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Abstract: The Froggatt-Nielsen (FN) mechanism, a prominent framework for explaining

the observed flavor hierarchies, generically predicts the existence of an axion-like particle

(ALP). This work examines a class of FN models based on ZN discrete symmetries. We

chart the allowed parameter space from a set of theoretical considerations and construct

explicit renormalizable completions with minimal field content necessary to generate con-

sistent textures. We then conduct comprehensive phenomenological analyses of two par-

ticularly elegant Z4 and Z8 models, highlighting the interplay between the effects of the

ALP and the associated UV fields. We find that the FN scale can be as low as a few TeV.
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1 Introduction

The observed pattern of fermion masses and mixings cannot be explained within the Stan-

dard Model (SM). Despite being generated from Yukawa interactions with a single Higgs

field, one particularly intriguing aspect is the presence of roughly two-order-of-magnitude

mass hierarchies between consecutive generations of all three types of charged fermions: up

quarks, down quarks, and charged leptons. Additionally, the CKM mixing matrix [1, 2] is

approximately a unit matrix, with hierarchies evident in its off-diagonal elements. In stark

contrast, the neutrino sector displays a different behavior. Apart from the small overall

mass scale, neutrino oscillations reveal large mixing angles and a seemingly anarchic flavor

structure. The origin of generation hierarchies in the charged fermion sector, in contrast

to the neutrino sector, necessitates an organizing principle beyond the SM.

The Froggatt-Nielsen (FN) mechanism [3–5] is a prototypical example of how ap-

proximate flavor symmetries can be used to generate Yukawa textures. This framework

introduces a global U(1)FN symmetry, with different generations assigned different integer

charges and a symmetry-breaking spurion ϵ ≪ 1 carrying a unit charge. By judiciously

selecting these charges, one can construct Yukawa matrices Y f
ij that exhibit a desired

suppression factor ϵnij . The simplicity of a FN model often conflicts with its ability to
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accurately fit the observed flavor parameters [6, 7]. Opting for simpler charge assignments,

with a relatively small largest integer charge, results in increased variance in the O(1) ultra-

violet (UV) parameters. Nonetheless, such scenarios might be preferable from a simplicity

perspective, given the uncertainties in the distribution of marginal couplings in the UV.

A straightforward way to realize ϵ is through the spontaneous symmetry breaking

of a perturbatively exact global U(1)FN symmetry. This involves a complex scalar field

Φ (a SM gauge singlet) with charge 1, which acquires a vacuum expectation value (VEV)

⟨Φ⟩ = vΦ/
√
2. Additionally, this framework assumes a gap between vΦ and the common UV

scale M , which underlies the generation of the FN effective field theory (EFT) operators.

Consequently, ϵ = vΦ/
√
2M .

As a result of a spontaneously broken continuous global symmetry, a Goldstone bo-

son emerges in the spectrum, dominating infrared (IR) physics. This boson is not exactly

massless due to the chiral anomaly with QCD, where non-perturbative instanton effects

endow it with a mass, making it the QCD axion [8–10]. The QCD axion, proposed to ad-

dress the strong CP problem, has recently been the focus of extensive theoretical [11] and

experimental studies [12]. The concept of the axiflavon [13] or flaxion [14] is particularly

compelling, as it simultaneously addresses two structural issues of the Standard Model: the

flavor puzzle and the strong CP problem. This leads to intriguing phenomenology, charac-

terized by the interplay between astrophysical and flavor physics constraints. Notably, the

flavor constraints from K+ → π+a impose the most stringent limits on the FN breaking

scale, requiring vΦ ≳ O(1012)GeV, as detailed in [15].

The U(1) symmetry can be explicitly broken in various ways, which would undermine

its solution to the strong CP problem. The most problematic and perhaps unavoidable

breaking arises from Planck-scale suppressed operators, leading to the axion quality prob-

lem [16–20]. The primary objective of this work is to explore a broader parameter space for

the FN axion-like particle (ALP) beyond the axiflavon limit while delegating the resolution

of the strong CP problem to another source. Explicit breaking can arise from operators

of different dimensions. For instance, consider a soft breaking by a m2ϕ2 operator, which

predicts the ALP mass ma ∼ m. A consistency condition is required to avoid disrupting

the FN EFT power counting and maintaining the desired textures: ma ≲ vΦ.

A systematic approach to exploring this terrain involves considering perturbatively

exact discrete subgroups. In this work, we focus on ZN . We find that the simplest consistent

model in non-supersymmetric theories has N = 4 and already fits the observed flavor

parameters at the level of recently proposed SU(2) gauged flavor models [21, 22] or flavor

deconstruction examples [23, 24]. Increasing N allows for a finer fit to the observed fermion

masses and mixings. For instance, we demonstrate that Z8 can realize the same Yukawa

structure as the recently proposed U(2)q+ec+uc × Z2 symmetry [25].

Imposing a discrete symmetry instead of a continuous one eliminates the presence of

a Goldstone boson in the theory. Specifically, for Z4, no light states are expected, with

ma ∼ vΦ predicted from the Φ4 term in the scalar potential. A light ALP is anticipated for

N > 4, with its mass generated by a higher-dimensional operator. In fact, the same scale

M responsible for the Yukawa textures can also generate the ALP mass, as illustrated later

by the wheel models (see Fig. 2). A natural outcome of this class of models is an FN ALP
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with mass ≳ GeV, where the decay K+ → π+a is kinematically forbidden, as illustrated

by the Z8 model in Section 4.

This raises an intriguing question: what is the lowest FN scale that remains compat-

ible with experimental constraints? This is a quantitative question with an interesting

interplay between ALP-induced effects and UV contributions. In this paper, we conduct a

thorough phenomenological study performing precision calculations in explicit renormaliz-

able models, completing the FN Z4 and Z8 structures with minimalistic ingredients. The

philosophy here is that rather than estimating UV contributions through FN EFT power

counting, we introduce only the necessary UV field content to realize the FN mechanism

and study its irreducible effects. As we demonstrate for the chosen models, the limit on

vΦ is weaker than the one estimated using the FN EFT. In contrast to the axiflavon case,

this scenario motivates direct searches for heavy new physics at future colliders.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide a theoretical discussion of

ZN models, charting the parameter space of the FN ALP. Section 3 focuses on constructing

a concrete model based on Z4 symmetry, fitting the SM flavor parameters, and presenting

a comprehensive survey of experimental bounds. In Section 4, we construct and examine

an explicit Z8 model. Finally, in Section 5, we conclude our study. Technical details are

discussed in the Appendices.

2 ZN Froggatt-Nielsen

This section introduces a class of discrete FN models based on ZN symmetries and provides

a theoretical discussion of the ALP parameter space.

Yukawa textures

Consider an EFT comprised of the SM matter content supplemented by a singlet complex

scalar field Φ. Both Φ and the SM fermions are assumed to be charged under a global,

perturbatively exact1 ZN symmetry, with [Φ] = 1. The mechanism generating hierarchies

in the SM Yukawas is of a Froggatt-Nielsen type:

−L ⊃
∑
f,F

[
xfij

(
Φ

M

)nf
ij

+ xf ′ij

(
Φ∗

M

)nf ′
ij

]
F̄L,iHfR,j + {H̃}+ h.c., (2.1)

where xfij , x
f ′
ij are a priori O(1) couplings, and nfij and nf ′ij are determined by the different

ZN charges of the SM fields. Here, we assume a common mass scale M that generates the

effective operators. The term {H̃} is a shorthand notation for the interactions involving

H̃ ≡ εH∗, while f and F denote SM SU(2)L singlets and doublets, respectively. H is

uncharged under ZN , [H] = 0.

It is instructive to think of ZN ⊂ U(1). The U(1)-breaking but ZN -preserving interac-

tions involving Φ∗ (Φ) represent an important difference compared to the “standard” U(1)

case. The ZN , but not the U(1), allows the replacement Φn
f
ij → (Φ∗)N−nf

ij in Eq. (2.1),

1For realistic choices of the chiral fermion charges, the ZN symmetry is typically anomalous.
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Figure 1: Theoretical constraints on the FN ALP, presented in the (ma, 1/vΦ) plane,
arising from Eqs. (2.6), (2.10), and (2.11), with λ = 0.5. The plots have been drawn for
N = 4 and 8; in particular, the thickness of the darker gray and red lines represents the
variability of the boundary from N = 8 (less constraining) to N = 4 (more constraining).
The expectation for a representative N = 4 model with λ′

4 = λ/4 is depicted with a dotted
line, while the band enclosed by the dashed lines corresponds to the expectation around
Eq. (2.9) for a N = 8 “wheel” model. For details, see Section 2.

since [Φ]∗ = −[Φ] ≡ (N − [Φ]) mod N . To avoid spoiling the hierarchies generated ex-

clusively by ⟨Φ⟩, it is required that nfij ≤
⌊
N
2

⌋
. Therefore, special care must be taken

with charge assignments to ensure the desired textures. A sufficient condition is that chiral

fermions of the SM are assigned charges from the set {0, . . . ,
⌊
N
2

⌋
}. For example, the small-

est group that generates hierarchies between consecutive families by setting each family

distinct charges {2, 1, 0} is Z4 instead of Z3.
2 Therefore, we will focus only on models with

N ≥ 4.

The numerical value for the spurion ϵ = ⟨Φ⟩/
√
2M depends non-trivially on N and

the specific details of the model. However, a simple estimate can be made by requiring the

largest hierarchy to be saturated by ϵ⌊
N
2 ⌋ ∼ ye/yt, where the ratio of the electron to top

quark Yukawa couplings ye/yt ∼ 10−6. Since ϵ
N→∞−−−−→ 1, large N setups are disfavored not

only from the simplicity perspective but also due to concerns regarding the consistency of

the FN EFT expansion.

Charting the ALP

Theoretical constraints that define the ALP’s parameter space of interest are illustrated in

Fig. 1. This figure presents various constraints, which will be discussed below, in the plane

2In this work, we focus on non-supersymmetric theories. Holomorphy, however, would make the Z3

symmetry eligible. For a study of ZN FN models in supersymmetric context, see [26].
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of ALP mass versus the inverse FN scale. The most general potential compatible with the

ZN symmetry reads

V (Φ) = −m2|Φ|2 + 1

2
λ|Φ|4 − 1

4

λ′
N

MN−4
Φ

[
ΦN + (Φ∗)N

]
+ . . . , (2.2)

where without loss of generality, we take λ′
N ∈ R>0. For simplicity, we are neglecting any

portals with the SM Higgs doublet and further higher-dimensional operators, which will

lead to subleading corrections in the following discussion.

Let us employ a convenient parametrization Φ =
(
vΦ+ρ√

2

)
eia/vΦ , where ρ and a rep-

resent the radial and angular (ALP) modes, respectively, with ⟨Φ⟩ = vΦ/
√
2. The SM

Yukawa hierarchies are explained by a small parameter ϵ ≡ vΦ/(
√
2M) after expanding

Eq. (2.1). Since, in general, M and MΦ may differ, we define an effective coupling

λ′
4,eff = λ′

N

(
M

MΦ

)N−4

ϵN−4 . (2.3)

The minima of the potential in Eq. (2.2) are set at v2Φ = 2m2/(λ−Nλ′
4,eff/4) and ⟨a/vΦ⟩ =

2πk/N , k = 1, 2, . . . N . The masses of the radial and angular modes read

m2
ρ =

(
λ− 1

8
N(N − 2)λ′

4,eff

)
v2Φ and m2

a =
1

8
N2λ′

4,effv
2
Φ . (2.4)

They satisfy a sum rule:

m2
ρ +

(
N − 2

N

)
m2
a = λv2Φ . (2.5)

This, combined with the stability conditions m2
ρ ≥ 0 and m2

a ≥ 0, provides an admissible

range for the ρ and a masses:3

0 ≤ m2
ρ ≤ λv2Φ,

0 ≤ m2
a ≤

(
N

N − 2

)
λv2Φ.

[Stability condition] (2.6)

The excluded region is shown in gray in Fig. 1. With marginal coupling λ of O(1), we

generally expect mρ ∼ vΦ. The N = 4 case is unique because the U(1)-breaking operator is

renormalizable, resulting in ma ∼ vΦ for λ′
N ∼ O(1) and, consequently, no ALP.4 However,

for N > 4, there is an ALP with mass ma ≪ vΦ.

Let us sketch a renormalizable UV model example that generates λ′
N for N > 4 and

predicts the ALP mass. Any completion with only a minimal set of vector-like fermions

3This also holds when taking into account possible subleading corrections to Eq. (2.2) by defining effective
couplings λeff = λ(1+O(ϵ2)) and λ′

4, eff = λ′
N (M/MΦ)

N−4 ϵN−4(1+O(ϵ2)). Higher-order harmonics cannot,
however, be described in this simple picture. They are suppressed by a factor of ϵN compared to the leading
term and can thus be safely neglected.

4The stability of the Z4 potential requires λ′
4 < λ. In the phenomenology section, we will also consider

λ′
N ≪ 1, in which case a is an ALP.
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Figure 2: The “wheel” diagram generating the U(1)FN breaking term ΦN + (Φ∗)N . For
details see Section 2.

(VLFs) required to generate Yukawa operators in Eq. (2.1) with desired textures typically

leads to an accidental U(1)FN symmetry when these fields are integrated out, thus failing

to generate λ′
N . An elegant mechanism to generate λ′

N would be to consider a full set

of VLFs Ψk with ZN charges [Ψk] = k and couplings
∑

k yk Φ Ψ̄L,k+1ΨR,k. The “wheel”

diagram in Fig. 2 predicts

λ′
N

MN−4
Φ

∼ 1

MN−4
Ψ

∏
k yk

16π2
, (2.7)

under the assumption of approximately degenerate Ψi masses.5

Incidentally, a subset of these VLFs, with the appropriate couplings, is sufficient to

generate the Yukawa operators in Eq. (2.1). Therefore, in this class of models,

M ∼ MΦ ∼ MΨ. (2.8)

This, finally, allows us to predict the ALP mass using Eq. (2.4),

ma

vΦ
∼ 1

8π
Nϵ

N
2
−2

√∏
k

yk , (2.9)

where we take an estimate for ϵ ∼ (ye/yt)
⌊N

2 ⌋
−1

, as discussed earlier. The prediction for

the N = 8 case is shown in Fig. 1 as a region within the two black dashed lines which

represent the variation 0.001 <
√∏

k yk < 0.2.6

This mechanism might, however, not be present at all, and the U(1)FN-breaking term

in Eq. (2.2) could be generated by UV physics at scales MΦ significantly larger than M .

5A straightforward mechanism to achieve this would be to introduce an additional real scalar field χ
such that (χ,Φ,ΨR,k) are odd under a new Z2 symmetry. When χ acquires a non-zero vacuum expectation
value, the interactions χΨ̄L,kΨR,k result in comparable masses among all VLFs.

6Choosing yk from a flat distribution in the (0, 1) range, there is 90% probability for
√∏

k yk to be
above (below) 0.001 (0.2).
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In the most extreme scenario, the U(1)FN symmetry is broken solely by quantum gravity

effects MΦ ∼ MPl, which are expected to break any global symmetry [27].7 If this were the

case, the coupling λ′
4,eff would be lower bounded as λ′

4,eff ≳ 16π2(M/MPl)
N−4ϵN−4, barring

any fine-tuning on Planck-suppressed operators.8 This leads, in turn, to a lower bound on

the ALP mass:

m2
a ≳ 8π2

(
N2

2N/2

)(
vΦ
MPl

)N−4

v2Φ . [QG condition] (2.10)

This lower bound is analogous in spirit to the constraint on the dimension of PQ-breaking

operators encountered in the well-known QCD axion quality problem [16–20]. The “ex-

cluded” region for N = 8 is shown in blue in Fig. 1.

Finally, one should not forget QCD itself and its contribution to the axion mass, which

is approximately given by (m2
a)QCD ∼ m2

πf
2
πc

2
a/v

2
Φ, where ca is the anomaly coefficient

entering (cag
2
s/32π

2)GG̃, and we approximate ca ∼ N . As the physical mass of the ALP is

given by the sum of this contribution and the one of Eq. (2.4), any value of ma lower than

that of the single contributions requires a non-trivial cancellation. Avoiding this tuning

can then be stated as

ma ≳ (ma)QCD. [QCD condition] (2.11)

The red region shown in Fig. 1 does not satisfy this condition.9

To conclude, Eqs. (2.6), (2.10), and (2.11) together define an acceptable region for ma

and vΦ that a ZN FN model should respect. This corresponds to the white region in Fig. 1,

where we also show model expectations for N = {4, 8} as discussed above.

3 The minimal model: Z4

This section constructs and thoroughly analyses an explicit Z4 FN model. We begin in

Section 3.1 by defining a concrete renormalizable model that realizes the Z4 FN texture,

and we examine the EFT structure it generates. Following this, Section 3.2 offers a com-

prehensive analysis of the various observables predicted by the model. Section 3.3 collects

constraints in (ma, v
−1
Φ ) plane and discusses their broader implications.

3.1 Setup

The Z4 symmetry offers the simplest realization capable of generating the SM fermion

hierarchies. It features a renormalizable potential given by the N → 4 limit of Eq. (2.2),

ensuring no massless spin-0 states exist. Therefore, this case can be considered minimal

in terms of UV matter content, as it only requires completing the Yukawa operators in

Eq. (2.1).

7In this scenario, we assume that ZN symmetry is protected, possibly through an appropriate gauging
mechanism [28–31].

8Here MPl denotes the reduced Planck mass, MPl ≃ 2.4× 1018 GeV.
9In the presence of multiple ALPs, this condition applies only to the linear combination entering the

QCD potential. Hence, there might be additional lighter fields [32].
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Fields SU(3)C SU(2)L U(1)Y Z4

q1,2,3 3 2 1
6 {2, 1, 0}

ℓi 1 2 −1
2 0

e1,2,3 1 1 −1 {−2, −1, 0}

ui 3 1 2
3 0

di 3 1 −1
3 0

Qa
2 3 2 1

6 0

Q1 3 2 1
6 1

Ea
2 1 1 −1 0

E1 1 1 −1 1

H 1 2 1
2 0

Φ 1 1 0 1

Table 1: Field content of the UV model as described in Section 3. The rows in this
table are grouped into four categories. The first and second represent left and right chiral
fermions, respectively. The third consists of vector-like fermions, and the last comprises
scalars. Flavor indices are denoted as i = 1, 2, 3 and a = 1, 2. See Section 3.1 for details.

UV model. The field content of a particular model incarnating this idea is listed in

Table 1. Apart from Φ and the SM fields, the model includes only the addition of vector-

like quarks Q1, Q
a=1,2
2 and vector-like leptons E1, E

a=1,2
2 .10 The non-trivial FN charges

under the Z4 symmetry are [Q1] = −[E1] = 1. The only charged SM fields are q and e,

with [q1] = −[e1] = 2 and [q2] = −[e2] = 1.11 All the other fields are taken as Z4-neutral,

except Φ. The Yukawa sector of the most general renormalizable Lagrangian compatible

with this symmetry reads12

LUV ⊃ xq1Φq1Q1 + xqa12ΦQ1Q
a
2 + xqa2 Φq2Q

a
2 − ydaj Q

a
2Hdj − yuaj Q

a
2H̃uj

+ xe1ΦE1e1 + xea12ΦE
a
2E1 + xea2 ΦE

a
2e2 − yeai ℓiHEa

2

− zdj q̄3Hdj − zuj q̄3H̃uj − zei ℓ̄iHe3 + h.c. .

(3.1)

10Alternatively, an even more minimal completion involves replacing VLFs with three additional Higgs
doublets carrying Z4 charges of {1, 2, 3}. Their masses are O(M), and they do not develop a VEV.

11This charge assignment is inspired by the recently proposed U(2)q+e flavor symmetry [25]. Charging
under the flavor group only left-handed quarks and right-handed leptons produces the observed mass hier-
archies of electrically charged fermions and the mixing hierarchies of left-handed quarks while maintaining
an anarchic flavor structure for neutrinos, ensuring large neutrino mixing. Our Z4 is the smallest flavor
symmetry resulting in similar Yukawa textures as predicted by U(2)q+e of [25].

12Note that Eq. (3.1) respects an accidental U(1)FN. If we would have chosen a Z3 symmetry instead of
Z4, additional couplings, such as q1Φ

∗Qa
2 , would appear, violating U(1)FN. This would disrupt the desired

Yukawa textures, as discussed below Eq. (2.1).
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QCD EW FN VLF

UVSM+  EFTΦSM+  EFTa

Figure 3: Illustration of the hierarchical scales within the model and the corresponding
layers of effective field theory descriptions.

Flavor symmetries of the kinetic terms are used to perform field redefinitions and eliminate

mass mixings between chiral and vector-like fermions of the same representation without

any loss of generality. The specific basis and parameterization used are detailed in A.1.2.

Tower of EFTs. A systematic analysis of this model involves constructing a tower of

effective field theories, as illustrated in Fig. 3. In the first step, the VLF states are integrated

out, matching to the SM+Φ EFT. The resulting set of local higher-dimensional operators

can be categorized into two broad classes based on their involvement of the Φ field. First

are operators that include the Φ field. A subset of these include Eq. (2.1), which will

generate the SM Yukawa couplings at the FN scale vΦ upon matching to the next EFT,

the SM+a EFT. This class of operators also generates a couplings. As already discussed,

ma derived in Eq. (2.4) is governed by λ′
N . Although the natural expectation λ′

N ∼ 1

predicts ma ∼ vΦ, in this section, we treat λ′
N as a free parameter that can be arbitrarily

small.13 Our goal is to explore a broader parameter space of ALP masses, deriving general

lessons that relate to N > 4 models where ALP is expected to be light. Second, another

class of operators exists that does not involve the Φ field. These operators violate the

accidental flavor symmetries of the SM and induce significant UV contributions to rare

and forbidden SM transitions, as we will see in a moment.

Generating the SM Yukawas. Integrating out the VLF at the tree-level leads to the

effective Yukawa Lagrangian of Eq. (2.1) with xf ′ij = 0 and

ndij = nuij = neij =

2 2 2

1 1 1

0 0 0

 . (3.2)

Representative Feynman diagrams are shown in Fig. 4. The matching of xfij to the UV

parameters in Eq. (3.1) is provided in Appendix A, together with an explicit benchmark

point in the parameter space correctly reproducing the SM fermion masses and mixings,

see Eqs. (A.11) and (A.12). Interestingly, their values can be correctly predicted with most

of the UV couplings in Eq. (3.1) within a factor of 10 from each other. This stems from the

fact that the light SM Yukawas are expressed as products of many UV couplings, which

13It is technically natural to take λ′
4 ≪ 1, though this opposes the spirit of our narrative.
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H

q3 d3

Φ

q2 d2,3

H

Q2
2

Φ

q1 dj

HΦ

Q1 Qa
2

Figure 4: Leading diagrams in the Z4 model generating effective down-quark Yukawa
operators in Eq. (2.1), and analogously for up quarks and charged leptons. For further
details, refer to Section 3.1.

can naturally contribute to the hierarchy if these are somewhat small, say O(0.3).14 The

only exceptions are yb and yτ , which are here not dynamically generated, and hence we

require them to be of O(10−2).

ALP couplings. For the upcoming flavor phenomenology discussion, we express the

couplings of the radial and angular modes of Φ in the SM fermion mass basis as

L ⊃ −
∑

f=u,d,e

cfij f̄Li (ρ+ ia) fRj + h.c. + h.o. , (3.3)

where the coupling matrices can be generally expressed as

cf =
1

vΦ

[(
Uf†
L QFUf

L

)
m̂f − m̂f

(
Uf†
R QfUf

R

)]
. (3.4)

Here UL and UR are the left- and right-handed fermion rotation matrices that diagonalize

the corresponding mass terms, m̂ are the diagonal fermion mass matrices, and Q are

diagonal matrices encoding the SM fermion FN charges. The derivation of this formula is

presented in Appendix B. In our concrete realization of the FN model, only the left-handed

quarks are charged, and the down-type quark coupling matrix can be written as

cd =
1

vϕ

(
V †
CKMQdVCKM

)
m̂d , (3.5)

where we assumed that the CKM matrix is fully given by Ud
L = VCKM. This is a sensible

assumption as the bigger hierarchies in the up sector lead to much more suppressed mixing

angles in Uu
L, as shown in App. A. Interestingly, the down-quark flavor-changing neutral

currents due to a, ρ are then fully determined by the measured values of the down-quark

masses and the CKM matrix, up to the overall normalization of vΦ. Using the Wolfenstein

parameterization, we get

cd =
1

vϕ

 2md λms Aλ3mb(−2iη + 2ρ− 1)

λmd ms Aλ2mb

Aλ3md(2iη + 2ρ− 1) Aλ2ms A2λ4mb

 , (3.6)

14A similar effect is observed in Fig. 3 of [22].
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where in each entry, we keep only the leading nontrivial term in λ. The cd33 entry is small

as a result of the fact that both the left and right components of the third generation are

uncharged under Z4. Hence, the coupling only arises due to a small mixing. This is a

peculiarity of the Z4 symmetry, which does not hold for larger N where one attempts to

address the smallness of yb and yτ dynamically. For the purposes of phenomenology, we

also report the lowest order in which we get complex off-diagonal entries:

vΦc
d
12 = λms − λ3ms/2 + λ5ms(A

2(iη − ρ+ 1)− 1/8) ,

vΦc
d
21 = λmd − λ3md/2 + λ5md(A

2(−iη − ρ+ 1)− 1/8) ,

vΦc
d
23 = Aλ2mb +Aλ4mb(−2iη + 2ρ− 1/2) ,

vΦc
d
32 = Aλ2ms +Aλ4ms(2iη + 2ρ− 1/2) .

(3.7)

Similarly, for cu and ce we find

cu =
1

vΦ


2mu mc

mu
mc

zu2
zu1

mt
mu
mt

2yu2zu3−yu3zu2
yu2zu1

mu
mu
mc

zu2
zu1

mc mt
mc
mt

yu3
yu2

mu
mu
mt

2yu2z
∗
u3

−yu3zu2
yu2zu1

mc
mc
mt

yu3
yu2

mc
mc
mt

y2u3
y2u2

 ,

ce =
1

vΦ


2me me

me
mµ

ze2
ze1

me
me
mτ

2ye2z
∗
e3

−ye3ze2
ye2ze1

mµ
me
mµ

ze2
ze1

mµ mµ
mµ

mτ

ye3
ye2

mτ
me
mτ

2ye2ze3−ye3ze2
ye2ze1

mτ
mµ

mτ

ye3
ye2

mµ
mµ

mτ

y2e3
y2e2

 ,

(3.8)

where yui , zui , yei , zei are parameters that are not determined within the EFT but can

be correlated to the UV parameters in Eq. (3.1) as shown in App. A. The matrices have

been written factorizing the mixing, which renders evident the fact that ALP-induced flavor

violation is suppressed by the ratio of the fermion masses. Again, the couplings to the third

generation are small due to the fact that these are not charged under Z4. We stress that

cd of Eq. (3.6) features the same pattern upon recognizing that λ ∼ md/ms, Aλ
2 ∼ ms/mb

and Aλ3 ∼ md/mb.

Z4-symmetric UV operators. Integrating out VLFs at the UV matching scale directly

generates certain SMEFT operators that violate approximate flavor symmetries and are

crucial for the phenomenological discussion. We refer to these as “VLF contributions”,

and we will carefully study their interplay with the ALP contributions. Already at the tree

level, the model generates

(H†i
↔
DµH)(ℓ̄iγ

µℓj), (H†i
↔
DµH)(d̄iγ

µdj), (H†i
↔
DµH)(ūiγ

µuj), (3.9)

with arbitrary flavor structure and Wilson coefficients ∼ M−2. These operators provide a

leading contribution to ∆F = 1 transitions such as ϵ′/ϵ, µ → e conversion, KL → µ+µ−,

etc. Additionally, under renormalization, they mix into ∆F = 2 operators. The primary

∆F = 2 contributions, however, arise from four-fermion operators generated through one-
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loop matching at the UV scale. These are

(d̄iγ
µdj)(d̄kγµdl), (ūiγ

µuj)(ūkγµul), (3.10)

with Wilson coefficients ∼ (4πM)−2. The flavor violation in Eq. (3.10) is expected to be

of O(1) since our model does not impose any selection rules. This will result in stringent

constraints from neutral meson mixing, most notably ϵK . Finally, lepton flavor violating

four-fermion operators

(ℓ̄iγ
µℓj)(d̄kγµdl), (ℓ̄iγ

µℓj)(ūkγµul), (3.11)

are generated at the one-loop level and they represent the leading contribution to LFV

meson decays, such as KL → eµ.

In the following subsection, we will review all the relevant observables and provide

precise details to support these statements.

3.2 Observables

The Z4 model provides a concrete framework to explore the interplay between the VLF

and the ALP contributions. As discussed above, we treat the U(1)FN-breaking parameter

λ′
N as a free parameter and consider a broad range of ALP masses, temporarily setting

aside the expectation of ma ∼ vΦ for λ′
N ∼ 1. By allowing λ′

N ≪ 1, we can explore the

ALP phenomenology in a concrete model. As we will argue later, the results should remain

qualitatively consistent across the entire class of FN ALP models. Our presentation in this

subsection is organized by observables, highlighting contributions from each source.15

Rare meson decays

ALP. In the U(1)FN limit, a becomes very light, making the “invisible” meson decay

K → πa the most significant constraint on vΦ, followed by B → K(∗)a. The decay rate is

given by

Γ(M1 → M2 a) =
m3
M1

64π
λ1/2

(
mM2

mM1

,
ma

mM1

)(
1−m2

M2
/m2

M1

mqi −mqj

)2 ∣∣fM1→M2(m
2
a)
∣∣2

×
[
|cfij |

2 + |cfji|
2 − 2Re cfijc

f
ji

]
,

(3.12)

where λ(x, y) = (1 − (x + y)2)(1 − (x − y)2) and qi, qj refer to quarks from the parton-

level transition. The quantity fM1→M2(m
2
a) is the form factor parameterizing the hadronic

matrix element evaluated at q2 = m2
a, where ⟨M2(p2)|q̄iqj |M1(p1)⟩ = fM1→M2(q

2)(m2
M1

−
m2
M2

)/(mqi −mqj ) with q = p1−p2. For these, we rely on their determinations as reported

in Refs. [42–48]. The constraints we consider include the combined E787 and E949 analysis

Br(K+ → π+Emiss) < 9.5× 10−11 [49], the BaBar bound Br(B → K∗Emiss) < 1.0× 10−4

[50] and the recent Belle II measurement Br(B+ → K+ν̄ν) = (2.3±0.7)×10−5 [51]. For the

latter, given the current ≈ 2.4σ tension between the SM prediction and the experimental

15For related phenomenological ALP studies see [15, 33–41].
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value, we employ the 3σ bound on Br(B → Ka) derived in [52] (see also [53]). For

ma < mK,B, these observables provide the most significant bounds on the FN scale, with

vΦ ≳ 1011GeV for kaon decay and vΦ ≳ 107GeV for B decay.

Importantly, these bounds apply only if the ALP behaves as an invisible final state.

This requires that the distance traveled by the ALP after production and before an eventual

decay exceeds the length of the detector, la > ldetector, where

la =
c|pa|
maΓa

. (3.13)

In this expression, |pa| represents the axion momentum in the laboratory frame, and Γa is

its total decay width. We approximate ldetector ≈ 1m and assume the decaying meson is

at rest.16

If the ALP can decay inside the detector, the signatures differ. Prominent constraints

in our model involve leptonic and semi-leptonic decays of flavored mesons [54]. The rate

for lepton-flavor-violating decays is straightforward and reads

Γ
(
M → ℓiℓ̄j

)
=

f2
MmM

64π

λ1/2
(
mℓi
mM

,
mℓj

mM

)
(mqk +mql)

2

[
|cqkl|

2 + |cqlk|+ 2Re cqklc
q
lk

](
1−m2

a/m
2
M

)2
+m2

aΓ
2
a/m

4
M

×

[(
|ceij |2 + |ceji|2

)(
1−

m2
ℓi
+m2

ℓj

m2
M

)
+ 4Re ceijc

e
ji

mℓimℓi

m2
M

]
,

(3.14)

where q = u, d. Subscripts qk and ql refer to the underlying quark transition, Γa is the

total width of a and ⟨0|q̄kγ5ql|M⟩ = fMm2
M/(mqk + mql). We take the 95%CL bounds

on the branching ratios from Table 2 of [55]. As expected, the strongest constraint comes

from Br(KL → eµ) < 6.3×10−12 [56], which plateaus for ma ≲ mKL
, setting vΦ ≳ 10 TeV.

Bounds from other scalar meson decays are at least two orders of magnitude less stringent,

while vector meson decays are negligible due to their large width. For completeness, our

numerical analysis includes constraints from unflavored meson decays. The expressions

differ slightly due to the anomaly contribution [54]. However, the large width of these

mesons leads to much weaker bounds.

Lepton flavor conserving decays also play an important role, as the diagonal couplings

in Eq. (3.8) are larger than the off-diagonal ones, which are further suppressed by the

small hierarchical mixing. The expression for the total decay rate is complicated by the

interference between the SM and ALP contributions. To handle this properly, we compute

the corresponding bounds using flavio [57], leveraging the fact that in these processes, the

virtual momentum of the ALP is essentially fixed by the meson mass. Our findings show

that the strongest constraint arises from KL → µµ, which plateaus at roughly vΦ ≳ 70TeV.

Semileptonic decays are enhanced in the on-shell ALP production regimemM1−mM2 >

16These considerations also apply toM1 → M2 ρ decays for a very light ρ, with the replacementsma → mρ

and cfij → −icfij . This applies to all processes discussed in this section; hence, we will report explicit
expressions involving only a, particularly since a light ρ is less motivated.
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ma > mℓi +mℓj , in which the branching ratio can be factorized as

Br(M1 → M
(∗)
2 ℓiℓ̄j) ≃ Br(M1 → M

(∗)
2 a)Br(a → ℓiℓ̄j), (3.15)

where

Γ(a → fif̄j) = ma
Nc

16π
λ1/2

(
mi

ma
,
mj

ma

)
×

[(
|cfij |

2 + |cfji|
2
)(

1−
m2
i +m2

j

m2
a

)
+ 4Re cfijc

f
ji

mimj

m2
a

]
.

(3.16)

Defining ⟨M∗
2 (p2)|q̄kγ5ql|M1(p1)⟩ = −2if∗(q2)M1→M∗

2
(ϵ·q)mM∗

2
/(mqk+mql) with q = p1−p2

and ϵµ = ϵµ(p2) the polarization vector of M∗
2 , one finds

Γ(M1 → M∗
2a) =

m3
M1

64π
λ3/2

(
mM∗

2

mM1

,
ma

mM1

) |f∗
M1→M∗

2
(m2

a)|2

(mqk +mql)
2

×
[
|cfkl|

2 + |cflk|
2 + 2Re cfklc

f
lk

]
.

(3.17)

In this category, we can identify two classes of experimental searches. Searches for prompt

decays reconstruct the 3-body vertex with a typical resolution of approximately O(100)µm.

When applying constraints from such searches, we require la ≲ 100µm, unless stated

otherwise. Searches for displaced vertices, instead, provide bounds based on the lifetime of

the long-lived particle. We will distinguish between these two types of searches and their

corresponding bounds in the following discussion.

Let us first consider prompt decays. For lepton flavor-violating ones, we revisit the

processes studied in Ref. [55]. The strongest constraint comes from Br(B → Kµτ) <

7.7 × 10−6 [58], followed by Br(B → πµτ) < 5.9 × 10−5 [59], and Br(B → K∗µτ) <

9.8×10−6 [60]. For lepton flavor conserving decays, the situation is complicated by current

tensions between SM predictions and experimental values of various branching ratios and

angular observables involving the underlying b → sµµ transition [61–65]. In contrast, the

theoretically cleaner RK(∗) ratios are measured to be consistent with SM expectations [66,

67]. Here, we only consider these ratios to derive constraints on the ALP contributions,

roughly setting vΦ ≳ TeV.

For displaced vertex signatures, we consider the bounds from LHCb on B → K(∗)µµ

[68, 69], which sets exclusion limits in the region 103 GeV ≲ vΦ ≲ 107 GeV, see also

Ref. [70]. Additionally, we consider the decays B → Kγγ and K → πγγ, computed

analogously using the well-known expressions for Br(a → γγ) found in [71]. We employ

the bound on Br(K → πγγ) for long-lived ALPs from NA64 [72] and the bound on Br(B →
Kγγ) from BaBar [73]. These constraints are similar, setting vΦ ≳TeV, with the former

being slightly stronger but applicable over a much narrower interval of ALP masses.

VLF. Let us now turn to the UV contributions obtained by integrating out VLFs to generate

local operators that directly affect rare meson decays. As mentioned earlier, the leading

effects come from operators not involving the Φ field. In particular, the Higgs-current
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operators

Oij
Hd = (H†i

↔
DµH)(d̄iRγ

µdjR) ,

Oij
Hu = (H†i

↔
DµH)(ūiRγ

µujR) ,
(3.18)

are generated already at the tree level integrating out the heavy Qa
2. The corresponding

Wilson coefficients read

Cij
Hd =

ydaj yda∗i

2M2
Q2

, Cij
Hu =

yuaj yua∗i

2M2
Q2

. (3.19)

These operators induce flavor-changing Z-boson couplings to right-handed quarks after

electroweak symmetry breaking [74]. Focusing on down quark transitions, we define the

weak effective Hamiltonian for dj → diℓℓ and dj → diνν as Heff = −N
∑

iCiOi + h.c.,

where N = 4GF√
2

e2

16π2VtjV
∗
ti and the sum runs over the semileptonic local operators. Then,

the OHd operator is matched by a Z exchange to

C ′ijℓℓ
10 =

1

2N
Cij
Hd , Cijνν

R =
1

N
Cij
Hd , (3.20)

with O′ijℓℓ
10 = (d̄iγµPRdj)(ℓ̄γ

µγ5ℓ)
17 and Oijνν

R = (d̄iγµPRdj)(ν̄γµ(1 − γ5)ν). We stress

that these contributions are lepton flavor universal. We use flavio [57] to obtain the

bounds from meson decays with charged or neutral leptons in the final states. The leading

constraints are due to kaon decays, in particular to K → πνν setting the leading constraint

vΦ ≳ 200 GeV. Purely leptonic kaon decays KL → ee, µµ offer a slightly worse sensitivity,

vΦ ≳ 100 GeV. B and D decays lead to subleading constraints.

Lepton flavor-violating contributions can arise in two ways. The first is via the ex-

change of a Z boson, with one insertion of Eq. (3.18) and one of

O(1)ij
Hℓ = (H†i

↔
DµH)(ℓ̄iRγ

µℓjR)

O(3)ij
Hℓ = (H†i

↔
D
I

µH)(ℓ̄iRτ
IγµℓjR) ,

(3.21)

generated at tree level via the heavy Ea
2 . The corresponding Wilson coefficients are

C
(1)ij
Hℓ = C

(3)ij
Hℓ = −

yeai yea∗j

4M2
E

. (3.22)

The second way involves integrating out the VLFs at 1-loop, directly generating the 4-

fermion SMEFT operator

Oijkl
ℓd = (ℓ̄iγ

µℓj)(d̄kγµdl) , (3.23)

17The related operator involving a vector leptonic current O′
9 is suppressed due to the small SM Z

couplings to these leptonic currents.
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with Wilson coefficient18

Cijkl
ℓd =

1

128π2

[
2yeai (yeaj )∗(ydak )∗ydal

logM2
E2
/M2

Q2

M2
E2

−M2
Q2

− 3

M2
E2

yeai (yeaj )∗(zdk)
∗zdl −

3

M2
Q2

zeai (zeaj )∗(ydak )∗ydal

]
.

(3.24)

Despite the 1-loop factor, this provides the dominant constraint since MQ2,E2 ≳ 4πv. In

principle, there is a third way via SMEFT (renormalization group) RG effects on Eq. (3.21).

However, the RG effect is always subleading, as flavor mixing would be CKM-suppressed

and thus less significant compared to the anarchic nature of the coefficient in Eq. (3.24).

To establish the bounds, we map the contribution of these Wilson coefficients to the same

set of lepton flavor violating decays analyzed in the ALP-mediated case, following [55].

The resulting constraints are significantly weaker compared to the lepton flavor-conserving

ones obtained earlier, with the strongest being associated with KL → eµ, leading to vΦ ≳
10GeV.

Neutral meson mixing

One of the leading constraints for both flavorful ALP and VLQs is due to their con-

tributions to the CP-even and CP-odd observables measured in P 0 − P̄ 0 oscillations,

with P = K,B,Bs, D. We use flavio to obtain constraints on both the ALP and the

VLQ contributions to the following observables: ϵK , measuring CP violation in kaon mix-

ing [42, 56, 76–79],19 ∆ms (∆md) and Sψϕ (SψK) measuring the neutral meson mass differ-

ence and mixing induced CP violation in Bs (Bd) mixing [61, 80–82], and xIm,D12 measuring

CP violation in D mixing [82, 83].

ALP. We write the ∆F = 2 Hamiltonian in the quark mass basis as

H∆F=2
NP = Cij

1 (q̄iLγ
µqjL)

2 + C̃ij
1 (q̄iRγ

µqjR)
2 + Cij

2 (q̄iRq
j
L)

2 + C̃ij
2 (q̄iLq

j
R)

2

+ Cij
4 (q̄iRq

j
L)(q̄

i
Lq

j
R) + Cij

5 (q̄iLγ
µqjL)(q̄

i
Rγµq

j
R) + h.c. ,

(3.25)

with q = u, d and i, j are flavor indices, whereas the color indices are contracted inside

parentheses. Integrating out the scalar and pseudoscalar components of Φ generates ∆F =

18We used Matchete [75] to obtain this and the other 1-loop Wilson coefficients presented in the paper,
cross-checking the expressions with known results in the literature.

19Note that we do not use ∆mK as a constraint due to the large uncertainties in its SM prediction
from long-distance contributions. Instead, we use its experimental value as an input when predicting ϵK .
Nevertheless, we checked that saturating the experimental value of ∆mK with the NP contributions leads
at most to bounds comparable to that from ϵK .
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2 operators already at the tree level as follows

Cq,ij
2 = −

(cq∗ji )
2

2

(
1

m2
ρ

− 1

m2
a

)
,

C̃q,ij
2 = −

(cqij)
2

2

(
1

m2
ρ

− 1

m2
a

)
,

Cq,ij
4 = −cqijc

q∗
ji

(
1

m2
ρ

+
1

m2
a

)
.

(3.26)

Here we have assumed the ALP to be heavier than the appropriate scale of each P − P̄

process. In the case of a light ALP, this is no longer applicable, and ALP propagator

effects should be included [35]. However, in this work, we do not consider the meson mixing

constraints in the case of a light ALP, as we find that parameter space is predominantly

constrained by other processes, such as rare meson decays. Outside of that region, we

anticipate that meson mixing observables are responsible for the strongest bound coming

from ALP physics. This roughly sets vΦ ≳ 10 TeV× (10 GeV/ma).

VLF. Among the VLQs with the interaction Lagrangian defined in Eq. (3.1), Qa
2 can

generate ∆F = 2 operators via two effects. The first effect is obtained by integrating out

Qa
2 at the tree level, as discussed in the rare meson decay case; see Eq. (3.19). The generated

operators could, in principle, generate ∆F = 2 operators via two insertions of the modified

Z couplings. Such contributions are highly suppressed. Important effects can, however,

be generated by 1-loop SMEFT RG. Performing one insertion of (3.19) and closing the

loop with two Higgses and a fermion, we obtain yt-enhanced effects by generating the left-

right 4-fermion Oqd operator (in the notation of [84]). These effects have been found to be

phenomenologically relevant in Ref. [85], and we take them into account in our analysis.

The second way to generate ∆F = 2 effects is from one-loop matching contributions.

This directly generates 4-fermion operators required to induce such effects:

Oijkl
dd = (d̄iγ

µdj)(d̄kγµdl),

Oijkl
uu = (ūiγ

µuj)(ūkγµul).
(3.27)

The Wilson coefficients associated with these operators read

Cijkl
dd =

1

64π2

1

M2
Q2

(ydai )∗ydaj

[
−(ydbk )∗ydbl + 3(zds )

∗zdt

]
,

Cijkl
uu =

1

64π2

1

M2
Q2

(yuai )∗yuaj

[
−(yubk )∗yubl + 3(zus )

∗zut

]
.

(3.28)

The ∆F = 2 operators are obtained by selecting i = k and j = l. In the minimal basis

defined in App. A, the terms involving z couplings do not contribute.

Employing the benchmark discussed in App. A, we find that these one-loop matching

contributions offer the dominant constraint, which comes from ϵK , setting vΦ ≳ 2.8 TeV.

The rest of the ∆F = 2 constraints, namely the CP-even and CP-odd observables in

Bd, Bs and D-mixing, show various degrees of interplay between tree-level and one-loop
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contributions of VLQs, but offer only subleading constrains of vΦ ≳ 100 GeV.

It is worth mentioning that also the operatorsOqd,Oqu can be generated at the one-loop

level and could, in principle, lead to important effects. Indeed, the components diagonal

in q do not need an insertion of Φ and hence can be generated already at dimension 6.

After electroweak symmetry breaking, the rotation to the mass basis induces additional

flavor violation in the down-strange sector, suppressed only by the CKM. This suppression

could, in principle, be overcome by an enhancement in the observables due to the different

chirality structures of the operators in such a way that the bounds become potentially

important. Accidentally, in Z4 models the operator (q̄2γ
µq2)(d̄iγµdj) is generated at 1-

loop with coefficient ∼ (ydai xqa2 )∗(ydaj xqa2 ) (and similarly for up-quarks), which vanishes

whenever the first generator is involved (see App. A). Hence, this effect could only appear

in Bs-mixing, which is not very constraining.

ϵ′/ϵ

The ϵ′/ϵ observable acts as a probe of direct CP violation in KL → ππ. The current

best estimate of the SM predictions is (ϵ′/ϵ)SM = (13.9 ± 5.2) × 10−4 [86–90], while the

experimental world average is (ϵ′/ϵ)exp = (16.6 ± 2.3) × 10−4 [56]. We use the master

formula presented in Refs. [89, 91] to compute the BSM contributions to ϵ′/ϵ as(
ϵ′

ϵ

)
BSM

=
∑
b

Pb(µew)Im
[
Cb(µew)− C ′

b(µew)
]
, (3.29)

where Pb parameterizes the matrix elements of the relevant four quark operators, which

we consider in the JMS basis [74]. We use the numerical values reported in Table 3 of

Ref. [89].

ALP. The ALP contributes to ϵ′/ϵ at the tree-level through scalar four-fermion ∆F = 1

operators. In the notation of Ref. [89] these are [OS1,RR
dd ]2111, [O

S1,RR
ud ]1121, and their L ↔ R

counterparts. However, its contributions are suppressed by first-generation quark masses.

At most, this renders only subleading constraint up to vΦ ≳ 100 GeV.

VLF. VLQs induce flavor-violating Z-boson couplings to right-handed quarks via Eq. (3.19).

As can be seen from Table 3 of Ref. [89], the largest matrix elements are due to left-right

vector operators. In our setup, [OV 1,LR
dd ]2111, [O

V 1,LR
du ]2111 are generated by integrating out

the Z boson, with VLQ-induced flavor violating right-handed down quark vector currents,

contracted with either left-handed up or down quark currents due to the SM Z couplings.

We obtain the bound vΦ ≳ 0.7 TeV.

ℓi → ℓjγ

Both the ALP and the VLFs generate lepton flavor-violating couplings that are strongly

constrained by purely leptonic observables. Dipole transitions can be encoded in the WET

Lagrangian via

LD ⊃ Cij
eγ (ēiσ

µνPLej)F
µν + h.c. . (3.30)
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Assuming mℓj > mℓi , the branching ratio of ℓj → ℓiγ then reads [92]

Br(ℓj → ℓiγ) =
m3
ℓi

4πΓℓj

(
|Cij
eγ |2 + |Cji

eγ |2
)
. (3.31)

ALP. The ALP a generates these observables at the one loop. In the regime in which the

ALP is much more massive than ℓj , the Wilson coefficient associated with the operator

(3.30) reads

Cij
eγ =

e

32π2m2
a

∑
k=1,2,3

[
1

6

(
mℓjc

e∗
kic

e
kj +mℓic

e
ikc

e∗
jk

)
−mℓkc

e∗
kic

e∗
jk

(
3

2
+ log

m2
ℓj

m2
a

)]
(3.32)

whereas the contribution of ρ can be obtained by the replacement m2
a → m2

ρ, c → −ic. The

contribution from Barr-Zee diagrams is relevant only for ALP masses below the charm mass,

given the smallness of our ALP couplings with the top and bottom quarks. The expression

for these contributions can be found in [35], and we take them into account in our final

plot. The relevant current experimental bounds are Br(µ → eγ) < 4.2× 10−13 [93, 94] and

Br(τ → µγ) < 4.4× 10−8 [95, 96]. Both lead to comparable bounds due to the hierarchical

structure of ceij up to vΦ ≳ TeV.

VLF. The operator (3.30) can also be generated by integrating out the heavy VLFs at

1-loop. The corresponding Z4-invariant SM+Φ terms are

Cij
eBΦΦn

e
ij ℓ̄iσ

µνHejBµν + Cij
eWΦΦn

e
ij ℓ̄iσ

µντaHejW
a
µν , (3.33)

where by simple dimensional analysis Cij
eBΦ,eWΦ ∼ g(′)y

3+ne
ij

∗ /16π2M2+ne
ij , with y∗ some

representative UV coupling. After Φ condensation, this leads to the SMEFT operators

OeB,eW , which combine to Eq. (3.30). Using Matchete [75], we were able to exactly extract

the Wilson coefficients relevant for µ → eγ and τ → µγ:

Ci2
eBΦ =

g′

32π2

1

M2
E2

[
− 1

ME1

(xea12)
∗xea2 xeb12y

eb
i

+
1

12

1

ME2

(
xea2 (xea2 )∗xeb2 yebi + 2xea2 yeak (yebk )∗yebi

)]
,

Ci2
eWΦ =

g

384π2

1

M3
E2

xea2 yeak (yebk )∗yebi .

(3.34)

The coefficients Ci3
eBΦ,eWΦ are null because e3 does not couple to any VLF, while Ci1

eBΦ,eWΦ

arise at dimension 8 since they involve a further power of Φ. Hence, Ci2
eBΦ,eWΦ provide

the leading contributions to the aforementioned transitions. Note that the couplings in

Eq. (3.34) are not perfectly aligned with the effective Ye (see App. A). This leads to a

further mixing between the components of the dipoles after the diagonalization of the

Yukawa with a ei rotation. We match these coefficient to Ceγ after Φ condensation via

Cij
eγ = v(cwCeB−swCeW )/

√
2. The coefficient qualitatively scales as Ci2

eγ ∼ evy4∗ϵ
3/16π2v2Φ,

that can lead to bounds on vΦ of O(TeV) for y∗ ∼ O(1) due to the stringent constraint on
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µ → eγ. Precisely, employing the benchmark in App. A, we find vΦ ≳ 150GeV.

µ → e conversion in nuclei

µ → e conversion in nuclei is one of the most constraining observables on new physics

models predicting lepton flavor violation. Following Ref. [97], the operators relevant to our

discussion comprise the following set

OV LL
qq = (ēγµPLµ)(q̄γ

µPLq) ,

OV LR
qq = (ēγµPLµ)(q̄γ

µPRq) ,

OSLL
qq = (ēPLµ)(q̄PLq) ,

OSLR
qq = (ēPLµ)(q̄PRq) ,

OL
gg = αsmµGF (ēPLµ)G

a
µνG

aµν ,

(3.35)

together with their L ↔ R equivalents and the dipole operators of Eq. (3.30).20 The

conversion rate on a nucleus N is [97–100]

ΓNµ→e =
m5
µ

4

∣∣∣CD
LDN + 2

(
GFmµmpC̃

SL
(p)S

(p)
N + C̃V R

(p) V
(p)
N + p → n

)∣∣∣2 + L ↔ R , (3.36)

where CD
L ≡ Ceµ

eγ /mµ and

C̃V R
p/n =

∑
q=u,d

(
CV RL
qq + CV RR

qq

)
f
(q)
V p/n ,

C̃SL
(p/n) =

∑
q=u,d,s

(
CSLL
qq + CSLR

qq

)
mµmqGF

f
(q)
Sp/n + C̃L

ggfGp/n ,

C̃L
gg = CL

gg −
1

12π

∑
q=c,b

(
CSLL
qq + CSLR

qq

)
mµmqGF

,

(3.37)

and similarly for L ↔ R. The vector operator nucleon form factors are f
(u)
V p = 2, f

(u)
V n = 1,

f
(d)
V p = 1, f

(d)
V n = 2, while for the scalar and the gluonic form factors, we take the values as

reported in Ref. [97], see also Refs. [101–104]. The most sensitive current measurement is

on Au for which we have the overlap integrals V
(p)
Au = 0.0974, V

(n)
Au = 0.146, S

(p)
Au = 0.0614,

S
(n)
Au = 0.0918, DAu = 0.189 [98]. Finally, the prediction should be compared to the 90%

CL limit on µ → e conversion in gold by SINDRUM II [105]

Br(µ → e) =
Γ(µ−Au → e−Au)

Γcapt(µ−Au)
< 7× 10−13 , (3.38)

where the estimate for the capture rate can be found in [98, 106].

ALP. The ALP contributes to µ → e conversion in multiple ways: directly generating

the scalar four fermion operators OS
qq at the tree level, contributing through the dipole

20As for ℓi → ℓjγ processes, the contributions from Barr-Zee diagrams are relevant only for ma ≲ mc.
We take this into account in our final plot, taking the expression for these contributions from [35].
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operator as in Eq. (3.32), or generating Ogg after integrating out the heavy SM quarks.

The tree-level matching results in

CSLL
qq = cq∗qqc

e∗
21

(
1

m2
ρ

− 1

m2
a

)
,

CSLR
qq = cqqqc

e∗
21

(
1

m2
ρ

+
1

m2
a

)
,

CSRL
qq = cq∗qqc

e
12

(
1

m2
ρ

+
1

m2
a

)
,

CSRR
qq = cqqqc

e
12

(
1

m2
ρ

− 1

m2
a

)
,

(3.39)

Note that for coherent conversion in Eq. (3.36) only the scalar quark current operator

enters, thus the pseudoscalar a contributions above cancel as cqqq are real. We obtain

bounds of up to vΦ ≳ TeV.

VLF. Muon conversion into an electron in the field of a nucleus can also proceed through

SM Z exchange, with flavor-violating couplings to leptons induced by the operator in

Eq. (3.21) and exploiting the SM coupling to quarks. The vector operators in Eq. (3.35)

are generated with [107]

CV LL
qq = ΓℓLeµ

1

M2
Z

ΓLqq ,

CV LR
qq = ΓℓLeµ

1

M2
Z

ΓRqq .

(3.40)

The Z boson couples to quarks via ΓL,Rqq in the standard way, whereas the Zµe coupling

reads

ΓℓLeµ =
g2
2cW

v2
(
C

(1)12
Hℓ + C

(3)12
Hℓ

)
. (3.41)

Using our benchmark, we obtain the bound vΦ ≳ 1.1 TeV.

Rare lepton decays

Rare lepton decays comprise a wide set of observables, including flavor-violating ℓi →
ℓj + invisible, ℓi → ℓjℓkℓk and ℓi → M (∗)ℓj . As usual, we will focus on ALP and VLF

contributions separately.

ALP. As with mesons, we begin by discussing flavor-violating decays with an invisible ALP

as a final state. Bounds on the decay of a muon into an electron and an invisible scalar

have been set at TRIUMF [108] and from TWIST [109], while analogous bounds for τ

decays have been reported by Belle II [110]. The relevant formula for such decays is

Γ(fi → fja) = mi
Nc

32π
λ1/2

(
ma

mi
,
mj

mi

)[(
|cfij |

2 + |cfji|
2
)(

1−
m2
a −m2

j

m2
i

)
− 4Re cfijc

f
ji

mj

mi

]
,

(3.42)
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and we again impose ℓa ≳ 1m for the ALP to be considered invisible. The bounds on vΦ
that we obtain are almost always superseded by the one coming from K → πa.

Next we consider the ℓi → M (∗)ℓj processes, whereM is a scalar (vector) meson. In the

ALP-mediated case, the decay rate for decays in flavored scalar mesons closely resembles

one of the leptonic flavored meson decays (3.14):

Γ (ℓi → Mℓj) =
f2
Mmℓi

128π

λ1/2
(
mM
mℓi

,
mℓj

mℓi

)
(mqk +mql)

2

[
|cqkl|

2 + |cqlk|+ 2Re cqklc
q
lk

](
1−m2

a/m
2
M

)2
+m2

aΓ
2
a/m

4
M

×

[(
|ceij |2 + |ceji|2

)(
1−

m2
M −m2

ℓj

m2
ℓi

)
− 4Re ceijc

e
ji

mℓj

mℓi

]
.

(3.43)

The expression for decays to vector mesons vanishes at tree level because of the scalar

nature of the interaction mediated by a, while for unflavored mesons, the situation is once

again complicated by the overlap with GG̃ [54]. Since the experimental constraints on the

branching ratio of these decays are all quite similar, the most constraining ones are those

involving decays of taus into muons [56] and all lead to comparable bounds vΦ ≳ TeV.

For ℓi → ℓjℓkℓk, the branching ratio in the presence of an ALP is enhanced in the

on-shell production regime 2mk < ma < mi −mj . Here, the ratio can be factorized as

Br(ℓi → ℓiℓ̄kℓk) ≃ Br(ℓi → ℓja)Br(a → ℓ̄kℓk). (3.44)

with relevant decay rates given in Eqs. (3.16) and (3.42). The situation for these decays

is similar to that of semileptonic meson decays in that we can distinguish prompt and

displaced vertex searches. Among the former, we find that the strongest constraint is due

to Br(τ → 3µ) < 2.5 × 10−8 at 95% CL [111] constraining up to vΦ ≳ 105 GeV. Decays

into electrons are suppressed due to the hierarchical nature of ce; even the strong bounds

from µ → 3e [112] do not beat τ → 3µ. Searches for displaced vertices are instead lacking

in this context, although new searches have been proposed over the last years [113, 114].

To our knowledge, the only available bounds are on µ → 3e [115] and µ → eγγ [116–118].

These, however, lead to completely negligible bounds in our model of the order vΦ ≳GeV.

VLF. The VLLs can induce the ℓi → M (∗)ℓj decays in multiple ways: either by a double

insertion of the tree-level operators in Eqs. (3.18), (3.21), a single insertion of the 1-loop

generated operator in Eq. (3.23), or, for unflavored M , by a single LFV modification of the

Z boson couplings from Eq. (3.21). We find that the latter effect is phenomenologically the

most important. Using flavio [57] we obtain constraints from τ → ρℓ and τ → ϕℓ [119],

which are however of order vΦ ≳ 20 GeV and hence subleading.

Also the ℓ → 3ℓ decays can proceed through a Z exchange21 with the tree-level LFV

coupling from Eq. (3.21) and an SM Z coupling. As the couplings in the VLL benchmark

are anarchic, µ → 3e is now the only phenomenologically important channel. The branching

21It is worth mentioning that in our model the operator Oijkl
ℓℓ = (ℓ̄iγ

µℓj)(ℓ̄kγ
µℓl) is also generated at

1-loop integrating out the VLLs. This effect is, however, subleading compared to the tree-level one.

– 22 –



ratio prediction reads [107]

Br(µ → 3e) =
m5
µ

1536π3m4
ZΓµ

(
2|ΓℓLeµΓℓLee |2 + |ΓℓLeµΓℓRee |2

)
, (3.45)

with ΓℓLeµ defined in Eq. (3.41) and with the SM Z couplings to electrons. We obtain the

bound vΦ ≳ 400 GeV.

EDMs

Electric dipole moments are among the most sensitive probes of CP violating new physics.

The strongest constraints are the ones on the electron EDM, |de|/e < 5.4 × 10−30 cm

at 95%CL [120], and on the neutron EDM, |dn|/e < 2.6 × 10−26 cm at 95%CL [121]. In

particular, the electron EDM at leading order is directly associated with the dipole operator

Oeγ introduced earlier [122]

de ≃ −2 ImC11
eγ , (3.46)

while the expression for the neutron EDM, in the notation of [122], reads22

dn ≃− 0.2 du + 0.8 dd − 0.003 ds + 0.05 d̂u + 0.1 d̂d − 51e ·MeVC
GG̃

− 0.6e×GeV Im
[
CS1,RR
ud + CS8,RR

ud − CS1,RR
duud − CS8,RR

duud

]1111
.

(3.47)

In principle, our model also predicts contributions to the magnetic dipole moments, which

are much less constraining than those from the EDMs.

ALP. In the heavy ALP case (ma ≳ GeV), the leading contribution to the eEDM can be

directly read off from Eq. (3.32). The imaginary part of C11
eγ vanishes, meaning that no

contribution to the eEDM is generated at this order. To check that NLO corrections do

not lead to signification bounds, we can estimate the hypothetical constraint if an O(1)

imaginary part in Ceγ was there, obtaining the weak bound vΦ > O(10) GeV× (GeV/ma),

indicating that this observable is under control. For the neutron EDM, the situation is

similar: the dipoles (du, dd, ds, d̂u, d̂d) feature an expression close to that of Ceγ and are

hence real. The 4-fermion operator coefficient CS1,RR
ud entering Eq. (3.47) is generated at the

tree level, but features no imaginary part. An analysis analogous to the one for the eEDM

reveals that the bound for a hypothetical O(1) phase reads vΦ > O(102) GeV×(GeV/ma),

once again negligible compared to the flavor bounds analyzed earlier. In the very light

ALP case (ma ≲ GeV), contributions to the nEDM approximate to a constant close to

the previous estimate when ma ∼ mu [123]. While this could potentially lead to a bound

comparable to the ones from other observables analyzed earlier, in reality, we know that this

contribution is still not there due to the absence of an imaginary part in the relevant Wilson

coefficients. Therefore, whatever effect may arise at NLO must be phenomenologically

irrelevant. The operator C
GG̃

can be generated only at very high loop orders.

22We omit the contribution from CHud, since in any case below the EW scale this operator can be mapped
to 4-fermion operators obtained integrating out W± bosons.
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VLF. The VLFs generate the operators Eq. (3.33) directly contributing to the eEDM. We

can estimate the size of the bound employing Eq. (3.34), that after ei rotation generates

a non-zero entry C11
eγ ∼ evy5∗ϵ

4/16π2v2Φ with an O(1) imaginary part. This is a single

contribution to the eEDM, which, in principle, should be added to that of the dimension-

8 Ci,1
eBΦ,eWΦ, whose induced C11

eγ features the same scaling. However, barring accidental

cancellations, this should be enough to estimate the constraint coming from the eEDM.

We find the bound vΦ ≳ 230 GeV for our benchmark. This is interesting but again

subleading compared to ϵK and other bounds derived earlier. For the nEDM, the bound

from the dipole operators can be obtained in an analogous way to that of the eEDM. As

the experimental bound on the former is 4 orders of magnitude weaker than the one on

the latter, and given the same functional dependence on the UV scales and couplings (but

in the quark sector), this does not lead to a competitive bound on vΦ. The 4-fermion

operators entering Eq. (3.47) are associated to Oquqd in the SMEFT, but in the SM+Φ

EFT are uplifted to Oijkl
quqdΦ ∼ Φn

q
ik(q̄iuj)ϵ(q̄kdl). Due to the large ϵ suppression, this does

not lead to relevant constraints. Finally, the full expression for Eq. (3.47) should include

also the contribution from Cij
Hud = −(yuai )∗ydaj /M2

Q2
[122]. We find ImC11

Hud = 0; hence

this cannot contribute to leading order. A hypothetical O(1) imaginary part would, in any

case, result in the subleading vΦ > |y∗| × O(102) GeV, hence NLO effects on this operator

can be safely neglected. The Weinberg operator is generated only at a very high loop order.

In conclusion, the current constraints on EDMs generate only subleading bounds com-

pared to the other observables we analyzed.

Cosmology, astrophysics, and haloscopes

We mention the impact of haloscope searches, astrophysics, and cosmology bounds on

our model for completeness. Haloscope searches constrain vΦ through the axion-photon

coupling. We take the bounds from [124], rescaling the plot to adapt it to our model

correctly. The usual astrophysics bounds (from [124]) are completely superseded by the

bound due to K → πa and hence are irrelevant. For cosmology, the left part of the blue

region in Fig. 5 is taken again from [124] and is dominated by the X-rays bound, assuming

that the ALP constitutes a significant portion of the dark matter observed in our universe.

The rightmost part is obtained via the requirement that the total ALP decay rate satisfies

Γa,tot ≥ 3H(TBBN), where TBBN = 4 MeV, in order to comply with the constraints from Big

Bang Nucleosynthesis [125]. The rate Γa,tot has been computed taking into account all the

decay channels of the ALP in our model. For ALP masses around the QCD confinement

scale, this has been approximated with a linear interpolation between ma ∼ 3mπ and

ma ≃ 2 GeV, given the complications due to flavor and CP violating ALP interactions

with hadrons present in our model. The impact of the heavy ρ and the VLFs is irrelevant

as they quickly decay to SM particles via Eqs. (3.1) and (3.3).

Direct searches

Low-scale FN models present an exciting opportunity for direct searches at high-energy

colliders. Collider searches for heavy neutral scalars and ALPs have recently received

significant attention [126–133]. Light ALPs (ma ≲ 10 GeV) either escape the detector or
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lead to displaced vertices. Mono−γ and mono-jet searches for light ALPs [126] are, however,

not competitive with meson decays. Moving on to EW scale masses, phenomonology in this

model is driven by couplings to second-generation fermions, see Eqs. (3.6) and (3.8). This

is because, in the Z4 case, the bottom and tau Yukawas size are not dynamically explained

(unlike in the Z8 model of Section 4). Resonant axion production at hadron colliders has

been discussed in Ref. [134]. We expect the dominant channels in our case to be gc → ta

and c̄c → a. The cross sections, computed in Fig. 11 of Ref. [134] for vΦ = 0.5 TeV, show

that one should expect a large number of events. However, as discussed in [134], due to

large backgrounds a dedicated detailed experimental analysis is required.

The flavor-violating ALP-top-charm coupling leads to the t → ca decay. A study

of this anomalous decay has been carried out in [134], considering the current and the

potential future bounds on Br(t → Hc) with H → b̄b and assuming Br(a → b̄b) > 80%.

A major difference between ours and their scenario is the branching ratio of the decay

a → b̄b. This would reduce the impact of this search since we expect a → cc̄ decay channel

to dominate. A proper assessment would require repeating the numerical study from [134]

within our model, which is beyond the scope of our paper. Therefore, we will not include

these bounds in our figures. Even considering the nominal value they find, the bound from

∆F = 2 processes remains dominant in that region. However, with future measurements,

the situation might change. For light ALPs, the displaced signatures from top decays could

lead to important bounds in the future [128].

For completeness, searches for vectorlike quarks and leptons at LHC set lower bounds

on their masses of O(TeV) [135, 136], which cannot compete against bounds from flavor

physics in our scenario, forcing M ≈ vΦ/ϵ ≳ PeV.

To sum up, while the current direct searches provide subleading constraints, the situ-

ation will improve with proposed future high-energy colliders.

3.3 Summary of the results

This subsection summarizes and illustrates the main phenomenological results derived in

the previous subsection. In Fig. 5, we show the exclusion contours in the (ma, 1/vΦ) plane

for a broad range of ALP masses, ma ∈ [10−18, 109] GeV. The stability region in gray, the

dotted line for the N = 4 expectation, and the dashed line for the QCD expectation are the

same as already discussed in Fig. 1. Importantly, we can immediately notice that following

the N = 4 expectation line, the main constraint on the Z4 model is due to the vector-like

fermions, illustrating the significance of a UV completion. The contour in red depicts the

combined constraint due to the presence of these states in the UV, which is dominated by

the CP violating kaon mixing observable ϵK as discussed in the previous subsection, setting

vΦ ≳ 2.8 TeV. The answer to the question posed in the introduction, “How low can the

FN symmetry-breaking scale be?”, aligns with the current energy frontier.

The ALP flavor phenomenology is less important in this particular scenario, even

though it plays a major role in a large part of the parameter space as depicted by the

orange contour, which combines all of the flavorful ALP constraints from the previous

subsection. Notably, it sets the leading constraint on the flaxion/axiflavon scenario [13, 14]

through the kinematically allowed K → πa decays. As already mentioned, the astrophysics
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Figure 5: A global overview of the phenomenology of a FN ALP in the (ma, 1/vΦ) plane.
The gray region is excluded by the stability of the potential, the dotted line shows theN = 4
expectation, and the dashed line shows the QCD expectation, as discussed around Figure 1.
The rest of the contours are due to the constraints discussed in detail in Section 3.2. The
red contour is due to the constraints from the UV VLFs, the orange contour is due to the
combined constraints on the FN ALP from flavor observables, while the green, yellow, and
blue contours are due to astrophysics, haloscopes, and cosmology, respectively. See the
surrounding text for more details.

constraints depicted in green are less important in scenarios with flavorful ALPs. In blue,

we show the constraints from cosmology mentioned earlier, with the left part taken from

Ref. [124] and the right coming from the requirement of not spoiling the success of BBN.

Although these constraints are important in a large part of the parameter space, we now

zoom in to a region that is arguably more interesting for low-scale FN models.

In Fig. 6, we show a zoomed-in version of Fig. 5, now focusing on the ALP masses

in the range ma ∈ [0.1, 104] GeV. This region of the parameter space is of main interest

for the FN models studied in this work and is constrained mainly from flavor physics

observables. We emphasize again that the constraint due to VLFs dominates the natural Z4

model. However, by allowing for λ′
N ≪ 1 we can in principle populate the whole parameter

space. Moreover, as we will see in the next section, the qualitative picture varies little,

even for more elaborate ZN models. Since the ALP flavor constraints dominate a large

portion of this parameter space, we now split them into multiple contours to differentiate

between observables. In the subsequent discussion, we move from high to low ALP masses,

commenting on the leading constraints for the different regimes.
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Figure 6: A zoomed-in version of Figure 5, focusing on the parameter space interesting for
low-scale FN models. Again, the gray region is excluded by potential stability, while the
dotted line shows the expectation of N = 4. We show the leading constraint from VLFs
in red and a compendium of constraints on the flavorful ALP in the rest of the contours.
See the surrounding text for a detailed discussion.

In purple, we show the combined constraints from the ALP contributions to neutral

meson mixing observables, here dominated by ϵK . These provide the leading constraint for

mB ≲ ma ≲ 60 GeV, setting vΦ ≳ 10−100 TeV. Rare meson decays become kinematically

allowed for ALP masses below mB, as depicted in the yellow contour. At first, B-meson

decays to visible final states provide the leading constraint, dominated by displaced vertex

analyses of B → K(∗)µµ by LHCb, setting vΦ ≳ 100 − 1000 TeV. The region below that

is due to B → Ka, setting an upper and a lower bound on vΦ as we demand the ALP to

behave as an invisible final state, as discussed in the previous subsection. Finally, for ALP

masses below mK , K → πa decays completely dominate the phenomenology.

For completeness we comment on the subleading LFV phenomenology: in brown con-

tours, we depict the combined constraints from rare lepton decays, dominated first by

τ → 3µ and then by τ → µ+ invisible, with the flat region being associated to the plateau

of τ → M (∗)µ where M (∗) are unflavored mesons. In water green, we show the constraints

from ℓi → ℓjγ, with the sensitivity of up to vΦ ≳ 10 TeV. Finally, in pink, we show the

contour from µ → e conversion, currently setting bounds up to vΦ ≳ TeV.

Looking ahead, several experimental advancements will significantly probe the allowed

parameter space, see e.g. [137]. First, future bounds on charged lepton flavor violation
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from µ to e conversion [138, 139] will impose stricter constraints on the UV sector, pushing

the FN scale by another order of magnitude. Second, there is a pressing need for dedicated

experimental programs to search for many M → M ′a and ℓ → ℓ′a processes with displaced

ALP vertices a → ℓiℓj , γγ, etc. Finally, both Belle-II and LHCb will improve the existing

limits on rare decays, further pushing into the unexplored territory.

4 A finer model: Z8

The simplicity of the Z4 model comes at the expense of not perfectly explaining the quark

and lepton flavor hierarchies. While the existence of hierarchies between generations is

consistently predicted, this model fails to account for the smallness of the bottom and tau

Yukawas, which are observed to be O(0.01) instead of the expected O(1). Furthermore,

the mass hierarchy between different generations of down quarks and charged leptons is

more compressed compared to that of the up quarks, despite the Z4 model predicting a

universal ϵ factor between generations for all three gauge representations. These additional

finer features of the SM flavor puzzle call for a larger symmetry.

Z8 EFT. The up-quark sector exhibits a double hierarchy compared to the down sec-

tor. This feature was recently successfully achieved by the U(2)q+ec+uc × Z2 symmetry in

Ref. [25], which retains the favorable characteristics of U(2)q+ec , including the neutrino

anarchy, while producing a single (double) hierarchy in the down (up) quarks. The Z2

factor serves to suppress overall the down sector, which explains the smallness of yb,τ . This

section demonstrates that the smallest discreet symmetry capable of reproducing the same

texture as in Ref. [25] is Z8.

To illustrate this, if the hierarchy parameter in the down sector is ϵ, then in the up

sector, it should be ϵ2, leading to yu/yt ∼ (yd/yb)
2 ∼ ϵ4. Following the discussion below

Eq. (2.1), given the largest nfij = 4, the minimal symmetry group required is therefore Z8.

The non-trivially charged fields in this case are [q1] = −[e3] = −[u1] = 2, [q2] = −[e2] =

−[u2] = 1, [di] = −2 and [ℓi] = 4, where i = 1, 2, 3. The leading patterns are

ndij =

4 4 4

3 3 3

2 2 2

 , ne′ij =

4 3 2

4 3 2

4 3 2

 , nuij =

4 3 2

3 2 1

2 1 0

 , (4.1)

while nd′ij , n
e
ij and nu′ij give comparable or subleading contributions to Y f

ij .

A few comments are in order. First, we can see explicitly why the Z8 symmetry is

necessary. A replacement ΦM → (Φ∗)N−M would disrupt the hierarchies if N < 8. In

addition, the universal charges for di and ℓi are chosen to be different, even though they

lead to the same singular values ŷd,eii ∼ {ϵ4, ϵ3, ϵ2}. This choice allows the CKM matrix to

be approximately a unit matrix while implying no selection rules on the neutrino sector.

In other words, the Weinberg operator

−L ⊃
yνij
Mν

ℓiℓjHH , (4.2)
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is neutral under the Z8 symmetry. Therefore, it features anarchic coefficients, which is

consistent with the large observed mixings in the PMNS matrix.23

The details of fitting xfij and xf ′ij from Eq. (2.1) to the observed SM flavor parameters

are presented in Appendix A.2. As demonstrated by the numerical benchmark point, this

FN EFT offers an excellent description of the SM flavor parameters for ϵ ≃ 6.6×10−2 with

all fit parameters being O(1), as anticipated.

UV completion. The set of VLF with masses at the scale M , completing Eq. (2.1) for

the Z8 charges listed above, is somewhat more complex than in the previous section. Let

us start with the quark sector. The charges of the new VLF fields are

[Qa
2] = 0, [Q1] = 1,

[Ua
2 ] = 0, [U1] = −1,

[Di
2] = 0, [Di

1] = −1.

(4.3)

The gauge representations correspond to the SM q, u, and d fields, respectively, with a =

1, 2 and i = 1, 2, 3. Adding these states in the UV allows for the tree-level completion of the

effective quark Yukawa operators. The corresponding diagrams are analogous to those in

Fig. 4, featuring nfij VLF propagators. The effective Yukawa matrix entries parametrically

scale as

Y f
ij ∼ (y∗)

nf
ij+1ϵn

f
ij . (4.4)

Here, y∗ generically represents a dimension-4 coupling in the UV Lagrangian. As pre-

viously discussed, the product of several O(0.3) couplings can contribute to hierarchies.

Consequently, we expect the variance in the UV couplings to be even smaller than in the

EFT fit presented above, similar to what was observed for the Z4 model.

Let us now turn our discussion to the charged lepton sector. The required set of VLF,

all in the gauge representation of the SM field ℓ, is

[LN ] = 0, [LaN−1] = −1, [LiN−2] = −2, [LiN−3] = −3, (4.5)

where N = 8. Integrating them out at the tree level produces the desired charged lep-

ton effective Yukawa operators. An example diagram involves connecting e1 (which has

charge zero) with ℓi (charge 4) through the aforementioned chain of VLF, attaching H,

and subsequently adding four Φ∗.

The final model-building task is to endow the ALP with a non-null mass. The simplest

option is to consider the wheel diagram already introduced in Fig. 2, which requires a full

set of VLF representation charges. Since we already have half of the Lk charges, we only

23In the type-I seesaw scenario, completing this operator with heavy right-handed neutrinos νi means
[νi] = 4, ensuring that both the Yukawa interaction and Majorana mass terms are allowed by the Z8

symmetry.
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need, in addition,24

[L1] = 1, [L2] = 2, [L3] = 3, [L4] = 4, (4.6)

which together with Eq. (4.5) gives the diagram in Fig. 2. The prediction for the ALP

mass aligns precisely with the one discussed in Section 2 for the N = 8 case, as shown in

Fig. 1. We expect ma/vΦ ∼ {10−6, 10−4}, see Eq. (2.9) and the discussion below it. Thus,

unlike in the Z4 model, here we expect a light ALP, potentially leading to interesting effects

described by the SM+a EFT.

Phenomenology. First, let us discuss the UV contributions to operators without Φ

insertions before moving on to the ALP.

VLF. The leading effect arises from L ⊃ yijD1
D̄i

1Φd
j , which, after integrating out Di

1 at

the one-loop level, matches to the (d̄1γµd2)
2 operator. This is analogous to the Z4 model,

where the H and Q1
2 fields appeared in the box diagram, whereas in this case, we have

the Φ and Di
1 fields (see Eq. (3.27) and the subsequent discussion). Therefore, the leading

constraint comes from ϵK and can be easily derived by rescaling the Z4 case by the ϵ ratios

in the two models. Since ϵ is larger in the Z8 model, the bound becomes vΦ ≳ 40TeV, up

to O(1) variation in yijD1
.

ALP. Assuming vΦ saturates this bound, we expect ma ∈ (0.04, 4)GeV. This mass

range coincides with numerous significant flavor constraints in the Z4 model, providing

leading bounds on the FN scale. We first need to examine the ALP coupling matrices to

compare the predictions between the two models. In this case, the hierarchies in the left-

handed rotation matrices Ud
L and Uu

L are similar. Hence, the CKM receives, in principle,

a sizeable contribution from both. Furthermore, this case has many more free parameters

for Yu. For this reason, we find it more instructive to report the general structure of the

couplings in the Z8 model up to O(1) factors:

cd ∼

 md ms
md
ms

mb
md
mb

md
md
ms

ms mb
ms
mb

md
md
mb

ms
ms
mb

mb

 , cu ∼


mu mc

√
mu
mc

mt

√
mu
mt

mc

√
mu
mc

mc mt

√
mc
mt

mt

√
mu
mt

mt

√
mc
mt

mt
mc
mt

 ,

ce ∼

 me me
me
mµ

me
me
mτ

mµ
me
mµ

mµ mµ
mµ

mτ

mτ
me
mτ

mτ
mµ

mτ
mτ

 .

(4.7)

The most prominent differences compared to the Z4 case are ce33, c
d
33, which now are un-

suppressed due to the fact that the third generation is charged, and of course, the whole

cu. The fact that cu mixings scale as the square root of the ratios of masses is due to

the fact that neither qi nor ui are “universally” charged, unlike di and ei. In comparison

with the latter two, the up sector has doubled suppression. Hence, the mixings are “split”

24Due to the large number of SU(2)L doublets in this model, the gauge coupling g2 develops a Landau pole
at approximately 1014 GeV for M = 1PeV (1-loop estimate). In contrast, for the Z4 model, the couplings
remain perturbative up to the Planck scale.
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Figure 7: Constraints in the (ma, 1/vΦ) plane, similar to Figure 6, but now for the Z8

model. The gray region is excluded by vacuum stability, while the dashed black lines show
the expected range in a N = 8 wheel model. The red and purple (full) contours show the
major differences with respect to the Z4 case (dashed). The rest of the constraints are
qualitatively the same as in the Z4 case. See the surrounding text for more details.

between the left and right rotation matrices, which give comparable contributions to cu,

see Eq. (B.10). Because of this, ALP contributions to D− D̄ mixing become now more im-

portant [140]. In particular, if the CKM matrix is still fully given by Ud
L, as is for simplicity

assumed in the example of App. A.2, the constraint from Z4 due to ϵK remains essentially

the same. Hence, in this case, CP violation in D meson mixing is actually the most impor-

tant ∆F = 2 probe. In the general case in which the CKM receives sizeable contributions

from both the diagonalizing matrices, we find that the ϵK bound becomes slightly stronger

than in the Z4 case, leading to bounds comparable to that from CP violation in D − D̄

mixing.

We illustrate the phenomenology of the Z8 model in Figure 7. The dashed black lines

now show the expectation in the (ma, 1/vΦ) plane for a N = 8 wheel model, as already

discussed around Figure 1. With dashed red and purple lines we show the ∆F = 2 and

VLF constraints in the case of Z4, as in Figure 6. The full contours show the respective

bounds in the Z8 case, both stronger in line with the discussion above. It is interesting to

note how in this scenario, contrary to the case of Z4, the leading phenomenology is due

to the light flavorful ALP and no longer due to the VLFs. In particular, the ∆F = 2

constraints together with displaced vertex searches in B → K(∗)µµ (quantitatively the
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same as in Z4), set the most stringent constraints of order vΦ ≳ 105 − 107 GeV for the

corresponding expected mass range of ma ∈ [1, 20] GeV.

5 Conclusion

The presence of an ALP in quark and lepton flavor physics opens up a diverse array of new

phenomena, making it an exciting area of research for phenomenologists. The appropriate

theoretical framework to study these effects is the SM+a EFT, which constructs a tower of

local operators that respect both the SM symmetry and the approximate ALP shift sym-

metry. However, depending on the coefficients of the operators and the ALP mass, which

are input parameters a priori, the expected patterns of deviations vary widely, thereby

reducing the predictive power of this approach.

In the bulk of this paper, we surveyed the flavor physics phenomenology in the presence

of an ALP, adding, however, a deeper UV context to the study. Specifically, we imposed

a discrete FN symmetry motivated by the SM flavor puzzle. This symmetry provides

power counting and selection rules that correlate various observables, offering a structured

and focused framework for studying ALP effects in flavor physics. The main results are

summarized in Figures 6 and 7, which depict the parameter space of the ALP mass versus

the FN scale. The two plots interpret a plethora of flavor physics measurements discussed

in Section 3.2, organized into suitable categories, within two concrete models based on Z4

and Z8 FN symmetries, respectively. The two choices allow us to quantify the uncertainty

due to variations in the realization of the FN mechanism.

Prior to the comprehensive phenomenological work, we introduced a whole class of

FN models based on ZN symmetries. While a commonly considered perturbatively-exact

U(1)FN predicts a very light (pseudo) Goldstone boson, the advantage of the discrete

symmetries is that ma can be considerably heavier, opening up new phenomenological

possibilities as discussed above. We began in Section 2 by charting the ALP parameter

space based on theoretical considerations, as summarized in Fig. 1, and by presenting

concrete predictive models, such as the wheel model shown in Fig. 2. This setup is more

predictive than an explicitly broken U(1)FN, which can produce correct textures provided

ma ≲ vΦ but does not correlate the two parameters. Nevertheless, our results qualitatively

apply to the latter case as well. Assuming marginal couplings of O(1), our models predict

a region in (ma, vΦ) as illustrated in the plots for the two chosen examples. Notably,

the Z4 model is unique in predicting ma ∼ vΦ due to the presence of a U(1)FN-breaking

dimension-4 term in the potential.

Another advantage of the ZN class is the ability to balance between simplicity versus

“baroqueness”, controlled by the value of N . Unsurprisingly, a large enough N allows for

a perfect fit of the SM flavor parameters. However, we prioritized simplicity, accepting an

increased variance in the UV parameters. Following this path, we uncovered a remark-

ably simple and elegant model based on the Z4 group (Section 3.1). By charging only

left-handed quarks and right-handed charged leptons, this model generates hierarchies in

the charged fermion masses and left-handed quark mixing matrices while maintaining an

anarchic neutrino flavor structure. This minimal symmetry framework produces similar
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Yukawa textures as the full U(2)q+e symmetry recently proposed in [25]. To address sub-

tleties of the SM flavor puzzle, such as the smallness of yb,τ and the difference in up versus

down quark mass hierarchies, we introduced a refined Z8 model in Section 4. This model is

carefully crafted, drawing inspiration from the novel U(2)q+ec+uc ×Z2 symmetry proposed

recently in [25].

A crucial aspect of our work is that in both scenarios, we constructed explicit renor-

malizable completions featuring new vector-like fermions with masses above the FN scale,

given by vΦ/ϵ where ϵ is the FN spurion controlling the Yukawa textures. These new fields

generate effective Yukawa operators in Eq. (2.1), but can also lead to deviations in rare

flavor-changing neutral currents. An intriguing question arises about how the constraints

on the minimal UV sector, which is essential for completing the FN mechanism, compare

to those from a light ALP. The explicit models provide a basis for conducting precision

calculations and studying this interplay between the ALP and the irreducible UV-induced

effects. The so-called VLF bounds, shown in red in Figures 6 and 7, are dominant for a

heavy ALP (ma ≳ 100GeV). This parameter space region permits the lowest FN scale vΦ.

For instance, in the case of Z4 predicting ma ∼ vϕ, the FN symmetry could be restored

even at the TeV scale.

In conclusion, with its rich phenomenology and solid theoretical foundations, the FN

ALP represents an exciting physics frontier for ongoing and future experiments in flavor

and collider physics.
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A UV and EFT parameters matching

A.1 Z4 model

A.1.1 EFT

In the Z4 model, other than Φ, only qi and ei are charged under the flavor symmetry, with

charges [q1] = −[e1] = 2, [q2] = −[e2] = 1. Hence, one can always perform a set of unitary

rotations of ui, di, ℓi such that the SM Yukawas read, after Φ condensation,

Yd =

zd1ϵ
2 zd2ϵ

2 zd3ϵ
2

0 yd2ϵ yd3ϵ

0 0 xd3

 , Yu =

zu1ϵ
2 zu2ϵ

2 zu3ϵ
2

0 yu2ϵ yu3ϵ

0 0 xu3

 , Ye =

ze1ϵ
2 0 0

ze2ϵ
2 ye2ϵ 0

ze3ϵ
2 ye3ϵ xe3

 ,

(A.1)

with ϵ ≡ vΦ/
√
2M . The parameters in Eq. (A.1) correspond to xfij in Eq. (2.1) and

exploiting the residual rephasing symmetry of the SM fields can all be made real, except

five of them which we take to be zd3 , zu2 , zu3 , yu3 and ze3 . A perturbative singular value
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decomposition of Eq. (A.1) reveals that the SM Yukawa matrices in the mass basis are

simply given by the diagonal elements,

(yd, ys, yb) ≃ (zd1ϵ
2, yd2ϵ, xd3),

(yu, yc, yt) ≃ (zu1ϵ
2, yu2ϵ, xu3),

(ye, yµ, yτ ) ≃ (ze1ϵ
2, ye2ϵ, xe3),

(A.2)

with the leading rotation matrices

Ud
L ≃


1

zd2
yd2

ϵ
zd3
xd3

ϵ2

− zd2
yd2

ϵ 1
yd3
xd3

ϵ
yd3zd2−yd2z

∗
d3

xd3yd2
ϵ2 − yd3

xd3
ϵ 1

 ≃


1 md

ms

zd2
zd1

md
mb

zd3
zd1

−md
ms

zd2
zd1

1 ms
mb

yd3
yd2

md
mb

yd3zd2−yd2z
∗
d3

yd2zd1
−ms
mb

yd3
yd2

1

 , (A.3)

and similarly for Uu
L and (U e

R)
∗. The Eq. (A.3) shows that for O(1) parameters, the CKM

mixings can be reproduced quite well, and clarifies why in Sec. 3 we assumed VCKM ≃ Ud
L:

the bigger hierarchies in the up sector suppress the off-diagonal entries of Uu
L to the point

that a significant fine-tuning would be required for it to actually contribute to VCKM.

Eqs. (A.2) and (A.3) can be used to fix some of the parameters in Eq. (A.1), including

ϵ. The optimal benchmark, where the parameters are close to O(1) and which is used to

derive the bounds in the main text, is achieved for ϵ ≈ 4.4× 10−3 with

Yd ≃

0.55ϵ2 2.5ϵ2 (0.73− 1.8i)ϵ2

0 0.049ϵ 0.10ϵ

0 0 0.011

 , Yu ≃

0.25ϵ2 zu2ϵ
2 zu3ϵ

2

0 0.57ϵ yu3ϵ

0 0 0.71

 ,

Ye ≃

0.15ϵ2 0 0

ze2ϵ 0.14ϵ 0

ze3 ye3 0.01

 .

(A.4)

where for the fit, we used the value of the SM Yukawas at 100 TeV from [141]. The presence

of some O(10−1) hierarchies in the lighter generations is not a problem, as it can naturally

be explained by a product of several UV couplings of order O(0.3). Conversely, the small

values of the bottom and tau Yukawas, approximately O(10−2), as indicated by xd3 and

xe3 , cannot be accounted for within this model and must be accepted as given.

A.1.2 UV

Integrating out the VLF in Eq. (3.1) at tree-level leads to a FN EFT with Yukawas

Y (u,d) =

ϵ2QrQx
q
1x
qa
12y

(u,d)a

ϵQx
qa
2 y(u,d)a

z(u,d)

 , Y e =
(
ϵ2ErEx

e
1x
ea
12y

ea ϵEx
ea
2 yea ze T

)
, (A.5)

where ϵQ ≡ vΦ/
√
2MQ2 , ϵE ≡ vΦ/

√
2ME2 . For simplicity, we have assumed degenerate Qa

2

and Ea
2 masses and rQ = MQ2/MQ1 , rE = ME2/ME1 . Boldface quantities denote vectors
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in flavor space. To match Eq. (A.5) to (A.1) and ultimately the SM masses and mixings,

it is convenient to pick a basis in the UV theory, which simplifies calculation as much as

possible. Rotation of the fields in Eq. (3.1) allows us to put the couplings in the following

schematic form

MQ1 ∼ R, MQ2 ∼ diag(R,R), ME1 ∼ R, ME2 ∼ diag(R,R),

zd ∼ (0, 0,R), zu ∼ (0, 0,R), ze ∼ (0, 0,R),

yda ∼

(
R C C

0 R R

)
, yua ∼

(
R C C

0 R C

)
, yea ∼

0 R

R C

R C

 ,

xqa2 ∼ (0,R), xqa12 ∼ (R,C), xq1 ∼ R,
xea2 ∼ (R, 0), xea12 ∼ (R,R), xe1 ∼ R,

(A.6)

which leads to Yukawas with the triangular structure of (A.1). Unfortunately, the matching

is still not straightforward as not all the phases in (A.6) are physical in the EFT. A spurious

phase in δd = arg (Yd)12 must be removed with the rotation d2,3 → e−iδ
d
d2,3, q̄2,3 →

eiδ
d
q̄2,3, u2,3 → e−iδ

d
u2,3 and must be taken into account when matching the UV parameters

to (A.2), (A.3). Note that this rotation also affects the off-diagonal entries of Yu (unfixed

in the EFT) and the Wilson coefficient of higher-dimensional operators in a non-trivial

manner. Similarly, a spurious phase δe in (Ye)21 also appears, which can be removed with

ℓ̄2,3 → ℓ̄2,3e
−iδe , e2,3 → e2,3e

iδe .

The matching conditions for the down and quarks and the leptons read:

rQx
q
1x
q1
12y

d1
1 = zd1 = ŷd/ϵ

2

xq22 yd22 = yd2 = ŷs/ϵ

xq22 yd23 = yd3 = Aλ2
c ŷb/ϵ

rQx
q
1[x

q1
12y

d1
2 + xq212y

d2
2 ] = ρde

iδd , ρd = zd2 = λcyd2/ϵ = λcŷs/ϵ
2

rQx
q
1[x

q1
12y

d1
3 + xq212y

d2
3 ]e−iδd = zd3 = Aλ3

c(ρ− iη)ŷb/ϵ
2

(down quarks),

(A.7)

rQx
q
1x
q1
12y

u1
1 = zu1 = ŷu/ϵ

2

xq22 yu22 = yu2 = ŷc/ϵ

xq22 yu23 = yu3

rQx
q
1[x

q1
12y

u1
2 + xq212y

u2
2 ]e−iδ

d
= zu2

rQx
q
1[x

q1
12y

u1
3 + xq212y

u2
3 ]e−iδ

d
= zu3

(up quarks),

(A.8)
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rEx
e
1x
e2
12y

e2
1 = ze1 = ŷe/ϵ

2

xe12 ye12 = ye2 = ŷµ/ϵ

xe12 ye13 = ye3

rEx
e
1[x

e2
12y

e2
2 + xe112y

e1
2 ] = ρee

iδe , ρe = ze2

rEx
e
1[x

e2
12y

e2
3 + xe112y

e1
3 ]e−iδ

e
= ze3

(leptons).

(A.9)

The solution to this system of equations is clearly not unique. Unfortunately, we were not

able to completely solve this system analytically due to the last two equations in (A.7),

which involve non-polynomial functions of the UV parameters and can be expressed as
|x2 + z| = b

|x3 + az| = d

arg [x3 + az]− arg [x2 + z] = c

(A.10)

where a = Aλ2
c ŷb/ŷs, b = λcŷs/ŷd, c = argAλ3

c(ρ− iη) and d = |Aλ3
c(ρ− iη)|ŷb/ŷd, and we

introduced the combinations x2 = yd12 /yd11 , x3 = yd13 /yd11 , z = xq212y
d2
2 /(xq112y

d1
1 ). To derive

the bounds in Section 3, we pick a representative benchmark obtained by numerically

solving (A.10) (again, solutions are not unique) and choosing the remaining parameters in

such a way to reproduce (A.4). This reads for the quarks

zd = (0, 0, yb), zd = (0, 0, yt),

yda =

(
0.26 −0.28− 0.96i −0.95 + 0.24i

0 0.10 0.21

)
, yua =

(
0.12 −0.57− 0.20i 0.24 + 0.16i

0 1.2 −0.86 + 0.14i

)
,

rQ = 4, xq1 = 0.96, xqa2 = (0, 0.47) , xqa12 = (0.55, 0.07− 0.99i) ,

(A.11)

and for the leptons

ze = (0, 0, yτ ),

yea =

 0 0.69

0.38 0.47 + 0.23i

0.49 0.19 + 0.52i

 ,

rE = 0.5, xea2 = (0.39, 0), xea12 = (0.45, 0.54), xe1 = 0.8.

(A.12)

with δd = −1.2 and δe = 0.28. This benchmark fixes the remaining entries of (A.5), after

the δd, δu rotation, to ze2 = 0.18, ze3 = 0.15+ 0.07i, ye3 = 0.19 and zu2 = 2.3+ 0.06i, zu3 =

−2.1 + 0.56i, yu3 = −0.42 + 0.07i.
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A.2 Z8 model

In this case, with flavor rotations, we can put the Yukawa matrices in the form

Yd =

zd1ϵ
4 zd2ϵ

4 zd3ϵ
4

0 yd2ϵ
3 yd3ϵ

3

0 0 xd3ϵ
2

 , Yu =

zu1ϵ
4 zu2ϵ

3 zu3ϵ
2

yu1ϵ
3 yu2ϵ

2 yu3ϵ

xu1ϵ
2 xu2ϵ xu3

 , Ye =

ze1ϵ
4 0 0

ze2ϵ
4 ye2ϵ

3 0

ze3ϵ
4 ye3ϵ

3 xe3ϵ
2

 ,

(A.13)

where in Yd and Ye the only complex entries are zd3 and ze3 , while in Yu all entries are

complex except the diagonal ones. Assuming for simplicity that the off-diagonal entries of

Yu are small, the SM Yukawas in the mass basis are given as

(yd, ys, yb) ≃ (zd1ϵ
4, yd2ϵ

3, xd3ϵ
2),

(yu, yc, yt) ≃ (zu1ϵ
4, yu2ϵ

2, xu3),

(ye, yµ, yτ ) ≃ (ze1ϵ
4, ye2ϵ

3, xe3ϵ
2),

(A.14)

with the CKM matrix still given by Eq. (A.3). We find that the best benchmark in this

case is given by ϵ ≃ 6.6× 10−2, leading to

Yd ≃

0.55ϵ4 2.5ϵ4 (0.73− 1.84i)ϵ4

0 0.74ϵ3 1.51ϵ3

0 0 2.4ϵ2

 , Yu ≃

0.25ϵ4 zu2ϵ
3 zu3ϵ

2

yu1ϵ
3 0.57ϵ2 yu3ϵ

xu1ϵ
2 xu2ϵ 0.71

 ,

Ye ≃

0.15ϵ4 0 0

ze2ϵ
3 2.1ϵ3 0

ze3ϵ
2 ye3ϵ

2 2.3ϵ2

 .

(A.15)

Compared to Eq. (A.1) the fit in this case is better in terms of the parameters being close

to O(1), with a maximum spread between the smallest and the biggest ones of O(10).

B Derivation of the ALP couplings

Assuming a generic Yukawa Lagrangian

L ⊃ −yfij

(
Φ

M

)nf
ij

F̄iHfj + h.c. , (B.1)

where F is a left-handed SU(2)L doublet and f is a right-handed singlet, we now compute

the ρ and a couplings to the fermions. After SSB, we write

Φ =

(
vΦ + ρ√

2

)
eia/vΦ , H =

(
0

vEW+h√
2

)
. (B.2)
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Plugging this into the Lagrangian above and expanding the obtained expression to leading

order in ρ/vΦ and a/vΦ, we obtain

L ⊃ −yfij

(
vΦ√
2M

)nf
ij
(
1 + nfij

ρ+ ia

vΦ

)
f̄Li

(
vEW + h√

2

)
fRj + h.c. + h.o. . (B.3)

where fL is the appropriate component from the doublet F . For up-type quarks, H̃ would

be used instead. We define the FN expansion parameter and the fermion mass matrices

ϵ =
vΦ√
2M

, mf
ij =

vEW√
2
yfijϵ

nf
ij , (B.4)

seeing the FN mechanism at work once again. With this, we can write the Lagrangian as

L ⊃ −
∑

f=u,d,e

[
mf
ij f̄Li

(
1 +

h

vEW

)
fRj +

mf
ijn

f
ij

vΦ
f̄Li (ρ+ ia) fRj

]
+ h.c. . (B.5)

Next, the fermion masses should be diagonalized as usual

fR → Uf
RfR , fL → Uf

LfL , Uf†
L mfUf

R = m̂f , (B.6)

where m̂f is a diagonal matrix, m̂f
ij ≡ mf

i δij . With this, the Higgs-Yukawa couplings

are also diagonalized, whereas the a and ρ couplings are not. This induces, in general,

flavor-changing neutral currents. We then have in the fermion mass basis

L ⊃ −
∑

f=u,d,e

[
mf
i f̄Li

(
1 +

h

vEW

)
fRi + cfij f̄Li (ρ+ ia) fRj

]
+ h.c. . (B.7)

with

cfij =
1

vΦ
(Uf†

L )iam
f
abn

f
abU

f
Rbj . (B.8)

We can further rewrite this by noting that nfab = [Fa]− [fb] is a matrix built from (integer)

FN charges. By defining diagonal charge matrices Qf
ij ≡ [fi]δij , the combination of matrices

appearing in the middle can be expressed as

mf
abn

f
ab = (QFmf −mfQf )ab . (B.9)

With this, the cf coupling matrices can be expressed as

cf =
1

vΦ

[
Uf†
L

(
QFmf −mfQf

)
Uf
R

]
=

1

vΦ

[
Uf†
L QF

(
Uf
LU

f†
L

)
mfUf

R − Uf†
L mf

(
Uf
RU

f†
R

)
QfUf

R

]
=

1

vΦ

[(
Uf†
L QFUf

L

)
m̂f − m̂f

(
Uf†
R QfUf

R

)]
.

(B.10)
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It is worth reemphasizing that this is now expressed in terms of diagonal fermion mass

matrices m̂f and diagonal FN charge matrices QF and Qf for the SU(2) doublet and

singlet, respectively.
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