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ABSTRACT: We construct explicit models that solve the axion quality problem originating
from quantum gravitational effects. The general strategy we employ is to supplement the
Standard Model and its grand unified extensions by an anomaly-free axial U(1), symmetry
that is gauged. We show that for several choices of the gauge quantum numbers of the
fermions, this setup leads to an accidental U (1) symmetry with a QCD anomaly which is
identified as the Peccei-Quinn (PQ) symmetry that solves the strong CP problem. The
U(1), gauge symmetry controls the amount of explicit PQ symmetry violation induced
by quantum gravity, resulting in a high quality axion. We present two classes of models
employing this strategy. In the first class (models I and IT), the axial U (1), gauge symmetry
acts on vector-like quarks leading to an accidental KSVZ-type axion. The second class
(model III) is based on SO(10) grand unified theory extended by a gauged U(1), symmetry
that leads to a hybrid KSVZ-DFSZ type axion. The couplings of the axion to the electron
and the nucleon are found to be distinct in this class of hybrid models from those in the
KSVZ and DFSZ models, which can be used to test these models. Interestingly, all models
presented here have domain wall number of one, which is free of cosmological problems
that typically arise in axion models.
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1 Introduction

Despite its many successes, the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics is plagued by
an uncontrolled amount of CP violation in the strong interaction sector arising from non-
perturbative QCD effects [1-4]. This CP violation can be characterized by a new interaction
Lagrangian given by (g2/ 32W2)§Gzyéa’“”, where g5 is the strong coupling constant, GY,,
is the gluon field strength tensor, G*"¥ is its dual and 6 is a dimensionless coupling.
In presence of this interaction, which is also parity-violating, the neutron would acquire
an electric dipole moment (EDM) d,,, of order d,, ~ (6 x 10716) e-cm [5]. The current
experimental limit on neutron EDM, d,, < 1.1 x 10726 e-cm [6], implies that < 10710, A
lack of understanding of the extreme smallness of this dimensionless parameter is known as
the strong CP problem. Invoking CP as an approximate symmetry to explain its smallness
does not appear to be natural, since the analogous CP violating parameter in the weak
interaction sector, the CKM phase 9, is of order unity.

The most widely discussed solution to the strong CP problem is the Peccei-Quinn
mechanism [7], where one postulates the existence of a light pseudoscalar boson, the axion,
a(z), which arises as the pseudo-Nambu-Goldstone boson associated with the spontaneous
breaking of a global U(1)pq symmetry [8, 9]. This global U(1)pq symmetry is also broken
explicitly by a QCD anomaly, which induces a coupling of the axion to the gluon fields
given by (g2/32r?%) (%) waéa"“’, where f,, the axion decay constant, is the vacuum
expectation value (VEV) of a scalar field that spontaneously breaks the PQ symmetry.
The axion develops a potential, also through the QCD anomaly, which appears as an even
function of the combination (6 + ﬁ) Minimizing this potential leads to the condition
J% + 60 = 0, which dynamically relaxes § parameter to zero and thus solves the strong CP
problem.

A prototypical axion model has the following effective Lagrangian:

2 a(x ~ Na(x
L = 3;;2 ;G)G,“WG“’W — A(|®> - f2/2)* = A" cos <fi )> , (1.1)
where ® is a complex scalar field acquiring a vacuum expectation value f,;, and parametrized
as ® = (p+ fa)/V2e @)/ fa where A ~ 200 MeV is the QCD scale. The last term in Eq.
(1.1) arises from non-perturbative QCD effects which break the U(1)pq symmetry explic-
itly. Here N is an integer greater than or equal to 1 determined by the QCD anomaly
coefficient. The explicit QCD breaking term of U(1)pq still preserves a Zy symmetry, un-
der which a(z) — a(x)+ 27 fem/N (m =0,1,..., N —1). This unbroken discrete symmetry
gives rise to domain walls, which can modify the evolution of the universe drastically [10],
an issue which we shall return to later. Minimizing the potential for the axion field given
in Eq. (1.1) leads to solution a/f, = 0. In writing Eq. (1.1) we have made use of a shift
symmetry, a(z) — a(z) + f, 0, present in these models and absorbed the 6 term into the
axion field.

Being a pseudo-Goldstone boson, the coupling of the axion to fermions are derivative
in nature, given as

o,a
Lois =3,

(CaffV"vs i) - (1.2)



Here C,y are model-dependent coefficients which are crucial for experimental detection of
the axion. Since the axion is an ultralight particle, if f, is of order of the weak scale, it
would have been produced in many laboratory experiments, such as kaon decay K™ —
7T + a, as well as in astrophysical settings such as cooling of stars, leading to visible
signals. The absence of any such signal rules out weak scale axion models [8, 9]. This
has led to the construction of two classes of invisible axion models: (i) the Dine-Fishler-
Srednicki-Zhinitsky (DFSZ) model [11, 12], where the SM fermions are charged under a
global U(1)pq symmetry which has a QCD anomaly, and where fermion mass generation
is realized through a second Higgs doublet, and (ii) the Kim-Shifman-Vainshtein-Zakharov
(KSVZ) model [13, 14] which introduces new vector-like quarks carrying U(1)pq charges,
with the SM fermions being neutral under the PQ symmetry. In both cases the U(1)pq
breaking scale is in the range f, = (10° — 10'?) GeV, making the interactions of axion with
matter very feeble. These limits on f, are primarily derived from stellar cooling, supernova
1987A observations, as well as the cosmological mass density of the universe (for recent
reviews see Ref. [15-17]).

The high scale of invisible axion models comes with a price. These models suffer
from the so-called axion quality problem caused by quantum gravitational effects [18-21].
All global symmetries of nature are believed to be broken by non-perturbative gravity
effects such as black holes or worm holes. Such breakings should also apply to the U(1)pq
symmetry. These breaking effects may be parameterized by higher dimensional operators
suppressed by appropriate powers of the Planck scale, Mpj. If an operator of the type
|®|*®/Mp), induced by quantum gravity, is added to the scalar potential of Eq. (1.1),
the @ = 0 solution would be destabilized, unless the coefficient of this operator is less than
about 107°%, The required tuning of parameters here is much stronger than the one needed
for the original . This in essence is the axion quality problem [18-21].

There have been various attempts in the literature to address the axion quality prob-
lem. One idea that has been suggested is to realize U(1)pq as an accidental symmetry
in presence of a gauged U(1) symmetry [20, 22, 23]. Such an accidental axion may also
arise from non-Abelian gauge symmetries [24, 25]. A second mechanism assumes that the
axion is a composite particle, in which case the quantum gravity-induced operators may
have high enough power suppression factors [26-34]. Discrete gauge symmetries [35] have
been proposed that act as accidental U(1)pq up to very high orders in non-renormalizable
operators. Mirror universe models [36, 37|, multiple replication of the SM sector [38, 39],
and extra dimensional [40-42] and string theoretic constructions [43] have also been pro-
posed to address the axion quality problem. Extension of the color gauge symmetry from
SU(3) to SU(N) has been proposed to generate new contributions to the axion mass
dynamically [44], which can also help with addressing the axion quality.

The purpose of this paper is to present a class of models that provides a high quality
axion. The method we develop here is based on a gauged U (1), extension of the SM as
well as a unified SO(10) theory which naturally leads to an accidental U(1)pq symmetry
by virtue of the particle spectrum and the U(1), charge assignment. This method is
similar to the one suggested in Ref. [20], but with a slightly more economical particle
spectrum, and an extension to grand unification. We present two classes of models. In



the first class (models I and II), SM is extended with a gauged U(1), symmetry acting on
a set of vector-like quarks that results in an accidental U(1)pq and a KSVZ-type axion.
The second class of models is based on unified SO(10) symmetry appended by a gauged
U(1), that results in a hybrid DFSZ-KSVZ axion model (model III). A common feature of
these models is that they all have two disjoint sectors which are connected only by higher-
dimensional gravity-induced operators. At the renormalizable level these models have a
U(1)s x U(1)pq symmetry, with the U(1)pq being anomalous with respect to QCD. As
long as the two sectors are sufficiently separated, measured in terms of the dimensionality
of the gravity-induced operators that generate interlocking couplings, a high quality axion
can be realized. The gauged U(1), symmetry protects quantum gravity corrections to the
shift in 0 to sufficient degree in these models, thus ensuring a high quality axion.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we discuss quantitatively the axion quality
problem and provide an overview of the mechanism that we adopt to solve it via gauged
U(1), symmetry. In Sec. 3 we present our first model (model I) that results in an acci-
dental KSVZ-type axion. Four vector-like quarks with axial U(1), charges are employed
in model I. Here we also discuss the phenomenology and the cosmology of the model as
well as the fermion mass generation mechanism. Sec. 4 generalizes model I into a family of
models (model IT), which introduces m + 1 vector-like quarks where m > 4. In Sec. 5 we
present a unified SO(10) x U(1), model that leads to a high quality hybrid DFSZ-KSVZ
axion model which we proposed in Ref. [23]. In Sec. 6 we provide further details of the
model, including loop-induced corrections to the # parameter, calculation of the domain
wall number, and phenomenological issues and dark matter parameter space of the hybrid
axion. In Appendix A, we briefly review the Barr-Seckel model of high quality axion with
which our models I and II may be compared. Here we also provide a UV completion of
this class of models and discuss ways to address the cosmological domain wall issues.

2 The axion quality problem and a solution from gauged U(1),

In this section we provide a quantitative analysis of the axion quality problem and give an
overview of our method to address it with a gauged U(1), symmetry.

2.1 Axion quality problem

The explicit breaking of the global U(1)pg symmetry by the QCD anomaly induces a
coupling of the axion field to the gluon fields with the effective Lagrangian given as
(g2/3272) (% +§) GZVG“’“”. This coupling, in turn, would induce a potential for the
axion field, which has been computed in chiral perturbation theory to be [8, 45]:

dmym a 0
2 £2 uMd . 9
~— 1l—-——F — 4+ —]. 2.1
V(a) mwfﬂ\/ (o & )2 sin (2fa + 2> (2.1)
Minimizing this potential would lead to the desired condition

sin (; + 9) ~0. (2.2)



(Here the § term is not absorbed into the axion field by a shift transformation a — a+ f,0.)
Once we add to this potential higher dimensional operators induced by quantum gravity
that violate the PQ symmetry, (]% + 5) would shift away from zero, destabilizing the axion
solution to the strong CP problem.

Consider for example, the addition of a d = 5 term to the Higgs potential of Eq. (1.1)
arising from quantum gravity:

Viravity = ﬁ%l@we% +he.) (2.3)

Here x and ¢ are real parameters, which are presumably of order unity. The factors 2! 3!
in the denominator of Eq. (2.3) are symmetry factors for identical (®*)? and (®)3 fields,
which we shall adopt for the quantum gravity corrections. (We also quote results when
such symmetry factors are assumed to be not present.) Writing ® = (p + f,)/V2 e¢lal@)/fa
Eq. (2.3) leads to a correction to the axion potential given as

K f3 a
g(i"avity ~ 6713125/2 COS <fa + 5) . (24)

Minimizing the full potential of Eq. (2.1) and Eq. (2.4) would shift the vacuum so that

(]% + @) now becomes (assuming this shift arising from Viravity is small)

fa C24y/2 m2f2Mp1 mymg

Using Mp; = 1.22 x 1019 GeV, f, = 93 MeV, m, = 140 MeV, and m,,/mg = 0.56, and
requiring that 6 < 10710 leads to the constraint

[ksind| < 1.6 x (107%,107*, 107°4), for f, = (10, 10'°, 10'?) GeV .  (2.6)

The required fine-tuning is even more severe than the one needed for the original strong
CP parameter 6, causing the axion quality problem [18-21]. Note that in the original
Weinberg-Wilczek axion model, the required tuning is very mild, with |xsind| < 1073 for
fo = 10% GeV. It is the phenomenological requirement of making the axion invisible, by
choosing f, = (10° — 10'?) GeV, that results in the quality problem.

2.2 Mechanism for solving the axion quality problem with a gauged U (1),

The models we present have a gauged U (1), symmetry which acts axially on fermions fields.
That is, the U(1), charges of left-chiral and right-chiral fermions are equal and opposite.
In addition, the fermions and scalar fields form two separate sectors at the renormalizable
level, leading to an accidental U(1), x U(1), symmetry. Each of these accidental U(1)s has
a QCD anomaly, but one combination must have vanishing QCD anomaly, corresponding
to the gauged U(1), symmetry. The full symmetry may then be taken as U(1), x U(1)pq,
with the second factor leading to an accidental axion.

To see more explicitly the origin of the axion field, consider the breaking of the U(1),
gauge symmetry by two SM singlet scalar fields S and T" with U(1), charges of gg and



gr. If the charges gsr are appropriately chosen, the potential for the S and T fields
at the renormalizable level may be functions of the polynomials S*S and T*T with no
interlocking terms that are nontrivial. The quark fields also belong to two separate sectors,
with one set of quarks acquiring their masses from the VEV of S, and the other from T'. The
renormalizable theory will then have a global symmetry U(1)gxU(1)p symmetry, operating
on S and T sectors separately. The axion field arises as the orthogonal combination to the
Nambu-Goldsonte field that is eaten up by the U(1), gauge boson. To see this, let us
parametrize the S and T fields, which are assumed to have negative squared masses, as

- (pT\%fT)emT/fT, g (pS""QfS)eins/fs_ (2.7)

Here (pg, pr) are the radial modes, which do not play any role in the axion identification,
and may be set to zero for this purpose. fg and fr are the VEVs of the respective fields
S and T. The Goldstone mode and the orthogonal axion mode are then found to be

G- (gsfsns + qr frnr) o= (g7 fr1s — qsfsnr) . (2.8)

Q212+ g2 f2 92 f5 + ap f7

Owing to the accidental U(1)pq symmetry the axion field receives zero mass from the

scalar potential, although the QCD anomaly would induce a potential for it as given in Eq.
(2.1), and from it a small axion mass given by

20,2
fﬂ'mﬂ' My, My

2~ : (2.9)

m
fa2 (mu + md)2

Higher dimensional gravity-induced operators would generate interlocking couplings
involving T" and S in a nontrivial way. If the charges gg and ¢ are such that these operators
have high enough dimension, the axion quality can be preserved, as we show in the three
models discussed in subsequent sections. As an example, consider the charges (gs, qr)
to be co-prime integers, in which case the lowest order interlocking operator induced by
gravity would be (S)?7 (T*)qS/Mlgf+QT_4. If in any given model, (¢s + ¢r) > 10 can be
satisfied, a high quality axion will be realized [18, 20].

3 Model I: Realizing high quality KSVZ—-type axion

The first model we present is based on the gauge group Ggys x U(1),, where Ggps is the
standard model gauge group. All SM fermions and the Higgs doublet are assumed to be
neutral under U(1),. We add four vector-like quarks (VLQs) which are color triplets and
SU(2)y, singlets carrying hypercharge y.! Their charge assignment is given in Table 1. It
is easy to see that all gauge anomalies cancel. All linear anomalies in U(1), vanish among

We find that the minimum number of VLQs needed to realize a high quality axion in this framework
is 4. With only 3 such VLQs, having axial U(1), charges of &(1, 1, —2), loop corrections to the shift in
destabilize the axion solution.



New fermion | SU(3). X SU(2)r x U(1)y | U(1), charge g;
(QL)1,2,374 (37 1, y) (17 L1, _3>
(QR)1,2,3,4 (3317y) _(171317_3)
(NR)1,2,3 (1,1,0) (2,4,-6)

New scalar | SU(3). x SU(2)L x U(1)y U(1)4 charge
T (1,1,0) 6
S (1,1,0) 2/n

Table 1: New fermions and scalars, along with their quantum numbers under the standard
model as well as their respective U (1), charges ¢; in Model 1. Here n > 4 is an integer.

the left-handed and the right-handed VLQs separately owing to the tracelessness property
of the charges:

4 4
> a(@Qr) =0, > a(Qr)=0. (3.1)
=1 =1

This includes anomaly coefficients A[SU(3)% x U(1)4], A[SU(2)2 x U(1)4), A[U(1)} x
U(1),) and A[(gravity)? x U(1),], which all vanish among the left-handed fermions and
separately among the right-handed fermions. As for the anomaly coefficient A[U(1)y x
U(1)2], the axial assignment of the U(1), charges, along with the universal hypercharge
assignment y, implies that the left-handed and right-handed VLQs contribute an equal and
opposite amount, leading to the cancellation of this anomaly as well. Finally, the cubic
anomaly coefficient A[(U(1),)?] adds up to zero when the VLQ (—144) and the right-handed
singlet fermion contributions Ng; (4+144) are summed. The choice of y = 2/3 or —1/3 has
the advantage that the VLQs can mix with the SM quarks through higher dimensional
operators, in which case there are no cosmological problems with a stable VLQ even with
post-inflationary PQ symmetry breaking.

The model has two scalar fields denoted as 7" and S with U(1), charges 6 and 2/n
respectively. Here n is an integer greater than or equal to 4. This choice is dictated by
the requirement of high quality axion in presence of gravity-induced higher dimensional
operators, including loop corrections that modify the Higgs potential. The Higgs potential
involving the scalar fields S and T is given by

V(T,S) = —p3T*T — 4% 5*S + Ag(S*S)? + Ap(T*T)? + Aps(T*T)(S*S) . (3.2)

As noted in Sec. 2, the potential of Eq. (3.2) has no interlocking terms, at the renormaliz-
able level, connecting the T" and S fields nontrivially.

Bare mass terms for the vector-like quark fields and the singlet fermion fields N;r in
the model are not allowed owing to the chiral nature of their U(1), charges. Their masses
are generated through Yukawa couplings given by

3
_ " _ Sm
_['Yuk = Y4(4Q) Q4L Q4RT + Z Ya(bQ) QaLQbRﬁ
Pyt n! M,
(V) 2

(N) « , Ys3
+Y12 NlRNQRT + 9 NgRNgRTMk—F

h.c. (3.3)



Here M, is a new scale, which should not be much larger than the PQ breaking scale,
so that the VLQs acquire masses above a TeV to be compatible with LHC search limits.
For example, with n = 4, the choice of fg = 5 x 10! GeV would set an upper limit of
M, < 6 x 10'? GeV, so that the VLQ masses are greater than 1.2 TeV, where we have
assumed that the Yukawa coefficients Ya(,?) are of order one.

Note that this model has an accidental U(1) x U(1) symmetry. The U(1) charges of
various fields may be assigned as follows. Under the first U(1), (Qar, Qar) have charges
(=3, +3), (Nir, Nar, N3r) = (2,4, —6) and T" = +6 while all other fields have zero
charge. Under the second U(1), (QquL, Qar) = (1, —1) for a = 1,2,3, and S = 2/n with
other fields being neutral. Thus, (Q4r, Q4r, N(1,23)r, T') form one sector of the theory
while (Qaur, Qur, S) form a second decoupled sector. Both of these U(1)s have QCD
anomalies, but one combination of the two is the gauged U(1),, which has no anomalies.
An orthogonal combination to U(1), is a global symmetry which has a QCD anomaly
and serves as the U(1)pq symmetry. The gravity-induced couplings, to be discussed in
Sec. 3.2, would only respect the gauged U(1), symmetry and would violate the global
U(1)pq symmetry.

3.1 Calculation of ¢ GG coupling in Model I

With negative squared masses for the 7" and S fields, both will acquire real VEVs, denoted
as fr and fg, as parametrized in Eq. (2.7). The masses of the vector-like fermions and the
singlet fermions are given by

@) (Q) ¢n
Yo fr Yo' f
Vo, = 5T Mo, = g (0= L2
(N) (N) r2
Y. Y.
MNI = MN2 = li/éfTv -MNs = 137‘ {fT . (34)

Here |Ya(Q)|2 are the eigenvalues of the 3 x 3 matrix Y@'Y(@. With M, assumed to be
not too much larger than the VEVs (fr, fg), all vector-like fermions acquire masses of
order (fr, fs).

Using the exponential parametrization for (7, S) fields as in Eq. (2.7)), we can identify
the would-be Goldstone field G' eaten up by the U(1), gauge boson, and the orthogonal
massless field identified as the axion a as:

G (2 fsns + 6 fror) Ca= (6.frns — 2 fsnr) . (3.5)
V6102 + (2 f5)? V6102 + (2 f5)?

The Lagrangian involving the quarks and the axion field can now be readily obtained. We
find it to be

3 2
—Lyuk(a) = ia @475@4&L +) 0 Qu15Qa st Ma. - (3.6)



Summing over the four quarks in computing a GG coefficient, one obtains

1 1 1
—:&— (3><3n)fT—, (3.7)
Jfa Ir /Qf%nQ +f§ Is 9f%n2 +f§
which simplifies to
fo= —dris (3.8)
\/9f2n? + f2
It appears in the axion-gluon interaction Lagrangian defined as
g
Loca = —Ga GoHv (3.9)

2 2 fa
3.2 Gravity effects and axion quality in Model I

Since gravity effects only respect the gauge symmetry, and not the global U(1)pq sym-
metry, one should ensure that these effects, which are parametrized as higher dimensional
operators with appropriate powers of inverse Planck mass, do not destabilize the PQ so-
lution to the strong CP problem. The separation of the fields into two disjoint sectors,
(Qar, Qur, N1 23)r, T) and (Qar, Qur, S) is spoiled by gravity-induced corrections. In
this section, we investigate this issue for model I. There are several sources of U(1)pq
symmetry violation. The first source we analyze is the contribution to the scalar potential
of the model, with the leading term given by

10 Q3nx
ke ST
Voravity = + h.c. 3.10
S Bu gy .
The potential involving the axion field resulting from here is
a _ K fgnfT
Vgrawty (3n)|2(3n 1)/2 M3n 3¢ (fa +5> (3.11)

Minimizing this potential, along with the QCD-induced axion potential given in Eq. (2.1),
will lead to a shifted value of 6, which, in the approximation that the shift is small, is given
as

: 3n 2
g~ Kk sin & 3f€3fT (my + mg) (3.12)
(3n)!126n=1/2 p3n=3m2 £2 mymyg
Choosing fs = fr = foV' 1+ 9n2, we find, with ksind = 1,
_ 2.7x107% (n=4, f, =5 x 1019 GeV
16] ~ o I V) (3.13)
9.6 x 1072 (n =75, f, = 10'2 GeV) .

This shows that the axion is of high quality, including the gravity-induced higher dimen-
sional operator of Eq. (3.10). If n = 3 is chosen, the axion will not be of high quality, since
0] ~ 0.48 will result for f, = 5 x 10'° GeV, a value preferred by axion being the entire
DM component of the universe. The choice of n = 3 is also disfavored by loop-induced
contributions to 0, which we now discuss.
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Figure 1: A three-loop diagram inducing a purely scalar operator S3" T* that affects the
axion quality. The relevant operators inducing this diagram are given in Eq. (3.14) and

There are four types of higher dimensional operators involving the VLQs that can
destabilize the axion quality through loop diagrams.? They are given by

Yk b(@aLQbR)gT N K44@4LQ4R (8%)*"
gravity a, M116’1 (3”)‘ M}?));’L—l
Qar.Qur (S*)" Q41,Qar (5*)"
+ K + K + h.c. 3.14
ot n! Mg’fl da n! M{;fl ( )

The first operator in Eq. (3.14), when combined with the second term of Eq. (3.3), would
induce a purely scalar operator S3" T* through a three-loop diagram shown in Fig. 1. The
induced Lagrangian can be estimated to be

. Tr(Y (@) T gn M, 6+h (3.15)
gravity Kab 1672 (3n)| MEn_S Mpy - ‘

Each loop has a naive quadratic divergence, which is cut-off by the scale M,. Comparing
Eq. (3.17) with Eq. (3.10) we see that these loop-induced corrections can be more impor-
tant, with some of the Mp; factors replaced by M, in the denominator. However, these
contributions are safe as can be seen by setting n = 4, M, = 1 x 10'2 GeV, Tr(Y(Q)) = 0.1,
Kep = 1, in which case 8 ~ 1.2 x 10713, For n = 5 or larger, these corrections are even
smaller. For example, for n = 5, we find the induced 0 to be 8 ~ 1.2 x 10716 with the other
parameters being the same as quoted above.

In Fig. 2 we have shown a one-loop diagram that induces the operator S3"T* by
utilizing the last two terms of Eq. (3.14), along with the first term of Eq. (3.3). The

?We thank Vasja Susi¢ for emphaszing to us the importance of loop diagrams for axion quality.
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Figure 2: A one-loop diagram inducing a purely scalar operator that breaks the PQ
symmetry. This diagram uses the operators given in Eq. (3.14).

induced potential arisng from this diagram can be estimated to be

vy @ S Mp\"™!
Vgravity ~ W (H:AYab H4b> (3n>' Mg?fg’ M* . (316)

The associated shift in 6 is within acceptable limits for a range of parameters. For example,
with n = 4, fr = fs, fo = 5 x 101° GeV, M, = 4 x 102 GeV, Y = Y% = 0.05, one
would have  ~ 1071°. Other acceptable choices of parameters are also possible. If n =5
is chosen, with the other parameters as quoted above, 8 ~ 10728, well below the required
value for a high quality axion.’

As for the the k44 term in Eq. (3.14), it would induce a sub-dominant shift in 6 owing
to the higher power of Mp; in the denominator of this term. The effective scalar operator

that arises from a one-loop diagram anaalogus to Fig. 2 is given by

V@ kg ST <M* )2 e
1672 (3n)! Mar—3 \ Mp) .

‘/gravity ~ (317)
Comparing Eq. (3.17) with Eq. (3.10) one finds that this contribution is suppressed by a
loop factor as well as an additional factor (M,/Mp)? < 1. Thus, once the condition of
Eq. (3.10) is satisfied, so is the condition of Eq. (3.17).

In the gravity-induced operators we have assumed the presence of a n! factor in the
denominator for n identical particles, in analogy with quantum field theory calculations.
If such factors are not present, while the n = 4 case would lose its high-quality axion, any
larger value of n > 5 will still preserve its high quality.

3If only three VLQs with axial charges (1,1, —2) are used, an effective operator (Q,;Quvr)*T/Mp,
would be induced by gravity. In this case, a two-loop diagram analogous to Fig. 1 would induce a 6 that
exceeds the allowed range. Thus we see that the minimum number of VLQs needed in this setup is 4.
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3.3 Axion coupling to fermions and photon in Model I

By construction of the model, model I yields a KSVZ-type axion. As such, the axion does
not couple to the SM fermions at tree-level. Axion couplings to the nucleon arise from the
aGG interactions which are universal to all models. As for the a7y coupling, due to the
non-zero hypercharge y of the VLQs of the model, there is a non-zero contribution. The avyy
coupling is usually written as consisting of two parts: one from the triangle graph involving
the charged fermions of the theory which have direct couplings to axion, and a second one

O mixing, which has the same value of —1.92 in all axion models [15]. In

from the a — 7
model I, we find for the model-dependent ratio of the axion coupling to the photon versus
the gluon, parametrized by E/N as E/N = 8/3 for y = 2/3 and E/N =2/3 if y = —1/3
is chosen. If y = 0 is chosen, there is a small three-loop contribution to g4,~, with the first
loop connecting a to gluons via the @ fermions and the gluons in turn connecting to SM
quarks which then give rise to two photons. The net go—~y/gag ~ —1.924+ E/N. The value
of E/N = 8/3 is identical to the value obtained in the DFSZ axion model [15].

The aee coupling which arises from avyy couplings at the loop level is small. As far as
the aN N coupling is concerned, the values are: gqp, = —0.47 and genn = —0.02 as in the
KSVZ model since there are no tree-level quark couplings to the axion and this comes only
from the aGG coupling [15]. These properties of the model, while difficult to disentangle
from the KSVZ model, can potentially be used as tests of the model.

In the case that the hyercharges y of the VLQs is chosen so that y = 2/3 or y = —1/3,
operators of the type @aLuRS”/Q/Mgl/zfl or @aLdRS”/Q/Mgl/Q*l (for even n), can arise
from gravity that can lead to mixing of the VLQs with the SM quarks (u, d), and thereby
their decays. This would evade cosmological constraints for a stable vector-like quark.
Such operators do not affect the axion quality, as the SM sector can be grouped together
with the scalar sector S.

3.4 Domain wall number in Model 1

Let us now comment on the question of domain wall number and potential cosmological
problem with them in this model [10]. Since the global PQ symmetry is not uniquely defined
in the theory — any linear combination of a PQ symmetry and the gauged U(1), symmetry
also is a valid PQ symmetry — calculation of the domain wall number Npy; requires more
care. We follow the procedure developed in Ref. [46] to dertimen Npw. Once the axion
field a is identified as in Eq. (3.5) in terms of the pseudoscalar fields contained in the

original fields, one can write in general

a= Zci M - (3.18)

The coefficients ¢; for model I can be read off from Eq. (3.5). We have cg = 3frn/,/9f2n? + f2,

cr = —fs/4/9f2n? + f2, with the decay constant f, given as in Eq. (3.8).
The domain wall number can be computed from the formula [46]

1
Npw = minimum integer {f Zn, cifi, m;€ Z} ) (3.19)
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Figure 3: A UV-complete diagram to induce the VLQ masses in Model I. Here we have
adopted n = 5. The primes quarks have vectorial charges under U(1),, allowing for their
bare masses, which are indicated as dots in the figure.

Using the values of cg, ¢, and f, for the model, we obtain
Npw = minimum integer(3nin — na) . (3.20)

One should choose the integers n1 and ns so as to find the minimum value for Npw. Taking
n1 =1, no = 3n — 1, we find Npw = 1. It is interesting that even though the model has 4
VLQs, the domain wall number turns out to be 1. This is a consequence of the interplay
between the U(1)pq and the gauged U(1),. Domain wall number of one does not cause
any problem with early universe cosmology, since it is unstable and dissipates well above
the BBN temperature. It does contribute to the relic density of the axion, which we shall
take into account in constraining the axion mass and f,.

3.5 Axion as dark matter in Model 1

In a post-inflationary PQ breaking scenario, which is what we adopt, the axion can be the
entire dark matter(DM) component of the universe. The needed value of the axion mass
and decay constant has been investigated numerically [47], which finds a range

fo= (4.6 —7.2) x 10! GeV (3.21)

for the net contribution to the axion relic density to be consistent with observations cor-
responding to the case of Npw = 1. These contributions include three sources of axion
production: via vacuum misalignment during the QCD phase transition, axions from global
string decays, and axions from the decay of the domain wall. The axion mass corresponding
to the range of f, quoted in Eq. (5.14) is (see Eq. (2.9))

me = (80 — 130) peV . (3.22)

A more recent simulation [48] finds a slightly wider range of the axion mass, m, = (40 —
300) peV. Since the quality of the axion is quite good within the model, both ranges of
the axion mass are fully consistent, and the model can easily accommodate the entire DM
in the form of axion.

3.6 A UV complete model for the mass scale M,

The Yukawa couplings of Eq. (3.3) make use of higher dimensional operators suppressed
by powers of a scale M, to induce the masses of the VLQs with U(1), charges £1. If M, is
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identified as Mpy,, with the integer n obeying n > 4 to realize a high quality axion, these
VLQ masses would be well below a TeV which would conflict direct experimental limits.
This implies that some form of new physics should lie below Mp; that induces the VLQ
masses. Here we show an example, which would provide a UV completion of the model.

One way of UV-completing the model is presented in Fig. 3. This corresponds to the
case of n = 5, so that the effective operator involving the @, fields is Q,; QsrS®/M2. Here
M, may be identified as the (common) mass of the VLQs labeled Q" which have vectorial
U(1), charges. These new fermions, with vectorial U(1), assignment, will not modify the
anomaly cancellation conditions for the U(1), sector. Specifically, for n = 5 we take the
charges of these Q' quarks to be

3 1 1 3 2
Q] : — Q) : — Q5 R Q) : — and Qur:1, Qpr:—1, S: £ (3.23)

With these charges, the following renormalizable Yukawa couplings can be written down:
Ly = Qo QurS + QupQ4rS + Q'3 Q5pS + Qo1 Q RS

4
+ Q11QarS + > Mo@ o1 Qg + hc. (3.24)

a=1

We see that the effective operator Q,; Q.rS* will be induced, once the Q' quarks are
integrated out.

Once the UV-completion of the model is achieved, it is important to check if the new
fields introduced can have an effect on the axion quality. With the charges of the @Q’ fields
as given in Eq. (3.23), one can consider the fields (Q.r, Qur, S, Q') to belong to one sector
which preserves the global U(1)pq symmetry. Operators of the type Q1 Qar(S*)® /M5,
will be induced by gravity, but such couplings do not upset the axion quality. These
couplings have to be combined with other such couplings, which would make the resulting
shift in 6 well within the allowed range.

As for the N3 mass term in Eq. (3.3), the corresponding M, may actually be Mpy, in
which case My, ~ f2/Mp) ~ TeV. Alternatively, this mass term can arise by integrating
out a singlet fermion Ny with zero U(1), charge.

4 Model II: A family of models generalizing Model I

There is a simple generalization of Model I to a family of models. Here the number of
vector-like quarks is chosen to be m + 1 with m of them carrying U(1), charge of +1 (for
left-handed sector) and —1 (for right-handed sector) while the (m + 1) quark has charge
Fm. This assignment, shown in Table 2, is anomaly-free, including contributions from
three singlet fermions (Ng)1,2,3 with their charges as indicated. This provides a family of
models, which is anomaly-free for arbitrary integer values of m. As in Model I, two SM
singlet scalars, T' and S are introduced with U(1), charges of 2m and 2/n respectively.
Here n is a positive integer with its allowed values for axion quality depending on the
integer m. The choice m = 3 corresponds to Model 1.
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New fermion SU(3)e. x SU(2)L xU(1)y U(1), charge
(Qr)1,2,3,....;mm—+1 (3,1,7) (1,1,1,..1,—m)
(QR)l,Q,S,...,m,erl (371,3/) —(1,1,1,...1,—m)

(NR)17273 (1,1,0) (—1+m,1—|—m, —2m)
New scalar SU(3)e. x SU(2)L xU(1)y U(1), charge
T (1,1,0) 2m
S (1,1,0) 2/n

Table 2: New fermions and scalars along with their transformation under the standard
model and their respective U(1), charges in Model II. Here m > 3 and n are positive
integers. If m = 3 is chosen, this model reduces to Model I with charges given in Table 1.
The allowed value of n varies, and depends on the value of m chosen.

The explicit calculations for the case of m + 1 quark fields follow along the lines shown
for Model I (m = 3). The Yukawa Lagrangian in this case is given by

STL

W + h.c. (4.1)

m
—Lyik = Y1 Qg 1,1Qmi1.rT* + Vi Qir Qi
i=1

The Goldstone field eaten up by the U(1), gauge boson and the orthogonal and axion field
are given by

(2 fsms + 2mfrnr) we (2mfrns — 2 fsnr) _
V@mfr)?+ (2 fs)? V@mfr)?+ (2fs)?

The Yukawa Lagrangian involving the axion and the VLQs is now

G = (4.2)

— fS M m - - anfT Mz
Qi1 +ZQ¢’Y5Q¢ @

_ﬁYuk(a) =1a Qm+1fY5Qm+17
frofpmm? + 52 S s\ [pmn2 1 f2

(4.3)
Summing over the (m + 1) quarks in computing a GG coefficient, one obtains
1 1 1
- = Js + (m x mn2)f—T : (4.4)
fa Ir f%anQ +f§ Is f%m2n2 +f§
This simplifies to
f - frfs (4.5)

fAm2n? + f2
In this model we have cg = mnfr/\/ f2m?n? + f2, cr = —fs/\/ f2m?n? + f2 for the
¢; factors defined in Eq. (3.18). Thus, using the value of f, given in Eq. (4.5) we get
Npw = minimum integer(mnn; — na) . (4.6)

Choosing n1 = 1, ng = mn — 1 gives the minimum (positive) integer which is Npw = 1.
Thus, this family of models are free of cosmological difficulties associated with domain
walls.
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4.1 Axion quality in Model II

A gravity-induced operator involving the scalar fields T" and S

Keié gmn*
Vgravity = (mn)' 7an_3 + h.c. (47)
T PL

can lead to a shift in §. This term would lead to an axion potential given by

a J§" s (a + 5) . (4.8)

gravity — 9(mn—1)/2 (mn)|M1137’1m73 COs 7

Minimizing this potential, along with that of Eq. (2.1), will induce a  given by

K sin d (mu +ma)® 1 fo"fr
2mn=1/2(mn)l  mymg  f2m2 M;}”—Q)* '

0~ (4.9)
This equation reduces to Eq. (3.12) for the case of m = 3. For m > 3. 0 is more suppressed
than for the case of m = 3. For example, for m = 4 and with fg = fr = fovV 1+ m?2n? we
find

0]

1.2 x 10797 =4, f, =5 x 1010 GeV

2.7x 1072 (n =3, f, =5 x 101 GeV) .
In this case, axion quality allows for a lower value of the integer, n = 3, compared to n = 4
that was used in Model 1.

As for loop-induced corrections to 6, there are four set of terms involving VLQs,
analogous to Eq. (3.14). They are given by

EYUkA — K bw T +1©m+1,LQm+LR (S*)mn
gravity a Mr6>1 m=1,m (TTLTL)' Mlgrlmfl
— n(m—1) — n(m—1)
QurQm+1,r(S*) 2 Qmi1,0Qar (S*) 2
tha,m+1 nt m;r’ (Wz_l)_l + Em+1,a m+’1 - PCTESY + h.c. (4.11)
(A=) M 2 (2=t M, 2

Here the last two terms are allowed only when n(m —1)/2 is an integer. The case of m = 3
reduces to Eq. (3.14). These operators will lead through loops analogous to Fig. 1 and
Fig. 2 to purely scalar operators of the form S™"T™*. However, these effects are much more
suppressed for m > 3 compared to the case of m = 3. For example, the equivalent of Fig. 1
would have m loops. We conclude that for m > 3 the axion quality constraint is easily
satisfied.

4.2 A special case of m + 1 > 10 and n = 1 in Model 11

The case of m + 1 > 10 in Model II allows for the choice n = 1 (see charges listed in
Table 2). With this choice, the Yukawa couplings of all vector-like quarks are allowed at
the renormalizable level. They are given as

~Lyuk = Y41 Q1,1 Qm+1,rRT™ + Z YiQ; Qir S + h.c. (4.12)
i=1
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This subclass of Model II is very interesting since it is already UV complete. The lowest
order gravity-induced U(1)pq symmetry breaking term among scalars is S™1/ Mg}_g. For
m > 9, these operators have at least six powers of Mp) suppression, which are safe from
destabilizing the axion solution.

This special case of models is in some sense analogous to the Barr-Seckel models [20].
Both require at least ten vector-like fermions for axion quality. Both are renormalizable
models. These are, however, different models with differing predictions for certain observ-
ables. In our subclass of Model II, the domain wall number is always one, while it can be
more than one in the Barr-Seckel models. In Appendix A, we have briefly reviewed the
Barr-Seckel framework for comparison, where we also discuss the possibility of address-
ing the cosmological domain wall problem in that setup by reling on the gravity-induced
operators.

5 Model III: A high quality SO(10) axion model

The similarity of the seesaw scale for neutrino mass generation and the invisible axion scale
has over the years, inspired many works on the non-supersymmetric SO(10) as well as
other models for the invisible axion [46, 49-58]. These works, however, do not address the
problem of Planck scale effects and hence they leave the axion quality problem untouched.
In this section, we present a realistic grand unified model based on the SO(10) gauge
group which solves the quality problem in a similar way to Models I and II presented here,
by making use of an axial U(1), gauge symmetry. A brief account of the results in this
section has been presented in Ref. [23]. Here we provide further details and also extend
our analysis to include loop-induced effects that may affect the axion quality.

The fermions and scalars of the SO(10) x U(1), gauge model are listed in Table 3
where their representations and U(1), charges are shown. The fermion sector of the model
includes three copies of the SM fermions grouped under 16, (a = 1 — 3), as well as a 10
and four SM singlet fermions (x, N,). This choice allows for realizing U(1), as a gauge
symmetry in a simple way. All gauge anomalies cancel, as can be seen from these conditions:

A[SO(10)* x U(1)g] =3 x2x1+1x1x (—6) =0
Al(gravity)2 x U(1)y] =3x 16 x 1 +1x 10 x (=6) +1x 1 x 12+2 x 1 x (—4)
+1x1x8=0
A[(UM)?] =3x16x (12 +1x10x (—6)> +1 x1x (12)3 +2 x 1 x (—4)3
+1x1x(8)3*=0. (5.1)

Also listed in Table 3 are the charges of various fields under a global U(1), which is
accidental within the model. This global U(1) charges are not uniquely determined, since
any linear combination of a global U(1) and the gauged U(1), is also an equally good global
symmetry.
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Fermion S0O(10) gauge U (1), | global U(1)
irrep charge charge
Ya 16, +1 +1
F 10 —6 0
X 1 +12 0
N172,3 1 (_4, _4, +8) (0’ O’+2)
Scalar || SO(10) rep || U(1), charge || global U(1)
H 10 -2 -2
H’ 10 0 0
A 126 -2 -2
T 1 +1 +1
S 1 +12 0
A 45/210 0 0

Table 3: Fermion and scalar multiplets of the SO(10) x U(1), model that solves the
axion quality problem. There are three copies of 16, fermions, corresponding to three
All fermion fields are taken to be left-handed. The last column lists an
accidental global U(1) symmetry present in the model, with a QCD anomaly which will
be identified as U(1)pq. The multiplet A could either be a 45 or a 210 of SO(10). The
Higgs 10-plet H is complex, while H' is real.

generations.

The Yukawa Lagrangian of the model, consistent with the gauge symmetries, is given
by

Ly = ¥ (Yio H + Yi6A ) ¢ + FFS + xx(5%)*/Mp,
+ FN3H + xN12(T*S* /Mgy + T*% /M)

+ Y NaNo(T*S/Mgy + T® /M) + N1oNsT* /M3, + h.c.
a,b=1,2

(5.2)

In Eq. (5.2) Y10 and Yi96 are symmetric Yukawa coupling matrices that lead to a realistic
and predictive fermion spectrum. In particular, the model accommodates large neutrino
mixing angles simultaneously with small quark mixing angles. The predictions of the
Yukawa sector for neutrino oscillations and charged fermion masses have been analyzed
extensively in a variety of papers [59-76].

The FF'S term in Eq. (5.2) induces a mass for the 10-plet fermion, which is needed for
consistency. Eq. (5.2) also contains certain non-renormalizable operators that are induced
by gravity with appropriate powers of Mp; suppression, with the fourth term inducing a
TeV-scale mass for the singlet fermion x. The coupling FNsH plays an important role
in the decay of the color-triplet fermion, F — N3 + ¢ + b, through the exchange of the
color-triplet scalar in H. The lifetime for this decay can be estimated to be of order 10~
sec., with the masses of the color-triplet fermion and scalar being at the GUT scale, which
is compatible with big bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) constraints. The remaining terms in
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Eq. (5.2) lead to sub-eV masses for the singlet fermions N,.

The most general Higgs potential for the model has been studied in Ref. [50] for the
SO(10) sector. Here we write down the relevant terms symbolically, focusing on nontrivial
invariants (for A = 45), includin the singelt fields:

V O HH'T? + HAAA+ AAHH + AAAH

+ AAHH* + AAAA + T25* /MP, + h.c. (5.3)
This potential leads to the mixing of Higgs doublets from 10 and 126, which is needed
for realistic fermion mass generation. The first term in Eq. (5.3), HH'T? is needed to
avoid a weak-scale axion. The Higgs potential has an accidental global U(1)pq symmetry
with the charges listed in the fourth column of Table 3. Note that this global U(1) has a
QCD anomaly, with a coefficient of +6. This global symmetry, however, is not respected
by quantum gravity, and is broken explicitly by the Planck-suppressed operator in the last
term of Eq. (5.3). Owing to its high dimensionality its contribution to the shift in 6 is
small, which is why the model has no axion quality problem.

5.1 Identifying the axion field
The axion field should be orthogonal to the Goldstone bosons eaten up by the gauge bosons,

as well as to physical scalar fields that acquire masses through the Higgs potential. It is
convenient to utilize the branching rule for SO(10) > SU(5) x U(1)x, which for the fields
of interest are given by
10 — 5(2) +5(—2)
126 — 1(10 + 5(2) 4+ 45(—2) + ...
45 — 1(0) + 24(0) + ... (5.4)
Here we have only kept fields that contain SM singlets or doublets, since only these com-
ponents have neutral members that can acquire vacuum expectation values and the axion
field would be composed of one combination of these fields. We denote the SM doublet
fields from the H and A and the SM singlets from A and A fields as:
H > HP(2,-2)+ H}’(-2,-2)
A D HI5((2,-2) + H*0(—2,-2) + 1194(10, —2)
H' > H'Y(2,0) + H1Y(-2,0)
A D 145(0,0) + 1/5(0.0) . (5.5)
Here the U(1)x x U(1), charges are indicated for each component. The H''(2,0) is defined
to have Y/2 = 4+1/2 and H*'?'(—2,0) is its conjugate.
It is straightforward to identify the combination of SM doublet and singlet fields that

appear in the potential of Eq. (5.3). In particular, the following terms involving the SM
doublet fields arise when Eq. (5.3) is expanded and the SM singlet VEVs are inserted:

V D ay (HEHDO) + ag (HP HP) + aya (H2 HL) (HS HY)
t t t
+ ag, (HP HO)(HY HY) + 4y, (HP2S HL)?
+ agq (HP HIO? 4+ o (HO HOYT? + o (HHY)T? + hec. (5.6)
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Each of the neutral field which acquires a VEV that is in general complex, can be param-

eterized as )
O; = —=(p; + vie" )/ 5.7
7 ) (5.7)

where v; and 7; are real parameters. Freezing the radial components p;, which are irrelevant

for axion identification, we parameterize

i ! ial, ! i 1 jial, Mg
10 _ Vul™™ e 126 _ Vuf " it 10 _ Va€™? ild 126 _ Vg€ 7 %y
H,” = H evu, Hj e H;™ = e "d
“ V2 o V2 ’ V2 ’ V2 ’
B ~ i iR .np s .ng o  .np
ve't i URe 1R vge'™s ;us vre 1T
HY = 7 ev, AR = e'r, S= evs, T= e . (5.8)

The two SM singlets from 45 do not contribute to the axion field, and are left out here.
By separate gauge and PQ rotations we have made the VEVs (vg, v, vg) real, while the
Higgs doublet VEVs are in general complex.

Inserting Eq. (5.8) into Eq. (5.6), we identify four massive pseudoscalar fields:

r /
A:Nlm_m]

Vy U,

r /
&:NQW_%]

Lva vy

Az = Ny 277T+”“—7]
L or v, D

A = Ny 277T+77d+7] . (5.9)
L UT Vd (%

The three Goldstone fields, which are eaten up by the longitudinal components of (Z, X, V)
with V, being the gauge boson associated with U(1),, are identified as:

Gz = Nz(vunu +vyn), — vang — vjyng + 1)
Gx = Nx(10vpnr + 20y nu + 20}, 0y, — 20gmq — 200y +201)
Vo = No(=2vrnr +vrnr +12vsng — 20, 0y — 20, 15, — 2v40q — 2vg1y) - (5.10)

The axion field is the combination orthogonal to the seven fields listed in Eq. (5.9) and

Eq. (5.10), which can be written down as:
a = N(csns + ernr + culhu + iy, + catla + cgny + &n). (5.11)

It is convenient to make a few definitions in order to write down the coefficients appearing
in Eq. (5.11):

szvi%—vf, Vd2:v§+v(/12, v2:Vu2+Vd2+152
X = 020> + 402 (V2 4+ V) + 16 V2V?

/ /

tan B, = -, tan fy = -2 (5.12)
Uy Vg
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with v2 = (174 GeV)?2. In terms of these quantities, the coefficients ¢, in Eq. (5.11) can
be written as:

cs =X, ep=—12vgvpv?
cu = 2405V, (2VE 4+ ©%) cos Bu
d, = 24vsVy(2VE + 3?)sin B,
cq = 24vsVy(2 V2 + 5%) cos By
¢y = 24vgVy(2 V.2 + %) sin By
¢ = 24v50(VE —V?)

N = 1/3/X (X + 144020?) (5.13)

It is interesting to note that the ngr field has disappeared from a. Furthermore, since
v? < vE,v3 we have X ~ v7.v? and N ~ 1/(v3.v?/1 + 1440v% J02.).

It is straightforward to compute the coupling of the axion to the gluon fields. This
coupling is induced through the 7, 4 and 7,/ o content of Eq. (5.11) through their couplings
to the quarks in 16-fermions as well as from the ng component through its couplings to
the quarks in the 10-fermion. Our calculation shows

g a Aa.uy 1440202
Loce = grp 0 GG Ja= Us/m. (5.14)

Note that the rotation matrices that are used to diagonalize the quark mass matrices do

not appear in the axion coupling to the physical quarks in the model, since the coupling
matrices are proportional to the quark mass matrices.

6 Phenomenology of the SO(10) axion

In this section, we present some of the phenomenological implications of the SO(10)x U (1),
model, starting with a discussion of the quality constraint on the scales of the model. We
shall also see that the model interpolates between the KSVZ- and the DSFZ-axion models.
6.1 Quality constraint

From the gauge quantum numbers of the various fields in the model (Cf: Table 3), we find

that the leading gravity-induced PQ symmetry breaking term is

K ei5 T12 g

Vravi - h.c. 6.1
sravity = oy g, e (6.1)

This shifts the minimum of the axion potential from 6 = 0 to a finite value given by

) <1+ 144v§>

7~ Kk sin 0 favi2 (my +my) 0z (6.2)
(21212 M m2 f2 mymg 1+ 144;?@2 ' '
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Defining

S ‘@
Nojtiat

r , (6.3)

and using the approximate relation X =~ v%vz, this simplifies to

G (_rsind 13 (Mg 4+ ma)? [ (1 + 1447)13/2 (6.4)
S\ (12)12172 ) \ f2m2 M3, My, Mg 76 ’

The third factor which depends on the ratio r in this equation has a minimum at r =
1/12; in which case its value is 144127744450564/13 = 5.1966 x 10'3. Using ksind = 1,
Mp; = 1.22 x 10! GeV, the maximum value for f, that keeps § < 10710 is found to be
fa < 4.2 x 10" GeV, where the minimum value of the function in the third bracket is
assumed. If the symmetry factor of 1/12! is not included in Eq. (6.1), the largest allowed
value of f, would be reduced by about a factor of 4, to f, <1 x 10! GeV.

6.2 Loop effects on quality constraint

It has been pointed out to us’ that in generic high quality axion models, one could have
more dominant (hence less Planck suppressed) operators which by themselves do not affect
the quality discussion but they may affect it via loop corrections. The latter may lead to
less Planck mass suppressed operators in the scalar potential. These would in general put
constraints on the Higgs coupling parameters of the model in order to realize acceptable
values for f,. We have investigated this issue within our model, as we now discuss.

In our model, an operator of the form H%S /ME’,1 is allowed by the gauge symmetry.
While it does not affect the axion quality at tree-level, when combined with the renormal-
izable coupling (\/2) HH'T? of Eq. (5.3), this coupling would induce an operator T125*
through a three-loop diagram shown in Fig. 4. This induced operator has only three pow-
ers of Mp) suppression, as opposed to six powers seen in Eq. (6.1). Writing the HH'T?
coupling as \/2(H,Hy + H.H})T?, with H. denoting the color triplet scalar, we find that
the three-loop induced correction to the scalar potential that breaks the PQ symmetry,
taking advantage of the d = 7 Planck-induced operator yH®S/(6!M3)) to be

3
X \? T80 (3 M, —AM?

Here the first term in the curly bracket arises from the exchange of color triplets, which are

assumed to have GUT scale mass, taken to be the same as the H’ mass. The second term
arises from the exchange of SU(2);, doublets H, and Hy, with H, mass being near the
weak scale and thus ignored. (Note that the light Higgs doublet is almost entirely arising
from H, in this model.) The mass of H; from 10 is of the same order as the mass of
T, and we have assumed in deriving Eq. (6.5) that My > Mg, > 2Mp. The symmetry
factor g, in Eq. (6.5) is found to be

11.3.5

4Vasja Susi¢, private communications.
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Figure 4: Three loop diagram that contributes to U(1)pq symmetry breaking in the
SO(10) model.

Choosing as an example My = 2 x 106 GeV, My =1 x 10" GeV and Mpy, =6 x 1011
GeV, we find that these loop-induced contributions become comparable to the d = 12
gravity-induced contribution of Eq. (6.1) to § when the quartic coupling A > 0.003 (for
|7 = |k|). Thus, these loop corrections, while important, do not upset the axion quality.

There is also a less Planck suppressed Higgs coupling of the form (A)%S* /ZME;1 term
but this term does not lead to anything that would affect the quality constraint like the
operator HOS/M3,.

6.3 Axion couplings

To study other phenomenological implications of the model, we calculate the two photon
coupling of the axion, dented as E. Using the same techniques used for calculating gluon

coupling of axion, we find that

emCem

Ga—~yy = 2777]0(1 (67)

where C,,,, = %— 1.92. The first term in Cl,,, comes from the triangle diagrams with fermion
lines in the loop while the second model independent term comes from the non-perturbative
QCD effects e.g. a — m¥ mixing [16, 77-79].

The axion coupling to electron and nucleon have the form given in Eq. (1.2) with the

Cqp-factors given by

24r
Coe = 1+ 1441~Ke
T
Cap = ~04T 4 17 (20.75K,, — 10.49K,)
Can = —0.02 4+ ——(19.99K, — 9.73K,). (6.8)

1+ 144r
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108 10° 10 10"
f, (GeV)
Figure 5: |0| vs f,. 0 includes the three-loop contribution in Fig. 4. The orange and blue

points are shown for A = 0.1 and 0.01 respectively. The |§] < 1071 region is indicated by
the arrow. The gray shaded band denotes the DM abundance constraint.

10| .
11
-
3, 0.100]
0.010f = al st s 1
0.001I ' » » - I

108 10° 1010 10M

Figure 6: In this figure, we have imposed the quality constraint on the parameters of the
model and present the allowed values of the f, as a function of the ratio of the two high
scale VEVs vg and vp. The gray shaded band denotes the values of f, for which the DM
abundance is satisfied

Here we have defined

— 24 —



0.02

: DFSZ-I )

—~ 001k i

> | Our SO(10) '
O i

S 0.00

o i Ksvz !

3 : :

> -0.01F ]

[ DFSZ-II !

~0.02+¢ :

10° 10° 107 10"

f,(GeV)

Figure 7: The plot of the ratio gge/gag as a function of f, for our model (blue points) and
the DFSZ model, the range covered by the black points. Here we have used (2 GeV) =
0.32 and varied tan 8 in the range tan 8 = {0.25,170}. We also show the region allowed by
the DM abundance.

K. has a range (1.5 — 2) corresponding to ¥ = v, and ¥ < v,. The value of K, can be
much smaller, with an upper limit of 0.5 (corresponding to v = v,). This gives a range
ce = (.25 — .33).

The prediction of g;—.~, in our model is the same as in the DFSZ model, while that

for ga—ee is very different. The magnitude of the latter is much smaller, e.g., gs—ee has

max

et = (0.33. If the electron coupling of the axion is measured to be

an upper limit of ¢
larger than this value, our model will be ruled out. For comparison, note that in the KSVZ
model gqe ~ 0 and in the DFSZ-1 model it is (1/3)sin?3(m./f,) while in DFSZ-II, it is
(—=1/3)cos?B(me/ f.) [15], where tan = v, /vg. (The DFSZ- I model is defined as the one
in which H, couples to leptons, whereas the DFSZ-IT model has H, coupling to leptons.)
To estimate the nucleon couplings of the axion, we note that there is a universal
model-independent contribution from the gluon part and model dependent contributions.

Keeping only the dominant v and d quark contributions, we get

Cop = —0.4740.88¢c, —0.39¢4 + (small s, ¢, b, tcontributions) (6.10)
Can = —0.0240.88¢4 — 0.39¢,, (small s, ¢, b, tcontributions)

6.4 Predictions of the SO(10) Model

In order to derive the predictions for the SO(10) model, we vary all the VEVs, i.e., vg, vr,
00 , and © while satisfying v* = v22 + 1)22 + 9% and the angles (B, 84). In our analysis we
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Figure 8: This plot shows the axion proton coupling as a function of the axion decay
constant f,.

Wl b bk b
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Figure 9: This plot gives the axion neutron coupling as a function of the axion decay

constant f,.

have used the constraints on fermion mass fit which fixes the VEV ratios |v, /vg| ~ 70.3
and v}, /v}; ~ [18.1 4+ 3.7i| [76].

In Fig. 5, we calculate |A| for the model points as a function of f, for two different
values of A = 0.1 and 0.01 after including the loop contributions as given in Eq. (6.5).
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Figure 10: Axion proton (top)/neutron (bottom) vs axion-electron couplings for 4.6 x
100 < £,(GeV) < 7.2 x 101° where axions can be 100% DM.

We also show (gray band) the constraint of the relic abundance for Npw = 1 as obtained
in Ref. [47, 80], i.e., f, = (4.6 — 7.2) x 10! GeV for Q, ~ 0.12h?. This range of f, for
axions providing 100% DM is also consistent with the results of Ref. [48]. We find that
both values A are allowed by || < 107! and the relic abundance.

In Fig. 6, we plot the ratio |vg/vr| as a function of f, for the choice of X to satisfy the

quality constraint. The values of |vg/vr| lie mostly in the range 0.1 to 10.

Yae
YGag
coupling) as a function f, in Fig. 7 and we find that our model predicts a positive value

for this quantity. The predictions of the SO(10) model are not allowed in the DFSZ II-
permitted regions. Similarly, for Cy, and Cy,, the axion-nucleon couplings, we show that if

We calculate the coupling ratio (where gge = meCae/ fo and goq is the axion-gluon

the experimental values fall outside the orange shaded region in Figs. 8 and 9, the SO(10)
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model will be ruled out.

In Fig. 10, we show g,e vs axion-proton(neutron) gap.n = mpnCapn/ fo for fq satisfying
the DM constraint. The correlated model points for this range of f, can be distinguished
from KSVZ and DFSZ-II but have overlaps with the DFSZ-I model.

6.5 SO(10) model as a Hybrid axion model

In this subsection, we argue that our SO(10) model is a hybrid between the KSVZ and
DFSZ models. We note that the ratio » = Z—% interpolates between the KSVZ and DFSZ
models, as can be seen from the axion compgsition of the model in Eq. (5.11). Asr — 0,
axion mostly consists of the field ng (case (i)) whereas in the other limit when r — oo
axion mostly consists of nr (case(ii)). Looking at the Yukawa couplings in Eq. (5.2) and
Higgs potential in Eq. (5.3), we see that in case (i), the singlet S which contains the axion
couples mostly to vector-like 10-plet fermions like in the KSVZ model whereas in case (ii),
the axion, being mostly in 7, does not couple to SM quarks like in the DFSZ model.

This interpolation is also reflected in Figs. 7-10, and Eq. (6.8). As r — 0, the couplings
to e, p and n reduce to the KSVZ values whereas for r — oo it goes to DFSZ-I values.This
shows that r is indeed the interpolating parameter of the model and for arbitrary r, the
predictions for the above observables are in the orange region of Figs. 7-10 and represent
the hybrid nature of our model interpolating between KSVZ and DFSZ-I cases.

6.6 Domain Wall in the SO(10) model

To get the domain wall number in the SO(10) model, we employ the same prescription as
in the case of model I using Eq. (3.19), viz.,

1
Npw = minimum integer {f an cfi, mi€ Z} . (6.11)
a .
7

In our SO(10) model, there are seven ¢;’s which are listed in Eq. (5.13), and therefore there
are seven n;’s in the above equation. It is easy to see that for na 7 = 0 and n1 = 1 we
get a solution to Eq. (6.11). The number of domain walls in this model is one. Therefore,
the model has no cosmological domain wall problem.

6.7 Other cosmological issues

The fermion fields Ni23 of the model have masses that lie in the sub-eV range, since
they arise from Planck suppressed operators. As a result, these fields can affect BBN.
However, the N 3 fields interact with the SM particles only by the exchange of the U(1),
gauge boson. Since this gauge boson mass is of order v, ~ 10'2 GeV, the N;’s go out of

1/3 ~ 109 GeV. As a result, their contribution to the energy

equilibrium at Ty ~ v,(ve/Mpy)
density at the epoch of BBN is small with ANy ~ 0.13. This prediction is in agreement
with current CMB observations, but will be tested in the future in the next generation
CMB experiments.

The singlet x in our model, with its mass of order TeV, can potentially overclose the

universe. This is because its interactions with the SM paticles are very weak at T' ~ M,.
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One resolution to this problem is to give x a large mass, of order the PQ breaking scale, by
introducing an SO(10) singlet fermion Ny with zero U(1), charge. This new field would not
affect the anomaly cancellation conditions, or other properties of the model. A new Yukawa
coupling of the type xNgS* would now be allowed, which would give the x — Ny pair a
Dirac mass of order 10'? GeV. Additionally, a dimension-six four-fermion operator of the
form y N1 NNy /MPQ)1 is allowed in the Lagrangian. The decay x — 3NN; can now proceed
since Ny is light. The width for this decay is given by I'y ~ (mg’(/]wlél.l)/1927T3 ~ 10720
GeV. This decay occurs well before BBN, and thus leaves the success of BBN unaffected.
We make a few other remarks on the model.

e We briefly comment on the gauge symmetry breaking, which is very similar to SO(10)
models discussed in detail in the literature with 10, 126 Higgs fields (see for instance
Ref. [50]). The 45 + 54 Higgs fields breaks the SO(10) down to SU(3). x SU(2)r, x
SU(2)r x U(1)p—r, symmetry, which is subsequently broken down to the standard
model by the 126-Higgs field. Here the 54 field is optional, which would enable
consistent symmetry breaking with the tree-level Higgs potential. In its absence
the 45 can break SO(10) down to the left-right symmetric group, but requires loop
corrections [81, 82]. Unification of gauge couplings in this setup has been studied in
Re. [50, 82, 83]. The U(1), gauge symmetry is broken by the singlet fields 7', S which
also break the accidental PQ) symmetry.

e The neutrino masses as well as other SM fermion masses in this model follow from
type-1 seesaw. Extensive analysis in the non-supersymmetric version of similar SO(10)
models has been carried out in the literature [59-76], and they apply to our model.
We also expect the standard leptogenesis scenarios to work for our case to generate
matter-anti-matter asymmetry of the universe.

e For the choice of parameters in the SO(10) model, where f, ~ (4 —7) x 10'° GeV,
with Npw = 1, the right amount of axion DM density of the universe is realized.

7  Summary

We have constructed a class of new axion models where the U(1) pg symmetry arises as an
accidental global symmetry, solving the strong CP problem. A major advantage of these
models is that they solve the axion quality problem owing to the presence of a gauged axial
U(1), symmetry, which eliminates the dangerous low-order Planck scale induced U(1)pg-
violating operators. We have presented three examples of such models. The first class
(called model I) extends the KSVZ invisible axion model with a gauged U(1), symmetry
acting on a set of vector-like quarks. Their axial U(1) charges help in realizing a global
U(1)pq symmetry accidentally with a QCD anomaly. Our second class of models (model
IT), is a generalization of model I to a family of models. The third model is based on
SO(10) x U(1)g, that uses fermions belonging to 16, 10 as well as singlet representations
under SO(10). All the models are phenomenologically viable and have a high quality
axion. We show that all the models have domain wall number Npw = 1 and therefore
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these models have no cosmological no issues, allowing for a post-inflationary PQ breaking
scenario. We also give predictions for the axion coupling to photons and with matter for
the SO(10) model in the parameter space where axions can explain the total DM content
so that they can be used to distinguish it from the standard KSVZ and DFSZ models. We
have compared our model with the Barr-Seckel model of high quality axion, and pointed
out that one realization of this framework has a domain wall problem which is shown to
be reconciled from the Planck scale present in the model..
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A Appendix: Barr-Seckel model

Here we give a brief summary of the Barr-Seckel model of high quality axion [20], which
may be useful for a comparison of the models presented here. We also comment on the
domain wall number in this framework and a possible way of evading the cosmological
problems when Npw turns out to be larger than one.

The model introduces (p + ¢q) quarks which transorm as (3,1,0) under SM gauge
symmetry. p and ¢ are relatively prime integers, with (p + ¢) > 10 needed to solve the
quality problem. All left-handed quark fields carry zero charge under the gauged U(1)
while the right-handed quarks carry charges:

{(p+q) xQL(0) +p x Qr(q) + ¢ x Qr(-p)} . (A1)

Here (p+ ¢q), p and ¢ are the multiplicities of the quark fields. All mixed anomalies cancel
with this setup. One needs to ensure that the cubic [U(1)]* anomaly vanishes as well,
which is achieved by introducing SM singlet fermions.

Two scalar fields, S(—q) and T'(+p) are employed, which generate all quark masses via
the Yukawa couplings

p ptq
Lyac =Y QrQriS+ Y QuQrT +hc. (A.2)
i=1 i=p+1

Denoting S = (ps + fs)/v2e"5/fs and T = (pr + fr)/v/2e"7/I7 | the Goldstone boson
eaten by the U(1) gauge boson and the orthogonal axion field are given by

G = Plrnr —afsns - _ plrns —afsir (A.3)
N Ny

The axion decay constant f, is readily computed as

frfs

\/PPIE+ @2 f8

fa:
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Gravity-induced axion potential arises from

Kk e SP T
Veravity = ————— + h.c. A5
gravity p! q! Mg?_q_4 ( )

This leads to an axion potential given as

u 2% fP 2 cos(E + 6
Vg(ra)vity - 2(pfq{}92f? | (;]:iqzl) : (AG)
plat Mp

Minimizing this potential, along with the QCD-induced axion potential, yields

268ind  fEfE (my + ma)? 1

6 ~ )
20+ /2 plg! f2mZ  my, my Mlgf“q_‘l

(A7)

If we choose fs = f, = fa\/P?+ ¢2, the following values of § are obtained corresponding
to different choices of (p, q) and f,, all for ksind = 1:

5x10718 (p=1,q¢=9,, f, = 10° GeV)
0]~ 1x10°Y (p=3,q="17, fo =107 GeV) (A.8)
4x107% (p=1,q=13, f, = 10'2 GeV) .

This results in a high quality axion.

Since p+ ¢ = 10 is the minimal choice of VLQs in the framework, we have investigated
ways of UV-completing the model with coice p = 1 and ¢ = 9, which are co-prime. Three
singlet fermions with U(1) charges of (1, 15, —16) will cancel the linear anomaly, as well
as the cubic anomaly. In the case, the Higgs fields S and T have charges 1 and 9. The
couplings N (15)N(—16)S and N(1)N(1)S?/Mp; would generate masses for these singlets.

The domain wall number in this model can be found to be

Npw = minimum integer(niq + nap) . (A.9)

For the case of (¢,p) = (1,9) one has Npw = 1, which can be checked by choosing
(n1,n2) = (1,0). On the other hand, if (¢,p) = (3,7), which are also co-prime integers,
Npw = 3. We briefly outline how cosmological problem with Npw = 3 may be evaded by
using higher dimensional operators that break U(1)pq explicitly.

A.1 Fate of the Domain Walls where Npw = 3

Since this model has a Planck induced PQ breaking term, the different vacua will not be
degenerate leading to decay of the domain walls as the universe evolves. The strength of
this breaking term is given by AV =~ J;\flég .
between the degenerate vacua by this amoﬂlt AV. This energy difference leads to decay of

This leads to a difference in the potential
the domain walls with a lifetime for the domain walls to be, (following [84]), taecay ~ Rt

(here o is the energy per unit area in the wall and is given by oy ~ 9m, f2 [85, 86]). We
must require that tge.qy < tppn to maintain the success of BBN. Also in this model the
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2

domain walls dominate the energy density of the universe at tpy =~ 8771\0/15 W and we must

also demand that Zgecqy < tpw not to alter the course of big bang evolution.

Let us try to see if in this model, the constraint tgecqy < tppn and tgecqy < tpw are
satisfied. For this, we choose fg = fr , taking f, ~ 10'Y GeV. We get tdecay ~ 1072 seconds.
This therefore satisfies the constraint that domain walls do not affect BBN. Similarly, for the
same choice of parameters, we get t pyy =~ 102 sec. satisfying the requirement tgecqy < tpw.
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