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We propose a strategy to compute the CKM matrix based on the conjecture, recently put forward
in the literature, according to which elementary particle masses are not generated like in the standard
Higgs scenario, but emerge from a non-perturbative mechanism triggered by the presence in the
fundamental Lagrangian of “irrelevant” chiral breaking operators of the Wilson type of dimension
d > 6 scaled by d — 4 powers of the UV cutoff. Non-perturbatively generated quark masses have the
form mq ~ Cy(a)Arar where Argr is the RGI scale of the theory and Cy(«) is a function of the gauge
couplings. For the (elementary) fermion ¢ the Cy(«) leading behaviour is Cy(a) = O(al*(da=9/2),
The dependence of the gauge coupling power behaviour from the dimension d; of the Wilson-like
operators associated with the fermion g can be exploited to construct hierarchically organized up
and down “proto-mass matrices” for “proto-flavours”, the diagonalization of which yields flavoured

quarks with definite masses and a first principle construction of the CKM matrix.

INTRODUCTION

Based on the results of [1], where it is shown that in
certain strongly interacting gauge theories the mass of
the fundamental fermion can be non-perturbatively (NP-
ly) generated without any Higgs mechanism in place,
in ref. [2] (see also |3, 4]) the construction of realistic
beyond-the-Standard-Model models (bSMm’s) the low
energy limit of which is the SM, was developed.

In this NP scenario elementary particle masses will be
proportional to the RGI scale of the theory, Argr (and
not to the vev of the Higgs field) times coefficient func-
tions depending on the gauge couplings.

The distinctive feature of these unconventional mod-
els is that chiral symmetry is broken at the UV scale
by “irrelevant” gauge invariant d > 6 operators of the
Wilson type [. In the Wigner phase of the theory, how-
ever, chiral symmetry can be recovered at low energy
by the “natural” |5] tuning of certain Lagrangian pa-
rameters. In the Nambu-Goldstone phase at this critical
point, dynamical mass terms for elementary particles can
be shown to be NP-ly generated [, 2]. They appear as
a kind of NP anomalies preventing full recovery of chiral
symmetry and emerge from a delicate interplay between

1 By this we mean operators of dimension larger than 4, scaled by
powers of the UV cutoff (like in the case of the Wilson term in
lattice QCD) and not by some external mass scale.

UV loop behaviour and IR features originating from the
spontaneous breaking of the (recovered) chiral symmetry.
Models of this kind have a number of interesting features
which we list here for completeness [, 12, 6].

1) There is no problem with the tuning of the Higgs
mass as there is no Higgs boson.

2) At the critical point where chirality is recovered, the
theory does not suffer from a strong CP problem.

3) To get the correct order of magnitude of the top
quark mass we are led to conjecture the existence of a new
sector of strongly interacting particles (Tera-particles [7])
gauge invariantly coupled to standard matter, living at
the TeV scale. The electroweak (EW) scale is interpreted
as the RGI scale of the new Tera interaction.

4) The masses of the elementary particles are no longer
free parameters, but are determined by the NP dynamics
of the theory.

5) The low energy Lagrangian of the model, obtained
after integrating out the particles of the heavy Tera sec-
tor, looks like the SM.

6) The full theory, including SM degrees of freedom
and the particles of the new sector, displays unification
of gauge couplings.

Taking inspiration from this unconventional theoreti-
cal framework, in the present note we propose a scheme
that allows a physically motivated understanding of the
structure of the CKM matrix |§, 9] and gives some clue
about the origin of the notion of flavor.

From a different vantage point, interesting models giv-
ing hints on the nature of flavour and the pattern of
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the CKM matrix have been recently proposed and con-
structed in refs. [10, [11].

Technically the present approach is based on exploit-
ing the liberty that one has in the kind of bSMm’s devel-
oped in refs. [1, 2] to adjust the dimension of the quark
Wilson-like operators so as to match the order of magni-
tude of the various quark mass terms. It can be proved,
in fact, that the larger is the dimension of the Wilson-
like operator associated with a fermion, the higher will
be the power of the gauge coupling in front of its NP
self-energy diagrams, hence generically the smaller the
magnitude of the correspondingly generated mass term.
In this way, Wilson-like operators with larger and larger
dimension (6 is the minimal allowed value of the dimen-
sion of such operators) generate smaller and smaller mass
terms. Naturally, in the presence of an entangled net-
work of Wilson-like operators mixing will be a key issue
to identify the physical quark states with definite mass
and hence flavour. Solving this mixing will be the main

|

topic of the next section.
Mz = ( ) , Moy = (

The first term in eq. (@) comes from Wilson-like operators
of d = 6. According to the analysis developed in refs. [,
2], it will have the gauge coupling scaling behaviour

— =
— =
— =

Oy (as,ay;yqn) = O (@)Arar, O (a) =0(a®), (3)
where o can be either o or ary and y, is the hypercharge
of the “proto-quark” ¢*. At this stage, we do not commit
ourselves to any special value of the gauge couplings.
The first matrix in M* comes from maximally “proto-
flavour” violating d = 6 Wilson-like operators. If we
would limit to these operators, the diagonalization of

M would give one “flavour” eigenstate with eigenvalue

3053) and two degenerate ones with vanishing eigen-
value. However, it is clear that we can continue by in-
troducing Wilson-like operators of d = 8 and d = 10
leading to higher orders proto-flavour contributions so
as to give hierarchically ordered, non-vanishing and non-
degenerate masses to the next two flavour eigenvectors.
In summary the basic up quark mass matrix, before di-
agonalization, will have the form displayed in () with

Céi) given by eq. (@) and, according to the scaling rule
C(a) = O(a'H=9/2) 2]

CP(a)Arar, CP(a) =
CP(a)Arar, CP(a) =

ch )(OéS,OéY, )
1
ch )(OéS,OéY, )

2 Formally this construction can be easily extended to any number
of flavours, although eventually asymptotic freedom will be lost.

A STRATEGY FOR THE CALCULATION OF
THE CKM MATRIX

The main idea behind the construction of the CKM
matrix we are going to present is the assumption that
at the fundamental level there exist “proto-quarks” for
which Wilson-like terms are hierarchically “proto-flavour
blind”. To precisely see what we mean by this, let us start
discussing the case of the up quarks. The discussion for
the down quarks will be totally analogous. In this note
we neglect C'P violation effects.

We will assume that the mass matrix of the up quarks
generated by the Wilson-like operators in the fundamen-
tal Lagrangian through the NP mechanism described
in {1, 2] has the expression [

M" = Céi)./\/lgj + CSE)MQI + Oéi)/\/lu (1)

where M3sy, Moy and My are matrices of the form

) o)

in correspondence to Wilson-like operators of d = 8 and
d = 10, respectively.

Diagonalization of the M™ matrix identifies the up
quark flavour states with definite mass. In the next
subsection we will give the explicit expression of the
matrix V* that diagonalizes M" and of the eigenval-
ues A!,¢ = 1,2,3, which will represent the masses of
the up quarks with definite flavour. Naturally, we will
call top the eigenstate corresponding to the largest eigen-
value, charm the eigenstate corresponding to the second
largest and up the eigenstate corresponding to the small-
est eigenvalue.

Similarly to what we did for M™ we write for M¢

]
=)
o OO
o OO
— o O

d— C’ég)./\/lgz + Céi)Mﬂ + Céi)Mll ) (6)

where we assume for the C’(?,i = 1,2, 3 coefficients the
gauge coupling scaling behaviour

C’éi)(aa Y Yga) = Cég) (a)Arecr, C;s)(a) =0(%), (7)
O (s, aviyga) = CP (@)Arar, CF (@) =0(a*), (8)
C1Y (as, aviy,0) = CSY (@) Arar, €5 (a) =0(a”).  (9)

Comparing egs. @), @) and (&) with egs. (@), () and (@),

respectively, we see that the gauge coupling scaling power
of the down coefficients, Cd ;i =1,2,3, is larger by one
unit with respect to that of the correspondmg up coef-
ficients, Cg),i = 1,2,3. Admittedly, this is an ad hoc
assumption that we introduce to deal with the fact that



generically down quarks are lighter than up quarks. In
summary at the Lagrangian level this means that the
Wilson-like terms associated with the up quarks will be
d =6, d =8, and d = 10 operators, while those associ-
ated with down quarks will be d =8, d = 10, and d = 12

operators. .
p The mass matrices

Introducing for up and down sectors the definitions

(2) 1)
u, _ Cqu,d u,d _ Cqu,d (10)
Pz =@ 0 P13 =50
C u,d u,d
q q
with pi’ = O(a) and p¥? = O(a?), we can write the
matrices M* and M? in the compact and convenient form
1 1 1
Mt =W 1 14t 1+ (11)
11+ p53" 1+ phs’ + piy’

The CKM matrix

We now proceed to the explicit diagonalization of the
matrices M* and M? We call [Xj AR = 1,2, 3]
(eventually identified with w, ¢, t) and [Xf,)\d, f=1,23]
(eventually identified with d, s,b) the eigenvectors and
the eigenvalues of the matrices M* and M¢?, respectively.
We recall that, since M* and M¢ are hermitian matri-
ces, they have real eigenvalues (we neglect CP violation
effects) and orthogonal eigenvectors. From the knowl-
edge of the eigenvectors one can construct the unitary
matrices V* and V¢ which allow us to write

u VU)\uvuT , d — VdAdvdT , (12)

and finally compute the CKM matrix from [12]

Vorum = V4ve, (13)

Eigenvectors and eigenvalues

The exact algebraic expressions of the eigenvalues and
eigenvectors of M % and M? are quite involved, but can be

worked out. Making explicit the gauge coupling scaling
behaviour suggested by the eqs. (I0) and defining

w,d u,d u,d 2 u,d
P23 = QTy3 5 P13 = XT3, (14)
with r5% and 5% O(1) coefficients, it is instructive to

expand the exact results perturbatively in a. Making
use of the scaling ([4)), for the M*? matrices eigenvalues
one finds the expansions

AP = _O(S)d T3 ¢+ 0(a”) (15)

2

u, 3 2a u, o 16 u, 5
Aa 4= C;u),d [ 3 23d - F( 9 (7’23d)2—7'13d) +O(a

u 4 u 8 u u 5
M= O 8+ '+ S (9(7«2;)%7«1;) +0(a®) (17)

Observing that the eigenvalue are hierarchically ordered
in «, we are in a natural way lead to the identifications

Y =0(at) = my, M=0(?) = m.
Y =0(a?) = my, (18)

M =0(®) = mg, M =0(*) = m,
M =0(%) = my. (19)

Recalling the gauge coupling scaling behaviours (B)—(&)
and ([@)—(@), one gets the expansions

mu = 20 +0(0”) = 202ty + 0(e”) (20)
me = 208 +0(a") = 20 p3s + O(a) 2)
me = 3C +0(a?) (22)
ma =50 +0(a®) = 2 0Dpt, + 0(a?) (23)
ms = 2% +0(a%) = 2019 py + 0(a) (24)
my = 30 +0(a*) (25)

In ref. [2] it is shown that the mass formulae (22])
and (28) provide rather good estimates of the top and
bottom quark mass in units of My .

Neglecting O(a?) terms, one finds for the normalized
eigenvectors

2 2 o (16,4 _ 1.2 3.2
G o —2— gary + @(7723_57237134‘1_67”13)
1 223 2 1 T
Vi = — _amn3 _ a Vo — — |1— 3 a” (4,4 1.2 _ 15,2
X1 \/§ 1 1o 39 T2% X2 \/6 1 o3 (97'23+ 47‘13)"‘ ng (81 T3 9’]"237'13 327'13) 4+ ... (26)
_ars _ Ta’ris o (4,2 _ 3 o? 4.4 1.2 9 .2
=90~ = T3, 1_E(§T23_4’”13)4‘@(8_17”23_57"237”13“‘3_27”13)
[
4 204 .2 1 . . .
1 1 — Garys +a?(g7ra3 — 5713) These equations express the physical quark flavour eigen-
> 2 2(8,.2 1
X3:_3 L+ §are —a(ggryz +57m13) [ +... (27)
2 8 .2 2
1+§a7“23—oe (57793 — §713)



states in the proto-flavour basis. Up and down eigen-
states are obtained from the general formulae 26])—(27)
with the replacements roz — 755,713 — 7} and 723 —
194,113 — 15, respectively, leading to the identifications

X1 = Xup - X2 = Xcharm, X3 = Xtop (28)

)Zld - )Zdownv fgd - )Zstrange 5 )Z?,d - )Zbottom (29)
In terms of these normalized eigenstates one can now
construct the diagonalizing unitary matrices, V* and V<.

They are given by the formulae
V= (%UP \l/ )Zcharm l« )Ztop l,) (30)

Vd = ()Zdown ~|/ )Zstr-ange ~|/ Ybottom l«) (31)
The CKM matrix is defined by the relation

Vud Vus Vub
Verm =VVE = | Vg Vs Vi (32)
Via Vis Vi

Expanding in o up to o terms included, one explicitly obtains

2 u ,.d d u \2
3a” (r33ris—risris)
Vg = 1- 2% 123713~ Ta3T13)”

= +.. (33)
32 (r83755)?

d u .d \2
rigr Ty 7‘ « 13T To3T
Vus — Oé\/g 137237723 13+ \/_( 13 23) ( 23 13)

+...
47"237“23 (7"337"23)
(34)
% __a27“337"(1i3—7"(2137“7f3 (35)
v 3v/6 14,
Vd:a\/gr%’"% T23T13+05 V3 (r¥sris)? (7“337“?3)2+
4733735 8 (rs7ss)?
(36)
302 (r¥rds—rdari)? 4o
Voo =15 CRo ). S () 7
23723
d u d \2 u 2
T23—T23 2 (r%s) _(7“23) o d u
Ve = 36 —8a +—(ri3—713)+...
b 81\/5 81\/5 9 (ri3—71s)
) (39)
th:azngﬁa—TgaTi% . (39)
3vV6 1,
d u N2 d \2 2
T33—T53 2 (133)”"—(r323) Oy d
Vis = 36 —8a +—(ri3—7i3)+...
ts 81\/5 81\/5 9 ( 13 13)
(40)
u _ .d \2
Vi, = 1—4a2(’"238%3)+... (41)

The elements of the matrix ([B2) show an interesting
hierarchical behaviour that matches the general struc-
ture of the experimental expression of the CMK matrix,
VER L 112] (see the numbers reported in square paren-
theses in eq. (B0)).

We list here some of the features of our theoretical
CKM matrix that are amazingly in agreement with the
numerical pattern of V532,

1) First of all, the overall hierarchical arrangement of
the matrix elements of V532, is nicely captured by the a
dependence of the matrix elements from B3] to {I)). In

fact, one can check that the further away we move from
the diagonal the smaller is the size (of the modulus) of the
corresponding matrix elements. This is in line with the
pattern provided by the Wolfenstein parametrization |13]
with the identification Ao = O(w).

2) Up to O(a?) included one gets the two relations

‘/ts = —Vep + O(as) ) Vus = _chd + O(a3) (42)

which are rather well satisfied by the V57F,, entries.
3) With an eye to the Cabibbo angle definition [§],

from

a\/g u d

Vea = r(Tstllis r3sriz) + O(a?) (43)
23723
we get
\/ 1_V2d =1- EL(T%T% 7“23713) + O(a )
¢ 2 16(7“‘213@‘3)2
= Vya + O(c?) (44)

in line with the identifications V.4 = sinf,. + O(a?) and
Vua + O(a?) = cos 6. + O(a?). This is of no
surprise as our CKM matrix is unitary.
4) Relations like in 2) and 3) hold also among Vs, Vi
and V., to the first non-trivial order in «.
5) By inspection we find the “sum rule”

4
Vip=1-— ga2(7°23 7’23) +O(a )

Ves) + O(a4)

(45)
=1—(Vua—

which is surprisingly well fulfilled by data.

A BIT OF PHENOMENOLOGY

We now want to analyze the numerical implications of
the expressions we obtained in the previous section for
quark masses (egs. ([0)-(T0)) and CKM matrix elements
(cqs. (@3)-[E)).

This can be done in two ways. The first is to
fit the four parameters pY, p4, pds, pds against the
experimental values of the four quark mass ratios
Me/ My, Mt/ Me, ms /Mg, mp/ms and the entries of the
CKM matrix without expanding in «.

The second consists in solving the equations for the
four quark mass ratios Y /A%, A% /A%, AS /A, A4 /AE in fa-
vor of the four parameters pfs, p3s, p‘fg, pgg and then plug-
ging the latter back into the expressions ([B3)-(@I) of the
CKM entries.

Fitting quark mass ratios and CKM matrix elements

In order to determine the best fit values of the four p
parameters, we choose to minimize the target function.



u u 2 d 2
|Vis| 2 [Vis| 2 |Vid| 2 AS My, 2 Ay me 2 2 my A M
Fpip o= 1— 1 AL 1 1V 1-22 128 e 1-22 -2 46
Fit ( \%ved + |V * e + AY me + AY my * A4 mg + A my, (46)

where (masses are expressed in MeV and are all taken at
the same renormalization point)

[Verp| o~ 0.2264,  |VS™P| ~0.0398, |V,57| ~ 0.0085
me =127 x10%, my =170 x 10°
ms =95, mp=43x 103 (47)

My =3,

mq = 4.8,

We find convenient to carry out the minimization proce-
dure with respect to pa’ and p%? = ps?/pst. At the
minimum we have the following results:

1) for the target function Fry = 0.78,
2) for the values of the fitting parameters

pla = 0.003, phs = 0.034, pfy =0.443, p3s = 0.150, (48)
with fit errors

Apty=0.002, Aps;=0.018, Apf, =0.22, Apss =0.09,(49)

3) for the entries of the CKM matrix

0.9738 [0.97401 4+ 0.00011],4 —0.2361 [0.22636 £ 0.00048]..s —0.0020 [0.00361 + 0.0001] s

vl itleap] _

Jutlerel — 10,2360 [0.22650 =+ 0.00048].q

0.0090 [0.00854 + 0.0002]:q

where to allow for an easy comparison with the data, we give
in square parentheses the experimental values of the CKM
entries with their errors [12],

4) for the quark mass ratios

me AL my A§’
— =— ~ 136 [133], =—= ~ 301[45] (51
me it A¥ lfat [133] me it A gt [45] (51)
Me Ay ms g

== ~ 438 [423], == ~4120 52
Mo lpit AV L pit [423] malrit A lgit [20] (52)

with the experimental values of the quark mass ratios re-
ported in square parentheses next to the fitted numbers.
The propagated fit errors on Vg;;g\ifp I and quark mass ratios

are quite large, of the order of 50%.

Observations

The whole procedure and the fit results require a few com-
ments.

1) As one can see from eqs. ([I5)- (), the coefficients p and
hence the entries of the whole chzM matrix can be expressed
in terms of the quark mass ratios. This important observa-
tion shows that the elements of the CKM matrix are RGI
quantities because in mass ratios the QCD running factors
cancel.

2) Since everything is a function of the p parameters (see
eq. (), in view of the scaling with the gauge coupling ex-
pressed by the eqs. ([I4]), the quantities expected to be O(1)
are the coefficients r |2]. To get an estimate of the fitted
r values, we rely on the fact that they are RGI quantities.
We can thus compute them at any scale. Since, as shown in
ref. 6], in the kind of bSMm’s we are interested in here gauge
couplings show unification, we decide to take a = acgur.
At the unification scale one finds agur ~ 1/28 (see fig. 6
of [6]). According to the scaling laws ([I4), from the fitted
numbers ([@8) we obtain the somewhat more “natural” set of
O(1) values riy ~ 0.003 x 28 = 0.084 , 733 ~ 0.034 x 28 = 0.95
and 7y ~ 0.443 x 28 = 12.4, rg; ~ 0.150 x 28 = 4.2.

0.9730 [0.97320 £ 0.00011].s —0.0408 [0.04053 + 0.0007] s , (50)
0.0397 [0.03978 £ 0.0007]:s

0.9992 [0.999172 + 0.000024]

3) As for the quality of the fit, we observe that the elements
of the CKM matrix VCfZM are all in good agreement with the
numbers in V57, (see eq. (B0)). Looking at eqgs. (GI)-(G2)
we see that this is also true for A3 /AY ~ mc/mu, A5/Ag ~
m¢/me and PV / 2~ my /ms. Unfortunately, an inconsistent
prediction is instead obtained for )\g/)\‘f ~ ms/mgq. One finds
)\g/)\‘f ~ 4 rather than the physical value ~ 20. In general, it
looks that the down ratios are less well reproduced by the fit
than the up ratios.

Solving for quark mass ratios

To get some feeling about the previous findings and in
particular about the difference between the fitted number of
A4 /)¢ and the physical value of ms/mg we can offer the fol-
lowing argument.

With the identifications entailed by the eqs. (I8) and ([9)
we can solve the four equations for the mass ratios that can
be obtained from eqs. (IH)- (1) in favour of four independent
p parameters and then plug these values back into our expres-
sions [@B3)- I) of the CKM matrix elements. For an easier
understanding of the situation, it is convenient to expand our
formulae taking into account the scaling (I4]), or equivalently
the fact that the p parameters [@J)) are all <« 1.

Identifying at leading order the quantities A¥, A\%,i = 1,2,3
with the up and down quark masses, we get the relations

p_i;s:(;m{gﬂ}l oAme gy
PY3 me 2 my 3 Me
d -1

9 ms 4
—p(113: —md |:—m:| .:—md+... (54)
P33 my | 2 my 3 ms

With the help of egs. 20)-(25) and the relations (G3)-(G4)
we can express the CKM entries [B3)—(#I) in terms of quark



mass ratios, obtaining

1m2 1 m, Mu
V., = V6 <m_m> L (56)
3 me MM
1 mgqg My ms
= —= - . b= V2
Ved \/§<ms mc)—!— Vey \/_mb—|— (57)

Voo =1t (ma) o (mey (58)
cs — 6 ms mb e

Vie=—v2 224 (59)
m

Vip = 1——24... (60)

where dots are higher order terms in the counting (I8)-(I9).

Egs. (B3)—(60) are the expansions of the exact expression
of the CKM entries (33)-I]), showing that that sinus of the
Cabibbo angle is « mgq/ms. Naturally, inserting the fitted
numbers (5I))-(GE2)returns the matrix (G0).

Unfortunately, there is a clash between the fitted and the
physical value of the ratio mgq/ms which is very small and
would yield

lmd

ﬁms

a number for the sinus of the Cabibbo angle smaller by a
factor 6 + 7 compared to experiments.

Despite this disturbing numerical issue, we wish to stress
a further nice feature of our CKM matrix construction. As
we also see from the egs. (B5)—(60]), in the present scheme the
entries of the CKM matrix can be expressed in terms of quark
mass ratios without any need to know the coefficients C;Z)W
i=1,2,3, which depend on the detailed form of the d > 6
Wilson-like operators in the fundamental Lagrangian.

‘/;d ~ —Vus ~

~0.03, (61)

CONCLUSIONS

Dwelling on the results of refs. [1, 2], we have proposed
a theoretical scenario that allows a physically motivated un-
derstanding of the structure of the CKM matrix [12]. The
approach also provides some clue about the origin of flavour.
We find that, although the fitted value of mgq/ms is in dis-
agreement with data (it comes out too large), the numerical

estimate of the entries of the CKM matrix and the three other
quark mass ratios match rather well their experimental val-
ues.

A possible way to reconcile the fitted value of mg/ms with
phenomenology could be to invoke EW corrections. Although
radiative corrections to the form of the mass matrices (1) do
not affect the leading expressions of the quark masses 2], they
may induce higher order deformations of the “rigid” structure
of M™?, possibly mitigating the problem.

In conclusion, the overall structure of the CKM matrix and
the relations from ([@2) to ([@3) we have derived, are robust
post-dictions weakly depending on the value of a and the de-
tailed expression of the d > 6 Wilson-like operators that trig-
ger the mechanism of the NP generation of quark masses |1, 2].
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