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ABSTRACT: Four-dimensional N’ = 4 super Yang-Mills, with a codimension-one defect
breaking half of the supersymmetry, arises as the field theory description of the D3/D5 in-
tersection in the holographic limit. This is one of the earliest, most extensively studied, and
commonly used systems in holography. In this note we give the full R-symmetry-covariant
supersymmetry variations for this system. We also provide the supercurrents and compute
the algebra of the corresponding supercharges, obtaining the full set of central charges.
We show that magnetically charged finite-energy field configurations preserving half of the
supersymmetry are solutions to a new form of the extended Bogomolny equations, in which
the defect fields play the role of jumping data for the Nahm-like part of the equations. In
the appendices, we explain the connection between our results and the superspace-based
formulations in the literature.
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1 Introduction

Four-dimensional maximally supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory coupled to a codimension-
one defect is one of the most throughly studied systems in the realms of integrability,
AdS/CFT, and brane physics. This system arises in string theory as the field theory on
D3-branes intersected by Db5-branes, which form a defect. This brane intersection, and
a generalization including NS5-branes, was used in studies of N3y = 4 supersymmetric
theories, where it provides an explanation for the connection between Coulomb branch
vacua of such theories and monopole moduli spaces [1, 2]. It was also the focus of some of
the first works to introduce fundamental flavors in AdS/CFT models and the first example
of defect AdS/CFT [3, 4], where [5] showed furthermore that the theory with a single defect
is conformal.

In the twenty-some years since these first works, a vast literature has explored this
system as the starting point of many applications, from using integrability techniques [6,
7] and localization [8] to extract CFT data, to the study of supersymmetric boundary
conditions in Nyq = 4 supersymmetric Yang-Mills (sYM) [9], to models that break all



supersymmetry and use the defect theory to approximate 2d condensed matter systems
(see [10] for seminal work).

Despite the extensive literature on this 4d-ambient plus 3d-defect theory, the complete
supersymmetry variations under which it is invariant have not — to our knowledge —
appeared in the literature. These results could be useful for studying topologically twisted
versions of an ambient plus defect theory along the lines of [11], where R-symmetry plays
a key role. The explicit form of the variations also plays an essential role in describing
Bogomolny-Prasad-Sommerfield (BPS) solitons in this system.

We emphasize the difference between vacua, which have zero energy and preserve all su-
persymmetries, and solitons, which are local (but not global) minimizers of the energy and
break some supersymmetry. Indeed, the theory in question features interesting vacua real-
ized as solutions to the Nahm equations and Nahm-type equations [9, 12]. This structure
can be exhibited without recourse to the explicit form of the supersymmetry variations, for
instance using the D- and F-term equations in a superfield-based formalism [12]. For soliton
states, however, the complete supersymmetry transformations of the ambient plus defect
theory provide the most direct way to characterize the spectrum of possible BPS solitons.!

In this note, we write down the full R-symmetry-covariant supersymmetry variations
of Nyg = 4 sYM with a codimension-one defect of D5-brane type, preserving N3q = 4
supersymmetry. We also give the supercurrents and the algebra of the supercharges fol-
lowing [13], deriving central charges which measure both ambient and defect topological
charges of field configurations. While a complete analysis of BPS solitons is left for future
work, we show here that magnetically charged solitons are described by solutions to a new
form of the extended Bogomolny equations [14] in which the defect fields play the role of
jumping data. This system of equations, reviewed in section 5, is a set of generalized self-
duality equations which has previously seen applications in physics-based constructions of
Langlands duality [14] and knot invariants [15, 16]. This work shows they also play a key
role in describing finite-energy solitons in the D3/D5 defect theory, and several lines for
future development are suggested in the Conclusions.

We also expect the soliton states of the D3/D5 defect theory discussed here to generate
new insights, via holography, into the vacua and solitons of the dual gravitating theory
explored in [17]. The present work is a necessary first step in that direction, which is
currently under investigation.

In the interest of clarity and brevity, we suppress the details of all calculations, pro-

2 Despite being conceptually straightforward, con-

viding only explanations of key steps.
structing the variations in covariant form and demonstrating the invariance of the action

were technically nontrivial. One reason for this is that much of the original literature works

The quantum field-theoretic version of these statements is as follows. The theory exhibits a parameter
space of quantum vacua, with points in this space corresponding to solutions to the Nahm-type equations
as discussed in [9]. This space is analogous to the Coulomb branch of vacua in Nig = 2 supersymmetric
theories. Above each vacuum there is a Hilbert space of states, which includes as a subspace the Hilbert
space of BPS states. The classical finite-energy soliton configurations we discuss here would give rise to
BPS states above these vacua upon semiclassical quantization.

2We are, however, happy to provide step-by-step notes upon request.



in superspace formalisms that obscure part of the full SU(2)y x SU(2)y R-symmetry. In
the process of arriving at our results, we derived maps between the N3q = 2 superfields of
Erdmenger et al. [5], the formulation in terms of standard superspace coordinates [18, 19],
and the R-symmetry-covariant component-field formulation. We include these in the ap-
pendices. We also note that references [1, 9, 20] identified the field content for this system
with respect to N3q = 4 supersymmetry representations. While the general form that the
supersymmetry transformations must take is clear from their work, getting the precise form
was nontrivial due to the complicated nature of the system.

An outline of this paper is as follows. Conventions are specified in section 2. We
give the action and variations in section 3. In section 4 we analyze the boundary terms
from the variation and provide the supercurrents, which we use to compute the algebra
of supercharges. We give an application of these results in section 5, where we show that
magnetically charged finite-energy BPS field configurations are solutions to the extended
Bogomolny equations augmented with jumping data. In appendices A and B we write
down explicit maps from the fields we use to the common formulations of Ny = 4 sYM,
and to previous constructions of the ambient plus defect theory based on superspace.

2 Conventions

We work in a mostly plus metric convention, 7, = diag(—1,1,1,1). The (3+1)-dimensional

space housing the ambient sYM theory is parametrized by z* for u = 0,...3. The defect

is localized in the x? = y direction, and extended along z* = (20, 2!, 23) =: (29, 2!, 2?).

Our u(N;) Lie algebra conventions for the field strength and covariant derivative are
F, = 20,A,) + [Au, Ay] and DX = 0, X + [A,, X]. “Tr” denotes a positive-definite
Killing form on the Lie algebra normalized so that the generators satsify Tr (T°T%) = %5‘“’.
Defect fields ¢ transform in the p @ p representation, with p denoting the fundemantal
representation. We take the Lie algebra generators to be represented by anti-Hermitian
matrices, so that D,q = 0,9 + Apuq. This also implies, for example, that (DuqﬁL =
a,un + qT(Apu)T = a,uqu - qTAp,u-

We denote 4d gamma matrices by v* with 7 = —iy0y1~243

v*v?, and we denote 3d gamma
matrices by pf. In both 3d and 4d, we define Dirac and charge conjugation of Dirac spinors
¢ in terms of intertwiners A and C, with A = AT and C = —C7 as in [21].

Dirac conjugation: ¢ := T4
Charge conjugation: . := C@T = CATy*. (2.1)

A Majorana spinor A satisfies A\, = A. The intertwiners furnish similarity transformations
between unitarily equivalent representations of the Clifford algebra v*, (v*)T, (v*)! such
that

AP AT = (T RO = — (T (2.2)

Note that all of these relations hold for the 3d and 4d versions, respectively, of the inter-
twiners and gamma matrices A3y, C3), P and A, C, y*.



As we work almost entirely in terms of 3d and 4d Majorana spinors, a convenient basis
for the v matrices —similar that of [4]- is

pO:_027 pi :Z'0,3’ pQ: _Z.O-l7
v = pt ot VY =ilo?, F=1xs°. (2.3)
Since (v*)T = —(v")T, we can take
C=-A=0c’®0c". (2.4)

We will interpret the first tensor factor of C' as the 3d charge conjugation matrix, so that
C = C(g) Qol = —A(g) ® ol , C(S) = —A(g) =2, (2.5)

The advantage of this basis is that the 4d Majorana condition reduces block-diagonally
to two 3d Majorana conditions and in each case CAT = 1, so each 4d Majorana spinor
decomposes into a doublet 3d Majorana spinors:

A - -
Majorana spinor: A= | |, with A" =A, A =A. (2.6)
A

3 Supersymmetry variations

The field content of the D3/D5 defect field theory consists of

Ambient: XY, X1 A= A,

mm’
Defect: q", ¢

The fields of Nyq = 4 sYM are grouped to transform under the 3d SU(2)y x SU(2)y
R-symmetry preserved in the presence of the defect, rather than the larger 4d SU(4) R-
symmetry preserved by Ny = 4 sYM without the defect. XTY , X are triplets of real
scalars, and A~ are 4d Majorana spinors transforming in the (2,2) of SU(2)y x SU(2)y.
A, is the 4d gauge field, which decomposes into components Ay parallel to the defect and A
orthogonal to the defect. The defect fields consist of complex scalars ¢ transforming in the
fundamental of SU(2)y and trivially under SU(2)v, and 3d Dirac fermions ¢~ transforming
in the fundamental of SU(2)y and trivially under SU(2)y. The various index sets we utilize
are summarized in table 1.

The SU(2) indices are contracted using a Euclidean metric d,5 or d~, while the m-type
and m-type indices are raised and lowered using the Levi-Civita symbols €, €~ with
€12 = —1 and €'?2 = 1. The fundamental of SU(2) is pseudo-real so complex conjugation
raises/lowers the index. Thus, in particular, (¢™) = ¢f .

The spinors A~ = satisfy a Majorana condition that takes into account their R-
symmetry transformation properties:

mm



index type description range
WV, p, 0 4d ambient spacetime 0,1,2,3
1,5, k, ¢ 3d ambient space 1,2,3
o0, p,0 3d defect spacetime 0,1,2
2,7, /2:,@ 2d defect space 1,2
a, B,7,0 | 4d positive chirality Weyl spinors 1,2
&,3,%,0 | 4d negative chirality Weyl spinors 1,2
Q, Bﬁ, 5 3d Dirac or Majorana spinors 1,2
a,b Lie algebra 1,...,N?
r,s,t,u SU(2)y triplet 1,2,3
m,n,p,q SU(2)g doublet 1,2
7 5,t,u SU(2)y triplet 1,2,3
m,n,p,q SU(2)y doublet 1,2
I,J,K,L SO(4) quartet 1,2,3,4
A, B,C,D Nig =2 SU(2)gr doublet 1,2

Table 1. Summary of index conventions and ranges. Note that indices on 4d Dirac and Majorana
spinors are always suppressed.

Here the transpose refers to the spinor space only. This definition holds for their 3d

components, A A, as well, with the appropriate charge conjugation operator C3). In

s
what follows, when we say that a spinor with two R-symmetry indices is Majorana, we
mean that it is Majorana with respect to this condition.

The transformation properties of the fields with respect to the gauge group are most
easily understood from the intersecting D-brane picture. Since D3-branes can end on D5-
branes, there may be a different number of D3-branes to the left of the defect (z? < 0),
than to the right (22 > 0). See figure 1. If these numbers are N;, and Npg, then the gauge
group of the ambient theory for #? < 0 is U(Ny), and is U(Ng) for 2 > 0. For definiteness
suppose Nr > Njy. In what follows, we take the gauge group of the ambient theory to
be U(N.) with N. = max(Np, Nr), with the understanding that any adjoint-valued field
® = P%T* has ®* = 0 for zo < 0 when a > Ng. This amounts to choosing an embedding
U(Ng) C U(Ng), in which the left gauge group can be thought of as the upper-left block
of the right gauge group in the defining representation.

The set of possible boundary conditions on the ambient fields as 22 — 0, that preserve
N3q = 4 supersymmetry, was specified in [9]. In brief, for theories corresponding to the
D3/D5 intersection, the triplet X! and the gauge field Ay should have behavior consistent
with a solution to Nahm’s equation as 2> — 0, which might include a Nahm pole when
Npr > Np+1. A Nahm pole is specified by an embedding p : su(2) — su(Nr—Np), and the
possible embeddings are in turn determined by the number of coincident D5-branes present,
as explained in [9]. If only a single D5-brane is present, then p is the principal embedding.
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Figure 1. Cartoon of the intersecting brane system. The D5-brane stack sits at 2> = 0. The
asymptotic position of the D3-branes in the directions labeled ¥y are determined by the values of
the diagonal components of the triplet X as 2o — 4-00.

The defect fields transform in the (anti-) fundamental of U(N;qet), Where N gef =
min(Ng, Ng), and ¢, ¢!, provide the jumping data for the upper left block of XH at
w9 = 0. If there are N coincident D5-branes, then ¢™, ¢~ transform in the bifundamental
(Ne,def; Nt) of U(Ncqer) X U(N ¢). Bilinears in the defect fields are always contracted to
form U(Ny) singlets, and this structure is suppressed in what follows. Thus, a quantity of
the form ¢'q is a U(Neqef) x U(N ) singlet, while a quantity of the form qTqu transforms
in the adjoint of U(NNV; qef). We will see below how the Nahm boundary conditions emerge
from the perspectives of both supersymmetry and vanishing energy conditions.

Here again we emphasize that the Nahm-type configurations just discussed, including
Nahm poles and nontrivial jumping data, are all vacuum configurations of the theory. They
preserve all of the N3q = 4 supersymmetries and have zero energy with respect to the field
theory Hamiltonian. In particular the fields in such a configuration are independent of x#,
such that these vacua preserve three-dimensional Poincaré symmetry.

The generalization of the above to multiple separated stacks of D5-branes and/or NS5-
branes, leading to multiple parallel defects (of D5 and/or NS5 type) was described in [12].
We will restrict ourselves here to the case of a single D3/D5-type defect.

With these preliminaries out of the way we can now write down the action in terms of
these fields [4]:

S = Samb + Sdet , with

1 1 i
Samb = 927 / d'z Tr{ = Fw " = %)\mmfy”Du)%m ~D'XYD, XY —D'X)'D, X!
ym

L —mm N7 1 _mm ™ =
1 1
- P XY, X0 - S0 P X - S XX L G2)



and

1 N 1 -~ o~
Sdet = gT /d333{ - Duq;rnp/qum - §(Cmpupﬂc7?z - (Dﬂcm)pucﬁz)+
ym
T (0) 0 )i g (3g) 4T () ™+

- . 1
+ah, (X)X ) g™ +igh, (") (Dz)@H +56" X XF]) 7"
p

+6<o><qm<a7“>";qu"><q,t<or>qugqq>}, (3.3)

where the 3d spinor A~ is the piece of the 4d ambient field A~ that interacts with the
defect fields (defined in detail below). T are the generators of u( c.def) in representatlon
p. The ambient action is the usual /\/4d = 4 sYM action, but manifesting the SU(2)g
SU(2)y € SU(4) R-symmetry preserved by the defect. In appendix A we describe the map
between this form and a more standard form [21].

While we have grouped the final term in (3.3) with the defect action, this term propor-
tional to 6(0) is in a separate category. Terms of this type were first discussed in [22, 23].
The interpretation of the 6(0) factor as a UV regulator in the specific term in (3.3) was
described in [4]. It is an artifact of the low energy limit and would not be present in the
full string field theory where branes have a finite thickness. If one considers classical finite-
energy field configurations, this term should be grouped with others to form a complete
square; on the minimum energy configuration, the entire squared term vanishes.

The total action Symp, + Sdef is invariant under variations

Ambient fields

. - .
5A, = %mm A OXY = 52" () nyN- o oXH = ;*mmA (o)™
1 B -
A~ = 57’“’FW5~ + iDL XY (07) Lo+ DX e (07)
- g[XV XY]e (o t)manm— ixY, XM(o ) Do (0°)"+

X X et (00)" = 10(@7)Q (00"

f~ €

AT = —%émm B By + 8" PAD, XY (07) 2" + e D, X (o) 4
LY, XY (o) 7 — (XY, X (0T) 7 (o)t

E,nm T‘St[XH XH]( )n_i_iénr’rvz(s(mQ)Qr(Ur)n;

M\@l\s

énn fym ,
nn



and

Defect fields

5" = i€, oqh, = —il"e~ |
A~ V -~ -~ -~
5C171 = p“e;;LmDﬂqm + Xfrv (Ur)ébegmqm = fg”efﬁm,
5™ = (Dﬂqin)émmp’l — q;ﬂlémn(a’ﬂ)ﬁm){%/ =: ém"f%”m, (3.4)
with supersymmetry parameters e~ and e~ , where e~ is a 4d Majorana spinor, and

€~ a3d Majorana spinor embedded in ¢, the same way that A~ is embedded in A~ .
The quantity Q" in the ambient fermion variations is the combination

Q" =g}, (") L Taq™)T". (3.5)

As we are using an antihermitian representation for our generators Ty, @, is an SU(2)n

triplet valued in the real Lie algebra u(Nc def). Note that we have defined f%" and fgf‘
to represent the groups of terms appearing in the defect and ambient fermion variations,
respectively.

Let us now fill in some details about these results and make a few comments.

o In the absence of the defect, the action would be 4d Nyq = 4 sYM, invariant for any
choice of e~ . The defect breaks the supersymmetry by half. There is a map P
sending the 4d e~  to a 3d Majorana spinor € :

€ = Pe (3.6)

mm ° mm

The same map picks out the piece of the 4d ambient fermions A~ = that interacts

with the defect:
As =P~ (3.7)

mm

For convenience, we also define P’, the map that acts on Dirac conjugates of these
Majorana spinors using the 4d and 3d intertwiners A and A(s):

€M =gmmp = Pli= AT'PTAy,. (3.8)

e There are in principle many possible ways to embed the space of 3d Majorana spinors
in the space of 4d Majorana spinors, equivalent to different choices of P. However,
requiring that the action (3.2), (3.3) be invariant under the variations (3.4) severely
restricts the possibilities. The necessary and sufficient conditions on P are:

P(1+iv*)es, =0, Pyle~ =0,
Piyfy2€77zm = 07 P")/‘Lnf:‘%m =0
(z'pﬂP + P'?'y’l)ez;nm =0, (pﬂﬁP — Pyﬂﬁ)f-:;m =0. (3.9)

The first two lines of (3.9) impose conditions on P, while the final line imposes
conditions on how the 3d Clifford algebra is embedded in the 4d Clifford algebra.



The first two lines are satisfied if half of the original Njq = 4 supersymmetries are
eliminated via the projection

1 .
§u+wy%qﬁn:0, (3.10)
and we take P such that P'P gives the orthogonal projection:
1
ﬁpziu—m%, (3.11)

Note then that e =~ = PTPE;,M = PTe%m, so P! embeds €5, nto e, . The
corresponding projection on the Dirac conjugate spinor is émm%(l —iy?) = 0. It
follows from the definition of P’ that P'P't = 1(1+i~?) and so we similarly find that
gmm — gmm p'f, WeNthen also have P’ TE%m = 0. In contrast, A~ = does not satisfy any
projection. Rather A~ = P’ T)%m is an independent 3d Majorana spinor contained

in A~ . All of these statements take an extremely simple form in the basis (2.3) where

1 1 10
PP==-(1—ivw)==(14+1 3) = 3.12
2( iv2) 2(4+ 2®07) (00), (3.12)

and we can take
0
P=(10), P = . 3.13
(10) (ﬂ) (3.13)

The ambient field variations are those of Ay = 4 — which can be obtained by
translating the Majorana form given in [21] to an SU(2)y x SU(2)y covariant form
as described in appendix A — augmented by terms involving the combination of
defect fields @". This modification is due to a contribution from the defect to the
ambient auxiliary D-term equation of motion. As the auxiliary D-field appears only
in the ambient fermion variation, it is only this variation that is modified from its
defect-free counterpart.

Due to the defect-induced modification of the ambient fermion variation, the ambient
action (3.2) now varies as

026 Sty = / o Tr{ () Q" () (3.14)

< (= 7Dy + W X)), — (0°) 270, XY |

up to total derivatives which will be discussed in the next section. These inflow
terms (3.14) cancel against those terms in the variation of the defect action that
do not involve C~. Variations of terms in (3.3) that contain the defect fermions [~
cancel amongst themselves.

The variation of the 6(0) term in the action cancels against terms that result from
evaluating the defect-induced modification of the A~ variation on the defect.



e We can see from the perspective of supersymmetry how the vacua described by

solutions to Nahm’s equations arise. Noting that 72517”,1 = i€ one sees that three

ﬁzm’
of terms in the ambient fermion variation can be combined as

) 1
S\~ D (DQXP + §eﬁt (xH xf - 5(3;2)@) (") e (3.15)
Thus, by setting the quantity in parentheses to zero and choosing appropriate
vacuum conditions on A, X;f , the fermion variation vanishes without imposing any
restrictions on the supersymmetry parameter €~ . The quantity in parentheses is

precisely the Nahm equation, with jumping data specified by Q..

4 Boundary terms, supercurrents, and supercharges

In this section we describe the boundary terms that arise while applying the supersymmetry
variations in the action above. We also write down the supercurrents, as well as the
supercharges and the resulting algebra.

4.1 Boundary terms and supercurrent

Under the supersymmetry transformations (3.4), with spacetime-varying supersymmetry
parameters, the total ambient plus defect action transforms as

ggmé(samb =+ Sdef) = /d4$ {(aﬂém%)j,%m + aMBM} : (4'1)

The B,’s encapsulate the boundary terms, while the jr%m are supercurrents. We discuss
each in turn.

The boundary terms in (4.1) arise from various integrations by parts carried out to
check invariance of the action under supersymmetry. We find that they can be expressed
entirely in terms of the supersymmetry variations of the fields:

.2
/ d'20,B" = / d'v8,B" , + / Bl + 5 / a0y Tr {5(a)QU6X1)  (4.2)
ym

with
Bt — Lo ] _apmsa, —omrxVi)sxY — o(Dr XX - Lexmmamy .
am g}Q/m r r 2 mm
Bl e L DGt s — 5T e~ — (50l YD 4 LT s~
def *— g}%m _( Qm) q — 5( )p m ( Qm) q- + 5 1% m (- (43)

Here we separated out the 92{d(2?) Tr (Q"0X!)} term because it is special and requires

some comment. This term is canceled by a piece from 55\mm72)\%m in 9,82 . We have
chosen to write (4.2) in the form shown, however, to emphasize that it can be expressed
directly in terms of the field variations. Interestingly, (4.2) is of the same form as the
boundary terms one obtains from a general variation of the action when deriving equa-

tions of motion. Based on this observation, our approach to the discussion of boundary

~10 -



conditions will be to first consider what boundary conditions are consistent with the varia-
tional principle such that (4.2) vanishes for general variations. Having identified such a set,
we can then check that these conditions are consistent with supersymmetry. Consistency
means that a Dirichlet-type condition §® = 0 should not be imposed independently if &
is a supersymmetry variation, but rather should arise from conditions on other fields that
appear in this variation.

Requiring (4.2) to vanish determines the boundary conditions we must impose on
the fields at spatial infinity® and at the defect (22 = 0). The boundary terms at spatial
infinity vanish with appropriate fall-off condition on the fields. These conditions play an
important role in determining the types of soliton states present in the system, and are
better discussed in conjunction with the central charges (in subsection 4.2).

The boundary at 22 = 0, meanwhile, is trivial if the ambient fields are continuous
across the defect. If, however, there are D3-branes ending on the D5-branes as in [1, 9], the
ambient fields can be discontinuous. In this case, a special choice of boundary conditions is
needed to maintain supersymmetry in the presence of differing gauge groups on either side
of the defect and/or when some D3-branes are broken across the D5-branes. Recall from
our discussion under figure 1, that in the generic situation there are a number N gef =
min(Np, Ngr) of broken D3-branes together with |N; — Ng| additional D3-branes on one
side. The general boundary conditions for supersymmetric vacua discussed in [9] are of
Nahm type. They include discontinuities in the IV, ger X IV gef components of the Higgs field
determined by jumping data constructed from the defect, together with a possible Nahm
pole for the remaining components corresponding to the extra D3-branes on one side. We
now show how these boundary conditions are consistent with the vanishing of (4.2).

The case of the Nahm pole can be viewed as a Dirichlet condition on the N3q = 4
hypermultiplet fields, where the leading behavior of the fields is held fixed. The vector
multiplet fields meanwhile satisfy Neumann conditions such that, overall, we have the
boundary conditions

oxH =0, §As =0, A~ =0

x2=0 z2=0

~0. (4.4)

z2=0

=0, Dy XY

These conditions guarantee that all boundary terms from a generic variation of the ambient
action vanish. Furthermore, because the supersymmetry variations § X! and § A only in-
volve A, this set of conditions is consistent with supersymmetry in the way described above.

The case of the Nahm pole should be contrasted with the N gef X N def components
of the fields, where one expects the triplet X!! to have a discontinuity at the defect. This
discontinuity should be related to the jumping data, but the left or right limiting value of
XH should be free to vary. This expectation is nontrivially consistent with the form of the
boundary terms we have found. In this case we combine the final term of (4.2) with the

3 Assuming appropriate Neumann or Dirichlet conditions are set up at initial and final times.

- 11 -



§XHIDy X term contained in B2, to form the combination
2
/ 4'9,B" > — - / a0y T {SXH(D, X1 — 5(:7)Q0)} (4.5)
ym

This quantity will vanish provided that Do X — §(2%)Q, = 0 in an infinitesimal neigh-
borhood of the defect. In other words, the discontinuity in the Higgs field triplet must be
captured precisely by the jumping data. The remaining boundary terms in (4.2) at 2 = 0
can then be made to vanish by demanding continuity for the other fields. This ensures
both consistency of the variational principle and preservation of supersymmetry.

Let us now return to (4.1) and discuss the supercurrent. We find that it takes the form

T = PN (Faw )i + 530, (e + Ciay(Tder) ) (4.6)

with
i "
(Famb) 5, = 23— T {72 "%}

ym
;i i =4 = \min i =% emim
(Jaet) = ng;LmP”Cﬁa (Taet)p™ = ———C"ppf™,  (4.7)
ym ym

where ffﬁ? and f%”% are the combinations of fields appearing in the ambient and defect
fermion variations (3.4). Note the appearance of the projector P'T in the first line, which
expresses """ in terms of €. In the absence of the defect, transformations parameterized
by any e~ =~ are symmetries; with the defect, only the components of e~ restricted by
the projection (3.8) are. The current jr%m satisfies the Majorana condition (3.1), because

(Jamb)%m itself satisfies it, and the remaining contribution is a sum of (jdef)%m and its
charge conjugate.

It’s a nontrivial result that the supercurrent can be written entirely in terms of the field
combinations appearing in the fermion variations alone. In particular, the defect-induced
modification of the ambient fermion variation that appears in f%z@ falls out of the variation
of the defect action. As a consequence, the split of jr%m into (jamb)’lrfﬁm and (jdof)%m is a
bit deceptive, since (jamb)“%m contains a term that localizes to the defect.

4.2 Supercharges and the supersymmetry algebra

With the supercurrent in hand, we have the field representation of the supercharges and
we can compute their algebra. Of particular interest is the form of the central charges that
appear there.

The Noether (super)charges are spatial integrals of the time component of the current
(at a fixed time):

Qiiom = / Eu(T2 s

? nn
= ¢ {(PTFE A0,)5 ) +
ym
i s T
+ o [ 2 (72,05~ caemn i@ £V . (438)
ym

where we have restored the 3d spinor index a for clarity.
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In order to determine the algebra, we compute the canonical momenta from the La-
grangian and impose canonical brackets between coordinates and momenta.* We find that
the bracket of two supercharges takes the form

{Qam Qg = —i{%ﬁﬁmn(/)ﬂ Ca)5Pn+ ((07€) memnZY + (€0 )mn 21 ) (Cn)z5
+ (0T€)77L5(608)mn(ZVH)%(P%C@))@} : (4.9)

The Hamiltonian H = P° = —P, and momenta are the Nyq = 4 Hamiltonian and
momenta, supplemented by contributions from the defect. The bosonic terms are

H = Hp,y=1 + gflm /d2${730q;770qp +DighD'e” — g} (X)) P+
—ig}(0")", (DzXfI + ;ETSt[Xf»XtH])pq“r
- S00) a0 RT3 (o i) |
P =Pl 4~ gyglm /dQl“ {DOQ;Diqp + qugpoqp} (4.10)
where the Nyq = 4 versions are given by

1 ) 1 ..
Hpjyy=1 = 2 / d3x Tr {FioFlO + 5F”E-j + (DoXY)? + (DiXY)? + (Do X,}1)* + (D X))
ym

1 1
+ ST XY 4 (XY, XEP 4 5 8, X
. 1 ) . .
=t ==~ [ {2FjoFﬂ +2(DoXY)(D'XY) + 2<Doxf><z>lx?>} SNCRE)
ym
Note that the Hamiltonian contains the square
1 3 H, 1 si{yH H 2 2
H D) gT d fL'Tr DQXT =+ ier [XS ’Xt ] — (5(1’ )QT y (412)
ym

where one must use (3.5) and Tr (T°T°%) = £5°°. This demonstrates the existence of the

Nahm-type vacua mentioned earlier from the perspective of energy. We emphasize that

the Hamiltonian already contains this square without the need to complete the square by

adding and subtracting a topological term. The §(0) term is essential for this property.
The central charges appearing in (4.9) are

1 o~ ..
vV _ 2V t 3 Vv Vv
2 = 2t / x0T {XYDxY )

1 - L
zH — ggag’r + 926Tst€zj/d3xai Tr {XEDthH} + g;ew/d%ai (q;(ar)Pquqq) ’
ym

ym

(ZVHL = —ggmeff / 4320, Tr {X%’ (DQXE - 5(902)625)} , (4.13)

4These are Dirac brackets for the fermions, since they satisfy second-class constraints.
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where Z;{; and Zgagyr comprise the half of the NVyq = 4 central charges that survive the

projection to Nsq = 4

2 i 1 ij
ZV-= - / B0 Tr {FpXxYy,  2M.. = . / B0, Te {F X1 . (4.14)

These measure 3d electric and magnetic flux, respectively, along the XV and X" Higgs
directions.
Let us make some comments about the central charges:

o The ZVH term in (4.9) explicitly breaks the Poincaré covariance of the algebra, and
is not expected to contribute for finite-energy field configurations. It may, however,
contribute if one considers BPS strings with finite energy per unit length.

« Standard fall-off conditions on the asymptotic S? of the 3d ambient space allow for
finite-energy configurations with electric and magnetic charge. In addition, vortex-
type boundary conditions on the asymptotic S* of the 2d defect space will yield finite
contributions to ZP from the ¢'Dg term.

e The XDX-type terms that appear in both Z}l and ZH are integrated over the 3d
ambient space, but restrict not to an S? at infinity, but an R,2 x S'. One can imagine
a field configuration which has vortex-like asymptotics on the S, but which falls off
along the R,> as one moves away from the defect, thus resulting in finite energy.

e It is fascinating that the hypermultiplet central charge receives contributions from
both 3d monopole charge, and 2d vortex charge. This strongly suggests that there
exist BPS field configurations in which a non-abelian vortex string is stretched be-
tween a magnetic monopole in the ambient space and the defect. In the next section
we determine the system of equations such field configurations should solve so that
they saturate the Bogomolny bound H > | ZH|.

5 The extended Bogomolny equations with jumping data

As noted in the Introduction, one of the motivations for constructing the supersymmetry
variations in this system is to characterize finite energy BPS solitons. We take a first look
at the case of magnetically charged half-BPS configurations here, deferring a complete
analysis of the BPS spectrum to future work.

5.1 Supersymmetry projection

We are interested field configurations preserving a half of the A3q = 4 supersymmetry.
Focusing on magnetically charged configurations, we make the following ansatz for the
generators of the preserved supersymmetry:

—iver =e~ and A (o) B~ =~ (5.1)

where 7123 := 414243 and A" a unit vector picking out a direction in SU(2)y. The first
of these conditions is (3.10), the projection that eliminates half of the supersymmetry of
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Niq = 4 to yield the N3q = 4 of the ambient-plus-defect theory. The second projection
reduces the N3q = 4 supersymmetry by half, leaving a total of four independent generators.
The motivation for the form of this latter projection is that it must commute with the first
one, it should preserve the Wigner little group of the Spin(1, 2) Lorentz group for a massive
particle, and it must break the SU(2)y symmetry if the corresponding solution is to carry
a nontrivial central charge, Z!.

We look for time-independent bosonic field configurations in static gauge (4p = 0),
with XV = 0, that are left invariant under the variations (3.4) generated by those e~
satisfying (5.1). This amounts to the requirement that the fermion variations vanish. Under
these restrictions on the fields, the fermion variations from (3.4) simplify to

1 .. ) ) .
N = 57” Fjer +7'DiX em ("), + 2 X Xestes (00", —i6(2%)Q e, (00)"
5Cﬁ1:pj€%m’qum. (5.2)

It follows from (5.1), (3.6), and (3.9) that

7128171m = Z'TALTET';m(UT)nm,

72 _ A 27
Ve mm = —welvEs, (0

<

)"
’718771m = iﬁs’stﬁm(O's)% y
P € = ihsp e, (0°)% (5.3)

Recall that 2d spatial coordinates are related to 3d spatial coordinates as (x!, z?) := (2!, 23)
along the defect and z? := y orthogonal to the defect. To minimize confusion, we will
use i = 1,2 and y exclusively for spatial indices in the following. Applying (5.3), the
variations (5.2) can be written in terms of a linearly independent set of spinors as follows:

. A 1
5)‘7v~mm =1 [Fiﬁnr + DyXF + 56r8t[X§7XF} - 6(y)QT:| (O-T)nmgﬁzn
+ [Fyiny + DX = €0 Ds X1 | (0") i e+
+1i [Py, + Dy (0" X)] e,
5CT';L =1 [’Diq" — ’iﬁ5<05)nm'Dqu] ple;;m . (5.4)

Demanding these variations vanish yields the BPS equations
1 st H H
567" [Xs 7Xt ] - 5(:1/)627’,
0= ﬁTFyi + ,DQX;I - 6r5tﬁsDiXtH )
0= F;, +a" DX,
0="D;q" —in.(c")", Dsq™ , (5.5)

0=, Fjs + Dy X, +
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where we recall that Q, = (iq;(ar)qugqq)T“. If we choose® i, = (0,0,1), these equations
are brought to a more familiar form:

Fis + Dy X35 + [X1', X3 = 0(y)Qs
D, X1 + X5, X3 = 0(y)Qu
Dy X3+ [X5, X7] = 0(1)Qs
Fi+DyX3 =0
Fy, + D X3 =0
Dy X1+ D; X3 =0
Dy X3! — D X' =0
Dig™ — (o) Dayq" = 0. (5.6)

If we set ¢" = 0 so that the last equation is trivial and the right-hand sides of the first three
equations are zero, then these become the extended Bogomolny equations as given in [14].

The extended Bogomolny equations originally appeared in the approach of [14] to
Langlands duality, and they have been used more recently in a gauge theory construction
of Khovonov homology for knot invariants [15, 16]. Given that the D3/D5 system plays a
central role in the work of [15, 16], it is not surprising that we find the closely related set
of equations, (5.6), from our analysis.

The difference of (5.6) compared to previous formulations is in the defect fields ¢™.
They appear on the right-hand sides of the first three equations exactly as jumping data
would appear in Nahm’s equations, and they satisfy a differential constraint on the defect
given by the last equation: they must be covariantly constant with respect to the connection
§mD; —i(o3) ™ Ds.

The reason the defect fields did not appear in previous formulations is that these
references were interested in a different boundary value problem. They were focused on
studying the equations on a two-manifold times an interval or half-space in the y-direction.
In terms of the D-brane picture of figure 1 and the discussion underneath, all D3-branes
end on the D5-brane from one side and there are no defect fields. One considers boundary
conditions of Nahm-pole type as y — 0, possibly generalized to include 't Hooft defects at
fixed points in the boundary, rather than discontinuity conditions through y = 0 determined
by jumping data.

Thus, while there has been significant activity on the generalized Nahm-pole bound-
ary value problem for the extended Bogomolny equations on a half space [24-27], these
equations appear not to have been studied on R?. One reason for this is that, without
the jumping data on co-dimension one defects, one does not expect to be able to find in-
teresting three-dimensionally localized solutions beyond ordinary monopole configurations
for (A;, Ay, XI5 Ordinary monopole configurations will solve the extended Bogomolny
equations with XEQ = 0 since in that case the extended Bogomolny equations reduce to

5The physical meaning of this choice will be discussed in the next subsection.
5By three-dimensionally localized, we mean solutions with moduli that represent the position of mobile
solitons in three-dimensional space.
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the ordinary Bogomolny equations. The work of [16] and intuition from the brane picture
indicate that generic solutions to the extended Bogomolny equations look like nonlinear
superpositions of a solution to Nahm’s equations and a monopole configuration, at least in
regions of moduli space corresponding to large separation of the monopoles from the defect
plane. Without jumping data, however, there are no non-constant solutions to Nahm’s
equations on all of R. With the inclusion of the jumping data provided by the defect
fields, we expect there do exist solutions representing, for example, smooth monopoles in
the presence of the defect with different asymptotic Higgs field values for )_(F as y — too.

Let us return to (5.6). In writing the right-hand sides of the first three equations,
we are assuming an embedding u(Ncgef) C u(Ne), with N. = max(Ny, Ng), where the
Q, populate the upper left block of the larger matrix in a matrix representation.” To
fully specify the boundary value problem of interest, we must also specify the boundary
conditions on the remaining blocks of the N, x N, matrix for all the ambient fields. Here
we take our cue from the vacuum conditions in [9] and previous work on the extended
Bogomolny equations with Nahm pole boundary conditions [15, 16, 24]. The off-diagonal
blocks of all ambient fields should vanish as ¥y — 0. The lower right block of the Higgs
triplet should have leading behavior as y — 0 consistent with a supersymmetric vacuum
of D3/D5 type, which may include a Nahm pole when |N; — Ng| > 2. The subleading
behavior for the fields around the Nahm pole asymptotics was discussed in [24].

There are many exciting directions to pursue in studying the equations (5.6), some of
which we mention in the conclusions. For now we will content ourselves with a computation
of the energy of such solutions, assuming they exist. We will show that this energy saturates
the expected Bogomolny bound.

5.2 Bogomolny bound

We start with the bosonic Hamiltonian (4.10) with (4.11), restricted to static field config-
urations with Ag =0 = XV.

1 1 .. 1
H=—— [ d3zTr {2F”Ej + (D X2 + 2[X§,X§]2}+

92m
1 ; 1
+ o [ @Dl D — igh (o) (DX + S XL XT) g
Jym p
1
— SO0V ATE " a0 T3 | .7

By completing squares and using Tr (797°) = 16% and [ d*x = [d3z6(y), we can write
this as

1 1 A a a 1 S a a 2
H= 5 /d3x{2 (nTFiQ+(DyX§) + e X X —5(y)Q,,) +
ym

1. ) > 1 ) 2
+3 (A F2 + (D3XI)" = € 0s (D1 X))+ 3 (P, + a7 (D; X)) }

"Recall that the defect fields transform in the (N, def, ﬁf), where Ng dgef = min(Nz, Ng), when there are
unequal numbers Ny, r of D3-branes on the left and right of the stack of Ny D5-branes.
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1 . N L
+ 792 /de (Diqin + Z(DQqL)(ar)"mnO (Diqm - ms(or)”;)Dqu) +
ym

- 1
+ A" / d3x Tr {e”kFijDkX,H — ¢, (QFﬁ[XSH, X+ DQXEDiXtH> }+

win” [ & [oh (@) (Fia)pd” + (Digh) (@) Daa” — (Daal) (@) 5Dia"] . (5.8)

for any unit vector 7. The first three lines of this expression are a sum of squares of the
left-hand sides of the equations (5.5). They are positive definite. The last two lines are

total derivatives. In fact, they are exactly 7" ZH, with the hypermultiplet central charges

T

given in (4.13). Hence
H>n"zl, (5.9)

with equality if and only if all of (5.5) hold.
Let us investigate the form of 7" Z! on a solution to (5.5). From (4.13) and (4.14) we
have

1

A o P {eiﬂ“a,» Tr (FjrX) + €,%%€40; Tr (XEDthHﬂ +
ym
+ gQL / Padid; (gf, (0,2 Dig") - (5.10)
ym

From the second and third equation of (5.5) it follows that

DiX) = = Do Xy — 1 Fy,,  DyX)' =MDy X — i Fy (5.11)
One then finds
A0, Tr (XD X = 0, Tr (XPDXT) -0y (7 XD (2 X 1)) (5.12)

=0, Tr (XIDIXT) — 0y Tr (27X F, ) — 05T (7 X Fy ).

Using the first equation of (5.5) and the Jacobi identity to eliminate €™ Tr (X1 [ X! XH]),
we can write

A" ek, Tr (FyX!) =20 Tr (A" XM F,5) +205 Tr (27X Fy, ) 40, Tr (37 X Fy )
+0, T { X1 (D, X1 = 3(1)Qr )} (5.13)

Consider the last two terms in this expression, which are the same using the first equation
of (5.5). We claim they do not contribute boundary terms at y = 0. This was demonstrated
in [24] for the Nahm pole boundary condition, where it was shown that the extended
Bogomolny equations imply that Fjs5 goes to zero as y — 0 quickly enough to kill this
term.® This term does not contribution boundary terms at y = 0 in the case of jumping

8Reference [24] considered the Kapustin-Witten equations on R?® x R4 with Nahm pole boundary con-
dition. The extended Bogomolny equations are a dimensional reduction of this, assuming translation
invariance in one of the R® factors.
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data boundary conditions either. This follows from our discussion around (4.5), which we
required to vanish for consistency of the variational principle. Hence the only contributions
to the integral of (5.12) plus (5.13) come from spatial infinity, and summing the two results
we can write this as

/de{ r zyka Tr ( ]kX )_i_ﬁrersteijai Ty (XE’DthH)} =

= [ dQ lim R*R'Tr { e FIR (A" X + XD, XH} (5.14)
S2, R—o0

This result shows that, on a solution to (5.5), the central charge (5.10) can be expressed
in terms of asymptotic data only. For the ambient fields this data consists of the vacuum
expectation values of the triplet X! at infinity in R3 and the charges that determine the
leading 1/R behavior for the gauge field and subleading 1/R behavior for the Higgs fields.
Finiteness of the energy requires these vevs and charges to be mutually commuting and
time independent. They might, however, take on different (gauge inequivalent) values on
the two hemispheres at infinity corresponding to y > 0 and y < 0. For the defect fields, ¢™
this data consists of their asymptotic values on S1 , the intersection of the y = 0 plane and
S2_. This asymptotic data should be determined, up to gauge equivalence, by the complete
set of data specifying the Nahm-type vacuum together with some topological charges. We
expect at least a pair of magnetic charges specifying the monopole content to the left and
right of the defect, with the dlfference in these charges related to the subleading asymptotic
behavior of the defect fields in the z'-2? plane, but we leave the details for future work.

Having determined 7" Z! in terms of this data, one must then vary 7" to achieve the
strongest possible bound. This will be when 7 is in the direction of Z‘_fH, leading to the bound

H>|Z"). (5.15)

One can then rotate? the fields by an SU(2)g rotation that sends the direction 7 = 21 /| 21|
to the k-direction. The BPS equations (5.5) will then take the form of the extended
Bogomolny equations (5.6) in terms of these rotated fields.

6 Conclusion

We have written down the full R-symmetry-covariant supersymmetry variations of Nyg = 4
sYM with a non-abelian, codimension-one defect preserving N3q = 4 supersymmetry. We
also computed the supercurrents, supercharges, and the algebra. This fills a gap in the
literature, and opens the door to studies of BPS states in a defect field theory with a
holographic dual.

To illustrate the use of the supersymmetry variations in the study of BPS states, in
section 5 we took a first look at magnetically charged half-BPS field configurations in
the defect theory. With a natural ansatz for the projection on supersymmetry parame-
ters e~ that determine the preserved supersymmetry for such configurations, we arrived

9An analogous SO(2) rotation is necessary in Nig = 2 sYM theories when determining BPS dyon field
configurations for a given point on the Coulomb branch of vacua.
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at an interesting set of BPS equations, (5.5). We showed how these equations are an
SU(2)p-rotated form of the extended Bogomolny equations, augmented with jumping data
constructed from the defect fields. In principle, one could have arrived at this same system
by a suitably clever manipulation of the Hamiltonian, as we showed in (5.8). Without our
supersymmetry analysis, however, determining the whole family of equations parameter-
ized by i, in this fashion would have been challenging, and determining how solutions to
these equations saturate a Bogomolny bound in terms of the central charges ZH would
have been impossible.

We stress that our work in section 5 is only a preview, meant to illustrate the possible
uses of the explicit supersymmetry variations and supersymmetry algebra obtained in this
paper. There is much further work to do in the study of BPS field configurations and BPS
states in this system. Some immediate questions and observations continuing from the

analysis of section 5 are as follows:

e One anticipates dyonic — electrically charged — versions of the half-BPS field config-
urations discussed above. In semiclassical quantization these will have the interpreta-
tion of quarter-BPS states, and their energy will saturate a bound H > |ZH] 4|2V,
They can be thought of as the incarnation of Ny = 4 quarter-BPS dyons in the
nontrivial Nahm-type vacua of the defect theory. Their field configurations will have
a nontrivial electric field and XV triplet, in addition to the magnetic field and XH
triplet, and will satisfy an enhanced set of BPS equations.

e Can one find an explicit solution for the simplest nontrivial finite-energy configuration
involving monopole charge? One could look for a cylindrically symmetric solution
representing a single su(2) monopole in the presence of the defect with nontrivial
jumping data such that the asymptotic Higgs vevs are different as y — +oo. Exact
solutions typically provide invaluable insight so, while obtaining such solutions can
be challenging, it is certainly worth pursuing.

e« What are the precise asymptotic data needed to determine the central charge, Z_H,
and what is the physical interpretation of this data? We indicated how this data
should appear in the asymptotic expansion of the fields under (5.14). What conditions

on the data must hold to ensure existence of solutions to (5.6)7

o Given such data, what is the moduli space of solutions to (5.6)7 The answers to these
questions in the case of the Nahm pole boundary condition, generalized to include ’t
Hooft defects in the boundary, were conjectured in [15, 16] and proven in [26, 27].

e The moduli space of solutions is especially interesting with respect to the analysis
of section 5 since it represents a moduli space for finite-energy solitons. One could
use it, for example, to consider collective coordinate dynamics and quantization for
these solitons. This would be an essential step in the semiclassical quantization
of the corresponding BPS states. These moduli spaces should be fibered over the
space of vacua, which are themselves moduli spaces of solutions to Nahm’s equations.
One anticipates interesting wall-crossing phenomena for BPS states as the vacuum
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parameters are varied, and we expect that semiclassical quantization will provide a
fascinating perspective on this phenomena, as it did in Nyq = 2 theories [28-31].1°

Acknowledgments

The work of ABR is supported by NSF grant number PHY-2112781. SKD’s work is
supported by NSF grant number PHY-2014025. We thank Daniel Brennan, Siqi He, Ilarion
Melnikov, Greg Moore, and Edward Witten for helpful correspondence.

A SO(4) to SU(2)y x SU(2)y for Nyg = 4 sYM

Here we describe the map between Nyq = 4 sYM manifesting SO(4) R-symmetry to the
SU(2)yv x SU(2)y version we use in this work. We begin with the Ayq = 4 sYM action
written in manifestly SO(4)-invariant form:

1 < 1 1
gL = ﬂ{ = PP — iINAPDN — 1 DuAr DAl — 1 DuBi JD*B! 4

— X[\, A —ixy[N g, B [A77, Brr)[AY, BEE )4

1
16
1 1

- @[AIJ,AKLHAU’ ARE) — 35 B17; Br1] (B, BKL]} ; (A1)
Here A\ are a quartet of Majorana spinors, and A;; and By are real, self-dual and anti
self-dual matrices of scalars, respectively. This is simply equation (13.4) of Sohnius’s classic
review [21] rewritten in terms of our spacetime and Lie algebra conventions. We also use
5 = —i"y'y243 while [21] chooses v5 = 7°y'92y3 = 5. We use I,J = 1,...,4 for the

SO(4) R-symmetry index, instead of [21]’s 4, j. I, J are raised and lowered with d7.

Applying the following field redefinitions yields the ambient action (3.2):

i -
A = §(Tj)mm)\7%m

M= — X

—

H
IJ'X )

1

Ay =

—

Bry = = —iiry - XV, (A.2)

10A connection between the Kapustin-Witten equations and wall crossing for BPS states in a class of
4d-theories with co-dimension one defects was recently described in the talk [32].
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where 77 = (¢, —il) and 7; = (¢,i1) are Euclidean signature sigma matrices, and (77,
n7;) are the 't Hooft symbols. In order to rewrite (A.1) as (3.2) one must make use of the
identities
( )IJ(UT)I 458
mmnu( ) —2i(o r)nm5£7
LT () = 2i(0T) 8,

{;mnﬁm DR = 20 (1) 0
P () = 20 (o) 2
P 0 () 4 0, (7)) = A0 () (A.3)

B Superspace formulations and maps to our conventions

Both of the early works detailing the holography of the D3/D5 system [4, 5] start with an
action in superspace which manifests a subset of supersymmetries but obscures the rest.
These formulations do make it easier to write down the action and to show conformal
invariance at the quantum level. However, it is nontrivial to rearrange the superfields’
components to reflect the defect-plus-ambient theory’s full SU(2) x SU(2) R-symmetry.

De Wolfe et al. [4] work initially in A/ = 1 superspace, where the fields are grouped
into a Mg = 1 vector multiplet, a triplet of adjoint-valued chiral multiplets, and two
N3q = 1 complex multiplets transforming in the (anti)fundamental. They quickly move
to component form, however, with which they are able to infer an R-symmetry-covariant
formulation of the action.

Erdmenger et al. [5] work in N' = 2 superspace, where the ambient fields are initially
grouped into an Nyq = 2 vector multiplet and a ANyq = 2 adjoint-valued hypermultiplet,
which they then decompose into a N3q = 2 vector and triplet of hypermultiplets (or
actually a family of these, parameterized by the transverse coordinate 22). The defect fields,
meanwhile, consist of a pair of N3q = 2 hypermultiplets transforming in the fundamental
and anti-fundamental. The decomposition of the Nyq = 2 vector multiplet into N3q = 2
multiplets has a nice superfield presentation for an abelian gauge group.

For non-abelian gauge groups, however, the situation is more subtle: there does not
appear to be an analogous gauge-covariant decomposition,!! a point which is not (to our
knowledge) directly addressed in the literature.

For readers who might need to navigate between different formulations, we provide the
map between the N3q = 2 superfields of Erdmenger et al. [5], and the formulation in terms
of standard superspace coordinates a la [18, 19]. This was done, in the abelian setting,
by [5]. We found the extension to the non-abelian case to be nontrivial. We also provide
the map from the extended superspace formulation of [18, 19] to our SU(2) x SU(2) R-
symmetry-covariant treatment (similar to [4]’s). Our focus here will be entirely on ambient
fields: the defect is manifestly 3d, so there is no map to be performed.

At least as far we lilliputians can tell.
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Extended Nyq = 2 superspace is parametrized by Grassmann-valued coordinates 64
for A = 1,2, where each 64 is a Weyl spinor in 4d. We use the following conventions for
complex conjugation and the raising and lowering of superspace indices:

* 74 Qo * FAG * ya) ) k 70
(Oan)" =04, (0" =0"", (01 =0as, (0" =04,  (B.)

and

A_ —eAB@B, 04 = —eAgéB. (B.2)

04 = 2By, 04 = esnd?, 0
We denote these coordinates Wess-Bagger (WB) coordinates. We will follow their conven-
tions below.

Erdmenger et al. [5] change basis to one in terms of 3d Grassmann spinors, in which it
is possible to identify the N3q = 2 content of Nyq = 2 superfields. Following [5], we term
these coordinates 6, #, each of which is a 3d spinor with spinor index & = 1,2. They are
obtained from the WB coordinates by first defining

so _ 1 5 0 | sa _aBpA
HA: 5(5 a9A+6d6 69/3),

L & pa  sa _apph
ﬁA:Z_(aaeA—ade 595). (B.3)

and then setting
0=0,—iby, §=4¢ —if,. (B.4)

We denote these the EGK coordinates. Clearly (B.3), (B.4) are not SU(2)g-covariant. They
also utilize isomorphisms from the 4d Weyl representations to the 3d Dirac representation.
These isomorphisms respect a s0(1,2) subalgebra of the 4d Lorentz algebra.

Setting # = 0 and 2 = 0 isolates A3q = 2 superspace with coordinates (z”,6,0) as a
subsuperspace of Nyq = 2 superspace.

It will be convenient below to write the change of coordinates and transformations
among spinor fields as a matrix multiplication. We define

Ohs = (070505 02) . Okex = (6905 0 45 ) - (B.5)
and
6L 05
6 9"
Owp = ) Opck = : (B.6)
0o 05
% 7
Then (B.3), (B.4) take the form
Oty = 05 S and  Opgk = S'0ws (B.7)
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with

a _ ~ « ~ 1 O g o
0, €an 0o’ €un W0 —ieg, —0-" —€g,
1 — et 5aa pRetel 504a / 1 jeca Z'é‘ad — o _6o¢d

S = 5 . . and S := 5

TR s i sa

10" —l€,y —10," i€, W0 deg, —0 €5y
1€ 0% —ie?Y 0% —1€* 0%, € —0%

[} «

(B.8)
Since 6,0 transform in the same representation of so(1,2) they can be contracted. The

standard convention for this contraction is 6 = 9595. As usual, 66 = 0595 and 66 = 93904.
B.1 Mapping between superspace-based formulations

The field content in the WB basis consists of an Nyq = 2 vector multiplet packaged into
a (gc-valued) chiral object, ¥, which can be expanded in terms of (g¢-valued) Nyq = 1
superfields as

U(g,04) = ©(7,61) + iV205Wa(F,01) + 05020G(7,601) - (B.9)
where 7 is the N' = 2 version of the chiral coordinate,
g = a4 i650", 7 (B.10)
In Wess-Zumino gauge, the Njq = 1 superfields are given by
O(7,01) = ¢(§) + V2010(7) + 0101 F(7)
Wa (@ 61) = =i€a() + |3 D(5) = (0™ Fu ()] 015 + 010104, D,E" (7)
G(§,01) = F () + 201[£(9), $(5)] + iV 2010" Dy (5) +
+ 010, (ilD@). 3@) + V2E®), 5@) + D Db (@)) . (B.11)

where F),, = 20,A4,) + [Ay, Ay]. Here W, (y, 0) is obtained from the vector superfield

V(y,0) = —05"0A,(y) +i(00)0¢(y) — i(60)0&(y) + %9099(D(y) —i0"Au(y)), (B.12)

as in [18].

The Nyq = 2 hypermultiplet, transforming in the adjoint representation of the gauge
group, consists of an SU(2)r doublet of complex scalars, an SU(2)g doublet of auxiliary
scalars, and a single, SU(2)g-singlet Dirac fermion. (See e.g. [21].) Breaking the Dirac
fermion into its chiral and anti-chiral components, one can group these fields into two
Niq = 1 chiral multiplets, which is how the Ny = 2 hypermultiplet is conventionally
presented in the literature. We define this set of chiral superfields as

Q12 = Q12(y) + V201 2(y) + Fi2(y), (B.13)

where now y is the conventional Ny = 1 chiral coordinate. Note that the indices on this
pair are not SU(2)y indices.
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The Nyq = 4 action in terms of these superfields is

1 _ o )
S = —— Im [i/d‘lx (/ d20Tx WOW, + 2/d29d29 Tr {eW@e—?W@})] +

ym

2 P . P .
+2/d4${/d40T1“ (621VQ16721VQ1 +621VQ26722VQ2)+

Yym

+ /d29 Tr (\/§Q2[q>, Q1]+ c.c. ) } . (B.14)

Because the fermions mix in a nontrivial way, it will be convenient to define 4-vectors
of the fermions as

% wla
o o
§wn = and Ywp = . (B.15)
foz 77b204
& ¥

In the EGK basis, meanwhile, the Nyq = 2 vector field content can be regrouped into
the component fields of an N3q = 2 vector multiplet V and chiral multiplets ¢ and ¢
parameterized as

V(§.0) = —i00p(§) — 00" 0v;(9) + i(00)0E() — i(90)0E(H) + %90@9 (a(@) - i0"va())
(3, 0) = ¢(3; 5) + V200 (§; 5) + 001 (4 5) (B.16)
written according to the 3d version of the chiral coordinates
gt = 3l 1o, = 2P — i0ohd. (B.17)

The Niq = 2 hypermultiplet, on the other hand, decomposes into a doublet of N3q = 2
chiral superfields. Here U2 is a pair of N3q = 2 chiral superfields with expansions

UM (G) = w2 (9) + V20x2(H) + 0% F-2(9) . (B.18)

The conjugate anti-chiral superfields are denoted U7 2. In order to construct the Nyq = 4
ambient action in terms these superfields one needs the linear multiplet

¥ eagba( 21V Dge’%v)
— 4p(§) + 40E(§) — A0E(G) + 400D (5) — 4i0"ID;p(5) — 2677 07 F () +

+460]p(9), 0&()] + 4i(66)00" D& (D) (B.19)
where the supercovariant derivatives with respect to the 3d chiral coordinates are
D- = O 4ot g? 2 D; = S (B.20)
o0« af ayﬂ aéa
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The ambient Nyq = 4 action in terms of these superfields takes the form [12]

1 _ o ) ) N2 1
T /d4:pTr{/d29d20{ ((D 42V G2V Z-emv@Qe—mv) S
ym

Samb 1=
amb 4

+9 (eQiVHlefmvul + eziva2672ivu2) ]+

+/d20 (Z/ll[z‘GQ—I—CI),LlQ]—Z/IQ[i82+<b,Z/{1]> + c.c.}. (B.21)

As above, we group the fermions into 4-vectors as

1 .,
VAL Xoa
1 1o S 2a
- —iX

Epgk = ‘/.57 and XEGK ‘= ) : (B.22)
1&g X5
—ig® Xt

The factors of i and v/2 in the various components of these 4-vectors are present so that the
map can be expressed simply in terms of the S and S’ matrices (B.8). One could remove
them by modifying the form of the superfield expansions, but we have instead chosen to
follow standard conventions regarding these.

By requiring that the ambient actions, (B.14) and (B.21), are the same, one obtains
the map relating the EGK and WB formulations:

¢ = \}i(Reso —ip), Ay = (vp, Imgp)
F= S+ DaReg) + 35/ =T).  D=ilbdl = —5(7+1).
ReQ 000 —1 Rew!
Im@ 1 o1o o Imw?
ReQs “V2| 0 0-1 0 Rew?
ImQ» -100 0 Imw?
YwB = %SXEGKv §ws = S&pak (B.23)

with the matrix S as given in (B.8). This is the nonabelian version of the map given in [5]’s
equations (2.18)-(2.21).
B.2 Map to SU(2) x SU(2)-invariant form

We now provide the map from the WB formulation to the formulation manifesting SU(2)y X
SU(2)u R-symmetry used in this work.

The gauge fields and the D auxiliary are unchanged, and the complex scalars from the
WB language group into triplets indexed by r = 1,2, 3:

Xp =X +iXY = (Q1, Q2, ¢)  Foi=(F, R, F). (B.24)
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Note that the definition of X! and X»:f as the real and imaginary parts of X,., respectively,
is exactly swapped compared to the definition of [4]. For the fermions, we first define
Majorana spinors in the usual Weyl basis as

goc M wa
Ed ’ P = 4

M = il
¥

etc. (B.25)

We can then group the four fermion fields from the Nyq = 2 vector and hyper into an
SO(4)r quartet as Ay := (M, 3, M M) with I =1,...4.
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