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1 Introduction

Recently, there has been a lot of activities in superconformal Chern-Simons matter theories.
They have arisen from searching the low energy effective action of multiple M2-branes. In [1],
the action of an arbitrary number of multiple M2-branes was proposed by Aharony, Bergman,
Jafferis, and Maldacena. It is an N' = 6 superconformal U(N) x U(N) Chern-Simons matter
theory, and the level of Chern-Simons term is (k, —k). This ABJM theory has moduli space
Sym™ (C*/Zy,) and, therefore, is considered to describe N M2-branes on an orbifold C*/Z;. On
the other hand, triggered by the works of Bagger and Lambert [2] and Gustavsson [3], remarkable
progress has also been achieved. The novelty is the appearance of new gauge structure, Lie 3-
algebra. The BLG theory based on the Lie 3-algebra also has appropriate symmetries as the
effective theory of multiple M2-branes, and under a particular realization of 3-algebra, the BLG
theory actually coincides with the ABJM theory [4]. Furthermore, in [5] (see also [6] [7, §]), it
was shown that the Lorentzian BLG (L-BLG) theory [9, 10} 11] based on the 3-algebra

[, T T = f9,T%, [T T9, T = [,
tr(u,v) = —1, tr(T%,79) = 6, (u,v : Lorentzian pair) (1.1)

can be derived by taking a scaling limit of the ABJM theory. Because the L-BLG theory is
reduced to the ordinary (2+1)d SYM via the Higgs mechanism, we can use this scaling procedure
as a tool to obtain D2-branes directly from the ABJM theory in the field theory language. The
L-BLG theory was later generalized in [12, 13| [14] by involving additional pairs of negative
norm generators. In [12], it was shown that this Extended L-BLG theory gives Dp-brane action
whose worldvolume is compactified on torus 7% (d = p — 2). Noting the fact that the Extended
Lorentzian Lie 3-algebra can be regarded as the original 3-algebra (ILI]) where the Lie algebra is
replaced by the loop algebra, it is quite natural to expect that even the Extended L-BLG theory
may be obtained from ABJM-like theory. Then, what type of model should we start from? The
hint is given in [I5]. They showed that the D3-branes action can be derived from a particular
quiver Chern-Simons theory obtained by orbifolding the ABJM action. Because the Extended
L-BLG theory with two Lorentzian pairs is also reduced to the action of D3-branes through the
Higgs mechanism, it is strongly expected that a certain scaling limit connecting the orbifolded
ABJM theory and the Extended L-BLG theory exists.

In this paper, we show that the Extended L-BLG theory with two pairs of Lorentzian genera-
tors can be derived by taking a scaling limit of a N' = 4 quiver Chern-Simons theory. This quiver
CS theory describes M2-branes on C*/(Zy,, x Z,), and in our procedure, M2-branes are located
very far from the origin of the orbifold. Taking n — oo limit simultaneously, we make circle
identifications in two directions, which are determined from the Zj,,, Z, orbifold actions. Our
procedure corresponds to the ordinary 72 compactification and this is why the Extended L-BLG
theory emerges. This emergence has a useful application for obtaining the effective action of
Dp-branes (2 < p < 9) from the ABJM theory using the Extended L-BLG theory. In this paper,
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we focus on the D3-brane case. We also investigate the scaling limit of various quiver CS theories
obtained from different orbifoldings of the ABJM action. Moreover, we examine the SL(2,7)
transformations after the reduction to the D3-brane theory and revisit the consideration given
n [I5]. Remarkably, starting from the N' = 2 quiver CS theories, the result is slightly different
from the N' =4 case. In the N' =4 case, as in [I5], the complexified coupling constant 7 of the
resultant D3-brane action depends on only one real parameter. However, in the N' = 2 case, an
additional degree of freedom appears, and therefore, we can cover a larger space of the complex
structure moduli.

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we briefly review the BLG theory and its
generalization. Then, we take a quick look at the ABJM theory, its scaling limit, and a N' = 4
quiver Chern-Simons theory obtained by using the ordinary orbifold projection to the ABJM
theory. In section 3, we explicitly show how to derive the Extended Lorentzian BLG theory
with two Lorentzian pairs from a scaling limit of a N' = 4 quiver CS theory and investigate the
constraint on the 72 compactification. Furthermore, in section 4, we apply our scaling limit to
several quiver CS theories obtained by different Z,, orbifoldings. In section 5, we investigate the
realization of SL(2,Z7) transformations of the resultant D3-brane theory. Finally, we conclude

in section 6.

2 Effective theories of M2-branes
2.1 BLG theory and its generalization

We first provide a brief review of the BLG theory and its generalization. The BLG theory is a
three dimensional conformal field theory with N’ = 8 supersymmetry. It contains 8 real scalar
fields X! =Y XIT* (I =1,---,8), gauge fields A* = > ab A Te® T (= 0,1,2) with two
gauge indices, and a 16-component Majorana spinor field ¢ = " _ ¢, T.

The Lagrangian of the BLG theory is given by

L= —%m«(DﬂXI, D, X"+ %tr(zﬁ,F“Duw) + %tr(z;,r”[xf,xf,w]) —V(X)+Les, (2.1
where [T, T°,T¢] = f%¢T? and the covariant derivative is defined by
(DuX')a = 8, X5 — del;Aucd(m)Xl{- (2.2)
V(X) is a sextic potential term
V(X) = —tr((X7, X7, X5], (X7, X7, XKY), (2.3)
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and the Chern-Simons term is given by

1 2
LCS = §€,U«V>\tr <fadeA,uabauA)\cd + ngdz.fefgbAuabAuch)\ef> . (24)

Note that the level of the Chern-Simons term is chosen to be k = 1 for simplicity.



In [I2] (see also [13],[14]), the Lorentzian BLG theory based on the 3-algebra (LII) was gener-
alized by adding d pairs of negative norm generators. Then, they showed that the worldvolume

theory of Dp-branes (p = d + 2) is produced. The proposed 3-algebra is

[

[0, Ua, Th] = —im T,

[uo, Ty, T3] = mav S 6" + £, Tk 1

[J}E’T%’Trliﬁ] = fijk6f+m+ﬁ”0’ (2.5)
where a,b = 1,--- ,d and l_:ﬁ”l,ﬁ € Z% a and b correspond to the label of the compactified

direction and 7 to the Kaluza-Klein momentu along the T9. f4* (i,j,k =1,--- ,dim g) is a
structure constant of an arbitrary Lie algebra g. This 3-algebra actually satisfies the fundamental
identity. The nonvanishing part of the metric is

F)

tr(uA, v) = _55’ tr(Tr%a Tyzl) = 6ij5ﬁ’b+ﬁ' (A =0,1,--- ’d) (26)

Following [12], we will rewrite the BLG action (2.I]) and derive the action of Dp-branes (p =
d+2). The steps are summarized as follows. First, we derive 3d N/ =8 SYM through the Higgs
mechanism [I7]. The difference from the original L-BLG theory is that the resulting D2-brane
action has a Kaluza-Klein tower. Then, we obtain the Dp-brane action with a rearrangement
of fields corresponding to T-duality. The worldvolume of Dp-brane is given as a flat 7% bundle
over the membrane worldvolume M.

In the remainder of this subsection, we look at the above procedure more explicitly. For the

3-algebra (2.5]), we expand the fields as
X' = X T + XMy + X0,
¥ = P Ty + ¥ua + 9 v,

4 ] < 1 ;
AM = A;L(W?L)(]ﬁ)TrZ?L A T% + §Aﬂ(lm)uO A TTZ?L + §Az(im)ua N T,%
1
+ §AZuo A ug + Azbua A up + (terms including v?). (2.7)

Each bosonic component has the following role:

e X (Im) : These fields become scalar fields corresponding to the transverse coordinates of

Dp-branes and gauge fields along the fiber direction.

e X4 : Higgs fields whose VEVs determine the moduli of 7% and the circle radius in the

M-direction.

o X 51 : Ghost fields that can be removed by Higgs mechanism.

"nstead, we can consider 7 as the index describing open string modes that interpolate the mirror images of
a point in S' = R/Z in the spirit of Taylor’s T-duality [T6].



o A, m) + Gauge fields along M.

The other bosonic terms do not show up in the following discussion.
Because the ghost fields X and ¢ appear linearly in the action, these fields become Lagrange

multipliers and can be integrated out. This gives constraint equations for X4 and ¢4:
Mo, XM =0, THIN =0. (2.8)

As a solution, we choose a constant vector X4 = X4 and it determines the (d+1)-dimensional
subspace R4 ¢ R8. R*! is compactified on T and VEVs M4 give the moduli of the T¢

compactification and the M-theory circle. We can represent the metric of torus 7¢ as
GAB = XA . XB. (2.9)
The covariant derivative becomes

(DuX") iy = (DX iy — WO —ima A amy AT, (2.10)

u(lm

where

(ﬁuXI)(zm) 9 sz) f AM k") (Jm )

!/

(i) = ~Ma AL Gy + £ z‘Au(j,rﬁ—ﬁ)(lcﬁ)- (2.11)
The Chern-Simons term is written as

1
Les = §A,(m) A F(i _) + (total derivative), (2.12)

where Fy,;m) = OuAuim) — OvAugm) — f? Ay Av(k,m—i)- Integrating A/(iﬁw)’ Chern-Simons
gauge fields obtain a degree of freedom and the usual F? term emerges.

The bosonic potential term is given by the square of a triple product

K]

a jk
(X7, X7, X iy = —im  AONT XL+ PO x G (2.13)
The square of this term gives
ab I plJyJ [0y J K] piky[10yJ K]
69" mamy X 5 Pg X — NN X PNOX L X
3[GO0(X7, XK - 2((X° - %), X7, (2.14)
where
P _ sl INOPPALAL 4 Xz PATOATO — (X0 X5) (ATONL 4+ ATOAL )
" NOPIXal? = (00 - X2 |
N = M A% (2.15)



By collecting all the results, we obtain the D2-brane action with Kaluza-Klein tower. Then,
we decompose X! as
1 . . GOa
x! :PUXJ—i—W)\IO(AO-X)—i— (—@AIOJFAM), (2.16)
and regard the Kaluza-Klein masses m, with the derivatives of fiber direction —id,, we obtain
the kinetic term of the fiber direction and the interaction term in the language of the Dp-brane
worldvolume.

As a result, we obtain the following standard Dp-brane actio
LDp = LA + LFF + LX + Lp0t7

1 d? - 5 F 2>
La=—1cm / ﬁx/@ (F +29" FuaFyp + 99" Fas Fea),

Goa ddy s =
Lrr = ggmw / (a7 VO U Fa i),

1 [ d - o % A X
Lx = __/ - V9 (DMXIPUDMXJ +gabDaXIPUDbXJ)’

2 ) (2m)d
GO0 ddy R R
Lyt = — PIExXK pJLxl2 2.1
pot 4 / (27T)d \/§[ ) ] ) ( 7)

whose worldvolume is M x T¢ with the metric
ds® = N dxtdz” + Gapdy®dy?, (2.18)
where gq, = (GG — GOGY)~1 is the metric of dual torus.

2.2 Orbifolding the ABJM theory

The ABJM theory is a 3d N = 6 U(N) x U(N) Chern-Simons matter theory. This theory is
conjectured to describe the low energy physics of N M2-branes probing C*/Z;. The bosonic
action of the ABJM theory is given by

S = /d?’x [ — tr{(D,Z*) D" ZA + (D, WA DFWA} — V(Z, W)

kwa g 40 28 ) 41) 4
+ (AP0, ALY + S AP AL A

7T
2 @) _ 21,2 42) 4@

— AP0, AY — ZAD AP A )} (2.19)
where A = 1,2. Z4 and W4 are bifundamental matter fields and their covariant derivatives
are defined by

D, Z4 = 0,24 +iAV 24 —izA A,
D WA =0,WA +iAPwA —iwAAD. (2:20)

The tilde indicates that the fields are (3+d)-dimensional: ®(z,y) = 3. & (z)e™ V. P/ =7 - N A5 is
a projector into the subspace orthogonal to all XA7 where 74 is a dual basis satisfying 2R = 6a.



In [5], we explicitly show that the original L-BLG theory based on (1) is derived from the
ABJM theory. Motivated by the agreement of the gauge structure of these two theories through

the Inénii-Wigner contraction, we performed the following rescaling:

Zgh — Atz

Wi = A twA,
B, = (AP — AD)/2 — AB,,
k— A7k, (2.21)

to the ABJM theory and took the A — 0 limit, where Zé4 and WOA are the VEV of Z4 and
WA, Then, we obtained the action of the L-BLG theory. This scaling limit corresponds to
locate the M2-branes very far from the origin of the Zj orbifold so as not to feel the singularity
and simultaneously take k — oo. Thus, this procedure is effectively the same as the ordinary
S1 compactification and that is why we obtain the L-BLG theory, which is almost D2-branes
theory.

As explained in [12], the Extended Lorentzian 3-algebra (2.1 can be regarded as the original
Lorentzian 3-algebra with a loop algebra. Thus, it is natural to presume that even the Extended
L-BLG theory might be derived from an M2-brane theory in a certain scaling limit. So which
M2-brane theory is appropriate? In [15], it was shown that the D3-brane action can be derived
by orbifolding the ABJM theory and taking a limit. Because the Extended L-BLG theory with
d = 1 also reduces to the D3-brane theory via the Higgs mechanism, these two theories might
be connected directly. The main purpose of this paper is to clarify the relationship between the
orbifolded ABJM theory and the Extended L-BLG theory.

In the remainder of this section, we review the orbifolded ABJM action. By applying the
standard orbifolding technique [I8] to the ABJM theory or alternatively using the brane con-
struction, we can derive various quiver Chern-Simons matter theorie:@ [19] 20% 21]. Here, we see

a particular 3d AV = 4 theory whose bosonic action i

2n
S = / d%[— try {(DZ29) D" 2 + (D, W) DWW} — vy
s=1

k uax 20-1) 5 4@-1) | 20 421-1) 4(21-1) 4(2-1)
+ e ;m«{A; )9, A +§Ag JAZ=D AL

- 40 0,AT) - T AP AP AN 222

3For M2-branes on more general backgrounds, see [22] 23] 24 25| 26| 27, 28| 29 30, BT, 32] for example.

4This is the “non-chiral orbifold gauge theory” described in [I9] and we use their notation. This theory can
also be regarded as case II in [33] and the na = np case in [20] with alternate NS5- and (k,1)5-branes. The
“generalized ABJM model” described in [I5] is obtained by interchanging our ZY and W in (222).



The explicit forms of the covariant derivatives and bosonic potential are given by

DMZ(QZ_” _ BMZ(”—” n z‘Al(fl_l)Z(m_l) _ z‘Z(Ql_l)Affl),

Dﬂz(?l) _ auz(Ql) + iAL?Prl)z(?l) _ iZ(2l)Aﬂ2l),
D WD = gD ¢ z’Af’)W(?’*l) _ z’W(2l*1)AfL2l*1),
DW= 9, W 4 AGDW ) — (2D AR (2.23)
42 &

A B C A B C
Vbos = [ Y5 Y3 o YaP V5 Y Yooy + 30V Y] o YaP Vi o Vil Vo

3k2
=1

A~y T B t C t A t B t C t
+3trYo Yy o Yori 1 Y orp1 Yorr 1 Yoo T 0Yar 1Yo o Yoria Y o Yor Yo o

A B c A B c

+ thjx,m-Jéz-1YJ;21—1Y21—1Y6T*,21—1Yzz—1 + 3trYj1,21—1Y21—1Y1§,21—1Y21—1Y£*,21Y§l
A B c A B c
+3rY ] o Vol Vo Yar Vo Ya) + eV, Yy Vv v

A c B A c B
+ 4trY2l—1YBi,2l—1YZl—lyj,Ql—lym—lYCT’,Ql—l + 12trYy Yg,mY2l+1Yj,zz+2Y§l+2th,21+1

c B A c B
Yy ij,2171Y2171YCT,21 + 4trYs Yl;r’,2lY2l ij,myzl YCT‘,2l

A
+ 12tTY21+1Y1;2l+1

- GtTYQfl‘—lY;Ql—lYZ?—1Y);,2l—1Y2?—1YCT’,21—1 - GtTYfl‘YJ;QlYé?YAT,zzyégyct,2l
- 6try2?+1yzg,2l+1Yé?+1yj,2l+1y2?YCT,2l - 6trY2?Y;,2lY2?Yj,2lY2?+lYCT,2l+1
- 6trY2?f1Y1£,2lY2?YAT,2171Y2(1/V*1YCT,2171 - 6trY21?Yl;2lf1Y2]l871YAT,2lY2(lJYCT‘,2l
- 6trY2?+1Yf_;zurzY2?+2Y2,21+1Y2?Y0T,21 - 6trY2‘?Y1;2171Y2?71Yj,21Y2?+1YCT,21+1] , (229
where we used SU(2) doublets
YA ={zO w0y, vl ={zO0twh}, (4=12) (2.25)

for each link {. The quiver diagram of this theory is given in Figure [Il

2n

ACD AS) AS) 7(3)
PONBORDOENEY
: W e w W) m
e 10 ) )~ (1 >

Figure 1: Quiver diagram for N’ = 4 quiver CS theory (2.22]). This theory has global SU(2), x
SU(2)e symmetry and the SU(2), part rotates the fields on the odd links and the SU(2), part
corresponds to the even links.

This theory has product gauge group U(N)?" and its moduli space is Sym®~ (C*/(Zyp, x Zy,)).
Zy,y, corresponds to the original ABJM orbifold action,

y1_>e27ri/nk 1’ y2_>e27ri/nky27 y3_>e27ri/nky37 y4_>627ri/nky4. (226)



Note that in order to have a correct moduli space, as explained in [33], the levels of the Chern-
Simons terms in (2.22)) must be +k, not £nk. Another Z, action is given by

gl s 2Tyl 2 2B 2w sl 4 (2.27)
This kind of further orbifolding is essential for deriving the Extended L-BLG theory from the
ABJM theory. In [5], we obtained a circle by taking a limit of the original ABJM orbifold action
and rescaling the fields. Therefore, in a similar fashion, the emergence of an additional circle
is expected in a suitable limit of Z, action. Naively, it seems that the more we orbifold the
ABJM theory, the more we have additional circles. However, in this paper, we only consider the
case for one additional circle, namely, 7% compactification of M-theory. We show that a proper

scaling limit leads to the Extended L-BLG theory with d = 1.

3 Scaling limit of N’ =4 quiver Chern-Simons theory

Here we explicitly show how the Extended L-BLG theory with d = 1 is derived from a N’ = 4

quiver Chern-Simons theory (222)). First, we take linear combinations for the gauge fields as

1
(AP £ AP (s e 2) (3.1)

+)(20—-1) __
AE = 2

and decompose the bifundamental fields into trace and traceless parts as Y = Yolyxn + Y.
VEV Y, is interpreted as a classical position of the center of mass of the multiple M2-branes,
and Y = Y,T% is a fluctuation around it. 7% is the generator of SU(N). Next, we rescale the
fields as

1) n..(2 n. (3 n_ (4
Yy 11y = \/>Y( Yy oy = \/;Yo( g Y5 11y = \/;Yo( ), Y5 ) = \/;Yo( ),

N lm Y R qlm Y(Q) . qlm Y(3 N qlm Y(4)
v L tm oy L 2wy L Ty T )
(201-1) \/ﬁ \/5 ) (21) \/ﬁ \/5 ) (201-1) - 5’ (21) \/ﬁ \/5 )
ARG gima o, ADEED ~q A ) (3.2)
and finally take n — oco. Here, ¢ = et and multiplying ¢'™ corresponds to the Fourier

transformation. The normalization is determined by ), ¢m = ndm,0. Recalling that this V' = 4
quiver CS theory describes multiple M2-branes at the singularity of an orbifold C*/(Zy, x Z,),
this scaling limit corresponds to locating the M2-branes far from the origin of the orbifold and
simultaneously making each Z,,Z, identifications into the independent circle identifications.
This is effctively the same as the ordinary T2 compactification. Therefore, we can expect that

the Extended L-BLG theory with d = 1 emerges from this limit.



First, let us check the kinetic term. The covariant derivatives (2.23]) are scaled as

Im

q 1) (1 (1) ( )
D Z(Ql 1)~ 7 7 {6 Yv(m) [Au(n)’y(m—n)] — 2wsmA pu(m )Y + 27T’LA,( ) +O(n~ )
(2 ) (2) (2)
D (21) —) [8 Y M(")’Yr(mfn)] - 27‘(‘(8 + 1)mAu(m)Y + QWZAM(m)Y
+0(n~ )]
Lig™, o 4" @t 1, 2TSm 4, @
DuWai1) — 7 [Wauy(m) + Z%[Au(nwy(n_m)] = Apum) Yo
2T im y @1 -1
—Z% A“(m) +O(TL )i|,
Lg™y ywi, a" @t o, 2e(s+Dm o, (@
DuWeay) = ﬁ[ T ¥y + ZT[Au(n)’Y(n ml 74" A Yo
2w m 4 _
- z%ql Al Ya T 1 0n 1)]. (3.3)
The O(n~1) terms do not contribute to the action in the limit n — oo.
In our notation, complex scalar fields are decomposed to real fields as
Y(A) XA +i XA+4
(A) _ A+4
Y(m) —zX(m) X(m) . (3.4)
We note that hermitian conjugation changes the sign of the label m such as
A _ %A A+4 T —
Yoy = =X = X500 Al = Aum)- (3.5)

Combining (33)),(34]) and (B.5]), we can write out a rescaled kinetic term using real fields. Let
us compare this kinetic term with that of the Extended L-BLG theory given by

1 I Iy 1o I a oyl PR
— 5 (DuX (e (D X ) = _§8MX(fm)a‘uX(m) — 10, X (_y [l X ()]
1 I i 10 I . I 11 I

I 1 1
ZA,(M ))\ 0[ (—m+n)> A“(*")] + mAl(Lm))‘ I[X(fern)a A,u(fn)]
1

1 10\2 2
/ ST — S A Al

I
— 5 AuemA 5™ Au=m) A

o YT - im A, AL AOAE (3.6)

(m)

Then, we see that if we identify

)\IO = —27T(X01’ XOZ’ Xga Xal’ Xg’ Xg’ Xg’ Xg)’
N = —2m (sX, (5 + 1)XF, 5 X3, (5 + D)X, X, (s + DXE X, (s + 1)XS),  (37)

both kinetic terms completely agree.



For the Chern-Simons term, we can show the agreement easily:

k _ 27 _ 2%
EEHM AEL?lfl)aVA(A?l D4 —ZA@’*UA,(/”*”A(AQI 1) _ AE?”B,,A&QD _ ngf?l)A,(,zl)A(fl)
_F AGIE-D EEED 2 i gD ()@= 4 (D
27T€ VA 3 o v A
k l(m+n) / ik g™ / /
2 n — A4 p(m ) vA(n )+ 3_7.(.6u FA}L(H) u(k)A Am—n—k)
k 1%
— 26” AA“(m) l/)\( ) (38)

where F(Ql 2 BVAE\JF)(QI_U — 9, ATPED +z'[A(V+)(2l—1),Ag\ﬂ(m_l)]. Note that we have chosen
k =1 in the BLG side.

In the Extended L-BLG theory, VEVs A4 are related to the metric of two-torus as (2.9)).
By constructing the metric GAP from (B1), we see that the metric components are connected

as
G = —s(s +1)G% + (25 + 1)GL. (3.9)

Thus, in the scaling limit of the N/ = 4 quiver CS theory, only a specific class of the 72
compactification is realizable. This is because we have chosen a particular Z,, orbifold. Owing
to the constraint (B8.9]), the complexified coupling constant 7 of the resultant D3-brane theory
is limited to the one that depends on only one real variable. We will return to this point in
Section 5.

Now, let us check the potential term. By decomposing the matter fields YlA into the trace
part YOA and the traceless part YIA, the bosonic sextic potential term becomes Vs = Z a=0 b o s,
where Vb(osg contains s Yp fields and (6 — s) Y fields. It can be easily checked that Vb(o S) and Vb(o S)
are indentically zero. Since Vb(osg scales as 73~ "2 1 = n*~2 in our limit B2), Vb(o(? and Vb(ols)
vanish. Note that there is an additional factor n that comes from the relation >, ¢!™ = ndy, 0.
Therefore, the remaining terms are Vb(OS)7 Vb(O?’S), and V(4)

First, we consider the scaling limit of V})(O s). In this case, we can utilize the result in [5] and
obtain the scaling limit easily. The key point is the fact that the relative difference of label [
becomes O(n_%) under the expansion ¢/™ = 1 + % +O(n=2):

Im 3

(Yo — Y/Q(H—k)) — qﬁ(Ym —¢"Y,,) = O(n72). (3.10)

This means that in the scaling limit of Vb(i)’ the relative difference between the labels of
Yoy (or Ya_1 in the odd case) does not contribute to the result. To show this explicitly, let

us consider the scaling limit of the following substraction:
Yoou¥y o Yo Vo (Yagsny — Ya) Yo = O(n™1) = 0. (3.11)

Note that if the numbers of Yj; and Y, are different, the situation entirely changes. Indeed, for
the scaling limit of V})(O?’S) and V})(Ot), the relative difference between the labels of Y; is essential. The
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relation like (BIT) holds in all the terms of (Z24). Therefore, even if we replace all the Y 5(1+k)—
with Y5 | (and YQ‘?l 4y With Ys!) in (2.24), the resultant potential gives the same scaling hmlt

as long as we focus on the Yj -squared term. We denote this new potential as V'

e A C
V= — | 0V YY) oY Y oy 4+ 365l Y ] Y Y o Yol Yo

B c
+ 3trYy YA,zzYQl—lYB,21—1Y51—1Y5,21—1 + trY2l—1YA,zz—1Yéz—1Y;,zz—1Y2l—1th,21—1

A B c A B c

+ Y] 21—1Yo1- Y 21-1Yor- 1YcT 91—1Y2l-1 +3trYj 21— 1Y2zf1Y1§,2171Y2171YCT,21Y21
B A c
+3trY| 20— Vi v Y2 Yo Y8, + trY ] 2Y51 g 2Yo th,zzyzz

A c B c B
+ 4‘51“Y2171Y1§ o1—1Y2l— 1Yj 91121 1YcT oy + 12605 Y 2 Y2i- Y] Yo Yc 2-1
A c B c B
+12tr Y5 Yo VoIV Yo Vo + 4ty YL VY ViYL,
A B c B
— 6trYs;_ 1Y1J3r’ o1—1Y 20— 1Y,1 o1—1Y2[— 1YCJr 911 — 6trY; Yz;r’ 91 Y YA Yol YCJr 2
A A B
— 6trY5 Y B.2i— Yo 1YA o1Yal YC o — 6trYs Y} Yo Y} 21Y2l 1YC 2-1
A
- 6trY2l—1YB,2lY2?YA,21—1Yél—1YC,2l—1 — 6trYy; YB,21—1Y2l—1YA,21Y2l Yc,zz

A & A C
= 6trYst Yo Vo Vo YV —6aYal v, Yo Y YE Y, (312)

V' is convenient because it can be simplified. If we rewrite each field as

Yo=Y Y= YR Y- YP Vi Y (3.13)
V' becomes
471'2 A~ B/~ T 't t Al -t Bt !
oz |V Ya Yo Y Y Yo + Y, Y07 Y Vi Yo Y
YA YOV VP, - YL WYL YOV B
where A", B',C" = 1,--- ,4. This is just the original ABJM potential with an extra label [. The

scaling limit of the original ABJM bosonic potential is already obtained in [5] and the result is
tr(X0)?([PIEXE, PTEX L)), (3.15)

Using this result, we can obtain the scaling limit of Vb(js):

V(Q) — —

bos k2 (XO) [PIKX(m)aPJLX( m)] (316)

This agrees with the last term of (2.14]).
Next we consider the scaling limit of Vb(i,) and Vb(o?;) As before, we can decompose V' as
= ZSZO V'), Using the same argument, we see that only V/®, V/®) and V' remain in

the scaling limit.

11



In (3I5), more insertion of X4 to XX gives zero. Therefore, V') and V'™ are zero. This
means that the scaling limit of Vj,; — V' is the same as the scaling limit of %(?;) + V})(A‘) It is
convenient to consider Vp,s — Vi because it is much simpler than Vj,, itself. The explicit form

of Vs — V' is given by

V;)os -V'= Vi+ ‘/2, (317)
where
V= AT rayA vl yB oyt yC i —ygy!
1—_@“[ 2A—1Y g 21— 1¥20-11 B 21— (Yoo C201—2 021)
I yB oyl i 4
+12Y5 Y} 21-1Yo1- 1Y021(Y2l+1YB 11— Yoo Y 2-1)
A B c
- 6Y2l—1YB,21—1YZl—1YA,21—1(YZZ—ZYC,ZI—Z =Yy Yc,zz)
C~ 1 A T B T B T
— 6V Yo 1 Yar 1 Y (Yara Y oen — YoV or1)] (3.18)
and
47?2

A
V2 = ———tr |:3Y2l YA 2lY Y5i72[(Y2?+1Yg,2l+1 B YVZ?_lYCT’le_l)

3k2
+12Ys7 1YA,21Y2?YCT*,21—1(Y2fll—2YJ;21—2 - YfllYJ;Ql)
- GYZI?YB 2lYBYj; 21(YZ?+1YCT,21+1 - Y2?—1YCT 2-1)
—6Yy IYA 2lY YC 21— 1(Y2?72Yg,2172 - Yy YB 21)] (3.19)
Note that Vi and V5 can be translated into each other by exchanging Y;l‘ for YQ‘;{1 and Y;lt2 for

Y21?+1‘ Since the rescaling rule (3.2) is written as

Im v 2A Im y2A—-1 Im v 2A Im y2A—-1
q Y, A q Y, A fmq Ym A m4 Ym
VA i1y - —=-"__ Y — Y. —q " — 3.20
21 \/ﬁ \/5 ) 21—1 \/ﬁ \/5 ) 20—2 q \/* \/— 20+1 q \/ﬁ \/5 ) ( )

the above translation corresponds to a translation between Y,24 and Y,24+1.
Therefore, to obtain the scaling limit of V; and Vs, we only need to calculate one of them.
The other one is obtained from the translation.
With the above simplifications, the scaling limit of ‘/b(oi) can be calculated more easily. The
result is
m?(167%)

(XgCX2CX2A 1X2A 1X2B 1X2B 1 XSCX2CX2A 1XQB 1X2A 1XQB—1
2

(¢,m) “*(i,—m) (i,m) “*(i,—m)

+ X201 X320 1X02AX§AX(Zm)X(Z )~ X201 X209~ 1X§AX§BX(Zm)X(Z ") (3:21)

This is just the first term of (2.14]) with the assignment (3.7). To see how the above terms come

from the Extended L-BLG potential, it is convenient to use an expression
m2 AN S AN X KT (3.22)

and substitute ([B.7)) into this term. Then, we obtain ([B.2I]). Note that the result does not
depend on s, because the s-dependent part of M is proportional to A’ and the indices I, J,

and K are antisymmetrized so that s dependent terms are cancelled.
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Similarly, the scaling limit of Vb(i) is given by

(2] (2m -+ ) X3O XA X K21 (X2, K281
R UL AL U SRRSO LB T P S R
—(2m +n)XOTIXZAXZB XA X201 X2

7m7'n]

Cm XXX REARET, X2, )4 m X0 XXX K2

—m-—n

(3.23)

Note that the overall signs of V1(3) and V2(3) are opposite owing to the factors ¢*™ in ([3.20).
B:23) agrees with the second term of (2.14)).

Fermionic sector We have seen the agreement of the bosonic sector. Here, we consider the
fermionic sector of the N' = 4 quiver CS theory and confirm the emergence of the Extended
L-BLG theory. The nontrivial part is the fermionic potential.

In the Extended L-BLG theory, the fermionic interaction term is given by

Mg —

1-
Lint = = (i—m) (Cra NNy + Zw(im))\m (X7 T 1] - (3.24)
Substituting (2.16]) into ([3.24]), we can indeed obtain the fermionic sector of the Dp-brane action.
On the other hand, the fermionic potential of the N' = 4 quiver CS theory is given by

1L B B
Vierm = _Ztr [Yj,mqyf?—l‘l’mil‘l’ffﬁl—l + Yj;,2lf1y21?f1‘1’21h1'372l

B B
+ Yzi,2lY21?\Il2lT71\IIB72l—1 + YAT,21Y21?\I’21T\I’B7QI

A B A B
- Yéz—lyj,Ql—1‘I’B72l—1‘I’2111 - Y§l+1YAT,21+1‘I’B,21‘1’21T
A B A B
— Y5 Yj,zl‘I'BQlH‘I'zlL - Yy Yj,zl‘I'BQl‘I'le
B B
+ 2Y2?1—1Y;,21‘1’A72l‘1’21i1 + 23/2%113/1321—1‘I'A,Zl—l‘l’zzT
A B A B
+ 2Yy Yg,zl‘I’AQlH‘I’mL + 2Y2l+1Yl;2l+1\I]A72l\I]2lT

B A B., A
- 2YAT,21—1Y21—1‘I’QJT‘I’BW - 2Y/T1,21Y2l \I/zzT—ﬂI/B,?lfl
A A
- 2Yj,zzyé?+1‘l’zzl1‘1’3,21 - 2Y,4T1,21+1Y§?‘I'21T‘1’B,21+1

- gABeCDYT

AB _CD
A,21—1\I’C,2171Y;,21—1\I/D,2lfl — ABPy ]

T
A,zzq/CQlYB,zz‘I’DQl

AB CD AB CD
+ 2 "e Yj,gz_l‘l’azl—lyﬂzz%zl+26 € Y/Tx,2l+1‘I’B,21YcT*,21‘I’D72l+1

c D c D
+eapecpYs U5 YE I + eapecp Yy UG VRO

B D C B
— 2eapecn Yyl U VUS| — 2eapecpYs) U5 VPO (3.25)
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where €12 = —¢;5 = 1 and we used doublets

A= (zO wOty vy, = {(-1)tem /AU (—1)le™/AuOT) . (A =1,2) (3.26)

The label [ of ¢® and w® was determined from the following orbifold projection of the n.N x n.N'
ABJM fermions:

0 ¢ 0 w@n—1)
0 ¢® o@D
¢ = 0 RS w® 0 ;
0 (Bn3 .0
¢@n—1) 0 w(@n=3) 0
2= diag(C(Q"), ¢@ ... ,C(Q"_Z)) ’ Wy = diag(w(Q"),w(Z), . ,w(2n—2))' (3.27)

Each ¢ and w® (1=1,2,---,2n) are N x N matrices.
Now, we investigate the scaling limit of ([8.25]). The appropriate rescalings of the fermions

are given by

p® - - oy
o ¢ ‘1’(> TN il NI Ll O RN Ll CORRPR

In analogy with the bosonic potential, after the decomposition Y(‘S = YOAI NxN + ff(f;, the

fermionic potential becomes Viepy, = z P Vf(:rm, where Vf(ezm

contains s Yj fields and (2 — s)

Y fields. Obviously, V% Sanishes in the limit n — oco. Thus, the remaining terms are %

@ ferm erm
2
and Vf o

First, let us consider the v®  term. For simplicity, we consider the case where only the

ferm

0( ) and Yo( ) are nonzero. Then the surviving terms in the limit n — oo are summarized as

ATIm o @)1y () @ (1) oy (D132 g (i g, (2)
a2y Py e e vy P e )
— oy Uy @Phe® et oy Dy P el et (3.29)
After the decomposition of the fermions into the 2-component Majorana spinors as
U A(m) = IXA(m) = XA+4(m)> (3.30)
we obtain various bilinear terms of Xi(m),* , Xg(m)- Using the appropriate Gamma matrices,
the assignment (3.7]), and the identification ¢%;n) = (X{(m)’ e ’Xg(m))’ we can show that these

bilinear terms agree with the first term of (8.24]). The explicit forms of the Gamma matrices are
written in the Appendix.
As for the Vf(elzm term, the situation is the same as the Vb((i) term. In the scaling limit, we

just need to consider whether the index [ of YlA and \I/f‘ is odd or even, namely, we can replace

14



all the ;! (I’ € Z) with Y | or Y. This denotes that the fermion potential of the original
ABJM theory with the additional labels [

2m
Sl TR TVES R 0 PN T ia A OV S o Tk O

+eBOPY L W Y Wp ) — eapepY MUY U 1, (3.31)

and the Vf(elzm term become coincident in the scaling limit. Therefore, using the result in [5]

that the ABJM fermionic potential scales as
VX [X7 T, (3.32)

we can say that the scaling limit of the v term is given by

ferm

7T —
—%¢(m)Xé[XJ7 L] —m)s (3.33)

where Q,Z)E‘Fm) = (Xir(m), e ’Xg(m))' This agrees with the second term of (3.24)).

Therefore, we completely verify the emergence of the Extended L-BLG theory with two
Lorentzian pairs from the scaling limit of the A/ = 4 quiver CS theory. This means that we
obtain a concrete prescription for gaining D3-brane theory from the ABJM theory, because the
Extended L-BLG theory with d = 1 can be reduced to the D3-brane theory.

4 Applications to the other quiver Chern-Simons theories

Thus far, we have only discussed a particular N' = 4 quiver CS theory (222). However, by
orbifolding the ABJM theory, we can obtain infinitely many quiver CS theories. Thus, here, we

apply our scaling limit to various quiver CS theories.

(I) C? x C?/7Z,
The Z, action (Z27) was of the C? x C?/Z, type. As another example of this type, let us

consider the following Z,, orbifolding action:

yl o e2milnyl 2y mmifng2 3 a3 4 4 (4.34)

This preserves N/ = 2 supersymmetry and SU(2) global symmetry. The covariant derivatives

are
D,Z?V = g, 7D 4 z’Affl_l)Z(Ql_l) _ z’Z(”—l)Affl),
DMZ(Ql) — auz(Ql) + ZA;(L2l+1)Z(2l) o ’L.Z(ZZ)ALZI_Z),
DﬂW(Ql*U _ 8ﬂW(2l71) +z’Afl*2>W(2l*1) B z’W@’*l)Affl*U,
D, W = 9, W 4 AGDW D — D @D (4.35)
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Figure 2: Quiver diagram for case (I).

where [ = 1,--- ,n. The Z@) W=D parts are changed from the N = 4 case ([2.23). Figure
is the corresponding quiver diagram.

In this theory, the Chern-Simons term is unchanged from the A = 4 case. Thus, its scaling
limit is completely the same as that of (8.8]). As for the kinetic term, the covariant derivatives

are scaled as

Im Im Im Im
q @ . .4 ) 27 (s 4 2)mgq @2 . .2mq )
DHZ(Ql) - maﬂy(m) + Z\/%[Au(n)’ Y(m—n)] - Van Au(m)YO + Von AL(m)YO )
—Ilm Im Im
q @), 4 @)t 2m(s + 1)mg 3t
DuW—1y — mauy(m) + Zm[Au(n%Y(n—m)] + V2n Aum)Yo

2mg'™ @
i m Yol (4.36)

Again, through the assignments

MO = —2m(X§, X3, X3, X3, X5, X8, X§, X3),
P <sX&7 (s +2)X3, (s + DXG, (s + 1) X5, s X3, (s + 2) X, (s + 1) X5, (s + 1)X§)’
(4.37)

we see that the kinetic term completely agrees with ([B.6). The constraint for the metric of

two-torus is calculated as
G = —5(s + 1)G% + (25 + 1)G" + 872[(XE)* + (X§)?]. (4.38)

The difference from the previous case is an appearance of a term (X3)% + (X§)?. This indicates
that we can cover a larger parameter space of the coupling constant 7 than the N' = 4 quiver

CS theories, as we will see in Section 4.

(IT) C x C3/7Z,
(i) Now, we consider the Zy,, action given by
1’ y2 N e?m‘/Zny27 y3 N 627ri/ny37 y4 N y4. (439)

yl N e27ri/2ny

The quiver CS theory based on this orbifolding also has N' = 2 SUSY and SU(2) global symme-

try. The quiver diagram of this theory is given in Figure Bl The covariant derivatives are given

This is the “chiral orbifold gauge theory” described in [T9].
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Figure 3: Quiver diagram for case (II)-(i).

DHZ(ZZ_U _ aﬂZ(Ql—l) i iAL21—1)Z(21—1) _ iZ(ZZ_l)Al(fl),
DMZ(%) _ auz(ﬂ) + ,iAEL2l71)Z(2l) . iz(Ql)Af?l)’
DﬂW@l’l) _ aﬂW(zlq) i Z-AEL2l+2)W(2l71) _ iW(m’l)Affl’l),
D, W = 9, W 4 AGDW D — jyy Ch A@HD), (4.40)

where [ = 1,--- ,2n. The ZZ) W1 parts are changed from (223]). The Chern-Simons term
is unchanged from the one in (Z22]) except that [ runs 1 to 2n.

In this case, we have to change the scaling limit (3.:2)) slightly. Because we took a Zg,
orbifolding, we must change n to 2n in ([8.2)) and redefine ¢ as ¢ = e . Under this limit, the CS
term of the Extended L-BLG theory is properly derived. The covariant derivatives are scaled as

l

lm lm
) (@) _ 2msmg 2) 27”1 'y,
flm Ilm Ilm
q (3)t q (31 27(s — 1)mgq @3)t
DuWar—1y) — \/4—8 Y(m) \/E[AM(")’ (n—m)] + TAM(W)YO
2mq"™ o)
— i = A Yo (4.41)
Under the identifications
MO = —or(X3, X2, X3, X3, X3, X8, X{, X8),
A= _on (SX(%, sX2, (s — 1)X3, (s + 1) X2, sX2, s X8, (s — DXT, (s + 1)X08), (4.42)
we can show the agreement of kinetic terms. The constraint to the 72 metric is
GM = —5(s + 1)G% + (25 + 1)G" + 872[(X3)? + (XD)?]. (4.43)

Note that we have a degree of freedom that corresponds to tuning [(X3)? + (X{)?] as with the

case (I).

(ii) Next, as another example of the C x C3/Z,, type, we consider the Zg, action given by

yléeZWi/Gny% y2_>627ri/3ny2’ y3%627ri/2ny37 y4_>y4. (444)

17



Figure 4: Quiver diagram for case (II)-(ii).

This orbifold projection also preserves N' = 2 SUSY, but the remaining global symmetry is less
than before. The quiver CS theory obtained from this orbifold action has the following covariant

derivatives,

Dﬂz(?lfl) — aﬂz(ﬂfl) + ,L-AEL2l71)Z(2l71) _ iz(Qlfl)Af?l),
DMZ(Ql) — auz(Ql) + ’L.A;(El_l)Z(Ql) _ Z.Z(ZZ)A;(EI—FZ);
Dﬂw(?lfl) _ auw(ﬂfl) + ’L.AEL2l+4)W(2l71) o iw(Qlfl)AfL?lfl)’
D, W =g, W i AGDWE) — D A@HD) (4.45)

where I =1,--- ,6n. Again, the Z@) W=D parts are changed from (2.23). The corresponding
quiver diagram is given in Figure [l

For the Chern-Simons term, under the scaling limit (8.2]) with n being replaced by 6n, the
agreement between both theories is easily shown as before. For the kinetic term, the covariant
derivatives are scaled as

Im Ilm 27qum

q @ .. 4q @) 2m(s — 1)mg™ @ . , )
DuZn = 5= 0¥y 1= Ao Yo = 5 Anem Y0 ™ + 175 A Yo
—Ilm Im Im
q @t . 4 3t 2m(s — 2)mg (3)
DWWy — \/mauy(m) + Z\/m[Au(n)’Y(n—m)] + 1on Ay Yo
2mg™ (3)f

The agreement of kinetic terms is achieved using the assignment

)\IO = —QW(X&,Xg,Xg,Xé,Xgan’Xg’Xg)’
Nt =~ (X3, (s = 1)XE, (5 = 2)X3, (s + D)X, X5, (s = DXE, (5~ 2)X7, (s + 1)XG).
(4.47)

In this case, the metric of T2 is constrained to satisfy
G = —5(s + 1)G% + (25 + 1)G™ + 872 {(X2)? + (XO)*} + 24 {(X3)* + (X)?}.  (4.48)

Once again, we have a degree of freedom that corresponds to the sum of VEV squared.
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Figure 5: Quiver diagram for case (III).

(I11) C*/Z,
Finally, we consider the C*/Z,, type. When we consider the Z, action given by

y1_>e27ri/ny1’ y2_>e27ri/ny2’ y3_>6727m'/ny3’ y4_>ef27ri/ny4, (449)

N =4 SUSY and SU(2) x SU(2) global symmetry are preserved. The covariant derivatives are
given by
D,z = 9,71 4 z’Afl*l)Z@l*l) B z’Z(”*l)Aff”,
l l . l— l . [ [
D, 2% = 0,7@) + i AQD 70 — 70 4D,
Dﬂw(?lfl) _ auw(ﬂfl) + ,L'AEL2l72)W(2l71) . iw(Qlfl)AfL?qul)’
DLW = 9, W@ 4 AR _ iy A@IHD) (4.50)

where { = 1,--- ,n. In this case, only the Z=1 part is unchanged from 223). The quiver
diagram of this theory is given in Figure [Bl
The CS term and its scaling behaviour are exactly the same as (222]) and (B8.8]), respectively.

On the other hand, the covariant derivatives are scaled as

Im lm

Ilm
q 2) 2) 2msmg @ , .27q" (2)
DuZiany = 720 ) + \/—[Au(n),Y(m_nﬂ—TA( m Yo" 1= A Yo
—Im Im
q @), .4 @)t 2m(s +2)m i, 3t 27“1 @)1
DuWear1y = == =0 ) +Z%[Au(n)ay(n_m)] = ¢ Apm) Yo NG —= A Yo
—Im lm lm Im
q (@)t @ 2m(s +2)mq @i .27mq ()t
DuWeay = =7 0n¥ ) + T[Aum)aY(nfm)] T Yo - ZWAL(MYO :
(4.51)
Using the identifications
MO = —or(xt, x2, X3, X3, X5, X8, X§, X8),
UL (ng, sX2, (s +2)X3, (s + 2) X4, X3, X8, (s + 2)XT, (s + 2)X§), (4.52)

we can show that the kinetic term of the Extended L-BLG theory emerges precisely. Therefore,

the T2 metric is limited to satisfy

G = —s(s +2)G% + (25 + 2)GL. (4.53)
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In this section, we checked the emergence of the Extended L-BLG theory from the various
quiver CS theories for the kinetic and CS terms. Naively, whenever an additional circle exists,
independently of how to realize it, the Extended L-BLG theory and D3-brane theory are expected
to emerge. Therefore, it is just conceivable that independently of how the further Z,, orbifolding
acts on C*/Z;,, namely, regardless of the remaining SUSY and global symmetry, the orbifolded
ABJM theories lead us to the Extended L-BLG theory from our scaling procedure. All the
examples we have studied display positive signs for this expectation. Further research in this

direction may be interesting.

5 T? compactification and SL(2,7) transformations

We have seen the emergence of the Extended Lorentzian BLG theory from the scaling limit of
quiver Chern-Simons theories. Our procedure realizes ordinary 72 compactification. However,
starting from the orbifolded ABJM theory, the resultant metric of two-torus G482 (A, B = 0,1)
is constrained. This means that after the reduction to the D3-brane theory, the realizable
parameter region of the complexified coupling constant 7 is also limited. In this section, we
focus on this constraint and a realization of SL(2,Z) transformations.

In section 2, we have seen that the Extended L-BLG theory with d = 1 is reduced to the
D3-brane worldvolume theory through the Higgs mechanism. The gauge sector of the resultant

D3-brane action is given by

1 dy o dy
FF = 4G00 /2_7T gHE 8G00 / FF
= — Im(7)F? + —R FF 1

where

F2:F2 —|—2g11Fﬂ1FH1,
= (4y/ g1 e Fi Fy. (5.2)

Thus, the complexified coupling constant 7 is represented as

G gu GOo1Y 2
R +Z\/ O <_GOO> . (5.3)
Note that we have chosen k£ = 1.

In the previous section, we have seen that the 7?2 metric

GAPB is constrained to satisfy a

certain relation. Now, we substitute these constraints into (5.3]) and investigate the parameter

space of 7 and the SL(2,Z) transformations.
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(I) N =4

First, we consider the N/ = 4 case. Substituting ([3.7)) into (5.3]), we obtain

GOl GOl Go1
T:—@+Z\/—<@—S> [@—(54‘1)]’ (5'4)
where
GO XR)P+ (X + (XR) 4+ (X 55)
G~ ° (x5 | |

This denotes that in a fixed s, namely, in certain linear combinations of the gauge fields (B.1),
the realizable parameter space of 7 is limited to the one that depends on only one real parameter,
the ratio of the VEVs G /G%. Remarkably, s appears in 7 only through the real part. When
we shift s as s — s+a (a € Z), 7 changes as 7 — 7+a. Therefore, the linear combinations of the
gauge fields and the T-transformations have one-to-one correspondence. This is an extension
of the work in [I5]. This correspondence also works in all the other examples (I), (II), (III) in
Section 4.
If we define 7 = x + iy, the realizable region of the coupling 7 is represented as

25+1\> , 1

This is an upper part of a circle of radius 1/2 whose center depends on the combinations of
gauge fields.
Similarly, if we consider the constraint (4.53]), the realizable parameter space of 7 is repre-

sented as
(+s+1)°+32=1. (5.7)

Again, 7 becomes a one parameter curve.
In both cases, even if we move all the values of VEVs X{ and indices s (s € Z), we cannot

cover the full parameter space of the complex structure moduli 7.

(I) N =2
In the N' = 2 case, the situation slightly changes. Now, 7 is represented as
g_¢ (G -) [S -] 44, 65)
where
8r2((X3)2 + (X0)?1/G0 for (@38,
A= 8r2(XE)? + (X])%]/G0 for @),  (59)
2

B {(X5)? + (X0)*} + 24n*{(X5)* + (X()*}]/G*  for [@AR).
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Now, owing to the existence of the term A, we can move a larger region of the complex structure

7 than in the N/ = 4 case. The realizable region of 7 is represented as

25+ 1) 1
(x—i— 5 >+y2:Z+A. (5.10)

Compared with case (I), we can change a radius of a circle by tuning A. Therefore, moving all
the values of allowed z (= —G%/G"), s (s € Z), and A, we can realize the parameter space of
7 more widely. Hence, it seems that the one parameter dependence of 7 in the previous case is
the reflection of the fact that 3d N' =4 SUSY is very restricted.

Finally, we comment on the A term. Because A is bounded above, again the whole region
of the complex structure moduli cannot be reproduced. Naively, even if we consider the Z,
action that preserves no supersymmetry, the situation seems to be unchanged. This is slightly

mysterious and more work is required.

6 Conclusion and discussion

In this paper, we have explicitly shown that the BLG theory with two Lorentzian pairs is
derived by taking a scaling limit of an A/ = 4 quiver Chern-Simons theory, which is obtained by
orbifolding the ABJM action. In this scaling limit, the VEVs are taken to be large compared
with the fluctuating traceless components. Therefore, M2-branes are located far from the origin
of the orbifold C*/(Zy,, x Zy). Then, taking n — oo simultaneously, we effectively realize a
standard T2 compactification. This is why the Extended L-BLG theory emerges.

Since the Extended L-BLG theory can be reduced to the Dp-brane worldvolume theory via
the Higgs mechanism, our scaling procedure has useful applications for deriving Dp-branes from
the ABJM theory. In this paper, we consider only the D3-brane case. We also investigate the
scaling limit of various quiver CS theories and confirm that the kinetic and CS terms of the
Extended L-BLG theory correctly emerge. Remarkably, it is found that the resulting D3-brane
theory covers a larger region in the parameter space of the coupling constant 7 than in the
N = 4 case. In both cases, however, we cannot realize an entire region of the complex structure
moduli. Naively, this situation seems to be unchanged even if we consider the non-SUSY case.
This is slightly mysterious and more work is required.

There are some directions for further generalizations of this work. One direction is to un-
derstand the d > 2 case. Although we consider only the d = 1 case in this paper, it seems that
the more we orbifold the ABJM theory, the higher dimensional D-brane theory can be obtained.
Moreover, it is just conceivable that independently of how Z,, orbifolding acts on C*/Zj, the
orbifolded ABJM theory might lead to the Extended L-BLG theory (and Dp-brane theory via
the Higgs mechanism) through our scaling procedure. Because the Extended L-BLG theory does
not succeed in explaining several background fields in the d > 2 case, the understanding from
the ABJM side may shed light on this problem. The generalization to M2-branes on general

background is also interesting.
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A Gamm

a Matrices

The explicit forms of the antisymmetrized I matrices that we used in Section 3 are

g =

' =

g =

['s3 =

['sg =

—i0
io2
—io?
—io?
—io?
ol
ol
10
gl
io?
—io?
—io?
gl
—I
g3
0.3
I
—io?
—ic?
—1i0
-
ol
—io?

Iy =

I'sy =

sy =

(A1)

They indeed satisfy the consistency conditions as I'1oT'13 + I'1319 = —(T'2I's 4+ I'sy) = 0.
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