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We investigate how the solution to the strong CP problem and the explanation for the
observed fermion mass hierarchies can be intrinsically related. Specifically, we explore the
Nelson-Barr mechanism and identify its “seesaw limit”, where light quark masses are sup-
pressed by large CP-violating terms. Upon adding three (two) vector-like quarks that mix
with the down-type (up-type) quark sector of the Standard Model, we demonstrate how
the lack of CP violation in the strong sector and the observed quark mass hierarchy can be

simultaneously achieved.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The simplicity of the gauge sector of the Standard Model (SM) —only three parameters govern
the interactions among its many fermions and gauge bosons— stems from the simplicity of the SM
gauge group Ggyr = SU(3)c ® SU(2)r, ® U(1)y and, more generally, from the structure of gauge
theories. In contrast, explaining the SM flavour sector requires at least 20 parameters once neutrino
masses are included, and no underlying guiding principle is known. Our lack of understanding of
the non-trivial hierarchies observed among the flavour parameters constitutes the so-called flavour
puzzle [1].

Another well-known issue for which the SM does not offer a compelling explanation is the strong
CP problem, i.e., the non-observation of CP violation in the strong interacting sector to a very
high degree in spite of the possible presence of the effective phase 6 breaking the symmetry. This
becomes even more intriguing since 6 receives a contribution from the flavour sector, more precisely
from the quark Yukawa matrices, where CP is known to be violated.

The flavour puzzle may be addressed in many ways. For instance, the Froggatt-Nielsen mecha-
nism [2] is a popular approach which explains hierarchical fermion masses from the distinctive inter-
actions between fermions and flavons controlled by attributing different abelian flavour-dependent
charges. Another approach, more successful for leptons, is to use properly broken flavour symme-
tries to explain the peculiar leptonic mixing pattern; see, e.g., Refs. [3, 4] for a review. In particular,
modular flavour symmetries [5] lead to very restrictive models.

Yet another appealing alternative is the implementation of seesaw scenarios, originally proposed
to explain the smallness of neutrino masses [6-10], and later extended to charged lepton and quark
masses [11-15]. Seesaw mechanisms for quarks generally occur in models where (i) new heavy
quarks that mix with the SM quarks are introduced, and (ii) the conventional Yukawa interactions
between the SM quarks and Higgs are forbidden by symmetries, e.g., in left-right [12-15], 3-3-1
[16, 17] and U(1) [18, 19] extensions of the SM. The large masses of the extra quarks are responsible
for suppressing the SM quark masses with respect to the electroweak scale as well as providing
small mixing between the SM and the heavy quarks. The presence of extra quarks that mix with
the SM fields, such as the seesaw-mediating ones, leads to rich phenomenology. If sufficiently light,
they can be abundantly produced and subsequently decay at colliders due to their interactions
with SM gauge bosons. Additionally, their mixing with the SM quarks induces flavour-violating
interactions as well as departures from unitarity in the quark mixing, Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa

(CKM), matrix. These phenomena offer multiple experimental opportunities to probe the masses



and mixing of the extra quarks; for a summary of relevant constraints see [20].

Regarding the strong CP problem, the Peccei-Quinn (PQ) [21, 22] and the Nelson-Barr [23, 24]
mechanisms provide two fundamentally distinct yet effective solutions. In the Nelson-Barr scheme,
one assumes that CP is a fundamental symmetry of nature that is spontaneously broken, and the
couplings of the SM to the CP breaking sector are arranged to guarantee vanishing 6 at tree level.
The challenge is to generate an order one CKM phase and, simultaneously, suppress corrections
to 0 sufficiently. Corrections may already show up at one-loop [25], although it may be postponed
to two-loops by using a nonconventional CP symmetry [26]. Quite similarly to the axion solution,
the Nelson-Barr solution also suffers from a quality problem [27-29], which can be ameliorated by
additional gauge symmetries [28], supersymmetry [27] or strong dynamics [30].

In Nelson-Barr settings, the spontaneous breaking of CP is transmitted to the SM through
the mixing of SM quarks with heavy vector-like quarks of Nelson-Barr type (NB-VLQs) [31-34].
The NB-VLQs that mediate the CP breaking may lie at much lower energies, only constrained
to be above the TeV scale from collider searches. To comply with the Barr criteria [24], the NB-
VLQs can only be electroweak singlets or doublets, in the same representations of SM quarks.
The case of doublets was argued to lead to too large corrections to  [35]. For singlets, we have
found for one [31, 32] or two [33] NB-VLQs that they typically couple to the SM quarks and Higgs
following the hierarchy of the CKM last row or column, a feature that alleviates the strongest
flavour constraints that apply to the first two quark families. For special points for one NB-VLQ),
one can even switch off the coupling of such a heavy quark with a given quark flavour [33, 36].

Several connections between the strong CP and the fermion mass hierarchy problems have been
explored in the literature. There are proposals with extra quarks getting massive at the PQ scale
and leading to seesaw-suppressed masses for all the standard quarks [37], or tree-level (seesaw) and
loop-suppressed masses for the different generations [38]. Interrelated solutions to these problems
have also been investigated in SM gauge extensions featuring the PQ mechanism, such as a 3-3-1
model [39] and a non-universal U(1)y model [40]. Furthermore, the § phase can be generated
at the two-loop level in extended left-right models incorporating seesaw mechanisms for the SM
fermions [41, 42]. On the other hand, the Froggat-Nielsen and the Peccei-Quinn mechanisms can
be realised synergistically by identifying the Froggat-Nielsen flavon with the PQ axion [43].

In this work, we propose a new framework where solutions to both the strong CP problem and
the flavour puzzle are also directly linked. We focus on the Nelson-Barr solution to the strong CP
problem and explore the possibility that the newly introduced VLQs generate seesaw-suppressed

masses for the SM quarks.



The outline of this article is the following: In Sec. I, we present an overview of the NB-VLQs
that transmit CP violation to the SM in the Nelson-Barr mechanism. The “seesaw limit” of the
Nelson-Barr mechanism is identified and important relations are derived in Sec. III. In the following
section, Sec.IV, we study a scenario where three down-type vector-like quarks are added to the
SM while in Sec.V, we explore the consequences of the SM extended by two up-type vector-like

quarks. Finally, our conclusions are summarised in Sec. V1.

II. THE NELSON-BARR MECHANISM

In this section, we provide an overview of the so-called Nelson-Barr mechanism [23, 24], which
tackles the strong CP problem via the spontaneous breaking of the CP symmetry. For simplicity
and clarity, we focus here on the case in which only the down-type quark sector of the SM is
extended. Similar steps can be followed when extending the up-type or both quark sectors instead.
We start by introducing a set of n vector-like quarks (VLQs) transforming under the SM symmetry
group, Gsyr = SU(3)c x SU(2), x U(1)y, as

Bapp~ (3,1,—-1/3), with a=1,---,n. (1)

In addition to Ggas, two discrete symmetries, CP and Zs, are imposed. Under the latter, only the
new quarks transform non-trivially.

Given these ingredients, the Yukawa interactions for the quarks can then be written as
Ly = GV Hujp + GrYEHdjg + B ME By + B MPdjp + b (2)
q = GrYj;Hujr + GinYijHdjr + Bar Mg Byr + Bar My djg + h.c.,

with the last term, which softly breaks Zo as well as CP, arising from spontaneous symmetry
breaking when scalar fields — singlets under Ggps — acquire non-trivial complex vevs'. All the other
terms are assumed to conserve C'P (as well as Zy), implying that Y* and Y — both 3 x 3 — as well
as MP — n x n — are real matrices. Once the Higgs doublet acquires a vev, (H) = (0,v/v/2), we

can write down the following (3 + n) x (3 + n) mass matrix for the down-type quarks,?

v_yd
MIHB — ﬁy(:ax:a) O@xn) (3)
MBL o mE ]
(nx3) (nxn)

! For instance, we can have MP¢ = ijde<c,0j>, where YP? are (n x 3) real matrices and (p;) = v;e'®

2 Note that in generic settings some zeros may be produced by weak basis changes; see a discussion in Ref. [20].
Here, due to the softly broken C'P and Zs symmetries, this structure with real entries cannot result from a weak
basis change.



whereas for the up-type quarks, we have m" = fy 5x3) which is taken diagonal for simplicity.
The contributions at tree level to 6 coming from the quark sector (6,) vanish because
arg(det M¥B) = arg(detm®) = 0. Moreover, since the CP symmetry is only broken (sponta-
neously) through MPB4 the bare 8ocp term also vanishes. Consequently, the effective parameter
0= 0ocp + 0, vanishes at tree level.
It is convenient to perform a unitary transformation on the right-handed fields Ug, so that

M¥+B becomes [20, 33]

Lyd v YB
B
0(”><3) M(nxn)
where
e\ L2
13 wg (13 + WRW R) 0
Ur = _t —-1/2 (5)

with
i, = MBI MmBY (7)

In addition, by using the relation wg(1, + wgwR)*/? = (13 + wrwy ) Y25k, we see that the
Yukawa coupling of the heavy quarks and Yukawa coupling of the SM quarks obey an interesting
relation [31, 33]:

YB =vdup. (8)

It follows that Y'Z roughly follows the hierarchy of the CKM entries.
Coming back to M98 in Eq.(3), we notice that the terms MPB? and MP conserve the SM
symmetry structure, and, as such, we can safely assume that they emerge at much higher energy

scales than v, which simply translates into

§ = MEMPT 1 MEMPT 5 022 Yyt 9)



In this case, we can block diagonalise H = M4+BMI+E " Via the unitary transformation on the

left-handed fields

vino, ~ [0 1
L L — ) (0)
0 Hp

where Uy, is a function of wy, following the same ansatz for Ug in Eq. (5). At leading order, we

obtain

v? 4 Bdt g—1 4 4Bdy~)d T
Ha = V! (Lg = MPSTL P
Hp ~ MBIMBI L pBMBT = 5, (11)
U \yd p4Bdt o—1
Yyd pmBlt gL
ﬂy

Finally, by further diagonalising Hp by means of a n X n unitary transformation, we find the
(squared) masses of the heavy, non-standard quarks. On the other hand, H, is approximately
diagonalised by the CKM matrix so that V(,TvKM%dVCKM = diag(mfl,mg,mg), where m,, 5 are
the masses of the down, strange and bottom quarks, respectively. For up-type VLQs, we should

replace Vogy — VCT’KM'

III. THE SEESAW LIMIT OF THE NELSON-BARR MECHANISM

We now explore the seesaw limit of the model described in the previous section. For simplicity,

we first assume that the vector-like quarks appear in the same number as the standard quarks, i.e.

n = 3. In this case, the down-type quark mass matrix in Eq. (3) becomes?

v_yd
miss — | VeV (12)
MBIl ME ]
(3x3) (3x3)

The seesaw limit consists in the special case of the condition Eq. (9) in which*
MBIMBL 5 pB BT (13)

3 Notice that by swapping the first and second block columns, which is equivalent to a change of basis, the resulting

- 0 2y
matrix has a type-I Dirac-seesaw texture M%T5 = (MB /\(fl?;d) :
4 We distinguish between the condition Eq. (9) for the validity of the seesaw approzimation for the mixing of the
left-handed fields and this subcase where the term that softly breaks CP is dominant.



This limit allows for the expansion of MBdtg=1 \Bd iy Eq. (11) as
t f -1
MBd [MBdMBd +MBMB :| MBd
_ MBdT[]l n (MBdMBdT)*l /\/lBj\/lBTr1 <MBdMBdT>*1MBd
- n
t f\ ! t L T -1
~ MBd (MBdMBd ) MBd _ p\qBd (MBdMBd ) MB B <MBdMBd ) B
~ g — (MBd—lMB) (MBd—lMB)T
(14)
where the last step is only possible when MB? is a square matrix, while the second line is only
possible for n = 1,2,3. Substituting this result back into Eq. (11), we obtain
T
v —1 v -1
H., ~ 7ydMBd MB> (ydMBd MB> ) 15
= (4 V2 1)
Therefore, we find that the standard quark masses are seesaw suppressed with respect to the

electroweak scale v by a factor
o -1
ezw}; = MBI M (16)

which has entries much smaller than unity. This quantity is simply @'~! in the notation of Ref. [33].

If, for instance, we assume that O(e) = 1072, then the quark masses are roughly given by
m¢ ~ %yd x 1072, Thus, instead of being proportional to v ~ O(10%) GeV, down-type quark
masses are now proportional to an effective scale v x € ~ O(1) GeV. Consequently, the CP-
conserving Yukawa entries in J? can be two orders of magnitude larger than the ones in the
Standard Model.

Furthermore, to study the physical cases consistent with the current quark mixing picture, it is

convenient to solve Eq. (15) for MP? in terms of the other matrices as
MBd — MBU(Yd)_IVCTKMyd, (17)

where Y4 = diag(yq, ys, yp) is the diagonal Yukawa coupling matrix for the down-type quarks in
the SM, and U is a generic 3 X 3 unitary matrix. This inversion is particularly simple in the seesaw
limit; away from this limit a more complicated parametrization similar to the ones in Refs. [31, 33]
will be needed. Without loss of generality, we can choose a basis in which M? is diagonal and
Vi = Oq, jid, with orthogonal O4, and diagonal 8% Finally, we can see that if Y% has order-one
entries, MP? is larger than MP by, at least, 1/y, ~ 102. This is clear if we substitute Eq. (17)

into Eq. (16), obtaining

e =V Verm VUt . (18)



Note that Vogy is the CKM matrix of the SM with two additional phases [31]:
VCKM = dlag(la eiﬁl ’ eiﬁz)vb ) (19)

where 1} is, e.g., the standard parametrization. These additional phases arise because the Yukawa
Y% in Eq. (6) loses rephasing freedom from the left to keep Y% real.

Turning to the heavy quarks, at leading order, their mass matrix is given by
Hp = MBMBT 1 BB (20)
In the seesaw limit, this mass matrix is dominated by MP¢ which can be related to M? by
MBE= pmBe L, (21)

Additionally, the leading contribution to the mixing parameter @y, in Eq. (11) is given by

[

d A 4Bd—1
\@y M . (22)

(Z)L ~
Finally, the relation (8) becomes
yB =yde—1, (23)

This relation now indicates that Y7 is larger than the SM Yukawa Y4 by the factor f~1.

Special cases: n < 3, incomplete seesaw

The case presented above assumes the introduction of a vector-like quark per standard quark
generation, i.e., n = 3. As a result, the seesaw mechanism suppresses the overall mass scale for all
the standard quarks. Nevertheless, the seesaw limit is of interest even in cases with fewer vector-like

quarks, n < 3. This is particularly true for the up-type sector, as we will discuss in Sec. V.

Bd

In scenarios with fewer vector-like quarks than standard ones (n = 1,2), the matrix M (nx3

) is
not square and, as such, the approximation in Eq. (14) is only valid up to the second to last line,

1.€.,

MBIt g1 p(Bd o pyBdl (MBdMBdT>*1 B
24
_ pqBat (MBdMBdT) -1 MB BT (MBdMBdT> _1MBd_ (24)

Thus, in contrast with the case where n = 3, not all standard quark masses, obtained from Eq. (11)
with Eq. (24), become suppressed. In this case, only n of the standard quarks get seesaw-suppressed

masses, while the remaining (3 — n) masses remain proportional to the Higgs vev v.



To understand this, notice that the first term in Eq.(24), that is, the 3 x 3 matrix P =
-1

M5B di (MB IMB dT) MB2 has rank n with the non-vanishing eigenvalues equal to unity, since it

is a projection matrix obeying P2 = P and MP% is rank n. Therefore, taking, for instance, n = 2

and rotating the fields to a basis where P is diagonal, we have
Iy — MBATg=1 B4 — 15— diag(1,1,0) + O(6) = diag(0,0,1) + O(), (25)

where O(d) < 1 represents the seesaw suppressed terms in MBATG=1ABd _ the (rotated) sec-
ond term in Eq.(24). As Hg = (v2/2)Y%(13 — MBdTS_IMBd)J}dT, cf. Eq.(11), for a Y¢ with
similar entries, two of the quark masses are seesaw suppressed, while one remains non-suppressed.
Similarly, when n = 1, one quark mass becomes seesaw suppressed and the other two do not.

In such cases, instead of Eq.(17), we can use the formulae derived in Refs. [31, 33] to find
benchmarks satisfying the current quark mixing picture. The exact parametrization involves solving

the first equation of (11) for 9. To that end, we first rewrite it as
-1 2 —
Ve 1v—2dedT Yoy mBdlgmipBl = (26)

If we split 2 = Q1 49 in terms of its real and imaginary parts, we can solve the real part of (26)

by
i _ {?}22 Re Hd] 1/2091—1/2 , (27)
where O is a real orthogonal matrix to be determined from the imaginary part of (26), i.e.,
07 20,072 = OT[Re Hy) /2 Im(Hy) [Re Ha] /20 (28)

By choosing an appropriate basis for €2, a parametrization can be found for n = 1[31] and n = 2 [33].

For the latter, additional parameters are necessary to describe MB? and M5B,

IV. NELSON-BARR SEESAW FOR THE DOWN-TYPE QUARKS

We now discuss in more detail the consequences of having three down-type VLQs participating
in the Nelson-Barr mechanism as introduced in Sec.III. We generate points by using Eq. (17) in

the basis where
MP = diagonal, Y?= OdLJA/d, (29)

where Oy, is a real orthogonal matrix, and V¢ is the diagonal matrix of singular values. In

the analyses that follow, we vary the diagonal entries of M?® in the range [10,10%] GeV and
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HQL € [1074, 27, where HZL are the three angles that parametrise Oq, = Og4, (HZL). The SM quark
masses and CKM matrix parameters are fixed to their best-fit values [44]. Furthermore, we take
into account bounds from VLQ searches [45] to filter out solutions with one or more VLQs lighter
than 1.3 TeV.

Let us first analyze our seesaw expansion matrix e in Eq. (16) which is the ratio between the
CP-conserving bare VLQ mass and the dominant CP-violating contribution. In the seesaw limit,
this matrix should be naturally small as it gives in Eq. (15) the suppression of v to generate the
SM down quark masses. Another expression of this feature can be seen in Eq. (18). To ensure that
the seesaw limit, see Eq. (13), is satisfied by all of our solutions, we select points for which all of
the singular values of MPB? are at least one order of magnitude larger than the singular values of
MPEB or, equivalently, all of the eigenvalues of VMBIMBAT are at least one order of magnitude
larger than those of VMBMBT. This suppression can be seen in Fig. 1 where we show the singular
values of Y% as a function of the singular values of €. In the plot, we denote as )\ZX each singular
value of the matrix X in increasing order. The filled and hollow symbols denote two sets of points:

Generic V¢ (filled): Y& e [1073,1];

. (30)

Hierarchical Y? (hollow): %yg € [0.75,1.25].
In the second case, the singular values 3}% follow the hierarchy of the SM Yukawas y; = (Y4, Us, Ub)
allowing for a variation of 25%. We can see in the figure in the generic % set that J? of the same
order requires hierarchical € to account for the hierarchy of the SM Yukawa Y®. On the other hand,
as Y becomes hierarchical, a less hierarchical € is necessary. In the extreme case of Y? following
the hierarchy of the SM Yukawa (hierarchical J¢ set), non-hierarchical values for ¢ are allowed.

We can now illustrate the behaviour of the Yukawa couplings Yzf , cf. Eq.(23), of the heavy
quark B,p to the SM Higgs and quark g¢;r. Instead of the individual couplings, we take the norm

of the couplings to each SM family:

(31)

In Fig. 2 we show this norm of Yukawas as a function of the norm of e~

le ] = \/trle-le11]. (32)

We can see that the rough hierarchy follows

VP [V Y8 ~ Vil = [Via| = [Vis] ~ 0.0036 : 0.04 : 1, (33)
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1 1l
- N W

-~
1l

FIG. 1: Singular values A\;X of X = V¢ as a function of singular values for X = e. The filled (hollow) points
denote the generic (hierarchical) Y? case described in Eq. (30). Diagonal lines represent \Y d)\g =y (no

sum), where y; are the SM Yukawa couplings.

analogous to the case of one or two VLQs [31, 33]. We also observe that generic V¢ has larger
Yukawas and larger |e~!| while the hierarchical }¢ case has smaller Yukawas and smaller |e~!|
in accordance to Eq.(23). For the former set, many points are excluded by the perturbativity

constraint |Y;?| < 47 which is shaded red.

103
10?
10!

v
-~
I}

10°
107!

>
~
1l
- N W

~
1l

1072

10—3 1 1 1

FIG. 2: The norms |Y;Z| of VLQ Yukawa couplings in Eq. (31) as a function of the norm of ¢! in Eq. (32).
The filled (hollow) points denote the generic (hierarchical) Y4 case described in Eq. (30). The red-shaded

region denotes the perturbativity exclusion |YiB | < d4m.

Finally, we show in Fig.3 the ratio of the heavy masses in Eq. (20) compared to their lightest

mass as a function of |¢!|. In accordance with Eq.(21), we see that larger |¢~!| tends to lead to

a larger hierarchy among the heavy quarks. For the hierarchical J’? set where the entries of € are
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all of the same order, the heavy masses are also non-hierarchical.

103k

QL
102k

h§ a=3
10'} Loa=2
100k

FIG. 3: The ratio M2 /MP of the heavy quarks as a function of the norm of e~! in Eq. (32).

V. NELSON-BARR SEESAW FOR THE UP-TYPE QUARKS

We now turn to the up-type quarks. Since the top Yukawa is already of order one, we aim to
provide an explanation for the observed hierarchy among up and charm quarks only. This can be
achieved by introducing two NB-VLQs. In this case, we cannot use Eq. (17) since it was derived
under the assumption that M7T% is invertible (it is a 2 x 3 matrix now)®>. We instead rely on a
parametrization devised in [31, 33], which takes the known up-type quark masses, CKM mixing and
the lightest VL(Q mass as inputs (among other non-physical variables). We fixed the SM quantities
to their best-fit values [44], the lightest VLQ mass to 1.3 TeV [20] while the other parameters were
varied in a broad range. Notice that V" is a derived quantity in this framework, cf. (27). In order
to consider the seesaw regime, we filtered the points for which the singular values of VMTupTut
are at least one order of magnitude larger than those of VMT MTT. Moreover, we also applied
a filter for perturbativity, allowing only points for which 5/;; < 4m. We should notice that, for 2
NB-VLQs, Eq. (16) is not defined, while e~ ! = MT I MTe s, Thus, to make contact with the
plots of the previous section, we will define \¢ as the inverse of the singular values of e~

In figure 4, we show the ratio among the two smallest singular values of Y* to the third, against
A. As the ratio Xﬁ’u / )\gu approaches the SM value (orange line), the singular values of € are at most

one order of magnitude apart. In this regime, the observed hierarchy among the first and second

5 For up-type quarks, instead of B and d, vector-like and standard quarks are denoted by T and u, respectively.
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FIG. 4: Singular values )\Zy “ as a function of singular values A{. The hollow points comply with A{/A§ > 0.5.
The orange (blue) line corresponds to the ratio between the up (charm) Yukawa to the top Yukawa, in the

SM.

family masses comes from the hierarchical structure of Y*. On the other hand, as the singular
values of e differ by roughly 3 orders of magnitude (which is the observed hierarchy among the
first and second up-quark family in the SM), the ratios )\leu I )\gu / )\gu approach similar values.
More precisely, they are close to the blue line, which represents the ratio m./m;. In this case, the
observed hierarchy among up and charm quark masses resides in €. In the figure, the hollow points

comply with A{/A§ > 0.5.

103 3 3
102
10!

-~
1l

10°

|¥/|

107!

>
-~
1
- N W

~
1

1072

1073 3

|

FIG. 5: The norms |Y;7| of VLQ Yukawa couplings in Eq. (31) as a function of the norm of ¢! in Eq. (32).

The red-shaded region denotes the perturbativity exclusion |Y;'| < 4.

In figure 5, we show how the norm |Y/T] (i = 1,2, 3) varies in terms of the norm of ¢!, while

in figure 6 we illustrate the dependence of the ratio between the two VL(Q masses in the same
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quantity. For comparison against the plots of the previous section, we added points that violate
perturbativity in these figures. We notice that, for [e~!| > 2 x 10%, all green points are excluded
setting an upper bound on this quantity. Since the hollow points comply with A{/A§ > 0.5, we see
that if the hierarchy between the first and second up-quarks family resides in Y%, the norm of e~

attains its lowest values. Similar patterns occur in the case of 3 VLQs.

—

N
P T T TR Y T IR YT Y TTS T TTRT TSy
R PP P T P P s ppr gy |

10! 102 103 104 10°

™l

FIG. 6: The ratio M] /M{ of the heavy quarks as a function of the norm of ¢! in Eq. (32).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Although the SM is very successful in explaining a plethora of phenomena, there are still some
puzzling issues, such as the strong CP problem and the observed fermion mass hierarchies, to
cite a few. In this work, seeking a common solution to these problems, we have identified and
investigated the “seesaw limit” of the Nelson-Barr mechanism. We have studied in detail how the
introduction of three heavy VLQs, that mix with the Standard Model fields, can provide a natural
mechanism to suppress the SM down quark masses in relation to the EW scale. In particular, we
have seen that the source of CP violation in the quark sector, i.e., the SM-VLQ-mixing term M B¢
in Egs. (2) and (3), is also behind the seesaw suppression of light quark masses. Since these VLQs
are connected to the Nelson-Barr mechanism, not only the strong CP problem can be addressed,
but also the couplings between them and the standard quarks are typically hierarchical. This in
turn allows our model to naturally evade strong bounds from flavour observables coming from first
and second quark families. We have also shown in a similar model with two up-type VLQs that the
hierarchy among the SM up quarks can be partly explained by the hierarchy of the small seesaw

parameters.
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