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Abstract

We derive the conditions for the one-loop contribution to the cosmological constant to be

exponentially suppressed in a class of heterotic string compactifications with three generations

of chiral matter, where supersymmetry is spontaneously broken à la Scherk-Schwarz. Using

techniques of partial unfolding based on the Hecke congruence subgroup Γ0(2) of the modular

group to extract the leading asymptotics, we show that the super no-scale condition nB = nF

between the degeneracies of massless bosons nB and fermions nF in the full string spectrum is

necessary but not sufficient, and needs to be supplemented by additional conditions which we

identify. We use these results to construct three-generation Pati–Salam models with interesting

phenomenological characteristics.
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1 Introduction

Supersymmetry may be spontaneously broken within a fully-fledged string theory setup admitting

an exact worldsheet description via coordinate-dependent compactifications [1–4], which essentially

realise the stringy analogue of the Scherk-Schwarz mechanism [5, 6]. This involves coupling a boost

of the fermionic charge lattice of the theory with an accompanying shift along a 1-cycle of the

compactification space. Alternatively, it may be reformulated as a freely-acting Z2 orbifold, involving

the spacetime fermion parity (−1)F , together with an order-two shift along a compact dimension,

the characteristic size R of which controls the breaking scale m3/2 ∼ 1/R.

The resulting string spectrum contains scalars with moduli-dependent masses, which may po-

tentially become tachyonic when the Scherk-Schwarz radius is close to the string scale R ∼
√
α′,

signalling a tree-level destabilisation of the theory [7–12]. Working in regions R �
√
α′ of moduli

space sufficiently away from the string scale typically secures the absence of tachyonic modes, al-

though a suitable stabilisation mechanism is still required. A further discrepancy arises from the

fact that the cosmological constant receives sizeable contributions in contradiction with its observed

value. This is because the effective potential Veff of the theory is no longer super-protected and

receives quantum corrections at all loop orders. Hence, although the tree-level theory is a no-scale

model with a vanishing minimum of the potential [13], radiative corrections spoil this property al-

ready at one loop and induce a non-trivial back-reaction. Setting α′ = 1 and at sufficiently large

radius, the one-loop contribution takes the generic form [14],

Veff ' −
N

R4
+O(e−λR) , (1.1)

where N is a constant proportional to the degeneracies of the massless string spectrum and λ a

positive constant of order one. It is then easy to see that, even if we set the compactification radius

R to the TeV range and N ∼ 1, the observed value of the cosmological constant is overshot by more

than 30 orders of magnitude.

Actually, exceptions to this largely universal behaviour exist. On the one hand, there are examples

of non-supersymmetric theories where the one-loop vacuum energy vanishes [15–19]. On the other

hand, there are theories where only the coefficient of the power law term in (1.1) vanishes identically,

in which case the one-loop contribution to the effective potential is exponentially suppressed. Such

theories where the no-scale properties are effectively extended to the one-loop level were termed

“super no-scale” models in recent works [20–23]. The corresponding condition N = 0 was further

interpreted as the requirement nB − nF = 0 of having an equal number of bosonic and fermionic

states in the massless spectrum of the theory.

In previous work [21], this scenario was realised in terms of 4d orbifold compactifications with

chiral matter and spontaneously broken N = 1 → 0 supersymmetry à la Scherk-Schwarz, in a

simple setup involving SO(10) gauge symmetry. There, explicit examples were presented where the

one-loop contribution is indeed positive, but exponentially suppressed. In recent work [23, 24], we

extended this program by introducing string constructions that further break the gauge symmetry
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to the Pati-Salam level, while preserving the super no-scale property nB = nF . In the same work,

the universal features of the one-loop potential were investigated and the mismatch in the Bose-

Fermi degeneracy of the first massive mode was identified as a parameter controlling the positivity

of the one-loop potential. Nevertheless, physical states in these constructions were characterised by

a multiplicity of 4, which can be traced back to the fact that in each twisted sector, the orbifold

shifts exchanged two pairs of fixed points from each of the two twisted 2-tori, hence, always leaving

4 invariant combinations. As a result, chiral matter states in those models were also constrained to

occur in multiples of 4, thereby precluding the possibility of constructing three-generation models.

The aim of the present letter is twofold. Namely, we wish to investigate the structure of the

one-loop potential in more generic setups in which the combined orbifold action shuffles all fixed

points in each 2-torus, to precisely remove the extra multiplicities. We will show that the condition

nB−nF = 0 considered so far in the string literature [20–23,25–35], albeit necessary, is not sufficient

to guarantee an exponential suppression of the one-loop potential at large radii, but rather needs

to be supplemented by additional conditions. Furthermore, we will show that a suitable extension

of the construction of [23] to super no-scale models with Pati-Salam gauge symmetry [36] and 3

generations of chiral matter is possible, and we will illustrate the analysis of the extended super

no-scale conditions with explicit constructions.

2 Super No-Scale Conditions

We consider heterotic orbifold compactifications on (T 2 × T 2 × T 2)/Γ, where the orbifold group Γ

is a suitable product of Z2 factors. We organize the latter into a product of three orbifold factors

Γ = Γ1×Γ2×Γ3. Here Γ1 = Z2 realises the Scherk-Schwarz breaking of supersymmetry by acting1 as

(−1)F δ2, where F is the spacetime fermion number and δ2 is an order-2 shift along a non-trivial cycle

of T 6 which, for concreteness, is taken along the first 2-torus. Furthermore, we identify Γ2 = Z2×Z2

with the non-freely acting orbifold preserving N = 1 supersymmetry and with standard embedding

on the gauge degrees of freedom. Finally, Γ3 preserves all supercharges of the theory and encodes

model-dependent aspects of the construction. In particular, it may contain any additional Z2 factors

involving translations along the remaining five toroidal directions, twists of the Kac-Moody currents

or parity insertions thereof.

The modular partition function of a generic model in this setup can be cast in the form

Z =
1

|Γ1|
∑

H1,G1∈Γ1

1

|Γ2|
∑

(h1,h2)
(g1,g2)

∈Γ2

1

|Γ3|
∑

(H2,...)
(G2,...)

∈Γ3

1

2

∑
a,b=0,1

(−1)Ξ
Λ
[
a , hi
b , gi

]
η4

Γ
(1)
2,2

[
H1 , H2

G1 , G2

∣∣h1
g1

]
η2η̄2

Ẑ
[
hi ,...
gi ,...

]
η6η̄22

, (2.1)

where H1, (h1, h2) and H2 label the orbifold sectors of Γ1,Γ2 and of a Z2 ⊂ Γ3, respectively, while the

summation over G1, (g1, g2) and G2 imposes the corresponding projections. Additional parameters

labelling the sectors and imposing the projections of any remaining Z2 factors in Γ3 are not displayed

1This may be potentially supplemented by additional parity operators associated to the Kac-Moody algebra.
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explicitly but denoted as ellipses. Λ/η4 is the contribution of the worldsheet fermions of the left-

moving (RNS) sector of the theory, while Γ
(1)
2,2/η

2η̄2 is the (2,2) twisted/shifted lattice encoding the

contribution of the Scherk-Schwarz 2-torus with Kähler modulus T and complex structure U . In

particular, this 2-torus is twisted by the first Z2 ⊂ Γ2 factor, ascribed to (h1, g1), which acts as a

π rotation on both its coordinates. Importantly, the same 2-torus is also shifted by δ2 ∈ Γ1 and,

independently, by Z2 ⊂ Γ3, which act as a momentum shift along the first torus direction, and as a

winding shift along the second, respectively. Note that, as described in the introduction, the presence

of two independent shifts is necessary in order to remove the mod 4 multiplicity of states that would

have otherwise been present2.

The contributions of the remaining two 2-tori, together with those of the right-moving Kac-Moody

degrees of freedom, are absorbed into Ẑ, modulo their oscillator contributions which we display

explicitly. Indeed, we group the latter, together with the non-compact bosons of 4d spacetime, into

the factor 1/η6η̄22 involving the Dedekind η(τ)-functions, where τ = τ1 + iτ2 is the complex structure

of the worldsheet torus.

Without loss of generality, the phase can be decomposed as Ξ = a+b+aG1+bH1+H1G1+Φ, with

the linear terms encoding spin statistics and imposing the usual GSO projection via the summation

over spin structures, whereas the modular invariant term aG1 + bH1 +H1G1 couples the fermionic R-

symmetry charges to the Scherk-Schwarz shift, necessary for the realization of the Γ1 action. Possible

discrete torsion or additional parity insertions may be implemented by a suitable choice of Φ, which

is of course model dependent.

The sum over spin structures may be readily performed using the modified Riemann identity

1

2

∑
a,b=0,1

(−1)a(1+G1)+b(1+H1)Λ
[
a , hi
b , gi

]
= θ
[

1+H1

1+G1

]
θ
[

1+H1+h1
1+G1+g1

]
θ
[

1+H1+h2
1+G1+g2

]
θ
[

1+H1−h1−h2
1+G1−g1−g2

]
, (2.2)

where the r.h.s. is expressed in terms of Jacobi theta constants with characteristics. In the sector

H1 = G1 = 0 where Γ1 trivializes, one recovers N = 1 supersymmetry and the partition function

vanishes due to the presence of θ1 in (2.2). Restricting our attention to (H1, G1) 6= (0, 0), we note a

similar vanishing of the partition function also in the sector (H1, G1) = (h1, g1), which reflects the

fact that this sector effectively enjoys the partial spontaneous breaking N = 2→ 1. However, in all

remaining sectors (H1, G1) /∈ {(0, 0), (h1, g1)}, the Scherk-Schwarz torus is simultaneously twisted and

shifted and the corresponding lattice Γ
(1)
2,2 vanishes identically, unless the twist trivializes. Therefore,

only the sector h1 = g1 = 0 where the Scherk-Schwarz torus is untwisted leads to a non-vanishing

contribution to the one-loop potential and the partition function may be then cast in the general

form

Z =
1

4

∑
(H1,G1)
(H2,G2)

∈Z2

Ψ
[
H1 , H2

G1 , G2

]
(τ, τ̄) Γ

(1),shift
2,2

[
H1 , H2

G1 , G2

]
(T, U ; τ, τ̄) . (2.3)

2Each of the two twisted 2-tori present in each sector would leave 2 invariant states after modding by Γ1 × Γ2,

corresponding to the symmetric combinations associated to each of the two pairs of fixed points exchanged under

δ2 ∈ Γ1. Introducing an indepedent shift in Γ3 exchanges them and leaves only one invariant state from each 2-torus.
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Here Γ
(1),shift
2,2 is the shifted lattice of modular weight (1,1) associated to the Scherk-Schwarz torus,

Γ
(1),shift
2,2

[
H1 , H2

G1 , G2

]
(T, U ; τ, τ̄) =

∑
mi,ni∈Z

eiπ(G1m1+G2n2) q
1
4
|PL|2 q̄

1
4
|PR|2 , (2.4)

involving a momentum shift along the first direction and winding shift along the second. Using

standard notation, q = e2πiτ denotes the nome, while the complexified lattice momenta

PL =
m2 + H2

2
− Um1 + T (n1 + H1

2
+ Un2)

√
T2U2

, PR =
m2 + H2

2
− Um1 + T̄ (n1 + H1

2
+ Un2)

√
T2U2

, (2.5)

are expressed in terms of the complex T, U moduli, and the momentum (resp. winding) numbers mi

(resp. ni) run over all integer values. The particular choice for the embedding of the shifts into the

(2,2) lattice in (2.4) is clearly not the most general one. It is, however, sufficient for the purposes

of our discussion as well as convenient for rewritting the theories using the framework of the Free

Fermionic Formulation (FFF) [37–39] later on.

All remaining contributions are assembled into the non-holomorphic modular form Ψ of modular

weight (−2,−2). Note that Z itself carries modular weight (−1,−1), since we have not included the

contribution (2π
√
τ2)−2 of non-compact bosonic zero modes. Taking the latter into account, we can

write the one-loop contribution to the effective potential as the modular integral

V = − 1

2(2π)4

∫
F

d2τ

τ 2
2

Z

τ2

, (2.6)

with F = SL(2;Z)\H being the fundamental domain of the modular group and H the upper half-

plane. The integral is finite, provided one works in non-tachyonic regions of moduli space. This

will be the case for our analysis, since we are interested in studying the behavior of the effective

potential when the volume of the Scherk-Schwarz 2-torus is sufficiently larger than the string scale.

The analytic computation of (2.6), however, is a daunting task, since the integrand involves a weak

non-holomorphic modular form with exponential growth at the cusp, ascribed to the presence of the

protograviton term 2/q̄, as well as similar terms associated to other unphysical tachyons which are

typically present in the Fourier expansion of Z. Here, we are interested only in extracting the leading

asymptotics in the large volume limit in order to derive the conditions for exponential suppression.

Following [40,41], we first decompose the sum (2.3) into three independent orbits of Γ0(2)\SL(2;Z)

τ−1
2 Z =

∑
α∈{I,II,III}

∑
γ∈Γ0(2)\SL(2;Z)

Zα

∣∣∣
0
γ , (2.7)

where Γ0(2) ⊂ SL(2;Z) is the Hecke congruence subgroup of the modular group, and |0γ is the

Petersson slash operator acting on the Γ0(2) modular functions Zα, given by

ZI =
1

4
τ−1

2 Ψ
[

0 , 0
1 , 0

]
Γ

(1),shift
2,2

[
0 , 0
1 , 0

]
, ZII =

1

4
τ−1

2 Ψ
[

0 , 0
1 , 1

]
Γ

(1),shift
2,2

[
0 , 0
1 , 1

]
,

ZIII =
1

2
τ−1

2 Ψ
[

0 , 1
1 ,+

]
Γ

(1),shift
2,2

[
0 , 1
1 ,+

]
+

1

2
τ−1

2 Ψ
[

0 , 1
1 ,−

]
Γ

(1),shift
2,2

[
0 , 1
1 ,−

]
.

(2.8)

In the latter, we defined the combinations Ψ
[

0 , 1
1 ,±

]
= 1

2
(Ψ
[

0 , 1
1 , 0

]
±Ψ

[
0 , 1
1 , 1

]
) and, similarly for the shifted

lattice, Γ
(1),shift
2,2

[
0 , 1
1 ,±

]
= 1

2
(Γ

(1),shift
2,2

[
0 , 1
1 , 0

]
± Γ

(1),shift
2,2

[
0 , 1
1 , 1

]
). Each orbit may now independently be used
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to partially unfold F

− 2(2π)4V =
∑

α∈{I,II,III}

∫
F0(2)

d2τ

τ 2
2

Zα , (2.9)

where each integration is now over the fundamental domain F0(2) = Γ0(2)\H of Γ0(2). Each of these

integrals may be computed by Poisson-resumming the corresponding lattice

Γ
(1),shift
2,2

[
H1 , H2

G1 , G2

]
(T, U ; τ, τ̄) =

T2

τ2

∑
mi,ni∈Z

e
iπ(0,1)A(G2

H2
)+2πiT̄ det(A)− πT2

τ2U2
|(1,U)A(τ1)|2 , (2.10)

with A =

(
n1 + H1

2
m1 − G1

2

n2 m2

)
, and utilise its decomposition into Γ0(2) orbits in order to unfold

F0(2) to the strip or upper half-plane [42,43]. Indeed, we first expand

Ψ
[
H1 , H2

G1 , G2

]
(τ, τ̄) =

∑
∆,∆̄

C
[
H1 , H2

G1 , G2

]
(∆, ∆̄) q∆ q̄∆̄ , (2.11)

according to the conformal weights (∆, ∆̄) of the theory, where C
[
H1 , H2

G1 , G2

]
(∆, ∆̄) counts the number

of bosonic minus the number of fermionic states with the given weights in each
[
H1 , H2

G1 , G2

]
sector. It is

then clear that the non-degenerate orbit det(A) 6= 0 always integrates into a modified Bessel function

of the second kind and, hence, leads to exponentially suppressed contributions in T2. Different is

the case of the degenerate orbit det(A) = 0, which can instead give rise to power law suppression3,

provided it is integrated against the constant term C
[
H1 , H2

G1 , G2

]
(0, 0) ≡ C

[
H1 , H2

G1 , G2

]
in the q, q̄-expansion

of eq. (2.11). By inspecting (2.8), it is also straightforward to see that we can safely drop the second

term in ZIII, since it projects onto odd n2-windings and, hence, also integrates to exponentially

suppressed contributions.

Using the degenerate orbits to unfold F0(2), the problem is reduced to the evaluation of integrals

over the half-infinite strip Γ∞\H, where Γ∞ is the stabiliser of the cusp at∞. Gathering the various

pieces together, we find the power-suppressed contribution to the one-loop effective potential at large

volume

Veff = − 63

2(2π)4 T 2
2

[
1

2

∑
H2,G2∈Z2

(−1)H2C
[

0 , H2

1 , G2

]
E?
∞(3;U) +

1

8

∑
G2∈Z2

C
[

0 , 1
1 , G2

]
E?
∞(3; 2U)

]
+ . . . , (2.12)

where E?
∞(s; z) is the zero weight, completed, non-holomorphic Eisenstein series4 of Γ0(2) associated

to the cusp at ∞

E?
∞(s; z) =

1

2
ζ?(2s)

∑
γ∈Γ∞\Γ0(2)

(Im z)s
∣∣∣
0
γ =

1

2
ζ?(2s)

∑
c,d∈Z

(2c,d)=1

(Im z)s

|2cz + d|2s
, (2.13)

ζ?(s) = π−s/2 Γ(s/2)ζ(s) is the completed Riemann zeta function, and the ellipses in (2.12) denote

exponentially suppressed terms. The constraint (2c, d) = 1 on the r.h.s. of (2.13) restricts the

summation to coprime pairs.

3The orbit A = 0 could only arise from the term H1 = G1 = 0 and, hence, gives a vanishing contribution due to

supersymmetry, i.e. Ψ
[
0 , H2

0 , G2

]
= 0.

4See, for instance, [40] and references therein.
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It is now straightforward to read off the super no-scale conditions relevant for our setup. Clearly,

(2.12) is suppressed in the volume by a universal T−2
2 power, as expected also from dimensional argu-

ments. The U -modulus dependence, however, appears as a sum of two independent Γ0(2)-Eisenstein

series of different arguments. Hence, in order to achieve an exponentially suppressed contribution

at large T2, the elimination of the inverse power-law behaviour requires that the coefficients of both

Eisenstein series in (2.12) vanish independently. Taking a suitable linear combination of these coef-

ficients, and including also the sector H1 = G1 = 0 which anyway vanishes by supersymmetry, we

can express the two independent conditions compactly as Σ(0) = Σ(1) = 0, where

Σ(H2) ≡ 1

4

∑
G1,G2=0,1

C
[

0 , H2

G1 , G2

]
, H2 = 0, 1 . (2.14)

It is now straightforward to interpret both conditions as constraints on the massless spectrum of the

theory. The first condition Σ(0) = 0, picks the untwisted sector H1 = H2 = 0 under both freely

acting Z2’s, projects it onto invariant states by summing over G1, G2, and finally imposes that the

resulting degeneracy of massless bosonic states equal that of massless fermionic ones. It is clear that

sectors twisted under either of those Z2’s will acquire lattice masses, as can be seen by inspection of

the mass formula M2(Γ
(1)
2,2) = 1

2
(|PL|2 + |PR|2) and the Hamiltonian representation eqs. (2.4), (2.5).

As a result, Σ(0) = nB − nF = 0 is really a condition on the full massless spectrum of the theory,

and is identified with the super no-scale condition known in the string literature. Notice that these

massless states are actually accompanied by an infinite tower of light BPS states with ∆ = ∆̄ = 0 and

masses M2(Γ
(1)
2,2) = |m2 − Um1|2/T2U2, which tend to become massless in the infinite volume limit

T2 → ∞. Integrating out these states produces the familiar power law suppression of the one-loop

potential. As a result, the condition Σ(0) = 0 essentially eliminates their contribution, by exactly

balancing the degeneracy of their ground states between bosons and fermions.

The second condition Σ(1) = 0 instead picks the sector H1 = 0, H2 = 1, projects it onto invariant

states, and imposes a similar cancellation between the degeneracies of bosonic and fermionic BPS

states with ∆ = ∆̄ = 0. These states are no longer massless, since the H2 = 1 twist gives a non-trivial

contribution to lattice masses M2(Γ
(1)
2,2) = |m2 + 1

2
−Um1|2/T2U2. Again, these are states that remain

light at large volume and become massless in the asymptotic limit T2 →∞ where supersymmetry is

restored. This second condition is not trivial, and essentially requires that the contribution of this

BPS tower of light states also cancels out.

An alternative way to derive these conditions is to realise that, for the purposes of extracting

the power law suppression, our unfolding procedure effectively amounts to the strip integral of the

constant modes ∆ = ∆̄ = 0 in Ψ against the shifted Narain lattice at vanishing windings ni = H1 = 0.

This is automatically level matched PL = PR and the result takes the familiar Schwinger form

Veff = − 1

2(2π)4

∑
H2=0,1

1

4

∑
G1,G2∈Z2

C
[

0 , H2

G1 , G2

] ∫
Γ∞\H

d2τ

τ 2
2

∑
P∈Λ2,2

(−1)m1 e−πτ2M
2
BPS + . . . , (2.15)

where M2
BPS = |m2 + H2

2
− Um1|2/T2U2 is the BPS mass. It is then straightforward to see that the

H2 = 0 and H2 = 1 sectors integrate into different automorphic functions of the residual T-duality

6



group and the cancellation of the volume suppressed term implies precisely the two independent

conditions Σ(0) = Σ(1) = 0. The super no-scale condition should hence be stated as the requirement

that, in addition to the matching of degeneracies of massless bosons and fermions, also light massive

states that become massless in the infinite volume limit must also enjoy a similar matching.

3 Application in a Class of Pati–Salam Models

In this section we would like to construct explicit examples of chiral three-generation heterotic com-

pactifications with spontaneously broken supersymmetry à la Scherk–Schwarz and exponentially

suppressed one-loop contribution to the effective potential. To this purpose, we investigate a class of

heterotic string models with Pati–Salam SU(4)×SU(2)L×SU(2)R gauge symmetry [36,44–46]. Fol-

lowing [21,23] we first employ the FFF to define our models and analyse their spectra (c.f. [47–50]),

and then we map them to orbifold compactifications in order to implement Scherk–Schwarz super-

symmetry breaking and study the moduli dependence of the effective potential.

In the FFF, the class of Pati–Salam models under consideration is defined by a basis set of 13

vectors of boundary conditions for world-sheet fermions

v1 = 1 = {ψµ, χ1,...,6, y1,...,6, ω1,...,6|ȳ1,...,6, ω̄1,...,6, η̄1,2,3, ψ̄1,...,5, φ̄1,...,8} ,

v2 = S = {ψµ, χ1,...,6} , v2+i = ei = {yi, ωi|ȳi, ω̄i} , i = 1, . . . , 6 ,

v9 = b1 = {χ34, χ56, y3, y4, y5, y6|ȳ3, ȳ4, ȳ5, ȳ6, ψ̄1,...,5, η̄1} ,

v10 = b2 = {χ12, χ56, y1, y2, y5, y6|ȳ1, ȳ2, ȳ5, ȳ6, ψ̄1,...,5, η̄2} ,

v11 = z1 = {φ̄1,...,4} , v12 = z2 = {φ̄5,...,8} , v13 = α = {ψ̄4,5, φ̄1,2} ,

(3.1)

and a set of phases, cij = c
[
vi
vj

]
= ±1, i ≤ j = 1, . . . , 13, associated with generalised GSO (GGSO)

projections. In the notation of (3.1), a world-sheet fermion f transforms as f → − exp(iπα(f)), α ∈
(−1,+1] , when parallel transported along a non-contractible loop of the torus; included fermions

are periodic while all the rest are antiperiodic. In this language, the basis vectors {1, S, e1, . . . , e6}
describe an N = 4 supersymmetric model with SO(32) gauge symmetry. Vectors b1, b2 are associ-

ated with Z2 × Z2 orbifold twists that break supersymmetry to N = 1 and the gauge symmetry to

SO(10)×U(1)3×SO(18) and vectors z1, z2 further reduce gauge symmetry to SO(10)×U(1)3×SO(8)2.

The last vector α is utilised to break the SO(10) to the Pati–Salam gauge group. For generic choices

of the GGSO projections this class comprises a huge number of 2
13(13−1)

2
+1 ∼ 6× 1023 heterotic string

models that exhibit G = SU(4) × SU(2)L × SU(2)R × U(1)3 × SU(2)4 × SO(8) gauge symmetry.

Chiral fermion generations transforming as (4,2,1)+
(
4,1,2

)
under SU(4)×SU(2)L×SU(2)R arise

from the sectors S+bα+p ei+q ej+r ek+s el, where p, q, r, s = {0, 1}, a = 1, 2, 3, with b3 = b1 +b2 +x

and x = 1 + S +
∑6

i=1 ei + z1 + z2. Pati–Salam gauge symmetry breaking Higgs scalars transform-

ing as (4,1,2) /
(
4,1,2

)
come from the sectors bα + p ei + q ej + r ek + s el and Standard Model

Higgs fields accommodated in (1,2,2) stem from bα + x+ p ei + q ej + r ek + s el. Sectors of the form

(S+)ba+p ei+q ej+r ek+s el+α(+z1)(+x) give rise to fractionally charged exotic states transforming

in the (4,1,1) /
(
4,1,1

)
and (1,1,2) / (1,2,1) representations of the Pati–Salam gauge group.
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We restrict our attention to a subset of these models by imposing a set of conditions on the GGSO

phases related to a minimal set of requirements. These include: (i) Spontaneous breaking of super-

symmetry via the Scherk–Schwarz mechanism, translated in the FFF to c[Se1 ] = +1 supplemented by

a set of intricate relationships between the GGSO phases; (ii) Absence of tachyons in the physical

spectrum of the models; (iii) Presence of at least 3 complete Pati–Salam fermion generations in the

massless spectrum; (iv) Existence of at least one massless copy of the Pati–Salam and Standard-

Model gauge symmetry breaking Higgs bosons; (v) No enhancement of the Pati–Salam part of the

gauge symmetry; (vi) Appearance of fractionally charged exotic massless states, common in such

compactification schemes [51–55], as vector-like pairs. (vii) The two conditions Σ(H2) = 0, H2 = 0, 1

as defined in (2.14), that guarantee the exponential suppression of the one-loop contributions to the

cosmological constant in the large volume regime, T2 � 1, along the lines described in [23].

The detailed formulation of the above criteria in terms of the GGSO coefficients follows the

procedure outlined in [23], with slight adjustments owed to the modification of the basis vectors,

and will not be repeated here. After expressing all these constraints in terms of GGSO phases, it

turns out that 19 GGSO coefficients are irrelevant to our analysis and can be safely ignored. These

include the phases c[11] and c[1S] which amount to conventions, c[Sb1 ], c[
S
b2

] and c[b1b2 ] which flip the overall

chirality, as well as the phases c[1ei ], i = 1, . . . , 6, c[1b1,2 ], c[
1
z1,2

], c[
e1,2
b2

] and c[
e3,4
b1

] which do not enter

into the associated equations. Altogether, we are left with 259 ∼ 5.8× 1017 in principle distinct non

supersymmetric Pati–Salam string models.

To impose the spontaneous supersymmetry breaking and super no-scale conditions, as well as in

order to study moduli-dependent aspects of the one-loop potential, we shall map the FFF models to

their orbifold representation. Although the analysis closely follows that of [21], the difference now

is that the free worldsheet fermions can no longer be complexified, due to the boundary condition

vectors (3.1) explicitly involving all six v2+i. To this end, we briefly outline the mapping procedure.

The orbifold partition function corresponding to the free fermion basis (3.1) is of the general form

(2.1), with the left-moving fermion contribution being

Λ
[
a , hi
b , gi

]
= ϑ

[
a
b

]
ϑ
[
a+h1
b+g1

]
ϑ
[
a+h2
b+g2

]
ϑ
[
a−h1−h2
b−g1−g2

]
, (3.2)

and the right-moving one, dressed with the remaining two lattices, being

Ẑ
[
k ,ρ ,hi ,H ,H′ ,Hi
` ,σ ,gi ,G ,G′ ,Gi

]
=ϑ̄
[
k
`

]3
ϑ̄
[
k+H′

`+G′

]
ϑ̄
[
k−H′
`−G′

]
ϑ̄
[
k+h1
`+g1

]
ϑ̄
[
k+h2
`+g2

]
ϑ̄
[
k−h1−h2
`−g1−g2

]
×ϑ̄
[
ρ
σ

]2
ϑ̄
[
ρ+H′

σ+G′

]
ϑ̄
[
ρ−H′
σ−G′

]
ϑ̄
[
ρ+H
σ+G

]4
Γ

(2)
2,2

[
H3 , H4

G3 , G4

∣∣h2
g2

]
Γ

(3)
2,2

[
H5 , H6

G5 , G6

∣∣h1+h2
g1+g2

]
,

(3.3)

and with the understanding that the additional Z2 sums associated to (k, `), (ρ, σ), (H,G), (H ′, G′),

(Hi, Gi) are included into the Γ3 orbifold factor5. Specifically, the sum over (k, `) realises the first E8

and (ρ, σ) the second E8 lattice of the E8 × E8 heterotic string, respectively. (hi, gi) break the first

E8 factor to E6 × U(1)3, while (H,G) breaks the hidden (second) E8 factor into two SO(8) factors.

5Strictly speaking the parameters (k, `), (ρ, σ) are not ascribed to an orbifold operation, but rather to the fermionic

realisation of the Kac-Moody lattice of the E8 × E8 heterotic string. Nevertheless, we chose to include them into Γ3

as well in order to keep the general form of (2.1).
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Finally, (H ′, G′) is responsible for further breaking the former to the Pati–Salam gauge symmetry G.

Furthermore, the (Hi, Gi) correspond to shifts along each of the six directions of internal space with

(H1, G1) being identified with the Scherk-Schwarz orbifold Γ1. Setting all twisted/shifted lattices to

their factorised point T = 2U = i

Γ2,2

[
Hi , Hj
Gi , Gj

∣∣h
g

]
(i, i

2
) = 1

4

∑
εi, εj
ζi, ζj

∈Z2

∣∣∣ϑ[ εiζi ]ϑ[ εi+hζi+g

]
ϑ
[
εj
ζj

]
ϑ
[
εj+h
ζj+g

]∣∣∣ (−1)εiGi+ζiHi+HiGi+εjGj+ζjHj+HjGj , (3.4)

the partition function Z can be expressed entirely in terms of genus-one theta constants. Now define

a = (a, a+ h1, a+ h2, a− h1 − h2, . . .)
T and b = (b, b+ g1, b+ g2, b− g1 − g2, . . .)

T , to be the vectors

of all upper (resp. lower) characteristics of the theta constants entering Z. Further denoting by

[a] ≡ amod 2 the modulo two operation on a, we observe that the set {[a]} of boundary condition

vectors for all allowed values of the summation parameters a, h1, h2, . . . ∈ {0, 1} is isomorphic to the

subgroup of free fermion sets generated by the basis vectors v1, . . . , v13 in the FFF (and similarly

for {[b]}). As a result, there exists a 1-1 map between the GGSO phases of the FFF and the

corresponding phase Ξ
[
a
b

]
of the orbifold theory. Invariance of the partition function under the

generators T, S of SL(2;Z), as well as the 2-loop modular transformation Ω→ Ω−
(

0 1
1 0

)
and requiring

factorization into two one-loop amplitudes, the phase is constrained to satisfy

Ξ
[

a
b+a+1

]
= Ξ

[
a
b

]
− 1− 1

4
a · a , Ξ

[
b
a

]
= Ξ

[
a
b

]
− 1

2
a · b , Ξ

[
a

b+b′

]
= Ξ

[
a
b

]
+ Ξ

[
a
b′

]
+ a , (3.5)

where the dot products on the r.h.s. are defined in the Lorentzian sense over the full fermionic charge

lattice, and the above constraints are required to hold modulo 2. The a-shift on the r.h.s. of the third

equation above originates from the transformation of the worldsheet gravitino determinant at genus

two. Taking into account that, modulo 2 in our basis, 1
4
a ·a = a2−H2 +H ′2 and 1

2
a ·b = 0, the above

constraints can be uniquely solved by setting Ξ
[
a
b

]
= a+b+HG+H ′G′+Φ

[
a
b

]
, where Φ

[
a
b

]
= XTMY

is constructed as a modular invariant bilinear in the parameters XT = (a, k, ρ, εi, hi, H,H
′) and

YT = (b, `, σ, ζi, gi, G,G
′). Here, the 13× 13 matrix M with Z2 entries is symmetric and constrained

to satisfy the 12 conditions6
∑

j( 6=i) Mij = 0 (mod 2). To uniquely determine M, it is sufficient

to evaluate its independent elements for choices X, Y corresponding to the basis vectors of the

fermionic construction and identify it with the corresponding GGSO phases. Some care is required

in matching the two representations of Z, since the fermionic formulation utilises the Z2 vectors {[a]},
whereas the characteristics of the theta constants appearing in (2.1) are written in terms of the set of

integer vectors {a}. To account for the extra phases arising from periodicities of the theta constants,

the additional phase factor Λ
[
a
b

]
= exp

[
iπ
2

(a− [a]) · b
]

needs to be inserted, when comparing with

the FFF setup. Note that, depending on the problem at hand, such as for studies of the one-loop

potential, other representations of Λ may also be available, obtained after exploiting theta identities.

6In general, for n basis vectors there are 1
2n(n− 1) conditions from the symmetry of M but only (n− 1) conditions

from the T-transformation, since
∑

i

∑
j( 6=i)Mij = 0 (mod 2) trivially. The number of independent choices is then

2
n(n−1)

2 +1, in exact agreement with the fermionic formulation.
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We now proceed with a detailed investigation of the parameter space of the models utilising a

computer assisted two-stage scan procedure [23,56–59]. In this approach, we first perform a (random)

scan of the configurations generated by the first 12 basis vectors in (3.1) and identify SO(10) parent

configurations compatible with our search criteria. For each such configuration we consider all

possible offspring Pati–Salam models generated after the introduction of the vector v13 = α and the

related GGSO projection phases and check their compatibility with the aforementioned criteria. In

practice, this method allows us to effectively scan a big sample of 8.1×1012 models (almost one model

in 104) of the full parameter space in about 10 days on a DELL PowerEdge R630 workstation with

32 GB of memory. It turns out that 8.8× 106 models fulfil criteria (i)-(vi). Out of these, about 0.1%

meet the first super no-scale constraint (vii), Σ(0) = 0, while around 21% meet the second super

no-scale constraint (vii), Σ(1) = 0. Altogether, we identify 174 Pati–Salam models that comply

with all requirements (i)-(vii). As far as the one-loop effective potential is concerned, the models fall

into 17 distinct classes based on the analysis of their partition functions (2.1). An overview of their

potentials is shown in Figure 1 where we depict the one-loop effective potential Ṽ (T2) = 2(2π)4V (T2)

as a function of T2 modulus of the Scherk–Schwarz torus for each class (I)-(XVII) while keeping all

remaining moduli to their fermionic point values. All potentials are finite in the plotted region and,

with the exception of class (II), they develop tachyons for T2 < 1. Note that the additional lattice

shifts employed here spoil the simple T-duality symmetry T2 → 1/T2 of [21, 23].

An exemplary model that satisfies all criteria (i)-(vii), henceforth referred to as Model A, is

defined by the GGSO matrix of Eq. (3.6) (upper signs, where relevant) 7

c[vivj ] =



+ + + + + + + + + + + + −
+ + + − − − ± − + + ∓ + ±
+ + − + + + ∓ + − + ± − ∓
+ − + − ∓ − ± ∓ ∓ + − + ∓
+ − + ∓ − + ∓ ± + ± ± + +

+ − + − + − − ± + ± ± + ±
+ ± ∓ ± ∓ − − − − + ∓ ∓ ∓
+ − + ∓ ± ± − − + ± ∓ ∓ ∓
+ − − ∓ + + − + + + − ± ∓
+ − + + ± ± + ± + + − − ±
+ ∓ ± − ± ± ∓ ∓ − − + ± −
+ + − + + + ∓ ∓ ± − ± + ∓
− ± ∓ ∓ + ± ∓ ∓ ± ∓ + ∓ −



. (3.6)

This model includes three fermion generations arising in the sectors: S+ b1 +e6, S+ b1 +e3 +e4 +e6,

S + b2 + e1 + e6, S + b2 + e2 + e5 + e6, S + b3 + e1, S + b3 + e1 + e3 + e4, in addition to heavy

and light Higgs scalars from sectors b2 + e6 and b1 + e6 + x, b1 + e3 + e4 + e6 + x respectively. It

does not exhibit gauge symmetry enhancements, and the exotic fermions in its massless spectrum

are organised into vector-like pairs. Furthermore, SUSY breaking is consistent with the stringy

7The lower signs in (3.6) when present, correspond to Model B discussed below.
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realisation of the Scherk–Schwarz mechanism outlined above. As advertised this model satisfies both

super no-scale conditions (vii) and thus exhibits an exponential suppression of the one-loop effective

potential when T2 � 1, driving the theory towards a low SUSY breaking scale and a sufficiently small

cosmological constant. The potential falls into class (I) in Figure 1 and exhibits a global maximum

near the fermionic point, while the region T2 < 1 contains tachyons. The partition function at generic

points of the moduli space can be obtained from (2.1), using the orbifold phase:

Φ
[
a
b

]
= ab+ a(G1 + g1) + b(H1 + h1) + k`+ k(G1 + g1) + `(H1 + h1)

+ ρσ + ρ(G+G′ +G1 +G3) + σ(H +H ′ +H1 +H3)

+HG+H(G′ +G1 +G3 +G6 + g1 + g2) +G(H ′ +H1 +H3 +H6 + h1 + h2)

+H ′G′ +H ′(G2 +G3 +G5 +G6 + g2) +G′(H2 +H3 +H5 +H6 + h2)

+H1G1 +H1(G2 +G3 +G5 + g1 + g2) +G1(H2 +H3 +H5 + h1 + h2) +H2(G5 + g2)

+G2(H5 + h2) +H3G3 +H3(G4 +G5 +G6) +G3(H4 +H5 +H6) +H5g2 +G5h2 .

(3.7)

In order to highlight the necessity of both super no-scale conditions (2.14) in the construction of

models with an exponentially suppressed cosmological constant, we proceed to compare its potential

with a model which satisfies only the usual Σ(0) = 0 super no-scale condition. To this end, consider

Model B defined by the GGSO matrix of Eq. (3.6) (lower elements). This Pati–Salam model exhibits

three fermion generations arising from the sectors S + b1, S + b1 + e6, S + b3 + e1 + e2 + e3 + e4,

S + b1 + e3 + e4 + e5, S + b1 + e3 + e4 + e5 + e6 and S + b2 + e6, as well as the necessary scalars

needed for the spontaneous breaking of the Pati–Salam and Standard Model gauge symmetries in

the sectors b2 + e1 + e6 and b2 + e1 + e2 + e5 + e6 + x, b3 + e2 + e3 + x respectively. Again, the exotic

fermion content is organised into vector-like pairs, while no additional vector bosons leading to gauge

symmetry enhancement are present. Supersymmetry breaking can be traced to the Scherk–Schwarz

mechanism implemented as an orbifold shift along the first compactified direction. In addition to

satisfying criteria (i)-(vi), Model B satisfies the first of the super no-scale condition Σ(0) = 0 , but

fails to satisfy the new condition Σ(1) = 0. As a result, the one-loop effective potential as a function

of the T2 modulus of the Scherk–Schwarz torus is positive semi-definite, but does not exhibit the

desired exponential suppression when T2 � 1. A comparison of the potentials of the two models is

shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 1: The rescaled one-loop effective potential Ṽ (T2) = 2(2π)4V (T2) for each of the 17 classes of

models satisfying all conditions (i)-(vii).
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