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Abstract

A new era of exploring the early Universe may have begun with the recent strong
evidence for the stochastic gravitational wave (GW) background from the data reported
by NANOGrav, EPTA, PPTA, and CPTA. Inspired by this, we propose a new potential
source of stochastic GWs in the minimal supersymmetric standard model (MSSM), which
could be the theory at a very high energy scale. This source is the “axion” field in the
Higgs multiplets when the Higgs field takes a large value along the D-flat direction in the
early Universe, for example, during inflation. The axion motion triggers the instability of
the standard model U(1) and/or SU(3) gauge fields, producing stochastic GWs during the
inflation. This scenario can be seen as a simple UV completion of the commonly studied
models where an axion spectator/inflaton is coupled to a hidden U(1) or SU(N) gauge
field without matter fields. Thus the nanohertz GWs may be a sign of supersymmetry.
Primordial magnetic field production is also argued. In addition, we point out the simple
possibility that this axion within the MSSM drives inflation.
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1 Introduction

The groups NANOGrav, EPTA, PPTA, and CPTA have recently reported data suggesting
the presence of a stochastic gravitational wave (GW) background in the frequency band of
O(1 – 10) nHz [1–4]. In this frequency range, supermassive black holes emerge as a leading
candidate for the origin of these GWs. Additionally, other new physics interpretations are
plausible (see also Refs. [5–16] for the potential source from beyond Standard Model (SM)
proposed after the announcement). A new era of exploring the early Universe may have begun.
In this paper, at the same time to introduce a new explanation of the data, we will point out that
searching for the stochastic GWs in general frequency can be useful to probe supersymmetry
(SUSY) in the inflationary Universe.

The stochastic GWs can be generated during inflation. Cosmic inflation [17–20] provides the
origin of the scalar perturbations that seed the anisotropies observed in the cosmic microwave
background (CMB) and the large-scale structures. Moreover, quantum fluctuations of the
tensor components of the spacetime metric predict the existence of the stochastic primordial
GWs. However, the GW spectrum is almost scale-invariant and limited from above on the CMB
scales. Thus, it is unlikely that such GWs explain the stochastic GWs reported by the PTA
experiments. If some fields other than the inflaton shows nontrivial dynamics during inflation,
scale-dependent GWs can be generated.

One possibility is U(1) gauge fields. For example, a U(1) gauge field can couple to the
inflaton through a topological coupling ∝ ϕFµνF̃

µν . In this case, the gauge fields exponentially
grow sourced by the inflaton motion, while the backreaction gives friction to the inflaton, which
realizes slow-roll inflation even with a steep inflaton potential [21]. Such an enhancement of
the gauge field was originally studied in the context of primordial magnetogenesis [22]. The
enhanced U(1) gauge field can induce sizable gravitational waves with non-standard proper-
ties [23–29]. Moreover, if the U(1) gauge field couples to a spectator axion that rolls down
the potential during inflation, the GWs can also be generated by the same mechanism [27, 30–
38]. Note that the amplified gauge field also sources the scalar perturbations, which can be
highly non-Gaussian [24, 25, 30, 36, 39–45] and/or large enough to produce primordial black
holes [42, 46–51] and provide a probe of the scenario.

Another possibility is non-Abelian gauge fields. The model in which the inflaton couples to
SU(2) gauge fields through the topological coupling ∝ ϕGa

µνG̃
µν
a , Chromo-Natural Inflation [52],

has attracted much attention. In this model, the inflaton motion induces a homogeneous,
isotropic, and attractor solution of the SU(2) gauge fields [53–56], while the gauge field back-
ground backreacts to the inflaton and slows down the inflaton motion. Under the existence of
this gauge field background, a part of the gauge field perturbations experiences tachyonic in-
stabilities and linearly sources chiral GWs [57, 58]. Due to the overproduction of the GWs, the
original chromo-natural inflation scenario has been excluded by the CMB observations [59, 60].
However, there are some models to exploit this mechanism to generate the chiral GWs with-
out violating the observational constraints. If the homogeneous gauge field arises after the
CMB scale exits the horizon during inflation, the observable GWs can be generated on smaller
scales [54, 61–63]. Moreover, if the pseudoscalar field coupled to the gauge fields works as a
spectator field, the dynamics of the pseudoscalar and gauge fields is not responsible for the
scalar perturbations, and then the observable chiral GWs can be generated without spoiling
the success of inflation [64, 65]. In this case, the contribution of the gauge field perturbations
can dominate the total primordial GWs, resulting in chiral and non-Gaussian GWs [64, 66–
72]. Although these studies are conducted for the SU(2) gauge fields, the SU(N) gauge fields
coupled to the pseudoscalar also have homogeneous and isotropic solutions corresponding to
SU(2) subgroups in SU(N) [73]. At the linear level, the behavior of the perturbations is also
analogous to the SU(2) case, and then the GW generation is expected [74]. The isotropization
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of the gauge field configuration is dynamically confirmed in the numerical simulations [75].
Note that, in the above scenarios of the GW generation, it is typically assumed that the

gauge fields coupled to the pseudoscalar are different from the ones of the SM. Generating
GWs using the SM gauge groups U(1), SU(2), and SU(3) is challenging or at least is not
well understood. This is primarily because the SM includes charged particles under these
gauge groups. The Schwinger effect subsequently generates these charged fields, providing a
backreaction that inhibits the growth of the gauge fields. In the case of U(1), the upper bound
of the produced gauge fields is derived by taking into account this effect [76]. The Schwinger
effect in the SU(2) case is also studied in Refs. [77–80]. In particular, the effect is small if the
gauge coupling is small and the number of light charged particles is small. However, it is still
not clear if the condition is satisfied for the SM SU(2) and, especially, SU(3). In contrast, in our
proposed scenario, we plan to utilize the SM’s U(1) and SU(3) gauge groups, where the Higgs
field is assumed to have large values during inflation.1 This effectively imparts significant mass
to the charged particles that are otherwise undesirable, effectively decoupling them from the
system. We will demonstrate that this setup naturally occurs in the minimal SUSY extension
of the SM (MSSM).

The MSSM, one of the leading extensions of physics beyond the SM, is compatible with the
grand unified theory (GUT), alleviates the naturalness problem, and provides a candidate for
WIMP dark matter. The SUSY scale might exceed the detection range of recent accelerator
experiments, which have excluded a large parameter region of the low-scale SUSY scenarios.
However, high-scale SUSY mitigates the challenges of proton decay, SUSY flavor, SUSY CP,
and gravitino problems, inherent to low-scale SUSY (see Refs. [95–104] for various high-scale
SUSY scenarios), and thus is very consistent to the experimental results as well as cosmology. It
is particularly important to develop ideas or methods for probing this. In the MSSM, there are
multiple almost flat directions of the scalar potential, especially the so-called D-flat direction.
Therefore, in the early Universe, such as during inflation, it is natural for the Higgs field values
to deviate significantly from the electroweak scale.

In this paper, we point out that if the Higgs fields in the early Universe have much larger
field values than the SUSY scale, a pseudo Nambu-Goldstone (NG) boson, or an axion, emerges
due to the spontaneous breaking of the approximate “Peccei-Quinn” (PQ) symmetry. This
bears similarities to the original PQ-Weinberg-Wilczek (PQWW) model [105–108], although our
axion description is a valid approximation only in the early Universe, thereby circumventing
constraints observed in the present Universe. With the matter fields also being heavy, the
axion couples to the unbroken photon and gluon via the anomaly of the PQ symmetry. This
realization of the axion coupling provides a simple UV realization of the setup described earlier.

Even if the SUSY scale is high, the GWs can be produced, and this scenario not only offers
a natural and minimal UV realization of earlier work on the GW generation by gauge fields, but
also gives a new opportunity to probe high-scale SUSY. Indeed, the nanohertz GW signal could
potentially serve as a signature of SUSY. Moreover, the axion could drive inflation, thereby
proposing one of the minimal SUSY models for this phenomenon.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we discuss a generic idea for having the GW
generation by using the SM photon and gluon field and discuss the GW spectrum. In Sec. 3,
we use the MSSM to UV complete the setup. The last section is devoted to the discussion and
conclusions, where we also discuss the generation of the primordial magnetic field.

1See Refs. [81–87] for the discussions of large Higgs field during inflation leading to a stronger QCD to make
the QCD axion heavier during the inflation in order to reduce the QCD axion abundance or the isocurvature
perturbation. This is particulary efficient in the stochastic axion scenarios [86–89] (See also Refs. [90–94] for
applications.)
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2 Mechanism in nutshell and GWs

To illustrate our idea, let us consider an effective Lagrangian during inflation, in addition to
the SM one,

δL =
a

8πfa
(cγαFF̃ + cgαsG

aG̃a + · · · ). (1)

Here, F and G (F̃ , G̃) represent the photon and gluon field strengths (and their duals), with
α and αs being their corresponding coupling constants, and · · · denote the other components
of U(1) × SU(2) field strengths and couplings. a represents the axion (or a similar particle).
cγ and cg denote the axion-photon and axion-gluon coupling coefficients, respectively, and fa is
the decay constant of a. As we have mentioned earlier, this setup might not efficiently generate
GWs since light charged particles can interfere with the tachyonic production of gauge fields.

To circumvent this issue, we introduce the Hubble-induced mass to the Higgs field

δV = −ξH2
inf |Φ|2, (2)

where Φ represents the SM Higgs doublet, and Hinf signifies the Hubble parameter during
inflation. ξ is a coupling, which is related to the Higgs non-minimal coupling or Higgs direct
coupling to the inflaton. We consider ξ = O(1) > 0, leading to a scenario where the Higgs
field acquires a negative mass squared during inflation that is more efficient than the Hubble
friction. Consequently, the Higgs field is driven to a position far from the vacuum expectation
value (VEV) of the electroweak scale. The field value during inflation may be determined by
the balance between the Hubble-induced term and another term, e.g., a quartic term or a higher
dimensional term. For later convenience, we assume that the norm of Φ during inflation is a free
parameter |Φ| = hinf .

2 This gives masses to the matter fields. We consider that neutrinos are
also heavy3 by assuming that the mass is generated via higher dimensional terms, ΦLΦL, with
L being the lepton doublet or that it is generated via the see-saw mechanism [109–113]. Indeed,
the W and Z- bosons become as heavy as hinf . The mass of the lightest charged particle, i.e., the
electron, is given by mlightest ∼ 1013 GeV hinf

Mpl
. We also note that the lightest charged particle

mass depends on the UV completion and it may be even heavier. This can be understood by

considering a higher dimensional term, |Φ|2
M2 Φ

∗Le with M being the energy scale of the more
fundamental physics, and e representing the right-handed lepton.

In the effective field theory (EFT) by integrating out the massive fields, i.e., the renormal-
ization scale below mlightest, we only have the fields of

photons F, gluons Ga, and a. (3)

We also comment that the potential for the axion,

V [a], (4)

should be added to the above Lagrangian. Depending on the potential shape of V [a], the axion
can be the inflaton itself or a spectator field.

In this EFT, depending on the choice of cγ, cg, we may have different kinds of the GW
production. For simplicity, in the following, we assume that the strengths of these interactions
are hierarchical and discuss the GW generation when the system is approximately composed
of the axion and one of the gauge fields. Note that, however, if the two interactions have
comparable couplings, the two mechanisms can simultaneously work, which should result in

2We do not discuss the Higgs potential instability since this will be solved by SUSY in the next section.
3This is for simplicity of discussion. Even if we consider such a model that the neutrinos remain light,

our conclusions do not change since they do not induce the Schwinger effect for preventing the growth of the
U(1),SU(3) gauge fields.
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the distinctive GW spectrum, although we cannot find an existing work. In both setups, the
gauge field is amplified by the motion of the axion, which is controlled by the axion velocity.
Conventionally, we parameterize the axion velocity by

ξa =
cγα

4πfaHinf

ȧ or
cgαs

4πfaHinf

ȧ . (5)

As we will discuss shortly, for efficient GW production, the motion needs to satisfy |ȧ| ≳
O(100 − 1000)c−1

γ,gHinffa. This implies that the (height of the axion potential)/f 2
a should be

larger than H2
inf for the motion to be fast enough.

Axion and U(1) gauge field First, we consider the limit of the small axion-gluon coupling.
For a sufficiently low inflation scale, we have essentially the same setup for generating the GWs
by an axion-hidden U(1) setup. It is noteworthy that the charged particles are decoupled and
the U(1) field does not suffer from the Schwinger effect preventing the exponential growth of
the gauge fields, which is an important feature of our setup. Through the coupling to the rolling
axion, the perturbations of the gauge field are exponentially amplified, which in turn sources the
scalar and tensor perturbations at the second-order level. While the observable signal on the
scales smaller than the CMB scale is expected for |ξa| ≳ 5, the backreaction is non-negligible for
|ξa| ≳ 4.7 [27]. In fact, the axion velocity oscillates due to the backreaction as confirmed in the
numerical simulation [114–123]. Such an oscillating behavior of the axion velocity is imprinted
into the GW spectrum, which can be probed by the PTA and interferometer experiments [122].4

In contrast, in scenarios involving charged fields, a significant backreaction occurs when
|ξa| ≳ 4, which prevents the exponential growth [76, 124, 125]. However, in our setup, this
suppression effect is absent.

Axion and SU(2) gauge field In the other limit, we have the axion-pure SU(N) system
with N = 3. In this case, it is noted that the system of rolling axion and SU(2)sub subgroup
can have an attractor solution with nonzero gauge field strength [73].5 In this case, the analysis
of the SU(2) model can be applied to the SU(3) case for the linear perturbations [74]. If the
axion velocity is sufficiently large, |ξa| > 2, the gauge field has an isotropic background solution,
which is expected to be realized for larger |ξa| [54]. Depending on the axion potential, such an
emergence of the gauge field background occurs after the horizon exit of the CMB scale. Since
the GWs are mainly amplified around the Hubble scale, an enhancement of the GW spectrum is
expected on smaller scales. For example, a model where the SU(2) gauge field acquire nonzero
background in the course of inflation predicts the generation of the GWs that can be probed
in the future GW interferometers [63].6 Note that, although the larger amplitude of the GWs
will be obtained for the steeper axion potential, the backreaction from the gauge field becomes
non-negligible at some point, and the stationary dynamics of the axion and gauge field becomes
unstable [65].

As an example, we show the GW spectra predicted in scenarios in which the axion is coupled
to U(1) [122] or SU(2) gauge fields [63] in Fig. 1. We also show the GW region suggested by
the NANOGrav 15 yr dataset [1] and the sensitivities of the future experiments taken from
Ref. [126]. Although the GW spectrum is numerically obtained assuming a specific shape of

4The analysis in Ref. [122] assumes homogeneous inflaton and considers only homogeneous backreaction from
the gauge field. However, it is recently suggested that the inhomogeneity of the inflaton and backreaction can
affect the evaluation of the GWs [123].

5It may be important to study the Schwinger effect by the charged vector fields corresponding to
SU(N)/SU(2)sub.

6The possibility of the nanohertz GWs is pointed out in the delayed emergence of the gauge field in different
setups [61, 62].

4



105 108 1011 1014 1017
10-18

10-15

10-12

10-9

10-6
10-9 10-6 10-3 100 103

Figure 1: The GW spectrum predicted in the scenario with axion and gauge fields. The green
solid line shows the GW spectrum in the U(1) scenario in Ref. [122], and the green dashed
line is shifted in the frequency direction. The blue lines show those in the SU(2) scenario with
different model parameters in Ref. [63]. The blue dashed lines represent the region where the
backreaction of the gauge field may affect the GW spectrum. The red-shaded region corresponds
to the 2σ range of the NANOGrav 15 yr dataset [1] with the best-fit power, ΩGW,0h

2 ∝ k1.8

(γ = 3.2 in their notation). The gray-shaded regions are the future sensitivities of the Square
Kilometre Array (SKA) [127, 128], Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) [129], Deci-
Hertz Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory (DECIGO) [130], and Einstein Telescope
(ET) [131]. The sensitivity curves are taken from Ref. [126].

the axion potential in Ref. [122], we naively expect that the frequency dependence of the GWs
can be shifted by modifying the potential shape or changing the duration of the inflationary
epoch.7 Following this naive expectation, we also show a shifted GW spectrum by a green
dashed line, which matches the NANOGrav result. Indeed, the typical frequency of the GWs
in each case depends on the e-fold when |ξa| becomes sizable and thus model dependent.

3 A novel GW probe of SUSY

Here, we demonstrate that the above setup, including the axion, can be naturally UV com-
pleted in the MSSM. This is possible because (i) the Higgs potential possesses an almost D-flat
direction, and (ii) when the Higgs field values are large, the PQ symmetry, which is explicitly
broken in the current vacuum, is precise and undergoes spontaneous breaking. Thus an axion
appears as in the PQWW model. We will elaborate on the spectrum, which is summarized in

7For a constant ξa, it was analytically understood that the GW spectrum is almost scale invaraint [40]. The
amplitude is only relevant to Hinf and ξa.
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Particle, Hubble Mass scale
Q, u, d, L, e M

H̃+, H̃0, W̃ , Z̃ M

Q̃, ũ, d̃, L̃, ẽ M
H+, H0,W, Z M

h, Ã |FZ |
M

Hinf
FZ

Mpl

A
√

|FZµ|
M

photon, gluon massless

Table 1: Spectrum at the tree-level for the particle contents of our model during inflation
with large Higgs values ∼ M . From top to bottom, the mass scale decreases. The top block
denotes the particle with non-vanishing masses at the SUSY limit, the middle is generated by
the effects of SUSY breaking and the last block represents the light components due to the
PQ symmetry and the gauge symmetry. Here Q, u, d, L, e denote the chiral fermion of the left-
handed quark, right-handed up-type quark, right-handed down-type quark, left-handed lepton,
and right-handed lepton, respectively. Other fields and parameters are defined in the main
text. X̃ denotes the SUSY partner of X. Mpl ≃ 2.4× 1018 GeV is the reduced Planck scale.

Table. 1, in greater detail. As we will illustrate, in the EFT, by integrating out particles above
the mass of Hinf , we obtain the model in Eq. (1), by identifying A to be a.

3.1 D-flat direction and PQ symmetry

To demonstrate our claim more precisely, we consider the scalar potential of the MSSM. For
the sake of clarity and our specific purpose, we consider that the squarks and sleptons have
vanishing field values. Thus, the potential is solely composed of the Higgs fields:

V =(|µ|2 +m2
Hu)|Hu|2 + (|µ|2 +m2

Hd)|Hd|2 +Bµ(H+
u H

−
d +H0

uH
0
d) + h.c.

+
g2

2

∣∣H+
u (H

0
d)

∗ −H0
u(H

−
d )

∗∣∣2 + g2 + g′2

8
(|Hu|2 − |Hd|2)2. (6)

Here,Hu andHd are the up-type and down-type Higgs doublet fields, respectively, and |Hu|2 and
|Hd|2 denote the norm of the doublets. In the first line, we have the µ-term SUSY contribution
and the SUSY-breaking soft terms, m2

Hu, m
2
Hd, and Bµ. In the second line, we display the

D-term contributions, where g and g′ represent the SU(2) and U(1) couplings, respectively.
We observe that the D-term exhibits a flat direction:

Almost flat direction: H0
u = H0

d = v, H+
u = (H−

d )
∗ = 0. (7)

In this equation, we have redefined the field so that the field value v is real. By considering the
following condition:

v ≫ |mHu,Hd|, |Bµ|, |µ|, (8)

which we will justify shortly, we can neglect the contributions from the first line of the potential.
Along the D-flat direction, the potential is zero, and SUSY remains well preserved.

From Eq. (6), it is straightforward to ascertain that the charged Higgs H+ = (H+
u −

(H−
d )

∗)/
√
2 gains a mass squared of M2

W ≡ g2v2

2
, and and a neutral CP-even Higgs H0 =

ℜ(H0
u−H0

d) acquires a mass squared ofM2
Z ≡ g2+g′2

2
v2. The other components, h0 = ℜ(H0

u+H0
d),

A0 = ℑ(H0
u + H0

d), π
0 = ℑ(H0

u − H0
d), and π+ = 1√

2
(H+

u + (H−
d )

∗), remain massless. Here,
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π+ and π0 are would-be NG bosons that are eaten by W+ and Z bosons, who gain the masses
of MW and MZ , respectively.

Importantly, h0 and A0 also remain massless. This is because they form an NG multiplet
due to the spontaneous breaking of the PQ symmetry, under which each of Hu and Hd carries
a charge of 1/2. This symmetry manifests itself when we neglect the terms in the first line of
Eq. (6).

Given that we are neglecting SUSY breaking effects for the simplicity of the discussion
at this stage, we can easily estimate the masses of the superpartners according to the SUSY
relation. For example, the masses of the Higgsinos, denoted H̃0 and H̃+, are MZ and MW ,
respectively. The gauginos, represented as Z̃ and W̃ , have the masses of MW and MZ respec-
tively. H+, H̃+,W+, and W̃+ (H0, H̃0, Z, and Z̃) have the same mass because they form a
massive vector multiplet. The particles h̃ and Ã are massless at this limit and will acquire
masses due to the SUSY breaking effects.

Before ending this part, it is worth emphasizing once again that the discussion thus far
hinges on the assumption outlined in Eq. (8), which is aimed at discussing the inflationary
spectrum subsequently. This deviates from the MSSM in the present Universe, where the Bµ
and µ-terms are comparable to or larger than the Higgs VEVs. In this case, the PQ symmetry
is badly broken explicitly, and treating A as the NG boson is not an appropriate description.

3.2 SUSY breaking and large Higgs during inflation

In the early Universe, especially during inflation, the Higgs fields can acquire large field values
along the D-flat direction. With the large field, the PQ symmetry-breaking effect can be
neglected in a large class of models. One can consider the correction to the Kähler potential of
the form

∆K ⊃ |Z|2

M2
(cu|Hu|2 + cd|Hd|2 +O(M−1)). (9)

Here a chiral multiplet Z acquires an F -term, FZ , during inflation. We assume that |FZ |2 is
the order of the inflationary potential energy, and Hinf ∼ |FZ |/Mpl (see Sec. 3.4 for a model
building). M is the cutoff scale of the MSSM, and cu,d are O(1) coefficients. The couplings
Z|Hu,d|2 have been eliminated through an appropriate redefinition of the fields Hu and Hd.

A key assumption is that the PQ symmetry is sufficiently preserved, allowing us to neglect
the HuHd term in this potential. More precisely, we anticipate an explicit breaking term of the
form

∆W ⊃ c1
Z

M
µHuHd + c2

Z

M

µ

M2
(HuHd)

2 + · · · , (10)

in, e.g., the superpotential by assuming that µ
M

is a dimensionless order parameter of the PQ
breaking. ci are O(1) coefficient. In essence, we are using the PQ symmetry to explain the
relative smallness of µ compared to M , an approach commonly used to address what is known
as the µ-problem (see, for example, Ref. [132]). For now, we will neglect the PQ breaking effect
by taking µ → 0, but we will reintroduce this effect later when discussing the axion mass.

The leading term in Eq. (9) gives the Higgs fields negative mass squares of

m2
Hu ≈ −cu|FZ |2

M2
, m2

Hd ≈ −cd|FZ |2

M2
. (11)

The magnitude of these terms can easily surpass the Hubble parameter for a sub-Planckian
M ≲ Mpl with cu + cd = O(1)(> 0). The Higgs fields then fall into a configuration where

H0
u ≈ H0

d = hinf ∼ M,H+
u = (H−

d )
∗ ≈ 0, (12)

during inflation. Here we assumed that Hu, Hd are stabilized among the negative mass terms
and the higher dimensional terms suppressed byM along the D-flat direction, and the field value
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along the D-flat direction is naturallyO(M). If |FZ/M | ≪ M (a condition also necessary for the
EFT to be perturbative), the Higgs fields can be closely approximated on the D-flat direction.
This is because otherwise the D-term potentials contribute too much, ∼ g2M4, g′2M4(≫ |FZ |2),
compared to the SUSY breaking effects.

We find that all of the particles charged under U(1)× SU(3) get masses of order hinf ∼ M .8

3.3 Early universe “axion” from the MSSM

By integrating the fields of the scale M with respecting SUSY, we get the EFT to be

K = K(T + T ∗,
Z

M
), Laxion ⊃

∫
d2θ

T

8πM
(cγαFαF

α + cgαsGa,αG
a,α) + h.c. , (13)

where T is the NG multiplet in the non-linear realization of the PQ symmetry, and in the EFT
the NG multiplet must appear respecting this symmetry T → T+ic with c being a real number.
Here we again neglected the explicit breaking of the PQ symmetry. T involves the fields in
the linear realization: h, A, and Ã. Here, Fα and Ga,α are the field strength superfields of Fµν

and Ga
µν respectively. We note that this axion in the minimal MSSM couples to photon with a

well-known relation in the context of the QCD axion, cγ/cg = 8/3, which is the prediction of the
MSSM. Therefore it is very important to study the gauge field production and GWs with this
parameter relation i.e., by taking into account both U(1) and SU(3) in the analysis. However,
since this analysis is beyond the scope of the paper, in which we show that the natural UV
completion of the previous studies for the GW production and that SUSY can be probed from
the GWs, we do not restrict this relation further. The violation of the relation can be justified
by introducing additional charged matter multiplets that couple to the Higgs doublets.9 The
photino and gluino can acquire a SUSY breaking mass of order |FZ/M | if there presents a direct
coupling to Z, e.g.,

∫
d2θ Z

M
Ga,αG

a,α. In addition, the term such as Z
M
(T + T ∗)2 + h.c. can give

a mass ∼ |FZ/M | to the axino. Therefore, in this EFT, we expect that the superpartners of
the light multiplets acquire a SUSY breaking mass of order FZ/M .

Thus we have shown in the EFT below the scale of FZ/M , which is larger than Hinf in order
to drive the Higgs to a larger value, we get the model of Eq. (1). Here a = ℑ[T ]/

√
2 (or A in

linear realization) and the decay constant fa ∼ M , with hinf ∼ M.

Lastly, we comment on the mass of a. The various higher dimensional terms for Hu, Hd that
are suppressed by µ would give a nontrivial shape of the axion potential since Hu, Hd ∼ M
make many higher dimensional terms contribute equally. In the SUSY limit, the T multiplet
has a superpotential from Eq. (10)10

∆W ∼ ZµM
(
c1e

i T
M + c2e

i2 T
M + · · ·

)
, (14)

8The fermion masses may not be suppressed by the small Yukawa coupling in the SM. The dependencies
include not only tanβ =

〈
H0

d

〉
/
〈
H0

u

〉
, which differs in the early Universe with a value approximated to be 1,

but also the radiative corrections. As an example, if the current smallness of the electron mass in vacuum is
attributed to the large value of tanβ and radiative corrections - similar to those causing the electron’s g − 2 -
the electron mass could be as large as 10−2M [133]. Higher dimensional terms may also contribute. This is an
explanation for the absence of the GUT relation in the first two generation Yukawa couplings.

9As an example, we could introduce vector lepton multiplets such as (L′, L̄′) and (e′, ē′). L′ and e′ have
the same charge under the SM gauge group as those of L and e, respectively. Then we consider the Yukawa
couplings of HdL

′e′ and HuL̄′ē′ and the Dirac mass terms MLL̄′L′, and Meē′e
′ in the superpotential. This

induces additional photon coupling when |Hu| = |Hd| ≫ ML,e during the inflation. This Dirac mass term breaks
the PQ symmetry and contributes to a potential term of the axion. Here ML,Me ∼ µ from the naturalness.

10There is also the axion potential from the gluon non-perturbative effect, which is negligible in the case of
Hinf ≳ 100 TeV, since the Gibbons-Hawking temperature is higher than the enhanced confinement scale (see,
e.g., Ref. [87]). On the other hand, depending on the model building, non-perturbative effects from non-abelian
gauge fields may also be important.
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by approximating H0
u ∼ H0

d ∼ Mei
T
2M . Then we obtain the axion potential

V (a) ≃ |FZµM |
(
2|c1| cos(

a

fa
+ θ1) + 2|c2| cos(2

a

fa
+ θ2) · · ·

)
. (15)

Here θi are the total phases of ci, FZ , and µ. The axion potential height has the scale |FZµM |
due to the PQ breaking effect ∝ |µ|.

This model allows for both possibilities: the axion acting as the inflaton or as the spectator.
The axion may be the spectator if the axion potential height is much smaller than the inflaton
potential scale |FZ |2, i.e., |FZ | ≫ |µM |. On the other hand, if |FZ | ∼ |µM |, the potential
height is around the inflaton one. Then the axion can be the inflaton. Due to cancellations
among different cosine terms, the curvature and the slope of the axion potential at the field
point for inflation can be smaller than |FZ/M | or |µ|, satisfying the slow-roll conditions. Our
model may be seen as a UV completion of the multi-natural or ALP inflation model [134–143].

The axion potential height satisfies,√
V (a)

f 2
a

∼ 1013 GeV

√
1016 GeV

M

Hinf

1013 GeV

µ

1011 GeV
, (16)

where we have used Hinf ∼ FZ/Mpl. This can be larger than Hinf , leading to fast motion of ȧ,
which is favored to produce significant GWs. If |cγ| ≫ |cg|, we can have the type of the GW
spectrum as in the U(1) scenario in Sec. 2, similar to green lines in Fig. 1, while if |cg| ≫ |cγ|,
we have the one as in the SU(2) scenario, similar to the blue lines in Fig. 1. Interestingly,
detecting the GWs can probe the SUSY with intermediate or higher scales. In addition, SUSY
is a potential source of the nanohertz GWs.11

3.4 An inflation model

Although we do not specify the inflationary model, let us provide one concrete model for clarity.
Suppose that the inflaton sector has the Kähler and superpotential of the form

Kinf =
1

2
(T̃ + T̃ ∗)2 + ZZ∗,Winf = Zf(T̃ ), (17)

with a component of T̃ being the inflaton field (c.f. [144]). Z is the field in the previous
discussion providing the SUSY breaking effect.

One can see that the inflaton acquires an F-term potential of V = |FZ |2 = |f(T̃ )|2. Inter-
estingly, this class of inflation model involves the potential shape discussed in Sec. 3.3 where
ℑ[T̃ ] is ℑ[T ], i.e., the “axion” in the Higgs multiplets with f including higher dimensional
terms, while ℜ[T ] is stabilized by higher dimensional terms in the Kähler potential. Given
multi-cosine-terms, the inflation can be successful [134–143]. This gives a simple possibility of
driving the inflation with the inflaton incorporated in the Higgs multiplets.

4 Conclusions and discussion

Our work has been inspired by recent strong evidence for the stochastic gravitational wave
(GW) background, as reported by NANOGrav, EPTA, PPTA, and CPTA. This breakthrough
may signify the dawn of a new era in probing the early Universe. We propose a novel source of

11An interesting topic is the relation of the intermediate scale of µ for explaining the nanohertz GWs to the
usual PQ symmetry that provides the QCD axion. This is left for future work.
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stochastic GWs within the context of the minimal supersymmetric standard model (MSSM), a
theory potentially applicable at exceedingly high energy scales.

Our focus has been on the axion field in the Higgs multiplets, which exhibits dynamic
properties when the Higgs field is assumed to have a large value along the D-flat direction
during inflation. The axion motion sets off an instability in the standard U(1) and/or SU(3)
gauge fields, resulting in the production of stochastic GWs. We have also emphasized the
importance of studying the gauge field production and GW spectrum precisely with the axion
coupling to both U(1) and SU(3), especially with cγ/cg = 8/3, because this is the prediction of
the MSSM.

This scenario provides a straightforward UV completion of frequently analyzed models where
an axion spectator/inflaton is coupled to a hidden U(1) or SU(N) gauge field absent of matter
fields. The presence of nanohertz GWs could be interpreted as an indication of supersymmetry.
Hence, our proposed mechanism opens up exciting possibilities for studying the early Universe
and unearthing new evidence of supersymmetry.

So far we have discussed GWs. However, the amplification of the gauge field also induces
the scalar perturbations, especially in the U(1) scenario, which may provide another probe
to our scenario. Moreover, in the same setup, one can also produce a primordial magnetic
field since the U(1) is SM one.12 In our scenario, we do not have the Schwinger effect that
prevents the growth of the magnetic field production [22]. However, our scenario does not
necessarily contradict the baryon asymmetry or bounds for the primordial magnetic field, which
was discussed in the context of the Standard Model (SM) [145], because the model is different.
For instance, for the discussion to hold, it is important that the chirality-flipping interaction
proceeds slowly enough to store a flavor-dependent lepton asymmetry [146–148]. This may
not be satisfied in our MSSM, where we have an enhancement of the light Yukawa coupling by
tan β, radiative corrections, and the presence of higher dimensional terms. These can effectively
wash out the primordial helical magnetic fields.

We also mention that our concept of making matter fields heavy during inflation to create
an efficient instability in the SM gauge field, thereby producing significant GWs, can be applied
to more generic setups.
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