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Abstract: Arguments coming from Quantum Field Theory are supplentewi¢gh a 1-loop perturbative
calculation to settle the non-unitarity of mixing matridaging renormalized mass eigenstates to bare
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terms and counterterms in the renormalized Lagrang@n(2); gauge invariance constrains the mixing
matrix in charged currents of renormalized mass stategxample the Cabibbo matrix, to stay unitary.
Leaving asideC P violation, we observe that the mixing angles exhibit, witkkperimental uncertainty,

a very simple breaking pattern 6fU(2), horizontal symmetry linked to the algebra of weak neutral
currents, the origin of which presumably lies beyond then@ad Model. It concerns: on one hand,
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1 Introduction

In the Standard Model of electroweak interactians [1], arsality (we think in particular of gauge neutral
currents) is very well verified for mass states, which aretteerved and propagating states; non-diagonal
transitions (for examplé «+> s transitions — see Fig.1 —) as well as non-diagonal neutraéots and small
violations of universality are generated at 1-loop by chdrgreak currents and the Cabibbo mixing. This
empirical fact is consistent with the gauge Lagrangian featral currents being controlled, in mass
space, by the unit matrix (this will be justified later on marecise grounds). This work, motivated
by results of([[2] and [3], which are summarized below, restghe fact that, in Quantum Field Theory
(QFT) of non-degenerate coupled systems like fermionsuttiematrix controlling neutral currents in
mass space does not translateriori unchanged when one goes from mass states to flavor states. We
show that neutral gauge currents exhibit, in bare flavorespaeculiar and regular structures related to
flavor transformations and symmetries.

We have shown iri]2] that, in QFT, mixing matrices linking &&lavor to renormalized mass eigenstates
for non-degenerate coupled systems should never be paizgdets unitary. Indeed, assuming that
the renormalized¢® dependent, effective) quadratic Lagrangian is hermitiaang ¢2, different mass
eigenstates, which correspond to different valueg®ofpoles of the renormalized propagator), belong
in general to different orthonormal ba@g; this is the main property pervading the present work. We
recover this result in sectidn 2 from perturbative argumghtrough the introduction of counterterms (that
we shall call hereafter Shabalin’s counterterms) cangelih1-loop, on mass-shell« s transitions and
equivalent[[4].

Assuming, for mass states, universality of diagonal néguerents and absence of their non-diagonal
counterparts, these two properties can only be achieveblai@ flavor states in two cadés“Cabibbo-
like” mixing angles (the standard case), and a set of dis@elutions, unnoticed in the customary ap-
proach, including in particular the so-called maximal miir/4 4+ kx /2. While, for any of these, one
recovers a unitary mixing matrix, the very small departuoa unitarity expected because of mass split-
tings manifests itself as tiny violations of the two pre\daronditions in the bare mass basis: universality
gets slightly violated and flavor changing neutral curréRGSNC’s) arise. We empirically found[3] that
these violations obey a very precise pattern: in the neididmm of a Cabibbo-like solution, they become
of equal strength for a mixing angle extremely close to itasueed value

tan(260,) = % 1)
This success was a encouragement to go further in this idinedfVe present below the outcome of our
investigation in the case of three generations of fermidihe resulting intricate system of trigonometric
equations has been analytically solved by successive sippations, starting from configurations in
which 613 is vanishing. We will see that this approximation, obviguskpired by the patterns of mixing
angles determined from experimental measurements, tuitrte e a very good one. Indeed, we show,
without exhibiting all the solutions of our equations, ttieg presently observed patterns of quarks as well
as of neutrinos, do fulfill our criterion with a precision dieathan experimental uncertainty.. While the
three angles of the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) smiuare “Cabibbo-like”, the neutrino-like
solution

tan(2912) = 2 & 0o ~ 31.7°,
T
thy = n
015 = +5.71073 orf3 = +0.2717 (2)

!Since, at anygiven¢?, the set of eigenstates of the renormalized quadratic baima form an orthonormal basis, the
mixing matrix with all its elements evaluated at thfsis unitary and the unitarity of the theory is never jeopaediz

23pecial cases can occur, in which two coupled states witardiit masses can be orthogonal: this would be the case of
neutral kaons in a world where they are stable and wiieResymmetry is not violated; the mass eigenstates are then the
orthogonalK? and K9 mesons[[5].

3For two generations, one is led to introduce two mixing amgeparametrize eachx 2 non-unitary mixing matrix.



is of a mixed type, wheréyz is maximal whilef;; and6d,3 are Cabibbo-like.

Two significant features in these results must be stressest, fhe values for the third neutrino mixing
anglef;3 given in [2) are the only ones which lie within present (Igosegperimental bounds; only two
solutions satisfy this constraint: a very small valug ~ V,,;, ~ a few 103, and a rather “large” one,
at the opposite side of the allowed range (it actually lieghdly beyond present experimental upper
limit). Secondly, our procedure yields in an exact, thouglitegsimple way, the well-known “quark-
lepton complementarity relation”|[6] for 1-2 mixing:

T
012+ 0. = T (3

wheref,, is the leptonic angle, ardj. the Cabibbo angle for quarks.

The phenomenological results that we obtain for the miximgles only depend on the empirical pattern
of neutral currents that we uncover in bare flavor space, andmthe size of the parameter characterizing
the departure of the mixing matrix from unitarityg(, in practice, the value of the counterterrns [4]).

The latter, that need to be introduced to cancel unwanteddragonal transitions and to restore the
standard CKM phenomenologyl [7], modify kinetic and masmieof fermions. It turns out that the di-
agonalization of the new quadratic Lagrangian (kinetic ssn@rms) obtained from the classical one by
their adjunction requires non-unitary mixing matricesitmto the ones used in[[2][3] to connect renor-
malized mass eigenstates to bare flavor eigenstates. Theedife with respect to unitary matrices is
proportional to Shabalin’s kinetic counterterms, andstldepends on wave function renormalization(s).
Nevertheless, we show, and thé/(2);, gauge symmetry plays a crucial role for this, that the mixing
matrix occurring in charged currents of renormalized m#ses, for example the Cabibbo matrix, stays
unitary. In this (non-orthonormal) basis, t§é/(2);, gauge algebra closes on the unit matrix which con-
trols neutral currents (like it did in the orthonormal basfi®are mass eigenstates). Mixing angles simply
undergo a renormalization depending on kinetic countaderBy introducing a non-unitary renormal-
ization of flavor states, one can also make unitary the mixiagrices which connect, in each sector,
the renormalized flavor states to renormalized mass stitedprmer do not form either, however, an
orthonormal basis.

The above results have been obtained, so far, without ctiondo horizontal symmetries; they only rely
on the generalization to three generations of the empipicgerty concerning gauge neutral currents in
flavor space, that we uncovered lin [2][3] for two generatiohguarks. This constitutes a departure from
customary approaches, which rather try to induce some fgpémim for mass matrices from suitably
guessed horizontal symmetriés [8]. So, the last part ofvtioik starts spanning a bridge between gauge
currents and mass matrices, investigate which role is ealintplayed by flavor symmetries, and how
they are realized in nature. For the sake of simplicity, wehde in the case of two generations only.
A natural horizontal group arises, which$%/(2); x U(1); (or U(2)y); the expressions of non-trivial
parts of gauge neutral currents and of the fermion mass xr#tt we suppose to be real symmetric)
respectively involve th&U (2) r(6) generatorsy.(0) and7,.(6). Itis a rotated version of the most trivial
one (the generators of which are the Pauli matrices); ientation depends on the mixing anglelt is
unbroken in the case of mass degeneracy (and the mixing antflen arbitrary); mass splittings alter
this situation, and one can then find two subgroups leaviagedively invariant the gauge Lagrangian
of neutral currents, or the fermionic mass terms (but ndb}od#lixing angles, associated, as we saw, to
specific departure from unity of the matrix controlling nalitcurrents in flavor space, are accordingly
also related to a specific pattern of theakingof this SU(2) M. We show that 2-dimensional flavor
rotations, which are the transformations generated by @hadependent) generatdr,, continuously
transform gauge neutral currents into the mass matrix.

Since introducing a unigue constant mass matrix is knowretprbblematic in QFT when dealing with
coupled systems [10], we then establish, throughtfiie).,,, Ward identity, a connection between the
photon-fermion-antifermion vertex and the fermionic saiergy. The same matrix as for other gauge

“That the breaking pattern of some underlying symmetry étehitpecific structures is not new since this kind of consider
tion is at the origin of mass relations among mesons or barjoGell-Mann’s flavorSU (3) (see for example [9] p.285).



neutral currents controls, inside the electromagneticeniy the violation of universality and FCNC'’s
which occur in bare flavor space. Imposing that both sidebe¥¥ard Identity are invariant by the flavor
transformation that leaves the vertex invariant set cairtgs on the self-energy that we propose instead
of “textures” because they stay, unlike the latter, invariay flavor rotations.

Another important aspect of unitary flavor transformatiemthat, though they may not be symmetries
of the theory (in the sense that its Lagrangian is not inmdyjahey should not change the “physics”,
in particular the Cabibbo angle occurring in charged gaugeents. We show that it is indeed the case,
including its renormalization through the countertermSiébalin. Among these unitary transformations,
flavor rotations turn out again to be of special interest. [é/thiey do not alter the breaking pattern (flavor
group structure) of neutral currents in each sector ) and (d, s)), it is in general not the case for
charged currents unless the rotations in the two sectorslanéical. When it is so, only one of the two
mixing angles (the one ofu, ¢) or the one of(d, s)) can be turned to zero, such that the one in the
other sector becomes, as commonly assumed, equal to thbb@admgle. Flavor rotations appear as
a very mildly broken symmetry of the Standard Model, in thesgethat they only alter the Lagrangian
through unphysical phase shifts and do not modify the “gig/githe Cabibbo mixing angle or its leptonic
equivalent, masses...).

The paper ends with various remarks and questions. Coropaw#th previous works is also done.
The important issue of the alignment of mass and flavor siatewestigated; that it can only occur
in one of the two sectors is put in connection with the groupcstire of gauge charged currents; the
empirical properties of mixing angles that have been uneal/énside neutral currents then naturally
translate to the physical angles observed in the formerottiniately, we have in particular not been able
to put the apparent quantization on the: of twice the mixing angles as/2,n € Z in relation with
the SU(2); x U(1) flavor group of symmetry that underlies electroweak phygicswo flavors. The
connection of thean of the Cabibbo angle with the Golden ratid [3][11] stays a tegsthe realm of
which probably lies beyond the Standard Model.

2 Perturbative considerations

In this section, we show how 1-loop counterterms introdumg&habalinl[4] in order to cancel on mass-
shell non-diagonal transitions between quark mass eigssentail, that mixing matrices linking (or-
thonormal) bare flavor states to renormalized mass stagem gieneral non-unitary. This result is ob-
tained by diagonalizing the whole quadratic (kinetic + massormalized Lagrangian + counterterms.
Kinetic counterterms (wave function renormalization) sinewn to drive this non-unitarity. Accordingly,
renormalized mass states do not form an orthonormal basdefaonstrated in sectibh 3 from basic QFT
argumentation). Neutral currents being controlled inlfdzdre and renormalized) mass space, by the unit
matrix (which we demonstrate), we exhibit the non-unit matrhich controls them, at 1-loop, in bare
flavor space. We also show, by explicit calculations in theeaaf two generations, howU (2) 1, gauge
invariance preserves the unitarity of the Cabibbo matroccurring in charged currents of renormalized
mass eigenstates. It does not write anymore, however, gadloect of the two renormalized mixing
matrices occurring in bare neutral currents. We also shaiy #t the price of an additional non-unitary
renormalization of bare flavor states, which then becomeantionormal, too, one can go to unitary
mixing matrices¢,, ; connecting, in each sector, renormalized mass states dometized flavor states.

The standard relatioti = QL@d is then restored.

2.1 The 1-loop self-energy

The study of neutral kaons|[5] has unambiguously shown tiate flavor eigenstates can be assumed to
form an orthonormal basis, mass eigenstéf€s,,,, K snort) do not (see footnote 2); the corresponding
mixing matrix can only be non-unitary.
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Fig. 1: s9 — d° transitions atl-loop

The situation could look very similar in the fermionic cas@éjce there exist, for example, transitions
betweens! and d%ﬁ , depicted in Fig. 1. They have the form of a non-diagonal tiineerm (see
subsection 2.111 for renormalization)

f(p mivmmmW) ]f( ) Smo (4)

in which the functionf, is dimensionless and includes the factgtsin 6. cos 6. (m? — m?2) (0. is the
classical Cabibbo angle). One should however also takecmtsideration the work [Aﬁ which shows
how the introduction of counterterms can make these tiansitvanish fors!, or d%, on mass-shelf.
The following non-diagonal counterterms, which are of twpes, kinetic as well as mass terms, and
with both chiral structures:

— Aqd /(1 —~°) sp, — Ba doy (1 —4°)sh, — Eg do, f (1 +7°) 89, — Dy doy (1 +7°)sp,,  (5)

with
A - m3 fa(p? = m3) —m?2 fa(p? = m?) g, MM (fa(p* = m2) — fa(p*> = m2))
d m2 — m? ’ d m32 — m? ’
Bi=-mgE;, Dg=—mgky, (6)

are easily seen (see Appendik A) to play this role.

The kinetic counterterms for d-type quarks write (fhand R subscripts meaning respectively, through-
out the paper, “left{1 — ~+°) and “right” (1 + +°))

1 do 1 d°
_Ad<d_9nL 9nL) 8 I _Ed<d_9nR g?nR) v, » (1)
1 Spnl 1 SR
and the mass counterterms
Dd d Bd d?n
- ( dyp S > - ( dyr Smr > - (8)
0 0

Instead of the customary perturbative treatment of suchteoterms in the bare orthonormal mass basis,
order by order in the coupling constant, which can be ratberbersome in this ca@ewe shall instead

5% andd’, are the classical mass states obtained after diagonalizattithe classical mass matrix by a bi-unitary transfor-

mation. At the classical level, they form an orthonormalisigsowever, at 1-loop, non-locaf, < d°, can occur.

5The introduction of these counterterms enabled to show that left-handed theory, the electric dipole moment of the
guarks vanished up to 2-loops. This resulted in a neutratréalipole moment well below experimental limits [12].

"Both cannot be of course simultaneously on mass-shell.

8In particular, when neithet nor s is on mass shell, which starts occurring at 2-loops, théérdoes not restrict anymore to
the cancellation of non-diagonal transitions. See alssextipri 8.4.



consider and re-diagonalize the effective renormalizegtdagian at 1-loop

_ 0 _ 0
;o ( P ) 1 —Ay ’ dnr | ( P ) 1 —Ey ’ & .
mL mL 0 mR mR 0
0 0
B ( JO §0 > mgq Dd dmR B ( d_o §0 > mq Bd dmL . (9)
mL mL 0 mR mR 0
By mg SpR Dy mg SpnL

The advantage of doing so is that a link can then easily bblestad with sectiohl3 which uses the general
QFT argumentation of [Z][3] to get similar results. The diaglization of the quadratic Lagrangiadd (9)
(kinetic + mass terms) proceeds as follows.

e Find 2 matrices/; andi{; such that, for the kinetic terms

1 —A 1 —FE
Vi TNvi=1=u] N (10)
-A; 1 —-FE; 1
they then rewrite
Ciy,1 [ T
(@, 20, ) oDV | M )+ (@ 0 ) v@D Ut ) @y
SmL SmR
which leads to introducing the new states
do dY do dY
xa =V [ =vite | | xar=ust T | = U g | T ] 12)
SO SO SO SO
mL fL mR /R

whereC,y andH 4 are the two unitary matrices by which the classical massixnafy has been diago-
nalized intodiag(mg, ms) g; we take them as followd:

Cio = R(—bar), Hao = R(—bar), (13)
where we have introduced the notation

cosf sind
R(O) = . (14)
—sinf cosf

Solutions to the condition§ (1L0) are then-unitarymatrices depending respectively of arbitrary angles
wrq ande Rd and arbitrary parametefg andoy:

gdiag(md, ms) = CL)M()Hdo, wherelM is the classical mass matrix.
%We take a rotation matrix with angle-6,..) to match the formulze of [2[13].

T y 1 11 . . o [ 1+4
Maximal mixing, for example— , also diagonalizes the kinetic terms, but irfto ,

V2 \ -1 1 ) 1— Ay
which is not the canonical form (= the unit matrix). This aatingly requires two different renormalizations of the -cor
responding eigenvectors, which are finall%%(d?n — %) and %(d?n + s%)). The mixing matrix connecting
1 1
% \ 11+Ad 1:Ad , which is non-unitary (and non normal): it satisfies
\/m 1-A4
1
vive= | TR ) andV, V) = ; fid
14, d
special case outlined here correspondsge= 0 andp s = 7/4 in (@3).

bare mass states to themlig =

) . This is why we look for general non-unitaby; andi{,;. The



da—1 q— 1
P sin(yrq) L

cos(¥rd)

Ay small
Vo 'R R(era) + Ad pa 1 1
5 cos(¢rd) sin(¢rq)
= R(pra) [1 — A4(T=(pra) + Z'Pdﬁ)] ,
oq—1 . oq—1
Eq small sin(¢ra) — cos(PRd)
Up =~ Rlpra) +Ea| 2, 1
45— cos(¢ra) sin(¢rq)
= R(PRd) [1 — E4(T-(¢ra) + iadﬁ)} ; (15)
where we have introduced the notations
1 sin20 — cos 260 1 —1
—cos20 —sin26 7

which will be often used in sectidd 7, together with theg6) generator which closes the corresponding
SU(2)y algebra..

The connection between the flavor states andxthe; states that diagonalize the kinetic terms goes
accordingly through the non-unitary mixing matriceg V; andH o Uy. At this stage, one has already
made the transition from aorthonormal bare mass basig’,, s?,) [}4 to non-orthonormaly bases; the
next bi-unitary transformation (below) will not changestiéct.

¢ Express the renormalized mass matrix in the ngw basis

mq Dy dO mq Dy

( dyp S ) ") = xag Mxar, M = V) U, (17
0
B ms SmR By ms
and diagonalize it by a second bi-unitary transformation
d
vimuog=[ " (18)
Hs

which, since it is bi-unitary, leaves the kinetic terms umafped. The new (renormalized) mass eigenstates
are accordingly

= V4 1XdL = Vd lvd 1Cd01 g > =V IXdR = Ud 1ud 1;leol g )
SmL STL SmR SfR

which correspond to the non-unitary mixing matricggy;V,; andH 4o U,U, respectively for left-handed
and right-handed fermions. The renormalized mass basexepedingly non-orthonormal (see footnote
[12).

e Parametrizingl; = R(6214), ONe uses the arbitrariness of; to choosep;, + 0214 = 0, which
cancels the influence of the mass counterteBpsD,; and gives:

1—

VaVi = 1+ py ) (20)

A 1
5 d

2since(d?,, s2,) is obtained from the bare flavor basis, supposed to be orthwipby a unitary transformation.



The mixing matrixC,; = Cy49)V4Vy connecting the bare flavor states to the renormalized mgeagates

d° dm
L) — ¢, g (21)

can be written, after some manipulations (commutations)
Ca = [1= Ad(Te(Oar) +ipaTy) | R(~0a) & €7 = R(ar) [1+ Aa(T:(0ar) +ipaTy) |- (22)

It satisfies in particular
Cehe;t =1+ 244 T.(6ar)- (23)

Eq.(23) is specially relevant since, once neutral currangéscontrolled, as we show later, in the (non-
orthonormal) mass basfg;, by the unit matrix,(C;l)TCd‘1 provides, after introducing Shabalin’s 1-loop

counterterms in mass space, the renormalized 1-loop Lgigmatior neutral currents in the bare flavor

basidH.

When the system becomes degenerate, the reasons todfyrhie s, on mass-shell transitions disappear
and Shabalin’s counterterms are expected to vanish. Thahein no more need to introduce any non-
unitary mixing matrix. The same result can be reached by #mel QFT arguments dfl[2] since one

can always choose an orthonormal basis of degenerate ngassites; any connection between them
and the (supposedly orthonormal) bare flavor basis goeghinengh unitary mixing matrices.

2.1.1 Renormalization; finiteness of the counterterms

The functionf,; which appears iri{4), calculated in the unitary gauge folthboson and dimensionally
regularized, is proportional t0l[4]

2)/1dx 22(1 —z)  p*x3(1 —2) N z + 322
“Jo Ap?)  MEAPY)  MjAp?)rr/?

2 2
g sinf.cosO.(mZ —m

(- n/2)] . (24)

n = 4 — e is the dimension of space-tim&,(p?) = (1 — z) M3, + x@ —z(1 — z)p?, andT is the
Gamma functiom'(e/2) = 2/e — v + ... wherey ~ 0.5772... is the Euler constant. In particular, it
includes a polé¢1/¢) term and finite terms

1
fa 3 g?sinb.cosB.(m? —m?) / dx

[w + 322
0

M72(2/€ —)+ finite(w,pQ,Mév,mi,mZ)} ; (25)
w
we have decomposed the latter into the one proportionakt&titer constant, independentdf m?, m?,
and “finite”, which depends on them. The transition corresponding go Fgets, after renormalization
(for example in the\/.S or M S schemes), a finite value

fi % me,m2 miy) 50,9/ (1 — %) dy,. (26)

The cancellation of the (now finitell, <+ s¥. transitions ford or s on-shell can be obtained by intro-
ducing the finite counterterms,, By, Cy, D4 given in [8). TheM S and M S schemes, which differ by
the subtraction of a constant proportionahtan the integral [(25), lead to different values fdy;, but
identical values foBy, Ey4, Dy. Itis noticeable thaf{6), when considered for b#feleads to infinited,
but to finite By, E4, Dg4. Likewise, the combination

(mg —mi)Ay — (m3 —mg)Aq, (27)

i

13This is also valid for the electromagnetic current, whichrie among the gauge neutral currents. Up to the electrigehar
it is controlled in mass space by the unit matrix and by theh:ioation(Cd*l)TC;1 in bare flavor space.



proportional (se€(6)) teu? f.,(p* = m2) — m2 fu(p* = m2) — m3 fa(p* = m2) + m3fa(p® = m3), is
finite[4. This property results from the independence of the pola far(24) on the quark masses, but
for the global factorgm? — m?2) for f; and(m? —m?2) for f,.. The finiteness of(27) entails in particular
that A, and A; cannot vanish simultaneously and, thus, that a non-unitaryng matrix is always at
work in, at least, one of the two fermionic sect¢tsc...) and(d,s...). Like the B, 4, £, g and D, 4
counterterms, the combinatidn {27), which does not departdeEuler constant, has the same value in
M S and M S; indeed, the aforementioned properties of the pole ternsizieed by the one proportional
to~y in (24).

The four bare “infinite” functionsf;(m2), fa(m?), f.(m2) and f,(m?2) involved in the expressions
of the countertermsd,, A, By and B,, (and hence also of;, D; and E,,, D,,) satisfy accordingly
three conditions, respB; = cst, B, = cst, (Z4)= cst. The left-over arbitrariness corresponds to the
renormalization prescription fad,; [13 which fixes, for examplem? £5(m?) — m2 f(m?2) (see[(®)). It
also corresponds to a renormalization prescriptionfforThe most common choices akéS and M S,
which lead to the same values Bf, 4, £, 4, D,, 4 and of the combinatiori (27), but other choices are
priori conceivable, which are eventually closer to “physics” (selesection 813 and footndte]39, where
we comment about the alignment of mass and flavor states ifutlag sector in connection with flavor
rotations), and which can lead to different values®y,, E, 4, D, 4 and for the combination_(27).

A few remarks are due concerning the cancellation of ultdatiinfinities leading to a finité) — ¢1q.
amplitude. That a renormalization of the CKM matrix is maota to cancel infinities between the
(scalar)q1g2 andW q; G2 sectors when mass splittings are present was first showr8jridd.the case of
two generations, and then in_[14] in the case of three. In teegmt work, which uses the unitary gauge
like in the section 3 of [13], only finite mass renormalizatis needed and the only infinite counterterms
that occur are thel,, (kinetic counterterms corresponding to wave function revaization). They
become finite by a renormalization @f ,, (see [24)), which also makes finite thé)!), — d(u)?, 1-
loop self-energy diagrams; both have indeed the same depeadn momentum and chirality. Showing
that ultraviolet divergences cancel between theilar)q; o and Wq; G2 sectors amounts accordingly
to showing that this infinite wave function renormalizatisnenough to make the observabiléq, g,
vertex finite at 1-loop. The insertion of non-diagonal selsses on any of the external legs of a bare
W q1 32 vertex gives a vanishing contribution because one of theféwnions attached to it is always on
mass-shell (Shabalin’s counterterms are built up for th&), the looked for cancellations correspond
to the standard property of infinities coming from wave fumttrenormalization to combine with those
arising from the proper vertices (see for example [13]) t&enafter a suitable charge renormalization,
the 1-loopW ¢ g2 amplitude finite.

2.1.2 Summary of the perturbative 1-loop procedure

Since the procedure to go from the bare Lagrangian to theteierenormalized Lagrangian at 1-loop in
flavor space is, though simple, not completely trivial, wekena brief summary of it below:

* the bare flavor basis can be supposed to be orthonormal,

* the bare mass basis, obtained from the diagonalizatioheobare mass matrix by (bi)-unitary transfor-
mations, is orthonormal, too;

* in this bare mass basis, there appear at 1-loop non-didgramsitions, and also flavor changing neutral
currents;

* counterterms are introduced in this basis to cancel nagatial on mass-shell transitions;

* they alter the matrix of kinetic terms, which, in the sameibais no longef, and the mass matrix,
which is no longer diagonal;

* putting back kinetic terms to the unit matrix requires namtary transformations; the new stateso
defined do not form anymore an orthonormal basis;

* the mass matrix, including the newly added counterternas, to be re-expressed in thebases and

14 £, is defined by a formula analogous [a1(24), with the exchange— ms, m., <> mq.
50r for A.,, but the two choices cannot be independent.



re-diagonalized by a bi-unitary transformation; this dneschange anymore the kinetic terms;

* this last diagonalization defines the renormalized mas®st which are obtained from the bare flavor
states by a product of three matrices, two being unitary arrmn-unitary; they accordingly do not
form an orthonormal basis (the same result is obtained itiose8 from general considerations of QFT).
This is the counterpart of canceling, on mass-shell, thiot@unterterms, the non-diagonal, non-local
transitions that occurred between orthogonal bare masssstdhe situation, after renormalization, is
thus very similar to the one studied id [5] for neutral kaons;

* once the (non-unitary) mixing matri€ linking renormalized mass states to bare flavor states @-|
has been defined by this procedure, we will show in subse@ia® that, in the renormalized (non-
orthonormal) mass basis, the renormalized Lagrangiani@ for neutral currents is controlled by the
unit matrix. This entails that the quantit¢—!)’C~! determines the same Lagrangian in the bare flavor
basis (it differs from the unit matrix, its usual expressiothe absence of Shabalin’s counterterms).

2.2 Gauge currents and renormalized mixing matrices
2.2.1 SU(2)r gauge symmetry: how the renormalized Cabibbo matrix stays nitary

SU(2)r, gauge invariance, through the expression of the covarianvatives of the fermionic fields,
requires that the same counterterms that occur for thei&iterims shoul<d_>also occur inside the gauge
couplings. Let us consider a kinetic fermionic term in ita@aical form¥ 0’ ¥ = 1 (VoV — (90)¥),
and call A the generic kinetic counterterm. In the kinetic tefhis accordingly replaced withlo and,
introducing the covariansU (2),, derivative in the two terms o 9 ¥ yields TA0 — igW.T)W —

%(A(a - z‘gvf/f)xy) U = TAQW — WT(AT + TA).W . Calling

A= (28)
1 —Ay

Ay 1

the matrix of counterterms, the Lagrangian in bare massespast accordingly include

UL
ce(a, &, @, 0 )(Ay="2AT +TA)W,)y" . 29
€ ( U CmL dmL SmL ) 77/_5( + ) M)’Y dO : ( )
mL
S(r)nL
It is hermitian and involves the (Cabibbo rotatet) (2), generator§’
1 C
-1 T = ") - ; (30)
2 —1 C)
Cy is the bare Cabibbo matrix
Co= Cztocdo =R(0:), 0c=0uL—bar, (31)

Cqo being the classical unitary mixing matrix {id, s) sector given by[(13) and, its equivalent in the
(u, c) sector, with bare mixing angle-6.,1.).



The mixing matrix has become, in the basis of bare mass dajens

1 1 —A, 1 —Ad
20\ -4, 1 Ay 1

which is not unitary. However, going to the final basis of meigenstates

U, ud dm d°
L _ Vu_lvu_l mL 7 L _ Vd_lvd_l mL 7 (33)
CmL C?nL SmL S?nL
it becomes
1 1 —A, 1 —A
¢ = vVl Co+ Co N vava
2 A, 1 Ay 1
1 1 1
= CiCi— 5V’ | A, Co + AaCo VaVi (34)
1 1

where we have used the expression on the left df (22§ fand its equivalent fo€,,. Choosing, as we
did before, oy + 0210 = 0 = g + 0214, @and using[(20) fod;V; and its equivalent fov, V,,, one gets
finally:

uAu_ A . . uAu_ A
cos@c—l—wsmﬁc sm@c—l—wcosﬁc Pl — pady
¢ = 2 2 mR(GC—L>.(35)

Ay — paAa Ay — paAa 2

—sin, + Pu cosf, cosl,+ Pu sin 6,

So, once Shabalin’s counterterms and the change of basistiodly been taken into account, the renor-
malized Cabibbo matrix, which does not write anymore as tbeltp:tCLCd, becomes again unita.
This occurs because 6fU(2);, gauge invariance, and despite the fact that neifyemor C; is unitary.
With respect to its classical value, the classical Cabibhgleed. = 0,1, — 641, gets renormalized by
puAu - PdAd

2

2.2.2 Neutral currents and the closure of theSU (2) 1, algebra

Like charged currents, the form of neutral currents is aei®ed by gauge invariance, through the
SU(2)r, covariant derivative. It is given in the bare mass basis8)),(@hich easily translates to the
renormalized mass basis since the latter deduces from iimefdoy the transformationk (33).

The procedure is specially simple since ffiiégenerator only involves unit matrices in each sector, such
thatV—1V~! can freely move through it. It is furthermore easy to cheei,tim addition to[(ID), one has

B . -
(Vu,qu,d) A ] Vu,qu,d = 17 (36)
—Aud

such that the 1-loop effective Lagrangian for neutral ausegets controlled by the unit matrix in the
renormalized mass basis.

5The customary expressiah,C, for the CKM matrix is not unitary and should be discarded. @eis indeed, with straight-
forward notations¢'C ~ 1 — 2R(041,) (AuTZ(GuL) + AdTZ(GdL))R(—(?dL)



So0,SU(2), gauge invariance ensures that neutral currents are dealtitoy the unit matrix:
- at the classical level in the basis of bare (orthonormaBsystates;
- in the Lagrangian renormalized at 1-loop in the basis obneralized (hon-orthonormal) mass sates.

After Shabalin’s countertermd,, = ¢, andA,; = ¢4 have been included, in the renormalized mass bases
the SU(2) 1, generators write

T3 et ’T+ = 7T_ = N (37)
2 -1 ¢f

of course, the unitarity of is necessary for its closure on the unit matrix in the newsaige sector.

2.2.3 Charged gauge currents in flavor space; renormalizeddlor states

It is now interesting to write back the renormalized Lagtiangn bare flavor space (it is in this basis that
we uncovered empirical specific breaking patterns). Ongsstiam [32) in bare mass space and go to
bare flavor space by the bare mixing matri€gs andCyy; this yields

dmL
( UmL CmL >Q}7N
SmL
1 1 —A, —Ay de
=(a% & )z |Cuw CZO +Cao Cch A
( e > 2 —Ay 1 —Aq 1 ’ )
%,
- ( @y T ) 1+ AuTe(Our) + AaTo(0ar)] 7" | o (38)
StL
dO
= (a9, &, )0+ AT+ ATOa)] | T
qu CfL u/z\VuL d/z\VdL)| Y 0
Srr
uY 4O
~ eAuTz(0uL) fL fyl‘eAde(GdL) fL (39)
0 0 ’
€L STL
where we have used the expression7of¢) given in [16) and the relatiors,o 4o cZO &0 =
1 ’

—2T.(0u1.41.)- Itis therefore possible to define as “renormalized flavatest’ the ones that appear in the
last line of [39)

0 0
e} Zeanron) [ ) gua [ M) Z e [ M) (40)

SfL S?CL CfL C?”L

They are deduced from the bare flavor states by the non-yritansformations:«.47=(¢ur.a2)  and do
not form anymore, accordingly, an orthonormal basis. Inrdémrmalized flavor basis, th&€U(2),,
generators write in their simplest form

1 1
T3 — 1 T = T~ = : (41)



universality is thus achieved together with the absenceCMNE's, like in the basis or renormalized mass
states. The two points of view describe of course the samsiggyin the non-orthonormal renormal-

ized flavor basis, neutral currents are controlled by thé miaitrix (seemingly absence of non-diagonal
transitions, but they still occur through the non-orthoglay of the states), and, in the bare flavor basis,
neutral currents are controlled by a matrix slightly difiet from the unit matrix (non-diagonal transitions

between orthogonal states are then conspicuous).

The last step is to calculate the mixing matriggs; linking the renormalized mass states (4e€ (19)) to
the renormalized flavor statégs;, 47, defined in[(4D). Fron(22), it is straightforward to deduce

= MT0u)e, ~ (14 AgT.(0ar)) Ca

B (14 AT [ - A0 T 0u) — 0T R(b)

= (L+ipaAdT, ) R(=0as) ~ R(—bar, — 22210). (42)

<q

which is unitary. The relation
¢ =cley, (43)

is seen to be now restored. So, renormalized mass statesranected to renormalized flavor states
through unitary mixing matrices. In the renormalized flabasis, the sole effects of Shabalin’s countert-
erms is a renormalization of the mixing angles.

After all these steps have been gone through, the 1-loopmaiized Lagrangian writes identically to
the bare Lagrangian with:

* renormalized masses;

x renormalized, non-orthonormal (mass and flavor) eigesstat

x unitary mixing matrices with renormalized mixing angles.

It has the same form as the bare Lagrangian of the StandarelMedept that the notion of flavor has
been redefined, such that it no longer appears as a strietsecoed quantity.

3 Neutral currents of bare flavor eigenstates; general QFT agumentation

After establishing by perturbative arguments #heriori non-unitarity of mixing matrices for non-
degenerate coupled systems, we come back to the argurnentétf2] based on general principles of
Quantum Field Theory, then generalize it to the case of theperations. Unlike in the previous section,
the argumentation goes beyond perturbation theory. Therexample, the two mixing angles which
could be introducedie factoin V (see [(1b)), arose through perturbative arguments and vezterpa-
tively close to each other; we call them Cabibbo-like. At dpposite, “maximal mixing” solutions of
the “unitarization equations” (see subsection 4 below)ictvtoccur in addition to Cabibbo-like solu-
tions, form a discrete set of solutions superimposed todimadr, and arise independently of perturbative
arguments. The property of maximal mixing to be non-pedtive is in agreement with its common
association with quasi-degenerate systems (the smadlaniking angle, the bigger the mass hierarchy
[15]), for which small variations (for example in the massdpum) can have large effects on eigenstates,
and thus on the mixing angles themselves.

The only “perturbative expansions” that will be performauddection$ b andl6) concern small deviations
from the solutions of the “unitarization equations”.

3.1 Different basis of fermions

Three bases generally occur in the treatment of fermions:
* flavor eigenstatestuy, cy,ty) and(dy, sy, by) for quarks,(ey, puy, 7¢) @and(vey, vy, vr ) for leptons;

* mass eigenstatesu,,, ¢m, tm) and (dy,, Sm, by,) for quarks, (e, fim, Tm) and (Vem, Vum, Vrm) for
leptons. They include in particular the charged leptoneaet experimentally, since their identification



proceeds through the measurement of theirrge /mass ratio in a magnetic field; these eigenstates are
the ones of the full renormalized propagator at its pole%:labp, they can be identified with components
of the renormalized mass states[of](19) in sedtion 2;

x for leptons, one often invokes a third type of basis, madé Wit neutrino states that couple to the
mass eigenstates of charged leptons in charged weak aurrd@iiese are the so-called "electronic”,
“muonic” and "7 neutrinos (v., v,, v-) considered in SM textbooks: they are indeed identified by the
outgoing charged leptons that they produce through charggedk currents, and the latter are precisely

mass eigenstates (see above). They read

Ve Vef Vem
Vr VTf Vrm

where K, and K, are the mixing matrices respectively of charged leptons anokeutrinos (e. the
matrices that connect their flavor to their mass eigengtaidgese neutrinos are neither flavor nor mass
eigenstates; they coincide with the latter when the mixirgjrix of charged leptonss taken equal to
unity K, = 1, i.e. when the mass and flavor eigenstates of charged leptonsigmedl which is often
assumed in the literature.

3.2 Mixing matrices. Notations

We start again with the case of two generations, and use tagoms of [2]. The situation is depicted on
Fig. 2[17. The bare flavor states, independentdt= z, arey; andi), (they can be for example th@ L

and s?c ;, of sectior{2) and we suppose that they are orthonormal. Tdrthenormal bases, respectively
made of a pair of eigenvectors of the (hermitian) renorredliguadratic Lagrangian at three different
values ofz, can be seen. The first corresponds to the physical mass:; = m?; the second, made

of 1!(z) and?(z), corresponds to an arbitrary the last corresponds to the second physical mass
z = 25 = m3. Within the first basis one finds the first physical mass eig¢asp.,, and a second
(non-physical) eigenstate;?; the third basis is made of the second physical mass eidensfa, and of

a second (non-physical) eigenstal.é,. For example, at 1-loops}, and¢?2, can be identified with the

d
two components o mh (seel(dD) in section] 2).
SmL

This figure was already published [l [2]. Its inclusion in firesent work makes it more easily understandable and self-
contained.
80n Fig. 2, the\(z)’s are the eigenvalues of the inverse renormalized propagat = ¢°.



(P

z, z Z3

Fig. 2: Eigenstates of a binary complex system

The flavor stateg; andi, can be expressed in both orthonormal bdsgs w?) and(¢2,,w3) according
to

P1 =y, — s1wT = Cawy — oy,
Yo = s10h, +awl = sow) + cad?,, (45)
which yields
1 C S
m | _ 1 S1 (3 (46a)
" —82 €2 (2
1
1 co —S8
(1 _ 2 1 P, (46b)
o c1Cy + S182 So o ¢2m
Since; andi)y have been assumed to form an orthonormal basi$, eg).(4@alsent
1 2 2 | .1 b27n
|¢m| =1= |¢m|7 < ¢m | ¢m >= 81C2 — (182 7£ 0. (47)
(46a) shows that, for two generations, the mixing matrsatisfiesd
C S
¢l = b (48)
—S2 C9

We generalize this, in the following, to the case of threeegations by writing the corresponding mixing

matrix K ! as a product of three matrices, which reduce, in the unyténitit, to the basic rotations by
—012, —23 and—60,3 (we are not concerned with P violation)

1 0 0 C13 0 513 Cl12 S12 0
K_l - 0 C23  S923 X 0 1 0 X —§12 512 0 . (49)
0 —523 523 —513 0 513 0 01

19This corresponds tp; = 1 in formula [22).



We parametrize each basic matrix, whiclaigriori non-unitary, with two angles, respectivel, 512),
(023, 023) ang(elg, 013) 4. we deal accordingly with six mixing angles, instead of ¢hie the unitary

case (wheré;; = 0;;). We will use throughout the paper the notatiens= sin(;;), 3;; = sin(6;;), and
likewise, for the cosines;;; = cos(6;;), ¢;; = cos(6;;).

To lighten the text, the elements 6k —!)T K—! will be abbreviated byjij],i,7 = 1...3 instead of
(K~1)TK~1);;;), and the corresponding neutral current will be nofegd. So, in the quark casg]12}

stands fori ;1 cy or dy+Y s¢, and, in the neutrino case, for v, v, s Or epyr s

4  The unitary approximation

In a first approximation, mixing matrices are unitary, suchttneutral currents are very close to being
controlled in the renormalized mass basis, too, by the uairima The corresponding equations (uni-
tarization conditions) will determine the equivalent ofdgsical solutions”, away from which we shall

then consider small deviations which exist because of njagsrgs: non-degeneracy generates a tiny
departure from unitarity of the corresponding mixing neds and, accordingly, a tiny departure from
unity of the matrix controlling neutral currents in bare Gagpace.

The unitarization conditions simply express the absenecwpfdiagonal neutral currents in flavor space,
and universality for their diagonal counterparts, assgntivat the gauge Lagrangian of neutral currents
is controlled in mass space by the unit matrix; they accgtgisummarize into

(KHYK1=1. (50)

There are five equations: three arise from the absence ofliagenal neutral currents, and two from the
universality of diagonal currents. Accordingly, one degoé freedom is expected to be unconstrained.
4.1 Absence of non-diagonal neutral currents of flavor eigestates
The three conditions read:
« for the absence of13} and{31} currents:

[13] = 0 = [31] & c12 [c13513 — 13513(C33 + s33)] — E13812(Co3 523 — Ca3daz) = 0; (51)
 for the absence of23} and{32} currents:

23] = 0 = [32] & s12 [c13513 — C13513(C33 + 833)] + C13C12(Co3sa3 — Ca3boz) = 0;  (52)
 for the absence of12} and{21} currents:

[12] =0=[21] &

$12C12CT3 — 812612(C33 + 833) + s12012515(535 + E33) + F13(s12512 — C12612) (23503 — azdaz) = 0.
(53)

2030 doing, we do not consider the most general non-unitaryngimatrices. All possible phases were includedin[2][3],
where they have been shown to finally, in the case of two génaga drop out of the final results. There is another reason
to ignore them here, specially in the case of three genaafio addition to the point that they would make the equatitn
solve extremely difficult to handle analytically): such pha can be expected to triggéP violation, even in the case of two
generations. We consider that the corresponding extessidy should be the subject of a separate wérR violation is not
our concern here.



4.2 Universality of diagonal neutral currents of flavor eigenstates

The two independent conditions read:
x equality of{11} and{22} currents:

(1] = [22] = 0 =
(cly — sta) [0%3 + §15(s33 + 533)] — (¢1y — 815)(c33 + 333)
+2513(ca3523 — €23523)(C12512 + S12¢12) = 0; (54)

x equality of{22} and{33} currents:

22] — 33 =0 &
siy + 5%2(053 + 5%3) - (3%3 + 533) + (14 s1y) [5%3(333 + 5%3) - 3%3]
+2512513C12(C23523 — Ca3523) = 0. (55)

The equality of{ 11} and{33} currents is of course not an independent condition.

4.3 Solutions for6,3 = 0 = 513

In a first step, to ease solving the system of trigonometricaggns, we shall study the configuration
in which one of the two angles parametrizing the 1-3 mixingisrhes@], which is very close to what is
observed experimentally in the quark sector, and likeerteutrino sector. It turns out, as demonstrated
in Appendix[C, that the second mixing angle vanishes simattasly. We accordingly work in the
approximation (the sensitivity of the solutions to a smalfiation ofé; 3, 615 will be studied afterwards)

b1 = 0= 013. (56)
Egs. [51),[(ER),[(53)[(54) and (55), reduce in this limit to
— 312(ca3s23 — C23823) = 0, (57a)
¢12(ca3823 — C23823) = 0, (57b)
s12€12 — 812612(Chs + §33) = 0, (57¢)
(¢fy — s72) — (&y — 512)(c33 + 333) = 0, (57d)
sTo + T (chy + 533) — (533 + @33) = 0. (57e)

Itis shown in AppendiXD that the only solutions are: ) .
x O3 = 93 + km Cabibbo-like, associated with eithéy, = 6,5 + mm Cabibbo-like orf{2 and ;s
maximal; )

* 019 = 619 + rm Cabibbo-like, associated with; andfy; maximal.

Accordingly, the two following sections will respectivedyart from:

x 012 andfy3 Cabibbo-like (and, in a first step, vanishifigs), which finally leads to a mixing pattern
similar to what is observed for quarks;

x #o3 maximal and,, Cabibbo like (and, in a first step, vanishifig;), which finally leads to a mixing
pattern similar to the one observed for neutrinos.

2By doing so, we exploit the possibility to fix one degree okflem lefta priori unconstrained by the five equations; see
subsectionl?.



5 Beyond unitarity. The quark sector; constraining the CKM angles

Because of mass splittings, the “unitarization equatiaisubsectiof}4 cannot be exactly satisfied. This
is why, in the following, mixing matrices connecting baresflastates to (renormalized) mass states are
considered to only belong to the vicinity of the (unitary)uimns of these equations. Characterizing this
departure from unitarity is the subject of this section ahthe next one dealing with leptons. We show
that all their mixing angles satisfy the straightforwarshgglization to three generations of the empirical
criterion satisfied to a high precision, for two generatiohguarks, by the Cabibbo angle [3]: for each
pair of fermions of the same type, universality in the spddeape flavor states is verified with the same
accuracy as the absence of FCNC's. It cannot be deduced,ngvdrom general principles and stays
an empirical property the origin of which should presumdi#ylooked for “beyond the Standard Model”
27

We accordingly investigate, in the following, the possipithat, in agreement with the reported criterion,
the product K, ;)" K}, with K given by [49), be of the form

Ay d i(au,d - 5u,d) i(au,d - 7u,d)
(Ku_,cll)TKu_,cll -1= j:(au,d - /Bu,d) Bu,d i(ﬁu,d - ’Yu,d) ; (58)
i(au,d - 7u,d) i(ﬁu,d - 7u,d) Yu,d

S0, as conspicuous on_(58), any difference between two deégdements (for example [11] - [33]) is
identical to+ the corresponding non-diagonal ones (in this case [13] &bf.[The resulting conditions
yields a system of trigonometric equations for the six mixdmglesd: o, 612, 63, fa3, 613 andéys. With-
out exhibiting the whole set of its solutions, we are ablehovgthat it includes all measured values of
fermionic mixing angles up to a precision smaller than theeeinental uncertainty.

For the case of quarks, all mixing angles will be consideteblelong to the neighborhood of Cabibbo-
like solutions of the unitarization equations (this will b#ferent for the case of leptons in sectioh 6,
wherefy3 will be considered to belong to the neighborhood of the makimixing, also solution of these
equations).

5.1 The simplified case#;3 = 0 = 613

In the neighborhood of the solution with batl, andf,3 Cabibbo-like, we write

b2 = O +e,
O3 = O3 +1. (59)

The pattern#;3 = 0 = 0,3) can be reasonably considered to be close to the experinsiniation, at
least close enough for trusting not only the relations wivg the first and second generation, but also
the third one.

Like in [3], we impose that the absence{df2}, {21} neutral currents is violated with the same strength
as the universality of11} and{22} currents.[(57c) and (5¥d) yield

|277812612823623 + 6(6%2 — 8%2)| = | — 277823623(6%2 — 8%2) + 46812612|. (60)

We choose the+” sign for both sides, such that, for two generations onlg, @abibbo angle satisfies
tan(2612) = +1/2. (60) yields the ratio)/e, that we then plug into the condition equivalent[tol(60) for

the (2, 3) channel, coming fron (5Th)(5l7e)

’7’]612(6%3 — S%g)‘ = ’277823023(1 + 0%2) — 26812012’. (61)

2Notice that it is satisfied a mixing matrix equal to the unittrixa(alignment of mass and flavor states) since univessalit
and absence of FCNC's are both fulfilled; accordingly thethmdergo identical (vanishing) violations.



(60) and[B1) yield

C12 C12
tan(2093) = ~ ’ 62
( 23) 9 (812012 + 6%2 — 8%2) 9 _ §% ( )
1+ciy — 28126124 2 2 4 1
s12¢12 — (Cfy — 512) tan(26012) — 3

In the r.h.s. of[(6R), we have assumed thatis close to its Cabibbo valuen(260;2) ~ 1/2. .3 is seen
to vanish with[tan(2653) — 1/2]. The value obtained fafio3 is plotted in Fig. 3 as a function df,
together with the experimental intervals #¥% andf,. There are twa [17] fo#,,; the first comes from
the measures df,4 (black (dark) vertical lines on Fig. 3)

Vya € [0.9735,0.9740] = 615 € [0.2285,0.2307], (63)

and the second from the measured/pf (purple (light) vertical lines on Fig. 3)

Vs € [0.2236,0.2278] = 6,5 € [0.2255,0.2298). (64)
theta 23
0.0E \\

theta 12

Fig. 3: 0,3 for quarks as a function df,,; simplified casé3 = 0 = 03

The measured value fék; is seen on Fig. 3 to correspond &g, ~ 0.221, that iscos(612) =~ 0.9757.
The value that we get foros(612) is accordingly1.710~2 away from the upper limit of the present
upper bound folV,,; = ci2c13 [16] [17]; it corresponds to twice the experimental undetia It also
corresponds tein(6;2) = 0.2192, while V,, = s12¢13 is measured to b@.2247(19) [18] [17]; there, the
discrepancy i2/100, only slightly above thd.8/100 relative width of the experimental interval.

The approximation which sets; = 0 = 6,3 is accordingly reasonable, though it yields results shght
away from experimental bounds. We show in the next subsethiat relaxing this approximation gives
results in very good agreement with present experiments.

5.2 GOing t0(013 7é 0, 513 # 0)

Considering all angles to be Cabibbo-like with, in addittor{59)



O15 = 013+ p, (65)
the l.h.s.’s of eqs[(B1).(52).(63), (54). {55) and the dGh+«[55) depart respectively from zero by

neis [s12(c35 — 833) + 2s13¢19023523] — peia(cls — si3); (66a)

neis [—c12(cs — s53) + 2s13812¢23523] — psi2(cls — si3); (66Db)

— 6(6%2 — 8%2) +n [813(6%3 - 8%3)(6%2 — 3%2) — 2¢93893¢12512(1 + 8%3)] + 2pci3s13c12512; (66C)

decias12 + 1 [—4313312012(c%3 — 533) — 2co3503(Chy — 535)(1 + 3%3)] + 2pci3513(cly — 575);  (66d)
— 2es19¢12 + 1 [2513¢12512(33 — 853) + 2ca3523 ((cla — 572) + ci3(1 4 572)) ] + 2pcizsiz(1 + sis);

(66€)
2519012 + 1) [—2s13¢12512(Ch3 — S53) + 2023523 (cT3(1 + cfy) — (cfy — s7a)) ] + 2pcrzsia(1 + ciy).
(66f)
We have added (66f), which is not an independent relationtheusum of[(66d) and (66e); it expresses
the violation in the universality of diagon@l1} and{33} currents.

5.2.1 A guiding calculation

Before doing the calculation in full generality, and to makelearer difference with the neutrino case, we
first do it in the limit where one neglects terms which are gagtd in the small quantitieg;3 andp. By
providing simple intermediate formulae, it enables in gatar to suitably choose the signs which occur
in equating the moduli of two quantities. Es)(66) become

n [812(6%3 — 553) + 2813012023823] — pC12; (67a)

1 [—c12(c35 — s35) + 2s13512¢23523] — psia; (67Db)

— €(cly — s19) + 1 [s13(cB — 553) (¢ — 5T2) — 2ca3823¢12512] ; (67c)
decia812 — 21 [2813812612(6%3 - 8%3) + 623823(6%2 — 3%2)] : (67d)
— 2es12¢12 + 21 [s13¢12512(C33 — $33) + ca3sa3 (1 + ¢3y)] (67€)
2es12¢12 + 21 [—s13c12512(C33 — $33) + Cazsaz(1 + s1)] - (671)

The principle of the method is the same as before. From théarl(67¢) = (—ﬂﬂh@ , which expresses
that the absence of non-diagor{dl2} current is violated with the same strength as the univeysefi
{11} and{22} currents, one gets/n as a function of3, 023, 613 P4. This expression is plugged in the
relation [67b) = (- , which expresses the same condition for {Be3) channel; from this, one
extractsp/n as a function of);4, 023, 613 P4. The expressions that have been obtained fgrandp/n are
then inserted into the third relatior(67a)| =| (€71) |, which now corresponds to tHé, 3) channel. This
last step yields a relatiohy (012, 623, 613) = 1 between the three anglés,, 023, 013.

BThe (-) signs ensures thain(260:2) = (4)1/2.
24

S12€12 + 0%22 - 812 : (68)
deizsiz — (cfy — 815)
¢/n has a pole atan(260:2) = 1/2, the suggested value of the Cabibbo angle for two genegation

SThere, again, the (-) sign has to be chosen so as to recovendapptely [62).
26

€ 2 2
; = s13(c33 — s33) + 2s23C23

2 2 2 2 2
_ 1 1 Q0 — .
(c12812 + ¢i2 — ST2) LIt +— Ca3 — 523 )} . (69)

2 2
ds12c12 — (cf; — s1y) 12812 S12 282323

% = 2023823 |:S13 — C12 <2

p/n has a pole aﬁan(~2912) = 1/2 and, for6,3 = 0, it vanishes, as expected, whén andd.; satisfy the relatior (82), which
has been deduced fr3(= 013 + p) = 0 = 613.



It turns out that ” = 0, such that, in this case, a condition betwe&gn and f53 alone
eventually fulfills the three relations under concern

22)) ' _
= [21])

0Fy(012,023,013)
001+

viol ([22

= viol ([11
viol([23] =0

viol ([13] :E

viol([11]

B [33])
~ |viol ([12] —

33))
3 -

[3 - F0(912,923) =1.

(70)
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Fig. 4: 6,3 for quarks as a function df;2; neglecting terms quadratic i3

f»3 is plotted on Fig. 4 as a function @, together with the experimental intervals ftys (black
horizontal lines) and, (the intervals foil¥;5 come respectively fronk,,; (eq. [63), black (dark) vertical
lines) andV,,, (eq. [64)), purple (light) vertical lines).

The precision obtained is much better than in Fig. 3 sinc@anticular, forf,3 within its experimental
range, the discrepancy between the value that we gétf@nd its lower experimental limit coming from
Vus is smaller than the two experimental intervals, and everlentaan their intersection.

5.2.2 The general solution

The principle for solving the general equatiofs](66) is tame as above. One first uses the relation
(664) = (-) [66d]) to determing/¢ in terms ofy/e. The result is plugged in the relatidn (66b) = (-) (66e),
which fixesn/e, and thug /e as functions off;2, 623, 613). These expressions fgye andp/e are finally
plugged in the relation(66d)| = | (661) | , which provides a conditiod' (612, 623, 613) = 1. When it is
fulfilled, the universality of each pair of diagonal neutcalrents of mass eigenstates and the absence of
the corresponding non-diagonal currents are violated thigtsame strength, in the three chanriél®),
(2,3) and(1,3).

The results are displayed in Fig. &3 is plotted as a function af,, for 15 = 0,0.004 and0.01. Like

in Figs. 3 and 4, the experimental boundsfen are depicted by vertical black (dark) lines for the ones
coming fromV,; and purple (light) for the ones coming froii,; the experimental interval fofy3
corresponds to the black horizontal lines. The presentrerpatal interval ford,3 is [17]

Vip = sin(f13) ~ 013 € [41072,4.61073]. (71)
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Fig. 5: 6,3 for quarks as a function df;2, general casef;3 = 0 (red, bottom){.004 (blue, middle) and
0.01 (green, top)

We conclude that:
x The discrepancy between our results and experiments isesritan the experimental uncertainty;

x a slightly larger value ofi;3 and/or slightly smaller values é3 and/oré5 still increase the agreement
between our results and experimental measurements;

x the determination of{, from V,,, seems preferred to that frol,,.

Another confirmation of the relevance of our criterion isegivin the next section concerning neutrino
mixing angles.

6 Beyond unitarity. A neutrino-like pattern; quark-lepton complementar-
ity

In the “quark case”, we dealt with three “Cabibbo-like” aggl The configuration that we investigate
here is the one in whichs is, as observed experimentally [17], (close to) maximad, & andé,3 are
Cabibbo-like (see subsectibn4.3). The two cases onlyrdiffeordingly from the “classical solutions” of
the unitarization equations away from which one makes swvaailhtions. The criterion to fix the mixing
angles stays otherwise the same.

6.1 The casddi3 = 0 = 613

We explore the vicinity of this solution, slightly depadgifrom the corresponding unitary mixing matrix,
by considering tha#;» now slightly differs fromé,5, andfs3 from its maximal value

012 = b12 + €,
Oo3 =7/4 , B3 = ba3+ 1. (72)

The l.h.s.’s of eqs[(B1) (52) (b3) (64) and{55) no longeristanand become respectively



1
- 5772(512 + ec12), (73a)
15

57’] (012 — 6812), (73b)

() —ns12c12 + €(sTy — o) (1 + 1), (73c)
(*) —n(cly — siy) + desiacia(1 + 1), (73d)
n(1 + ¢ly) — 2es12c12(1 + 1), (73e)

showing by which amount the five conditions under scrutiryraeow violated. Some care has to be taken
concerning the accurateness of equatiéns (73). Indeednpesied a value af;3 which is probably not
the physical one (even if close to). It is then reasonabl®tsider that channél, 2) is the less sensitive
to this approximation and that, accordingly, of the five amues above,[(73c) an@_(7Bd), marked with an
“x" are the most accural@ .

The question: is there a special valuedpf = 6, Cabibbo-like for which small deviationg, ) from
unitarity entail equal strength violations of

x the absence dof12}, {21} non-diagonal neutral currents;

« the universality of 11} and{22} neutral currents ?

gets then a simple answer
812C12 = 0%2 - 8%2 = tan(2912) = 2. (74)

We did not take into account the terms proportionak toecause we assumed that the mass splittings
between the first and second generations (from which thedaakitarity originates) are much smaller
that the ones between the second and the third generation .

In the case of two generations, ordyappears, and one immediately recovers frbm]|(73c) (hed) t
condition fixingtan(26.) = 1/2 for the Cabibbo angle.

Accordingly, the same type of requirement that led to a valuthe Cabibbo angle for two generations
very close to the observed value leads, for three genesatiom value of the first mixing angle satisfying
the quark-lepton complementarity relatian (3) [6].

The values off;, and 6,3 determined through this procedure are very close to therafdeneutrino
mixing angles[[17][[19].

Though we only considered the two equations thataamiori the least sensitive to our choice of a
vanishing third mixing angle (which is not yet confirmed esippeentally), it is instructive to investigate
the sensitivity of our solution to a small non-vanishingueabff; 3. This is done in AppendixIE in which,
for this purpose, we made the simplificatién; ~ 6;5. It turns out that the terms proportional g;

in the two equation$l2] = 0 = [21] and| [11]| = | [22] | are also proportional téc3, — s3,), such that
our solution withd»3 maximal is very stable with respect to a variationdgf around zero. This may of
course not be the case for the other three equations, wheabxgected to be more sensitive to the value
of 643.

6.2 Solutions for the anglef; 3

We now consider, like we did for quarks, the general @hge# 0 # 13(p # 0), 012 # O12(c # 0),
a3 # O23(n # 0), while assigning t@,, andfy3 their values obtained in subsection]6.1.

We investigate the eight different relations betwéen 625 andf,s which originate from th@ x 2 x 2 pos-
sible sign combinations in the conditions70) (the r.rs:iaw replaced by a conditiafi(612, 623, 613) =
1 involving the three mixing angles), where each modulus ealternatively replaced by or “ —".

2The limitation of this approximation also appears in the taat [73b), of second order ip is not compatible with[{73e),
which is of first order.



Among the solutions found fat 3, only two (up to a sign) satisfy the very loose experimentalrizl
sin?(613) < 0.1. (75)
They correspond respectively to the sign combinatiens—/—), (+/+/+), (—/+/+) and(—/—/—)

613 = £0.2717 | sin?(f13) = 0.072,
13 = +£5.7107% , sin*(f13) = 3.3107°. (76)

The most recent experimental bounds can be found in [19]y Tded
sin?(#13) < 0.05, (77)

which only leaves the smallest solution @) Future experiments will confirm, or infirm, for neu-
trinos, the properties that we have shown to be satisfied avitmpressive accuracy by quark mixing
angles.

7 Flavor transformations

Up to now, the observed “pattern” of flavor mixing has beercalimected from flavor symmetries. It
has instead been connected with a precise scheme of depaduar unitarity of the matrix controlling
gauge neutral currents in bare flavor space. This contragtsmost approaches which, first, focus on
mass matrices rather than gauge currents, secondly trgacéprecise forms of the latter from horizontal
symmetries[[B]. The goal of this section is to (start to) spémidge between the two. We shall investigate
unitary flavor transformations, while restricting, for thake of simplicity, to the case of two flavors, in
which symmetry patterns are more conspicuous (the preseinaehird generation has been seen, for
example, to only lightly affect the Cabibbo angle).

The most natural unitary flavor group to be investigated éntii(2) ¢, or U(1); x SU(2). For degen-
erate systems, this is a symmetry group of the Lagrangiansods as the degeneracy is lifted, it is no
longer so, though an arbitrary unitary transformation amfens should not change “physicsg. the
physical masses and mixing angles. This last property misansinitary flavor transformations have to
be considered from two points of view: on one side, we willaththat physical mixing angles do not
change when fermions are transformed, in particular tfeptbcess of renormalization by the countert-
erms of Shabalin goes also unaltered in the transformatiod, on the other side, we will investigate
which changes they induce on the (different parts of) thed&agjan, and how their breaking can eventu-
ally be associated with the pattern of neutral currentsgbamingly controls mixing angles observed in
nature.

For non-degenerate masses, the explicit form for the mérix)’C—! controlling neutral currents in the
bare flavor basis, that has been obtained in sectidn 2.1P@¢erovides an “orientation” of the relevant
SU(2) s with respect to the trivial one (the generators of which &eeRauli matrices), which depends
on the mixing angl®: there arises the generatdy(0). A trivial invariance of the effective Lagrangian
of gauge neutral currents by transformatigf+?2-7-(%)) follows, which is broken for charged currents
(unless thed, s) and(u, c) sectors undergo identical transformations).

We then study possible connections between mass matridegaaige neutral currents. We start by the
simple case of a constant (symmetric) mass matrix. A linkweutral currents rapidly appears because,
apart from trivial terms proportional to the unit matrix etimass matrix is deduced fro@—')fc—!

by a translatiord — 6 — 7/4 of the mixing angle. The departure of the mass matrix frome¢ant
proportional to) unity is then represented by fjegenerator of the rotatesil/ (2) ¢ (¢) mentioned above.
The commutatof, = [7,(0), 7T(0)] is the standard Pauli matrix, independent of the mixingang|

These values substantially differ from the one$1in [20],akhainly focuses on special textures for the product of thaelkg
and neutrino mixing matrices [21].



In a short paragraph, we single out a special invariance thf mmn-trivial parts of) neutral currents and
mass terms by the orthogonal, hermitian but non unitansfoamationse®7+ (it is not a symmetry of the
whole Lagrangian).

Then, we study generdl x 2 unitary transformations on fermions. We demonstrate,utifinovarious
steps, that these transformations go across Shabalirssmatization and finally leave unchanged the
renormalized mixing angles. Flavor rotations, equivatent®’v transformations appear of special rele-
vance. They are shown to continuously rotate neutral ctgiato mass terms and to preserve their group
structure. As far as charged currents are concerned, tteeipgstructure only stays unchanged when the
same rotation is performed in tlie, c¢) ans(d, s) sectors. It then occurs that mass and flavor eigenstates
can only be aligned in one of the two sectors. The mixing angtbe non-aligned sector becomes then
identical to the Cabibbo angle occurring in charged cusett this framework, as commented upon
more at length in subsection 8.3, flavor rotations appearasyamildly broken flavor subgroup of the
electroweak Standard Model.

Last, we generalize this result to the renormalized massr(&rmionic self-energy). Its dependence
on ¢? leads, like in the general argumentation of QFT used in @}the presence of an orthonormal
basis of eigenstates for each valuegéf containing one at most among the physical mass eigenstates
Accordingly, one reaches the same conclusion concernmgadh-unitaritya priori of mixing matrices.
TheU(1).,, Ward identity that connects the photon-fermion-antifenmvertex function at zero external
momentum to the derivative of the inverse propagator reguhat the two sides of the identity be invari-
ant by the same transformatiefi®*?-7-(?)) mentioned above. This yields a constraint that we propose
to adopt because it guarantees thdtdependent) neutral currents and the fermionic self enezgp khe
same structure as that encountered in the case of a consdastmatrix; they are in particular, again,
continuously transformed into each other by flavor rotatiofhe resulting expressions are in particular,
unlike textures, stable by these transformations.

7.1 Afirst type of horizontal symmetries

We exhibit below specific flavor transformations transfatiores that leave parts of the gauge electroweak
Lagrangian invariant. We deal with the case of two genematiavhich makes an easy link withl [3], and
consider for example thgl, s) channel. The corresponding neutral currents in the badisuaf flavor
eigenstates are controlled by the prodi&t!)c; .

When(, departs from unitarity, we parametrize it like [n.{22) in whithe role ofA, is now played by
€4, such that[(213) becomes

(€31 (Bar)Cy M (Bar) = 1+ 24 T2 (Bar), (78)
where the expression far. has been given in_(16). Whatever fg,, the unitary transformation

Q. (ag, Ba,0ar) = e@atPaT=(0ar)) (79)

%,

with arbitrary oy and 3y, acting on , satisfies

S(}L
Qf (g, Ba, Oar.) [(Cd_l)T(edL)Cd_l(edL)] Q. (v, Ba, 0ar) = (€T (0ar)C " (Bar), (80)

and, thus, leaves invariant Lagrangian for gauge neutratiots

( di;, 59 >W37Z [(Cd_l)T(edL)Cd_l(edL)] 7L (81)



It is accordingly a horizontal group of invariance of the galLagrangian for neutral currents in the space
of bare flavor state&.

4 , d4 ul
As can be seen o (B9), such transformatiqns (’:L — eilaatBaT=(0a)) (];L : gL -
0
. u
etlautBuTz(0ur)) ({L , acting independently in th@:, ¢) and(d, s) sectors (with different parame-
C
/L

ters), do not leave the gauge charged currents invariant.

A special invariance of the non-trivial parts of both nelfg@uge currents and mass terms by a non-unitary
transformation will also be exhibited in subsection 7.2.2.

7.1.1 The example of the Cabibbo anglean 260, = %

The value of the Cabibbo anglen26, = i [3] corresponds tein 26, = % and, so,7.(6.) =

1 I =2 1 _ _ : . .
— = —t,, ti = 1. In this case, the horizontal group of invariance of theesponding
25\ 2 -1 2

neutral current¢C—1)’C~! in bare flavor space i$qy, 34) being arbitrary parameters

g 2
Qz(ad7 Bd7 HC) — ei(ad"l‘ﬁdtc) — eiad (COS IBd+ZtC sin Bd) _ eiad COS ﬁd + \/5 S1n 5d \/5 Sin ﬁd

_ 2 g
7 sin B4 cos By 5 sin B4

(85)
29 Things become clearer in the proper basi§of which is also the one of; (6,1, ). Its eigenvectors are
L —+/1+sin 2041, L v1 —sin 26047, (82)
V2 \  T—sm20. V2 \ T+sm20.;

and the diagonalize@ (041, ) is

Dp. =1 ( ! ) _ 78, (83)
2 —1

Accordingly, in the properf;;, dependent) basis, the horizontal group of invariance is
Qaa, Ba) = e’i(ad+,ﬁ‘dT3)7 (84)

that is, up to an arbitrary phase[&1) transformation by th@® subgroup of the horizonts U (2) ; symmetry associated to
the triplet of neutral currents in th@, s) channel. In the proper basis, the neutral currents becomteotled by1 + ¢4 D1, =
1+ €4T3, close to unity like in the mass basis and in the flavor basis.

dp

The proper basi of (C;1)'C; !, T-(0ar), and 2. can be easily expressed in terms of the renormalized mass

Sp

. dp t d(}L + dmr, . . . .
basis [ID) = P, = P;Cq , Where P; is the unitary matrix the columns of which are

Sp s%r SmL
. ; _ o _COSCd SinCd . _ \/1—sin20,7, _ 1
the eigenvectord (82)P; = P] = ey costs with tan ¢y = W = = tan20 = o, =
—cos(Bq4r, + sin(fq4r, +
Ca = —bOar + 5 + k. Cq being given by [(IB) and_22)P!C, writes (Baz. + Ga) (Baz + ¢a) =
sin(far + Ca) cos(far + Ca)
—cos(Z + k%) sin(Z +k%
(G 2) G 2) up to corrections ifag.
sin(§ + k%) cos(§+k3%)



—2(a = f)

Note that it is of the form “ like (C~1)TCc~!, belonging to the same group
—2(a = ) B
of matrices (see subsectibn 712.1).

7.2 Gauge currents versus mass matrices

In this work, the determination of mixing angles has beeratgected from the knowledge and / or
assumptions concerning mass matrieeg, textures. In addition to the fact, already mentioned, that a
single constant mass matrix cannot account for the prasedf coupled systems in QFT] [5][10], the
limitations of putting the emphasis on mass matrices haready often been stressed. Textures are
unstable by unitary transformations on fermions and carefesent genuine physical properties of the
system under consideration. [n[22] it was explicitly shdvmv one can obtain, for example, bi-maximal
mixing matrices without Dirac mass matrices playing angradDn these grounds, this last work casts
serious doubts on the relevance of the Quark-Lepton Congpitarity relation, which does not rely on
“invariant” relations and quantities. That the Goldenoatalue fortan 6. can be recovered from special
textures (see for example_J11]) can thus only be considesed gpecial case of some more general
properties.

It is noticeable that the way we obtained these two propesiays independent of any assumption con-
cerning mass matrices, since the remarkable propertiesrita@ncern gauge currents.

The problem that comes to mind is clearly whether a bridgebeaspanned between gauge currents and
some class of mass matrices. We just make a few remarks bielawirst step we shall consider a (abu-
sively) single constant mass matrix; then, we will consiggrormalizedg? dependent, mass matrices.

7.2.1 The case of a constant mass matrix

We have demonstrated in subsection 2.1 that non-unitaryngnimatrices arise in the diagonalization
of renormalized kinetic terms; this does not depend on the fof the classical mass matrixy. We
consider, in a first step, the simple case of a binary systetovesd with a real symmetric mass matrix

me=| " ). (86)
c b

Calling m; andms;, its eigenvalues, one can re-parametrize

1 cos 260 sin 20
MO = m+ Am 7?2(9)7 7?2(9) =3 5
sin260 — cos 20

m:w, Am = mq — ma, (87)

wheref is the (classical) mixing angle arising from the diagoratian of M. It satisfies

2c
a—b

tan 260 = (88)
That a given mixing angle can be related to infinitely manfedént mass patterns clearly appears since,
for example, shiftingM by x x the unit matrix does not change the mixing angle, does natggha
Am either and shifts each individual eigenvalueAylin particular, a value ok much larger thamn; o
leads to a quasi-degenerate binary system, the mixing afgibich stays nevertheless the same since
tan 20 = 2¢/+/(Am)? — 4¢? is unchanged. Also, two mass matrices proportional to etiwr blave the
same mixing angle though their eigenvalues have the sanpeianality factor (mass ratios keep the



same in this cas@. Trying to explain a given mixing pattern by a specific massrixs thus illusory
because it cannot tackle the problem in its generality.

Shifting M, by a constant is a particular one among the transformatioasi¢éave the r.h.s. of (88)
unchangedi.e. the ones such tha#s; = cst. The se{O(u)} of such matriceB]

) b oa—b (1
Sla— - U
ow = , 2 _err,a (89)
—(a—10) b 2 2 u —1
2
form, f | | abell d by the two matricasd = —— b
orm, for any giveru, a real abelian group, spanne e two matricasd - ———
yg group, sp y Vit \ 4 1
Interesting connections can be obtained as follows. Coimp4r8) and[(87), one gets:
chict—-1, . My—m
() = (6~ m/4). (90)

It then appears natural to consider the th$&&(2) (6) generators (anticommuting matrices with eigen-
values+1/2)

AT Ry B IR N B0 P “ ) ey
€T - 2 \/1-|-—u2 u _1 b Yy 2 Z 9 z - 2 \/H——u2 _1 —u b
such that, parametrizir@
1 . U
COS 29 = \/T—ru?7 S1n 29 = \/?—uz, (92)
one has, like in[(87) and (¥8)
My =m+ AmT,(0),
€ Hic™t =1+ 2¢T.(9). (93)
TheT (6)'s are related to the standafi/(2) generatord’ defined in[(41) by
7;(9) Tm 1 u 1
= R(u) , R(u) = —— P RT(wR(u) =1 (94)
T.(0) T, Vituw? \ _1 o

“Mass terms” and neutral currents are transformed into emh&r by the action of (seé _(14) for the
definition of the rotatiork)

Ty — cos L + 20T, sin 2 = R(Z
e cos o + 2i7, sin 5 R(2) (95)
Indeed,
e—ivaE(Q)ewTy T (6)
, , =R(—) ) (96)
e—WTy’TZ(Q)eWTy T.(0)

aM+p3

30 - -
Any homographic transformation on a mass maddx M — T

angles.

31This set is of interest to us because, as we recalled in s@tihe Cabibbo angle empirically corresponds ta tan 260, =
1/2, and, as we showed in sectidis 5 &hd 6, the same structurdiesdéor three generations, quark and leptonic mixing
angles. The empirical criterion equating the violation oiersality and that of the absence of FCNC’s correspontisstgsame
structure, in which the difference of diagonal elements sfmmetric2 x 2 matrix is identical, up to a sign, to its off-diagonal
one.

%2Foru = tan 26 to be continuous, we have to restrict, for exampleg the interval — 7 /4, 4+ /4].

preserves the eigenvectorsidf and thus the mixing



which we rewrit@

( 7}(9) ) ~ R(—) ( 7:(0) ) 7 7;72(9) _ e—i*y7’y7;7z(9)ei’y77y. (98)
T.(0) T-(0)

Comparing [5) and (98) shows thdt”¥, which shiftsd by /2, rotates fermions by /2, but rotates
the 7,.(0) and7(0) generators by—~). In particular, when rotating the fermions hy4, i.e. taking
v =7/2,To(0) = =T.(0), T-(0) = To(0).

Combining with [94), one finds

(9) _ sin(y +26) cos(y + 26) T,
(9) —cos(y +20) sin(y + 26) T,
™ T:v

e~ 1(20+y—3)Ty T, et(20+7—5)Ty
e—i(29+'y—%)Ty T, ei(26+’y—g)Ty

(99)

The rotation matrix occurring is exactly of the same typeRés) occurring in [94), with its argument
shifted from26 to 20 + ~. (@4) rewrites in particular

72(6) T,
7 _ 2i(0-3)T, 7, 210-5)T, (100)
7-(0) T,

(81) shows that one recovers the standst{2) generatord,, T, T’ at the limitu — +o00 (0 — 7/4);
whenu — —oo (6 — —7/4), T..(0) — =T .; at the limitu — 0 (0 = 0), 7,(0) — 1., T.(8) = —T5.
By the transformation (isomorphic t6,) v — —1/u, T,(0) — T.(0), T.(0) — —T,(0). It corresponds
to the transformationan 20 — —1/ tan 26, which is an outer automorphism of ti$8/(2) x U(1) (or
U(2)) algebra under scrutiny. One can also speak of an infinitefs&/(2) , depending of the contin-
uous parametes. This set is divided by the transformatian— —1/u into two subsets, respectively
with generators(7,(0), 7,, 7-(8)} and{7.(0), T,, —7.(8)}. They intersect along th& (1) group with
generatof7,, which is independent df.

7.2.2 A special invariance

In subsectiom_7]1, we encountered the unitary transfoamaf2. which leave invariant the Lagrangian
of neutral currents. Likewise, we can define transformatiop = ¢(>+57=(®) which, due to[(87), leave
mass terms invariant. None is a symmetry of both terms: akcdirrents are not invariant l§y,., nor are
mass terms by?,.

33|n terms of neutral currents and mass terms, one has

T Mo = m A Am(To(6) cosy — Ta(0) siny) & (m + AmT(6)) — yAmT (6)
- Am -1\t H—1
7M0—7¥((C )'C _1)7

e Ty HieT e Ty 1+ 2¢(T2(0) siny + T2(0) cosy) ~ (1 + 2¢T=(0)) + 2eyT=(6)

— Y+ ’yAQ—:n(Mo —m). 97)



There exist a special invariance satisfied by the non-tipaets of the mass matrix and of neutral currents,
My —m (chHict -1

which results from the anticommutation ‘6f with 7, and7.. Both A and 5 satisfy
€
My —m My—m _,(CHict-1 (cHict -1
20 =20 f = 101
0 Am 0 Am 0 2¢ 0 2¢ ’ (101)
whereQ is the orthogonal matrix depending on an arbitrary realipatar«
cosha —isinha ia -1
0= =c <1 )zeW&, 00T =1, ot0 #1. (102)

7sinh o cosh o

This transformation is non-unitary, such that the triviattg of the matrices for mass and neutral currents
(the ones proportional to the unit matrix) are not invariant

Itis also noticeable that the corresponding parts of therdragian arenot invariant by the unitary/ (1)
rotationO obtained by going to imaginary. At the opposite, the trivial parts of the corresponding snas
terms and gauge neutral currents, which are not invariad,lare invariant byO.

7.2.3 Unitary transformations on fermions

Am (mass splitting) an@e (lack of unitarity of the mixing matrix) cannot be but tighttonnected; they
are in particular expected to vanish simultaneously. Wtegh anish, the mixing angle is undetermined:
mass terms, proportional to the unit matrix, are trivialtyariant by theSU(2)(0) x U(1)¢ flavor
symmetry; so are the terms corresponding to neutral csrierthe gauge Lagrangian.

As soon as the degeneracy is lifted, this symmetry is brokeass terms and neutral currents are no
longer invariant. However, it is the common belief that “plog” should not depend on arbitrary unitary
flavor transformations on the fermion fields. So, on one siewill check this point and, on the other
side, we will study how different parts of the Lagrangiamgf®rm, putting a special emphasis on flavor
rotations.

Flavor rotations

According to [9F), they are strictly equivalent (up to a @as transformations, = ¢ (@+774(9) Wwe
consider

dO
T SR [ 7, (103)

0
which is equivalent to a transformatief™7v .

Concerning mass terms and neutral currents (in the origbzak) flavor basis), they respectively trans-
form according to (se€(¥8) and {87))

RUQ)T(OR(p) = To(0+ ), RI(@)T(O)R(p) = T-(0 + ¢), (104)

which consistently shifts the angle— 6 + ¢. Such transformations, in particular, rotate continupusl

mass terms into neutral currents (see dlso (98)).

To ascertain that they “do not change physics” (given thay tare obviously not symmetries of the

Lagrangian), we must check that physical mixing angles atechanged by such transformations, in
particular the Cabibbo angle occurring in charged currehtenormalized mass states. We accordingly
consider[(108) acting ofil} , s}, ), together with

UO ’LLO

L Srw [ ). (105)
CO CO

fL fL



By the unitaryR (¥, ), the (u, c) classical mass matrix is left-multiplied B! () and the(d, s) one by
R (). In the diagonalization process by a bi-unitary transfdioma the unitary matrice€;y andCyo
(see subsectidn 2.1) have simply to be changeddpfe= R (19)Cyo andCay = R (¢)Cyo (in this simple
case of rotations, the classical angles linking the oridiagor states to the new mass states have become

Our, = O+, 041, = GdL+<,p). So doing, the bare masses stay the same. The new clasagskigen-

Uy, ugy, dyar, djp

statesard """ | =clorR) | F || ™ | =cl,R(e) | " |;they are deduced from
~ 0 ~0 0
CnL CrL SmL SfL

the original ones by the transformatio@l;%R(vﬂ)Cuo = R(¥) andCIlOR(go)Cdo = R(). By the action of

R(9¥) andR (), the classical charged currents Lagrangian becc(m@%L E(J)CL ) RIWR(p) 9 ,
fL
which writes in terms of the new classical mass eigenstatgssing the unitarity ofR (¢) andR(y))
_ &0
( agnL @QﬂL >C:£()cho ;”L . So, at the classical level, the mixing (Cabibbo) matrixuvdag
gmL
in charged currents is unchanged. This means that, in theadept of [30), involving the new classical
mass eigenstates defined abo¥g,s formally unchanged and so are t8&/(2); generators. This is
precisely the ingredients which are used to calculate Sim&#baounterterms. So, in the new classical
mass basis, thd,, 4, B, 4, Dy, 4's are unchanged. This entails that the renormalized métexpressed
by (32) is also unchanged. The last step is to go to the badlseaiew renormalized mass eigenstates
(see[(ID)). Since thd, ; Shabalin's counterterms are unchanged, so are, formaéyma-
§mL
tricesV,, 4 (see[(10.15)), which still depend on arbitrary angtes andy, and parameters, andp,.
Since Shabalin’s counterternts, ; and D,, ; are unchanged, so are the unitary matriggg andU,, 4.
SinceCyy andC,,o have been changed (see above), so BguandC,, (seel(2R)), in whicld,;, andd,,;, are
now also respectively shifted by and#. Let us keep as beforer, + 021, = 0 = ©rq + Oor.4; VaVa,
which does not depend @hy;, (seel(20)), stays unchanged (and so dggs,). SinceC has been seen to
be unchanged, too, the Cabibbo mattpexpressed by the first line ¢f (34), is unchanged.

C4, which connects original flavor states to renormalized rstss, becomey;, = édOVdVd = RT(go)Cd
and one gets a similar expression Q.

We introduce, like before, renormalized flavor states (@89) @nd the renormalized mixing matric&s
and¢, connecting the latter to renormalized mass states. Redoeeghanipulations that led frorh (32)
to (38), one finds thaf(35) stays unchanged. So do the thetadims of [4R), as well a&,)~!. The
rotation angles» andv can be absorbed in the definition of the new renormalized rflstedes which are,
as expected, deduced from the initial ones (5ek (40¥Rhy) andR(¥). Finally, ¢; = €4, €, = €,
each renormalized mixing matrix stays unchanged and thdorl = ¢ = @L@d still holds. The mixing
angles are renormalized as before according to

5 Pu€u 3 Pded 5 )

——, Oar, = bar, + — e =041, — Our. (106)

Let us also write what happens in there for charged currghts ttansformations of mass terms and

34Since<p and¢ are both free, by tuning the former ted,;, and the latter to-6,,r,, one can tune bott o = RT(<p)Cd0
andCyo = Rf(ﬁ)cuo to the unit matrix: the mixing angles connecting, in bothtees; the new classical mass states to the
initial flavor states, can thus be cast to zero (the mixindemgonnecting the rotated bare flavor states to the newicdhssass
eigenstates are left unchanged by the rotation). Howevengi considers charged currents in flavor space, we show(&f@)
that their group structure stays unaltered only if the twhiteary flavor rotations become identical; this accordynfgivors a
common arbitrary flavor rotation in the two sectors. See afgmendixXT for the reverse statement that, by a flavor rotatioe
can always align the new flavor states to the classical magssst



neutral currents are given in(104)). It is convenient fas tb use the second line &f(38):

R I R [ e T | 107
= (a9, &, )B+aTbun) +aT@u)y | F ). aom)

< UmL CmL )¢7u
SmL Srr,

We recall (see subsection P.1) thgtand ¢, are proportional tain(0,;, — 0,1) cos(fqr, — 0ur). By
the transformationd_(103) and (105) the argument$.64,,;,) and7.(6,z) in (I07) are both shifted by
(p+9): 20, — 20,1 + ¢ + ¥, and20,;, — 2041, + ¢ + ¥, such that their difference stays the same.
The structure of (107) stays unchanged, but forithehich become®R (¢ — ) B Because of this term,
the group structure of charged currents is modified, singe ibnger projects only off,, unlessy = ¥,
accordingly, if one wants to preserve it, the same flavoitimteshould be performed in both sectors.

So, while independent®”s" x ¢**7J' flavor rotations do not change, in the new bases, the mixigtgan
(see also footnote_B4), they modify the different parts ef ltlagrangian in different ways. The tightly
connected structure of neutral currents and mass termsistdnanged and they are continuously rotated
into one another. The modification of charged currents isemmiportant unless the two rotations are
identical. Accordingly, requesting that neutral and ckdrgauge currents exhibit the same flavor struc-
ture provides a constraint on the arbitrary flavor rotatitheg can be performed and thus a connection
between sectors of different electric charge. This is ortb@tonsequences of the fact that the angles of
the two sectors get entangled by radiative correctionsadtdiso consequences for the alignment (up to
small radiative corrections) of mass and flavor eigenstatese of the two sectorgu, ¢) or (d, s) (see
subsection 813).

Arbitrary unitary transformations

We now consider arbitrary x 2 unitary transformation§* and2¢ on fermions.

Like for rotations, it is straightforward to show th@g, Shabalin’s counterterms, V, 4, Vi, ¢ andU, 4
stay unchanged. So dQlAVd andV,V, and, finally, thg Cabibbo matri® between the new renormalized
mass state<’; becomeg; = Q4C,; andC, becomeg,, = QuiC,.

We parametrize, with the appropriater d index fora and B

Q) = oiatBaTa(0)+By Ty+B:T=(0)) (209)

Concerning mass terms and neutral currents, in the orifjaair basis one gets:

By

ATOQT0+ )+ 8.7, ATOQ~T0+2) - 3.7, (110)

while, for charged currents (107) becomes:

%50ne can check directly this statement by starting again {4, which we have shown to be unchanged (thoGighand
Cqo have changed;, stays unchanged). We just have to make the transformation fine new classical mass eigenstates to
the original flavor states. This is the role of the transfdiares o andC.o such that, in the original flavor basis the charged
currents write (omitting théV,,~*)

L1 1 —A, 1 -A . d’
( T )Cuo— Co +Co ¢ C;O e
e 20\ —a, 1 —As 1 9L
1 1 —A, 1 —Ay ds
= (a9 @ )R Cuo Co + Co clo R | ),
—A, 1 —Aq 1 SfL

which yields the same conclusion as operating With?) andR () directly on [107).



O 1+ €T (0ur) + ea Tz (0ar)]

u oy d .
~ QuTQd + €y 7-z <9uL + %fﬁ> + Z‘(O‘d - au)’Tz(euL) - %/8;7; - i/ﬁzu
+iﬁf§ F((Our —bar)) + ﬁﬂ? G((ur — 9dL))]
[ 4 d .
+ €| <9dL + %47%> +i(ag — o) T2 (0ar) — %@iﬁ + iﬂ?

FEBYF((Our — 0ar)) — 562 G((0ur — 0ar)) |

] sin 27 cos 271 cos 27 sin 27
with F(7) = , G(r)= . (111)

—cos27T sin27 —sin27 cos 2T

So, mass terms, neutral currents and charged currents| anegaheral deeply modified, which corre-
sponds to a strong breaking of thé/(2) s x U (1) flavor symmetry.

7.2.4 Self energy, electromagnetic current and Ward identy

Departure from the inappropriate Wigner-Weisskopf appnation [S][10] can also be done by working
with an effective renormalizegP-dependent mass matrix (self-energy)¢?).

The eigenvalues of/(¢?) are nowg?-dependent, and are determined by the equadien)M (¢?) —
A(g?)] = 0P8, Letthem be; () ... A, (¢?). The physical masses satisfy theelf-consistent equations
® = M. n(g?), such thatm? = A\ (m?)...m2 = \,(m2). Ateachm?, M(m?) hasn eigenvectors,
but only one corresponds to the physical mass eigenstatetliers are “spurious” states [5]. Even if the
renormalized mass matrix is hermitian at any giyénthe physical mass eigenstates corresponding to
different¢? belong to as many different orthonormal sets of eigenstateshus, in general, do not form
an orthonormal set. The discussion proceeds like in theafdies paper, leading to similar conclusions.

We study below the role of thé(1).,,, Ward Identity connecting the inverse fermionic propagéatot(q)

to the photon-fermion-antifermion vertdx,(q, ¢) at vanishing incoming photon momentum. In each
sector of (bare) flavor space, the vertex function is (duehéoGell-Mann-Nishijima relation between
neutralSU(2);, andU (1).,, generators in the standard model, and up#e the electric charge in the
given sector) nothing more thai@—!)7(¢>)C~*(¢%) encountered before for neutral currents (see also
footnote 1B). Requesting that the two sides of the identitynlbariant by the same flavor transformation
(79) will induce constraints which do not suffer the majoawiback of textures, their instability by such
transformations.

In each channel, for exampld, s), the aforementioned Ward Identity writes
Lu(,9) = ——57(g) (112)
RAN: 3 8(]# .

Accordingly, both sides of (112) should be invariant by tame group of symmetry.

We write the(d, s) propagatotS(q?) (we suppose that it is symmetric, such that left and rightesgates
are obtained by the same rotation) as

ST =g — M(q%), M(q°) = ( (113)

%This is the simple case of a normal mass matrix, which can &godialized by a singleyt-dependent) unitary matrix.
When it is non-normal, the standard procedure uses a kyniiagonalization.



2¢(¢?)
a(g?) — b(g?)

ala? 2 ala?) — b(a?
m(p) = NI SR 700, (11

Differentiating both sides of (113) with respectggpand using[(114) yields

Definingf(¢?) such thatan 26(q?) = , M (g?) can then be rewritten

0 o N da(q®) +b(¢*)  alg®) —b(g®) 90(¢*)
8—%5 o) = 7“+2q“[ 20¢° " 2c0s 20(¢?) T(0(4%) 9q>
0 (alg®) = b(¢?) 2
* [8(12 < 2 cos 20(q?) )] Tl ))]7 (o

in which only the first two terms, respectively proportiotathe unit matrix and t@, are invariant by
the same transformatiof, (79) as(C~')'C~! which controls both neutral and electromagnetic gauge

2 2 2
currents; the last term, proportional %ﬁ#,m(q% = A+lg );A_(q )
q

The invariance can be recovered if we constrain this dévivab vanish, that is the self-energy to satisfy
the condition

(see footnoté_37), is not.

a(q®) = b(q*) = 2ucos 20(¢*), p = cst (116)
(of course trivially satisfied fou(q2) = b(¢?), in which cased(q2) = 7 /4) or, equivalentiy?]
M(q%) = a(q®) — pcos 20(¢%) + n To(6(4°)). (118)

Unlike textures, this form of the self-energy is stable bydtarotations

0 0
( e ) — R(p) ( T ); M (q?) is transformed intai(q?) — pcos260(q?) + p T=(0(¢3) + @),
s, s,

which shows that the mixing angléq?) has simply become, as expecté¢;?) + ¢ while the spectrum
is unchanged. So is the forin_(78) for the vertex funciipn

Our conjecture is accordingly that any self-energy or wefiection should be of the form

20(¢%) =+ sin26(q? in260(q*) =+ cos20(q?
S (¢7) +sin26(q”) ors@® 1| " (¢%) +cos20(q”) . (119)
+5sin260(¢?) — cos260(q?) +cos20(¢?) —sin20(q?)

which make them stable by flavor rotations. They are in palgicnormal, and thus can always be diago-
nalized by a unique unitary transformation, which can belusalefine both left and right eigenvectors.

Eq.(118) trivially rewrites

: 2
M<q2>a<q2>+u<. PR ) .
sin20(¢%) —2cos20(¢?)

reminiscent, up tai(q?) (which does not changg(q?)) of the triangular matrix suggested in [11] for
tan 20(¢%) = —2; however, while the expressioris (119) are stable by flavatioms, this particular
texture is not. Indeed, rotating_(118) abd (1L.20), one gefgaetively

%" The eigenvalues oM (¢%) are A4 (¢?) = a(q®) + 2usin®60(¢®) and A\_(¢?) = a(q¢?) — 2ucos? 6(¢?) (thusp =
A (@) =2 (d®) ; :
%), such that the physical masses (poles of the propagatisfysa

m1 = a(m?) + 2usin® O(m7), ma = a(m3) — 2u cos O(m3). (117)
The degenerate case; = mo corresponds ta = 0. By (@I8), this is equivalent ta(¢®) = b(q*) and tod = 7. For

. mi—ma M M mi — ma
uasi-degenerate syste ~ ~ m, one has = ~
q g ysiems & ma & m mi1+me  a(m?) — pcos20(m?)  a(m?) 2

~

andy =



R(¢) [a(¢?) — pcos20(q%) + p To(0(q%))] R(p) = a(q®) — peos20(¢*) + pu To(0(¢%) + ),

(121)
0 sin 26(q?)
RY(p) |alg®) +p R(y)
sin20(¢?) —2cos20(q?)
N — sin 20(¢?) sin 2 — 2 cos 20 sin? sin 2(0(¢?) + ¢)
=a(q”) +p
sin2(0(¢?) + ¢) sin 20(q¢?) sin 2¢ — 2 cos 20(¢?) cos? ¢
(122)

By evaluating the ratio between twice the non-diagonal tarmd the difference of diagonal ones, one
finds, on both[(121) an@(1R2), that, as expected, the mixigipehas becom(q?) + . However, while
the “structure” of [1211) is manifestly preserved by the tiot the0 texture in [(122) is not.

8 Conclusion, open issues and outlook

8.1 Summary

That mixing matrices connecting flavor to mass eigenstdtesm-degenerate coupled fermion systems
should not be considered priori as unitary has been given in this work, in addition to gen&&lr
arguments, a perturbative basis from the calculation datiz@ corrections at 1-loop to fermionic self-
energies and neutral currents. The counterterms of Shalalparticular kinetic counterterms (wave
function renormalization), have been shown to play an ingsarole, controlling the departure from 1 of
the matrix of neutral currents in bare flavor space.

We have shown that, in the renormalized mass basis, whitikeuhe bare one, is no longer orthonormal,
the renormalized mixing (Cabibbo) matrix stays unitary ,aal required by the closure of t/(2),
gauge algebra, neutral currents are, like in the bare mass, loantrolled by the unit matrix.

The peculiar feature that is satisfied for two generationthbyCabibbo angle, that universality of neutral
currents is violated with the same strength as the absene€NLC’s, has been shown to be compatible
with all mixing angles of quarks and leptons for three geti@ng, too. For neutrinos, we have shown that
there exists only one solution féf 3 to the corresponding equations that rigorously falls withiesent
experimental limits, and we have obtained, without any liypsis (textures) concerning mass matrices,
the property of “quark-lepton complementarity” betweea @abibbo angle and theigs.

Flavor symmetries, and their entanglement wffti(2);, gauge symmetry, have been shown to underlie
the physics of mixing angles. In particular, for two genierad, the ways gauge currents and fermionic
mass terms (or self-energy) transform by flavor rotatiorss bemmon footprints left by a non-degenerate
mass spectrum.

8.2 Comparison with previous works

At this stage, it can be useful to stress that, in this appraache renormalization of mixing matrices,
both kinetic and mass terms + counterterms have been smeoltialy diagonalized. Having dealt with
self-mass as well as wave function renormalization, thengiratrices that we define connect bare mass
states to renormalized mass states which do not anymoregmden-local non-diagonal transitions.

This is not the case of previous approaches, in particuld23jf in which the sole diagonalization of

mass terms + counterterms defines renormalized mass s@atégre still exist among them non-diagonal
kinetic-like transition&s.

%8n the renormalization scheme proposed_ir [23], it is fumiere impossible to cancel finite contributions to self-geasin
all channels. As a results, in some of them, finite non-diagg@rmionic mass counterterms stay present, which, whesrtied
on external legs ofV ¢ G2 Vertex, can trigger right-handed currents;°) in the standard model.



We have shown that Shabalin’s kinetic counterterms are ties that drive the non-unitarity of mixing
matrices. Would we have left them aside, like[in|[23], we vibbave reached the same conclusion as
theirs, that renormalized individual mixing matrices anitary.

The mechanism that keeps unitary the CKM or PMNS matricesiriog in charged current is thus
different from the one advocated in _[23]; it results from #eilwancellations between two individually
non-unitarity mixing matrices and the fact that, becaus8t2); gauge invariance which dictates the
form of covariant derivatives, the customary expression= K;LKd for the CKM matrix in terms of
individual mixing matrices fok- andd-type quarks is no longer valid.

Another important feature of our work is that the general @Fjument leading to non-unitary mixing
matrices makes use of pole masses. These are the only ongs avbigauge independent. This choice
goes along with the existence of severalscales. One can instead choose to consider the renormalized
mass matrix (self-energy) at a given unigife and to define the renormalized mass eigenstates through
a bi-unitary diagonalization of this mass matrix. This ke&d unitary mixing matrices. However, the
renormalized masses that appear by this procedure (whéchodithe eigenvalues of the mass matrix) do
not match the poles of the renormalized propagator (whictespond to different values gf). Because

of this, they certainly cannot satisfy the criterion of gauigdependence.

As for the fate ofSU(2);, Ward Identities in a multiscale renormalization approaohaddition to the
fact thatSU(2);, gauge invariance is compatible with the existence of difiermass scales, we refer
to [24]: the regularization method might violate some imwace (gauge, Lorentz ...); one has then to
introduce counterterms which violate it, too. After theukegization has been taken away, the S-matrix so
obtained satisfies the requested invariance. There apgpaargdingly to be no fundamental obstacle (only
technical difficulties) if the regularization procedureedmot respect the Ward Identities corresponding
to the invariance of the theory.

8.3 Physically relevant mixing angles

The results that have been exposed are valid for fermionoibf @électric charges. They concern the
mixing angles which parametrize

x for quarks, the mixing matriX<,, of u-type quarks as well a&'; of d-type quarks;
x for leptons, the mixing matrix<,, of neutrinos as well as that of charged lepténs
and we have shown that our approach accounts for the obseaiggl of the mixing angles.

However, a question arises : the measured values of the gnaigles are commonly attached, not to a
single mixing matrix, e.g.k,, or K 4, but to the produc = Kin which occurs in charged currents
when both quark types are mass eigenstates. Thus, in tteastiaapproach, they aeepriori related to
an entanglement of the mixing angles of quarks (or leptohdjfi@rent charges. Then, if mixing angles
in each sector are expected to satisfy the same criterieir, difference, which makes up, up to small
approximation, the Cabibbo angle, would be expected tcstani

The same issue arises in the leptonic sector. Let us considexample the case of solar neutrinos:
the flux of “electron neutrinos” detected on earth is (royyiialf the one predicted by solar model
to be emitted from the sun. Would the flux predicted in soladet® concern flavor neutrinos, and
would also the detection process counts flavor neutrinas,stihe mixing matrix which controls their
evolution and oscillations would b&,; it is indeed the only matrix involved in the projection ofvita
states onto mass (propagating) states. The situationfegetit if the comparison is made between the
(emitted and detected) fluxes of statesv,,, v, defined in subsection 3.1; since their projections on
the mass eigenstates now involve the prodlsiélKl,, their oscillations are, like for quarks, controlled
by an entanglement of the mixing angles of neutrinos andgelasaleptons. The nature of the neutrino
eigenstates that are produced and detected is also soraefirastioned (see also for examplel [25]). An
often proposed solution is that, for charged leptons, tfi@ior is defined to coincide with their mass
[26], which amounts to setting, = 1.



This is indeed the solution that comes naturally to the mindes as we stated in subsectlon 71.2.3 (fla-
vor rotations) (see also appendik F): while arbitrary irefegent flavor rotations are a priori allowed
in each sector of different charge, with the corollary staat that the only physically relevant mixing
angles are the ones occurring in the Cabibbo matrix, thesedtations are constrained to be identical
if one likes to preserve the group structure (breaking pattef both neutral and charged currents in
bare flavor space. Fat = —0,;, = ¢, only the mixing angles in théu, c) sector becomes vanishing
(alignment of bare mass and flavor states in this sector).sTreture [(1017) of charged gauge currents
in bare flavor space becomé]s+ €u(Our, = 0)T2(0) 4+ €q(Our, = 0)T.(0qr, — QuL)). Now, as discussed
in subsectiort 2,111, the value of the paramete= A, depends on the renormalization scheme; for
example its values in/.S and M S differ by a constant proportional tey? sin 6, cos 6.(m? — m2) /M3,
~ being the Euler constant. A “physical” renormalization acted would correspond to the condi-
tion ¢,(6,. = 0) = 0. In this scheme, a classical unit mixing matrix (vanishitassical mixing an-
gle) would not be modified by (1-loop) radiative correctiomesass and flavor eigenstates could keep
aligned in the corresponding sector both at the classical lend at 1-Ioo@. Then, after aligning
mass and flavor states in tije, c) sector, that is, in practice, turnirg), to zero by a flavor rotation,
the formula [(10I7) for charged current in bare flavor spacentmes( Uml  CmlL ) (T (. =
SmL
&\
( Q?L 5(]3% ) 14 €4(0ur = 0)T.(0qr — Our)] V" . , inwhich the only argument of tHg, gen-
SfL
erator is the Cabibbo angle. The criterion linking uniji/ﬁtysaind FCNC's could accordingly be applied
to charged gauge currents in the bare flavor basis, whichiasrihe observed Cabibbo angle.

8.4 Shabalin’s counterterms in the calculation of physicatransitions

As far as physics is concerned, some remarks are due congeatecays likeX — mvo, u — ey, u —
evw, for which 1-loop flavor changing neutral currents play apamant role. One could indeed wonder
what are the consequences on these transitions of theuietiod of Shabalin’s counterterms.

The first way to proceed is the usual one: no counterterm $hkbalin” is introduced and calculations
are done in the bare mass basis, which is orthonormal as soihre &are flavor basis is supposed to be
so.

However,d”, « sV transitions occur at 1-loop, which can be considered togatipe the standard CKM
phenomenology_ [7]. To remedy this, thg, 4, B, 4, E\. 4, Dy,qa COunterterms are added, and should then
be included in any perturbative calculation. This seconssfmlity may be cumbersome, due to their
twofold nature (kinetic and mass) and the fact that they haik chiralities. Furthermore, farands off
mass-shell (which occurs at 2-loops and more), their aci@onbe no longer reduced to the cancellation
of non-diagonatl?, <+ s transitions.

Note that the one-loop amplitude of, for exampi, — d% Z or s% — d° ~ transition does not change
when these counterterms are introduced since, on one biglekill s0, — Z(v)s%, — Z()d?, and

9 — d% — Z(v)dd, transitions but, on the other side, the covariant derieatigsociated with thg
in Eq. (B) restores them (see Appendix B). So, the standaittdut counterterms) 1-loop calculation of

*Its existence is only a conjecture. One could simply subfiram A< its value atd,;, = 0, that is, another constant
like when going fromM S to M S. However it is not clear that such a scheme respects the géfag Identities, nor how to
implement it in practice at the level of individual Feynmaagitam. Subtracting from each one its valuédat = 0 is the
simplest choice as a “physical” renormalization pres@ipsuitable to the alignment of flavor and mass states in(ife)
sector. When applied to Fig. 1 or to its equivalent i@y « ¢, transitions (hence, in practice, to the functiofs, (see
footnotel1#)), it also modifies the values of tBg 4, F.,.q4, D.,a counterterms and that of the combinatibn](27), which keeps
non-vanishing, because the subtracted constants havesioase, a dependence on fermion masses and orore involved
than the sole difference ¢fnass)? that factorizes the Euler constantn 24).

40The resulting mixing matrix, which is identical to the unitirix, trivially satisfies the criterion under considegaji.e.
that the violation of universality (presently non-exigfjris equal to that of the absence of FCNC'’s (also vanishing).



FCNC's stays valid when counterterms are introduced, aadititer do not accordingly play, there, any
physical role.

The third possibility is to diagonalize the bare Lagrangta®habalin’s counterterms and to perform
calculations in the so-defined renormalized mass basishichat has the standard canonical form except
that, as usual when counterterms are introduced, the pteerm@nasses, mixing angles) become the
renormalized ones.

This form of the Lagrangian is extremely simple since aleef§ of Shabalin’s counterterms have been
re-absorbed in a renormalization of the masses and mixigsnand a change of status (orthogonality
or not) of the mass basis. However, again, non-diagdpak-+ s,,, transitions can occur at 1-loop, be-
tween renormalized mass states. They are similar to theanwsring in the bare Lagrangian without
counterterms, except that their amplitudes are now exgaessterms of renormalized parameters. Two
attitudes are then possible:

* either one applies standard Feynman rules to this Lagaangiithout worrying about the orthonor-
mality of the basis of reference, which leads back to the lusag of performing calculations; this is
tantamount to considering that Shabalin’s countertermaal@lay any physical role. This can look a
reasonable attitude since one does not kagwiori whether a set of vectors is orthonormal or not, except
on physical grounds;

* or, before starting any perturbative calculation, ond firgrries whether the reference basis is orthonor-
mal or not. This is now tantamount to considering that ptatgicedictions could depend on this property
and that any sensible Lagrangian should be written, befayeparturbative expansion is performed, in
an orthonormal reference basis. These considerationswgeviao beyond the scope of the present work.

8.5 Flavor rotations as a very softly broken symmetry of the &ndard Model

Performing a rotation by an angjein the two sectorgu, ¢) and(d, s) (or (e, 1) and(ve, v,,)):

* shifts both argument$,,;, andd,;, in the SU(2) generatorsT. (6,r,.4r,) and 7, (6,1, 4r,) Which occur
respectively in neutral (and electromagnetic) currentsranss matrices by (see [(104));

* yields equivalent shifts in charged currents (§ee(107));

* does not modify the physical Cabibbo angle (see “Flavoatiohs” in subsection 7.2.3);

* leaves invariant the rest of the Standard Model Lagrangiahdoes not change the physical masses.

The rotation angle» and the resulting modifications of the Lagrangian appeahysipal. This is why
flavor rotations (identical in the two sectors) can be cagrgd to be a symmetry of the Standard Model.

8.6 CP violation

In this work we have deliberately ignore&dP violating mixing angles and all effects 6t P violation.
There are several reasons for this:

* they area priori small and should not quantitatively alter the results tlaatehbeen obtained for the
other type of mixing angles;

* since the renormalized Cabibbo matrix is constrainedsby(2);, gauge invariance to stay unitary, we
do not expect strong deviations from the customary results;

* the introduction ofC P violating phases would considerably complicate the trigoatric equations to
solve, which are already highly non-trivial.

There is however an interesting point: the most generalumitary mixing matrix allowsa priori C P
violation even for two generations. But we consider this astlzer matter which deserves a separate
investigation.

8.7 Open issues. Beyond the Standard Model

The present work raises several questions and challenges.



A first type of challenge concerns experimentally obseevalginsequences of the issues raised in this
work, specially thea priori non-unitarity of mixing matrices. Unlike th€ P-violating parameters;,
andeg of neutral kaons the difference of which we could estimatfb]jnwe are not yet able to exhibit
and estimate observables which would be sensitive to tmsundarity, or, equivalently, to the energy
dependence of eigenstates induced by radiative correctibinis is all the more challenging as we have
shown that the renormalized mixing matrix occurring in ¢gjear currents (Cabibbo, CKM, PMNS) keeps
unitary as a consequence$/(2);, gauge invariance. So, no deviation from unitarity can besetewl in
charged currents from this mechanism. The finite renor@tidim of mixing angles in charged currents
by the simple functiorP<“d=£« of Shabalin’s counterterms is itself non-physical sinae garameters
pu,q are arbitrary. Non-unitary is thus expected to only be akwoneutral currents in bare flavor space,
where only one fermionic sector gets involved. Howevers i imuch debated issue whether individual
mixing angles, corresponding to a given sector, are obkkxyvar whether the sole observable angles are
the ones occurring in charged currents.

A connection should also be made with the non-unitary edgemva of mass and flavor Fock spaces
investigated in[[2/7]. We have shown that renormalized megesarea priori connected to bare flavor
space by non-unitary transformations, which preachesvior faf the propositions in [27]. However, we
have also proved in subsectibn 212.3 that one can definematized flavor states which deduce from
bare flavor states by a non-unitary transformation and whiolw, connect to renormalized mass states
by unitary transformations. The issue arises accordingge @lso subsection 8.4) of which basi(e)s can
be considered to be orthonormal. Renormalized mass staddsaae flavor states we have shown cannot
be simultaneously orthonormal. Since, and this is the painiew of [27], physical mass states (that
is renormalized mass states) are expected to have the staamtcommutation relations and to form a
Fock space of orthonormal states, renormalized flavorsstatieich are unitarily connected to the latter,
would then form, too, an orthonormal basis (such that bavefflstates should not be anymore considered
to form an orthonormal set, nor bare mass states). Then thegaces of renormalized flavor states and
renormalized mass states would be two unitarily connectaak Bpaces. This issue is currently under
investigation.

Itis to be mentioned that, often, mixing angles are not ddfilike we did, through fundamental parame-
ters of the Lagrangian, but as ratios of amplitudes amongipalybound states (mesons). The connection
between the two approaches is certainly to be investigatadt is clear that it faces the tedious problem
of bound states, in which any tentative calculation is dadtoaincertainties largely exceeding the effects
that need to be tested.

The last type of challenge concerns the criterion that segignicontrols observed mixing angles: it
connects in the simplest possible way the violation of uitytdo FCNC'’s in bare flavor space. We have
no reason to believe that the Standard Model possesseselii) @&ven including the refinements of QFT
that we have implemented, the necessary ingredients tdgiveto such a property. All it can tell is that,
due to non-degeneracy, one expects both violation of lityitand the presence of FCNC'’s for all gauge
currents in bare flavor space. So, it seems reasonable totttahthe realm of any possible connection
between the two lies “beyond the Standard Model”, and thit tiere can one hope to ultimately find a
theoretical explanation to the observed pattern, and toellagion between thean of the Cabibbo angle
and the Golden ratio [3][11].

8.8 Conclusion and perspective

This work does not, obviously, belong to what is nowadaysrretl to as "Beyond the Standard Model”,
since it does not incorporate any “new physics” such as sypanetry, “grand unified theories (GUT)”
or extra-dimensions. However it does not strictly lie witbihhe SM either, even if it is very close to. Of
course, it shares with the latter its general framework leraiatical background and physical content),
and also borrows from it the two physical conditions of ursadity for diagonal neutral currents and
absence of FCNC's, which play a crucial role in the procesg, & the basis of the most general argu-
ments of QFT, we make a decisive use of the essential noarityibf the mixing matrices, whereas only



unitary matrices are present in the SM. This property maydsidered, in the SM, as an "accidental”
characteristic of objects which are intrinsically nontany.

The mixing angles experimentally observed get constraindtie vicinity of this “standard” situation,

a slight departure from which being due to mass splittingend¢ our approach can be considered to
explore the "Neighborhood of the Standard Model”, whichkslly to exhibit low-energy manifestations
of physics "Beyond the Standard Model”.

While common approaches limit themselves to guessing syri@ador mass matrices (see for example
[8] and references therein), we showed that relevant patieveal instead themselves in the violation of
properties attached to gauge currents: in each diugn flavor channel, two dimensional flavor rotation

appears as a flavor subgroup softly broken by the presencass splittings, which continuously connects
neutral currents and the fermionic self-energy.

When two generations are concerned, nature seems to exhjiéntization of thean of twice the mixing
angles as multiples af/2. This corresponds to the property that, in the original ftdhasis, the effects
of lifting the mass degeneracy are such that universalityn&utral currents is violated with the same
strength as the absence of FCNC'’s. The third generatioreaapps a small perturbation of this property.
Whether this quantization really exists and whether it carcést on a firm theoretical background, in
particular through perturbative calculations, stays toftately an open question.

It is remarkable that the same type of symmetry underlieB ti@ quark and leptonic sectors; they only
differ through theOth order solution to the “unitarization equations”, the twidimess of which was
recently uncovered in [2]. In the neutrino case, the valbaswe obtain for the mixing angles (with the
smallest one of3) do not deviate by more thar% from the tri-bimaximal patterri [28].

To conclude, this work demonstrates that flavor physicgsffeour investigation very special and simple
patterns which had been, up to now, unnoticed. Strong amgtenefavor of them have been given in both
the quark and leptonic sectors, and they will be furtheetésthen the third mixing angle of neutrinos is
accurately determined.
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Appendix

A Calculation of Shabalin’s counterterms

We derive here the expressioqs$ (6) for Shabalin’ s coumtestd ;, B,, E4, Dy.
Requesting that the sum &f (4) and (5) vanishessfpone mass-shell gives the first equation
fa@® = m)dy, (1 +7°)ms sy, =
Agd®, (1 +~%)my s2, + Bado,(1 —~%)s + Egd°, (1 — 7°)Ymy s°, + Dy d2, (1 +~°)s2,.
(123)

Likewise, usingcigjs = d(0,s) — (9ud)s andiv"9d,s = —m,5, the equivalent request fai?, on
mass-shell yields

fap* = m)dyma(1 —~°)sp, =
Agdy,ma(1 —~°)sp, + Bady,(1 = ~°)sp, + Ea dyyma(1+7°)sp, + Dadp, (147°)sp,.
(124)
(123) yields the two conditions, respectively far+ %) and(1 — +°) terms:
msfa(p® =m3) = msAs+ Dy,
By+msE; = 0. (125)
while (124 yields the two other conditions
mafa(p® =m3) = maqAq+ Ba,
Dg+mgE; = 0. (126)

The solutions of the four equations [n (125) and (126) arerylyy [6).

B Theinclusion of Shabalin’s counterterms does not modify — d~ tran-
sition.

Making use of formula[{4) for the 1-loogl, — d°, transition of Fig. 1, the left and center diagrams

of Fig. 6 write respectively (we omit the* of the photon and use and abbreviated notafigin?) =

fd(p2 = m?[a ’I’)’LZ, mz7 m%/V))

B () fo(m2) B0 =) S s 0+ ) a27)
B P S Falm) (#+ D1 = 7)shu(p +0). (129)

P+q P r P P+q r P+q p P+q p

Fig. 6: diagrams contributing ta?, — d° v sensitive to Shabalin’s counterterms, which cancel the lef
and center amplitudes; the latter are re-created via theatiant derivatives insided; and E; which
yield the diagram on the right.



Using that thed quark is on mass-shell in Fig. 6 left and theuark is on mass-shell in Fig. 6 center,
straightforward manipulations transform (127) and (128pectively into

md 5y .0 mgims = 5\ .0
fd(m?l) |:m?l m2 dmfyﬂ(l Y )Sm + mg . mgdmfyu(l +’Y )Sm:| ’ (129)
2
my 70 5y .0 mgis = 5\ .0
— fa(m2) [77713 e Ay V(1 = 7) 8, + de’m(l +7 )Sm:| ; (130)

the sum of which yieldsy %, v,,(1—~°)s%, + E4 d%, v, (1 —~°)s2,, where4,; and E, are the Shabalin's
counterterms given i {6).

So, while the two corresponding amplitudes are canceledHap&in’s counterterms (since, in both
diagrams, as¥ — dY transition occurs with eithes or d on mass-shell), the photonic parts in the
covariant derivatives which should be used insidle and E; re-create the same transition amplitude
(Fig. 6 right). s — d9 v is thus left unchanged by the introduction of these couerers.

The same demonstration holds fg; — d°, Z transitions.

C é13:0:>013:0

Using the notations of sectign 3, we start with the followsygtem of equations:

[11] + [22]

s =B3lesh sk =1; (131a)

[11] = [22] & 0%3 cos(26012) = (033 + 5%3) 005(2512); (131b)

[12] = 0 = [21] & s sin(2012) = (¢33 + 335) sin(2012); (131c)
[13] = 0 = [31] & 519 <sin(2923) — sin(2053) ) = 12 5in(2013); (131d)
28] = 0 = [32] &1z (sin(203s) — sin(2635) ) = s125in(2615). (131e)

From equation{131a), we havg, + 33, # 0, which entailsc?; # 1. Letus study the consequence on
the two equationg (131b) and (131c).
o the two sides of (I31b) vanish fovs(2612) = 0 = cos(2012), i.€. 12 = T[Z] = b12.
([@31d) then giyes:%3 = c3; + 335, which, associated witH (I31a), yields the following siont*3:
013 = 0[7‘(] and923 = :]:923[7‘('].
e the two sides Omﬁ) vanish fern(2912) =0= sin(2§12) =0,i.e.0p = 0[%] = é12.
(131D) gives them?, = c2; + 325, hence, like previouslyl 3 = 0[r] andfag = +0a3[n].
e in the other cases we can calculate the ratio (131b) /7 {18&dgh givestan(260:2) = tan(20;2), hence
612 = O12[m] Or 012 = 5 + O12[7):

* b2 = 5 + 012[x] implies for (I3IbY(I3Tcy?, = —c3; — 534, Which, together with[(I31a)f, =
s3. + ¢35), gives a contradiction2 = 0:

x 010 = 512(;& 0)[x] implies, like previously,c?; = c3; + 325, which gives, when combined with
@E):ng = 0[71'] and§23 = :|:923[7T].
Hence, it appears that whatever the case, the solution gseet6;3 = 0[7].
Let us now look at[(131d) and (131e). Singg = 0, the two r.h.s’s vanish, and we obtain the twin
equations§12(sin(2023) —sin(2623)) = 0 and612(§in(2923) — sin(2923)) = 0, which, together, imply
Sin(2923) = sin(2923). It follows that, eithefoz = o3 [7‘1’] or o3 = % — 093 [7‘1’],

“lindeed, let us suppose that vanishes. Thenos(26:2) andsin(26;2) must vanish simultaneously, which is impossible.

2 _ 2, 2 2 2
42{ Ci3 = Ca3 + 523 sp3 +¢a3 =1

2 2, =2 2
s13 + 833 + Ca3 = 1 s13 =0



% Oo3 = égg[w] matches tpe result of the previous discussion in the “+” cabereas, in the “-” case,
the matching leads té; = 6-3 = 0, which is to be absorbed as a particular case in the “+” cordigan;

* O3 = 5 — [ [7] matches the result of the previous discussion in the “+” guméition, in which

case it leads t@y; = O3 = 2151, i.e. maximal mixing between the fermions of the second and third
generations.

D (612, 023) solutions of egs. [(B11)(B2) (B3 (BAL(55) fdhs = 0 = O3

Excluding 61, = 0, (57a) and[(57b) requirgin(26a3) = sin(2093) = a3 = O3 + km OF fo3 =
7T/2 — Oo3 + k.

o for fy3 = 03 + km Cabibbo-like,

(570) requiresin(26:5) = sin(2§12) = 019 = 013+ nworf, = /2 — 612 + n;

(570) requiresos(2612) = cos(2013) = 019 = 015 + pr;

(BT78) requires?, + &3y — 1 =0 = 015 = 40,5 + 7.

The solutions of these three equations @&re= 015 + mm Cabibbo-like orf;, = /4 + qmw/2 maximal
(612 = +6:12 + rm is then also maximal). They are associated With = 6,5 + km, condition heading
this paragraph.

o for fy3 = /2 — b3 + km,

(573) requiressiacia = 2c33512812;

(570) requires, — sty = 2¢35(cfy — 510);

(57€) requires?, + 23,03, — 2835 = 0.

Taking the ratio of the first two conditions yieltisn(26012) = tan(2012) = 2c3; = f12 = 612 + kr /2 +
n, which entails2c3; = 1 = 053 = +7/4 + pr/2 maximal; by the conditiomas = 7/2 — 03 + k7
heading this paragraphiy; is then maximal, to. The third condition becomgs + i, — 1 = 0, which

requiresfis = +615 +rm. Tpen, the second condition is automatically satisfiedftmifirst requires that
the “+” sign be chosen; sé;, = 015 + rx is Cabibbo-like.

e Summary: the solutions are:

% O3 = 093 + km Cabibbo-like, associated with eithér, = 6,5 + mr Cabibbo-like orf;» and ;s
maximal;

% 015 = 015 + rm Cabibbo-like, associated withs andfs; maximal.

E Sensitivity of the neutrino solution to a small variation o 6,3

If one allows for a smalb5 ~ 63, (53) and[(54) become respectively
— 2n512C12523C23 + €(STg — o) + Ns13(c33 — 533)(Clg — 515) =0 (132)
and
2 2 2 2 2 2\ _
— 27]823023(612 — 312) + 4esq1ac1a — 27]813(023 — 323)(2812012 + 6(612 — 312)) =0. (133)

For 63, 053 maximal, the dependence 6y drops out.



F Aligning classical flavor states and classical mass states

We show below that, at the classical level of mass matrices,oan always perform, in each sector, a
flavor rotation such that the classical mass eigenstatethanwtated flavor states get aligned. Since the
logic is slightly different from the one in paragral@]ESwe chose to explain things in detail here.

! 0

Let us now consider thehange of variablesn flavor space e = R(p) Iz . In terms
S}L s(}L
d T

of the primed fields, the mass terms in the Lagrangian rewrite’” R(p)MyST(p)
s’fL S}R

which S(¢) is the equivalent oR () for right-handed fields. Sinc#/, was diagonalized according to

CloMoHao = diag(m9, m?), R ()Mo S} is now diagonalized according &, RL (R () MoST () S () Hao =

dl
IR ,in

! /
diag(mY, m?). Accordingly, the new classical mass eigenstate ardé”L = Cl R () L -
Sl S}L
Y l
Cjzo (’: b= ;”L . S0, the classical mass eigenstates are unchanged, botadeduced from
SfL SmL

the new classical flavor states by the prodﬁ%ﬂ%*(gp). The anglep can accordingly be tuned such that
this product is the unit matrix. When it is so, the new claadiiavor states are aligned with the bare mass
states.

The same demonstration holds in thec) sector. This shows that, at the classical level of mass oestri
mixing angles in each sector, when defined as the one congdwdre flavor states to original bare mass
states have no physical meaning and can always be tunedtoSmrthe only physical mixing angles are
the ones occurring in charged currents. Indeed, since n&es sire unchanged, it is even more trivial
than in subsection 7.2.3 to show that these angles stay ngetidy arbitrary flavor rotations.

We recall however that, as emphasized in foothote 34, a canfilavor rotation of both sectors is required
as soon as one wants to preserve the group structure of dhaugents in bare flavor space.

“3The change in flavor states was defined, there[ byl (103) anttahsformed Lagrangian was expressed in terms of the
original bare flavor fields. Classical mass eigenstatestygoiged such that the new ones are deduced from the startisgogn
d, ds,
the rotationR (i): Tl =RE | "
bare flavor states. In the present approach, it is the newrfisites which can get aligned with the bare mass eigenstages
latter staying unchanged.

. The new classical mass eigenstates could then be aligriedhei starting
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