3 are from
integral tuples (b, b, bs) obeying the following constraints

_ (1 k+2 1 k42
“—(z—iﬁ) ~ 1 3k
bo > 0, 4|(b0 — 1), 3k3|(2b0 + 2) ,
2b3bs e .
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6. v = (—1,i,4v/—i) or (—1,—i,++/4): Contributions to HH?"** are from integral
tuples (bg, b3, bg) obeying the following constraints

1 k+2 1 k+2
w=(7-55)bo—1- 5%,
bo >0, 4|(bg+1), 3k|(2by +2),
2Dbs € .

Note that there are in total four extra tuples contributing to HH? for this class.

As in the example where k = 8, B-monomials contribute the same amount to cohomology
groups at one degree higher (but not to HH?). C-monomials contribute in total 9k — 12
generators to HH?3(mf(C® T',W)) only. Hence one finds that rank (HH?) = 9k — 6, which
reproduces the Milnor number of W as expected.

We implement the above computations using Mathematica. The results at degree
—10 < d < 2 are listed in Table 3. In particular, we find that HH?(mf(C> T,W)) = 0

k | rank HH¢ d = —10,-9,...,1,2
2 3,3,2,2,3,3,2,2,2,2,3,3,0
3 2,2,2,2,1,1,3,3,3,3,2,2,0
4 2,2,3,5,5,5,2,2,3,5,5,5,0
5 3,3,1,1,4,4,3,3,2,2,4,4,0
6 5,5,3,3,3,3,3,3,3,3,5,5,0
7 2,2,4,4,3,3,5,5,1,1,5,5,0
8 6,6,6,6,6,6,6,6,6,6,6,6,0
9 2,2,5,5,3,3,5,5,1,1,6,6,0
10| 5,5,3,3,3,3,5,5,3,3,6,6,0
11| 6,6,3,3,5,5,4,4,2,2,6,6,0
12| 6,6,2,2,6,6,3,5,5,5,6,6,0
13| 5,5,3,3,6,6,2,2,4,4,6,6,0
14| 3,3,3,3,6,6,3,3,5,5,6,6,0
15| 3,3,5,5,6,6,1,1,5,5,6,6,0

Table 3: HH(mf(C5,T,W)) for —10 < d < 2.

for all k, and rank(H HY<°(mf(C?, T, W))) stablizes only if & = 8, which is the case shown
in detail in the previous example. Hence we assert that only in that case there exists a
crepant resolution of W~1(0), based on Conjecture 2.3.

3.2 J = FE; cases
The singularities are
W =24y +y2° + 20" : 2 <k <26,2k.
The corresponding Berglund-Hiibsch mirrors are

W:x2+y3z+z3w—|—wk:2§k§26,2|k.
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Our goal is to show that the rank of Hochschild cohomology groups of these mirror sin-
gularities is zero at degree 2, and stablize at all negative degrees if and only if &k = 2 or
k= 14.

Hochschild cohomologies of these singularities are much more difficult to compute than
the Eg cases, due to the mixing of characters. We follow and slightly generalize the trick
in [16]. Define the group G C Zs x Z3 x (C*)? which contains elements (s, 1, p, 7) with

27_4k:+2

relation p3 = . This can be mapped surjectively to I' via

U:G =T, (s,0,p07) (sp tpr* 4 573 p, ur?872 15) = (to, t1, ..., 14) . (3.7)

Now x o ¥ = 7%, One can see that ker¥ is the following subgroup

{(s:l,,u:T%%,p:l,T) |7’6:1}.

This is an order 6 subgroup, so one concludes that the map V¥ is 6 to 1.
One picks the monomial basis
ylZwl, 1=0,1;1=0,1,2;5=0,1,....k — 2,
J’Y fixes y,z,w = y2wj7 ] :0717"'7k_27
ylZwF 1l 1=0,1;1=0,1,2,

Zdwl, i=0,17=0,1,...k —1,
J'y fixes z,w —

yid, i=0,1;5>0,
nyﬁxesz,y: 9
Yy,

J’yﬁxesw:{wj, j=0,1,...k—1.

We note that if « fixes z,y but not w, then the singularity VVV7 = 0 is not isolated, and the
simplification below (2.7) may break down. However, as we will see, it is expected that the
caveat is immaterial in the current context.

As before, consider first the case that « fixes xg. This means the following

stV = pp,
p3 — M274k+27 (38)
Tk = 1.

Eliminating p yields sy = 75%1* and in particular 78 = 1. Hence the details depend on

the g.c.d. of 6k and 84. Since g.c.d.(6k,84) = 12 for all k£ # 14, we find that there are two
possible 7, given by 76 = 1 and 76 = —17, respectively, that fix zo for each such k. One
such « fixes all coordinates, while the other fixes x¢ only. When k = 14, 7 can only be
determined up to 73% = 1, hence there are fourteen elements +. One of them fixes all, six
of them fix xg, x and the remaining seven fix zy only. In that case, one finds the following

(5,1, p,7) = (1,7t ¢ 7|76 = ¢ m = 0,1,...,13), (3.9)

9Recall that ¥ is 6 to 1, so each possibility yields only one element ~.
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where one picks a 14-th root of unity and let it be (.
Hence, denote a monomial m = xgoxbl...wb4 as before, we can compute its character
and look at the following

KRu

1. v fixes all variables: x,, = x®"“ means that, s, and p must be eliminated by only

2, 4k+2

applying the defining relations s> = p? = 1 and p = p?r Hence there are

contributions to HH?" from integral tuples (bg, b2, b3, bs) obeying the following con-

straints
bo=0, 2lbo, 3l(b2—bo), 3 |(2o+bs+2050)
6ku = (4k + 2) 2520 + by (k — 4) + b3(2k — 2) + 6by,,
xgoyb2 SIS
2. ~y fixes xg only: by = bs = bg = by = —1. The character condition says that there are

contributions to HH?“* from the integer by obeying the following constraints

b >0, 2l(bo—1), 3|(1+bo), 3|(20+2-20f)
6ku = — (4k + 2) 150 4 bo(k — 4) — bk — 4.

3. ~v fixes g and z only: This is possible only when k = 14. by = b3 = by = —1; by can
only be 0 in the Jacobian algebra. There are contributions to HH?%*3 from integer
by obeying the following constraints

bo>0, 2fbo, 3|(1+by), 3 ( (200 +2 - 2251 |
6ku = — (4k + 2) 1‘5450 +bo(k —4) — 2k — 4, w is integral .

These exhaust all possible A-monomials. Some remarks are in order. First of all, one
can still perform the substitution to obtain B-monomials which contribute to one degree
higher, but as in the Eg case there can be extra B-monomials with g = —1. To find them,
note that as the character of zg contains s, x,, depends merely on 7 only if by is even or by
is odd with b; = —1. If one further demands that ~ fixes z(, then the only source for those
extra B-monomials are from class 2 of the above, with m = zJz"y"zYw". Each such
contributes one generator to HH3. Therefore we exhaust all possible A- and B-monomials
from this procedure.

A second remark is that, by implementing the above computations in Mathematica,
we found that no A- and B-monomial obtained in the procedure above contributes to
HH?(mf(C5 T',W)), as one may expect. On the other hand, stabilization at negative
degrees happens precisely when £ = 2 and £ = 14. Class 3 in fact contributes nothing;
This is desired since it yields generators of cohomology at odd degrees.

It remains to analyze C-monomials. We will show that they contribute only to
HH3(mf(C T, W)). We do not aim to count the precise rank of HH?3; In fact, it suf-
fices to ensure that they do not contribute to HH? in order for (2.4) to hold.
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Again, we work by enumeration. To obtain a good monomial, v must not fix z once
it does not fix zp. Observe from (3.7) that once v fixes y and w it must then fix z. The

constraints read

bo=—1, 3|(bs+1), 3((1+b3+2%) ,
Gku = (4k +2) 2251 + 4 — 4k + b3(2k — 2) + 6by, u is integral.

There are the following cases
1. v fixes y only. One concludes that p = 1. The only possible m appears z§z"zVw".
by = 0 violates the constraints.

2. v fixes y,z. m = xyz"y?w". This contributes to HH?.

3. v fixes y, 2,2. m = zyxVy?w® where i = 0,1,...,k — 2. Then u = (by + 1)/k cannot
be integral.

4. 7 fixes z only. m = z¥zVy"w". Constraints violated by bs = 0.
5. 7 fixes z,w. It is only possible that m = xyz"y"22. This contributes to HH?.
6. 7 fixes w only. m = zyzVy"2Vw' where i = 0,1, ...,k — 2. No integral u exists.

7. ~ fixes nothing. m = z§xVy"zVw". One finds that u = 1; this contributes to H H3.

Combined with the remarks in the previous paragraph, we assert that all the cEx
singularities in Problem 2.2 admit no crepant resolutions, again based on Conjecture 2.3.
The results at degree —10 < d < 2 are listed in Table 4.

k | rank HHY d = —10,-9,...,1,2
2 1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,0
4 2,2,1,1,1,1,2,2,2,2,2,2.0
6

8

2,2,3,3,2,2,1,1,3,3,3,3,0
2,2,2,2,4,4,1,1,3,3,4,4,0
10| 5,51,1,4,4,3,3,2,2,5,5,0
12| 3,3,4,4,2,2,5,5,1,1,6,6,0
4| 7,7,7,7,7,7,7,7,7,7,7,7,0
16| 3,3,5,5,2,2,6,6,1,1,7,7,0
18| 6,6,3,3,4,4,5,5,2,2,7,7,0
20| 7,7,1,1,6,6,4,4,3,3,7,7,0
22| 6,6,1,1,7,7,3,3,4,4,7,7,0
24 | 4,4,3,3,7,7,2,2,5,5,7,7,0
2 | 2,2,5,5,7,7,1,1,6,6,7,7,0

Table 4: HH(mf(C>,T,W)) for —10 < d < 2.

In all, we establish Claim 2.4 in this section.
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4 Verification from the physics side

In this section, we verify Claim 2.4 on the physics side using the general framework of
the AdS/CFT correspondence :

4d N'=1 quiver SCFT <+— K-stable 3-fold singularity with NCCR.

In particular, the shape of the gauge theory quiver and superpotential is given by the
NCCR. In this paper, we have restricted our attention to isolated terminal singularities
where there is a nice correspondence between NCCRs and crepant resolutions, hence a
reasonable physics interpretation of the duality.

One aspect of holographic duality in this context is that it relates - but does not
identify in general - the chiral ring of SCFT and the coordinate ring of the singularity.
There are many evidences for this duality by comparing corresponding data on the two
sides,[18] such as central charges a in the leading order and Hilbert series. In fact, central
charge a of the SCFT can be computed from the quiver or quiver Hilbert series [34], agrees
with those proportional to the inverse of volume of the link, which can be computed from
the Hilbert series of the singularity. Once the Hilbert series of both sides coincides, the
central charges a at leading order coincides, too. Therefore, we use one of the necessary
conditions that the Hilbert series of the singularity Hs;nq(t),equals the quiver Hilbert series
at the distinguished node 0 Hoo(?):

Hsing (t) = HOO (t)

to find possible holographic dualities.

With the assumption of the holographic duality, one can determine whether a crepant
resolution exists or not by searching for all possible quiver SCFTs, without specifying the
superpotential: we look for all scale invariant quiver gauge theories whose quiver Hilbert
series at some node 0 is the same as the Hilbert series of the singularity. The field theory
has to obey other consistency conditions. We elaborate them in subsections 4.1. Our goal
is to verify that there is no such field theory candidate for all singularities in Problem 2.2,
hence these singularities admit no quiver SCFT duals. This is only possible because they
have no crepant resolutions. We implement this in subsection 4.2.

It is worthwhile to make a remark here. It is for sure that the correspondence is
conjectural: the Hilbert series agree is a necessary condition of the holographic duality,
even if the Hilbert series agree, one cannot tell whether they are truly dual to each other
without comparing other quantities from both sides, e.g. the operator spectrum in the
field theory and the spectrum of functions and differential forms in the geometry. For our
purpose, it suffices to compare the Hilbert series, as we aim at obtaining a "No Go” result.

4.1 Consistency conditions for superconformal quiver gauge theory duals

Sclae invariance, unitarity and a-maximization. The most important consistency
condition is the vanishing of NSVZ beta functions [35] for gauge couplings. The vanishing
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of beta functions of G; is equivalent to the vanishing of ABJ R-anomaly coefficients
TI“(RGZGZ) =0. (4.1)
where Tr is trace taken over all fermions for each simple gauge group G;. This means

Ca(Gi)+ Y T(Repp)(Ri—1) =0, (4.2)
k chiral

for each simple gauge group G;. T(Repy) denotes the Dynkin index of the nontrivial
irreducible representation Repy, where the k-th chiral superfield transforms. In our setting,
only adjoint chiral multiplets and bifundamental chiral multiplets are relevant to us. We
record their values of Dynkin indices for SU(N) gauge groups

T(adj) = N = Co(SU(N)), T(fund) = %

The Ry denotes the R charge of the k-th chiral under Repj representation of G;. Note
that each bifundamental contributes twice in the sum. This formula is quite useful in the
following.

Another important requirement is the unitarity. This implies that all gauge invariant
chiral operator has scaling dimension A > 1. Together with the shortening condition for
N=1 chiral scalar from superconformal algebra

3
A==
R,

we see that R > % Any gauge invariant chiral operator saturating this bound is free.

Note that the R charge of an operator composed of several chiral fields is the sum of the
R charges of each such field.

There is another consistency condition purely field theoretical. It is known that a 4d
N=1 infra-red SCFT must obey the a-maximization condition [36]. This means that if
there are several possible U(1) symmetries, one has to study its mixing with the pertinent
R-symmetry. The genuine superconformal R-symmetry is determined by maximizing the
trial central charges a and ¢ of the SCFT. The central charges a and ¢ depend on the U(1)r
symmetry via the 't Hooft anomalies Tr R and Tr R? [37]:

_3 3 _1 3
a—32(3TrR —TrR), c—32(9TrR 5TrR).

One can calculate the 't Hooft anomalies from the quiver. On the other hand, the central
charge a, c can be extracted from the Hilbert series as follows [38]. Let’s define t = exp(—s),
then Hyo(t) has the expansion

H, ey = 2o 8y
Qo(eXp( S)) 53 + 52 +

Then the central charge of the dual theory is given as
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Stability of chiral ring. The stability of the chiral ring is equivalent to the K-stability
on the singularity side [12]. Conceptually it means that the polarized chiral ring of an N'=1
SCFT obeys the generalized a-maximization condition [12, 39] with respect to some test
U(1) configurations. A chiral ring that is unstable usually fails to define a superconformal
field theory. The obstructions may be due to irrelevance of the superpotential or operators
hitting the unitarity bound, even if the corresponding singularity may admit NCCRs. The
simplest way to rule out such possible field theories is by imposing (K-)stability. °

This is the reason we demand that the singularity is K-stable and we explain how to
compute the K-stable region shown in Table 1 and narrow our attention to geometries in
this region [12, 40] as follows:

1. (Theorem 3.1 of [40]) Futaki invariants F'(X,(,n) of some test configurations gen-
erated by 7 are positive. ( is the symmetry corresponding to the R charges of
x,y, z,w'. The Futaki invariant is given by

F(X, ¢, 77) = —[v4w1w2w3 (w1 + wo + w3 — 2wy — d) + v3wiwowy (w1 + wo + wy — 2wz — d)
+ vowiwawy (w1 + w3 + wy — 2wy — d) + viwswzwy (w2 + w3 + wy — 2wy — d)],

(4.4)
where (w1, ws, w3, wy) and (vy,ve,vs,v4) are charges correspond to the symmetry

and 7.

2. The R charges of the x,y, z, w should be greater than or equal to %.This is required
by unitarity, as x,y, z, w correspond to gauge invariant operators in the chiral ring.

Example: Consider the singularity X defined as 2 4+ 3 + x% +2¥ = 0. The R charges

of (1,9, 3, 2;d) is (klff2, kiku, ki]““u, k«2+4125 kﬁ“&). Consider the test configuration 1 with

charge (0,0,0,1), the Futaki invariant F'(X,(,n) is given by

 1152(=24 + k)K?

orrr Y

F(X,¢n) =

This gives the constraints 0 < k < 24. The k should be greater than 1 since it is an isolated

singularity. Within the range 1 < k < 24, the R charges of (z1, 22, 3, z) are all larger than
2

5, which satisfies the unitarity requiements.

10n fact, for a singularity that is not K-stable but admit an NCCR, one can compute the quiver Hilbert
series of the quiver associated to the NCCR and compare it to the Hilbert series of the singularity. We
found for (resolvable) cA, singularities and for Laufer’s singularities 2? + y* + wz? + w*"*'y = 0 they
coincide. However, it is known that the quivers from NCCRs of cA, singularities fail to define an SCFT
due to the irrelevance of superpotential [12]. This suggests that the obstructions mentioned above cannot
be simply detected by known techniques algorithmically, so it is better to directly impose stability. It is
not clear whether an unstable chiral ring may possibly define a SCFT, though.

"\We normalize the weights, a.k.a. R-charges, of x,y, z, w by requiring the (3,0) form

_dxANdyNdz Adw

Q i

has R charge two, i.e.
wy + we +wz +ws —d=2.
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NCCR and Shape of the quiver. As the shape of gauge quiver is given by NCCR
of the singularity, we have to examine all possible NCCRs. There is a relation between
quivers underlying the NCCR and resolution graphs of the singularity admitting a crepant
resolution. As first shown in [41], all possible small resolutions of an isolated Gorenstein
threefold can only be among those shown in Figure 1.

Q _
12222322 2n  Epn=345

A A A
i/ i/ \_

1 N _
/] 1= 2n  Dynzl
~ ™ ™
2—~354—=5—...=n Eynn=678 O © U
N Y o Y Y
\_/ \_/ \_/ \_/ \_/
7y
v
1
[ 1= 2=n A,n>1
~ Y ™o
2 =324 2---=n Dpn>4 v
Y Y N Y o
\_/ \_/ \_/ \_/ \_/
[N
v
1
2232425262 - 2n E,,n=25,6,7
Y Y JOAY Y JOAY Y Y
\_/ \_/ \_/ \_/ \_/ \_/ \_/
/1
//—3 -
27—3_>.-.-—=n D,n>3

-3

K
\_/
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\_ \_/

Figure 1: The possible shape of the quivers corresponding to the (one-node-deleted)
NCCR of the ¢DV singularities. [42] The dotted arc represents that there may be an

adjoint chiral or may be not.

More precisely, what is shown are the quivers of NCCR with the distinguished node
deleted'?. Viewing the nodes (with labels inside) as exceptional smooth rational curves
and the pairs of arrows as transverse intersections, one obtains the resolution graphs.

The gauge quiver is obtained by (see [43])

e Regarding each node as an SU type gauge node. Their ranks are all proportional to
N, the number of D3 branes placed at the singularity.

e Adding a node to the crepant resolution diagram above, although the position may
not be fixed.

e Regarding each pair of arrow as a pair of bifundamentals.

12The deleted distinguished node corresponds to the coordinate ring it self as its module. It appears as
a summand in any tilting module whose endomorphism algebra produces an NCCR.
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e Regarding the solid loops associated to each node as adjoint chiral multiplets. For

dashed loops, there may or may not be adjoint chirals.

Note that when a singularity is known to admit crepant resolution, it is usually possible
to compute its NCCR directly by e.g. matrix factorizations. When it is not known, as
in our problem, a complete search of field theory candidates requires enumerations. The
purpose of quoting the above result is to avoid inappropriate or unnecessary enumerations.

Since we only care about the bo(L) = 1,2 case, i.e. two-node and three-node quivers.
Only A,, and D,, type of the quiver shown in Figure 1 includes the two and three-node
quivers. Therefore, most general configurations of the two-node and three-node quivers are
shown in Figure 2.

by

Q
ai b1 1 c1
e 0/ NG
1 e—— 1V2
S 9 Q
(a) be = 1 quiver (b) by = 2 quiver

Figure 2: There are at most two adjoints on the distinguished node N;. There may be a
pair of bifundamental chirals between all the other nodes and the distinguished node.

For by = 1 case, G = SU(Ny), SU(N2), the beta functions are

1
§(Rc1 — 1+ Ry —1)Ny =0,
(4.5)

1
§(Rcl -1 —|—Rd1 — 1)N1 =0.

One can solve Ny, Ny from the beta functions when the R charges of the quiver is known.

Ni(1+ Ry, —1+ Ry, — 1)+

N2(1+Rb1_1+Rb2_1)+

The rank of the gauge node should be positive, i.e. N1, Ny > 0. This is one of the physical
constraints of the quiver configurations.
Given a quiver gauge theory, we can calculate the matrix Hilbert series [18, 44| as

follows:
1

HQ.1)= 1~ Mg(t) + M (1) — 2

Here adjacent matrix Mg can be read from the quiver and R charges:

1. If i # j, the matrix element M;; of Mg is

M;j = > th

bifund chirals in(N;,N;)
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2. If i = j, the matrix element M;; is

M = > thi

adjoint chiral fields

Here R;; is the R charge of a bifundamental chiral field in (N;,N;). The meaning of the
entry H;; counts the oriented path from the node ¢ to node j with the R charge grading.
The Hilbert series Hoo(Q,t) is the 00-component of the matrix H(Q,t), which counts the
gauge invariant scalar operators (closed loop in the quiver which passes through node 0).
In our case, the distinguished note is taken as node 0.
The Hy is believed to be identified with the Hilbert series of the dual geometry.
Example: For two node quiver shown in Figure 2a, the matrix My is

tRal +tRa2 tRcl
thl tRbl —|—tRb2 :

The quiver Hilbert series is

(tRbl _ tQ—Rbl + tRb? _ tQ_RbQ)

Hoyp = .
07 (tRar — 2= Ray 4 By 2= Fag)(tFoy _ 2= Foy 4 ¢Roy _ §2=Rop) — (yRer _ 42-Rey)(tRay _ (2~ Ray)

Similarly, quiver Hilbert series of the three node quiver shown in Figure 2b can be calcu-
lated. Each node can be viewed as the 0-node and the quiver Hilbert series are different.
When we go through searching, all possible quiver Hilbert series are considered.

Now let us give an example of K-stable cDV singularity which is known to have CRs,
along with the field theory dual.

H
Do

=

Morrison-Pinkham example: N é 2

=
o C

The R charges are R(c) = R(d) = 3, R(b1) = 2, R(by) = 1. The quiver Hilbert series
is
1—t7
Hopo = 9 6 4 7\ -’
(1=e8) (1=e8) (1-48) (1-45)
So the generators for the dual geometry ring have charges (z,y, z,w) = (%, g, %, %) Since

22,93, 923, w?z are all the possible combinations with degree 18/4, we can write down the

singularity as follows:
2+ yP +y2 +ulz=0.

We can check this is stable. This is the c¢D4 Morrison-Pinkham example, which has a

567 N2

55— which is

NCCR [13]. The leading order of central charge a from the gravity side is
the same as that from the field theory side.
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4.2 Implementation of the search

Finally let us discuss the searching program. We hope to find the possible quiver such
that the quiver Hilbert series and the Hilbert series of the singularities in Problem 2.2 is
the same. There may be numerous quivers satisfying this restriction. But bearing in mind
that the constraints mentioned in the previous subsection, in particular scale invariance,
unitarity and shape of quiver, along with the fact that the number of the gauge groups is
ba(L) + 1, the computations are largely reduced. We also restrict to the case that all R
charges of the chiral fields of the quiver are in the range [0, 2] for simplicity. ' Using those
setups, we can search all possible AdS/CFT pairs with nodes number one, two or three
in practice. First of all, we can recover Morrison-Pinckham example by going through the
searching program. '* We then need to show that there is no superconformal quiver duals
with prescribed number of nodes for the following singularities:

J=Es: 2?2+ 4+ +yth:k=2,35,6,7,9,10,11,13,14,15(2 — nodes); k = 4,12(3 — nodes).
J=F;: 22+ +y28 + 2% k=4,6,8,10,12,16,18,20, 22, 24, 26(2 — nodes).

To reduce the computation for such a searching procedure, we have two additional
assumptions: 1) The R charges of a pair of bifundamental chiral fields are the same. 2) If
all the R charges of the variable x,y, z, w have a common denominator m, then R charges
of all the chiral fields should have the denominator m, since x,y, z, w are composites of
the fundamental chiral fields. We search possible configurations with R charges of all the
chiral fields taken from 0, %, %, Sy %”

Under these assumptions, we assert that there is indeed no pertinent quiver gauge the-
ory duals of the singularities above. This verifies our main claim and supports Conjecture
2.3 at the same time.

Laufer’s example : These physical constraints will delete many possible duals derived

2 2n+1
n+1 2n—+2
()= ()

n+1

from the Hilbert series. The Laufer’s example is one of such example. N Z—— 2N.

U

1
n+1

Laufer’s example degenerates into Morrison-Pinckham for n = 1. The singularity is not
K-stable when n > 2. But it satisfies all the other physical constraints.
The R charges are R(c) = R(d) = R(a1) = R(az) = 2L R(by) = L.

2
n+1’ - 2n+420 n+1
The superpotential is

_n_
n+1’

W = 02" 4 a3y + deb3 + a™ + deay.
The Laufer’s singularity is

224+ + w2 + Pty = 0.

13 There are two reasons of the simplification: 1) outside this range, there are some terms of the Hilbert se-
ries has negative powers of t. Therefore, the Hilbert series is hard to coincide those from the singularity side.
2) the quiver with R charges outside this range is much more difficult to find a sensible superpotential.[45]

' One can see this in our attached Mathematica notebook Find dual.nb.

,28,



1 1 _6n+l 2
23 6(271L+1)’ 3(2n+1)
we should have ) . w; — d = 2, the weight and degree should multiplied a constant § =

The weight of (z,y,z,w) is ( ) with degree is normalized to 1. Since

2 _ 3(2n+1) c . 3@2n+1) (2nt1) 6ntl 2 . 3(2n+l)

ST = T Therefore the weights and degree is ( SRR TS e 2(24—1)’ T )

The quiver Hilbert series of the quiver is the same as the Hilbert series of the Laufer’s
singularity:

3(2n+1)
(1 =t nt1
HOO = 3(2n+1) (2n+1) 6n+1 2 7
(1 =240 )(1 — ¢ »i1 )(1 — 204D ) (1 — i1

One can compute ba(L) as well. It is one for all n > 1.

5 Conclusions and future directions

Two major tasks are fulfilled in this paper. First, we establish Claim 2.4 based on
Conjecture 2.3. This gives a complete understanding of the existence of crepant resolutions
of all singularities in Table 1, with J = Eg, E7 and Eg. Most of the singularities are of
cE,, types, although the famous c¢D4 Morrison-Pinkham example is also in the list. The
implication of the claim is that all the singularities in Problem 2.2 should admit no 4d
N=1 superconformal quiver gauge theory duals. Second, we verify this implication from
the physics side, by searching for all possible field theory candidates. Although the search
is subject to the constraint on denominators of R charges of the chiral fields, this is a
sufficiently convincing test. Still, there are many open questions. We list some of them
which may be interesting.

More general singularities One may consider more general singularities. The most
obvious generalizations are e.g. canonical singularities or even Kawamata-log-terminal (klt)
singularities. Canonical singularities in general admit crepant divisors in a birational trans-
form. Although we are not able to find any systematic study in the literature along that
line of generalizations, it is plausible that one can put D7 branes on it to produce gauge
theory from physics perspectives. However, in such situations, the relation between NC-
CRs and crepant resolutions are not clear to us, and so it does not seem straightforward
to interpret the quivers with potential produced from NCCRs as the genuine gauge theory
quivers and superpotentials. For klt singularities, little can be said.

In such a general framework, it is natural to take into account non-isolated singularities.
In this case, the link is in general not smooth [11]. Some of these singularities already appear
in [39]'®. They may admit NCCRs as can be produced by matrix factorizations. Again,
being non-isolated means that any crepant resolution must be divisorial, so we currently do
not understand the underlying relationship between NCCRs and gauge quivers. Assuming
the NCCRs are physical, these quiver gauge theories have a common feature that the chiral
fields have irrational R charges and hence irrational scaling dimensions.

It is also tempting to discuss quotient singularities. Most of the cyclic quotients have
been investigated before. As shown in [46], apart from (product of) cyclic quotient, the

15We note as well that the non-isolated singularities considered in that paper admit at least two C*
actions. This signals the possibility for irrational R charges.
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singularities are non-isolated. In particular, C3 quotient by finite subgroups of SO(3)
as considered in [18, 43] are generally non-isolated. The candidate field theory dual is
convincing, though.

Of course, we may as well try to find dual pairs of cDV singularities that are not
on the list of Xie and Wang. It is known that for threefolds, terminal Gorenstein implies
(isolated) cDVs. If we want terminal non-Gorenstein, they are not hypersurfaces. Complete
intersections may also be considered.

Dualities between superconformal quiver gauge theories When we implemented
the search in section 4, we realized that the searching program can also be applied to obtain
implicit dualities between superconformal quiver gauge theories. For instance, there may
be more than one quiver theory with the same quiver Hilbert series. We present some
examples here. One can compute their large N superconformal indices and single trace
indices[47] as well to see if they are really conformal dual to each other. We give two
inspiring examples without detailed calculations in the following:

Example 1: There are several three-node quiver gauge theories whose quiver Hilbert
series at node 0 are identical to the affine Ay theory (with all adjoint integrated out).
However, their superconformal indices are different. Hence they are not dual to each other.
Therefore, if these two quivers admit some gravity duals, they may be different from the

Ay singularity.

=
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o= (2 wa
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Figure 3: The leftmost quiver is the correct field theory dual of the Ay singularity :z% +
r3+ 23 +23 = 0. One can check that the U(N) index in the Large N limit and single trace
index of the middle and rightmost quiver is different from the leftmost quiver.

Example 2: U(N) duality. There are some examples where the pertinent quiver
theories share the same large N superconformal indices and central charges in addition
to the Hilbert series. The gauge groups should be viewed as U type instead of SU type.
Hence we view them as instances of U (V) dualities. They may have the some holographic
dual. These dualities are worth studying, as they do not belong to the Seiberg duality [48]
or the Seiberg-like dualities [45, 49]. Unfortunately, these theories are not holographic dual
to any singularity that we are concerned about.
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Figure 4: A pair of three-node gauge theories, where each node is now viewed as an
unitary gauge group. They have TrR = 0. TrR? are all %%LlNQ. We have checked that the
U(N) index in the large N limit of theory (a) and (b) are the same.

—~

In fact, one can find more such dualities by equating the quiver Hilbert series and
check other physical quantities such as central charges and superconformal indices. The
quiver Hilbert series may not be restricted to the Hilbert series of the singularity discussed
in this paper. This is another algorithm to find conformal dualities.
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