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1. G eneral introduction

String/M theory, the uni ed web of dualtheories w hich subsum es superstring theory
and supergravity, is by far the best candidate we have for a uni ed theory of undam ental
physics. It describbes quantum gravity, and m aking very sin ple com pacti cations, can lead
to supersym m etric grand uni ed theories ram arkably close to those postulated as natural
extensions of the Standard M odelwhich solve the hierarchy problem [5§].

T hisagream ent, w hile In pressive, is stillonly qualitative. M ore precise com parison has
foundered on the \vacuum selection problem ." D espite the unity of the theory, string/M
theory appears to describbe a very large num ber of four dim ensional (and other) vacua w ith
Inequivalent physics, m ost of which clearly do not descrlbbe our universe. At present we
have no clue which one is relevant, orhow to nd it.

T here are di erent pointsofview about how thisproblem willbe solved. T he sim plest
isto say that ifwe search through the possibilities, we w illeventually nd the right vacuum ,
m eaning the one w hich agreesw ith our data, and we can then ignore the others. T hispoint
of view is adm irably direct, and to som e extent we w ill advocate i, but it appears that
the num ber of vacua is so Jarge and the problem of constructing and testing them is so
com plicated that one needs to better organize the problem to have any hope of success.

M any believe that rather than do an exhaustive search, we need to nd a \Vacuum
Selection P rinciple," an a priori condition which w ill tell us which vacuum to consider.
Now at present there are no good candidates for this principle. Based on our present
understanding of string/M theory, it appears that the only obvious candidate principle,
nonperturbative consistency, is not very selective. O ne can hope that a selection principle
w illem erge from the study of cosm ology, but it can just aswellbe argued that cosm ology
will only lead to constraints of the sam e general type as those we already employ in
phenom enology, nam ely tests which must be satis ed by our vacuum or by the e ective
Lagrangian In som e neighborhood of our vacuum in con guration space, but which do not
give m uch a priori guidance about which vacuum to look at. Such principles are valuable
but do not cut through the practicaldi cultieswe Jjust cited.

O ne can clarify m any of the issues and obtain a m uch m ore wellkde ned problm by
taking the opposite position, which is that there is no Vacuum Selection P rinciple in the
sense we jast discussed. Rather, one m ust sim ply enum erate string/M theory vacua and
test each one against all constraints inferred from experim ent and cbservation. W hile this
task m ay seem lke searching for a needle in a haystack, this does not m ake it im possible



or uninteresting. A fter all, with m odem technology (say a harvester equipped with a
m agnet) one can nd needles In haystacks w ithout much di culty. It m ay tum out that
upon approaching the problem system atically, we will in fact nd easy ways to identify
the vacua which m ight be relevant for our world.

Inmy own work, thispoint of view evolved in B§87], and led to the idea that onem ust
get a good overall picture of how m any vacua the theory has and a statistical description
oftheir properties, to guide any such search. T he present paper is an introduction to these
ideas and som e lines of work which this point of view has inspired, details of which will
appear elsew here [43[44]1.

In taking to my colleagues, I nd that this point of view is som etin es considered to
be defeatist, abandoning any hope of \real explanation." I believe this is not right, and
to explain why I have provided a \philosophical introduction” in section 2, expanding on
a discussion in [B7]. A though \explanation" is a sub Fctive conospt, the m ost in portant
question along these lines is w hether string/M theory is falsi able given su cient theoret—
icalunderstanding and su cient data. In fact when one considers this point carefully, one
realizes that it m ay not be falsi able. The basic problem is that we have not ruled out
the possibility that string/M theory contains a large or even in nite set of vacua which
arbitrarily well approxin ate the Standard M odel and any of its extensions we m ight hope
to establish experin entally. §] W hile it is reasonable to believe that this is false and
that string/M theory is falsi able, we Intend to argue that this is a question which can be
sub ect to theoretical analysis and settled, we suspect long before \the right vacuum " is
denti ed.

To explain ourpoint, let us in agine the logically sim plest possible discussion of \string
phenom enclogy." It would be to show that N di erent vacua of string/M theory lad to
Standard M odellike physics, but w ith m any di erent values of the couplings, uniform ly
distrdbuted in the space ofpossible couplings we w illm ake thism ore precise in section 5).
N ow the basic num ber characterizing our ocbservational know ledge of the Standard M odel
is the volum e in coupling space consistent w ith observations, m easured in natural units,
O (1) for din ensionless couplings and O M gl) for a coupling ofm ass dim ension n. Ifwe
Include as couplings the H iggsm ass and the coan ological constant, this num ber is of order
10 120 40 109 9 30 10 238 yherewe count as independent the probability foram odel
to realize the observed coan ological constant, H iggsm ass, ne structure constant, electron
and proton m ass, and a product of all other Standard M odel couplings (peing generous in
the assum ed accuracy here). T his is a very high precision, but suppose string/M theory led
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to 10%°°° vacua which m atched the Standard M odelgauge group and low energy spectrum .
If so, it is likely that, in the absence of a selection principle, string/M theory would lead
to no testable predictions at all.

A Tthough this number of m odels m ay seem absurdly high, of course by m ultiplying
a m odest num ber of independent choices, one can easily produce m uch larger num bers.
Furthem ore, our estim ate for the lkelhood of m atching the Standard M odel is far too
low , aswe did not even take supersym m etry into account. In any case, at present we have
no m eaningfiil estin ate of the num ber of vacua which m ight approxin ate the Standard
M odel. Indeed, we have no real argum ent that the number is nite; and we will argue
below that ifwe are too Inclusive in our de nitions, string/M theory probably leads to an
In nite number of vacua.

T hus, the prim ary question along these lines is to som ehow estim ate the number of
string/M theory vacua which should approxin ate the Standard M odel. T his is cbviously
di cul and we w illnot clain to have even properly form ulated the question here. W hat
we willdo ism ake som e xst steps tow ards properly form ulating i, and try to m ake the
case that this goalcould be easier than actually nding allthe vacua or even the one w hich
describes our world. For the reasons we just discussed, it m ight even tum out that the
answer to this question will force us to drastically reevaluate the sim ple idea that \we
need to nd the vacuum which describes our world."

H aving further justi ed our approach in section 2, we begin by giving a very sketchy
overview of the problem of string/M theory com pacti cation in section 3. A lhough nec-
essarily som ew hat sim plistic, such an overview is necessary to give any content to the
subsequent discussion. W e also jastify som e of our further assum ptions. F irst, as hasbeen
argued by m any, at our present level of theoretical sophistication our only hope ofm aking
statem ents of the generality we need is to assum e that nature has spontaneously broken
supersym m etry. For reasons we discuss, we consider m odels which arise from type I and
type I ordentifold com pacti cation on Calabi¥Y au, and develop a picture based on recent
work on branes and vector bundles, and on com pacti cationsw ith ux.

W e w ill also discuss som e basic estin ates for num bers of vacua, which can be applied
even in the absence of detailed understanding of quantum corrections. In particular, one
can get estim ates using facts about the topology ofm oduli spaces, or using com binatorics
of brane constructions.

An In portant input Into any claim which uses the totalnum ber of vacua to estin ate
the fraction of the vacua which look like the Standard M odel, is know ledge of how the
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vacua are distrbbuted am ong the possibilities. W e will argue that ux stabilization of
m oduli typically leads to \uniform " distributions.

A notherpoint which our discussion w illm ake, which we think w illbe uncontroversial,
is that the problem of constructing and classifying string/M theory com pacti cations is
very com plicated. Furthemm ore, if one tries to summ arize it in the language of e ective
Lagrangians, one is led to strongly suspect that the quantities w hich enter (superpotential
and K ahler potential) are very com plicated finctions. Now there isa tin e-honored way to
dealw ith certain types of com plexity in theoretical physics. Tt is the statistical approach,
in which we introduce ensam bles of random Iy chosen system s, and study expected values
of the quantities of interest. T he great advantage is of course that these ensem bles can
be far easier to form ulate and study than the true system , while the hope is that som e
properties of the true system will hold in the average system , and w ill be visble in the
expected values. Som etin es this approach works, and In favorable cases one even nds
that som e quantities of interest are universal, m eaning that they do not depend on the
details of the ensemble but only on a few param eters which can be determ ined. C learly
having such quantities would be of great value.

In section 4, we fonmulate some sin ple ensembles of N = 1 e ective supergravity
Lagrangians. W e also pose som e questions which m ight be interesting to study along these
lines, and m ight show universality. In fact, there is an ensam ble which has already been
studied by m athem aticians (for applications to quantum chaos) which can be adapted to
the problem at hand, and this w ill enable us to actually cite a universality result of this
type, goverming the distribution of supersym m etric vacua.

W e regard such ensam bles as tools for understanding and steps tow ards our pxrim ary
goals of properly understanding the actual set of string/M theory vacua, and estin ating
the num ber which could describe the realworld. W e suggest an estin ate for this num ber,
at least from one class of construction, In section 5. A though there w ill be gaps in this
discussion and we w illnot clain that ourestin ate is reliable, we felt this exercise wasusefiil
to illustrate the use of ensam bles, and to get som e prelin inary sense of the problem and
show which parts of it are better under control and w hich parts are less so. Indeed, we w ill
not rule out the possbility that the num ber of vacua is Jarge enough to gooil testability,
again In the absence of other selection principles.

In section 6, we brie y summ arize and conclude.
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2. A more philosophical introduction

T his section is an expansion on pointsmade in [B]]. It could be skipped by readers
w ith a distaste for this sort of discussion.

A swementioned In the Introduction, there is a w idespread feeling that a \theory of
everything" should m ake unique predictions for the physics we observe. String/M theory
as we understand it now does not do this, and it is this Jack which is often cited as the
reason why a \Vacuum Selection P rinciple" should exist. O foourse, this argum ent in itself
is sin ply wishfiil thinking.

Let me Indulge in a little analogy. Suppose we were characters in a 1930’s science

ction story, who lived on an electron orbiting a nuckus. By observation, wem ight discover
that our particular nucleus had 9 electrons orbiting it. W e m ight even fom ulate the
Schrodinger equation and nd that our atom was a particular solution. Even without
observing other atom s, by m athem atical analysis of this equation, we would discover the
possibility ofhydrogen, heliim and so on; the am azing fact would em erge that (granting the
quantization of electric charge) this equation only had about 100 solutions of the general
type we cbserved.

H aving gotten that far, we could gpend a long tim e looking for the \ uorine selection
principle" which com pletes the story. O focourse, if the physics w ere really govemed by the
Schrodinger equation, we would never nd it.

A lthough the analogy is a bit forced, the kemel of truth in it is that, according to
our present understanding, the consistent uni cation of quantum m echanics and gravity
through string/M theory seem s to Jead to a de nite set of solutions which resemble our
world. This is already a great deal of predictivity, and we should see how far it can take
us.

O f course, unique predictivity is not at all required for a theory to be scienti cally
testable and falsi able. It is farm ore than we expect from m ost theories. Still, one hopes
that a theory w ith \no free param eters" could do better than m ost theories.

The sense In which string/M theory isbetter than generic quantum eld theory, relies
on the idea that vacua are localm inin a, or approxin atem Inin a, ofthe e ective potential.
W hilke all coupling constants m ust be vacuum expectation values of elds, since a generic
e ective potential In a nonsupersym m etric theory w ill have isolated m inim a, all of these
expectation valies w ill take de nite values in a given vacuum . Even if the m niImum is
not unigque, one still obtains a list of potential predictions, one for each m inim um , and the
theory can be falsi ed.



Now the expectation that a m Inimum is isolated, and thus that couplings are stabi-
lized, is a generic statem ent which could have exceptions. M ore precisely, coupling con—
stants could In principle be tin e dependent, but this isunnatural (for the Standard M odel
couplings and especially the ne structure constant) []. Observation of such a variation
would therefore lead to m uch stronger constraints on the vacuum than any m ere cbserva-—
tion of a particular xed value, and one w ill have testability In the sam e sense. Sim ilar
com m ents apply to \dark energy" or \quintessence" (which is not quite asunnatural).

O foourse, tting observation providesm any \vacuum selection principles" in a weaker
sense. The m ost optim istic scenario is that future accelerator experim ents w ill provide
direct evidence for string-like or other structure which is not naturally described by four
din ensional eld theory, and which w ill give us inform ation which w ill directly constrain
the choice of vacuum . W hile this is certainly the m ost attractive scenario, there are m any
others, including the original ones described in [54], in which this appears in possble: the
energy scale of the new e ects is far beyond any conceivable experim ent. G ven that the
only new energy scales we have evidence for at present are M p 1anck 10*° Gev and
Mguyr 10'® G eV, these latter soenarios m ust be taken sericusly and are perhaps even
preferred.

Even without such direct evidence, tting the known data would already be quite
constraining. Besides the obvious tests of tting the spectrum and couplings, one can
propose indirect ones, for exam ple to t our present understanding of cosn ology. An
extrem e exam ple of such a test is the idea that the vacuum energy, literally de ned as
the value of the e ective potential at ftsm Inim um , must in fact reproduce the observed
coam ologicalconstant. O ther exam ples include the ideas that onem ust cbtain in ation, or
that uncharged scalars in a range ofm asses around 1TeV are not allowed E]EI Ifa unigque

Lo properly discuss cosm ological tests, one m ust grant that in early cosm ology the universe
does not m inim ize the e ective potential, and in general one needs m ore than the low energy
e ective eld theory. In this context, when we talk about a \vacuum ," wem ean not just thee ec-
tive eld theory at them inin um but whatever com putations in the underlying theory (string/M
theory) are required to m ake the test; of course the resuls of such com putations w ill depend
drastically on the choice ofm Inim um one is working near. A sim ple and som etin es valid picture
is that one is follow ing som e tra pctory which ends up at them Inim um or approxin ate m inin um
and is seeing the e ective eld theory along this tra fctory. Such tests are appropriate w ithin
our \no Vacuum Selection P rinciple" assum ption, but one should regard a vacuum as passing the

tests if it can do so for any of the initial conditions w ithin a chosen subset of non-zero m easure.



string/M theory vacuun (or none at all) were to pass these tests, the vacuum selection
problem would be solved in a practical sense.

O nedi erence between the principleswe actually know about and the hoped—for \Vac—
uum Selection P rinciple" is that to our present understanding, no one of these tests seem s
m ore fundam ental or key than the others. But the biggest practical di erence between
the two ideas is that the \vacuum selection principles" are a posteriori tests w hich require
constructing and studying a vacuum in great detail

W ith the present state of the art, even the basic construction and analysis of one or
a few vacua is a research program requiring severalm an-m onths ofe ort to com plete and
several papers to describe. Very few vacua have been studied on even the level discussed
in [B4]. O ne can try to develop better techniques, but one should realize that the standard
questions which are addressed by such analyses, m otivated fairly directly by com parison
w ith experim ent, such as the structure of scales and hierarchies, the gauge group and
charged m atter content, indeed require at least a page to answer. O ne cannot hope to
analyze a m odel in less tin e than i takes to read and understand the resuls, and the
num ber of m odels is such that even this is not possible for each m odel.

One m ight at least hope that som e of the tests are a priori, m eaning that one can
restrict attention from the start to vacua w ith the given property. W e are certainly doing
this in restricting attention to m odels w ith (according to present experim ent) four din en—
sions. A nother exam pl is that in m ost perturbative constructions, the low energy gauge
group ismore or less xed very early in the analysis, and it is easy to exclude m odels In
which this is (say) too am all to em bed the Standard M odel.

A m ore am bitious hope along these lines is to \engineer" vacua, taking observations
as encoded in the Standard M odel and its extensions and directly building m odels which
reproduce the rough features of the cbservations, expecting string/M theory to then tell
us the ne details, such as values of couplings.

It ishard to argue against these ideas, which are good to the extent that they can be
In plem ented and actually constrain the problem . Them ain problem w ith them isthat too
much of the problem seem s unconstrained by cbservation: there are m any very di erent
ways to realize the cbserved m atter, and m any \hidden" sectors which directly in uence
the couplings and other data we hope to predict.

W e should say a briefword about the anthropic principle here and w illonly say that,
w hile interesting, we feel this is raising a di erent question than the one we are discussing.

Surely it is true that m ost of the possble universes which com e out of string/M theory
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do not look likke four large din ensions, do not lead to m acroscopic structure form ation,
or do not lead to environm ents suitable for any sort of life. Any of these conditions w ill
also lead to tight constraints on the physical law s, and it is Interesting to explore these.
On the other hand, we inhabi a lJarge four din ensional universe w ith speci ¢ physical
law s that we detem ine by observation, law s surely m uch m ore speci c than any anthropic
consideration we can seriously study will lead to, and it is not at all clear whether any
string/M theory vacuum reproduces these laws. If we know the law s, and if string theory
has a precise form ulation, then the question of whether string theory can reproduce the
law s or not can in principle be answered w ithout ever appealing to any of the anthropic
considerations.

Having de ned our problem , we can say In a nutshell the main new idea we will
Introduce in thiswork: it isto gain insight and resultsbearing on the problem , by studying
ensam bles oftheordes w hich approxin ate the true ensem ble of vacua com ing out of string/M
theory. W e w ill discuss various approxin ation schem es below . O ne general approach is
to In agihe the true set of vacua as a \sum of delta fiinctions In theory space," and to
approxin ate these delta functions w ith a sin ilar but m ore general distribution ofweights.
W e also m ake various less system atic approxin ations.

A though at rst the distinction m ay seem to be splitting hairs, we stress that the
ensam bles we are introducing are not probability distribbutions but rather describe the
distribbution of vacua in particular regions of \theory space," w ithout any in plication that
one vacuum is \m ore lkely" than another. Such an ensamble is not nom alized to unit
probability; rather each vacuum ocontrbutes uni m easure and the total distribution is
nom alized to the totalnum ber of vacua.

Them ain reason we em phasize this distinction is the obviouspoint that given that we
observe one particular vacuum , the ensem bles we w ill discuss are not directly observable.
Thus certain questions which m ight seem to be the natural applications of an enseamble
of vacua, do not really m ake sense. The prim e exam ple is the question \what is the
probability to realize vacuum X ." One m ight im agine pushing ideas such as the oneswe
discuss or related ones in quantum cosm ology to the point of m aking statem ents such as
\the probability of our vacuum is 10 *’, while the probability of vacuum Y which we do
not live n is10 “? (orm aybe 10 °?),but i isnot clearto usw hat scienti ¢ conclusions one

can draw from such statem entsE In particular, even if it tumed out that we live In a highly

2 This is not to say that a \wave function of the universe," which m ight be described by a

com plex-valied distrbution of the type we w ill discuss, would be uninteresting to study. W e are
Jast not convinced that it should be used to com pute relative probabilities of vacua.



In probable vacuum according to both quantum cosm ologicaland anthropic considerations
based on string theory, we do not think this could be considered as evidence against string
theoryE Only if the vacuum we live In is literally not a possible prediction of string/M
theory, m eaning either that \it does not appear on the list" or that we propose a well
m otivated assignm ent of probabilities to vacua which gives it zero probability, could we
consider this as falsifying string/M theory.

O f ocourse, there are other applications of ensam bles for which the probability inter-
pretation m akes sense. For exam ple, because of statistical uncertainty in experin ent and
observation, we w illnever get us a precise set of law s to try to m ake contact w ith, and this
uncertainty could also be summ arized in an ensam ble of e ective theordes. T hus, the real
problem is to see if the subset of theordies which are \reasonable" tsto data contains any
theories in the ensam ble of string/M theory vacua.

E xperim ental uncertainty is in portant, but it should be clear that we are Introducing
a new type of uncertainty, m ore as a theoretical device, and di erent from experim ental
uncertainty. The statistics which enters in understanding experin ental uncertainty is
of course the bread and butter of experim ental analysis and phenom enology, and a fairly
m ature sub £ct. A swedid in the Introduction, we need to talk about experin entalaccuracy
to m ake our points, and to precisely de ne \the accuracy to which we know the Standard
M odel" we would need to fom alize this, but we do not need such a precise de nition to
m ake ourm ain points here.

Finally, one idea which is certainly part of this circle of ideas is what we call the
\purely statistical" scenario: that allthe observed structure and couplings of the Standard
M odel em erge as one undistinguished choice from a com pletely uniform distrdbbution of
low energy theories. W hile in the absence of any other idea this m ight be attractive,
for exam ple to solve the coan ological constant problem , it m ay seem im plausble or even
repellent when applied to other aspects of physics which seem to point clearly to structure,
such as the uni cation of gauge couplings. Thism ay be, and our b as physicists is in

3 This is in the absence of a com peting theory. O f course, if one nds a com peting theory
which can also explain the observations, one m ust judge which appears m ore predictive, plausi-
ble, natural, likely, or w hatever. A 1l potential com petitors which we know about have far m ore
arbitrariness than string/M theory, in particular they depend on pre-gpeci ed adjustible couplng
constants, and this is already a reason to suspect they w ill be less predictive. O ne should reex-—
am ine all this if a better com petitor em erges, but it seem s useless to try to provide any guidance

for this in advance.



part to nd structure, but it should be realized that it m ay sim ply be that string/M theory
contains both vacua which realize observed physics by m echanisn and vacua w hich realize
it statistically, and this would be im portant to know .

W e will also argue that the statistical approach is relevant for theories w ith m echa—
nign s; one can try to estim ate the num ber of grand uni ed m odels, the num ber ofm odels
w ith low energy supersymm etry, and so on. One can use ensam bles to gain inform ation
about whatm echanisn s are easy to realize in string theory and whatm echanisn saredi —
cul, and whether the features explained by them echanism jastify the choices involved. In
this sense, one could think ofan ensem ble w hich accurately represented the set of string/M
theory vacua as providing a \stringy" idea of naturalness. T he discussion in section 5 is
Intended to illustrate this idea.

A though for clarity we assum e throughout this work that there isno \Vacuum Selec-
tion P J:jncj;_ole,"H of course we do not know w hether there is one or not. Let us conclude by
giving what in our opinion are the best argum ents \for" and \against" a Vacuum Selection
P rinciple.

T he best hope is the esthetically m otivated hope that ocbserved physics arises from
a particularly \symm etric" or \natural" string com pacti cation. P hysicists have clearly
been lucky in that the findam ental law s are com prehensible at all, so why shouldn’t our
luck hold to the end.

A gainst this hope, one can m ake the clain that the Standard M odel is actually m uch
m ore com plicated than one m ight have expected on esthetic grounds. T his is a sub ective
feeling, and long fam iliarity w ith the Standard M odelhas perhaps dulled it form ost ofus,
but thispoint was keenly felt by physicists of the 1930’s, whose intuitionsm ay be as valid
as ours.

Still, it m ight be that our vacuum is at a \sym m etric" point. It seam s to us that this
would have tom ean \sym m etric" in term s ofhow it is situated in the structure containing
all the vacua, so one again needs som e overall picture to m ake any such judgem ent.

Thebest argum ent we know against the idea of \Vacuum Selection P rinciple" issin ply
the llow ing. Suppose we ound a welkm otivated principle x, otherthan consistency, which
predicted string/M theory vacuum X . Suppose we then determm ined by cbservation that
we actually lived in vacuum Y , di erent from X . W ould we conclude that string/M theory
iswrong? No, we would conclude that principle x was w rong.

H aving provided m ore than enough philosophy for one physics paper, lt us tum to
physics.

4 Onem ight call this clain the \U ltim ate C opemican P rinciple."
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3. D etem ining the set of string theory vacua

A huge am ount ofw ork hasbeen done on constructing string theory com pacti cations,
and at thispoint it is im possble to give a realsurvey. Thiswould seem to call into question
any clain that one can discuss \all" string vacua in any concrete way at all.

Ourclain sto thise ectw illrest on tw o generalhypothesesw hich we feelare supported
by existing work. F irst, because of duality, our constructions of string theory vacua are
highly redundant: the known vacua can be realized by m any general types of construction,
and in m any ways. This leads to the idea that if one could extrapolate any single class
of construction out of the regin e In which it is weakly coupled, one would in fact reach
all vacua. Thus, if one can estin ate num bers and statistics of vacua taking into acocount
the quantum oorrections, even in a qualitative way, a single class of constructions could
describe a nite O (1) fraction of the vacua and give a representative picture.

Second, by \all" vacua, we willmean vacua wih N = 1 supersymm etry, both
M inkow skiand A dS. T his is for the usual theoretical and phenom enological reasons, but
we w ill suggest a further reason in section 4: by developing the ideas proposed there, In-—
fom ation about the supersym m etric vacua could provide infom ation about vacua which
soontaneously break supersym m etry.

T hese hypotheses along w ith the relatively strong m athem atical technology one can
apply to this case m otivate basing our considerations on constructions of N = 1 com —
pacti cations using branes in type I or type I orientifolds of C alabiY au threefolds. This
Includes F theory, and known dualities relate this case fairly directly to the heterotic on
CY and (less directly) to the M theory on G, m anifold constructions, to the extent that
one can m ake a uni ed discussion at least of the problem without quantum corrections.
T he constructions di ergreatly in how quantum correctionsarise, but we w illdiscuss these
e ects In a di erent way.

T here are certainly constructions w hich have not been precisely related by duality to
this class, such as asym m etric oroifolds. O n the other hand, there are ideas for how to do
this; for exam ple asym m etric orbifolds have som e relation to discrete torsion, and discrete
torsion brings in only O (1) new choices. At present it seem s reasonable to think that the
set of constructions we understand m oderately well, or (if we are abl to extrapolate to
strong coupling) even the subset of type I brane constructions, descridbe an O (1) fraction
of the possibilities.
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3.1. W hat is a vacuum ?

U tim ately, our goalis to characterize or count nonsupersym m etric vacua w hich m ight
be candidates to describe observed physics. W e are free to m ake various m ore general
de nitions of \vacuum " along the way, as lJong aswe have som e idea how these are related
to our goal.

Forus, a \vacuum " is a criticalpoint V°( ) = 0 ofthe e ective potential .n a Lorentz
sym m etric four din ensional e ective eld theory which m ight express low energy predic—
tions of string/M theory in som e situation. The assum ption that the problem can be
discussed In e ective eld theory tem s is m otivated by the fact that so far all observed
physics can be so described.

N onsupersym m etric vacua of a theory w ith any reasonable e ective potentialw illbe
isolated, unless the theory has a continuous global symm etry. T here are argum ents that
string/M theory cannot have such symm etries [§], and granting this point, there appears
to be no am biguiy in counting the physically relevant vacua.

T he problem of counting supersym m etric vacua is som ew hat m ore open to de nition,
as supersym m etric vacua can com e in m oduli spaces, nontrivial xed point theoriesm ight
be counted w ith m ultiplicity, and so on. To som e extent there are natural ways to m ake
these choices, based on the principle that we want a de nition which depends as little as
possible on the details of the e ective theory, as we w ill discuss shortly.

T he general picture the reader should keep in m ind is that a m oduli space of vacua
iIn the early stages of analysis (pefore taking quantum ocorrections into acoount) w ill be
assigned a num ber which estin ates the num ber of vacua which w ill appear w ith all cor-
rections taken into account. For exam ple, one can argue very generally that the num ber
of supersym m etric vacua in a (globally) supersym m etric sigm a m odelw ith superpotential
should be the Euler character of the target space, no m atter what the superpotential is,
because this is the value of the W itten index [B9]. W hile one can easily nd caveats and
exceptions to this statem ent, i m ight still be that the W itten index is a good enough
estin ate of the num ber of vacua for our purposes.

The usual way that supersym m etric vacua are used to try to infer the properties
of nonsupersym m etric vacua is to postulate a supersym m etric extension of the standard
m odel and a hidden supersymm etry breaking sector, and treat the e ects of the latter
on the fomm er as an explicit supersymm etry breaking. W e will not get into this lkevel
of detail, but ocbviously this approach can be phrased in tem s of \tests," and one can
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ask what fraction of allm odels contain such a hidden sector and what fraction contain a
supersym m etric Standard M odelw hich is coupled to it in the right way. W hat we willdo
Instead, is to discuss an approach which could lead to \universal" predictions for the ratio
of nonsupersym m etric to supersym m etric vacua, in section 4.

Having said this, we focus on the problem of counting N = 1 four din ensional vacua
w ith the Standard M odel gauge group. W e recall the standard N = 1 supergraviy ex-—
pression for the potential (in unitsM ;= 1) Bg);

v=¢& 1YDwD,wW 350 ¥ + D2 3:)

w ih K the K ahler potential, ! i = @i@jK the K ahler form , W a holom orphic section ofa
Inebunde L with ¢ @)= !,andD;W = W + (@K )W the covariant derivative on
sections of I . D ? represents the \D — atness" part of the potential.

A supersymm etric vacuum satis es D ;W = 0 and has coan ological constant =

38 1 ¥. These vacua can be M inkow skior AdS in the fur dim ensional space-tin e.
Both types are equally relevant for our purposes, and we w ill not try to distinguish them
in our counting, or several reasons.

F irst, from the phenom enologicalpoint ofview ofdynam ical supersym m etry breaking,
the cosn ological constant w ill get additional corrections after supersymm etry breaking,
and the only reasonable condition to enforce before taking these into acocount is >

Q1 sy

Second, from the theoretical point of view of inferring the distribution of nonsuper-
sym m etric vacua from that for supersym m etric vacua, clearly we need inform ation about
all supersym m etric vacua to have any hope of doing this.

Finally, from the m athem atical point of view , M inkow ski vacua are m uch harder to
count. W hile one has the advantage that the K ahler potential drops out of the supersym —
m etry conditions, which are then holom orphic, it tums out that this is far outweighed by
the disadvantage that the conditions @;W = W = 0 are m ore equations than unknowns.
T he existence of solutions to such overdetem ined system s of equations is non-generic and
depends on very speci ¢ features of W ; w ithout exact results for W there is no way to
decide whether such solutions exist, let alone how m any m ight exist.

Since nding supersymm etric M inkow ski vacua is not the physical problem , and it
is so di cult, we will not discuss it further. Henceforth, unless otherw ise soeci ed, a
supersym m etric vacuum is a solution ofD ;W = 0, wih no constraint on W or , and of
the D — atness conditions.
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3.2. Estim ating num bers of vacua after quantum corrections

A though a fair am ount is known about N = 1 string/M theory com pacti cation in
the weak coupling lim it, and about supersym m etric eld theory at arbitrary coupling, we
do not yet have a good understanding of N = 1 string/M theory at arbitrary coupling.

A Iot of progress is being m ade on exact results, and as we discussed In B9] it seem s
likely to us that w ithin a few yearswe w illhave usable exact results in string/M theory of
the sam e character we now have forN = 1 supersym m etric gauge theory, nam ely a precise
description of the gauge sym m etry, chiral eld content and superpotential for a large set
ofN = 1 com pacti cations. Thiswould allow us to put the discussion of supersym m etric
vacua on a very m footing.

H owever, thism ay be overkill for the type of question we are asking here. W e w illuse
tw o sin ple ideas to get estin ates of the num ber of vacua after quantum ocorrections.

The st idea is sin ply to estin ate num bers of vacua at weak coupling, and use the
fact that as we vary param eters, supersym m etric vacua tend to m ove around but are not
created or destroyed. M ost of our weak coupling estin ates w illbe com binatoric, counting
C alabiY au’s, vector bundles, brane con gurations etc.

Let us give as a general exam pl of this, the problem of nding allvacua of a super—
sym m etric quiver gauge theory, as discussed in B4]. W e consider quiver theories arising
as world-volum e theories of D -branes in type I strings; these have gauge group © U N ;)
allm atter in bifuindam entals NN ;N 5), a superpotential which isa sum of gauge Invariant
single trace operators, and Fayet-Tliopoulos (' I) temm s. First, it can be shown that all
classical supersym m etric vacua can be constructed in temm s of vacua w ith unbroken gauge
symm etry U (1), by taking direct sum s ofthe gauge groups and m atter con gurations. T he
vacua w ith unbroken U (1) are called \sin ple ob gcts" and in brane language correspond
to bound states of branes. A con guration wih n copies of a sinple obEct has U (n)
unbroken sym m etry, and so on.

Let ng = ny,ux,;:: be the number of sinple obPcts in the U N;)  ::: theory (for
conciseness let us denote this sem isim ple group as \U " )". A sa sin ple exam ple, consider
the \N = 1 " theory [71], a U N ) theory with three adjpint chiral super elds and a
superpotential W = trX [Y;Z ]+ X2+ Y2 + Z2. This has the spectrum ofbound states
ny = 1, one for each representation ofSU (2).

It is easy to w rite a generating function for the num ber of all classical vacua:

X Y 1 Dy
Nyac © (N“))(fT = :

32)
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Suppose furthem ore that these sim ple ob fects have no rem aining m assless m atter
(are \rigid"), then using the fact that pure SU (k) SYM has k supersym m etric vacua it is
easy to obtain the generating function counting all vacua of the quantum theory. It is

|
°n

X Y wa' N
Nyac U O = 1+ —= : 3:3)
@ gv)2

P —
ForN = 1 , this gives the counting N 4¢ c V. Aswe argue below, generic brane

theories have m any m ore bound states, and the generic estin ate of thistype isN yac < .

A Tthough thiswasa weak coupling argum ent, vacua in globally supersym m etric theory
w il not be created or destroyed under variations of the gauge couplings or variations of
the superpotential which do not change its asym ptotics.

T he existence of supersym m etric vacua can depend on the Fayet-Tliopoulos tem s.
T his behavior in the classical theory is given by \ -stability" [6$], according to which
certain solutions of W = 0 can be unstable ©r all values of the Fayet-Tliopoulos tem s,
and typical solutions are stable w ithin som e cone in the space of these param eters. O ne
can then use 83) com puted for som e value of the FI tem s, to get 83) at that value of
the F I tem s, and extrapolate the resul to aroitrary coup]jngﬁ

T hese ideas are sin ple but such results are not in them selves the answer, because the
gauge and superpotential couplings are not param eters in string/M theory m odels. A 1l1of
these couplings are elds, and their possible expectation valies m ust be found by solving
their equations ofm otion, DW =D = 0.

T his is a problam , but not a disaster, because ifwe start at a crtical point for all the
other elds and follow the gradient of the superpotential, a generic non-vacuum con gu-—
ration must ow either to a vacuum or to a boundary ofm oduli space. If one know s that
one of a large class of such con gurations ow to a vacuum , it is likely that m ost or all
do. W hilke heuristic, this idea justi es the claim that, if one sector of the theory stabilizes
couplings in another sector in som e generic cases, it willdo so in an O (1) fraction of cases.

T hese ideas can bem ade m ore precise by basing them on theW itten index Tr ( 1)F
in supersymm etric eld theory B9]. A lthough this is not literally the number of super-
sym m etric vacua, for theories w ith isolated vacua it is a lower bound, and probably a

> There are exceptions to this rule which can for exam ple lead to supersym m etry breaking in
the quantum theory. A Ithough this deservesm ore system atic study, we suspect this is nongeneric
(fortunately, there are other ways to break supersym m etry).
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fairly accurate one in theories w ith generic (com plicated) superpotentials and no unbro—
ken U (1)’s. There is a generalization ofthis index in e ective supergravity theories which
counts vacua w ith signs, as we discuss elsew here B9[44].

A nother generalization of the W itten index, to deal w ith unbroken U (1)’s, can be
m otivated by retuming to the quiver gauge theories. C onsider theordes with U (N ) gauge
group; allofthese theorieshave Tr ( 1)¥ = ny , because allofthe vacua m ade up ofm ore
than one sin ple ob fct have unbroken U (1)’s and thus cancel out of the W itten index [B9].
T his is because of the pairing of the ground state w ith states obtained by applying the

U (1) gaugino operatorsW " .

T he naturalgeneralization ofthe W itten index to count these vacua aswellisto count
the operators in the chiral ring RQ]. T his num ber is very sin ilar to N .. but counts each
unbroken U (1) at low energy w ith m ultiplicity 4,

N 0
Nchjral rj.ng = Nvac 4 unbroken U (1)%s «

T his replaces 33) with

X Y 14+ v
N chiral ring U © N = d' : (3:4)

N N

The sin pler orm of this form ula suggests that the numberN ¢, ira1 ring Would have better
form alpropertiesthan N ... H owever our considerationsbelow w illbe too crude to bene t
much from this In provem ent.

Having seen the relevance of the W itten index and these sin ple generalizations of it,
the second idea is to get \topological" formm ulas for them . Let us give an exam ple.

For theories w ith com pact m oduli spaces of vacua, the W itten index is an estin ate in
the sense we want, ie. a number which counts the likely number of vacua after further
quantum ocorrections. This ollow s if we assum e that quantum corrections produce a su—
perpotential which is a generic function of the gauge invariant elds, because the W iten
Index w illbe Invariant under such a deform ation.

Fora (non-gauge) globally supersym m etric sigm a m odelw ith target space E , one can
com pute the W itten index by com pactifying the M inkow skispace din ensions and reducing
the discussion to supersym m etric quantum m echanics. T hus, we count a m oduli space E
w ith multiplicity (€ ), its Euler character.
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For (non-gauge) supersym m etric theory w ith a superpotential, vacua are solutions to
the equations W = 0. Counting solutions to system s of com plex algebraic equations is a
well understood problem and in a certain sense the number is topological. For exam ple,
for a generic system ofn independent degree d polynom ials n n unknowns, there are n®
sin ultaneous solutions. If we assum ed that the n equationsW %= 0 were independent (of
course they are not In general), we would get an estim ate, In tem s of the degree of the
polynom ialW .

Both of these considerations can be jno;rporated n the Pllow Ing form ula:

N susy vac = CCn(C L); 35)
where C isthe com plex cotangent bundle to the con guration space C, and L is the line
bundle in which the superpotential takes its values. For exam ple, the sigm a m odel case is
L trivial, and this integral is the Euler num ber, while the degree d superpotential can be
treated by com pactifying C® to P" and taking I = O (d). T his does not give & but the
supergraviy index, which is com parable.

H euristically, this form ula is saying that to contain m any vacua, a region of the con—

guration space m ust have com plicated topology, large K ahler volum e (in P lJanck units),
or both.

This form ula iswellknown to m athem aticians as the general form ula for the num ber
of criticalpointsofW , given that C iscom pact and W isholom orphic. A though asw ritten
it assum es that C is a m anifold, even this can be generalized E1]. In any case, it can easily
be m ade precise ifthe con guration space C is com pact and W is non-singular.

U nfortunately, these conditions are aln ost never satis ed by explicit string/M theory
superpotentials (and are literally im possible in supergravity). For noncom pact C, one can
still try to use (3.9) by interpreting the integrand not as a topological class but rather as
an explicit form constructed from the K ahler m etric and curvature, and we w ill suggest
som e jasti cation for this idea in section 4. T his includes the case of W non-single<valued,
as one can go to a covering space which makes W singlevalued, usually at the cost of
m aking C noncom pact.

Now, granting (3.3), suppose our theory is com posed of two sectors F and G, where
F has in portant supergravity corrections, whilke couplings in G have strong dependence

on eldsin F . One can then approxin ate 339) as
Z Z

Nsusyvac= & (Cr Lr) & L)
Cr Ce (3:6)

N susy vac F N susy vac G
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since the num ber of vacua in G does not depend on the param eters.

T hus, the omula B.5) also supports the idea that to the extent we can think of the
theory as com posed of two sectors, the num ber of vacua w ill be roughly the product of
the numbers In each sector, even if couplings in one depend on elds in the other. W e
suspect that m any exceptions to such clain s can be constructed, but at the present state
ofthe art it ishard to m ake progress w ithout m aking som e such clain s, and we feel these
argum ents give som e justi cation for them .

3.3. Type I and type I orientifold m odels

T he class ofm odelswe w ill consider hasbeen discussed in m any works. T he prototype
is to com pactify ten dim ensional type I string theory along the sam e lines as the original
construction of quasirealistic N = 1 vacua due to Candelas, H orow itz, Strom inger and
W itten PJ]. This started from the heterotic string, but worked in the large volum e, weak
coupling lim it which iswelldescribed by d= 10, N = 1 supergraviy/YangM ills theory
w ith the standard anom aly cancellation structure [5]], and thus their general discussion
applies: one com pacti es to four dim ensions on a CalabiYau threefold M , choosing a
gauge connection for a bundle V on M w ith structure group G SO (32) and satisfy—
Ing the anom aly cancellation condiion o, V) = o (TM ), and the Hem iidan YangM ills
equations. One obtainsan N = 1 supersymm etric low energy theory w ith gauge group H
the comm utant of G in SO (32), and a spectrum of charged chiralm ultiplets com ing from
m asskess ad pint ferm ion zerom odeson M .

O ne of the prim e advantages of this construction is its relation to algebraic geom etry.
This is a very long story involving form idable m athem atics; at this point the general clas-
si cation ofallowed M and V isnot know n, but there are m oderately e ective techniques
for constructing exam ples and som e understanding of the overall picture, which we will
try to use here.

W e would like to base our discussion on the follow ing clain : there are three general-
izations of this construction, which if done in fiill generality, and extrapolated to strong
coupling, could lead to an O (1) fraction of possble vacua. F irst, we use the equivalence
between gauge eld con gurations and D irichlet brane con gurations, exem pli ed by the
relation between sm all instantons and D 5-branes PJ]. Thishasbeen greatly extended and
generalized, to the point where one can get a usable picture of the set of allbundles V .
Second, one can apply \generalized T dualities" to obtain type I orientifold constructions,
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in which perturbative gauge sym m etries can com e from D irichlet branes w rapping arbi-
trary supersym m etric cycles. F inally, one can tum on antisym m etric gauge eld strength
uxes. The claim would be that general type I backgrounds w ith branes and uxes cover

an O (1) fraction of the possibilities.

A lthough a fair am ount is known about branes and uxes ssparately, unfortunately
a ocom plete description com bining branes with uxes is not known at present, even in the
supergraviy Weak coupling and large volum e) lim it. T his is an active sub ect of research
and the situation m ay In prove before long. At the present state of know ledge, we are
going to have to m ake som e guesses as to how to do this.

Let us go on and discuss the choices which enter this construction.

3.4. The choice of Calabi-Y au

B asic introductions to C alabiY au com pacti cation can be found in [(4,59].

Construction of CalabiY au threefolds has been much studied and there is a subset
which in a sense hasbeen classi ed, the hypersurfaces in toric varieties. In @], K reutzer
and Skarke classify an appropriate type of \re exive polyhedron" which can be used to
construct such a CY 3, and show that the number of these is N 5Y3 = 473;800;776. Since
distinct polyhedra can lead to the sam e CY 3, this num ber is an upper bound rN toric ¢ v,
(thus our notation) . O n the other hand, CY 3’s w ith distinct Bettinumbers (o ;1 ;k»;1) are
clearly distinct; the number of distinct pairs which appear isN ¢, = 30;108 which isa
lowerbound. T here are pairs ofdistinct CY 3’sw ith the sam e B ettinum bers, so thisbound
is not sharp either.

P lotting the Betti num bers produces a diagram (the \shield") which obviously has
structure, supporting the idea that this is at least a naturalsubclass of CY 3’s. W ithin this
class, the Euler character M ) = 2({y;; Ip;1) satis esthebound j M )j 960. The
number of distinct b'!’s ora given isroughly 2 for < 320, and decreases for larger

. Som e pattems in their other topological invariants are observed in [79].

Unfortunately it isnot known whether allCY 3’s are of this type. Indeed, m athem ati-
cians still debate whether there are nitely m any or In niely m any distinct M H M ost
seam to believe that the number is nite. T he evidence for this, such as it is, is that (1)
m athem aticians know no exam ple which is not a toric hypersurface, and (2) one can start

® More precisely, we want the num ber of com ponents of the m oduli space of birational equiv—

alence classes of com plex CY 3's.
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wih an M wih (say) = 960 and try to increase Dby an extrem al transition; so far this
has not kd to new examples [(9].

C learly forpresent purposes one can only assum e that the list of [/(] is representative,
and use the boundswe Just obtained as the estim ated num ber ofpossibilities. T his type of
uncertainty w illplague our discussion, and this estin ate should be re ned, but far greater
uncertainties await us. From now on, when we say that \we will assum e construction X
is representative," we m ean that in the discussion in section 5, we w ill assum e that the
choices Involved at that step lead to an O (1) fraction of the possibilities.

F inally, these discrete choices do not uniquely characterize the Ricci at m etric on
M : one has additional continuous param eters or \m oduli." On a general level this iswell
known: there are by ;; + bp;; moduli, each leading to a singlet chiral super eld in the low
energy e ective Lagrangian.

Quite a lot is known about the global structure of these m oduli spaces and even
explicit m etrics are known, at least in the weak ocoupling and large volum e lim it. This
com es from oconsidering the related type I com pacti cationson CY with N = 2,d = 4
supersym m etry, and using \special geom etry." The sin plest picture, w ith the broadest
applicability, com es from considering com plex structure m oduli space, since there areN =
2 type I com pacti cations for which thism etric is exact.

W e refer to B3] for a detailed study of the \m irror quintic" CY 3 com plex structure
m oduli space, w ith one chiral super eld, as perhaps the sin plest exam ple w ith aln ost all
the qualitative features of the general case. A sin pler exam ple w ith m ost ofthe features is
the com plex structurem oduli space of the torus T © ,as discussed in m any references [73 64,
while the m athem atical technology for the general case is discussed In 24].

A com plex torus T?" can be de ned as the space C® quotiented by a 2n-din ensional
lattice 72" . Explicitly, ket u' be coordinates on the torus; we dentify u*  u'+ m *+ Z n;
or som e com plex m atrix Z 0 w ith positive de nite in aginary part.

W hile the com plex structure of the torus is determ ined by Z %9, this relation is not
one-to-one: two m atrices related by the Sp(@n;Z) (forn odd) transform ation

Zz7! AZ+B)CZ+D) *

lead to toriw ith equivalent com plex structures, related by a large di eom orphism which
acts nontrivially on the periods.

T he physicalm etric on thism oduli space, which appears in the supergravity kinetic
tem , isthe W eilP eterson m etric on thism odulispace of atm etrics (this isa fancy way to
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say, the m etric which arises from straightforward K aluza-K lein reduction). It has K ahler
potential
Ky = logdetIm Z (3:7)

and constant negative curvature. C onstant negative curvature is special to this exam ple,
but negative curvature is a very general feature of W eil-P eterson m etrics.

O ne ofthe In portant qualitative features of thism oduli space, and other CY 53 m oduli
spaces, is that it has nite volum e in the K ahler m etric [1]]. T his is despite the fact that
boundaries can be at in nite distance.

F' inally, another in portant quantity which can be com puted for very generalCY 3’sas
a function of the m oduli is the vector of periods of the holom orphic three-fom ,

o : (3:8)

Here ; isabasis obrH;M™ ;Z). For T®, for exampl, these are 1, Z 5, [detz) @ )Y
and (detZ ). Thess enter n ux superpotentials and in bladck hole entropy calculations, to
nam e two applicationswe w ill callon.

3.5. Bundk and brane con gurations

This is another long story from which we will try to extract a general picture by
com bining various dualities and brane argum entsw ith considerations in algebraic geom etry.
W ew illbase this on four generalapproaches: the \large volum e" approach involving study
of holom orphic bundles, the bound state/derived category approach, enum erative results
on curves, and the spectralocover/T -duality approach. O urprin ary question is stillw hether
the num ber of possibilities is nite and whether we can estim ate it. W e w ill also need to
decide what fraction of constructions are likely to produce Standard M odel gauge groups
and chiralm atter content.

In the lJarge volum e approach, the problem reduces to that of nding solutions of the
hem itian YangM ills equations on M . Am ong the m any general references on this prob—
lem are B3], B4, and [A3]1which w ill sum m arize som e general facts relevant for superstring
com pacti cation. In particular, it is known that there isa n-dim ensional region w ithin the
n-dim ensional Jattice of Chem classes (or brane RR charges, or K theory) forwhich stable
bundles exist. By tensoring w ith a line bundle, one can always sst ¢ (V) = 0; the region
is then roughly characterized by the bounds ¢, (V) > 0 (n ore precisely, one has the B ogo—

m olov bound) and bounds on the rem aining invariant c; (V ), which can only take nitely
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m any possible values. Unfortunately no e ective bound is know n, but various general con—
siderations point to a bound ofthe order 15 (V)j< C M ). Furthem ore, the resulting
m oduli spaces ofbundles (of xed topologicaltype) are algebraic, m eaning essentially that
they can be de ned by a nite system ofequations in som e (large din ensional) pro gctive
space. A though they need not be m anifolds, this is good enough to believe that there w ill
be nitely m any vacua affer quantum ocorrections.

A Tthough not terrdbly concrete, these are at least good niteness resuls for the large
volum e, weak coupling lim it. O noe we leave this 1im i, the situation is less c]earﬂ

M aking a com parable discussion for type I and orientifolds requires using the general
relations between vector bundles on D irichlet branes and com binations of D -branes dis-
cussed on a basic kvel n [74[63]. T his allow s tuming the problem of classifying bundles
into that of understanding m oduli spaces ofbrane con gurations.

A general result which can be derived from the Index theorem at large volum e, but
applies to all approaches, is the follow Ing. Consider a con guration of N ; branes of type
B; and N ;5 of type B4 In type I string theory, where each brane is \sin ple," ie. comes
wih U (1) gauge symm etry. T hese could be branes w rapping di erent cycles, or carrying
di erent gauge connections, or whatever. In any case, the net num ber of chiralm ultiplets
arising from open strings between these branes is given by a bilinear form in their RR
charges (orK theory classes), the \intersection form ," which we denote

N(Ni;Nj) N(Nj;Ni): Iij: Iji:hBi;le:

Sin ple explicit form ulas can be found for this form in all approaches.

7 For exam ple, ket us consider the dual heterotic M theory picture. Here we can add ve—

branes, w rapping e ective cycles satisfyingc, (V)+ [ ]= c2(TM ). There is still an argum ent
for niteness of the num ber of solutions to this m ore general problem . It is that the \e ective"
condition in the choice of vebrane, which along w ith the Bogom olov inequality tend to m ake
both bundle and brane contributions to this form ula positive (physically this is to say that the
branes and instantons must be BP S). the num ber of choices is nite here ﬁs well. However, the
B ogom olov inequality only bounds a single com ponent of ¢; (V ), nam ely v @ V)~ !, leaving
open the possibility that there are in nite sequences of stable bundles w ith the other com ponents
of & (V) munning o to negative in nity. No such exam ple is known, but it could be that they
exist and are ruled out on other physical grounds we w ill discuss analogous exam ples later). I

thank R ichard Thom as for a discussion on this point.
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T here are sin ilar form ulas for type I and orientiblds [ 27], involving the ordentifold
action and the class of the xed plane. Rather than use these fomulas, we are going
to use a sin pler description of orientifolding [43]: given a U N ) quiver theory in which
the intersection num bers and ranks of gauge groups have symm etry under a Z, action
on the nodes, one can restrict attention to gauge elds and m atter con gurations which
are invariant under the symm etry W ith suitably chosen signs). Som e of the geom etric
de nitions of orientifolding using \in age branes" can be shown to reduce to this, and we
w ill assum e that this construction is representative, w thin the context we discuss below .

Thisallow susto nd them asslessm atter spectrum for sinm ple com binations ofbranes.
However, this only scratches the surface of the problem as general holom orphic bundles
correspond to general bound states of branes, typically with very com plicated m oduli
spaces, as one would expect for classicalm oduli spaces of supersym m etric vacua of gauge
theories w ith generic superpotentials. W hilk there has been m uch m athem atical work on
the problem , it is not easy to explicitly describe the bundles and m oduli spaces even on
the sin plest threefold, pro fctive space P . The CalabiYau case is sin ilar but harder.

O n penetrating the language and other barriers, one nds that much of thism athe—
m atics tums out to be based on ideas which have relatively sim ple physical translations,
which we refer to as the \bound state/derived category approach," as discussed In [34].
Recent work has led to a fairly good understanding of this translation in type I theory,
which In broad temm s can be summ arized in the clain that a supersym m etric brane con-—

guration in type Ib at weak coupling but arbitrary K ahler m oduli isa -stable ob fct
E in D (C ohM ), the derived category of coherent sheaves. T he next step In a system atic
approach to the m odels under discussion is to classify possble orientifoldings ; these are
in a sense Z, autom orphism sofD (C ohM ) which it isplausible to believe are obtained by
conjugating the type I by the action of FourderM ukaitransform s (T duality).

W hat thism eans in m ore physical tem s is the follow ing. W e start with a small sst
or \basis" of elem entary branes, at least one for each K theory classon M , and try to
describe allbranes as bound states of these elem entary branes and their antdbranes. This
is done by deriving the pint world-volum e theory of the collection of branes; each bound
state is then a supersymm etric vacuum of this theory.

T he power of this approach com es from the fact that one can nd basesw ith simple
world-volum e theories. O ne looks for \rigid" branes, m eaning those w ithout world-volum e
adpint m atter, chosen so that any pair w thin the set has only open strings of a single
charge (In quiver language, a single orientation of arrow s), as the superpotential for up to
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tw o branes is then forced to be zero by gauge invariance, and can be com puted system at-
ically form ore branes. T he set of \fractional branes" in an orbifbld or G epner m odel B1]
provides an exam ple; one can nd other bases by applying Seiberg duality to this one, and
the general picture is that any bound state is a bound state ofbranes (not antlbranes) In
one of these preferred bases.

T hese Seberg dualities can have various physical Interpretations depending on the
gauge couplings; at weak coupling one is sin ply using di erent bases of branes to describe
the sam e bound states, w hile m ore generally couplingscan ow and di erent dualpictures
can be valid at di erent energy scales [L9/B0]. O ne would need to take this into acoount to
decide which of these Sedberg dual theories are physically dual, and which are di erent at
the scale of supersym m etry breaking (pelow which the duality is inoperative).

T he sim plest exam ples are the hypersurfaces in weighted pro fctive space, a subset of
the toric hypersurfaces w ith 7;555 elem ents. Som e of these can be de ned in string theory
as G epner m ode]s.@] In these m odels, there is a preferred basis of \ fractional branes,"
and a sin ple description oftheir intersection form . A G epnerm odel is essentially a C°=Z¢
Landau-G Inzburg orbifold m odel, characterized by a choice 0ofZx action on Cs and som e
continuous param eters (superpotentialand FItem s). The Zx action can be characterized
by a choice of ve integers a; which sum to K and satisfy the constraint K=a; 2 Z. One
can com pute the Bettinum bers from this data, and one gets roughly b'' K .

A s discussed in @], thism odel has K fractional branes B; with O i< K, whos
intersection formm is sin ply expressed as

X Y®

IB B jmoax)i= L &): (3:9)
j n=1

Enough is known about the superpotential and other data of this theory to get m oduli
spaces of m any sin ple bound states, as discussed in [A]]. It is known how to get sim ilar

results for general toric hypersurfaces, although this rem ains to be done explicitly [67].
To use such a theory in string theory, one m ust choose an orientifolding and enforce
anom aly cancellation. The orentifoldings which are sin ple in the quiver language are
the ones we described above which profct on con gurations which are invariant under
a Z, re ection of the quiver; there is a partially understood relation between this and
the geom etric de nitions of orientifold. In any case, the resulting anom aly cancellation
condition is the sam e as that in the large volum e type I and Ib geom etric ordentifold
constructions [/4]. For com pact CY , the fractionalbranes provide an overcom plete basis
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forthe K theory so this detemm ines the num bers of fractionalbranes up to a few adjustble
param eters. T hese conditions can be worked out explicitly, but we w illonly callupon their
qualitative form : In exam ples, the solutions have m any but not all of these num bers (so,
ranks of gauge group) non-zero, of order O (10 100).

T his of course does not m ean that the ranks of gauge groups need be O (10 100)
as there is a lot of charged m atter available to break the gauge symm etry. T he basic
assum ption we w illm ake in using these theories in section 5 is that one can usually (ie.,
In an O (1) fraction ofm odels) use this freedom to break thisto a speci ed subgroup while
preserving supersym m etry; in brane language form ing bound statesbetw een som e subset of
the fractionalbranes. If so, then an O (1) fraction ofm odels which potentially contain the
Standard M odel (by focusing on a subset of the anom aly cancelling branes), w ill contain
it.

T his isnontrivialand often considered the hard part ofthe problem ; it involves details
of the superpotential and D — atness conditions and is not always true. Furthem ore, even
when it is true, the bound states often Involve eldsw ith string scale vevs (since this sets
the scale of the F I temm s), and one m ight worry about whether eld theory is jasti ed.

Our m ain reason for nevertheless m aking such a clain is that the relation between
branes and geom etric ob fcts (obundles, obcts In D (C ohM ) etc.) relates this question to
questions such as whether there is a stable bundle of the required topological type (@nd
sim ilar questions) for which there is independent inform ation. A swe discussed earlier, this
istrue for som e nite region in charge space, and the anom aly cancellation conditions are
usually such that o, (V) > 0, so it seem s reasonable to expect an O (1) fraction of solutions
to the anom aly cancellation conditions to sit in this region. W e should say that farm ore
testing of this clain is possible and would be desirable.

A nother relation which lends som e support to this idea is the relation between brane
con gurations (@t weak coupling) and black holes. T his is obtained by reinterpreting the
space— 1lling branes as particles in the related Ia string theory (formm ally, T -dualizing the
M inkow ski space dim ensions). From the world-volum e point of view , this is reducing the
supersym m etric gauge theory to quantum m echanics, but m any qualitative agpects such
as stability and supersym m etry breaking, and the estin ate N y4¢ (the Euler character
of the m oduli space), are pressrved under this.

By going to the strong string coupling lim it, such a brane system tums into a rather
di erent system , a black holk. The bynow fam iliar idea that the entropy of a D brane
world<olum e theories should m atch that of a black hole In supergravity [B3] provides a
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very di erent way to get such estim ates, by using the attractorm echanian in supergravity.
Tt also provides a very di erent way to show that certain brane con gurations can fomm
stable bound states: if this entropy is non-zero, such a con guration must exist [73,B0].
This con m s the idea that there isa nite volum e region in the charge space for which
such bound states eXZIStE

W ehavenow laid out a certain style ofanalysis ofthe quiver gauge theory of fractional
branes at the G epner point, on which we w ill base the discussion in section 5. These are
however only a subset ofthe rigid branes. M ore rigid branes can be obtained by perfom ing
Seiberg dualities on the originalquiver theory. In the wellunderstood exam ples (orbifolds),
all the rigid branes can be obtained thisway, and we w ill assum e these are representative.
Seberg duality acts n a relatively sin ple way on quiver theories w ith no adpint m atter
B4,13[19/49/13]; one picks a node of the quiver and applies the duality of B(] to this node,
treating the other gauge groups as non-dynam ical. O ne can check that dualizing the n’th
node acts on the intersection num bers as

Ij_j ! Ij_j 2Lin 2Inj + T jnjj: (3:10)

T his provides a lJarge num ber of quiver theories from a single CY . It is not known how

m any are distinct; the naive estim ate 2 which com es from allow ing duality on each node
Independently is clearly an overestin ate In the known exam ples. There isa (stillnot well
understood) relationship between these duality actions, the CY m onodrom y group (acting
on K ahlerm oduli space) and the \phase structure" of [§], which suggests that the num ber
should be com parable to the num ber of \phases" of the m odel, which is probably a low

power of K . It would be nice to have sim ilar results for the orientifolded theories, but
Seiberg duality for these has not been studied system atically.

W ew illuse these resultsbelow to estim ate num bers of brane constructions which can
realize the Standard M odel. Let us conclude by bre y discussing the nal two classes
of construction. A particularly sin ple class of m odels is one in which the orientifolding

xes only curves, so that anom aly cancellation can be accom plished using only D 5-branes

wrapped on curves. An example is given in [l]. An advantage of this type of m odel is

8  0One should note that the black hole entropies, which tend to go as &' ’ , are not in general

a good estim ate orN .. = , as theblack hole states are expected to contrbute to w ith signs.
In fact one typically obtains d . Bq1
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that there isa highly developed technology for counting con gurationsofcurveson Calabi-
Y au’s, the \origihal" m irror sym m etry technology. By w rapping branes on curves, this can
be usad to count num bers of vacua directly. T he result can also be interpreted asan Euler
character of the m oduli space of curves of the given degree. T his leads to an estin ate of
the form &' , exponential in the charge of the branes (degree of the curves).

Finally, we should m ention the spectral cover construction B4f44], which is a very
powerfiil and general construction of bundles on elliptically bered CY 3’s. The physical
idea here is sin ple: by T -dualizing on the ber, a con guration of D 9-branes carrying
a very general bundle can be tumed into a con guration of D7 and lower din ensional
branes w rapping the base. G enerically, these D 7-branes w ill sit at di erent places in the

bration, in which case the bundl data on these is sin ply the choice of a line bundle
on each D 7-brane. The only a priori condition on the bundles one gets out is that the
T dual of the class of the D 9 on the dual bration must be absent; even this restriction
can be overcom e by further generalization (physically, taking bound states of the result
w ith D 7-branes in this rem aining class) . C ounting vacua in this type of construction thus
boils down to counting the con gurations ofD 7-branes of a particular charge.

A sin pler exam ple which is related by T -duality to the ones we discussed is to take
space— lling D 3-branes at points In M , as .n [4]. If no superpotential is generated, the
m oduli space of N such branes is obviously M ¥ =Sy . This space has Euler character
roughly ( M )+ N)= M )N ! 4N ifN M ), neglecting the singularities where
branes coincide. Treating these singularities as quantum theories w ith enhanced gauge
symm etry can lead to larger estim ates, but stillO &' ).

Thiswasa long subsection, so et us recap som e ofthem ain points. F irst, the evidence
Seam s consistent w ith the idea that there are nitely m any choices at this stage, which is
In portant, as one expects a nite fraction of these con gurations to m atch the Standard
M odel. Second, a generic gauge theory with N branes would be expected to contribute
a & muliplicity of vacua. Finally, we have system atic techniques for constructing large
num bers of con gurations, which we w illuse Jater to discuss the di culty of realizing the

Standard M odel.
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3.6. F lux contributions and the coam ological constant

Besides m etric, Yang-M ills and brane degrees of freedom , string/M theory contains
various p—form gauge elds. A 1l of the well understood com pacti cations can be gener-
alized by tuming on background ux for these gauge elds, as rst discussed In [B2]] and
generalized in m any works (@ faw are [732423)). This ux leadsto a potentialenergy (the
\ ux potential") which can be explicitly com puted in m any exam ples, at least at weak
coupling.

This work has led to two in portant physical ideas, which we will review and build
upon. F irst, since the potentialenergy from the ux depends on them oduliofthe intemal
m anifold in a fairly com plicated way, one expects it to have isolated m Inin a; in otherwords
the m oduliare stabilized. T his idea has a long history; recent work has focused on the use
ofexact results forthe ux potential, and in work ofG iddings, K achru and Polchinski E],
A charya E] and K achru, K allosh, Linde and T rivedi @], it has been shown that m oduli
can be stabilized at nite coupling and volum €, as we discuss shortly.

Second, Bousso and Polchinski [I7] have suggested that the large num ber of indepen-—
dent ux contrbutions can lad to a large set of vacua w ith a closely spaced spectrum of
coam ological constants, so that it becom es likely that vacua exist with acosptably an all
cosam ological constant. R elated ideas were proposed in [§4].

By the rules we stated In the introduction, this can count as a solution to the cos—
m ological constant problem , because we are not Insisting that there be a m echanism or
selection principle which picks out the ocbserved case. O ne stillneeds to check that a vac-
uum w ith the appropriate exists, ism etastable, can have reasonable cosn ology, and so
on. Since we dbserve > 0, the constraint of m etastability seem s to be m ild, because
m ost likely decays are to A dS vacua, which by general considerations of quantum gravity
are highly suppressed or in possible R3[1.

Thus, uxesseam to provide concrete candidate solutionsto som e In portant problem s,
aswell as potentially dom inating the other possible types of vacuum m ultiplicity.

W e start again with a broad outline to m ake som e basic points. Let C ® be a p-
om gauge eld, and F ®*1Y) = dc ® be its eld strength. Lorentz invariance of the
vacuum is preserved either by electric 4-form ux In M inkow ski space, possble orp 3
if there are p 3 cycles, or by taking a m agnetic p + 1-form ux In the Intemal space.
These are nterchanged under duality F®'1Y = F® P 1 o by considering both dual
representations of the gauge eld, we can restrict attention to m agnetic uxes.
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In am inin alenergy ux con guration,H ®'!) isaham onic form , and is characterized

by the cohom ology class ofthe eld strength
1 (p+ 1) e+ 1)
N=;[F 12 H M ;Z2); 3:11)

a J = Iy 1-com ponent vector. For physical reasons discussed In [/§f7], the ux must
satisfy a quantization condition 5 HED = NMP;ie. e= M PV, n B11), where
Vp+ 1 is the volum e of the wrapped cycle, and M a fundam ental scale, typically O M p )
where M p is the higher dim ensional P lanck scale.

The ux contributes its potential energy to the e ective potential:

Z

\Y% H~ H 2 N°C¢ < (3:12)
flux 1 = 1 o7 B
M P M 2pvp+l

where the four din ensional P lanck scale is related to the D dim ensional P lanck scale as
M 131 = M P Vy . This ormula m ight be m odi ed by gravitational backreaction e ects,
stringy and quantum corrections.

Let us now review the discussion of Bousso and Polchinski. Follow ing the ideas of
Brown and Teiteboin f[§], to get a sm all cosm ological constant, one assum es that the
e ective potential is the sum of a lJarge negative temm o and the ux contribution
B13). A though ux quantization forees B.17) to take one of a discrete set of values, if
there are enough distinct choices of ux whose energy spacings are an allcom pared to g,
it willbe lkely to nd a discrete choice w ith coam ological constant w ithin the experin ental
bound.

T he necessary condition for this can be stated m ost sin ply In tem s of the num ber
distrbution for vacua with a given ux potentialV ,ameasured (V) de ned by

X
d (V)= v v (T)): (3:13)

T 2 theories
W e w ill discuss this type of \ensam ble cbservable" in m ore depth in section 4, but in this
sim ple exam ple the de nition should be clear. In tem s of this distrlbbution, the condition
isthen simply
ot m ax

1<< d (V) (3:14)

0ot min
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where ( nin; max) arethe experin entalbounds on the coan ologicalconstant. Evaluating
B13) using 312) gives approxim ately

X M 2N 2
d v)= vV —)
N M 2p\/p+l
Z 2y 2
volsY 1) a2 M SN )
2 M 2py 2
pt+1l
|
- J=2
vols’ ') M 2pvpz+l J=2 1
vITe tav:

2
2 M2

Replacing the sum w ith an Integralis reasonablewhen (3.14) istrue, so one getsa condition

Pa=2
R 82 L, (3:15)
Vi

1<<

O ne can then com bine this condition w ith constraints on the other quantities entering

(B12) to get a picture of the class ofm odels in which this works. F irst, if the geom etry of

the Intemal space is \not too anisotropic" (ie. we are away from lin its or singularities in
m oduli space), we can take Vo, 1 VM(er D=0 4 B19) then reduces to

0 4=D \g=2
— << (oV, )%

T he appropriate bound on ¢ is not at all cbvious. Indeed, it is not Inm ediately
apparent w here negative contributions to the vacuum energy w ill com e from , and once we
nd them , we w ill face the potential problem that we will nd a series of vacua in which
o can becom e arbitrarily negative, lreading to an in nite set of vacua and com plete loss
of predictivity.

The simplest quessis ¢ M lfl. Thisworks well in Jarge extra dim ension scenarios,
asVy islarge. In the traditionalweakly coupled string m odels, w ith Vy ( 9P =2, one
nds that oV, ° is small, but since J = by,; 100 is typical for CYs's, at  rst sight
this seam s viable. O n the other hand, as w illbe clear below , the ux contributions which
cancel o typically lead to supersym m etry breaking at a scale é=4E, and o M él is

not acosptable from thispoint ofview .
In any case, this discussion dem onstrates the possibility of large m ultiplicities of vacua

w ith cosn ological constant uniform ly distributed near zero, and thus a potential solution

° Ithank Sham it K achru fr em phasizing this point.
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to this problem by our rules. The discussions in [L§17/49] attem pted to go further and
explain the cbserved low value as the resul ofa naturaldecay process involving nucleation
ofdom ain wallsw hich source the ux and lowerthe vacuum energy, down to som em Inin um

positive value. They found that this m echanian is di cult to realize as tunneling rates

between ux vacua, even in the best case, tend to be too an all. W e w illnot insist on this
oron the sinple form (3.13), but only on (3.14), which could be realized by m any types of
degeneracy, including those in which the relevant vacua had wildly di erent m icroscopic

origins.

3.7. A niteness con ecture

T he previous discussion was som ew hat sin plistic as it ignored the fact that them oduli

of the intemal cycles which m inim ize the true e ective potential in fact depend on the
uxes. T his was Inessential to the m ain point of f[7], but as a next step needs to be taken
nto acocount.

T he m ost obvious question this dependence raises is that the form of 813) adm its
the possibility of sequences of vacua in which both uxesN and volumesVy,; run o to
In nity In a correlated way, such that the coam ological constant stays nite. If so, it would
sim ply not be true that the num ber of vacua is nite.

In fact the existence of In nite lists of vacua is wellknown in m odels with m ore
supersym m etry. Them ost fam ous exam ple isperhaps S° com pacti cation ofthe Ib string,
which has in nitely m any vacua, param eterized by the number N of quantized units of

veform ux. In this case, the radius of S° is proportionalto N =%, so this fam ily runs
o to large volum e and sm all cosm ological constant. In B3], a sin ilar series of T 6 ux
com pacti cations was found. These are non-supersym m etric no scale com pacti cations,
but there seem s no reason not to expect sim ilar supersym m etric exam ples.

A ccording to our rules, this is not a problem if none of these In nite series of vacua
look like the realworld, and if volum es of cycles V4 1 run o to in nity, one is certainly
tem pted to say that the totalvolime Vy will as well, and the four dim ensional P Janck
scaleM p,p willrun o to in nity.

T hus, in the absence of further constraints, the predictivity of string/M theory depends
on the concture that the number of consistent ux vacua wih coan ological constant
J3<  maxsabound we choose, and com pacti cation voume Vy < V7~ , a upper bound,

is nite. In exam ples we w ill discuss one shortly), one also has constraints on the uxes
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from anom aly cancellation, which depend on other input (hum bers ofbranes and topology
ofthe CY 3); let us denote this nput as B ].
Then, the confcture is that the total num ber of vacua, summ ing over all allowed
values of the ux,
Nny vac( maxiV_ ;B2 2 3:6)

is nie. W e would concture this for any type of vacua, but supersym m etric vacua (A dS
and M inkow skitogether) would be the sin plest case to check.

T his conecture is not proven in any case we know of and m ight need to be further
re ned. O ne possible re nem ent would be to replace the bound on totalvolum e Vy w ih
boundsm ore directly related to observation, because the appropriate bound on Vy isvery
di erent In the traditionaldynam ical supersym m etry breaking scenarios, and in the \large
extra dim ension" scenarios. This would be worth developing, but in either case physics
does place an upper bound on Vy .

From what we have said so far, the m ost cbviousway this con cture could ailwould
be to nd a series of m odels in which o, the vacuum energy at \zero ux," became

arbitrarily negative, because one expects to be abl to add uxes to com pensate it.

3.8. Exact uxpotentialin Tb

An exact result in the large volum e lim it of Ib string com pacti cation can be ob-
tained by w riting the potential in temm s ofthe G ukov-Vafa-W itten superpotential [6J] and
using the special geom etry results we cited above to com pute the periods ofthe CY . This
superpotential is a fiinction ofthe CY com plex structure m oduli z* and the axion-dilaton

. W ewillalso need to discuss K ahlerm oduli; et be a K ahlerm odulus.

W e then have 7

W= ~ED+ B (3:17)

where Frr and Hygs are the RamondRamond and Neveu-Schwarz threeform eld
strenghs of Tlb string theory. U sing the quantization (3.11]), this can also be w ritten
X . .
Wemx = iNgg + Nyg)i (3:18)
i

with N 12 Z and ; the periods de ned above. At large volum e, the K ahler potential can
be obtained by KK reduction; it is (in tem s of the CY 3 m oduli space K ahler potential
Ky;,asin 3:7)

K. =K; login 3login : (3:19)

’
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UsihgK and W in the standard N = 1 supergravity expression (3.)), one obtainsthe ux
e ective potentialVeyx 2 -

O ne cannot choose arbitrary uxes; there is a constraint from anom aly cancellation.
This will only work for Ib orentifolds, for the sim plest case of O 3 planes it requires a
tadpole cancellation condition of the form [(3]

Z
m Hl\i = MygsiNgri=K Np3 (3:20)
where N gy ;Ny 5 1isthe Intersection form ,K isa positive Integer (the orentifold tadpole)
and N p 3 the num ber of space— 1ling D 3 branes (which m ust be nonnegative for supersym —
m etry) . Furthem ore, one can show [60J64] that N = 1 supersymm etry in plies that this
num ber is non-negative. T his com bination of facts gives a bound valid for supersym m etric
vacua,

0 mNS;NRRi K:

One m ight think that this provides an a priori bound on the total ux, which would be
very helpfiil in proving that the num ber of vacua is nite. This bound m ay be necessary,
but as we discussed above, we believe one needs to place additional conditions on the ux
vacua to get a nite number. In particular, the form which appears in this bound is an
inde nie form (@s is any bilinear form in two independent vectors), so an in nite num ber
of choices of ux satisfy thisbound.

The fomula ) in itself is rather abstract; one needs to know som ething about the
behavior of CY 5 periods * to have any intuition for it. The basic Iocal exam ple is the

behavior near a conifold point, at which a conjugate pair of periods behaves as
1
A= Z; g = const+ —zlogz+ ::::
2 1

T he corresponding ux superpotentialisdualto theN = 1 SYM instanton superpotential
[B7] wediscussthis furtherbelow ); in this context it was studied in F3]. To get som e global
picture, one can consider the T ® exam ple, for which the periods are sin ply polynom ial in
the com plex structure 7 ;5, already displays a lot of structure, and we recom m end that the
reader unfam iliar w ith CY 5 look at [64[83] as a start.

Let uspause tom ake som e trivialm athem atical rem arks, which we nd im portant to
get the right intuition about the con guration space C and this superpotential, which is

rather di erent from what intuitions based on branes or gauge theory on a com pact space
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would suggest. W hat we have to say can be sum m arized m athem atically as follows: CY 3
ocom plex structurem oduli space, and Wwe congcture) the \true" con guration space C w ith
stringy and quantum corrections taken into account, is a hyperbolic space [69].

To illustrate what this m eans, we consider the sim plest \C alabi¥Yau," the elliptic
curve T? (equivalently, we could discuss the dilaton-axion dependence in the Ib problm ).
Let its com plex structure is , then itsperiopdsarem + n form;n 2 Z. They are not
singlevalued on the m oduli space of com plex structures, which is the fundam ental region
in the upper half plane, and thus the ux superpotential is not singlevaluied on m oduli
soace either.

R ather, the periods are single valued on the Teichm uller space (y de nition), the
upper halff plane In = > 0. This is an open com plex m anifold which (for purposes of
studying these periods) cannot be com pacti ed. Physically, this is to say that since a
non—zero ux breaks SL (2;Z), there is no longer a unigue large com plex structure lim it,
but ratherm any such lim its.

In this situation, the \topological" counting fom ulas we discussed earlier are not
literally topological; by varying W one can m ove critical pointsD W = 0 from the upper
to the lower halfplane. T hus, there is no in m ediate estin ate ofthe form \N .. = C)"
for num bers of ux vacua. Related to this, a given period can take values in a subset of
C, and this is a possible behavior for a superpotentialon C. A Ilthis isknown or T2® and
to som e extent for CY 3 m oduli spaces, and we suspect it is the general picture.

R etuming to m ore Jocalconsiderations, for generic uxes, .1§) kadsto a su ciently
com plicated potential to m ake it very plausble that critical points are isolated in all
the variables it depends on, the com plex structure and axion-dilaton. A though onem ight
worry that these criticalpointsm ight be unstable to run aw ay to weak coupling (large In )
or large volum e Im Z , for supersym m etric vacua this is not possible, as they necessarily
have 0, while these Iim itshave ! 0.

Supersym m etric M inkow skivacua have been shown to exist; their physical properties
arediscussed in [f4/89]and m any otherw orks. H owever, as it stands, thise ective potential
has no supersymm etric AdS m inim a. This isbecause @W =@ = 0 and the special form of
BG19), which forces

g DWD W = 3% ¥

and thus Veyxo 0, with equality ifD ;W = 0 in the othermoduli. Since D ;W = 0 is
asm any equations as unknowns, it will have solutions; indeed this is just the problem of
counting critical points w here we forget about the K ahler m oduli.

34



This form for the potential is called \no-scale structure" and follow s because this is
just another way to write §13), w ith its proper dependence on m oduli com puted via KK
reduction, and (8.13) is a positive sum of squares. T he independence of W on  Which is
exact in perturoation theory) also in plies that this potential does not stabilize the overall
volum e (with m ore K ahlerm oduli, typically som e but not all are stabilized).

3.9. Violhtion of no-scak structure, and the origin of

N o-scale structure is a feature of the large volum e, weak coupling lim . In any real
m odel, further corrections w ill spoil this structure and stabilize the K ahler m odulus. In
fact, a \no scale" nonsupersym m etric vacuum with V = 0, if it exists in the real theory,
w ill actually be a supersym m etric A dS vacuum .

A rgum ents have been m ade for explicit -dependent corrections both to K and to
W . In f[4], ® corrections to the ten-din ensional Ib supergravity action were shown to
produce the fllow ing correction to @.19),

K, = ———+ :::
' (I )
In [63], it was recalled that nonperturbative e ects in a U (N ) gauge theory sector will
generically lead to exponentially an all corrections

W =M3e2i=N°+:::; (321)

and there are stringy nonperturbative corrections of this form aswell.

E ither or both corrections sooil the no-scale structure. A sim ilar correction sooiling
no-scale structure can be found In G, com pacti cation, by tuming on a gauge eld on an
ADE singularity supported on a hyperbolic 3-m anifbld, kading to stable AdS m inina JG1.
In @] it was shown that the correction (3.21]) will also Jead to stable AdS m inin a, and
that further e ects can lift thisto a dS m inimum , in a controlled regin e Weak coupling
and m oderately large volum €).

W e regard these results as valuable evidence for our basic assum ption, that e ective

eld theory can describe the physics of string/M theory vacua. However, we w ill have to
m ake di erent argum ents to clain that this stabilization works at aritrary coupling and
volum e.

In the exact theory, one expects the K ahlerm odulito be stabilized, sim ply because of

genericity. In fact, the realproblem is that they are overdetermm ined; not only do we expect
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superpotential dependence as in (3 21), but ifwe had gonem ore deeply into the D — atness
conditions in the brane sector, we would have seen that these already stabilize one (real)
K ahler m odulus for each hom ology class of sin ple brane in the construction (this type of
argum ent can be found at the end of [§]), and a real treatm ent of this problem m ust bring
in the D — atness conditions.

However, to get som e idea of the possibilities, let us simply assum e that nonper—
turbative physics produces a superpotential which is the sum of @.1§) and a correction
depending only on ,

W =Wepx + £(); (322)

W e retain (3.19) or the K ahler potential. T his choice wasm ade because am all corrections
to W can easily change the problem qualitatively (oy changing the W = 0 locus), while
an all corrections to K generally do not.

In this case, the supersymm etry conditions for the com plex structure m oduli and
axion-dilaton are una ected, whilk theD condition becom es

3
O=D W =D f£ —W < @; ): 323
() = fux ( ) ( )

T his equation determ Ines in tem s of W ¢ ,x at a crtical point. T he resulting vacuum
energy is

Vo= 3 W ine+ £()5; (324)

again im plicitly a function of W ¢y, -

Now, the problem of nding critical points of W ¢1,x does not have any cbvious pre—
ferred scale, and it seem s lkely that by varying the uxesone can nd criticalpoints w ith
arbitrarily lJargem agnitude W 1, x J even taking into acoount the anom aly cancellation con—
dition B20) (since this is an inde nite ©ormm ). In light of 24), this potentially violates
our niteness congcture. There are two ways it could be saved, either by cancellations in
(B29) orby the possibility that if 1 ¢1,x jexceeds som e upper bound W 4%, the equation
(323) will 2il to have solutions. The rst possibility requires an in plausible conspiracy
between W ¢, and £ ( ), so we consider the second. T his solution to the problem sin ply
requires that the function

(Im )D £() (325)

have an upperbound, which willbeW ,, x . Thisrequiresf ( ) to 2allo asIm ! 1 ,but
we already know this is true. Requiring boundedness elsew here m ore or less am ounts to
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requiring that jf ( )jitself is bounded. A s we discussed, this is quite possible; indeed the
function {327)) on the upper half plane is an exam plk.

Tt seem s to us that som e structure of this type is required to get the num ber of ux
vacua to be nite. If we grant the sinple om of the equations §23), then we would
conclude that the m ost usefil way to count supersymm etric ux vacua is to inpose a

bound

€W F < Wnaxd (3:26)

for some W , ax, probably depending on the particular CY 3 and other features of the
com pacti cation, and that the num ber so de ned should be nite.

Thiswould then lead to a Iower bound on ¢, which in this Janguage unfortunately
depends on nonperturbative physics. It m ight be that the origin of o and any bounds it
m ust satisfy would be clearer in som e dualpicture. Anyways, we o er thisasan argum ent
for stabilization which could hold in general.

U nlike our other such argum ents, the upshot ofthisone wasnot that we claim Kahler
m oduli are stabilized for an O (1) fraction of the ux vacua. Rather, we needed to call
upon properties of som e (@ssum ed) K ahler stabilization to even form ulate the question of
counting ux vacua. The orm ulation we end up w ith is the one given n (.14).

3.10. T he cross-coupling problem

The ux potential is rather com plicated but at least explicit, so we can answer som e
Interesting questionsw ith it. O ne ofthese iswhether In di erent vacua which m ight super-
cially agree w ith the Standard M odel, and have acceptably an all coan ological constant,
the ocouplings are equal or at last sin ilar, or whether they vary w ildly upon varying the
uxes. O n general grounds, Banks, D ine and M otl @] suggested that the latter would be
true, and m ore recently this has also been pointed out by A charya (1.

For exam ple, let us consider a class ofm odels which all contain a com m on subsector
ofthe m odel in which the Standard M odel degrees of freedom live. For exam ple, one can
propose a con guration of branes wrapped on cycles which realize the Standard M odel
m atter content, and which m ight be embedded in many di erent CY 3’s. This idea is
som etim es called \m odularity" and is certainly natural from an engineering point of view .
H ow ever, the question we com e to ishow much of the structure ofthe rest ofthe CY 5 we
need to know about to predict any couplings.

W e m odel the situation by proposing two \sectors," the \Standard M odel" and ev—
erything else. W e have Standard M odel elds , eldsZ which directly control Standard
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M odelcouplings, and m any m ore eldsy w hich donot. W e then postulate a superpotential
of the fom N

W= N; ‘izt Wsy (2 )
Suppose we vary the uxes N; by an allowed quantized amount N and nd a new
m inin um ; how much do we expect the Standard M odel couplings to change? To sin plify
the problem , we consider an in nitesn inal variation N ; although this is not physical,
ifW and K are not too rapidly varying (which is generically true) dZ=dN N will be
approxin ately the sam e.

One’s rstpictureisthatsomeN are associated to the \cycles" which we use to build
the Standard M odel, w hile m ost are not, and that varying the N ; which are not w illm ake
tiy corrections to the Z ’s. This can be m ade m ore precise by com puting @Z *=@N 7 along
themhinaW = 0. The only general topological relation between cycles is expressed in
the intersection form , ;5. Thus, the type of general decoupling one m ight have expected

would be true if .
ez*
@N J

Ay 55+ By i35+ small corrections:

W hat actually happens if we vary satisfyilng (7D W 5) = 0, isthat 2z detemm ined
by
ND,W 3+ NI ZD, W =0

can be large ifD W islarge (i the other ux directions) orD ?W issn all. Now D yW 5 K3
the m atrix of U (1) couplings. At general points In m oduli space, these w ill not line up
with 5.

T his \cross-coupling" m akes it di cult to clain that quantitative aspects ofone sector
of the theory, such as couplings, can be independent from quantitative aspects of another.
T his is potentially another severe problem for the predictability of the theory, and cannot
be ignored. H owever, it isnot clearhow much ofa problem it is, w thout having som e real

num bers.

3.11. Brane- ux duality

So far we discussed brane and ux degrees of freedom separately, but it is known
that this is overcounting, as m any con gurations have dual descriptions of both types.
T he prototype fr this is of course the sam inal work of M aldacena [7]]], which has been
reinterpreted and generalized In m any ways. For the purposes of string com pacti cation,
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perhaps the m ost useful form of this duality is the \geom etric duality" of G opakum ar and
vafa Bl.

T he sin plest version ofthis states that a theory ofN D 5-branesw rapped on a sm allS?
InaC¥j3,whith leadstoN = 1 U (N ) super YangM ills theory and a quantum generated
superpotential, is equivalent In a con guration wih ux N on a related CY 3 obtained by
replacihg the S? with an S° (the \coniod transition™). Thiswasproved (in a sense) in 731
and m any generalizations of the basic result are known to m ore com plicated geom etries.

The full extent of brane- ux dualities is not known and we will have to m ake a
plausible guess to dealw ith this. The m ost naive guess would be that all branes can be
dualized to ux,butthisisnotpossible as ux theoriescannot have low energy non-abelian
gauge sym m etry, w hile supersym m etric gauge theoriesw ith su cient m atter (for exam ple,
U N.) theory with N > N. avorsofm atter) can. It is am using that the supersym m etric
Standard M odel provides an exam ple, though because supersym m etry m ust be broken at
a higher scale than the strong coupling gauge scale it is not guaranteed that this has deep
signi cance. In any case, we cannot realize the Standard M odelpurely w thin the Ib closed
string sector.

A more sensble clain would be that brane theories w hich generate superpotentials at
the quantum level (brexample, U N .) SYM wih N¢ < N. avorsof fiindam entalm atter)
can be dualized, while others can not. If so, then large num bers of brane con gurations
on CY 3'sare In fact redundant descriptions of the ux vacua, and should not be counted.

A test of this idea, would be to com pare the num bers of supersym m etric vacua in
a brane con guration on CY 3 X , with the number of ux vacua in the geom etric dual
Y . Since there are so m any m ore brane con gurations than CY 3’s, it is quite likely that
m any gauge theories are in fact dualto the sameCY 3 wih uxes, presum ably to di erent
vacua w ithin the latter theory. Som e eld theory counterparts of this possibility have been
observed in 1. G iven such an identi cation, reproducing the sam e counting of vacua on
both sides would be in pressive evidence for the duality.

The m Inin al test of this is that the number of ux vacua in the dual theory should
have &' multiplicity (in the new sector) as we argued was generic for gauge theory. N ow
the dualofa theory with N distinct typesof B type) brane isa CY 3 with 2N new classes
InH3(;Z). W e have given argum ents and w ill give m ore below that this is the form we
expect form ultiplicities of ux vacua.

39



3.12. To e continued

At this poInt we have introduced m ore or less all the the ingredients we w ill use to
\count vacua" in section 5. A *though we som ew hat oversim pli ed them ,we cannot dom uch
betterw ithout a better understanding ofthem any open issueswem entioned (and no doubt
those we didn’t m ention) . Furthem ore, our picture hasbeen too sketchy on points such as
ordientifolding and anom aly cancellation, and has sin ply left out a great deal, such asEg
gauge sym m etry (notvisbleatweak coupling in Ib) and othernonperturbative light states,
the brane world-volum e superpotential, the detailed structure of stringy nonperturbative
e ects, and so on.

N evertheless, et us conclude w th a nalsumm ary ofhow we w ill com bine the choices
we jast discussed in section 5. O £ course on a basic level one picks a CY 3, a brane and

ux con guration and so on; but to what extent do these choices correspond to the m ore
precise de nitions of vacuum counting we gave in subsection 32 ?

In N = 1 Ib theory, the chiralm ultiplets can be divided into the com plex m oduliZ ,
the dilaton-axion ,the Kahlermoduli , and the open stringm odes . Techniques exist
for com puting classical brane world-volum e theories, w ith a superpotentialW 1 ( ;Z ) and
gauge couplings depending on . The D — atness conditions contain F I tem s which also
depend on . In fact many U (1)’s are anom alous and these couplings are partners to the
anom aly cancelling couplings, lifting som e of the ’s.

In general, we can expect gauge theory sectors with sn all m atter content (so, not
Including the Standard M odel sector) to generate a quantum superpotential stabilizing all
their elds . On the other hand, preserving supersym m etry in the Standard M odel and
other sectors w ith large am ounts ofm atter will tend to x the m oduli controlling their
brane tensions (so that the di erent branes preserve the same N = 1 supersymm etry).

T he sim plest description of this physics would be to em ploy our con pctural brane—
ux duality to tum all of the branes for which quantum e ects lift the m oduli space, into
uxes. Thus, we will count brane con gurations w ith m oduli spaces, m ultiplied by ux

con gurations, on each relevant CY 3, and justify this by appealing to 3.4).

U nfortunately, we are not kegping enough Inform ation in our considerations to decide
which brane theories have quantum m oduli spaces; this depends on the superpotential.
W e will sim plistically assum e that all of the hidden sector theories can have su ciently
com plicated superpotentials to produce isolated vacua and m ake this duality appropriate.
A lthough this is clearly not always true (for exam ple if we realized another copy of the
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Standard M ode], ora di erent xed point theory), it isplausble to clain that these sectors
dom inate the vacuum m ultiplicity.

W hile these assum ptions are clearly an oversim pli cation, we w ill still see in section
5 that interesting points w ill em erge from the discussion.

3.13. Themain point

To seriously address any questions of string phenom enology, we need to m ake a dis—
cussion such as the one we just m ade, which exhibits the various choices In string theory
com pacti cation, and derives the consequences ofeach choice for the resulting four dinm en—
sionale ective theory.

O ur discussion was terrbly long and technical, to the point where it is very hard to
get any picture of how m any possibilities w ill com e out, and how they are distributed.
And it skipped m any im portant points; a com prehensive discussion of these m odels would
be far longer.

This is Just how string theory is at present, and string theorists m ust do the work to
exhibit the potentially relevant vacua, to have any solid foundation for string phenom enol-
ogy. Furthem ore, since m ost of the choices and consistency conditions have little direct
relation to the phenom enological considerations, it isdi cul to see how to do thisw ithout
listing all or at least a representative subset of the vacua.

But if listing the vacua produces an answer which is too com plicated to think about,
and the description of the procedure w hich leads to the list of vacua is too com plicated to
think about, then what can we do ?

4. Ensem bles of e ective Lagrangians

A s one changes perspective from the problem of \ nding the right vacuum " to char-
acterizing all the vacua, one realizes that the idea of \1list" In m any respects gives farm ore
Inform ation than we actually want, and isin exible in a way which m akesprogressdi cul.
A more exible conocgpt m ight be an \ensam ble" of vacua which assigns a weight to each
vacuum . A m ed w ith this concept, we m ight try, or exam ple, to nd a smple ensamble
which approxin ates the true ensem ble of superstring vacua well enough to address the
goals we stated in the introduction.

Now a vacuum , for present purposes, is a critical point ofan e ective potential. M ost
of its structure com es from w here this criticalpoint sits in the e ective theory, in the sense

41



that an all uctuations around it govem the spectrum and interactions of particles. Since
we need to keep so much structure of e ective theory to say anything useful, we m ay as
well change our concept to Instead de ne an ensem ble of e ective theories. In words, we
take a subset of the data we need to specify the e ective theory: eld content, potential,
and other termm s In the Lagrangian, and m ake this particular data our precise de nition of
\theory"; we then specify an ensemble by giving a weight fiinction on the gpace of these
theories. A given theory could contain any num ber of vacua, and the resulting ensemble
ofvacua is the sum of all of these vacua, each weighed by the weight of the e ective eld
theory which includes it.

Them ain exam pleswe w illdiscuss are ensambles of N = 1 supergravity theories w ith
chiralm ultiplets and no gauge m ultiplets. T he e ective potential is then detem ined by a
choice of con guration space C, K ahler potential K and superpotential W . T hese satisfy
the usual rules of supergravity B§]: in particular, the Kahlr form ! = QQK is positive
de nite (since it is the kinetic temm for scalar elds), and the superpotential is a section of
a lnebundlke L. overC such that g @)= !.

Physically, we w ill think of our supergravity Lagrangian as a possible e ective La-
grangian which m ight arise from som e m ore fuindam ental theory (eg. string/M theory),
de ned in the usualW ilsonian sense. First, we have In plicitly chosen an energy scalke M .
A 1l quantum e ects of virtual states with energies E > M are inclided in the e ective
Lagrangian. O n the other hand, the Lagrangian contains all elds required to describe all
particles w ith m assm M in every vacuum . tmay also contain eldswithm > M .

T here isa lot to say about thisdependence on scale and the role ofthe renom alization
group In these problem s, and this has been discussed in the phenom enology literature.
H ow ever, forw hat we try tom ake precise in thispaper, nam ely problem s involving counting
of vacua and rough estim ates of likelihoods to m atch couplings, we do not need such a
precise de nition, and can think ofM as in nitesin al. In this case, a vacuum is de ned
as a critical point of the e ective potential, @Vv=@ *= 0.

T hus, a \theory" forusisa triple (C;K ;W ), and the set of theories as the set of triples
up to the usual geom etric identi cations ( eld rede nitions). T his set has com ponents In
each ofwhich C hasa de nite din ension, topology and com plex structure. Each com ponent
isan in nite dim ensionalm anifold, a point ofwhich is a choice ofK and W .

O ne can de ne naturalm etrics and even m easures on these in nite dim ensionalm an-—
ifolds. W e w illnot need to go far Into the m athem atics of this for the sim ple exam pleswe
give. In any case, given the ability to m ake such de nitions, we can specify an ensem ble
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of theories by giving an integrable m easure on the set of theories. W e w illnot require that
it is unit nom alized.

Let usgive a sin ple exam ple, tom ake this concrete. O ur exam ple w illbear an obvious
resam blance to the G aussian ensem bles of random m atrix theory. It isa particular case ofa
class of ensem bles studied asm odels of quantum chaos, as we discuss below , and of course
has sin ilarties to m odels comm only studied in the physics of disordered system s such
as soin glasses and random potentialm odels. M any have suggested this general analogy
eg. see B7), and indeed spin glasses share the &' multiplicity of vacua we cbserved
in the previous discussion B4]. Below , we will add to these points of sin ilarity, the new
observation that the class ofensem ble we discuss can be obtained by a sin ple lim it of the

ux superpotential.

W e choose C out of the possibilities C, C? and o on, of arbitrary din ension n 1,
and callthe n chiral super elds z;. G Iven a particular choice for n and thus C, we choose

the K ahler potential
xn
K = 7
i=1
and superpotential %
W = wIzI;
T
a polynom ial of degree d, where z' = zfl I{“ z Such a polynom ialhas c(d;n) = d+

n)=dh! independent coe cients (the num ber of degree d hom ogeneous polynom ials in
n + 1 variables).
One ensambl (a Gaussian uniary ensemble or \GUE", since it respects U (n) sym —
m etry) could be de ned by taking the coe cientsw | to be complex. W e could de ne a
di erent \GOE" ensemble by taking the coe cients real, which would be appropriate if
the system s of interest had CP symm etry. In either case, we choose the coe cients w ith
weight
g W)= — [ oaw e ¥

(this is unit nom alized).

Finally, we can specify a weight P,, for each ofthe possible din ensionsn. Ifwe were
Introducing random ness purely as a theoretical device to m odel generic superpotentials,
we should takeP, = ,, ,1ie. sinply xn and unit nom alize. O n the other hand, ifthe
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random ness re ectsam ultiplicity ofe ective eld theoriesarising from am ore fundam ental
theory, we should choose the P, to re ect these m ultiplicities.

C learly this sin ple exam ple can be generalized in m any ways, and we w illdiscuss a few
aspects of this below . O ne can also generalize it to add gauge sym m etry. O ne would have
aweight P (G ) for each particular choice of gauge group G, and random ly chosen actions
by isom etry of the gauge group on C (in the sin ple exam ple of at K this is the choice of
m atter representation), of Fayet—TIliopoulos param eters, and of m ore exotic couplings.

W e de ne the expected num ber ofvacua, m eaning criticalpointsofV , in theensam ble,

as
X Z Z

W o oi= PC) Hd ®;Ww)l @Mzl * v jdetv P53 @)

c C

T he determ nant is present in order to count each isolated vacuum w ith weight 1, and give
a coordinate-independent result. T here are som e variations one can m ake on this which
we w ill discuss shortly.

The rstpoint we want tom ake is sin ply that given an ensem ble, one could com pute
m athem atically orestim ate on a com puterthenumber N ,.1. W e w illdiscuss som e resuls
ofthis type in an extrem ely sim pli ed exam ple below , and in m ore exam ples elsew here.

Indeed one could in principle com pute the expectation value of any physical observable
In a given theory in the ensamble, by integrating the ocbservable over the ensemble. For

exam ple, one could com pute the distribution of cosn ological constants,
Z Z
PEC) H ®;Ww)l ©@"z] ®w)) jdetv® (1 v): @2)

N
vac c C

X
()=

T he second point is that som e resuls need not depend on the details ofthe ensem ble.
A s the sin plest exam ple of this, since the num ber of crtical points of a generic function is
Invariant under an all perturbations of the function, the number of vacua w ill ram ain
nvariant if we \fuzz out" the ensamble, replacing delta function contrbutions to the
m easure w ith highly peaked fiinctions of uni weight. T his allow s a lot of potential scope
for sim plifying the ensem ble.

One can also entertain the hypothesis that a su ciently com plicated potential w ill
start to ook like a genericm em ber ofa sim ple ensem ble. This is expressed m ore precisely
in the idea of \universality," which we w ill retum to.

Let us de ne som e related cbservables which are m ore or lss precise than @) .

F irst, one can discuss the num ber of perturbatively stable vacua, m eaning those w ithout

44



tachyons. In M inkow ski space (zero cosm ological constant), this m eans of course that the
m atrix V Pm ust be positive de nite (it is related to them assm atrix by the positive de nite
metricon eld space). Thus, we de ne
X Z Z
WN staplevaci= P ) B ®;W)l  E7z] # @ jdetv® v®) (43)
c c
where the fiinction applies to each eigenvalie of V®.

One can go on to m ake the question m ore speci ¢ by in posing m etastability w ith
respect to tunneling (cbviously this is harder to treat analytically, but som e usefiil tricks
appear in the theory of spin glasses B4]), or ask or vacua w ith certain qualitative proper-
ties.

O ne can also consider less speci ¢ questions of this type. For exam ple, the integrand
in @) is not the sin plest one could consider. A sim pler possibility is

X Z Z
M= P Q) © ®;w)l ®z] ® ) derv™: (4:4)
c c

w here we do not take absolute value of the determ inant, and thus count vacua w ith signs
1 depending on its sign. This type of signed m easure is fam iliar in supersym m etry,
topological eld theory, and so on, and produces the supergravity index ). As such,
it should be much easier to com pute, yet also gives Infom ation which m ight be useful in

understanding N 5. Or even ism ore soeci c relatives.

4.1. E stim ated num ber of nonsupersym m etric vacua

To illustrate how very sinple estin ates of num bers of vacua can be m ade in this
language, we consider an ensem ble of globally supersym m etric theories w ith a G aussian
distrdbuted superpotential, and explain how to get estin ates for the density of supersym —
m etric vacua and nonsupersym m etric vacua.

W e start with the ensemble of theordes w ith n chiral super elds z* taking values in
C", and a superpotential

W =w+ aizi+ bijzizj + cijkzizjzk: (45)

The m+ 1) (n+ 2) (n+ 3)=6 coe cients are taken from independent distributionsw ith the

G aussian weight
0 1

X X X
d W; ]= BwdadbdeN (Jexp @ ¥+  wF+  puyf+  BFA (4:6)

i i3
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where N ( ) is chosen to nomn alize the totalweight,

T his Jeads to
M+ 1)@+ 2) @+ 3)=6

N ()= -

N ote that this ensemble is symm etric under U (N ) rotations z ! Uz, but i is not
translation invarant; taking z ! z+ z' changes it. In particular, the lower m om ents of
W have a nonzero expectation value in the shifted elds. One can nd ensembles w ith
moresymmetry (say U (n+ 1)) at the cost of changing the K ahler potential, and onem ight
expect these to play a m ore in portant role In describbing m ore natural starting points such
as string/M theory. In any case, this ensamble is ne for purposes of illustration.

W e start by considering the expected num ber of supersym m etric vacua. O fcourse we
already know this for the superpotential {4.5). W e need to solve the n equations W °= 0.
E ach ofthess hasdegree tw 0, and a generic system ofn degree tw o equations In n unknow ns
w illhave 2" solutions.

Let us Instead do this using the form ula
Z Z

WNgeyi= H W )] dzdz] ™ ow) ™ ©OwW ) jdetD ’w F: @:7)
C

Since we are discussing global supersymm etry, we take D ; = @=Qz; the usual coordinate
derivative. It is clear at this point that the constant factor w w illdrop out of our consid—
erations, so wenow sstw = 0 (and rem ove the corresponding factor from N ( )).

O ne advantage of this approach is that we can get not jist a total num ber but an

expected density of supersym m etric vacua d gusy (2), de ned by
Z
d qusy @) = Hzdz] & W)l 0OW ) ©OW (2)idetD *W (2)F: (48)

At a =xed z, this is a sin ple G aussian Integral. The integrand depends on z, but in a
relatively sim ple way.

O ne can explicitly com pute the density as a function ofz. Tom ake ocur point, we w ill
Just do it or z = 0.

Atz= 0,wehaveD ;W (0) = a;andD ;D sW (0) = by;. The delta functions can sim ply
be used to set a; = 0, whik the values of c now drop out of the discussion. T his leads to

n n+ 3)=2 Z P

d suey O = — dzdz] Hok P97

jq?jtbij ¥ (4:9)
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This G aussian integral is not hard to do; the result is the probability that a random ly
chosen superpotential w ill have a supersym m etric vacuum at the origin, or equivalently
the expected number of vacua at the origin in this ensemble. It is not much harder to
com pute the density d (z), which tums out to have power law fallo .

Let us com pare this to the com putation of the expected density of allvacua V°= 0,
including nonsupersym m etric vacua, evaluated at z = 0. Starting with {@.J) with v =
F ; PaW ¥ and Dllow ing the sam e approach leads to

m+1)n+2)n+3)=6 1
d vacO)= — dzdz]

z P P P (4:10)
dadbdce ATt P B 0 e ® pag)idetm §

where M is the m atrix of second derivativesV®, a 2n  2n herm itian m atrix

bjk}q(j Cijk Ay

M i =
J Cijkak b;kh(j

One then solves the  function constraints for b, since In a nonsupersym m etric vacuum
a & 0, and proceeds above to obtain a density, which could be integrated to obtain the
total expected num ber of nonsupersym m etric critical points. Such results and the m ore
interesting expected num ber of stable nonsupersym m etric vacua w illbe discussed in @3, £Q1.

4 2. Universal resuls

The st question one should ask about the type of result we Just describbed isto what
extent they are particularto a speci c ensam ble, and to w hat extent they re ect properties
shared by m any ensem bles and w hich it is reasonable to believe are shared by the ensem ble
of string/M theory vacua.

In general, results do depend on the speci ¢ choice ofensamble. In (#.4), this includes
the choice of equalvariances or a, b and c¢; clearly the choice of distribution which weighs
discrete factors such as gauge group and m atter content w ill be even m ore im portant.
C lJamm Ing that a speci ¢ choice reproduces som e aspect of the ensem ble of string/M theory
vacua is therefore non-trivial. T hus, a good answer to this question requires som e ability
to work w ith the string/M theory ensem ble, and this is why the sin pler considerations of
this section would have little content w ithout the m ore com plex discussion of section 3.

H ow ever, the m ost Interesting and potentially usefiil questions would be those whose

answers display universality. There are various ways one can try to m ake this concept
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precise, but one typical and standard notion is to consider a fam ily of ensem bles param -
eterized by an integer N , and claim that the N ! 1 Iim it is a universal function of a
few param eters which can be extracted from the ensamble, while 1=N ocorrections to the
leading behaviorm ay be less universal.

In work of Blher, Shiman, and Zelditch on quantum chaos ({Lg,PI]], and see also
the references there); such a universal lim it is discussed for essentially the ensemble we
Just discussed. One considers a com pact K ahler con guration space C, and a positive
line bundle L. O ne then considers a fam ily of G aussian distributed holom orphic sections

Wy 2 LY wih themeasure here ol ) = !"=n!isthe volum e form ):
Z

d W 1= exp wol ) & Xy1 F;
C

and considers average properties of the critical points of W .
AsN ! 1 ,usihg the sinple estim ates we discussed earlier, the num ber of critical
pointswillgrow asN " (for n-dim ensional C), and thus one expects their average spacing

to goasN '7?. In the lin i, the distrbution of critical points becom es universal:
1
d Wil= (o) c N" (1+0 (a)); 4:11)

wih ¢, a universaldin ension dependent constant.

T hese results are essentially Jocaland onem ight expect them to hold for suitable sum s
over sections even in the case of m ore physical interest, in which C is noncom pact. This
supports our earlier ormula §J) as it gives a lim it of the problem in which this ormula
becom es exact.

If one focuses on the structure at the scale of the average spacing between vacua
by de ning Z = N '2z, one nds in addition that correlation fiinctions involving the
products of densities of vacua at distinct points becom e universal. In this sense, the
local structure of the e ective eld theory becom es universal. Physical applications of
such results m ight include com puting the probability that another nearby vacuum could
destabilize the vacuum of Interest, or that ow from one critical point to another realize
su cient in ation. Such questions w ill be studied In and future work; these are
questions w hich one has little hope of addressing at present except in ensem bles.

Finally, the param eters which entered into this exam ple (derived from the Kahler
m etric and param eters of the distribution) w ill control the expected num ber of nonsuper-
sym m etricvacua aswell. Thisisthe sense n which wewould claim that generalinform ation
about supersym m etric vacua can detem ine num bers of nonsupersym m etric vacua, which
we willexplore in [A3[4Q].
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4 3. The ensem bk of string/M theory vacua

B esides explicitly de ning ensam bles, one can in plicitly de ne ensam bles. O bviously
the prim ary one we are interested in would be an \ensemble of all theories com ing out
of string/M theory." This ensemble is not com putable at present, but perhaps if we can
precisely de ne it, som e approxin ation to it w ill som eday be com putable.

T he basic idea one wants to In plem ent is the follow ing. In section 3 we discussed the
m any, m any choices which enter into the construction of a com pacti cation in string/M
theory. A s ismuch discussed In the literature, each of these choices leads to a low energy
e ective Lagrangian, w ith speci ¢ eld content and couplings, valid in a certain region of
con guration space. W e want to de ne an ensem ble for which the m easure which isa sum
of delta functions, one foreach e ective eld theory which is obtained from a given choice
of the discrete com pacti cation param eters.

Each e ective eld theory in the ensemble so de ned will in general describe m any
vacua. A lthough so far we have stressed the idea that the ensem ble w ill contain distinct
e ective eld theories each corresponding to one choice of the com pacti cation data, we
could also In agine that a given com pacti cation isnot described by a single e ective theory
but rather by a collection of \dual descriptions," each w ith partially overlapping regions
ofvalidity. To do thiswell, we m ust generalize our de nition ofensem ble, for the follow ing
reasons.

First, we may only trust a given e ective eld theory if the elds live in a certain
region of con guration space. This is de nitely not a problem of principle and there is
no a priori restriction on the region which can be used. In particular, there is no reason
that one e ective eld theory cannot be valid over a range of con gurations w ith relative
distance Jarge com pared toM , oreven large in P Jandk units. H ow ever, it often doeshappen
that a speci ¢ derivation breaks down In such circum stances (typically because new light
states com e down), so one needs to allow for this type of partial inform ation. Now there
isaway to dealw ith it given our previous de nitions: we sim ply take C to be a m anifold
w ith boundary, which cuts out the regions we do not trust. However, this will lead to
m any com plicated regions C and a com plicated description. W e would prefer to describe
this Inform ation m ore sim ply.

Second, di erent e ective eld theories can be dual, and describe the sam e physics.
W hile the observables that we com pute should re ect these identi cations, this does not
In m ediately bear on the question ofw hetherwe count two dualvacua in duale ective eld
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theories as equivalent or not. If they do not com e from dualunderlying com pacti cations,
they clearly count as distinct possible vacua in any reasonable theoretical form ulation.
Since we already have weights, there isno di culty In representing this.

Third, it m ay be that two choices of the discrete com pacti cation data are dual and
lead to the sam e set of vacua. It could even be that two choices are only partially dual:
that there isa subset of vacua oftheory A which are to be identi ed w ith a subset ofvacua
in theory B, while the other vacua are distinct (or perhaps identi ed w ith other theories).
T his leads to problem s of description analogous to the rst point above.

A1l these features lead to complexity in the relation between the starting point
(string/M theory) and the nal ensamble, but they need not in ply inherent com plex—
iy in either the starting point or the nalensamble. Nevertheless we need som e form al
language to describbe it.

T he suggestion we w illm ake to treat it is the follow ing. W e generalize our weight P,
w hich represented the weight ofa given con guration space C, to a weight function on C, a
real function (C; z;z).And we generalize the de nition of the expected num ber of vacua
to < Z z

M yaci= d ®;W)] ) w0 ddetv 3 (C; z5z):

c C

T his is a rather broad generalization which certainly allow s the freedom to dealw ith the
problem s we just discussed. If we only trust a given e ective eld theory to describe a
subset of con guration space, we set = 0 outside that subset. Ifwe have two dualtheories
which each describe a region R, we sest = % for each ofthe theories w ithin R, and so on.

Obviously this is a highly redundant and am biguous description, and it would be
inplausible to clain that string/M theory leads to particular preferred ’s, C’s, and o
forth. On the other hand, to the extent that string/M theory leads to m any di erent
e ective theories, it is not a priori im plausible to clain that the sum of the contributions
to the ensam ble from m any unrelated e ective theories produces a m uch sin pler ensam ble,
w ith sin ple choices for along w ith the rest ofthe data, than any ofthe individuale ective
theories m ight suggest. Such a clain should be evaluated by com paring results com puted
in a given ensem ble to resuls derived directly from sets ofm any actual com pacti cations
of string theory, In a spirit som ew hat analogous to the original tests of superstring duality.

W e are not claim ing that all physical questions about string/M theory can be usefiilly
addressed this way. But to answer som e questions, starting w ith the num ber of vacua,
and going all the way to our prim ary question of how m any vacua well approxin ate the
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Standard M odel, we do not need to reproduce the stringy ensamble precisely. To the
extent that string/M theory has nitely m any vacua (w ith \reasonableness conditions" of
the type we suggested In section 3), the true ensamble w illalways look like a sum ofdelta
finctions, and indeed this is w here the predictive pow er of string theory lies. O n the other
hand, we m ight well get good estin ates for the quantities we have stressed as potentially
accessble to this approach by using an ensemble w ith a an ooth m easure on theory space,
which could be far sin pler than the true ensemble com ing from string theory.

44. The ux superpotential ensemblke

W e can de ne the ensemble of ux superpotential vacua as follows. W e take K to be
the standard K ahlerm etric. And we take W distrbuted as

d W)= W N f)e SNV
N22Z

T he exponential factor could be used to get convergence of the sum , and a nite
num ber of vacua, and also to enforce the ;3N N J anom aly cancellation constraint, by
coupling this to a param eter and taking an integral transform . T he other constraints we
discussed in section 3 enter in di erent ways: the coan ological constant is an observable,
w hile excluding the Jarge volum e lim it w ould require cutting this region out of the com plex
structure m odulispace, and exclusion ofthe lJargeK ahlerm odulus lim it (in Ib) would enter
Into the discussion in subsection 3.9.

The relation between this ensemble and the G aussian orthogonal ensemble we dis-
cussed In the previous section should be clear: we get the latter from the fom er by
Prgetting about the quantization condition on the N *. In other words, we \fiizz out" the
delta functions.

The m ain point we take from this is that sin ple G aussian ensem bles such as those
studied by [L4], are actually quite sim ilar to the actualensamble of ux superpotentials,
lending support to the idea that they can well approxin ate their physics. W e discuss this
further n @3].

One can take the same type of d ! 1 1l it we discussed above, by considering
K ! dK and superpotentials of the form

X

_ i i .
W = Nil:::id .
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Since K always enters as K =M Ifl, the scaling K ! dK corresponds physically to \taking
M o1 ! 0" or In other words considering a series of problem s in which the e ects of super-
gravity (com pared to global supersym m etry) becom e Increasingly im portant. In any case,
the lim it distroution is (plausbly) @.11); the vacua becom e uniform Iy distributed w ith
resoect to the volum e form derived from the K ahler fom .

Since the eldsentering into this superpotentialw ill control coupling constants in the
observable sector, this clain gives som e precise m eaning to the idea that \ ux vacua are

uniform Iy distributed in the space of couplings.” Uniform here m eans w ith respect to the
K ahler m etric on m oduli space.

4.5. Uniform ensemblks ofe ective N = 1 gauge theories

Here we discuss sin ple ensem bles of low energy e ective theories, which are not di-
rectly m otivated by string/M theory. These are in portant because they are the sin plest
possible guessasto whatw illcom e out. M uch m ore thought should be given to what would
be usefil here, taking into account the RG and the eventual phenom enological tests.

Let us just give two very sim ple exam ples. The rst isa sin ple expression ofthe tradi-
tionalidea ofnaturaness, m otivated by perturbative renomm alization group considerations.
T he second would be appropriate for a theory w ith a duality sym m etry.

W e x theKahlerpotential (say it is canonical), and x a gauge group G, and m atter
w ith a linear gauge action in representation R . W e enum erate allgauge-invariant couplings
Ok z°, where g has canonicalm ass din ension 3 k.

An ensamble is then speci ed by a distrbution for these couplings. O f course, we
cannot sin ply integrate over all couplings w ith Lebesgue m easure, as this distribution is
not nom alizable.

An obvious requirem ent to in pose is that the couplings be naturalw ith respect to a
UV scale M ; In other words gxM k 3 chould be O (1). Let us also ask that din ensionless
couplings are O (1).

W e choose a positive num ber , and take couplings w ith weight

Z
d W]l=exp M®P" W @) Ff dz;

By

P .
whereBy istheball #'F¥ M ?,with thevolime m derived from theK ahlerm etric.
T hism ore or less says that the sum of din ensionless couplings squared, m easured in units

ofthe cuto , isatmost 1=
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The G aussian fom is a choice of course; one could also bound the integral of 1
above, or try other weights. It would be interesting to decide which choice best re ects
traditional ideas of naturaness.

Onem ight also try to x the arbitrary choice of by taking = 1, m otivated by the
idea that a theory wih coupling g > 1 should be dual to another theory w ith coupling
1=g.

To better im plem ent this idea, let us propose another uniform ensemble, U , appro—
priate to a theory with duality symm etry. Suppose we know a theory adm its duality
sym m etry, som e discrete group. Typically, the duality group  is a discrete subgroup of
som e continuous group, G , w ith a naturalaction on the couplings. In this case, the natural
ensam ble usesam easure w ith G sym m etry, and integrates over a fuindam ental region of .

Forexam ple, the naturalensam ble of N = 4 supersym m etric gauge theories according
to this criterion is Ugy, (2;z), Wwhere the com plex gauge couplings = =2 + 8 i=§ are
distrbbuted according to them easured =(m %, over a findam ental region of SL (2;7).

4.6. Ensam bles of quiver gauge theories

Them inin al nfom ation In an ensam ble of gauge theordes is a distrdbution d G ;R)
over the choice of gauge group and representation. In the case of U N ) quiver gauge
theories, this data is very sim ple: the gauge group is a product 0 U (N ;) and thus speci ed
by a list ofnon-negative integersN ;, w hile them atter content is speci ed by them atrix C ;4
ofm ultiplicities of chiralm ultiplets in the NN ;;N 3). Thisw illbe the intersection m atrix I;;
of B9) plus a symm etric m atrix if non-chiralm atter is also present, which is generically
not expected.

Thus, an ensamble of quiver gauge theories will be speci ed by a distrbution
d (N ;;Ii5). This could also depend on additional inform ation such as couplings, but we
w ill not consider this.

W e can now ask the question: ifwe consider the collection ofallCY 3’s (that we know
about) and all quiver gauge theories we can obtain from them , what ensemble do we get?
O ne m ore precise version of this question would be to consider the quiver gauge theories
obtained by Seberg duality from som e preferred theory, as we discussed earlier. Since
we have techniques for com puting these gauge theories, this question could be studied by
variousm eans, or exam pl by M onte C arlo (ie. generating exam ples by com puter).

Let us now propose som e very sin ple m odel ensem bles which ilustrate som e likely
features of the true ensemble.
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A reasonable constraint to try to place on the ensam ble isthat it be invariant under the
action of Seberg duality. Seiberg duality actsboth on theN ; and I;4, but for ourpurposes,
since the ranks of gauge groups N ; are largely constrained by anom aly cancellation, we
w ill Just consider the dependence of the ensemble on I;5. The condition of invariance is
then that the distrdbution be invarant under (3.1().

To get a very sin ple m odel ensamble, we take the com ponents I;5; with i < j to be
Independently distributed w ith weights

X
d (I)= ;0 T n (I;n+ I; n): (4:12)
n 1
Independence under @.10) then requires
X X 7
d (I)= 2 d @ J)d (K—)d K):

J27z K 1

T his equation has no exact solution w ithin our class of m odel ensem bles, but consistent
scaling w ith respect to (I;J;K ) suggests that

I 72 +2
so that = 2 ispreferred by this condition.

T hus, we adopt as our sin ple m odel of the ensem ble of quiver gauge theories arising
from CY com pacti cation, the distrdbution ) with = 2.W euninom alize, which
requires

- v

The coe cients should be O (1) and wewillsin ply take = 1=2, sothat = 3=2 2,

W hile this \uniform " ensem ble illustrates som e properties of the true ensamble of
quiver gauge theories which com e out of brane constructions on CY 3, it is probably too
sim ple to be very realistic. In particular, the assum ption ofcom plete independence betw een
Intersection num bers isprobably false. Forexam ple, onem ight think that a group ofbranes
w rapped on cycles obtained by resolving a single isolated singularity, would be likely to
have zero intersection num bers w ith other branes.

A second m odel ensemble which at least qualitatively re ects this structure would
be to take K K intersection m atrices which are block diagonal and are direct sum s
of intersection m atrices of dim ension K ; distributed according to the previous \uniform "
ensam ble. Such a direct sum is labelled by a partition of K into positive integersK ;; we
sum over these with equal weight (nom alized to 1) to de ne the \partitioned uniform

ensam ble."
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4.7. A comm ent on the m etric dependence

A 1l of the ensam bles we discussed depend on an explicit choice of the K ahler m etric
on con guration space. T his is appropriate asm uch of the physics depends on thism etric,
as does the very problem of nding vacua in supergravity.

A lthough we know the K ahlerm etric in a few cases, for exam ple b com plex structure
m odulispace in the weak coupling lim it, and can get interesting results thisway, our ability
to com pute m ore generalK ahler m etrics is very lin ited and probably w ill rem ain so for a
long tim e.

O ne can try to look for results which do not depend on this choice, such as the index
formula (3.4) on a com pact con guration space. So far, i seem s hard to com e up w ith
Interesting exam ples.

One can try to de ne ensambles which integrate over K ahler m etrics. An exam ple
would be to take a reference m etric !¢ | (say the weak coupling m etric) and use

Z
0K Je 3k !Kojz;

approprate m easures and geodesic distances are given in them ath literature. A s it stands,
this looks like a rather poorly posed functional integral in high din ensional quantum
gravity, and we would not recom m end it. Tt m ight be Interesting to integrate overa nie
basis of variations to test universality clain s.

W e suspect that progress on this perplexing point w ill com e m ore indirectly. F irst,
one can read om ulas ke 8.3) backwards, and argue that ifwe can get independent infor-
m ation about num bers and distribution ofvacua (eg. by duality), we can infer properties
oftheK ahlerm etric. Second, one can hope that an \exact solution" for the superpotential
and so forth will pick out a m athem atically natural con guration space C extending the
ones we understand now into the strong coupling regin e, and that this space w ill have
natural candidate m etrics. For now , it seem s we m ust try to work w ith what we have.

5. Estim ates for the num ber of Standard M odels

In this section, we attem pt to use the ideas we discussed to \estin ate the num ber
of standard m odels" in a particular framework. W e are not yet In a position to m ake
controlled estim ates, but we will simply try to apply the various estin ates for vacuum
counting we discussed to illustrate the ideas, and to see w hether or not there is an issue of
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predictivity. A fter all, if it were cbvious that there were 10'° vacua or 10'°°° vacua w ith
a reasonably uniform distribution) which qualitatively m atched the Standard M odel, we
would m ore or less answ er our basic question. O n the other hand, ifnum bers 10100 { 10400

cam e out, we need to consider this question in m ore detail. W e also want to see the general
shape of the estin ates and which factorsm ight dom nate.

W e discussed how to precisely de ne the \num ber of vacua" of string/M theory sat—
isfying certain qualitative properties such as a given low energy gauge group, and how to
estin ate it. Now if one chose one of these vacua to focus on, one could go a certain ways
in com puting its m ore detailed properties, but it is clear that at present our ability to do
this is very lin ited. Indeed, in the picture of m oduli stabilization we discussed earlier,
com puting detailed values of couplings seem s inherently di cult.

The main idea we will use to try to go further is to clain that the ensemble of all
vacua of string/M theory ofa certain type realize the uniform ensem ble in the space ofthe
rem aining couplings. W e w ill not give argum ents beyond what we gave in sections 3 and
4, but it should be stressed that this is a testable assum ption given any ability to com pute
couplings, even a statistical com putation of the sort we discussed earlier. Furthem ore, if
we found that an actualensem ble was not uniform , we would not have to give up { rather,
we could propose another candidate ensem ble which could betterm odelthe true ensam ble,
and try to draw conclusions from that.

T he basic num ber characterizing our know ledge of the Standard M odel is the volum e
In coupling space m easured in som e naturalensem ble. W e quoted a num ber or this in the
introduction, but obviously any num ber involvesm any assum ptions; let usm ake thisa bit
m ore precise.

Them ain assum ption wem ade In the estim ate we gave in the introduction wasthat all
Standard M odel couplings w ere distributed Independently and unifom ly. T he assum ption
of Independence is of course false in alm ost allm odels of physical interest. For exam ple,
in grand uni ed m odels the three gauge couplings are not Independent. A nother class of
m odelsm ight try to explain the structure of the Yukawa couplings and m ass m atrices.

T he questions of distribution and independence of couplings com e to the fore when
one discusses the hierarchy and cosm ological constant problem s. An extrem e \statistical”
point of view would be that string/M theory produces an ensemble of vacua in which
all of the observed scales and couplings of nature are uniform ly distrdouted. W ith enough
vacua, one would be likely to well approxin ate ourworld. T his scenario would seem rather

unprom ising for any sort of predictivity, but as we discussed it has not been ruled out.
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P robably the best hope for ruling it out (@ssum ing there are not too m any m odels) would
be to show that them ass gap (hierarchy) does not com e out w ith a uniform distribbution;
if i had (say) a narrow G aussian distridbbution centered on the P lanck m ass, a m odestly
large num ber of vacua would not be problem atic.

A m ore appealing scenario is one in which the hierarchy is produced by a m echanian
such as the traditional exponentially am all nonperturbative e ect in the hidden sector, a
large extra din ension e ect or otherw ise. Now if one had a good approxin ation to the
exact ensem ble of string/M theory vacua, the existence of such m odels would probably
show up asnon-analyticity or even a divergence in the distrlbbution ofm ass gaps near zero.
This m ight be an interesting idea to pursue, but what we w ill do here is Instead sim ply
restrict attention to the subclass of m odels which realize supersym m etry breaking at a
hierarchically sm all scale. T his replaces the strict com putation of a distribution sum m ed
over allm odels, w ith the com putation of the distrbbution of this subclass ofm odels.

W ihin the subclass ofm odels w ith supersym m etry breaking at 10TV , and assum ing
a uniform distribbution for the couplings, the expected probability to realize the Standard
M odelw ith an acoeptably sm allcosm ologicalconstant, is10 0 0 9 2 50 10 138 Now
it is very likely that the fraction of m odels which im plem ent the hierarchy in this way is

0 1% and that this is by far the m ore likely way to realize the physics we

larger than 1
observe. Unfortunately this observation still does not rule out the \purely statistical"
soenario, and any system atic discussion m ust take into account both possbilities.

Let us proceed to estim ate the num ber of Standard M odels com Ing from brane con—
structionsw hich realize the Standard M odelgauge group by w rapping three types ofbranes
on three cycles of distinct hom ology class. A s has been noted by Ibanez @], the m ost
obvious disadvantage of this class of m odel is that the gauge couplings do not naturally

unify: the gauge coupling for a brane w rapped on a d-din ensionalcycle is (up to2 ’s)

1 Vol( )

gasz Ko

and cycles of di erent hom ology class have no reason to have the same volume. Now
the grand uni cation of the three gauge couplings seem s to be one of the best m otivated
extrapolationswe can m ake beyond cbservabl energies, and this is certainly a discouraging
observation.

O n the other hand, according to the rules we are playing by here, it is a problem but
only in a particular quantitative way. If the couplings had uni ed, we would treat not all
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three as independent variables, leading to a naive estin ate like (1=25)° for the probability
of getting it from the uniform ensem ble, but instead get a single 1=25 for the probability
of getting the uni ed coupling.

U nder either assum ption, the true probability to m atch the Standard M odel has an
additionall0 ° or so com ing from the observational accuracy of the detemm ination of
and 3. Ifwe can com pute threshold corrections and allother in uences on these couplings
very precisely, we can further restrict attention to m odels which get this level of structure
right.

N ow , com pared to the other num bers w hich are entering into our considerations, these
are all relatively an all factors. W hilk the couplings at the GUT scale are probably the
m ost com putable num bers we can get from string/M theory, they would be expected to
depend on m oduli in the general way we discussed before @JE, SO it is not com pletely
obvious that one can hope to com pute even these uniquely.

Anyways, the point we are trying to m ake from this discussion is that for the basic
question under discussion, unnaturalness of gauge coupling uni cation in a class ofm odels
is not a m a pr disadvantage of the sort that not solving the hierarchy problem would be.
Thus, fwewere to nd m ore than O (10'3®) ways to construct the Standard M odel in this
fram ew ork, we would again face loss of predictivity.

From ourpreviousdiscussion, onem ight expect them ain contribution to the counting
to be the num ber of possible choices of ux. This is probably a controllable part of the
problem , so thism ight be good new s, but we should try to check this intuition.

T he qualitative features we will assum e in our discussion are dynam ical supersym —
m etry breaking, and the gauge group and chiralm atter spectrum of the Standard M odel.
A nother feature one m ight want to include, which we w ill not discuss, is the tuning aw ay
of din ension 5 operators required to get acosptable rates of proton decay. O ur excuse for
this will be to say that in a non-uni ed theory, the natural suppression of dim ension 5

operators would be 1=M ;, which would su ce.

5.1. The conditions for Standard M odelm atter

T he basic structure of brane constructions of the Standard M odel has been given
in many works such as [64]. One realizes SU (2) SU (3) gauge symm etry by taking a

con guration w ith two copies of the sam e brane B , and three copiesofa di erent B 3. To

10 Byt note that in somem odels, these corrections are independent of m oduli. @]
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avoid adpint m atter, one takes rigid branes. O ne generally needs distinct branes B, and
B f associated to \hypercharge" to get the usual structure of tw o H iggs doublets. A llbrane
constructions contain m any U (1) gauge groups, m ost of which are broken or anom alous.
T he question of which ones rem ain unbroken is som ew hat com plicated and we w ill ignore
this, though the need for anom aly cancellation helps in getting a Standard M odelU (1).

Thus, the chance to get the gauge group right on general grounds is roughly the
fraction ofbrane con gurations w ith rigid branes

B;+ BY+ 2B, + 3B; + other branes:

To get the m atter right, one needs branes w ith particular intersection num bers:

IB,;B3i= MB3;B;i= B3;B)i= BB i= 3;
(GHY
hBl;Bfi= B.;B,i= 0:
T his includes all charged m atter exoept the right handed electron (Wwhich m ust appear to
get anom aly cancellation) and the H iggs doublets which are nonchiral). O £ course there
are m ore conditions on m atter, superpotential and so forth, which we w ill ignore here.
To do the problem right, onem ust work in type I or Ib orientifold theory, and choose
an orientifolding. In the class ofbrane constructionswe discuss, a Jarge set ofordentifoldings
Just consist of identifying Z, re ection sym m etries of the quiver and pro fcting the elds
under such a re ection combined wih com plex conjigation. This changes the problem
and the estim ates we w ill discuss but not In a qualitative way (since Z, symm etries are
fairly generic). Since the m ain point of the discussion here is not to get a precise num ber
but rather to illustrate the ideas, we om it this part of the problem and count brane
constructions in type ]IE
T he data we Just described is com putable foreach CY 3, but what we w illnow assum e
is that the rigid branes B ; and B f are the basis branes of one of the Sedberg dual theories
which can ardise from the CY. W e must take a set which cancel anom alies; rather than
nd this explicitly, we w ill grant that this can be done by using L = O (c; M )) di erent
elem entary branes, and use this as the num ber of gauge groups in the quiver. W e can then
estin ate the num ber of theories w hich realize a given intersection form by appealing to our
m odel ensem bles of quiver theories from section 4. W e start w ith the uniform ensemble.

11 A nother excuse for this is that doing this right w ith our present strategy requires a better

understanding of Sedberg duality on the orientifolded theordes.
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T he num ber of subsectors that a given quiver theory contains which realize {51)) is
sin ply the number of ways of selecting a 4 4 subm atrix of I;; which m atches the data
@). Given an L L m atrix, the num ber of ordered choicesw illbe L =@ 4)! L%, and
we have six m atrix elem ents to m atch. O ne of these is actually xed by SU (3) anom aly
cancellation; there is also an overall factor of 2 since one can I all chiralities. The

resultting fraction ofm odels is

2 3

T 2 10 % (52)

2d (0)°d (3)°= 2

S0 a quiver gauge theory w ith L nodes random ly chosen from our ensem ble w ill typically
realize the Standard M odelin 2 10 °L* di erent ways.

This is typically a lJarge num ber, but a much m ore stringent condition is that the
resulting candidate Standard M odel does not contain exotic m atter charged under the
Standard M odelgauge group . B esides the fact that it hasnot been seen, them ain problem
w ith this is that it spoils grand uni cation, a constraint we are not In posing, but let
us anyw ays estin ate the probability to not have such m atter. If we only worry about
SU ) SU @3),thiswillbe

d ©032C 9 4 @ o

which isam aprsuppression. Indeed, In explicit brane constructions, it tendstobedi cult
to elin nate such exotic m atter.R§]

W e can now sum the resulting estin ate overour listofCY 3’s. ThenumberL = ¢, M )
can be com puted for each, but we will just take L K . This gives the estin ated
num ber of Standard M odel quivers

%00
Nsu o unitorm = 2 10 ° K°4 "Csp ®) 10 7; (5:3)
K=0
where Cgp isthe num ber of physically distinct Sedberg dualtheories which can com e from
agiven CY3. W e do not know this; ifwe had to quess, we would guess it isa low power
ofK , but Jet us set it to 1 for purposes of discussion, leading to the estin ate 10 3.

If we trusted our m odel ensam ble, the fact that this estin ate com es out less than 1
wouldm ean that the Standard M odelwas in fact di cul to realize, because ofthe di culty
of elim inating exotic charged m atter. O f course the approxin ate nature of the estin ate
m eans that solutions could well exist, but probably at low ; direct search through the
low CalbiYau’swould be quite Interesting in this case.
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A s we discussed earlier, the assum ption of com plete independence m ade In the uni-
form m odel ensemble is probably false, because one can have groups of cycles which do
not intersect w ith other groups. T he constraint of no exotic m atter would thus favor re—
alizing the Standard M odel in such a group, say w ith branes w rapped on cycles obtained
by resolving one isolated singularity. T his observation has been m ade in the brane con-
struction literature, but w ithout quantitative considerations, it is hard to know how much
signi cance to give this constraint com pared to other constraints one m ight try to realize.

A sim ilar estin ate for the partitioned uniform ensem ble can be obtained by using the
fraction ofpartitions of K which contain an integerM , which goes as logK =M , to cbtain

%00 X
Nsu o partitionea = 2 10 ° K logK M34 M  50: G4)
K=0 M
Thiswould certainly be an interesting estim ate iftrue, as it suggestsa sparse sst of solutions
scattered am ong the variousCY 3’s. At thispoint we are not clain ing it is reliable. R ather,
our point isthat one can do am uch better pb of characterizing the true ensem ble of gauge
theories realizable by brane constructions w ith existing techniques, and a reliable estin ate
would be of great value In deciding how to search through the large set of possibilities.
To continue, ket us grant @) as a factor In the totalestim ate, which is

Ngy = 50 Nyzc@on SM branes):

The second factor is of the type which we discussed in section 3 and gave the generic
estin ate &' forsome c> 1. Thus it is expected to be large, but an aller than the num ber
of vacua which would be obtained by counting all com binations of branes, not separating
out som e to realize the Standard M odel.

5.2. The conditions for low energy supersym m etry breaking

A straightforward way to approach this question is to ask for a gauge sector which
dynam ically breaks supersymm etry. The status of this problem is reviewed in BI]. At
present there isno generalclassi cation ofsuch m odels, but there are specialcasesw hich are
well understood such as the (3;2) m odel. T his is quite sim ilar to the Standard M odelbut
w ith intersection numbers 1 instead of3. Thuswe need m ore branesB '+ 2B+ 3B w ith
speci ed intersection num bers, and get an estinated (1)° 5 10 3. Themain di erence
from our previous estin ate is that we w ill not worry about exotic m atter. W hile exotic
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m atterbrings in the realpossibility ofadditional at directionswhich spoil supersym m etry
breaking, it is also known that there are m any m ore supersym m etry breaking theories, so
som e possibilitiesm ay work.

A nother supersym m etry breaking m echanisn m ore In tune w ith the ideas developed
here is sin ply to ocbserve that a ux superpotential would be expected to contain m any
supersym m etry breaking m inim a, sin ply on grounds of genericity. Indeed, the explicit
gauge m odels m ay well be dual to this type of realization. An advantage of this point
of view is that much of the issue in nding supersym m etry breaking is in show ing that
the m oduli are stabilized in a reasonable regim e after supersym m etry breaking, so one
needs an approach In which this can be done. T his type of question can be studied In the
sim pli ed ensem bles of section 4, aswe w ill discuss in [d,A3].

At the present state of know ledge, it is di cul to do better on this problem , and we
willguess that a fraction 5 10 ° ofm odels contain dynam ical supersym m etry breaking.
O ne also needs to estin ate the probability that the supersym m etry breaking scale com es
out right (ot hard if we grant the usual exponential suppression) and that this sector is
coupled to the observable sector In an acceptable way (eg. which solves the problam );
we w ill also assum e this is not hard, say that O (10 3) of the m odels do i.

W hilke these particular num bers have no real signi cance, the basic assum ption we are
m aking isthat since we do not (yet) observe the supersym m etry breaking sector, one could
pass this test iIn m any ways. U sing this estim ate, one obtains

Ngsm +susys = 10 4 N yac (hon SM and SUSY branes):

5.3. The number of m odels

W enow have an estim ate which factors into the num ber ofw ays to realize the structure
assum ed in our class ofm odels, and the num ber of vacua w hich corresoond to choices in the
hidden sector. W e gave various estin ates for the latter, based on considering the hidden
sector asm ade up ofbranes orm ade up of uxes.

A sinple m inded way to get to a nal result is to say that since our construction
separated out 12 branes as soecial, we have N 12 branes in the hidden sector, and a
vacuum multiplicity ofthe order &' 2. Thiswould bem ultiplied by the num ber of choices
of ux.

However, it is clearly not the case that these choices are independent; for exam ple

the geom etric dualities of G opakum ar and Vafa (3] are an obvious redundancy, and there
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are surely m any m ore. T his is the largest \system atic uncertainty" In our counting but a
point on which theoretical progress can be m ade.

For present purposes, let us assum e that all \non Standard M odel" and \non susy
breaking" branes can be dualized to ux.

This is an interesting assum ption because after dualizing, we are left with a very
speci ¢ con guration of 12 D irichlet branes of 6 distinct types. T his is typically not what
w ill com e out of anom aly cancellation for CY 3’s with large K = Iy ;;; we m ight instead
expect O K ). Thusm any ofthe CY 3’sneed not be considered at allunder this assum ption,
as all of these brane con gurations are actually redundant.

Thenumber of CY3’swith by ;; 6 ismuch am aller, say 400 1000. W e could then
directly apply {53) and our \estin ate" for the likelihood of sucoessfiil supersym m etry

breaking to ocbtain X

NSM 10 12 Nf]ux vac
CY; with K 6 55H)

10 ? lFNfJux vacj-

In tem s of the average number of ux vacua in this class (@ sum which is probably
dom inated by the CY 3’swith largeby;;  400).

If we trusted this num ber, the upshot would be that realizing the Standard M odel
w ith low energy supersymm etry breaking is not easy, but not so di cult considering the
expected num ber of ux vacua. W hile the num ber of qualitatively correct m odels would
be large, the question of how m any m atched the couplings would depend on the num ber
of ux vacua and the resulting distrdbution of couplings.

W e are not going to defend this num ber very strongly. But we w ill defend the dis-
cussion which Jled up to it, as illustrating a new and di erent way to think about \string
phenom enology," and suggesting all sorts of new questions about both the elem ents of
string com pacti cation and the types of theories which m ight lead to observable physics,
w hich willbe interesting to explore.

W e believe that reliable estin ates of this type could be m ade w ithout having exact re—
sults for string/M theory at allcouplings, but sin ply w ith better theoreticalunderstanding
of som e key points which em erged in our discussion, and a good deal ofwork. A consis—
tency check which one could apply to the results would be to m ake estin ates for a variety
of dual realizations of the sam e fam ily of vacua, and see if one gets rough agreem ent.

N ot having a reliable estin ate, we would still con ecture that the qualitative structure
ofthe Standard M odelisthe resul ofdiscrete choicesw hich are not that hard to realize, and
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that the fraction ofm odels which m eet the qualitative tests (ignoring values of couplings)
iscloserto O (10 '?) than to O (10 *°9).

T here is independent evidence for this, in that am ong the few m odels which have
been considered In any depth, one does get Standard M odel candidates or at least \near-
m isses" (say with exotic charged m atter). O ne m ight worry that this is a selection e ect
(ie., pecple only study m odels which are likely to realize the Standard M odel), but this
is clearly not true, as aln ost none ofthe CY 3’s on the list of [E] have been considered at
all.

If this estim ate is even approxin ately valid, this show s that the m ain problem is to
get a good estin ate ©r num bers of ux vacua. A Yfhough an estin ate of O (10°°) seem s
plausble, it is not at all ruled out that there are CY 3’s or brane gauge theories w ith
extrem ely Jarge num bers of vacua, so the question of testability rem ains open.

6. Conclusions

In this work, we proposed a new approach to the \vacuum selection problem " of
string/M theory. W e believe that we should not postpone work on this problem until
either an \exact solution" or som e key \Vacuum Selection P rinciple" (or both) are dis-
covered. R ather, we should leam to work better w ith the m any known \vacuum selection
principles" (more sinply, \tests") of tting cbservation and other well m otivated theo-—
retical fram ew orks such as cosmn ology, by getting a rough overall picture of the sst of all
string/M theory vacua and estin ates of how di cult it is to satisfy each of the various
tests, m eaning what fraction of the total num ber of vacua pass a test or com bination of
tests. W e believe such estin ates w ill be invaluable for any system atic program to test
string/M theory, even as better selection principles em erge.

M aking such estin ates requires working wih large numbers of models In a uni-
form way, which is only practical if one has a system atic construction. W e discussed
Ib brane/ ux com pacti cation on CY 3, which we believe is approaching the level of so—
phistication needed. W e identi ed several theoretical points which need to be clari ed to
m ake a proper discussion, such as the scope of geom etric dualities In com pacti cations
w ith both branes and ux.

W e then proposed to sin plify and perhapsm ake progress on this challenging problem
by looking for sin pler ensem bles of e ective theories which well approxin ate the ensem ble
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of e ective theories which actually com es out of string/M theory, in the sense that the
correct estin ated fraction ofvacua passing a particular test is reproduced by the ensem ble.

To give this idea content, we gave exam ples of sim ple ensam bles, which have som e
rough sim ilarity to the real problem s com ing out of string/M theory, and illustrations of
the type of com putations one could do with them . The basic com putation one can do
is to nd expected numbers of supersym m etric and nonsupersym m etric vacua, and the
dependence of these num bers on param eters of the ensem ble.

W e then m ade som e rough estin ates of num bers of Standard M odels w hich suggest
that in Ib theory, them ain ingredient in getting a good estin ate is to estin ate the num ber
of possble choices of ux. There are m any other ingredients which need to be re ned,
am ong w hich the problem ofwhether and in what sense a \uniform " ensem ble of e ective
theories w ill em erge.

W e stress that, although the speci ¢ constraints of realizing the Standard M odel,
supersym m etry breaking and so forth, have of course been m uch studied, before this work
there has been no way to quantify how constraining each of these considerations m ight
be within string theory. By considering ensem bles, this can be quanti ed, giving us a
fram ew ork in which to system atize, evaluate and com bine these considerations.

A Tthough the ensem bles we considered are som ew hat crude, we can progress by for-
m ulating better ones which try to re ect m ore of the structure of the problem , and test
our hypothesized ensam bles against statistics of sam ple sets of string vacua constructed
either system atically, or by choosing random exam ples and doing detailed m odelby-m odel
analysis. By nding better ensam bles, we w illbe In proving our understanding of the dis-
tribution of string/M theory vacua in a relatively concrete way. O ne m ight think of the
structure of a good ensem ble as capturing a \stringy" conospt of naturahess, which could
In prove on traditional ideas of naturalness In guiding string phenom enology.

Suppose we had these estin ates: what would we do next? The best argum ent that
they are worth having is that what we would do next depends very m uch on what com es
out. Obviously one would want to focus on tests which seem di cult to meet yet are
theoretically tractable; it is not a priori ocbvious which ones these are.

W e even argued that depending on what com es out, we m ight nd that string/M
theory has much less predictive power than we thought, perhaps none. At present it is
reasonable to think that string/M theory w ill have predictive pow er, but we should adm it
that we do not really know , and try to nd out.
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