
Strong CP Problem and Symmetric Mass Solution

Juven Wang1, ∗

1Center of Mathematical Sciences and Applications, Harvard University, MA 02138, USA

We propose a novel solution to the Strong CP problem — to explain why SU(3) strong force
has a nearly zero theta angle θ̄3 ' 0 for the 4d Standard Model (SM). The new ingredient is
Symmetric Mass Generation (SMG): symmetry-preserving mass or energy gap can be generated
without breaking any symmetry G and without any quadratic mean-field mass deformation as long
as G is all perturbative local and nonperturbative global anomaly-free. In our first model, we propose
a disordered non-mean-field SMG gap (instead of the ordered Anderson-Higgs-induced mass gap)
for the u quark (or generally a set of quarks and leptons totally anomaly-free in G) generated by
multi-fermion interactions or by dynamical disordered mass fields, absorbing θ̄3. Another variant
of this first model is the SMG gapping a hypothetical hidden full fourth family of SM fermions. In
our second model, we have a chiral SM and mirror SM together to respect the Nielsen-Ninomiya
fermion-doubling and a parity-reflection ZPR

2 symmetry at high energy, so the θ̄3 = 0. Then the
SMG lifts only the mirror SM with a large energy gap but leaves the chiral SM at lower energy,
which not only “spontaneously” breaks the parity-reflection symmetry maximally but also relates
our solution to solve another nonperturbative chiral fermion regularization problem by removing the
fermion doubling. The predictive signature of both SMG-based models is that some SM fermions or
mirror fermions are highly interacting (beyond the conventional SM Higgs or SM gauge interactions)
mediated through hypothetical direct multi-fermion or disordered mass-field interactions.
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I. INTRODUCTION, THE PROBLEM, AND A NEW SOLUTION

A. Strong CP Problem

The Standard Model (SM) is a chiral gauge theory of local Lie algebra su(3) × su(2) × u(1)Y coupling to three
families of 15 Weyl fermions of the representation

d̄R ⊕ lL ⊕ qL ⊕ ūR ⊕ ēR
∼ (3,1)2 ⊕ (1,2)−3 ⊕ (3,2)1 ⊕ (3,1)−4 ⊕ (1,1)6 (1)

in a 4-dimensional spacetime (4d), with Yukawa-Higgs term to the electroweak Higgs field. However, their corre-
sponding theta terms inserted into the SM path integral with a weight factor

exp(iθjn
(j)), n(j) ≡ 1

8π2
g2

∫
Tr[F (j) ∧ F (j)] (2)

(with the instanton number or topological charge n(j) [1–3] appropriately quantized and summed in the path integral
for the 2-form field strength F (j) = dA(j) − igA(j) ∧ A(j) of 1-form gauge connection A(j) of the Lie algebra sector
j = 1, 2, 3 for u(1)Y ×su(2)×su(3)1) have different physical outcomes. The surprising experimental fact that Cabibbo-
Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix CP violating angle δCP is order 1, but the other CP violating theta angle is nearly
zero |θ̄3| < 10−10 measured by the neutron electric dipole moment (EDM) [4, 5] for

θ̄3 ≡ θ3 + arg(det(MuMd)) (3)

(where Mu and Md are two rank-3 matrices specifying the Yukawa-Higgs coupling, for u, c, t-type quarks and d, s, b-
type quarks respectively, to be introduced later), is known as the Strong CP problem [4, 6–9].

Since there is no particular reason (not even an anthropic reason) for the SM to have θ̄3 ' 0, the typical Strong
CP solutions proposed in the past literature tend to modify or enlarge the SM to include some beyond the SM
assumptions. For example,
(1) some of the quarks (e.g., up quark) are massless [2],
(2) extra continuous U(1) symmetry, then based on dynamical arguments on the “spontaneous” symmetry breaking
which relaxes to θ̄3 ' 0, e.g., Peccei-Quinn symmetry with axions [10–13] (although rigorously speaking, Peccei-Quinn
symmetry is not a global symmetry once the Strong force su(3) is dynamically gauged).
(3) extra discrete P or CP symmetry imposed at high energy like Nelson-Barr [14, 15] or Parity Solution [16–19].

The purpose of this present work is to propose a new type of the Strong CP solution by involving the Symmetric
Mass Generation (SMG, see a recent overview [20]) — fermions can become massive (also known as gapped) by a
symmetric deformation from a massless (aka gapless) theory, without involving any symmetry breaking within an
anomaly-free symmetry group. In the context of the global symmetry G being anomaly-free, this condition is well-
known as the ’t Hooft anomaly free in G [21]. In this work, we provide a new Strong CP solution to the 3+1d SM
based on the SMG mechanism in the SM chiral fermion sector alone, or in its mirror fermion sector.2 Before we
re-examine the mass origin to ask “what is mass,” we shall overview the roles of each θj for j = 1, 2, 3 to set up the
problem.

1. su(2)’s θ2 angle

Let us recall why the su(2)’s θ2 can be rotated away to 0. The su(2) only couples to the left-handed doublet ψL,
including three colors r, g, b of quarks qL and leptons lL. The pertinent Adler-Bell-Jackiw (ABJ) perturbative local
anomaly [23, 24] is captured by the triangle Feynman graph with vertices u(1)L-su(2)2. Thus, under the u(1)L chiral
symmetry transformation

ψL 7→ e iαLψL,

the θ2 is rotated to

θ2 7→ θ2 −
∑

f=1,2,3

(αqLrf + αqLgf + αqLbf + αlLf ). (4)

1 Carefully we use the mathfrak font u(1)Y , su(2), su(3) for the local structure Lie algebra. We use the U(1), SU(2), SU(3) for the global
structure Lie group.

2 In a companion work, we had provided an SMG solution to the analogous CT or P problem for a 1+1d toy model [22].
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Here αqLrf , αqLgf , and αqLbf are the left-handed quark q chiral rotation phase from ψL 7→ e iαLψL, for the three

kinds of colors (red r, green g, blue b from the su(3) fundamental), with f = 1, 2, 3 the index for the three families of
SM fermions. We can do the baryon u(1)B rotation alone (with αqLrf = αqLgf = αqLbf = 1

3αB, and the same angle

for each right-handed quark αqR , thus also αqRrf = αqRgf = αqRbf = 1
3αB), such that the u(1)B does not generate

complex phase to the mass matrix

mq 7→ mq e i (αqL−αqR ),

because it is invariant under the vector symmetry rotation due to αqL = αqR . The u(1)B also does not generate any
extra complex phase to the CKM matrix, because u(1)B rotates all the left-handed quarks with the same angle (thus
αqL of u and d types cancel out in the CKM matrix). But the u(1)B can rotate θ2 to 0. Notice above we leave out
the lepton l’s lepton number u(1)L rotation (set αlLf = 0, also αlRf = 0), so the argument θ2 = 0 is independent of
whether we add the right-handed neutrino or not to the SM. Namely, θ2 = 0 holds regardless of whether we have 15
or 16 Weyl fermions in any family of the SM.

2. u(1)Y ’s θ1 angle

The u(1)Y ’s θ1 or u(1)EM’s θEM: No finite energy and action configurations carry the instanton number n(1) in the
flat space R4 or R3,1; thus typically people do not worry θ1 within the SM vacuum (unless we encounter some domain
wall or boundary effect that θ1 jumps, then there could be Witten effect on the other side of vacuum).

More precisely, under the u(1)L or u(1)R symmetry transformation for all quarks/leptons of three families, due to the
ABJ perturbative local anomaly captured by the triangle Feynman graph with vertices u(1)L-u(1)2

Y and u(1)R-u(1)2
Y ,

the θ1 is rotated to

θ1 7→ θ1 −
∑

f=1,2,3

(3 · (2αqLf − 16αuRf − 4αdRf ) + 18αlLf − 36αeRf ). (5)

The f = 1, 2, 3 is the index for the three families of SM fermions. Following the notation (1), here the chiral rotation
phase αqLf is for the left-handed doublet quark qL, while the αuRf is for the right-handed singlet u-type quark uR, the
αdRf is for the right-handed singlet d-type quark dR; the αlLf is for the left-handed doublet lepton lL, and the αeRf
is for the right-handed singlet electron eR. The continuous baryon minus lepton (B− L) vector symmetry (namely,
when 3αq = αB = −αL) is anomaly-free under the chiral u(1)Y and the chiral su(2): u(1)B−L-u(1)2

Y and u(1)B−L-
su(2)2, also under the vector su(3): u(1)B−L-su(3)2 (namely, the vector su(3) has no mix anomaly with any vector
symmetry). This also means that the anomaly-free u(1)B−L cannot rotate any θj for j = 1, 2, 3. But either u(1)B
or u(1)L symmetry alone is anomalous thus can rotate the θ1 and θ2, except a certain linear combination θ1 + 18θ2

cannot be rotated at all [25]. This θ1 + 18θ2 is indeed proportional to the θEM for the electromagnetic U(1)EM — this
is related to the fact that the B and L currents are both conserved under dynamical U(1)EM. (This is also related to
the fact that Z36Ng,B+L or Z2Ng,B+L [more precisely Z36NcNg,Q+NcL or Z2NcNg,Q+NcL in a properly integer quantized
quark number Q with the color number Nc = 3] is still respectively preserved under the dynamical U(1) or SU(2)
gauge fields for the Ng families (or generations) of fermions [26, 27].) But people do not concern U(1)EM, since it has
no finite energy instanton configuration in the flat space R4 or R3,1 stated earlier.

3. su(3)’s θ3 angle

The su(3)’s θ3: Under the u(1)L or u(1)R symmetry transformation for the u or d type of quarks of three families,
due to the ABJ perturbative local anomaly captured by the triangle Feynman graph with vertices u(1)L-su(3)2 and
u(1)R-su(3)2, the θ3 is rotated to

θ3 7→ θ3 −
∑

f=1,2,3

(αuLf + αdLf − αuRf − αdRf ). (6)

Again f = 1, 2, 3 is the index for the three families of SM fermions. Here the chiral rotation phase αuLf is for the
left-handed u-type quark uL, while the αuRf is for the right-handed u-type quark uR; the αdLf is for the left-handed
d-type quark dL, while the αdRf is for the right-handed d-type quark dR. Recall that in the quark sector, the rank-3

CKM matrix V CKM
IJ = (UL†u ULd )IJ occurs in the term W+

µ J
µ+
W + W−µ J

µ−
W , such that the W+ = W−∗ gauge bosons

generate the weak-flavor-changing EM-charged current Jµ+
W ≡ ψI†

uL σ̄
µ(UL†u ULd )IJψ

J
dR

= Jµ−∗W (here the family index I
runs through three u type quarks u, c, t while J runs through three d type quarks d, s, b). The CKM matrix appearance
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is due to the diagonalization to the mass eigenstates of quarks in the Yukawa-Higgs term for the Standard Model
Higgs field φH , with a hermitian conjugate term (H.c.),

−(λd,IJψ
I†
qLφHψ

J
dR + λu,IJε

abψI†
qLaφ

∗
Hbψ

J
uR) + H.c.

7→ −(λD
d,IIψ

I†
qLφHψ

I
dR + λD

u,IIε
abψI†

qLaφ
∗
Hbψ

I
uR) + H.c. (7)

So the generic non-symmetric non-hermitian matrices λd = ULd λ
D
d U

R†
d and λu = ULu λ

D
uU

R†
u can be diagonalized to λD

d
and λD

u with positive eigenvalues. The rank-3 V CKM contains 3 rotational angles of SO(3), and another 6 complex
phases. The 6 left-handed quark chiral rotation (αuLf and αdLf for f = 1, 2, 3) can remove 5 complex phases, but
leave 1 complex phase δCP remaining.

In this basis where the Yukawa-Higgs mass term is diagonalized, only the physical θ̄3 defined in (3) is invariant
under any quark chiral rotation.
The previous Mu and Md matrices in (3) are indeed Mu = λD

u εφ
∗
H and Md = λD

d φH , or precisely in a mean-field
manner when 〈φH〉 6= 0 gets a vacuum expectation value (vev),3

〈Mu,IJ〉 = λD
u,IJε〈φ∗H〉, 〈Md,IJ〉 = λD

d,IJ〈φH〉.
• The charge-conjugation-parity CP transformation (similarly also under the time-reversal T) sends the instanton
number n(j) 7→ −n(j) for all j = 1, 2, 3. Thus given the periodicity θj = θj + 2πNj (where Nj = 1 typically, but Nj

can be other integers, for SM with different p = 1, 2, 3, 6, or in the presence of fractional instantons [28]) implies that
only the SM vacuum at θj = 0 or θj = πNj is kinematically CP and T invariant.

The aforementioned fact says that the θ1 and θ2 play no important roles, so there are only two CP violating sources
in the SM quark sector: the δCP due to the weak force and the θ̄3 due to the strong force. The experimental fact that
CKM matrix CP violating angle δCP is order 1, but θ̄3 is nearly zero [4, 5], is the Strong CP problem. Another way
to phrase the Strong CP problem is that why does quantum chromodynamics (QCD) alone preserve CP symmetry?

B. A New Solution based on Symmetry Mass Generation

In the next sections, we will provide a Strong CP solution based on a mass-generating mechanism known as
Symmetric Mass Generation (SMG, see a recent overview [20]). It turns out that our SMG solution to the Strong CP
problem applies to all four versions of SM gauge groups

GSMp ≡ (SU(3)× SU(2)×U(1)Y )/Zp, (8)

namely, it works for any p = 1, 2, 3, 6 [25, 28, 29]. Here in this subsection Sec. I B, we will quickly and briefly sketch
the key essence of the SMG solution: Why does the SMG helps to solve the Strong CP problem?4

The conceptual idea of our solution focus on the re-examination and re-interpretation of the role of the mass matrix
M in (3). We point out that the previous studies and solutions to the Strong CP problem in the past literature only
or mainly rely on the mean-field mass such that mass matrix M is obtained via the mean-field expectation value 〈M〉.
So what (3) really means schematically is

θ̄ ≡ θ + arg(det〈M〉). (9)

Meanwhile, based on our understanding of the neutron electric dipole moment (EDM) [4, 5] (the available physical
observable measuring θ̄), we also find that the neutron EDM only measures the mean-field contribution (see a mean-
field explanation in [9]), agreeing with our speculation that θ̄ ≡ θ + arg(det〈M〉). Henceforth, we will take (9) as our
assumption and corrected definition of the θ̄.

Here in comparison to the Strong CP problem in (3), we can set the θ̄ = θ̄3 and θ = θ3, while the fermion mass
matrix M consists of the contribution of quark mass matrix Mu and Md. Namely, the experimental measurement of
the θ̄ (such as the neutron EDM in the SM) really involves the mean-field mass matrix 〈M〉. There the mass matrix
M is schematically obtained from the fermion bilinear or quadratic term in the Lagrangian

ξIMIJψJ + H.c., (10)

3 To be absolutely clear, a vacuum expectation value (vev) of any observable O is evaluated as the expectation of O in the ground state
sector 〈O〉 ≡ 〈Ψg.s.|O|Ψg.s.〉, where |Ψg.s.〉 is a ground state of quantum mechanical system, e.g., quantum field theory (QFT) and
quantum many-body system. It could also be evaluated in the path integral with insertion 〈O〉 ≡ 1

Z

∫
[D · · · ]O exp( iS[· · · ]), where Z is

the partition function (a path integral without insertion), S is a QFT action, and · · · are some fields that are integrated over.
4 In 3+1d, the theta term of non-abelian Yang-Mills field strength θ

8π2

∫
Tr[F ∧ F ] is C even, P odd, and T odd. In 1+1d, the theta

term of abelian field strength θ
2π

∫
F is C odd, P odd, and T even. We could also say that the small 3+1d theta term implies the P, T,

CP, or CT problem in 3+1d; typically it is called the Strong CP problem for the SU(3) strong force. We could say that the small 1+1d
theta term implies the C, P, CT, or PT problem [22]. So in general even-dimensional spacetime (both 4n or 4n + 2 dimensions), the
small theta term implies universally the P or CT problem. Ref. [22] provides the SMG solution to the 1+1d P or CT problem. In this
present work, we tackle the 3+1d P or CT problem known as the Strong CP problem.
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where ξ and ψ are fermion fields in appropriate representations. The MIJ may receive a contribution from the
dynamical fields like Higgs φH , etc., that gets a mean-field vacuum expectation value (vev) as 〈φH〉 6= 0. The whole
ξIMIJψJ is a singlet scalar in a trivial representation of the Lorentz group.

Now, our new key idea is that SMG mechanism [20] can go beyond the mean-field mass, such that the SMG
deformation

ξIOSMG,IJψJ + H.c., such that 〈OSMG,IJ〉 = 0, (11)

receives no mean-field value in 〈OSMG,IJ〉 = 0 and also 〈ξIψJ〉 = 0 but this (11) can still give symmetry-preserving
non-mean-field mass energy gaps to the full set of fermions by preserving an anomaly-free symmetry G. The (11)
may involve the multi-fermion interaction, e.g.,

ξIOSMG,IJψJ + H.c. = gSMG

(
ξI(ψq′ . . . ψq′′ + . . . )ψJ + H.c.

)
(12)

(where interactions between ξI, ψq′ , ψq′′ , and ψJ, etc., with the SMG interaction strength gSMG) and disordered
mass field interaction (where OSMG,IJ may be regarded as the field operator that becomes disordered in the order
parameter target space), beyond the quadratic fermion interaction [20]. The reason that 〈OSMG,IJ〉 = 0 is due to that
the condensation of these OSMG,IJ operators would often break the G symmetry (so nonzero 〈OSMG,IJ〉 6= 0 often
implies no SMG) in the low-energy ground state sector. In our approach, we shall generalize the mass matrix in (9)
and (10) to M so to include both the mean-field mass M = 〈M〉 (e.g., from Higgs) and the SMG’s non-mean-field
mass 〈OSMG,IJ〉 = 0:

MIJ = MIJ +OSMG,IJ,
〈MIJ〉 = 〈MIJ〉, while 〈OSMG,IJ〉 = 0,

ξIMIJψJ + H.c. = ξI(MIJ +OSMG,IJ)ψJ + H.c.,
θ̄ ≡ θ + arg(det〈M〉) = θ + arg(det〈M〉). (13)

Here we should also provide a definition to extract the mass matrix MIJ from the QFT partition function Z and its
action S =

∫
d4xL with lagrangian L. In 4d, we can write every fermion in terms of the left-handed Weyl fermions

(here denoted as ξI and ψJ), then5

MIJ = − δ2L
(δξI)(δψJ)

, where L contains a generic term −(ξIMIJψJ + H.c.). (14)

Then our solution to the Strong CP problem requires at least any one of the fermions (call this fermion ζ) in the
full theory to receive no mean-field mass at all (so there is at least one zero eigenvalue of the mean-field mass matrix
〈MIJ〉) but this fermion ζ can still be massive or gapped due to the SMG contribution (namely OSMG,IJ 6= 0 but
〈OSMG,IJ〉 = 0). Thus, at least one of the eigenvalues of the mean-field mass matrix 〈M〉 being zero implies that the
det〈M〉 = det〈M〉 = 0. In that case, θ̄ = θ. Next, we can do the u(1)chiral chiral transformation only on this specific
chiral fermion

ζ → e iαζ (15)

that has no mean-field mass, but ζ can receive the non-mean-field SMG mass. As long as there is an ABJ perturbative
local anomaly between the u(1)chiral and the gauge Lie algebra of the theta term (in the case of QCD’s θ3, it is captured
by the triangle Feynman graph with vertices u(1)chiral-su(3)2), this chiral transformation will send

θ 7→ θ − α, (16)

while this also sends

MIJ +OSMG,IJ 7→MIJ(α) +OSMG,IJ(α) (17)

presumably with α dependence. However, the

〈MIJ〉 = 〈MIJ(α)〉

5 Here MIJ = − δ2L
(δξI)(δψJ)

extracts the generalized mass matrix but avoids extracting the Dirac operator. Because the Dirac operator is

obtained from the diagonal and the same species of Weyl fermions in particle and anti-particle paired in δ2L
(δψ
†
I )(δψI)

, or in the left-handed

or right-handed Weyl fermion basis, δ2L
(δψ
†
L

)(δψL)
or δ2L

(δψ
†
R

)(δψR)
. Here we write − δ2L

(δξI)(δψJ)
all in the left-handed particle basis, thus

extract only the MIJ but not the Dirac operator.
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is not changed because the ζ has no mean-field mass. The mean-field

〈OSMG,IJ(α)〉 = 0

anyway so it does not contribute to the θ̄. So we end up redefining θ̄ by a chiral transformation, with det〈M(α)〉 = 0
still, so

θ̄ = θ − α = 0 (18)

can be appropriately chosen to be zero. This provides the solution of the Strong CP problem: The θ̄ is zero for the
entire theory. The θ̄ = 0 in principle solves the Strong CP problem at some energy scale, then we provide arguments
how θ̄ remains zero or small at the IR low energy theory.

Order to Disorder the θ and mass field: There is another interpretation to look at our Strong CP solution
setting θ̄ = 0. We are looking at the disordered phase of the dynamical θ̄ (which includes the disordered dynamical θ
and dynamical complex phase of mass field arg(det〈M〉)). Instead, Peccei-Quinn solution with axions [10–13] looked
at the ordered phase of the dynamical θ̄ (i.e., the small fluctuation around the vacuum expectation value 〈θ̄〉 gives
rise to axion mode). The ordered phase to the disordered phase of the θ̄ is analogous to the superfluid-to-insulator
type of phase transition in the condensed matter [30].6

• When the θ̄ is in the ordered phase, it makes sense to ask the value of 〈exp(i θ̄)〉, which determines the orientation
of the θ̄-clock and how it affects the CT or P breaking (also T or CP breaking in 3+1d).
• However, when the θ̄ is in the disordered phase, it makes no sense to extract the mean-field value of 〈exp(i θ̄)〉 = 0
— because the θ̄-clock becomes fully disoriented, with no CT or P breaking (also T or CP breaking in 3+1d). The
appropriately designed disordered phase of the dynamical θ̄ can also give the non-mean-field mass gap to a set of
fermions via the SMG.

To solve the Strong CP problem, we will implement this particular non-mean-field massive fermion ζ in two
approaches:

In Sec. III, we only need the original chiral fermion theory in the SM, without adding any mirror fermion sector.
In this case, some of the original chiral fermion say ζ in the SM receives its full mass from the SMG, not from the
Higgs condensation. Another possibility is that if there is an extra family of SM fermions (e.g. the 4th family), such
that the extra family of SM fermions receive only the SMG mass (but no other mean-field mass), then it can also
make θ̄3 = 0.

In Sec. IV, instead, we will choose the ζ as a new set of mirror fermions (namely, not the SM fermions) being fully
gapped by SMG. The mirror fermion sector is the fermion doubling of the original chiral fermion theory.

Quark masses: The crucial issue is — what do we really mean by the quark masses? Since in the real-world
experiment, we do not directly measure the quark mass as the quarks are confined in the hadrons such as mesons or
baryons due to the color confinement, we have to clarify how do we measure the quark mass? At which energy scale
and by which method do we extract the quark mass?

In particular, ’t Hooft massless u quark solution [2] that requires mu = 0 has been ruled out by the lattice QCD
data. So whatever new Strong CP solution that we will provide, we must interpret the lattice QCD data correctly
without conflicting with our new Strong CP solution. According to Particle Data Group (PDG) [31], the current
quark mass mu = 2.16 MeV is an input to the QCD lagrangian at the energy scale EMS = 2 GeV based on the

modified minimal subtraction (MS) renormalization scheme. Other current quark masses mq are also nonzero, in
order to produce the correct hadron mass (e.g. meson such as the pion mass 135 MeV or baryon such as the proton
mass 938 MeV) observed at the low energy (say the ΛQCD scale 200 MeV) in Nature confirmed by experiments [31].
We thus know this lattice data indeed rules out the ’t Hooft massless u quark solution [2] because this solution requires
to have zero current u quark masses mu = 0 or zero Yukawa-Higgs-u-quark coupling for the QCD bare lagrangian
under the electroweak Higgs mechanism at any energy scale above the chiral symmetry breaking scale (namely, at
any energy scale below the electroweak scale EEW ∼ 246 GeV and above the QCD confinement scale ΛQCD scale ∼
200 MeV, before the chiral condensate 〈ψ̄qψq〉 6= 0 kicks in).

We will advocate candidate resolutions to the Strong CP problem compatible with the up-to-date lattice QCD
data [31]. One possibility is that the u quarks obtain its current quark mass mu not from the electroweak Higgs
mechanism but from the SMG in the real-world Nature. If so, we propose to study a toy model such that a QCD
bare lagrangian including the SMG interactions between a set of quarks that preserve an anomaly-free symmetry.
We imagine in this new scenario, such that even if both the su(3) color Yang-Mills gauge force and the electroweak

6 Even more precisely, the continuous Peccei-Quinn symmetry would not be a global symmetry once the internal symmetry of the gauge
group G is dynamically gauged. Due to the mixed anomaly between the G and Peccei-Quinn symmetry, the classical Peccei-Quinn
symmetry is broken down by the Adler-Bell-Jackiw (ABJ) anomaly [23, 24] to its discrete subgroup. So rigorously speaking, neither
superfluid nor algebraic superfluid exists as Peccei-Quinn symmetry-breaking phase in the G gauge theory. Nonetheless, at least in the
weakly gauge or the global symmetry limit of G, we expect that the physical intuitive picture of the superfluid to insulator transition
analogy still applies.
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Yukawa-Higgs couplings are turned off to zero, there are still intrinsic direct multi-quark or multi-fermion (between
quarks and leptons) interactions via the SMG interactions. Namely, in this new scenario, the familiar QCD lagrangian
is modified to

−1

4
F a
µνF

aµν− θ̄

64π2
g2εµνµ

′ν′F a
µνF

a
µ′ν′ + ψ̄(iγµDµ −

(
λD
u 〈φH〉

λD
q,IIδIJ〈φH〉

)
)ψ +

(
ψ′OSMGψ + H.c.

)
(19)

where the Lie algebra generator index a is summed over and the µ, ν are spacetime vector indices are contracted
summed. This modified QCD lagrangian consists of three kinds of interactions between quarks:
(1) The su(3) color Yang-Mills gauge force via ψ̄(iγµDµ)ψ with the nonabelian covariant derivativeDµ ≡ ∂µ− igAa

µT
a.

(2) The electroweak Yukawa-Higgs couplings ψ̄λD〈φH〉ψ that pairs left-handed and right-handed quarks. With an
appropriate choice of basis within the SM matter content, now the diagonalized Yukawa-Higgs coupling λD

u , λD
q,II,

〈φH〉 ∈ R all are chosen to be real. The mu = λD
u 〈εφ∗H〉 with the SU(2) doublet εφ∗H notation is simplified to

mu = λD
u 〈φH〉 once we choose 〈φH〉 ∈ R via a basis choice based on the appropriate su(2)×u(1)Y gauge transformation.

Similarly, this basis choice works for other u type quarks.
(3) The schematic SMG interaction

ψ′OSMGψ + H.c. ≡ gSMG

(
ψ′(ψq′ . . . ψq′′ + . . . )ψ + H.c.

)
(20)

can consist of the direct multi-quark or multi-fermion interactions (here interactions between ψ′, ψq′ , ψq′′ , and ψ,
etc.), being non-mean-field with 〈OSMG〉 = 0 and 〈ψ′ψ〉 = 0. The SMG interaction is model-dependent and must be
carefully tailor-made and designed. In Sec. III B. we will provide an explicit form of the SMG interaction for the full
SM matter contents.

A possible resolution to the lattice QCD data [31] that seems to require mu 6= 0 is that we can follow ’t Hooft’s
λD
u = 0 and the u quark has a zero current mass mu = λD

u 〈φH〉 = 0, the SMG interaction ψ′OSMGψ + H.c. can still
give the u quark a nonzero SMG mass. Other fermions involved in the SMG also get a portion of SMG mass, other
than the electroweak Higgs-induced mass λD

q,II〈φH〉 6= 0. Some comments on this (19) solution:
• Theoretically, this is a candidate solution — as long as we can verify that by re-running the lattice QCD simulation,
the new QCD lagrangian (19) with a zero current mass mu = λD

u 〈φH〉 = 0 but with the appropriate SMG interaction
at EMS = 2 GeV can still generate the correct hadron masses at low energy ΛQCD scale. If so, this will be sufficient
to satisfy the lattice simulation constraint and the low energy hadron mass constraint. In Sec. III B. we will provide
an SMG interaction, and then also explain why this solves the Strong CP problem (at least theoretically).
• Phenomenologically, this candidate solution may suffer constraints by experiments. For example, if the SM’s u
quark and other quarks are indeed involved in the SMG interaction, then at a sufficiently high enough energy, the
non-renormalizable multi-fermion interaction becomes nonperturbatively dominant. On one hand, this direct multi-
fermion interaction indicates some of the quarks may not be genuinely asymptotic-free at arbitrary high energy, which
indicates some falsifiable experimental predictions. On the other hand, this also means that there could be a different
ultra-violet (UV) completion of SMG interaction by a parent UV theory lurking behind at very high energy.

The main purpose of this article is to provide a theoretical SMG solution to the Strong CP problem. Although we will
try to elaborate on how this theoretical solution can fit into phenomenologically constraints to be a phenomenological
SMG solution, we will not pursue detailed phenomenological parameter fittings in this initial work, as those fittings
can be very data dependent and model-dependent.

Our strategy is that if this specific SMG solution (19) (applied to the chiral fermion) elaborated in Sec. III is not
favored due to (known or unknown) phenomenological constraints, we will look for a different SMG solution (applied
to the mirror fermion) in Sec. IV. In general, there must be a certain version of SMG solution to the Strong CP
problem being not only theoretically but also phenomenologically viable. The readers can decide which version is
more promising to be realized in Nature based on their own taste.

The remaining part of the article is organized as follows:
In Sec. II, we overview and contrast between the familiar symmetry-breaking mass and the Symmetric Mass

Generation (SMG via a symmetry-preserving mechanism) or the Topological Mass Generation (TMG, also
symmetry-preserving by via a symmetry-extension mechanism [32]).

In Sec. III and Sec. IV, these two aforementioned approaches (without or with mirror fermions) provide two different
solutions to the Strong CP problem.

In Sec. V, we conclude and make comparisons with other Strong CP solutions.
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II. MASS MECHANISMS: OLD AND NEW

A. Properties of Mass

Below we recall some different concepts of masses, in particular the fermion masses, following [20].

1. Rest mass: We can define the mass as an energy gap between the excitation energy Eexcited above the ground state
E0,

mrest = ∆E = Eexcited − E0. (21)

This definition works in general for many-body interacting quantum systems that can include arbitrary interactions
without assuming any mean-field or quadratic Hamiltonian realization. This definition also works for both relativistic
or nonrelativistic systems, also for both quantum field theories or not.

When the excitation is a fermion in a translational symmetry invariant theory where the momentum ~k is a good
quantum number, we could define the rest mass as the energy gap between the minimal value of energy band E~k
above the chemical potential µ as mrest = min(E~k)− µ.

2. Inertial mass: If there is an energy band E~k description, we can define a different type of mass — the inverse
curvature of the fermion energy band dispersion:

minertial = lim
~k→~kmin

(∇2
~k
(E~k))−1. (22)

Note that this mass minertial is an inertial mass, where we can read its effective mass from the energy band dispersion

E~k =

√
~k2 + |m|2 = |m|+ ~k2

2m + . . .

3. Mass read from the correlator: There is also the mass m read from the inverse of the correlation length ξ = 1
m .

The correlation length ξ can be read from the exponentially decayed two-point fermion-fermion correlation function:

〈ψ̄(x1)ψ(x2)〉+H.c. ∝ exp(−|m||x1 − x2|) = exp(−|x1 − x2|
|ξ| ). (23)

Here ψ̄ and ψ are the shorthands of appropriate fermion creation and annihilation operators; for example the ψ̄ = ψ†γ0

for a Dirac fermion. In 4d spacetime, for Dirac fermion, we have ψ̄(x1)ψ(x2) = ψ†L(x1)ψR(x2) + ψ†R(x1)ψL(x2). For

Majorana fermion, we have to pair the same Weyl fermion by ψ†L(x1)(iσ2)ψ∗L(x2) + H.c. with the standard Pauli
matrices (iσ2)ab = εab.

4. Bilinear mean-field mass condensation: We can also read the mean-field mass 〈m〉 from the two-point function
when the two points x1 and x2 coincide:

〈ψ′(x)ψ(x)〉 = 〈m〉f(|m|), (24)

where the function f is model dependent. This relation is due to the linear response theory on mψ′(x)ψ(x) at the
mean-field level contains 〈m〉〈ψ′(x)ψ(x)〉 such that 〈m〉 ∝ 〈ψ′(x)ψ(x)〉. Here ψ′ and ψ may be paired by Dirac or
Majorana type mass pairing.

The above different kinds of definitions of masses may not always be equivalent. Here are some comments on these
definitions of masses:
• In a relativistic quantum field theory with translational symmetry (so the momentum ~k is a good quantum number),
the rest mass (1), the inertial mass (2), and the mass read from the correlator (3) all become the same mass. However,
in a nonrelativistic quantum system, the rest mass (1) and the inertial mass (2) are generally different — the rest
mass (1) is about the excitation energy gap mrest = ∆E, the inertial mass (2) is the inverse curvature of energy band
dispersion.
• The rest mass (1) and the mass read from the correlator (3) are the more general form of mass in a quantum theory,
without or with relativity, beyond the mean-field theory, beyond a quadratic Hamiltonian, and beyond the energy
band theory. When we refer to the mass hereafter, we mean these two (1) and (3).
• The bilinear mass condensation (4) detects the mean-field mass (like Higgs-induced mass), but cannot detect the
SMG-induced non-mean-field mass.
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• Fermionic Green’s Function on mean-field mass vs non-mean-field mass:

Consider a fermionic Green’s Function G(k) = G(E,~k) in the energy E-momentum ~k space with kµkµ = E2 − ~k2, in
the time and spatial translational invariant system. Given a generic mass matrix M read from (13),
(i) Green’s Function with the mean-field mass 〈M〉 ≡ 〈M〉 shows

G(k) =
γµkµ + 〈M〉
kµkµ − 〈M〉2

=
γµkµ + 〈M〉
kµkµ − 〈M〉2

(25)

There are well-known Green’s function poles G(E = ±
√
~k2 + 〈M〉2,~k) → ∞ around the dispersion relation

kµkµ − 〈M〉2 = E2 − ~k2 − 〈M〉2 = 0. Crossing the locations of these poles (along the dispersion E = ±
√
~k2 + 〈M〉2,

the det(G) flips sign, between det(G) > 0 and det(G) < 0, where the determinant is evaluated in the spinor and flavor
component space.
(ii) Green’s Function with the SMG-induced non-mean-field mass (〈OSMG〉 = 0) shows

G(k) =
γµkµ + 〈M〉
kµkµ − 〈M〉2

=
γµkµ + 〈OSMG〉
kµkµ − |m|2

=
γµkµ

kµkµ − |m|2
. (26)

Here |m| is the absolute magnitude of the SMG-induced non-mean-field mass that can be read from the rest mass (1)
and the correlator (3). There is a universal Green’s function zero when approaching kµ = 0 as G(k = 0) = G(E =

0,~k = 0) = 0 or det(G(k = 0)) = 0 [33, 34]. Crossing the locations of these zeros (along the dispersion E = ±|~k|), the
det(G) flips sign, between det(G) > 0 and det(G) < 0.

So this Green’s function zero in (26) is a distinct feature, not happening to the mean-field mass (in contrast to
(25)), but only for SMG-induced non-mean-field mass.

B. Mass Generating Mechanism

Here we enumerate and re-examine “How do we gain the mass? What are possible mass-generating mechanisms?”
Conventionally, there are mean-field quadratic fermion bilinear mass terms that we can write down:

1. Bilinear pair two Weyl fermions (ψL and ψ′L):

m(ψ†L(iσ2)ψ′∗L + ψ′TL (− iσ2)ψL) ≡ −m((ψ′LψL)† + ψ′LψL)

is most general, say in 4d, including both Dirac mass (when ψR = (iσ2)ψ′∗L ) or Majorana mass (when ψL = ψ′L).

2. Anderson-Higgs mechanisms: Developed by Nambu-Goldstone-Anderson-Higgs [35–41], the vacuum expectation
value (vev) of a scalar Higgs 〈φH〉 6= 0 and the mean-field behavior of Yukawa-Higgs term φH((ψ′LψL)† + ψ′LψL)
induces m ∝ 〈φH〉 6= 0.

3. Chiral symmetry breaking: Even without any explicit scalar Higgs field, the dynamical quark chiral condensate
〈ψ̄qψq〉 6= 0 in QCD generates a mass scale [21, 35, 36]:

LChSB = 〈ψ̄qψq〉((ψ′LψL)† + ψ′LψL),

which breaks a chiral symmetry but maintains a vector symmetry.

All the above mass generating mechanisms are based on a mean-field bilinear pair of fermion fields, with a lagrangian
form

Oψ′ψ + H.c. (27)

such that the mean-field expectation value of 〈O〉 6= 0 is nonzero to generate a mean-field mass gap. Similarly, the
〈ψ′ψ〉 6= 0.

Recently it becomes clear that, beyond the conventional mean-field quadratic (less-interacting) mass listed above,
there are other mass-generating mechanisms — non-mean-field, preserving more symmetry, furthermore interacting
and nonperturbative, with a close analogy in the many-body interacting quantum matter contemporary developments
[42–44]:
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4. Symmetric Mass Generation (SMG) [20]: Given a G-anomaly-free theory, there always exists a G-symmetric
deformation such that we can deform a G-symmetric gapless phase to a G-symmetric trivial gapped phase (a short-
range entangled tensor product state). For example, G-symmetry can be a chiral symmetry, such that we can deform
to gapped confinement without chiral symmetry breaking (known as the smooth s-confinement [45, 46]). Other
examples include gapping 8 or multiple Majorana fermions in one dimensional spacetime [47, 48] or gapping multiple
chiral Weyl fermions in even spacetime dimensions (history back to Eichten-Preskill [49], but SMG only appears in
the recent advance [50–58]), see more references in the overview [20, 59].

In the case of fermions, the non-mean-field SMG deformation requires that

ψ′OSMGψ + H.c. ≡ ψ′(ψq′ . . . ψq′′ + . . . )ψ + H.c., with 〈OSMG〉 = 0 and 〈ψ′ψ〉 = 0. (28)

5. Symmetric Gapped Topological Order (SGTO): For certain G-anomalous theory for spacetime dimension d ≥ 3
(i.e., precisely a certain type of ’t Hooft anomalous G-symmetry that must have a nonperturbative global anomaly [60–
64], instead of any perturbative local anomaly), there still exists a G-symmetric deformation such that we can deform
a G-symmetric gapless phase to a G-symmetric gapped topologically ordered phase (now long-range entangled, with a
low-energy topological quantum field theory [TQFT] below the finite energy gap). Originated from condensed matter
examples (see a review [42]), one can formulate a systematic construction based on Symmetry Extension [60, 61]

instead of Symmetry Breaking; where G-anomaly is trivialized to none in the pullback extended symmetry group G̃.
Typically the TQFT’s gauge group is a finite group, constructed from gauging a normal subgroup K of G̃ with the
quotient G̃/K = G via a typical group extension (here a short exact sequence) 1→ K → G̃→ G̃/K = G→ 1.

In the following, we apply the SMG to provide novel solutions to the Strong CP problem.

III. FIRST SOLUTION: SYMMETRIC MASS GAP WITHIN THE CHIRAL FERMION

A. Toy Model for QCD

Now we aim to apply the SMG for a new Strong CP solution. To motivate our solution, we first look at a QCD
toy model — which turns out to fail our purpose eventually, but it serves to offer the key intuitions behind it. For
simplicity, take SU(Nc) QCD lagrangian with Nc color and Nf flavor Dirac fermions ψ with equal m:

L = −1

4
F a
µνF

aµν− θ

64π2
g2εµνµ

′ν′F a
µνF

a
µ′ν′ + ψ̄(iγµDµ −mINf e iθ′γ5)ψ, (29)

where a is the Lie algebra generator index. The INf is a rank-Nf identity matrix and ψ is an Nf -multiplet of Dirac
fermions. The θ3 in (3) is now called the θ.

• U(1)A axial symmetry ψ 7→ e iαγ5

ψ is anomalous, whose transformation sends θ 7→ θ− 2αNf and θ′ 7→ θ′ + 2α, but
keeps θ +Nfθ

′ 7→ (θ − 2αNf ) +Nf (θ′ + 2α) = θ +Nfθ
′ invariant.

• U(1)A has a mixed anomaly under the ABJ anomaly with the vertices U(1)A-SU(Nc)
2 captured by a triangle

Feynman graph. Since [SU(Nc)] is dynamically gauged, U(1)A is broken down to a discrete Z2Nf ,A due to the SU(Nc)
instanton, the overall internal symmetry including the gauged [SU(Nc)] is

GQCD ≡
[SU(Nc)]× SU(Nf )L × SU(Nf )R ×U(1)V

ZNc × ZNf
, (30)

where Z2Nf ,A is secretly already part of its subgroup.

The invariant θ̄ ≡ θ+ arg(det(INf e iθ′)) = θ+Nfθ
′ cannot be rotated away via the axial symmetry and is generally

nonzero — this is exactly the Strong CP problem of this QCD model. Below we show that näively we can solve this
problem, if a set of the quarks (in particular the u quark) obtained its mass not from Anderson-Higgs mechanism,
but from SMG by preserving the SU(Nc) and other vector symmetries of GQCD in (30). Whether u or other quarks
obtain some portion of its mass via the chiral condensate 〈ψ̄qψq〉 does not alter our argument. Because the chiral
condensate occurs at a lower energy below the confinement scale ΛQCD, but here we concern a QCD lagrangian at a
higher energy much above ΛQCD. So the chiral condensate does not affect the fact whether we can rotate the θ̄ to zero
or not in the QCD lagrangian. The mass m is now treated as a dynamical field m. The conventional Higgs-induced
mass has m = 〈m〉 ∝ 〈φH〉 6= 0. In contrast, the SMG via a disordered field means that

〈m〉 = 0, but only 〈|m|n〉 6= 0, (31)
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of a higher power n of condensate driven by the disordered Yukawa-Higgs or Yukawa-m multi-fermion interaction term.
SMG says that even though 〈m〉 = 0, appropriate disordered m configurations can indeed give an energy gap, via: (i)
smooth fluctuation (the correlation length ξm satisfies lUV � ξm � lsystem where lUV is the UV cutoff of quantum
field theory [QFT], or Planck scale in quantum gravity [QG], or some effective “lattice” constant), (ii) intermediate
strength coupling (not too weak nor too strong, thus in a nonperturbative regime).

We can use the chiral rotation of all quarks ψ 7→ e iαγ5

ψ to rotate θ′ to 0 while redefine θ by θ̄ ≡ θ +Nfθ
′. Next,

the u quark’s chiral rotation alone ψu 7→ e iαuγ
5

ψu, sends the path integral
∫

[Dψ][Dψ̄][Dm]e i
∫

d4xL to

∫
[Dψ][Dψ̄][Dm]e

i
∫

d4x(− 1
4F

a
µνF

aµν+αu∂µJ
µ5
u −

(θ̄−2αu)

64π2 g2εµνµ
′ν′F a

µνF
a
µ′ν′+ψ̄( iγµDµ−

mu e i 2αuγ5

(mq + φH)INf−1

)ψ+... )

.(32)

Assuming the u quark only contains the interacting non-mean-field mass from the SMG, so

〈mu〉 = 〈mu〉 = 0, only 〈|mu|n〉 6= 0 (33)

for some higher n > 1. The crucial input is that

ψ̄u〈mu〉e i 2αuγ5ψu = 0,

so we can choose αu to rotate θ̄ − 2αu to 0.
In contrast, other quark mass mq contains the mean-field mass induced by Higgs condensation 〈φH〉 6= 0,

〈mq〉 = 〈mq〉+ 〈φH〉 = 〈φH〉 6= 0,

in addition to other possible non-mean-field SMG contribution, such that 〈mq〉 = 0, only 〈|mq|n〉 6= 0 for some higher
n > 1.

Thus this SMG solves the Strong CP problem within QCD via setting θ̄−2αu = 0. Some comments on this solution:
(1) Compare to the massless quark solution (mu = 0 [2]) of the Strong CP problem, our u quark now instead has
a finite energy gap (although 〈mu〉 = 0) induced by a non-mean-field disordered energy gap from a dynamical mass
field mu.
(2) Compare to the axion solution [10–13] which makes the θ field dynamical, our solution instead makes the mass
field m dynamical. Instead of making the dynamical θ localized and ordered by a potential [10–13] to induce pseudo-
Goldstone mode, our solution makes the dynamical m disordered to generate an energy gap, namely here an interacting
mass gap.
(3) This u quark energy spectrum above the disordered gap can still produce the conventional dispersion Eu ∝√
m2
u + p2

u with momentum pu [20]. Gapping the u and other quarks by SMG, and gapping other quarks also by the
Higgs 〈φH〉 may also change the quark multiplet from Nf flavor to Nf − 1 flavor. Thus this solution is pending to fit
the SM phenomenology.
(4) In SM, the u quark is in a representation of the chiral su(2) × u(1)Y that carries a nonzero anomaly index to
cancel the SM’s perturbative local anomaly. Because the SMG cannot be applied to a non-vanishing perturbative
local anomaly, in order to apply the SMG to this SM’s u quark, either we need to include more quarks or leptons
(e.g., 15 or 16 Weyl fermions [56, 57]) to gap them altogether, or we need to break down some continuous symmetry
to discrete symmetry. The discrete symmetry may change the anomaly becoming a nonperturbative global anomaly,
then we may obtain the SGTO with a low energy TQFT to match the nonperturbative global anomaly.

Because the issue (3) and (4) listed above may lead to disagreements with the SM phenomenology, this solution
may not be favored by nature. Yet another issue is that the dynamics of the disorder field driving to a gapped phase
are not analytically well-controlled, but only numerically verified (e.g., [65]). In principle, we have to modify the
disorder mass field interaction term

ψ̄qmqψq with 〈mq〉 = 0 (34)

to the SMG interaction for the set of quarks schematically as

ψ̄qOSMGψq ≡ gSMGψ̄q(ψq′ . . . ψq′′ + · · ·+ H.c.)ψq, with 〈OSMG〉 = 0. (35)

The set of quarks (labeled by q, q′, q′′, etc.) would interact through the multi-fermion interactions even in the absence
of a dynamical [SU(Nc)] gauge field. The multi-fermion interaction can involve more than four-fermion interactions
[51]. The anomaly-free condition within the vector symmetry part of GQCD guarantees us to find the SMG interaction
such that (i) the interaction preserves at least the vector symmetry part of GQCD, (ii) 〈OSMG〉 = 0, and (iii) the full
(35) is a singlet 1 in the trivial representation of the vector symmetry of GQCD. We can also interpret that by
integrating out the dynamical mass field in (34), we can induce the interaction (35) as a consequence.
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Related designs of the SMG interaction terms similar to (35) are explored examples by examples in recent works,
e.g., [20, 58]. We will not go into the further detail of the interaction design of (35), since this QCD toy model
unfortunately fails in the context of solving the Strong CP problem for the full SM. Instead, we use this näive QCD
toy model in Sec. III A to motivate our SMG solution for the SM presented next in Sec. III B.

B. Toy Model for the su(3)× su(2)× u(1) Standard Model

The quarks alone cannot fully cancel the anomaly for the chiral su(2) × u(1)Y symmetry in the full SM’s gauge
sector su(3)× su(2)× u(1)Y . So the QCD toy model in Sec. III A fails to generate the SMG gap in the context of the
full SM.

In particular, we have to at least include the quarks and the leptons, involving at least the 15 Weyl fermions
(d̄R⊕lL⊕qL⊕ūR⊕ēR) in (1) in one family, to cancel the anomaly within the full SM’s gauge sector su(3)×su(2)×u(1)Y .
In this subsection, we modify the QCD toy model in Sec. III A to the new toy model for the full SM, which will become
the first candidate Strong CP solution based on the SMG.

Before we present the detail of the model, a few more comments on this model follow:
• Although we have known by far the Ng = 3 families of quarks and leptons, our model does not necessarily require
all 3 families of quarks and leptons to get involved in the SMG process. It could be that the SMG happens in one
family of SM, such as the first family (or any one family out of the three families) of quarks and leptons. It could
also be that the SMG happens in one new family of SM, such as the fourth family of hypothetical quarks and leptons.
As long as at least one family of quarks and leptons get a portion of its mass by SMG, then we can readily apply a
chiral rotation of a quark (say the u quark) to solve the Strong CP problem, at least theoretically. However, we must
say that there are phenomenological constraints that may favor or disfavor this theoretical Strong CP solution. So
without loss of generality, we will implement the SMG only for one family of quarks and leptons.
•We could consider the model with either the 15 Weyl fermions or the 16 Weyl fermions (d̄R⊕ lL⊕qL⊕ ūR⊕ ēR⊕ ν̄R)
including the right-hand neutrino νR. Both the 15 or 16 Weyl fermions can have the full anomaly cancellation with
the full SM’s su(3)× su(2)× u(1)Y , so we could implement the SMG for both cases.

Now we present the step-by-step construction of the first candidate Strong CP solution based on SMG:

1. We follow the Razamat-Tong model [57] to embed the 15 or 16 Weyl-fermion SM into the 27 Weyl-fermion with the
following fermion matter content:

(3,1)2 (1,2)−3 (3,2)1 (3,1)−4 (1,1)6

(3,1)2 (1,2)−3 (1,1)0

(3,1)−2 (1,2)+3 (1,1)0

. (36)

In (36), the first row’s

(3,1)2 ⊕ (1,2)−3 ⊕ (3,2)1 ⊕ (3,1)−4 ⊕ (1,1)6 ∼ (d̄R ⊕ lL ⊕ qL ⊕ ūR ⊕ ēR)

has the original 15 Weyl fermions of the SM.7 However, the d̄R and lL are doubled (in the first and the second rows)
to become a doublet under a new su(2)R. The anti-particle of right-handed neutrino ν̄R written as the left-handed
particle, is also introduced, but also further doubled as the su(2)R doublet of (1,1)0 (in the second and the third
rows). There are also extra new fermions (3,1)−2 and (1,2)+3 denoted as d̄′R and l′L.

So the SM’s original GSMp
and su(3)× su(2)× u(1)Y ≡ su(3)× su(2)L × u(1)L is enlarged to

GSM-LRp,p′ ≡
GSMp

× SU(2)R ×U(1)R

Zp′
≡ SU(3)× SU(2)L × SU(2)R ×U(1)L ×U(1)R

Zp × Zp′
(37)

with p, p′ ∈ {1, 2, 3, 6}. All of GSM-LRp,p′ are compatible with the Lie algebra

su(3)× su(2)× u(1)Y × su(2)R × u(1)R ≡ su(3)× su(2)L × su(2)R × u(1)L × u(1)R

such that the 27-fermion representation in (36) becomes(
d̄R ⊕ lL ⊕ qL ⊕ ūR ⊕ ēR ⊕ ν̄R

)
⊕ d′L ⊕ l̄′R (38)

∼
(
(3,1,2)2,−1 ⊕ (1,2,2)−3,3 ⊕ (3,2,1)1,−2 ⊕ (3,1,1)−4,2 ⊕ (1,1,1)6,−6 ⊕ (1,1,2)0,−3

)
⊕ (3,1,1)−2,4 ⊕ (1,2,1)3,0.

7 For the left and right notations, we use the italic font L and R to denote that of spacetime symmetry, while use the text font L and R
for that of internal symmetry.
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2. The 27 to 16 Weyl fermions’ deformation is done by a new scalar Higgs field hR = (1,1,2)0,−3 that couples to the
Weyl fermions by the following Higgs term(

εRhR(d̄Rd
′
L + l̄′RlL) + (h†Rν̄R)(h†Rν̄R)

)
+ H.c.. (39)

We shall write down explicitly the anti-symmetric tensor εR in the SU(2)R doublet subspace. But the εL and ε tensor
for the SU(2)L and Lorentz su(2) subspace are omitted. In the Higgs condensed 〈hR〉 6= 0 phase, the lower half of

both SU(2)R doublets of d̄R and lL get mass, while the dimension-5 term (h†Rν̄R)(h†Rν̄R) gives Majorana mass to only
the upper half of the SU(2)R doublet ν̄R. Thus 〈hR〉 6= 0 lifts 11 Weyl fermions with a mass gap, leaving 16 Weyl
fermions at low energy, and breaks the symmetry from GSM-LRp,p′ down to GSMp

×U(1)B−L.

3. The 27 to 15 Weyl fermions’ deformation is done by adding yet another new scalar Higgs field h′ = (1,1,1)0,6,(
εRhR(d̄Rd

′
L + l̄′RlL) + h′(εRν̄Rν̄R)

)
+ H.c. (40)

The Higgs condensation 〈hR〉 6= 0 and 〈h′〉 6= 0 leave 15 Weyl fermions at low energy — the h′(εRν̄RνR) gives a Dirac
mass to both upper and lower components of the SU(2)R doublet ν̄R. This breaks the symmetry from GSM-LRp,p′

down to GSMp with no U(1)B−L, and drives the transition from the 27 to the 15 Weyl-fermion phases.

4. The 27 Weyl fermion to the SMG deformation: The 27 Weyl-fermion model can be fully gapped by preserving not
only the SM internal symmetry group GSMp

for p = 1, 2, 3, 6, but also an additional continuous baryon minus lepton
symmetry U(1)B−L.

• Mean-field SMG that cannot solve the Strong CP problem: Tong [58] suggests fully gapping the 27 Weyl fermions
to achieve the SMG by adding a scalar field φ in (1,2,2)−3,3 when the generic condensation 〈φ〉 6= 0 occurs in this
deformation

εRεL
(
φ(d̄RqL + ν̄R l̄

′
R + ēRlL) + φ†2ūRd

′
L

)
+ H.c. ≡

(
φ(d̄RqL + ν̄R l̄

′
R + ēRlL) + φ†2ūRd

′
L

)
+ H.c. (41)

Hereafter the εL, εR and ε tensors for the SU(2)L, SU(2)R and Lorentz su(2) subspaces may be omitted. The
deformation term (41) in a lagrangian is a singlet under all the representations.

The 〈φ〉 6= 0 phase still preserves the deformed SM internal symmetry
SU(3)×SU(2)diagonal×U(1)diagonal

Zp
× U(1)B−L.

However, the 〈φ〉 6= 0 violates the no mean-field condensation condition that requires 〈φ〉 = 0 in (34) and (35). It can
also be checked that this deformation cannot solve the Strong CP problem, due to the θ̄ (including the contribution
from θ and the generic complex phase of 〈φ〉) cannot be rotated away to θ̄ = 0.

• Non-mean-field SMG and a multi-fermion interaction deformation: We propose to modify Tong’s [58] deformation
to the case of the dynamical φ with a random disorder configuration that we integrate over

∫
[Dφ] such that

〈φ〉 = 0, 〈φ2〉 = 0, (42)

so there is no mean-field mass contribution to (41). This condition satisfies the no-mean-field version of the SMG
criterion (35). Integrating over

∫
[Dφ] in the path integral also induces the multi-fermion interaction version of the

deformation:

(d̄RqL + ν̄R l̄
′
R + ēRlL)2(ūRd

′
L) + H.c. (43)

There are also additional density-density interactions induced by integrating over
∫

[Dφ], such as

(d̄RqL + ν̄R l̄
′
R + ēRlL)(q̄LdR + l′RνR + l̄LeR) + (ūRd

′
L)(d̄′LuR). (44)

Any higher power (larger than 1) of any Grassmann-number-valued fermion in a lagrangian density needs to be
point-split, such as ψ2

R ≡ ψRσµ∂µψR or ψRσ
µDµψR in the covariant derivative form, etc. If we like to have a lattice

regularization to do the numerical simulation, we also have to point split ψnR(x) ≡ ψR(x)ψR(x+ε) . . . ψR(x+(n−1)ε)
on neighbor sites where ε is the lattice constant.

The interaction terms, both the six-fermion (43) and the four-fermion (44) interactions, are irrelevant in the sense of
perturbative renormalization group (RG). In order to drive from a nearly gapless phase to a gapped SMG phase, we
require to turn on their coupling strength to a nonperturbative scale.
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To justify that both the disorder scalar phase of the deformation ((41) and (42)) and the multi-fermion interaction
deformation with an appropriate nonperturbative coupling strength ((43) and (44)) can fully gap the 27 Weyl fermions
and can achieve the SMG, we apply the argument given in [50]:

“The G-symmetry preserving SMG can be obtained from the disorder scalar phase, if the following sufficient condi-
tions are hold. First, breaking G to Gsub via the scalar condensation 〈φ〉 6= 0 can give the fully gapped symmetry-
breaking theory. Second, there are no topological defects that can trap zero modes robust under any nonperturbative
G-symmetry-preserving deformation. Namely, any zero modes can be gapped by some G-symmetry-preserving defor-
mation.”

The first condition holds, because Tong [58] already shows that 〈φ〉 6= 0 gives the fully gapped phase. The second
condition holds under the condition given in [50] if the homotopy group of the quotient space πd(G/Gsub) = 0 for all
the dimensions 0 ≤ d ≤ D + 1 for the total spacetime dimension D = 4 here.

In the case of the so(10) Grand Unified Theory (GUT) with a Spin(10) internal symmetry group, Ref. [50] verifies that

πd(
Spin(10)
Spin(9) ) = πd(S

9) = 0 for 0 ≤ d ≤ 5 is true. However, this is only a sufficient condition not a necessary condition.

The 1+1d U(1)-symmetry chiral fermion model violates the sufficient condition because πd(U(1)) = πd(S
1) gives Z

for d = 1. But a 1+1d U(1)-symmetry anomaly-free chiral fermion model can indeed have the SMG achieved by the
multi-fermion interaction [51, 55, 66] or by the disorder scalar interaction [20, 67]. So what we really need is that any
zero modes trapped by the defects (such as those from πd(G/Gsub)) can be gapped by some G-symmetry-preserving
deformation.

In the case of GSM-LRp,p′ in (37), the defect of the 〈φ〉 6= 0 phase can be classified by the homotopy group

πd(
GSM-LRp,p′

Gsub
) = πd(

SU(2)L × SU(2)R ×U(1)L ×U(1)R

U(1)×U(1)× 1× 1
)

= πd(
S3

S1
× S3

S1
× S1 × S1) = πd(S

2 × S2 × S1 × S1) =



0, d = 0
Z2, d = 1
Z2, d = 2
Z2, d = 3
Z2

2, d = 4
Z2

2, d = 5

. (45)

All we require is that any zero modes trapped in these defects can be gapped by some G-symmetry-preserving
deformation [53]. This is always doable, if and only if the starting theory is anomaly free within the G-symmetry in
the given spacetime dimension D, so the G-symmetry preserving SMG phase exists. Here we only need to verify that
the cobordism group TPD+1(G) proposed in Freed-Hopkins [68] that classifies the D-dimensional anomaly and the
D + 1-dimensional invertible topological field theory. We check that at D = 4 to find that [69–72]

TP5(Spin×GSMp) =

{
Z5 × Z2, p = 1, 3
Z5, p = 2, 6

. (46)

TP5(Spin×GSM-LRp,p′ ) contains Z and Z2 classes.

The integer Z class corresponds to the perturbative local anomaly classification captured by perturbative Feynman
graphs and infinitesimal gauge-diffeomorphism transformations. The finite group class (here Z2) captures the non-
perturbative global anomaly classification captured only by large gauge-diffeomorphism transformations. Indeed, we
can check that the matter content (1), with or without ν̄R, is still anomaly-free with the anomaly index 0, within the
cobordism group TP5(Spin × GSMp). Similarly, the 27 Weyl-fermion matter content (38) is also anomaly-free with
the anomaly index 0, within the cobordism group TP5(Spin × GSM-LRp,p′ ). From this anomaly-free perspective, we
now understand the distinctions between Tong’s model and our proposal:

• Tong’s model [58] on the 〈φ〉 6= 0 phase although counts as the SMG by preserving a modified
SU(3)×SU(2)diagonal×U(1)diagonal

Zp
× U(1)B−L, it is indeed a symmetry-breaking phase partially breaking the entire

GSM-LRp,p′ down to
SU(3)×SU(2)diagonal×U(1)diagonal

Zp
× U(1)B−L. The mass gap is generated by the symmetry-breaking

mean-field fermion bilinear mass term, so Tong’s model [58] would not directly solve the Strong CP problem.

•Our proposal, however, means to access the entireGSM-LRp,p′ ≡
GSMq×SU(2)R×U(1)R

Zp′
≡ SU(3)×SU(2)L×SU(2)R×U(1)L×U(1)R

Zp×Zp′
-

preserving SMG. Our model is based on the disorder scalar phase of the deformation ((41) and (42)) or the multi-
fermion interaction deformation with an appropriate nonperturbative coupling strength ((43) and (44)). With the
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criterion that any zero modes trapped in the defects (45) can be gapped by some G-symmetry-preserving deformation,
we can assure that our deformation leads to the SMG phase with no mean-field condensate (e.g., 〈φ〉 = 0) but with
disorder configuration under

∫
[Dφ] in the path integral.

In particular, for the defects classified by (45), a configuration φ 6= 0 has its core occur at φ = 0. This means
that the codimension-(d + 1) defects (namely the D − (d + 1)-dimensional defects) in the spacetime is classified by

πd(
GSM-LR

p,p′

Gsub
). There are two Z classes 0d point defects from π3, two Z classes 1d line defects from π2, two Z classes 2d

surface defects from π1, etc. There are also possible (Z2)2 classes of Wess-Zumino-Witten (WZW) terms constructed
out of π5. But our construction demands that the zero modes trapped must be symmetry-preserving gappable. Our
construction also needs to forbid the induction of any WZW terms. We can check that these conditions are fulfilled
based on the method in [53].

Overall, all these conditions can be satisfied by the 27 Weyl fermion model (38), because it is anomaly-free inGSM-LRp,p′

and it is in the trivial cobordism class (the anomaly index 0) in TP5(Spin×GSM-LRp,p′ ).

5. In order to use the above model with the SMG mechanism to solve the Strong CP problem, our model must fit all
the known constraints from the experiments in Nature, and the QCD lattice numerical simulation.

One major challenge to overcome is that according to Particle Data Group (PDG) [31], the current quark mass mu of
the u quark has mu = 2.16 MeV as an input to the QCD lagrangian at the energy scale EMS = 2 GeV based on the

modified minimal subtraction (MS) renormalization scheme. Other current quark masses mq are also nonzero [31].
(See Table I later in Sec. III C for a summary of mass data.) Some comments about this current quark masses mq:

• Note that this current quark mass mq is already a renormalized mass with no divergence by the MS scheme, away
from the bare quark mass m0 that potentially suffered from divergence.

• The current quark mass mq is an input to the lattice QCD lagrangian at the energy scale EMS = 2 GeV. So the
current quark mass mq can receive contributions from any higher energy UV theory – such as:

(1). The Higgs condensation 〈φH〉 6= 0 by the electroweak symmetry breaking su(2)× u(1)Y → u(1)EM happened at
a higher energy at the Fermi electroweak scale EEW ∼ 246 GeV.

(2). What we hypothesize is that the SMG also contributes to the current quark mass mq and the lepton mass, at
least for one of three families, or for the new family (e.g., the fourth family) of SM matter content. The SMG
happens at much higher energy above the electroweak scale EEW, or happens at the earlier universe before the
Higgs condensation 〈φH〉 6= 0.

(3). However, the current quark mass mq at EMS receives no contribution from the QCD chiral condensate 〈ψ̄qψq〉.
Because at the EMS = 2 GeV scale, the QCD chiral symmetry is not yet broken since 〈ψ̄qψq〉 = 0, while the
〈ψ̄qψq〉 6= 0 only happens at much lower energy like ΛQCD around 200 MeV.

This lattice QCD evidence on the nonzero current quark mass mu 6= 0 [31] rules out the famous ’t Hooft massless u

quark solution [2] that requires mu = 0. Because under ψ 7→ e iαγ5

ψ, from (32),

αu∂µJ
µ5
u −

(θ̄ − 2αu)

64π2
g2εµνµ

′ν′F a
µνF

a
µ′ν′ − ψ̄u(mu e i 2αuγ5)ψu, (47)

once the mean-field mass mu = λD
u 〈εφ∗H〉 6= 0 or in an appropriate basis mu = λD

u 〈φH〉 6= 0 is nonzero, due to the
nonzero diagonalized Yukawa-Higgs coupling λD

u 6= 0 in (7) and due to the Higgs condensate 〈φH〉 6= 0, then it is
impossible to rotate the θ̄ − 2αu = 0 without introducing the complex phase e i 2αu to the mean-field mu.

Another way to explain the failure of the massless u quark solution [2] is that under the αu variation on the above action
S in (47), then taking its mean-field expectation 〈 δSδαu 〉|αu=0 (i.e., not taking it as the operators or the equations), we
have

〈∂µJµ5
u 〉 = − 2

64π2
g2εµνµ

′ν′〈F a
µνF

a
µ′ν′〉+ 2i〈muψ̄uγ5ψu〉 = − 2

64π2
g2εµνµ

′ν′〈F a
µνF

a
µ′ν′〉+ 2i〈mu〉〈ψ̄uγ5ψu〉. (48)

The evaluation of the vev of 〈muψ̄uγ5ψu〉 = mu〈ψ̄uγ5ψu〉 + 〈mu〉ψ̄uγ5ψu − 〈mu〉〈ψ̄uγ5ψu〉 based on the variational
principle on varying ψ̄uγ5ψu shows that 〈muψ̄uγ5ψu〉 = 〈mu〉〈ψ̄uγ5ψu〉, since the mean-field 〈mu〉 ∝ 〈ψ̄uγ5ψu〉 6= 0 is
correlated based on the linear response theory. The extra mean-field current u quark mass 〈mu〉 = mu fails to obey
the relation 〈∂µJµ5

u 〉 ∝ 〈F a
µνF

a
µ′ν′〉, thus also fails to redefine θ̄ to 0 by the u quark chiral transformation.

However, if we hypothesize that the SMG interactions are involved to give a u quark some non-mean-field mass, then
the pertinent terms from SMG (say (43) and (44)) for the u quark include:



16

(
(d̄RqL + ν̄R l̄

′
R + ēRlL)2(ūRd

′
L) + H.c.

)
+ (q̄LdR)(d̄RqL) +

(
(q̄LdR)(ν̄R l̄

′
R + ēRlL) + H.c.

)
+ (ūRd

′
L)(d̄′LuR). (49)

Among (49), the term that is transformed up to a phase under the left-handed L or the right-handed R u quark, uL
or uR, chiral transformation, includes(

(d̄RqL + ν̄R l̄
′
R + ēRlL)2(ūRd

′
L) + H.c.

)
+
(
(q̄LdR)(ν̄R l̄

′
R + ēRlL) + H.c.

)
.

≡ ūR(Oψψ)uL + ūR(Oψψψψ)uL + ūR(Oψψψψψ) + H.c. (50)

See the footnote,8 where we provide the explicit expression of the four-fermion ūR(Oψψ)uL and six-fermion
ūR(Oψψψψ)uL + ūR(Oψψψψψ) interactions. The Oψψ is some two-fermion term, the Oψψψψ is some four-fermion
term, and the Oψψψψψ is some five-fermion term, written in the footnote 8.

In summary, the analogous lagrangian term of (32) under the u quark’s left L and right R chiral transformations
(uL → e iαLuL and uR → e iαRuR) becomes:

(αuL∂µJ
µ
uL + αuR∂µJ

µ
uR)− (θ̄ − (−αuL + αuR))

64π2
g2εµνµ

′ν′F a
µνF

a
µ′ν′ −mu(e i (αuL−αuR )u†RuL + H.c.)

+ gSMG

((
e i (αuL−αuR )ūR(Oψψ)uL + e i (αuL−αuR )ūR(Oψψψψ)uL + e i (−αuR )ūR(Oψψψψψ) + H.c.

)
+ . . . .

(51)

The omitted . . . terms are extra terms in (43) and (44) that are invariant under αuL and αuR . Under the αu variation
on the above action S in (51), then taking its mean-field expectation 〈 δSδαu 〉|αu=0, we obtain:

〈∂µJµuL〉 = − 1

64π2
g2εµνµ

′ν′〈F a
µνF

a
µ′ν′〉 −

(
〈mu iu†RuL〉+ H.c.

)
+ gSMG

(
i〈ūR(Oψψ +Oψψψψ)uL〉+ H.c.

)
.

〈∂µJµuR〉 = +
1

64π2
g2εµνµ

′ν′〈F a
µνF

a
µ′ν′〉+

(
〈mu iu†RuL〉+ H.c.

)
− gSMG

(
i〈ūR(Oψψ +Oψψψψ)uL〉+ i〈ūR(Oψψψψψ)〉+ H.c.

)
.

(52)

Again 〈mu iu†RuL〉 = 〈mu〉〈 iu†RuL〉 when mu = 〈mu〉 is just a mean-field mass. In this specific Strong CP solution in
Sec. III B, we take mu = 〈mu〉 = 0. Next we look at the third term on the right-hand side of (52), this term is part of

the SMG interaction that gives no mean-field mass, thus 〈u†RuL〉 = 0, same for its linear response Oψψ = Oψψψψ = 0.
Similarly, other fermion bilinear pairings also have zero mean-field values. Namely, in the schematic SMG deformation
(11), we have 〈ξIψJ〉 = 〈OSMG,IJ〉 = 0 but we are left to evaluate the vev of full SMG term 〈ξIOSMG,IJψJ〉+ H.c..

Once gSMG is turned on, the small 〈ξIOSMG,IJψJ〉 6= 0 starts to gradually develop. In fact, for a wide range of
gSMG < gc,SMG below the critical SMG strength gc,SMG, the 〈ξIOSMG,IJψJ〉 6= 0 is very small but nonzero. The
〈ξIOSMG,IJψJ〉 6= 0 in general when gSMG 6= 0.

Overall, we have to keep 〈ξIOSMG,IJψJ〉 6= 0 contribution in (52). Eq.(52) becomes

〈∂µJµuL〉 = − 1

64π2
g2εµνµ

′ν′〈F a
µνF

a
µ′ν′〉+ gSMG

(
i〈ūR(Oψψ +Oψψψψ)uL〉+ H.c.

)
.

〈∂µJµuR〉 = +
1

64π2
g2εµνµ

′ν′〈F a
µνF

a
µ′ν′〉 − gSMG

(
i〈ūR(Oψψ +Oψψψψ)uL〉+ i〈ūR(Oψψψψψ)〉+ H.c.

)
.

8 Specifically
(
φ(d̄RqL + ν̄R l̄

′
R + ēRlL) + φ†2ūRd

′
L

)
contains the φ in (1,2,2)−3,3 written in SU(2)L × SU(2)R doublet φa,a′ , the d̄R

in (3,1,2)2,−1 written in SU(2)R doublet
( d̄R,1
d̄R,2

)
, the qL in (3,2,1)1,−2 written in SU(2)L doublet

( uL
dL

)
, the ūR and d′L are in

(3,1,1)−4,2 and (3,1,1)−2,4 as the SU(2)L × SU(2)R singlet. A pertinent term with u quark is φd̄RqL = εa,bL εa
′,b′

R φa,a′ d̄R,b′qL,b =

φ1,1d̄R,2qL,2 + φ1,2d̄R,1qL,2 + φ2,1d̄R,2qL,1 + φ2,2d̄R,1qL,1 = φ1,1d̄R,2dL + φ1,2d̄R,1dL + φ2,1d̄R,2uL + φ2,2d̄R,1uL. Another pertinent

term with u quark is φ†2ūRd
′
L = (φ1,1φ2,2 + φ1,2φ2,1 − . . . )†ūRd′L where we collect the SU(2)L × SU(2)R singlet representation out of

φ†2.
We can deduce that (49) contains the u quark field explicitly in:
• (d̄RqL)2(ūRd

′
L) contains

(
...(d̄R,2dL)(d̄R,1uL) + ...(d̄R,1dL)(d̄R,2uL)

)
(ūRd

′
L).

• (d̄RqL)(ν̄R l̄
′
R + ēRlL)(ūRd

′
L) contains

(
...(d̄R,2dL)(ν̄R,1 l̄

′
R,1 + ēR,1lL,1) + ...(d̄R,1dL)(ν̄R,2 l̄

′
R,1 + ēR,2lL,1) − ...(d̄R,1uL)(ν̄R,2 l̄

′
R,2 +

ēR,2lL,2)− ...(d̄R,2uL)(ν̄R,1 l̄
′
R,2 + ēR,1lL,2)

)
(ūRd

′
L).

• (ν̄R l̄
′
R+ēRlL)2(ūRd

′
L) contains

(
...(ν̄R,2 l̄

′
R,2+ēR,2lL,2)(ν̄R,1 l̄

′
R,1+ēR,1lL,1)+...(ν̄R,1 l̄

′
R,2+ēR,1lL,2)(ν̄R,2 l̄

′
R,1+ēR,2lL,1)−...(ν̄R,1 l̄′R,1+

ēR,1lL,1)(ν̄R,2 l̄
′
R,2 + ēR,2lL,2)− ...(ν̄R,2 l̄′R,1 + ēR,2lL,1)(ν̄R,1 l̄

′
R,2 + ēR,1lL,2)

)
(ūRd

′
L).

We collectively gather these terms into (50) as four-fermion ūR(Oψψ)uL and six-fermion ūR(Oψψψψ)uL + ūR(Oψψψψψ) interactions.
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(53)

Some small SMG multi-fermion interaction condensates 〈ξIOSMG,IJψJ〉 6= 0 that can mildly violate the anomalous
current conservation (here 〈∂µJµuL〉 and 〈∂µJµuR〉) when gSMG < gc,SMG, but violate significantly and nonperturbatively
when gSMG ≥ gc,SMG. It will be interesting to compare these SMG multi-fermion interactions with those ’t Hooft
vertices with multi-fermion insertions [2, 3] in the future. Those 〈ξIOSMG,IJψJ〉 6= 0 contributions have some other
physical effects,9 but not on the Strong CP problem’s θ̄ defined in (13)

θ̄ ≡ θ + arg(det〈M〉) = θ + arg(det〈− δ2L
(δξI)(δψJ)

〉) = θ + arg(det〈M〉) (54)

— because the θ̄ receives a zero contribution from SMG’s fermion bilinear 〈ξIψJ〉 = 0 and 〈OSMG,IJ〉 = 0. Thus, for
now, we can switch gears to show how θ̄ can be set to zero. As long as some of the quarks have their entire mass from
no mean-field mass, then det〈M〉 = 0. Here in Sec. III B, we assume that the u quark gains its mass only from SMG,
but not Higgs mechanism; hence, the mean-field mass eigenvalue for u quark is zero so det〈M〉 = 0.

We end up redefining θ̄ by a chiral transformation, with det〈M(α)〉 = 0 still, because the u quark mean-field mass
eigenvalue is zero, so

θ̄ = θ − α = 0 (55)

is appropriately chosen to be zero. This provides the Strong CP solution: The θ̄ is zero for the entire theory.

The SMG multi-fermion interaction condensates 〈ξIOSMG,IJψJ(α)〉 6= 0 has α dependence, and can be nonperturba-
tively nonzero above gSMG ≥ gc,SMG. This has a consequence on the vortex dual variable of θ̄ in the θ̄-disordered
phase (see [22]). But it does not affect the θ̄ = 0 as far as the Strong CP solution is concerned.

C. Constraint and Prediction on the Hadron Data

’t Hooft massless u quark solution [2] that requires mu = 0 has been ruled out by the lattice QCD data. So whatever
new Strong CP solution that we provide, we must reconcile the lattice QCD data correctly without conflicting with
our new Strong CP solution. According to Particle Data Group (PDG) [31], the current quark mass mu = 2.16 MeV
is an input to the QCD lagrangian at the energy scale EMS = 2 GeV based on the modified minimal subtraction (MS)
renormalization scheme. Other current quark masses mq are also nonzero, in order to produce the correct hadron
mass (e.g. meson such as the pion mass 135 MeV or baryon such as the proton mass 938 MeV) observed at the low
energy (say the ΛQCD scale 200 MeV) in Nature confirmed by experiments [31].

In summary of Sec. III B’s solution, In the conventional scenario (Table I (a)), all the quarks and other fermions
obtain their masses from the Higgs mechanism. In contrast, in Sec. III B’s solution scenario (Table I (b)), we
hypothesized that the u current quark mass is fully due to SMG, other fermions also obtain a small portion of
SMG mass, in addition to the major current mass contribution is from the Higgs mechanism. Namely, in Table I (b),
we replace the u current quark mass mu = 2.16 MeV to the u quark SMG mass.

Some of the important energy scales for Table I (b):
1. SMG scale ΛSMG, much higher, like GUT scale or other scales.
2. Electroweak Higgs scale 246 GeV.
3. UV renormalization scale EMS = 2 GeV, the MS scale for the lattice QCD.
4. ΛQCD scale 200 MeV.

Below the SMG scale, the multi-fermion interaction gives the set of fermion SMG-induced mass. Below the elec-
troweak Higgs scale, the fermions also obtain the Higgs-induced mass. We note that just like the Higgs scale is not
directly equal to the Higgs-induced mass. the SMG scale (say gc,SMG) is not directly equal to the SMG-induced mass.
Only below or around the ΛQCD scale, the confinement happens and the chiral condensate 〈ψ̄qψq〉 6= 0 kicks in. Then
the hadrons form and get about 98% of their mass from the confinement, while only a few 2% is from the Higgs
mechanism and possibly also some from the SMG mechanism (Table I (b)). However, the lattice QCD lagrangian
input is at EMS = 2 GeV, which is way above the ΛQCD scale, so the chiral condensate 〈ψ̄qψq〉 = 0 at EMS and
does not contribute to the initial input of the lattice QCD lagrangian. In fact, the chiral condensate 〈ψ̄qψq〉 6= 0 is
generated spontaneously under the RG flow from running EMS = 2 GeV to ΛQCD scale in the lattice QCD simulation.

9 We expect to find physical observables related to 〈ξIOSMG,IJψJ〉 6= 0 in the dual variable of θ̄ in the SMG disordered side of the story
along the discussion in [22].
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(a)

quark
current
quark

mass mq

Higgs
contribution

SMG
contribution

u 2.16 MeV

All No

d 4.67 MeV
c 1.27 GeV
s 93.4 MeV
t 172.69 GeV
b 4.18 GeV

lepton
lepton

mass mq

Higgs
contribution

SMG
contribution

e 0.511 MeV
All Noµ 105.66 MeV

τ 1776.86 MeV

(b)

quark
current
quark

mass mq

Higgs
contribution

SMG
contribution

u 2.16 MeV 0 2.16 MeV

d 4.67 MeV 4.67 MeV −mSMG
d mSMG

d

c 1.27 GeV
Higgs condensation

make up the
non-SMG part

No SMG
required, but
still possible.

s 93.4 MeV
t 172.69 GeV
b 4.18 GeV

lepton
lepton

mass mq

Higgs
contribution

SMG
contribution

e 0.511 MeV 0.511 MeV −mSMG
e mSMG

e

µ 105.66 MeV Higgs condensation
makes up the remains

No SMG
requiredτ 1776.86 MeV

TABLE I. (a) The conventional mass-generating mechanism is attributed to the Higgs mechanism, see Fig. 1. (b) On the
left-hand side of the table, the current quark mass mq from [31] is based on fitting the quark mass as an input to the QCD
lagrangian under MS at the energy scale 2 GeV for the lattice simulation, in order to produce the correct hadron mass (e.g.
meson such as the pion mass 135 MeV or baryon such as the proton mass 938 MeV) observed at the low energy (say the ΛQCD

scale 200 MeV) in Nature confirmed by experiments. On the right-hand side of the table, we show the portion of the Higgs
contribution (Fig. 2’s red color) and the portion of the hypothetical SMG contribution (Fig. 2’s blue color).

FIG. 1. A schematic plot on the Higgs-induced contribution (red) to quark and lepton masses in Table I(a). This data is meant
to compare with the current quark mass of the lattice QCD lagrangian input at the RG energy scale EMS = 2 GeV.

FIG. 2. A schematic plot on the SMG-induced (blue) and Higgs-induced (red) contribution to quark and lepton masses in Table
I(b). This data is meant to compare with the current quark mass of the lattice QCD lagrangian input at the RG energy scale
EMS = 2 GeV. The SMG-induced contribution to a part of some generation of quark and lepton masses implies that we need
to modify the conventional QCD lagrangian to include the SMG interaction term ξIOSMG,IJψJ into the UV lagrangian. In the
scenario presented here, although the fermions u, d, and e receive SMG-induced mass from the same SMG interaction term, their
SMG-induced masses do not need to be in the same value. Their SMG-induced masses depend on the multi-fermion-pairing
structure of the SMG interaction term ξIOSMG,IJψJ (see the related discussion in [22]).
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Falsifiable prediction: We can make a falsifiable test of our proposal. Suppose we start with a modified QCD
and SM plus SMG lagrangian, and start with the mean-field current quark mass mu = 0 at EMS = 2 GeV, we can
still have the SMG-induced mass for the u quark and other fermions. Then we predict that running the simulation in
terms of this Table I (b) scenario, we could still reproduce the correct hadron spectrum at low energy to match the
experimental data (say pion mass 135 MeV or proton mass 938 MeV). Although this simulation is a very challenging
task, if this is indeed verified numerically, it will give a support to the Sec. III B’s solution.

Other challenges: If u quark does get involved in a multi-fermion interaction to gain its SMG mass, it means that
at high enough energy, the nonperturbative multi-fermion interaction will gradually dominate over the asymptotic
free behavior of quarks. The good news for this nonperturbative multi-fermion interaction is that it gives another
falsifiable prediction at higher energy that modifies the asymptotic freedom at much deeper UV. The bad news is that
experiments already rule out any physics deviated from the QCD asymptotic freedom at least for energy as high as
10 TeV. QCD is a very good description of quarks at least to 10 TeV or even higher. This means that the ΛSMG has
to be higher if this scenario works.

Variants of scenarios: Even if the Sec. III B’s solution (on the first family of fermions get SMG-induced mass)
scenario fails, theoretically we could still propose some modification of similar kinds. Another theoretical solution is
that a hypothetical fourth family of quarks and leptons get the SMG-induced mass. Some comments are this scenario:
• It could be that the fourth family of fermions get the full SMG-induced mass. (It is less likely any fourth family of
fermions receives Higgs-induced mass, because that would cause observable effects on the Higgs channel that should
be already tested and observed.)
• The fourth family of fermions should however get a large SMG-induced mass larger than the mass scale that has
been tested. So the mass scale of the fourth family of fermions should be in principle larger than t quark mass above
173 GeV or TeV scales.
• The fourth family of quarks must couple to the same su(3) strong force so that those quarks can absorb θ̄ away
into the complex phase of its zero mean-field mass. (Namely, as emphasized previously, we must have at least one of
the quarks receive its mass only from SMG but not from Higgs. We may as well just have the full fourth family of
fermions get the full SMG-induced mass.) But this also implies some possible channels on the gluon-gluon interaction
to observe of the evidence fourth family of quarks. This shall be a falsifiable statement with more phenomenological
constraints.

In fact, because we directly apply the SMG scenario to at least one family of the chiral fermion sector of the
SM, the phenomenological constraints (regardless known or unknown to the contemporary experiments) may more
easily falsify or rule out all the models presented in Sec. III. If all these theoretical proposals are not favored by
phenomenology, we can still propose another type of new scenario, in the next Sec. IV, to hide the SMG mechanism
in the SMG-induced gapped mirror fermion sector.
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IV. SECOND SOLUTION: SYMMETRIC GAPPED MIRROR FERMION

Our second SMG solution to the Strong CP problem is meant to be more flexible to fit experimental constraints.
We will however still provide only the general strategy, but will not seek for the SM phenomenological fitting here.
Here are step-by-step constructions and highlights of this solution, schematically shown in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4:
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FIG. 3. (a) Our model has a chiral SM and a mirror SM sharing the same gauge group GSMp , placed on two domain walls,
left-handed L on y = −w or right-handed R on y = w respectively shown on a spatial manifold (e.g., two ends of a 5d
regularizable manifold M4 × I1

y). The M4 contains the 4d spacetime t, x1, x2, x3 coordinates, while the I1
y contains the extra

finite-width fifth-dimensional y coordinate. The cause of a chiral SM and a mirror SM is due to fermion doubling. But the
mirror SM is eventually gapped by SMG. Thus the fermion doubler is removed by SMG and not observed at low energy. In
the limit when the SM su(3)× su(2)× u(1)Y gauge field is treated as background gauge field, the 5d theory is gapped, either
a trivial gapped vacuum or a topological field theory at low energy. (b) The Higgs condensation profile (red curve) becomes
dominant at the energy scale ΛH but becomes exponentially small when going into the bulk (+ŷ direction). On the other hand,
the SMG strength becomes dominant at a higher energy scale ΛSMG, also it becomes exponentially small when going into the
bulk (−ŷ direction). The horizontal axis labels the bulk direction, while the vertical axis labels both the energy scale and also
schematically the strength of (Higgs condensate or SMG) interaction terms. In principle, it is preferred that the Higgs and
SMG dynamics do not interfere with each other in any spacetime region (i.e., the red and blue curves do not both have nonzero
values at the same region). However, even if the Higgs condensation and SMG interfere at the same spacetime region, as long
as the SMG does not generate any mean-field mass as Higgs condensation does, we can still maintain our solution of the Strong
CP problem to the low energy (IR below the ΛH scale).

1. Dictated by the Nielsen-Ninomiya (NN) fermion-doubling [73], typically a chiral fermion theory with a UV
completion on a Planck scale or lattice regularization can suffer from the mirror fermion doubling, which renders the
full theory vector-like instead of being chiral. Domain wall fermions — The chiral and mirror fermions localized on
the two domain walls are related to the lattice domain wall fermion construction [74], thus there is a UV completion
of these models on a lattice [50–58]. It could be helpful to regard the 4d chiral SM and 4d mirror SM as two 4d
boundaries of a 5d topological field theory with a finite-width extra bulk dimension, see Fig. 3.10 But because we are

10 For each 4d complex Weyl fermion with a U(1) charge k global symmetry ψL 7→ e ikαψL, the 4d Weyl fermion theory is a 4d boundary
of a 5d bulk partition function

Z
U(1)
5 ≡ exp( i ((k3

∫
M5

Ac21) +
k

48
CS

T (PD(c1))
3 )). (56)

This is a 5d iTFT evaluated on a 5d manifold M5 that captures the cubic pure gauge U(1)3 with a k3 coefficient and mixed gauge-
gravity U(1)-(gravity)2 anomalies with a k coefficient. In the SM, the anomaly is related to U(1)3

B−L and mixed gauge-gravity U(1)B−L-

(gravity)2. The A is the Spin×ZF2
U(1) ≡ Spinc gauge field. The gravitational Chern-Simons 3-form is CSTM

3

3 ≡ 1
4π
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M3=∂M4 Tr(ωdω+

2
3
ω3) = 1

4π

∫
M4 Tr(R(ω) ∧ R(ω)) where M3 is evaluated as a boundary ∂M4, while ω is the 1-connection of tangent bundle TM and

R(ω) is the Riemann curvature 2-form of ω. In (56), we take M3 = PD(c1) to be a 3-manifold Poincaré dual (PD) to the degree-2 first
Chern class c1 on the 5d M5. On a closed oriented M4, we further have 1

4π

∫
M4 Tr(R(ω) ∧ R(ω)) = 2π

∫
M4 p1(TM) = 2π · 3σ, where

p1 is the first Pontryagin class of TM and the σ is the M4’s signature. Overall, the 5d term eq. (56) descends from a 6d anomaly

polynomial on M6 at the U(1)-valued θ = 2π: exp( iθ((
∫
M6

k3

2
c31) + k

16
σ(PD(c1)))). If we have an appropriate number of Weyl fermions

(e.g., 8 left-moving and 8 right-moving in the 16-fermion SM), the anomaly coefficient in (56) cancels. This means that we need no 5d
bulk. If we do not require any B− L symmetry, then the 15-fermion SM can also have no anomaly (because then A = 0 and c1 = 0 in
eq. (56)), that also requires no 5d bulk. One can also write the su(3) × su(2) × u(1)Y version of 5d Chern-Simons type theory of (56),
but the 4d SM has no anomaly from the spacetime Spin and internal su(3)× su(2)× u(1)Y symmetry. So that 5d bulk is trivial and not
presented.
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2

FIG. 4. The relations between the energy scale E and the Sec. IV’s Strong CP solution θ̄3 = θ̄′3 = 0 imposed by ZPR
2 above the

SMG scale, are explained in the main text. Since the energy scale E ∼ t−1
period is inverse of the time scale tperiod, this shows a

schematic time evolution of some of the processes of this quantum universe from the early universe to the later universe.

dealing with a particular anomaly-free 4d SM, it is not entirely important nor necessary to have a 5d bulk, because
the 5d bulk topological field theory becomes a trivial gapped vacuum.

Let us denote the left-handed and right-handed Weyl fermions as, ψL and ψR on the domain wall (say, at an extra-
dimensional coordinate y = −w of Fig. 3 (a)), while ψ′L and ψ′R on the mirror domain wall (at y = +w of Fig. 3 (a)).
Let us denote the F and F ′ as the su(3) field strength on the domain wall and the mirror domain wall respectively.
Then we clarify the ZP

2 parity symmetry, the ZR
2 reflection symmetry, and the combined generalized ZPR

2 parity-
reflection symmetry as active transformations acting on fields:

ZP
2 : ψL(t, xj) 7→ ψR(t,−xj), ψR(t, xj) 7→ ψL(t,−xj), F ∧ F (t, xj) 7→ −F ∧ F (t,−xj). (57)

ZR
2 : ψL(t, xj) 7→ ψ′L(t, xj), ψR(t, xj) 7→ ψ′R(t, xj), F ∧ F (t, xj) 7→ F ′ ∧ F ′(t, xj). (58)

ZPR
2 : ψL(t, xj) 7→ ψ′R(t,−xj), ψR(t, xj) 7→ ψ′L(t,−xj), F ∧ F (t, xj) 7→ −F ′ ∧ F ′(t,−xj). (59)

The domain wall fermion construction (like Fig. 3) is similar but somehow different from the Parity Solution [16–18].
In the sense that the domain wall fermion has the chiral and mirror fermions respecting the combined generalized ZPR

2

parity-reflection symmetry. The ZPR
2 is a discrete spacetime symmetry, which, in terms of a passive transformation

that acts on the coordinates, mapping the spatial coordinates:

ZPR
2 : x ≡ (t, x1, x2, x3, y) 7→ x′R ≡ (t,−x1,−x2,−x3,−y). (60)

For example, in Fig. 3 (a), one domain wall with chiral fermions at y = −w and another domain wall with mirror
fermions at y = +w are mapped to each other under the reflection ZR

2 (without flipping x1, x2, x3) and the parity-
reflection ZPR

2 (flipping also x1, x2, x3). In contrast, the generalized parity symmetry in the Parity Solution [16–18] is
typically a combined spatial parity symmetry with an internal discrete Z2 symmetry that exchanges the two copies
of the SM gauge group.

In fact, the original chiral fermion ψL(x) and the mirror doubling ψ′R(x) are parity-reflection PR paired with each
other under the active ZPR

2 transformation:

ψL(x)
ZPR

2←→ PRψL(x)R−1P−1 = ψ′R(x′R). (61)

In Fig. 3(a), this PR symmetry sends the chiral fermion SM theory (left-handed L) on one domain wall A to the mirror
fermion theory (mirror SM′, right-handed R) on another domain wall B, along the y-axis via y ↔ −y. For illustration,
we can imagine such a full PR-invariant vector-like system with two 4d domain walls placed on a finite-width strip (a
two-brane model in a finite-width 5th dimension, on a 5d smooth triangulable manifoldM4× I1

x4
) as Fig. 3(a) shows.



22

2. Energy scales and parity-reflection PR symmetry:

In Fig. 4, we suggest that different physics are dominated at different energy scales E:

(1). Near the Planck scale MP ∼ 1019GeV, the PR must be dynamically gauged or explicitly broken due to the quan-
tum gravity no-global-symmetry argument.

(2). For MP > E > ΛSMG, the preserved ZPR
2 symmetry dictates the chiral SM and mirror SM are mapped into each

other under the ZPR
2 -symmetry. Then the θ̄3 of SM and the θ̄′3 of the mirror SM′ has the constraint: θ̄′3 = −θ̄3,

so that θ̄3 + θ̄′3 = 0 for the full theory. Since the full theory couples to the same su(3), we may simply rotate to
θ̄3 = θ̄′3 = 0. So the Strong CP problem is solved at this stage.

(3). For ΛSMG > E > ΛEW, when the mirror SM is gapped at ΛSMG, the ZPR
2 symmetry is spontaneously broken.11

Crucially the whole SMG process has the SM internal su(3) × su(2) × u(1)Y symmetry preserved, thus we only
need the same single copy of SM gauge group (without doubling the SM gauge group in the mirror sector).

(4). For E ≤ ΛEW, the electroweak Higgs condensation and CKM matrix become crucial.

Below we will clarify more on the reasonings in depth.

3. Total Strong CP angle θ̄3 + θ̄′3 = 0 at UV: Let us first explain why the ZPR
2 symmetry imposes

θ3

8π2
Tr[F ∧ F ] +

θ′3
8π2

Tr[F ′ ∧ F ′] = 0 by θ′3 = −θ3. (62)

The F and F ′ are the same kind of gauge fields (SM’s su(3)) on the two domain walls on y = −w and y = w. Next
we will also explain why θ̄3 + θ̄′3 = 0.

Theta term in the parent theory: The parent theory can include a generic θ term (in particular, hereafter we
mean θ = θ3) with the field strength F and F ′ on two domain walls as

θ

8π2

∫
M4

Tr[F ∧ F ]
∣∣
y=−w +

θ′

8π2

∫
M′4

Tr[F ′ ∧ F ′]
∣∣
y=w

. (63)

One domain wall has its 4d spacetime M4, the other has its 4d spacetime M′4. This 4d spacetime can be generally

curved manifolds, where theM4tM′4 = ∂M4 as the two boundaries of a 5d bulk manifoldM5, with the overlineM′4
implying the orientation reversalM′4. For the specific configuration in Fig. 3 (a), we can chooseM4 =M3

space×M1
time

and M′4 = M′3space ×M1
time, where the 1d time M1

time is shared and the M3
space tM

3

space is the boundary of a 4-
dimensional strip or a cylinder. The generic θ and θ′ vacua violate the R, C, P, and RP symmetries, if we treat the
gauge fields on both domain walls distinctly.

However, the gauge fields from F and F ′ on both sides are the same gauge field, so we could even combine the effects
into a combined theta term in the limit when the width w is small:

θ + θ′

8π2

∫
M4

Tr[F ∧ F ]. (64)

In this case, we have to consider a finite-width strip as Fig. 3 (a), while M2 is identified as M′2 in the spacetime
integration range.

Impose the ZPR
2 ≡ ZP2 parity-reflection symmetry on the theta term: If we impose the PR symmetry on the

parent theory with chiral and mirror fermions and with the θ + θ′ term in (64) (above the energy E > ΛSMG), then
the PR symmetry in (59) demands that the θ term on the domain wall on M4 maps to the θ′ term on the domain
wall on M′4

θ

8π2

∫
M4

Tr[F ∧ F (t, xj)]
∣∣
y=−w 7→

θ

8π2

∫
M′4
−Tr[F ′ ∧ F ′(t,−xj)]

∣∣
y=w

=
−θ
8π2

∫
M′4

Tr[F ∧ F (t, xj)]
∣∣
y=w

. (65)

11 If the ZPR
2 is dynamically gauged (such as E ∼ MP due to the quantum gravity reasoning on no global symmetry), then the “gauge

symmetry” is not a physical global symmetry, but a gauge redundancy (that many seemly distinct states are indeed the same state
in the Hilbert space), thus the gauged ZPR

2 rigorously cannot be “spontaneously broken.” The modern quantum interpretation of
“spontaneously broken discrete gauge symmetry” can be found in [75] and references therein. The quantum gravity interpretation of
“spontaneously broken discrete parity-like symmetry” can be found in [76].



23

Note that the right-hand side also defines the θ′

8π2

∫
M′4 Tr[F ′ ∧ F ′]

∣∣
y=w

term constrained by the ZPR
2 symmetry on

M′4. Thus, the PR symmetry for the full parent theory implies that θ′ = −θ in (64),

θ + θ′ = 0 ⇒ θ + θ′

8π2

∫
M4

Tr[F ∧ F ]. = 0. (66)

Namely (63) and (64) vanishes.

UV theory with θ̄3 + θ̄′3 = 0: Moreover, to respect a ZPR
2 symmetry for an energy E > ΛSMG (or likely within

MP > E > ΛSMG), we must demand a full parent field theory with an action that maps back to itself under ZPR
2 :

ZPR
2 : SUV =

∫
dtd3x

(
LUV(t, xj ,−w) + LUV(t, xj , w)

)
7→ SUV (67)

with its Lagrangian density LUV(x, y, t) on y = −w and y = w at UV. This implies that the ZPR
2 symmetry is

preserved at some UV scale, for the fermion doubling, all field contents, the kinetic, theta, and interaction terms in
the Lagrangian at y = −w and y = w, at least kinematically.

Without even assuming the mean-field interpretation of the theta angle in (13), the imposed ZPR
2 symmetry

demands the UV theory (67) satisfying θ = −θ′ and arg(detM+gSMGOSMG) = − arg(detM ′†+g′∗SMGO′†SMG) in general.
So all together θ̄ + θ̄′ = 0.

Note that (1) the chiral fermions on M4 and the mirror fermions on M′4 have the opposite chirality, and (2) their
chiral symmetries (with the opposite chiralities on the two domain walls) coupled to the same su(3)× su(2)× u(1)Y
gauge field, the chiral U(1) symmetry transformation will rotate θ̄ 7→ θ̄+α and θ̄′ 7→ θ̄′ −α oppositely, but keeps the
θ̄ + θ̄′ 7→ θ̄ + θ̄′ invariant.

Because the above two reasons, this means that the PR ≡ P symmetry at the parent theory solves the zero theta
angle problem at a high energy, since θ̄ + θ̄′ = 0 and the chiral transformation with an appropriate α like (18) allows
us to choose both θ̄ = θ − α = 0 and θ̄′ = θ′ + α = 0.

4. We avoid Nielsen-Ninomiya fermion-doubling to solve the nonperturbative chiral fermion problem [73] via SMG, by
lifting the mirror SM fermion doubling spectrum to a finite energy gap ΛSMG larger than the electroweak scale
ΛEW ∼ 246GeV, leaving only the SM chiral fermion theory at the low energy (so to agree with phenomenology). The
criteria to fully gap the mirror doubling via SMG through a symmetric deformation of QFT [56, 77, 78] is that the
QFT of GSMp

is fully anomaly-free (or in the zeroth GSMp
-cobordism class) — luckily Ref. [69–72] checked all local

or global anomalies of SM vanish in GSMp
. We had done the same analysis in Sec. III B. Just like Sec. III B, we can

use the modification of [57, 58]’s model to deform a gapless mirror SM to a featureless fully gapped mirror sector.

(1). 15n or 16n Weyl-fermion SM and mirror SM : We could consider the three-family su(3)× su(2)× u(1)Y SM with
the 15 or 16 left-handed Weyl fermions (in eq. (1))

(d̄R ⊕ lL ⊕ qL ⊕ ūR ⊕ ēR)⊕ nνR ν̄R

per family on one domain wall, including the right-handed neutrino or not, nνjR ∈ {0, 1}. We like to gap the
mirror SM with the right-handed Weyl fermion

(d̄′L ⊕ l′R ⊕ q′R ⊕ ū′L ⊕ ē′L)⊕ nνR ν̄′L
but in the same su(3) × su(2) × u(1)Y representation on the other domain wall. Note that chiral SM and mirror
SM are only mapped onto each other under ZPR

2 symmetry transformation; each particle has its own anti-particle
under the charge conjugation C.

We follow the Razamat-Tong model [57] to embed the 15 (or 16) Weyl-fermion SM into the 27 Weyl-fermion
with the following fermion matter content (36) by introducing additional vector-like theory (3 right-handed and 3
left-handed Weyl fermions, in the second and third rows of (36)).

Following the Tong model [58], we can find an enlarged symmetry (37) GSM-LRp,p′ ≡
GSMq×SU(2)R×U(1)R

Zp′
≡

SU(3)×SU(2)L×SU(2)R×U(1)L×U(1)R

Zp×Zp′
with Lie algebra su(3)× su(2)×u(1)Y × su(2)R×u(1)R ≡ su(3)× su(2)L× su(2)R

× u(1)L × u(1)R such that the 27-fermion representation in (36) becomes

chiral SM ψ
(
d̄R ⊕ lL ⊕ qL ⊕ ūR ⊕ ēR ⊕ ν̄R

)
⊕ d̄′R ⊕ l′L or

mirror SM ψ′M
(
d̄′L ⊕ l′R ⊕ q′R ⊕ ū′L ⊕ ē′L ⊕ ν̄′L

)
⊕ d̄′′L ⊕ l′′R :
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∼
(
(3,1,2)2,−1 ⊕ (1,2,2)−3,3 ⊕ (3,2,1)1,−2 ⊕ (3,1,1)−4,2 ⊕ (1,1,1)6,−6 ⊕ (1,1,2)0,−3

)
⊕ (3,1,1)−2,4 ⊕ (1,2,1)3,0.

(68)

The chiral fermion multiplet is ψ, while the mirror fermion multiplet is ψ′M. (In the first line of (68), the prime ′

field is meant to indicate the extra addition to the original SM content (1). While in the second line of (68), the
last prime is meant to indicate the field’s mirror doubling partner.) See footnote 7, for the left and right notations,
we use the italic font L and R to denote that of spacetime symmetry, while use the text font L and R for that of
internal symmetry.

(2). Gapping 15n vs 16n Weyl-fermion mirror SM :
• If we only preserve GSMp

, then without or with the sterile neutrino ν̄R = (1,1)0 (namely, 15 or 16 Weyl fermions
per family) can lead to a short-range entangled SMG phase (without any low energy TQFT).
• However, if we preserve not only GSMp

but also some B− L symmetry, either we need a 16n Weyl-fermion model
to achieve SMG, or we need a 15n Weyl-fermion model plus SGTO with a low energy TQFT [72, 79] to achieve a
symmetric gapped phase.

5. Mean-field vs non-mean-field SMG gapping:

Mean-field gapping : Notice both Razamat-Tong model [57] and Tong model [58] propose certain SMG gapping terms,
however there are either mean-field condensates [58] or generic complex coupling coefficients [57] — those make solving
the Strong CP problem by Razamat-Tong or Tong’s SMG deformation [57, 58] either difficult or impossible.12

FIG. 5. A schematic plot on the Higgs-induced contribution to SM’s quark and lepton masses in Table I(a) (shown in the red
color) while the SMG-induced mirror SM’s quark and lepton masses entirely (shown in the blue color). The SMG-induced
mirror SM’s mass gap the fermion doubling completely hidden at UV, so only the original chiral SM is observed at low energy.

Non-mean-field gapping : In contrast, in Sec. III B, we already propose the non-mean-field multi-fermion interactions
in (43) and (44) that can gap one generation of quarks and leptons. Then here we just need to apply the same
non-mean-field multi-fermion interactions to gap the three generations of the mirror fermions. This mirror fermion
gapping implies the mass spectrum like Fig. 5.

6. Solve the Strong CP problem θ̄3 = θ̄′3 = 0 from UV to IR:

Earlier we had explained that the imposed ZPR
2 symmetry makes the UV theory (67) with no Strong CP angle because

θ̄3 = θ̄′3 = 0 at that MP > E > ΛSMG scale.

12 We had explained in Sec. III B why the mean-field condensates 〈φ〉 6= 0 fails to solve the Strong CP problem.
Here we explain why the smooth confinement deformation of N = 1 supersymmetrized SM’s model in [57] is also difficult to solve
the Strong CP problem. First, one introduces three copies of [57, 58]’s model with family indices I, J ∈ {1, 2, 3}, and a new SU(2)′ ×
SU(2)′′ × SU(2)′′′ gauge theory. Precisely, for the supersymmetrized N = 1 chiral multiplets of (68) denoted in their superfield forms
D,L,Q,U,E,D′,L′,N, their supersymmetric W potential has three family mixing:

WUV = λU
IJDIDIUJ + λQ

IJLIDIQJ + λD
IJDINID′

J
+ . . . ,

WIR = λU
IJŨIUJ + λQ

IJQ̃IQJ + λD
IJD̃ID′

J
+ . . . . (69)

Each SU(2) couples to one of three families of an extended internal su(2)R1
× su(2)R2

× su(2)R3
symmetry of the su(3)× su(2)L× u(1)Y

SM, which guarantees the mirror SM to reach the fully gapped SMG phase by the s-confinement once su(2)R1
× su(2)R2

× su(2)R3
are

dynamically gauged. Any θ of su(2)R1 × su(2)R2 × su(2)R3 can be also removed by the chiral and mirror sectors imposed by the ZR
2

symmetry, so θ = −θ′ = 0. But there is another worry that any complex coefficient λIJ etc. in the superpotential can affect the θ̄′3.

Even if any λIJ ∈ C is rotated away via λIJ ≡ U†II′λ
diag
I′J′ U

†
J′J, we need to further ask whether this basis redefinition by U rotation results

in any analogous CKM matrix to the quarks coupling to su(2)R or su(2)L. In general, there are too many complex coefficients in the
[57]’s model. Generally, the complex coefficients in [57]’s model violate the CP and T symmetry, thus the Strong CP problem cannot
be solved directly within [57].
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However,
(1) at the lower energy E < ΛSMG, the dominant SMG interaction only occurs at the mirror fermion sector;
(2) while even at a further lower energy E < ΛEW, the dominant Higgs condensation only occurs at the original chiral
fermion sector.
— both cases mean to “spontaneously” breaks the ZPR

2 symmetry at IR (see footnote 11). Once ZPR
2 is broken at

low energy, one may be worried that both θ̄3 and θ̄′3 can be deviated from zeros. We need to argue why θ̄3 and/or θ̄′3
stays close to zero at IR.

Similar to the argument of the UV parent theory, now at low energy IR, we include the generalized mass matrix
Mtotal that

〈Mtotal〉 =

(〈M + gSMGOSMG〉 0

0 〈M ′† + g′∗SMGO′
†
SMG〉

)
=

(
〈M〉 0

0 〈M ′†〉

)
(70)

that includes the mean-field mass matrix M = 〈M〉 as well as the multi-fermion interaction type of SMG that offers
no mean-field mass 〈OSMG〉 = 0. The computation of the θ̄+ θ̄′ for the full theory with the total fermion mass Mtotal

contribution of the whole system is:

θ̄ + θ̄′ ≡ θ + θ′ + arg(det〈Mtotal〉)
≡ θ + θ′ + arg(det〈M + gSMGOSMG〉) + arg(det〈M ′† + g′∗SMGO′†SMG〉)
= θ + θ′ + arg(det〈M + gSMGOSMG〉 · det〈M ′† + g′∗SMGO′†SMG〉)
= θ + θ′ + arg(det(〈M + gSMGOSMG〉 · 〈M ′† + g′∗SMGO′†SMG〉))
= θ + θ′ + arg(det(〈M〉〈M ′†〉+ gSMG〈OSMG〉〈M ′†〉+ g′∗SMG〈O′†SMG〉〈M〉+ gSMGg

′∗
SMG〈OSMG〉〈O′†SMG〉)).(71)

Here are some comments concerning the θ̄ + θ̄′ of the whole system at different energy scales E:

(1). MP > E > ΛSMG:

• Without even assuming the mean-field interpretation of the theta angle in (13), the imposed ZPR
2 symmetry

demands the UV theory (67) satisfying θ = −θ′ and arg(detM + gSMGOSMG) = − arg(detM ′† + g′∗SMGO′†SMG) in
general.

• Moreover, at this high energy scale MP > E > ΛSMG at UV, there is no mean-field condensation yet (neither
SM Higgs nor the SMG’s ξIOSMG,IJψJ condenses yet. So 〈M〉 = 〈M ′〉 = 0 within MP > E > ΛSMG. In fact
〈ξIψJ〉 = 〈OSMG,IJ〉 = 0 is always strictly zero).

• Assuming the mean-field interpretation of the theta angle in (13), then arg(det〈M + gSMGOSMG〉) =

− arg(det〈M ′† + g′∗SMGO′†SMG〉) = 0 is strictly zero within MP > E > ΛSMG. An appropriate chiral transformation
α like (18) allows us to choose both θ̄ = 0 and θ̄′ = 0

(2). ΛSMG > E > ΛEW: Below and around the SMG scale, the ZPR
2 symmetry is “spontaneously” broken due to the

SMG interaction 〈ξ′IO′SMG,IJψ
′
J〉 6= 0 on the mirror fermion sector, but 〈ξIOSMG,IJψJ〉 = 0 on the original SM sector

(also strictly 〈ξIψJ〉 = 〈OSMG,IJ〉 = 〈ξ′Iψ′J〉 = 〈O′SMG,IJ〉 = 0 always for non-mean-field SMG).

• Without even assuming the mean-field interpretation of the theta angle in (13), we can still read that θ̄ + θ̄′ =

θ+θ′+arg(det(MM ′†+gSMGOSMGM
′†+g′∗SMGO′†SMGM +gSMGg

′∗
SMGOSMGO′†SMG)). Ref. [22] argues that in terms

of the configuration in Fig. 3 (b), the most dominant mass term in (71) is from g′∗SMGO′†SMGM .

• Assuming the mean-field interpretation of the theta angle in (13), θ̄ + θ̄′ ≡ θ + θ′ + arg(det(〈M〉〈M ′†〉 +

gSMG〈OSMG〉〈M ′†〉 + g′∗SMG〈O′†SMG〉〈M〉 + gSMGg
′∗
SMG〈OSMG〉〈O′†SMG〉)). Because E > ΛEW, Higgs does not yet

condense in the SM sector, so 〈M〉 = 0, also 〈M ′†〉 = 〈OSMG〉 = 〈O′†SMG〉 = 0.

(3). E < ΛEW: Below and around ΛEW, the ZPR
2 symmetry is further “spontaneously” broken, because the Higgs

induces 〈M〉 6= 0 on the SM sector.

• Without even assuming the mean-field interpretation of the theta angle in (13), Ref. [22] argues that in terms of

the configuration in Fig. 3 (b), the most dominant mass term in (71) is from g′∗SMGO′†SMGM . The Higgs-induced

mass M is in the chiral fermion sector, while the SMG-induced mass with operator g′∗SMGO′†SMG is in the mirror
fermion sector. Different mass-generating mechanisms on the chiral and mirror sector may give a generic complex
nonzero phase.

However, because the SMG multi-fermion interaction and disorder scalar interaction are highly irrelevant operators
at IR. The lower the energy, the weaker effects are these interactions on the IR correction of θ̄. There gives another
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reason that the IR correction to our UV solution θ̄ = 0 is extremely small.

• Assuming the mean-field interpretation of the theta angle in (13) which implies (71). Then, Higgs condense 〈M〉 6=
0 in the SM sector, but others have no mean-field values 〈M ′†〉 = 〈OSMG〉 = 〈O′†SMG〉 = 0. Thus (71) only con-

tains θ̄+θ̄′ ≡ θ+θ′ while the (〈M〉〈M ′†〉+gSMG〈OSMG〉〈M ′†〉+g′∗SMG〈O′†SMG〉〈M〉+gSMGg
′∗
SMG〈OSMG〉〈O′†SMG〉) = 0.

As long as θ̄ + θ̄′ ≡ θ + θ′ = 0 at UV as (66) set by ZPR
2 , our solution has a smaller or zero θ̄ + θ̄′ ≈ 0 at IR,

even better than the higher-loop calculation arguments given in Parity Solution [16–18]. Because Ref. [16–18]
requires only the Higgs mechanism, thus Higgs mixing on both the chiral and mirror sectors can generate complex
phases at the higher-order quantum corrections beyond the tree-level semiclassical analysis. Here instead we have
two mechanisms in our solution: Higgs mechanism dominates on the chiral sector and the SMG dominates on the
mirror sector, and there is no mean-field mass matrix mixing to generate quantum corrections to θ̄ + θ̄′ ≈ 0.

We can take any fermion (here any mirror fermion) that receives its entire mass from SMG and do a chiral
transformation with an appropriate α like (18) allows us to choose both θ̄ = θ − α ≈ 0 and θ̄′ = θ′ + α ≈ 0 even
including the IR correction. Theoretically this Scenario in Sec. IV provides a candidate Strong CP solution.
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V. CONCLUSION AND COMPARISON TO OTHER STRONG CP SOLUTIONS

To conclude, let us summarize and compare the two SMG-based Strong CP solutions, of Sec. III and Sec. IV, with
other well-known Strong CP solutions.

First Solution: Symmetric Mass Gap within the Chiral Fermion:

1. The first solution in Sec. III is related to the SMG modification of ’t Hooft massless u quark solution [2]. In ’t
Hooft solution [2], if any of the quark ψ (say u quark) has no mean-field nor Higgs mass, then we can do the chiral
transformation on this quark ψ alone to rotate the θ away but without gaining a complex phase in the mean-field mass
matrix (since there is no mean-field mass for ψ). This sets θ̄ = 0. Our SMG version in Sec. III modifies the ’t Hooft
solution by allowing the SMG-induced non-mean-field mass on the u quark and a set of G-symmetry anomaly-free
fermions. For the SM example, we can take G = GSMp

≡ (SU(3) × SU(2) × U(1)Y )/Zp, p = 1, 2, 3, 6 with the Lie
algebra su(3)× su(2)× u(1)Y .

2. The first solution in Sec. III is also related to the SMG modification of Peccei-Quinn axion solution [10–13]. In
the weakly gauge limit or global symmetry limit of G, the Peccei-Quinn solution can be regarded as an “approximate
symmetry breaking” solution (see footnote 6) that uses the mean-field Yukawa-Higgs symmetry breaking mass term.
The arbitrariness of θ̄ ∈ [0, 2π) can be relaxed by the symmetry-breaking dynamics to θ̄ ' 0. The fluctuation around a
fixed θ̄ = 0 gives a low-energy Goldstone mode or an axion. The transition from the mean-field mass to the interacting
SMG mass in Sec. III is analogous to the phase transition between the ordered phase and the disordered phase — for
example, the famous superfluid-to-insulator type of phase transition in the condensed matter [30].

Second Solution: Symmetric Gapped Mirror Fermion:
We have combined four physics together to build our second model in Sec. IV:

(i) Nielsen-Ninomiya fermion-doubling [73] imposes a discrete spatial parity-reflection ZPR
2 symmetry between the

chiral SM and mirror SM.
(ii) Strong CP problem is solved by respecting the ZPR

2 symmetry so θ̄3 = θ̄′3 = 0 for the chiral and mirror SM.
(iii) SMG gaps the mirror SM fermion doubler to leave only a chiral SM at low energy, which also solves the Nielsen-
Ninomiya fermion-doubling and chiral fermion problems altogether.
(iv) Parity-reflection ZPR

2 symmetry is maximally broken in the weak force due to gapping out the mirror fermion,
which also gives a reason for parity violation in the weak force [80].

We compare our second model with other previously proposed Strong CP solutions. One class of solutions is based
on imposing discrete CP [14, 15] or P symmetries [16–18, 81]:

1. Nelson-Barr [14, 15] starts with a CP invariant theory then spontaneously breaks the CP.

2. Barr-Chang-Senjanovic [18] implements the left-right model [82] or two copies of su(2)L × su(2)R for the weak force,
and imposes a diagonal symmetry mixing between the discrete CP or P and the discrete internal symmetry exchanges
the left and right su(2). Typically, the gauge group needs to be doubled at least for the weak force (so su(2)L×su(2)R).

3. In comparison, our second solution in Sec. IV is still different from all of the above — we impose the discrete parity-
reflection spatial symmetry ZPR

2 only due to Nielsen-Ninomiya fermion doubling [73] between the energy MP > E >
ΛSMG, but without imposing any extra discrete internal symmetry. The gauge group in principle needs not to be
doubled, see for example the analogous 1+1d toy model does not double the gauge group [22]. However, it turns out
that the convenient SMG deformation of the SM [57, 58] naturally happens to introduce su(2)L × su(2)R.

In comparison, our second model is still different from all of the above — we respect a discrete reflection R symmetry
only due to Nielsen-Ninomiya fermion doubling between the energy MP > E > ΛSMG, also we keep the original chiral
SM gauge group with only a single su(2)L, not the vector-like left-right model, nor need two copies of the gauge
group.

In addition to the SM, our second Strong CP solution also works for other chiral fermion model (e.g., Georgi-Glashow
[83] or flipped su(5) [84]) and for the vector-like (e.g., Pati-Salam su(4)×su(2)L×su(2)R [85] or left-right [82]) models,
by imposing the ZPR

2 then gapping the mirror fermion sector via SMG.

One predictive signature of both SMG-based models, in Sec. III and Sec. IV, is that even if we turn off the
conventional SM Higgs or SM gauge interactions, some SM fermions or mirror fermions can still be highly interacting,
mediated through hypothetical direct multi-fermion or disordered mass-field interactions.

If our theoretical solutions in Sec. III and Sec. IV turn out to be also favored as valid phenomenological solutions
to the Strong CP problem, then this implies that the fermions in our Nature can indeed be more interacting among
fermions themselves than what we used to think of in the SM.
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