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1 Introduction

In the Standard Model (SM) the electroweak (EW) gauge symmetry is broken by
a single Higgs doublet of scalar fields. The vacuum expectation value (vev), v/v/2,
of the neutral component can explain the appearance of fermion and gauge boson
masses. The properties of the observed Higgs boson with a mass of 125 GeV agree
with the SM predictions. However, it would be too early to exclude additional
Higgs bosons beyond the SM. To motivate the essence of this work, consider the
top Yukawa coupling y; htrty. Once the Higgs field acquires a vev, a top mass
my = 1y v/V2 ~ y, - 174 GeV arises. Experimentally, m; ~ 173 GeV, and thus the



Yukawa coupling y; is an O(1) number. In contrast, the Yukawa coupling of the up
quark is of order 107° in the SM.

The origin of this hierarchy has been tackled in many ways, for example, by
accidental flavor models [1], radiative mass models [2], warped compactification [3, 4],
partial compositeness [5], clockwork mechanisms [6], and modular symmetries [7-9].
One widely-used approach employs family symmetries together with the Froggatt-
Nielsen mechanism [10]. This mechanism uses additional scalars (flavons), 6;, which
do not contribute to EW symmetry breaking but acquire vevs at some high scale,
M, such that the Yukawa couplings of the SM fermions are given by ((6;)/M )P, with
p determined by the charges of a gauged family symmetry. For a sufficiently small
ratio (6;)/M (or large enough p), this results in the observed hierarchy of Yukawa
couplings. However, only in a few studies, e.g., [11-17], the production of flavons in
high-energy experiments has been discussed. The vast majority of models aim for
predictions of hierarchies and mixings, but not for the prospects of detecting flavons
since the breaking scales of the symmetries involved are very high. We therefore have
no direct experimental test of these models. As an alternative, less-explored route
and in view of the basic observation that there are three families of fermions, we
pursue the idea that there are also three families of Higgs fields, each containing one
doublet with hypercharge Y = % and one doublet with Y = —%. The doublets couple
to the SM fermions such that the hierarchy of their vevs controls the hierarchy of
fermion masses with all Yukawa couplings of O(1). Thus, we postulate

Mg~ V1, My ~Vy , Mg~V3 , M~V , Mp~U; , my~vg (1.1)

and
V1~V U K03 KUy K5 KL Vg (1.2)

Multi-Higgs models with this motivation [18-22] or with the idea that each fermion
has its corresponding Higgs [23-26] have been considered in the past. In particular,
ref. [18] presented a supersymmetric model with six doublets and analyzed the EW
breaking as well as the most important constraints from flavour-changing neutral
currents. The structure of the Yukawa couplings relied on a Fritzsch texture [27].
We take the work of ref. [18] as a basis but consider a non-supersymmetric model
with a gauged family symmetry that yields the required form of the fermion mass
matrices. Specifically, we employ a U(1)r extension of the SM gauge group that is
family-dependent. Its role is not to fix the Yukawa coupling hierarchies but rather
to determine the textures of the Yukawa matrices. Having a gauged family symme-
try forces us to ensure the cancellation of all gauge anomalies, which restricts the
assignment of U(1)p charges and thus reduces the number of free parameters.

The structure of the work is as follows. After presenting the U(1)r model, we
discuss the cancellation of anomalies in Sec. 2. In Sec. 3, we investigate how to
obtain Yukawa matrices that are consistent with the observed quark masses and



mixings, arriving at a concrete realization of the model that is analyzed in detail in
the following sections. First, we discuss the scalar potential in Sec. 4 and show that
it is possible to find parameters leading to successful EW symmetry breaking and
a realistic scalar mass spectrum. Second, we consider the constraints from flavour-
changing neutral currents and CP violation in Sec. 5. Third, we determine the
changes of EW precision observables and discuss whether the anomalous value of the
W boson mass reported by the CDF experiment [28] can be accommodated in the
model. Finally, we conclude in Sec. 7.

2 Anomaly Cancellation and Matter Content

2.1 General Model

We aim for building a model for which the necessity of any particular fermion comes
with a reason. In this respect, we first aim at finding solutions where only the SM
fermions are present. We will then talk about how other exotic fermions can enter
the picture and the purpose they can serve. Our model is like the SM plus the
additional Higgs doublets, singlet scalars and the additional Abelian gauge boson
corresponding to U(1)g. For clarity of the presentation we write the terms in the
Lagrangian that are modified with respect to the SM Lagrangian

6 3
L= W' Dyby+ Y (D'Hy) DyHy+ > (D'0)' Dy =V (Hpn, b0) + Ly
f m=1 n=1

(2.1)
where V(H,,, ¢,,) is the Higgs potential involving Higgs doublets H,, and singlets ¢,
which we will specify in Sec. 4. The mass terms of the SM fermions come from Ly
given below in Eq. (2.6). The action of the covariant derivative D, on the Higgs
doublets H,,, the singlets ¢,,, and the SM fermions s is respectively given by

D,H,, = (8M —1goW,(x) - 7 —ig: Vm,, Bu(x) —igr chZl’L(x)) H,, ,

D,¢n = (aﬂ —ig1 Vo, Bu(x) —igr C¢nZL(5C)) Pn s
D, = (@ — igsk Guada — 1g2Wy(x) - T — ig1 Yy, Bu(x) — igr czprZL(x)) Y,
Dybyr = (au — 193k GLada — iglytbfﬁc Bu(x) —igF waRZ;/L(x)) (e (2.2)

where 7' = (1/2) ¢" are the SU(2),, generators. Besides, Vu,,, Vo, Yy, and Yy,
are the hypercharges of the scalar doublets and singlets as well as the left- and

handed-fermions, see Tab. 1. Of course gluons, G,,, only couple to quarks, so k =0

pas
for leptons and k = 1/2 for quarks. The new gauge interaction, with boson Z/ (z)
and coupling gr, fixes the charges cy,, , see also Tab. 1, of the fermions of the SM
according to anomaly cancellation conditions.

Anomaly cancellation of course does not restrict the scalar sector of the theory,

but just as it happens with the families of the SM, we consider that the scalar sector
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Table 1: Quantum numbers of the model.

contains three Higgs doublets with hypercharge +1/2 and three Higgs doublets with
hypercharge —1/2, coupling to down quarks and up quarks, respectively

Hf HY
Hyss = | o | Haug =27 (2.3)
H?(3,5) H2(4,6)
As we will see later on in Sec. 4, in order to achieve a realistic scalar mass spectrum,
we need also scalar singlets. For the particular model of Sec. 3.1 we need three

singlets. The charges of this example are given in Tab. 2. We decompose the neutral
parts of the doublets in Eq. (2.3) in terms of component fields as

1 1
H=—(y+o+i . O H) = — (—vp — o) +ipr), 2.4
l \/5( l L+ i) k \/5( k ki) (2.4)
where [ = 1,3,5 and k£ = 2,4,6. The minus signs in the decomposition of the
Y = —1/2 Higgs fields Hy (kK = 2,4,6) are introduced in such a way that the

Y =1/2 fields
_ H*
Hy=eH; = | 4 - : (2.5)
G (Vg + o) + k)

have the same sign convention as H; (I = 1,3,5) (here € is the anti-symmetric tensor
in two dimensions, €15 = —€31 = 1, ¢;; = 0). In this way, we follow the sign convention
in [29], which enables us to use the results of that work to determine the EW precision
parameters in Sec. 6.

The matter Lagrangian involving the fields @, L; (quark and lepton SU(2),
doublets, respectively), ug, dg (quark singlets) and eg (lepton singlets) is given by

— Ly = Qp; [(V)ij Hy + (Ye)i; Hs + (Yi")ij Hs) dg;
+ L (YY) Hy + (Y5)i; Hs + (Yy)s; Hs) eg;
+ Qi [(Y3")ij Hy + (Y(")ij Hi + (Yg")i; Hg) up; + hec., (2.6)

where Y/ are the Yukawa matrices associated with each Higgs field H,,. We choose
U(1)r charges such that couplings of the type

QrieHpdr; , QpieHjur; 1e135), ke{246} (2.7)



are forbidden by the gauged family symmetry.! Otherwise, (Hg) would contribute
equally to the bottom and top quark masses, which does not comply with our idea
on the fermion mass hierarchies.

The electric charges are related to weak isospin and hypercharge by

Qr=1I{ + Y. (2.8)

The cancellation conditions of triangle mixed anomalies, with external gauge
boson lines and internal lines of a SM fermion, of the type U(1)r — Gy — G,
where Gy = U(1)y, SU(2)1, SU(3)c, are given by A" = iTr [TF{T!, T;}] = 0.
Here T! are the generators of the SM groups and T of U(1)r and we have used the
normalizations {Y,Y} = 2)? and Tr(T, T},) = %(5ab such that {T,,T,} = %(5@. Also
Ap = [TVOY{TF TFY], AL = 5 [TF{TF, T} }] and Tr[TV7] must cancel. For
example, we have

Al _ %TI' |:TF {Tg(l)Y’TbU(l)Y}] — %TI' [TFyQ} — % Z [Cferm.nyermJ , (29)

ferm.

where “ferm.” are all the fermions, both those of the SM and the BSM ones. We
write the familiar anomaly cancellation expressions in terms of the family-dependent

charges?,

13

A= 6 Z [cQui = 8 Cugi = 2 Cagi + 3 cry i — Bcegi] + X, (2.10)
1 'Lzl

Ay =5 D Bxcouiter ]+ X, (2.11)
1 z§1

As =3 D [2X cqui— Cupi — Capil + X, (2.12)
32:1

Arp = Z [coni—2¢hi+ Cani— Cioi F Cconi] + Xp, (2.13)
zzl

A} = Z 6 C%Li -3 (ciji + cgm) +2 ci”- — CSRJ + X3, (2.14)

1

(2

Here X; accounts for the contribution of fermions that are not present in the SM,
hence exotic fermions, but could be needed for anomaly cancellation. For A; and Ap

! Distinguishing two Higgs doublets by additional Higgs gauge symmetries was proposed as an
alternative solution to the Higgs-mediated FCNC problems in 2HDM, generalizing the usual softly
broken Zs symmetry [30].

2They are written in such a way that A; = 5/3 A3. We use this parametrization because it is
set up for gauge coupling unification. An atlas of flavour-dependent U(1) charges has been given
in [31].



color and doublet factors have been included and factorized, for example for Ap:

2U0(1)%2U(1)y =
3
1 1 —4 2
5 |:3 X 2 X CQ2LZ'§+3 X Cuil?+3 X Cdil§+2 X CLL'L'<_1)+ C€R7;2
i=1
+ (2.15)
If we have
3
Ay = A = gAl , (2.16)

we can achieve gauge coupling unification.
Assuming N, generations of exotic leptons, each containing Np left-handed dou-
blets F;, and Ng right-handed singlets fr,

g=1 [:=1
Ny Np
X =33 (en,,)
g=1 i=1
X3 = 07
Ny [Np
5= 3 |, (2,) -3, (4,
g=1 [:=1
Ny [Np Ng
X%: Z<202L9i> _Z<C?Rgi)] )
g=1 Li=1 ’ i=1 '
Ng [ Np Ng
Xy = >.2Vn, - yngvi] : (2.17)
g=1 Li=1 i=1

where Xy is the contribution from possible exotic fermions to the cubic U(1)y
anomaly, which is like Eq. (2.14) with the replacement ¢y — Yy, and that we will
denote by U(1)3. Additionally, we have the U(1)r gauge-gravity anomaly

3

Aca = Z [6 cui =3 (Cupi + Capi) +2cLyi — Cepil + Xaa (2.18)
i=1
where
Ng Np Ng
oo = 3585 (o, )20 o) 210
g=1 Li=1 i=1



If there are also exotic quarks, we obtain

Ny | Npg Ng,

X3 = Z Z <2 CFLW-) — Z <ch9’1_> (2.20)

g=1 =1 =1

and have to modify Egs. (2.17) and (2.19) to include factors of 3 for the number of
colors.

Potential dark matter candidates are the U(1)p gauge boson Z’ and the lightest
exotic neutral fermion mass eigenstate. We will not investigate this aspect in this
work, however.

We have to avoid mass mixing between electrically charged SM fermions and ex-
otic fermions, since this would lead to unacceptably large tree-level flavour-changing
neutral currents. Hence, the total U(1)r charge of those combinations

FsmoHgfr, , Fr.Hsfomy > Fsma®sFi, ,  [sma®s/ff,

that are not forbidden by the SM gauge symmetry has to be non-zero, where «, 5 and
~ run over all the possible fermions and scalars, and Fgyp, fou, represent respectively
SM doublets or singlets.

In order to make the exotics sufficiently heavy, we have to be able to write down
mass terms with masses much larger than the EW scale. Thus, the total U(1)p
charge of a sufficient number of combinations

FLQ QSQFE,Y ) TRDL qbﬁf}c{,y ) FLQ F[C,,Y ) 7Ra f]C{,Y

has to vanish.

The easiest possibility to satisfy the complete set of anomaly cancellation con-
ditions and further constraints is to introduce two singlet fermions with opposite
hypercharges and U(1)r charges. This is because the triangle anomaly U(1)j is
cancelled by the SM matter content, so every additional matter with non-trivial hy-
percharge needs to come in pairs to satisfy the anomaly of U(1)3. This condition

can easily been seen from the last equation of Egs. (2.17).

2.2 A Simple Parameterization to Cancel Anomalies

In the context of family-dependent U(1) symmetries, generating the hierarchy of
masses through the powers of an expansion parameter inversely proportional to the
Planck scale, Jain and Shrock introduced fermion mass matrices based on a flavour-
and generation-dependent U(1) [32]. They found that the following parametric sums
solve the equations (2.10-2.13):

3
ZCQu‘Zx‘HJ’ chm:—(w‘i‘y), ZCuRi:_<2U+x)a ZCLi:ya
i=1



D tepi=—u. (2.21)

In the supersymmetric case, the terms X;, Xy and Xp in Egs. (2.10-2.11) and
Eq. (2.13) respectively would correspond to

X1 = cg, + cuy,

Xy = cp, + cny,

Xp=ch,— ki, (2.22)
where cy, are the charges of the Higgsinos and having only one family in that case,
we have?

ca,=W+w)+z, cpg,=—2 (2.23)

Taking the parameterizations of Eq. (2.21) only, and not that of the Higgsinos as
this would apply only to the supersymmetric case, we have!

6A; = 17v + 2w + 53z + y) + X,

2A; = 3v+y+ 3v+ X,

2A3 = 3v+3r+y+ Xs,

2Ap = —Tv* — 6vr + w(w + 2y) + Xp. (2.24)

What is important to notice is that the parameterizations of Eq. (2.21) are general,
and hence independent of whether the theory is supersymmetric or not. In particular,
it can have different solutions. One of these solutions, which fits our needs of having
extra singlets but not doublets or triplets, is to parameterize

Xi=v+w=0 = v=—-w. (2.25)

Then the rest of the conditions to satisfy Eqs. (2.10-2.13), in the form of Eq. (2.24),
provided X5 = X3 = 0, can be encoded in the equation

b= —%(3:5 +y). (2.26)

We then need to independently satisfy Xz = 0.> A3 also needs to be satisfied in-
dependently. We can rename the variables or make some shifts, but the number of
variables remains the same. The rest of the anomalies to cancel, which are inde-
pendent of the above parameterization, are X, Xy, and X3 given in Eq. (2.17) as
well as Xgg given in Eq. (2.19). The simplest and most straightforward non-trivial
solution is to consider two fields with vanishing hypercharge, hence avoiding large
couplings to the Z boson, and opposite U(1)r charges:

Xp=0, Xy=0, Xp=0, Xgea=0 — c¢p=—cp. (2.27)

3We have rescaled the solutions of Eq. (2.21) and the following with respect to those in [32] by
an overall factor of 3, and hence z/3 — z.

4In the supersymmetric case X;, Xo and Xp would be X1 = v+ w + 2, Xo = —z, Xp =
(v+w)? —22(v+w) and X3 = 0.

®Note that 24 — X is reduced to —2v(3(v + ) +y) = —2v(—=(3z +y) + 3z +y) = 0.




3 Solutions for the Constraints on the Form of Yukawa Ma-
trices

The motivation of this work is to have a Higgs field coupling to its own generation,
except for those with the lightest vevs, which could have couplings to each family,
such that the Yukawa matrices have the form

00 O 0 O 0 O(1) O(1) 0(1)
}/};d’}%u =100 0 ) Ygd’Yf =10 O<1) 0(1) ) Yld’YQU = 0(1) 0(1) 0(1)
00 O(1) 0 O(1) O(1) o(1) 0(1) O(1)

(3.1)

Note that in this case the elements above and below the diagonal have the same
charge combination, that is they are charge symmetric. Hence, one simple way to
realise the texture of Eq. (3.1) is to consider

O(1) 0(1) O(1) 00 0 00 0
vi=Llow o o |+=loomon)|+=(o0 0o |, 32
V2\om) 0 o V2o o) o V200 0(1)

and the same structure for M* with the changes M¢ — MY, v; — Vo, U3 — U4
and vs — vg. However, we find these structures are too restrictive in the sense that
cancellation of anomalies requires all the charges to be the same. This is simply
because if all elements in the positions (i, j) for i # j are allowed then this forces all
charges to be the same, and hence all the families would end up coupling to all the
Higgs bosons. Another possibility is to have

00(1) O1)

mi="Llo 0o o |+2

0 00 0
0
21y o o \/50(1)

0

O(1) O(1) +% 00 0 |, (33
0 0 0 O(1) O(1)

and that could also suit the u sector. However in the particular realization of Sec. 3.1

we choose a diagonal u sector. The structure in Eq. (3.3) imposes the constraints

Q3 7 CQr2 7 CQu1
Cdp3 = Cdg2 # Cdr 1,
Cup3 = Cup2 7 Cupl,
CHy 7 CHs 7 CHy»
CHg # CH, # CHy,
CH, # —CH,,»
ne{l35) me {246} (3.4)

where the last condition is necessary to forbid couplings of the type (2.7). We note,
however, that this condition is necessary but not sufficient, so we still need to ensure



that each term in Eq. (2.7) vanishes. While we can have exactly the same structure
for M? and M*, we find that is easier to fit the CKM matrix if we assign the mixing
only to one sector, so one of the conditions cj,3 = c4n2 Or ¢yp3 = Cup2 must be
lifted. In this case, we have 14 charges that are parameterized in terms of x, v, y, via
the equations Eq. (2.21). In this case, we have

—cQp12+ Cig1 + C, 7 0,
—CQ.3+ Cip1+ Ccay =0,
—CQp1 7t Cig2+ ¢y =0,
—CQp2 T Cag2 + ;s =0,
—CQp1+ Cigz+ ¢, =0,
—CQr2+t Cigz+cuy, =0,
—CQ, 3+ Cdps+ cuy, =0, (3.5)

forn =1,3,5 and m = 2,4, 6 such that no coupling to any Higgs is possible for the
combinations of the first line in Eq. (3.5).

In the absence of doublet exotics, F7, g, beyond the SM and hypercharged exotics,
fr.r, the only term leading to mass mixing between SM fermions and exotics would
be FeyaH sfr,. The only possible choice of Fgy is a lepton doublet with ) = —1/2.
Consequently, the Higgs doublet has to have ) = —1/2 as well, which implies that
its vev is in the upper component. Thus, this term can only result in unproblematic
vr—fr mixing. As a consequence, it need not be forbidden and thus no any additional
condition on the U(1)p charges has to be imposed in this case.

A possible exotic mass term could appear from a term like Fj ¢Fg , but since
we do not have exotic doublets this is not an issue for our model. Hence, it remains
to ensure that, for example, ?Raﬁb [k, or fRa [k, 1s allowed by U (1)p, which results
in conditions of the form

—Cfp,, T Con = Cpn,, =0 O Cpp A+ Cpp =0, (3.6)

However, these conditions do not have to be satisfied for all possible combinations of
g,h,t,7. As we have N, Ng right-handed exotics, a suitable subset of N, Ng conditions
is sufficient.

Given these conditions, specifically the solutions for the charges in Eq. (3.5)
lead us to finding fifteen different solutions that we specify in Tabs. 15 and 16. In
the following subsection we present an specific example which corresponds to the
eleventh case in Tab. 16.

3.1 Specific Example

In Tab. 2 we specify the charges for example A. They allow the form of the matrices
in Eq. (3.3) for the d sector while keeping the u sector diagonal. This is only one

— 10 —



Generation/Charges €Qn: Cur; Cdgi CLp: Cens CH, cw,,
i=1 7 0 -2 —10 —6 CH, = 5 CHy = 7
i=2 —2 —1 2 4 4 CHy = —4 CH, = —1
i=3 -6 =3 2 9 8 c¢gy=—-8 cpgz=-3
New fermions Cyi Cxo
-1 1
Scalars breaking U(1)r | ¢4,  Cpy  Coy
-2 7 3

Table 2: Family symmetry charges for model U(1)r A. All new fermions and scalar singlets have
vanishing hypercharge.

example of charges. We have found 15 different anomaly-free solutions that satisfy
the conditions of Eq. (3.5). Example A contains one family of right-handed exotics
with opposite charges, allowing them to become sufficiently heavy by means of the
gauge-invariant mass term

‘Cglass = EMXXE + h‘C‘ (37)

Additional contributions to the exotics masses come from coupling to one of the
scalar singlets,

LY = Xah1X§ + X2} x5 + hec. (3.8)

The charge assignment also cancels the gravitational anomaly Xqg = ¢, + ¢, and
cubic anomaly X3 = cil + 022. All the other anomalies cancel automatically since
the exotics have zero hypercharge.

We do not impose additional conditions to obtain particular forms of the lepton
mass matrices because the purpose of this work is to give a proof of principle that
there exist solutions with the desired hierarchy for the quark sector. We only verify
that the U(1)p charge assignment allows for a sufficient number of non-vanishing
mass terms. For the charged leptons, the allowed combinations in example A are

zL3H16RQ ) ZL1H3€R1 ) zL2H36R3 ) ZL3 €Hjes,
i.e., the charged lepton mass matrix has the form
Y4vs 0O 0

Mi=— | 0 0 Ygus|, (3.9)

V2

Vv Yaaua
which can give the right eigenvalues. Indeed they can be easily computed to yield

V3 e
me = )/11 )

V2

- 11 -



Uy VAvsY5Ys + 03 (Vi)
22 2v/2 ’

which shows that it is possible to fit the charged lepton masses.

VS + (3.10)

My, m, =

For generality, we assume that some heavy fields lead to dimension-5 operators
of the form

(oetry) s (HjeLs) . (Do) & (HELE) . (LoHg) n" (HfeLs)

with /,1' € {1,3,5} and k, k" € {2,4,6}, which respect the U(1)r symmetry.5 The
couplings k, ', and k” are symmetric matrices in flavour space. These operators
yield Majorana neutrino masses after EW symmetry breaking.

Given the charge assignments of model A, the resulting neutrino mass matrix in
the gauge eigenstate basis has the form

0Oab
M'=1ad0]. (3.11)
b0O0
According to Eq. (3.9), changing to the charged lepton mass eigenstate basis requires

a rotation in the 2-3 plane. Denoting the corresponding rotation angle of the lepton
doublets by 6, this changes the neutrino mass matrix to

0 acosf —bsinf asinf + bcosH
MY = | acosf) —bsinf  dcos®0 dsinfcos® | . (3.12)
asinf +bcosf dsinfcosb dsin® 6

This matrix is subject to the renormalization group evolution from the symmetry-
breaking scale to low energy. The changes are expected to be sizable due to the O(1)
Yukawa couplings. As a consequence, determining whether the resulting neutrino
mass parameters can be compatible with observations requires a dedicated study
beyond the scope of this paper.

For the quark sector, we work out the specific form of the mass matrices. Using
the definition (2.3), we write the quark part of the Yukawa Lagrangian (2.6) as

Lyac=— Y H)d Y dy — Y Hjuj Y"up+he., (3.13)
1=1,3,5 k=2,4,6

where the primes on the quark fields (understood to be vectors in flavour space here)
denote interaction eigenstates. Once the scalar doublets have received vevs’ v, € R
as specified in Eq. (2.4), we can write

Lopass = —d; M%dly — v}, M"ul + h.c.

6This is expected for operators generated by the exchange of scalar SU(2), triplets or gauge-
singlet fermions. For fermions charged under U (1), the discussion becomes model-dependent and
more complicated.

"We assume a CP-conserving scalar potential for simplicity, implying real vevs.
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1 1
M= — wY? o MU =—— ) uY, (3.14)
\/5 1=1,3,5 \/5 k=2,4,6
where
6 02
> - =07 GeV)?. (3.15)
n=1

Note the sign in the expression for M* in Eq. (3.14), which comes from our definition
of HY in Eq. (2.4). Following the conditions (3.5) the form of the down-type quark
mass matrix becomes

0 (Y12 v1(Y{)13
M?* = E 0 Us(Ygd)zz U3(Kz,d)23 ) (3-16)
v3(Ys)s1 v5(Ye)s2 v5(Ye)s3

and the up-type mass matrix has a diagonal form,

v(Y3)u 0 0
MY = —E 0 U4(Y;1u)22 Ou . (317)
0 0 UG(Y% )33

Note that for M;* > 0 we need to set (Y*);; < 0, since va46 > 0. For the diagonali-

sation of the mass matrices we use the convention
Me=VIMIVE | q=u,d,
R (3.18)
Viap=ar , Vipdr=qr,

where ¢, and qr are mass eigenstates and Mais diagonal and real. In this convention,
Vexkm = VngT- In this way, it is easy to fit numerical values of the matrices, since

the square of the down-sector mass matrix is given only in terms of the mass values
and the CKM matrix,

—
MM = Vg (Mde ) Vi - (3.19)

In the appendix we give the explicit numerical values of the matrix M9 obtained in
terms of the matrix of Eq. (3.19) above.
4 Scalar Potential and Phenomenology

4.1 Scalar Potential

A complete analysis of the scalar potential is beyond the scope of this paper, so we
restrict ourselves to a general discussion and present a benchmark point that may be
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phenomenologically viable. First of all, the general potential with only one singlet
can be written as

V =3 ¢'¢+p HiH, + (2, Hy eH, + h.c.)
+ [Hgnr SHYH, + (fignr & + [y, ¢) (HyeH,) +hec]
+ b5 (670)" + burms (HLH,) (HIH,) + bynr (6'0) (HIH,)
V00 (L) + (B 06 + 8, 0101 ) (HEeH,) + byny (610) (HEeH,) + e
+ [bnm (HIH,) (HLeH,) + b, (HTeH,) (HTeH,) + h.c} ,

where of course some couplings are forbidden by the gauge symmetry. This poten-
tial is not phenomenologically viable since it contains several accidental symmetries
that are spontaneously broken, leading to the appearance of massless pseudoscalars.
Hence, we are forced to introduce several singlets and assign charges such that no ac-
cidental global symmetries appear. The model U(1)r A presented in Tab. 2 satisfies
this requirement. For this model, the potential is

3 6
V= Z H2p¢;¢p + ZMZnHIan + [lutm 64 (bl HgH4 + hC]

p=1 n=1

+ [ﬂ¢1 16 91 (erHﬁ) + fipy 36 P2 (H3T€H6) + [y, 03 ng;E, (H2T€H3> + h.c.]

3 3
- Z Z b¢P¢q (¢L¢p) (¢Z¢q) + [b¢1¢1¢>2¢>3 ¢%¢2¢§ + h-C-}

p—l q=p
5 6

—- Z Z bunm (HSH) (L Hi) 0 buann (HH,) (HJH,)

n=1 m=n n=1 m=n+1

6 3
+ Z Z b¢p nn (b;;(bp (H;rlHn)

n=1 p=1
+ [borgars Gl (HIHs) + G161 (HIHy) + b, o0 6265 (HIHs) + hc.

_¢1¢213 192 3 1¢153 191 3 bag3 26 P2P3 RS
(U, 1 0101 (HT €Hy) + bl g, 50 01602 (Hi €Hy) + Ul 5 05 01603 (Hy eHs) + h.c.}
+ 5¢1¢245¢J{¢2 (H eH ) +hc}
-+ 63514 (H;:Hg))(H €H4) + b3154 (H HD(H?EH;;) + 54616 (HlHG)(HlTEHG) + hC]
+ 83415 (H§H4)(HI{EH5) + hC] . (41)

All of the possible terms of the type 1~)mms with the possible interchanging of sub-
indices n,r,m and s have been grouped in the terms J— Expanding the terms

with couplings 133514 and 53154 into their components, we see that they differ only in
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terms containing two charged and two neutral scalars; consequently, only the sum of
the couplings appears in the neutral scalar and pseudoscalar masses, and we could
omit one of them when analyzing these masses. Besides, the expansion of the term
with coupling bsu15 contains only contributions with charged scalars; thus, this term
is irrelevant for neutral scalar masses as well.

After symmetry breaking, scalars and pseudoscalars mix in general. Assuming
CP conservation in the scalar potential for simplicity, we arrive at the mass eigen-
states

hfn:(SG')mno-n ) hfn:(scp)mngpn 9 TH,TLZI,...,Q’
B = (S4)ma s, mya=1,...,6, (4.2)
where 0,,, ¢, and H; are the interaction eigenstates, and S,, S, and S, are orthog-

onal matrices. The decomposition of the neutral components of the Higgs doublets
into real fields is given in Eq. (2.4). For the SM singlets breaking U (1), we use

(;51 = (U7 + o7 + 1907) (43)

Sl

and analogously for ¢5 and ¢3.

4.2 Phenomenology

In this section we discuss constraints related to the scalar mass spectrum and possible
observational implications. The study of constraints from flavour-changing neutral
currents and CP violation is left for Sec. 5. Obviously, the scalar potential has a
huge number of free parameters and dedicated analyses would be required to study
its phenomenology thoroughly. As this is not our purpose (and also as model U(1)p
A is unlikely to be the most elegant realization of the scenario), we restrict ourselves
to present one acceptable benchmark point as a proof of principle. That is, we set all
parameters to particular values resulting in a scalar sector that is not in conflict with
observations. These values are given in Tab. 6. The lightest scalar h{ with a mass of
about 125 GeV is composed predominantly of the doublet component og coupling to
the top quark. The admixtures of the other doublet components o4, ..., o5 have the
correct values to ensure SM-like couplings of hf to all SM fermions. All additional
scalars, including the charged ones, and most of the pseudoscalars have masses in the
multi-TeV range and are thus unaffected by bounds from current collider searches.
However, the masses of the third-lightest scalar and the second-lightest pseudoscalar,
which are mainly composed of the doublet Hy, are around 15 TeV. Hence, these
particles can be produced at a next-generation collider such as the Future Circular
Collider (FCC) with center of mass energy 100 TeV.
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There is one pseudoscalar, h} = a,® whose mass cannot be raised above the EW
scale, which is one of the unique features of our model. At the presented benchmark
point, it is about 15GeV. When by, ¢, 4,6, — 0, the scalar potential gets an additional
U(1) symmetry which can be identified with the Peccei-Quinn symmetry [33]. The
light pseudoscalar becomes a massless Goldstone boson, so the small mass is techni-
cally natural. However, this state is mainly composed of the singlet components ¢g
and ¢g. Its admixture of g is of order 107%, which suppresses the coupling to the
top quark. The largest admixture of a doublet component is of order 1073, which
ensures highly suppressed couplings to the EW gauge bosons as well.

Since the coupling of the light pseudoscalar to the top quark is suppressed, the
cross section for producing this particle at the LHC is much smaller than the cross
section for producing the observed Higgs boson and thus compatible with experi-
mental bounds. The contribution to invisible Higgs decays is sufficiently suppressed
by choosing small values for the relevant couplings by, 66 and bg,66. These coeffi-
cients have no impact on the masses of the lightest scalar and pseudoscalar. For the
example we present, we fix both of them to 107°.

The light pseudoscalar can be searched for in decays of the SM-like lightest scalar
h$. Tts main decay channel is a — bb. The relevant interaction is

£5 L han Baa + oy abysh
D —5Hhao hiaa + Ewabba Vs (4.4)
with fipee >~ —1.5 GeV and wyy = 0.0027 for the benchmark point. The predicted
branching fraction is B(h; — aa) ~ 0.038 setting the total width of hj equal to the
SM Higgs width of 4.6 MeV.

We obtain the total decay width of a to be I'; = 6.5 x 1073 MeV, showing that
it decays promptly inside the detector. The branching fractions are B(a — ff) =
0.88,0.00032,0.12,0.00043 for f = b, s, T, u, respectively. The decays of a into other
channels are negligible. The current experimental bounds on oy /oM B(h§ — aa —
ffff) are collected in [34]. Assuming the production cross section of the lightest
scalar to be the same as that of the SM Higgs, our model prediction is about one
order of magnitude below the current bound for hj — aa — bbr7 and further below
the bounds for the other channels. The HL-LHC, where the luminosity is increased
by a factor 10 compared to the LHC’s design value, may be promising for detecting
the light pseudoscalar in the bbr7 channel. In Fig. 1 we show the total decay width
of a and the branching fractions of the main decay channels as a function of m, for
five benchmark masses.

We do not have to worry about Z decays into the light pseudoscalar either.
First, a spin-1 particle cannot decay into a pair of identical scalar bosons because of
total angular momentum conservation and the spin-statistics theorem. If Z — aa

8The pseudoscalars hf and hf are the would-be Nambu-Goldstone bosons that are eaten by the
Z and the Z’| respectively.
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Figure 1: The total decay width of the lightest pseudoscalar a, I'tot (left panel), and the branching
fractions of the main decay channels of a, B(a — ff) with f = b, T, 1, s (circles, diamonds, triangles,
and squares, respectively; right panel). Both are plotted as a function of m,.

happens, J(Z) = J(aa) = L(aa) = 1 since a has no spin. Then the wavefunction of
the aa system will have the factor (—1)? x (—1)*@®) = —1 under the exchange of two
identical a’s, which contradicts the spin-statistics theorem. This is analogous to the
Landau-Yang theorem, and it is the reason why p°(770) decays into 777~ and not
0

into 7°7° even though it is kinematically allowed. Second, a similar argument holds

for Z — aaa. For example, Z — aaa will be described by
2,0 = —(0"2,)a* =0 |, Z,,(0")(ada)a =0, etc.

in terms of the Lagrangian. Third, Z° — a~ occurs only at the one-loop level. Thus,
all Z decays involving the light pseudoscalar are strongly suppressed not only by the
small coupling but also by the fact that they have final states with at least three
particles or proceed via loops.

For pseudoscalar masses below the T mass (9.460 GeV), the decay T — ~a
becomes allowed in principle, but it is strongly suppressed as well. Its decay rate
normalized to T — puTp~ is given by (ignoring QCD corrections to both decays)
[35-37]

B(Y(1S) = ya) _ |wawl® [, m3
RS Sy~ i (1 ag) (45)
B(Y(1S) — va) <2 x 1076 (4.6)

for [wap| ~ 3 x 1073 and B(Y(1S) — pTu~) ~ 2.48% [38]. This is compatible with
the current upper limit [3§]

B(Y(1S) = va — yutp™) <9 x107°,

but could be reachable in the future at high-luminosity B factories such as Belle II.
Constraints from flavour observables will be discussed in the next section.

We have checked numerically that the potential grows for large field values and
is thus bounded from below. The only remaining constraint, which would require a
dedicated analysis, is the absence of charge-breaking minima.
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A striking signature of the model could be flavour-violating Higgs decays or
Higgs-mediated flavour-changing neutral currents, but they are strongly suppressed.
To see this we refer to Fig. 3 and Eqs. (5.3-5.4) in the next section. The rotation
to the mass eigenstate basis of scalars and quarks leaves only very small off-digonal
terms in the coupling matrix of the lightest scalar. In particular, the decay hj — bs,
which appears to be the most likely one according to the form of the mass matrix
M% in Eq. (3.16), is governed by (V,),, and (V,)!, from Eq. (5.4). For the example
presented here, taking into account the parameter values of Tabs. 5 and 6, these
couplings are suppressed with respect to (Vd);b by at least 5 orders of magnitude.
Therefore, the decay is unlikely to be observable by future Higgs factories [39].

4.3 Additional Benchmark Points

The goal of this work is to present an example of our framework, but in order to
study how the phenomenology could be altered we present four different benchmark
points that differ in the spectra of scalars and/or pseudoscalars. We present these
benchmark points in Appendix B. From Fig. 1 we can see that the dominant decay
of a — ff above the my, threshold is the decay to f = b, while the total decay width
increases with the increase of the mass m,.

We note that this kind of models has the potential to undergo first order phase
transitions. In fact, a potential for a scalar field, ¢ that has the form V(¢) = m?¢? +
E¢? + \¢*, with the appropriate temperature corrections (see for example [40]),
can lead to phase transitions depending on the importance of the cubic term. We
find that for some directions, the potential exhibits this behavior. For example, for
benchmark point 5 there is a scalar around 10° GeV (see Tab. 13). For temperatures
corresponding to this scale this can lead to gravitational waves peaking around a
frequency equal to 0.1 Hz, and therefore accessible to LISA [41]. Given the intensity
of research in this direction, once a realistic model for all fermion sectors is achieved,
a study of gravitational waves in this context will be worthwhile.

5 Flavour-Changing Neutral Currents and CP Violation

The multi-Higgs scenario induces flavour-changing neutral currents (FCNC) and CP
violation at tree level, which can lead to stringent constraints. We consider bounds
obtained from indirect CP violation in the neutral kaon system (ex) and from the
mass differences of neutral B mesons (Amp, for Bg, where ¢ = d, s). These observ-
ables follow from the matrix elements (K°|H%_,|K9) and (Bg|H2bB:2|B_g>, respec-

tively, where H%,_, and HZbBZQ are the relevant effective Hamiltonians.

Vector contributions Kinetic and/or mass mixing between Z and Z’ does lead to
FCNC via Z exchange, but this will be a subdominant contribution as long as they
are small. At the one-loop level, the usual SM FCNC are generated by W exchange.

— 18 —



d; d; d;

&

Figure 2: Tree-level contributions to FCNC observables from Z’ exchange. The quark assignments
for the meson systems we consider are given in Tab. 3.

Z" exchange (fig. 2) leads to FCNC due to the generation—dependent Ul)r

‘gsd|

charges. Schematically, the amplitude is of the form . This yields the dominant

vector contribution unless the Z’ mass is much larger than my.
The interactions between Z’ and the SM quarks are given by [42]

LD —gFZL [u_’L Yy, + up QU Ul + dy QEytdy, + Qb d), ]
= —gr2;, [z (ViQVE") v + i (VEQAVA') 7
+ @ (VEQUVE) vdy + T (VAQRVAT) 7

= —grZ, [(9})iuriy" ur; + (95)iUriY ur; + (97)ijdriy de; + (9% )i dri"dr;] |
(5.1)

where uL(R) (W', ) Lery, d/LT(R) = (d',s',V/) (g are fields in the interaction basis.
Similarly for the fields in the mass basis, we have u:LF(R) = (u, ¢, t)(R), d:LF(R) =

(d,5,0)L(r)-
The Z’ charge matrices in the interaction basis are given by

= chl, = diag(CQL,h CQL.2, CQL,S) ; QQJL% = diag(cuR,b Cug,2, CuR,S) ’
Q% = diag(cap1, Can2, Can3) » (5.2)

and those in the mass basis are given by
U — YUY U — YU d d
gL =Vg QLVLuT » 9r = VRQRVJgT . 91 = VLdQLV t QR = VIgQRVRT ;
respectively.

Scalar contributions From Egs. (2.4), (3.13), (3.18), and (4.2), we obtain the
interaction Lagrangian for quarks, scalars, and pseudoscalars [18§]

£=-3 % (58 4 ST ] T (VY Vi)

1=1,3,5

_ Z — [_ (s%) )i, o+ (ST)km hfn] E(VL“Y,Q‘ V;{T> ug + h.c.

k= 246
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Figure 3: Feynman rules for the interactions between down-type quarks and scalars (top) and
pseudoscalars (bottom). The indices ¢ and j label flavour, a and 8 are color indices, and m
indicates the scalar mass eigenstate.

1 _
=——|h,d; (V Pd—l—th d
7 (Va)i; Pr V)i P

+hE, dy i (Wa)) Pydy — he dii (W) Prd; + . (5.3)

where 7, j denote quark mass eigenstates (lavours) and Py, g are the chirality projec-
tors. The dots represent analogous terms for the up-type quarks. This Lagrangian
yields the Feynman rules for down-type quark interactions in Fig. 3. The couplings

of scalars and pseudoscalars to down-type quarks are’

Oy = (VAT (S v == Y0 (vavv)

1=1,3,5 K 1=1,3,5

(56 ) -

(5.4)
The couplings to up-type quarks are analogous, except that the doublet indices are

v

summed over k = 2,4,6 and that there is an extra minus sign in V,. The matri-
ces that diagonalise the quark mass matrices do not diagonalise the corresponding
Yukawa couplings in general. Hence, both scalar and pseudoscalar interactions with
quarks are expected to violate flavour, leading to tree-level FCNC and CP violation
by scalar and pseudoscalar exchange, as shown in Fig. 4.

Effective Hamiltonian We first calculate the amplitude of a AF = 2 process
(F = S, B) mediated by Z’, scalar, and pseudoscalar exchange in the UV-complete
theory (Figs. 2 and 4), and afterwards match onto the effective Hamiltonian

Hi oy = [Hi ] + Z Ci () OF + Z Cii () OF (5.5)

r=1

9(Vq)™ etc. are understood to be matrices in flavour space if the lower indices are omitted.
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Figure 4: Tree-level contributions to FCNC observables from scalar and pseudoscalar exchange.

where the first term on the right-hand side denotes the contribution from SM particles
and where no sum is implied over the flavour indices. The Hamiltonian contains the
AF = 2 operators [43]

Of = dibrd; diy" oy,
OF = & ppd dlPud’,
0Y = @P.d’ dPrde, (5.6)
Of = dF Prds d] Prd)
Of = dFPyd] d] Prds
where o and [ are color indices. The operators Oﬁ? are obtained from the corre-
sponding O} by exchanging P, and Pkg.

The calculation of the Feynman diagrams in Fig. 2 gives the Z’ contribution to
the Wilson coefficients

ij g% d\2
CY (pew) = 575 (91

2m?2, KA
o 9b a2
CY (pew) = 55 (9R)5; » (5.7)
LATe 2m?2, J
ij 297
C5 (ew) = =~ (91 )i ()i -
Z/

From the diagrams in Fig. 4, we obtain
N 1 9 1 2 9 9
CF (fow) = 1 Z (ms ) ((%l)?}) - Z (
9 2 2
o) =1 |2 (o) (000) -2 (o) (<w;>;';)2] o 6)

! ( | )2%)5 w3 Lpf(w@;’; (W;‘)?Z].

The Wilson coefficients C and C¥ are not generated and thus vanish at the matching
scale, which we take to be the EW scale pio, = 160 GeV. This implies that we
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System ij | PY  pPY  pY  pi pi Units (AM;j)exp

KO-KO ds|0.102 —4.32 1.09 14.14 4.28 10 GeV? | 3.484 x 1071° GeV
B-BOY db| 2.67 —4.99 1.12 12.75 5.15 10" GeV? | 3.334 x 10713 GeV
B%-BY sb| 1.15 —224 051 522 210 100 GeV? | 1.1683 x 10~ GeV

Table 3: Numerical values needed for the master formula (5.9) [44, 45]. The P are given at the

.
scale fley-

neglect the running of the Wilson coefficients between the different masses of the
heavy scalars and pseudoscalars. While desirable, a precise calculation would have
to compute the running with several intermediate mass scales, making it a complex
task beyond the scope of this work.

We plug the results for the Wilson coefficients into the master formula for AF = 2
transitions valid below the EW scale [44],

5 3

(M) s = 5 (DM | S PP ten) O ) + 3 P ) O )| (5.9)
r=1 r=1

where (AM;;)exp are the experimentally measured values of the neutral meson mass

differences and o

Pij(,“ew) _ <MU|O;J |M0>(Mew)

" Mo (AM;j)exp
are the hadronic matrix elements of the AF = 2 operators RG-evolved to the EW
scale, up to a normalization factor. Here M° denotes the relevant neutral meson.

(5.10)

The numerical values of the P coefficients are given in Tab. 3. Note that since QCD
conserves P and CP and since we only take into account the QCD contribution to
the RG evolution, the matrix elements and thus the P coefficients are the same for
O, and O, .

The quantity [Mg} pey Contributes to the mass matrix element
y y y MOIHY . _[MO
M = [0y + (M) gy = LSrl 1) (5.11)

BSM 2M 0

which determines the observables. We neglect the contributions of operators of di-
mension 8 or higher, which results in good accuracy for ex and Amgp,.
For the neutral kaon system'® [38, 44],

e™/* Im M{s
~

g = \/5 AMdS .

10The expression for ex follows the PDG convention and is only valid in a phase convention
where ¢ = 0, corresponding to a real V4 V*

us?

(5.12)

and in the approximation that also ¢g = 0. The
phase of €, arg(e) = arctan(—2Am/AT"), is determined by non-perturbative QCD dynamics and is
experimentally determined to be about 7/4.
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Observable SM / experimental values Model contribution
[Amg,] g, (0.543 % 0.029) ps~? (48]
= (3.574+0.19) x 10713 GeV 2| [ME] ponl =
(AMap)exp (50.65 £ 0.19) x 100 hs~? 38] | 4x 10716 Gev
=(3.33£0.013) x 10713 GeV
[Amp, | (18.77 £ 0.86) ps~! [48]
= (1.235 4 0.057) x 107" GeV 2| [M3] port] =
(AMgp)exp (17.765 = 0.006) x 10'2 hs~! 38] | 7x 10716 GeV
= (1.169 £ 0.0004) x 10~ GeV
lex|gm (2.170 % 0.065 pers.
+ 0.076n0npert. = 0.153param.) X 1073 [49] lex|pan =
= (2.170 £ 0.1828) x 1073 4% 10—4
|€K |exp (2.228 + 0.0011) x 10~3 [49]

Table 4: SM, experimental and model values of flavour observables.

For neutral B mesons [44],

Amp, =2 ’Mf;’ . (5.13)

In Tab. 4 we present the values for the flavour observables that we obtain for
the benchmark point presented in Sec. 4. To compare BSM and SM contributions
to the B meson mass differences, we show the quantity 2 ‘ [Mfé’] BSM|. Although the
total mass difference depends on |M1q§| # HM{JS] SM| - ‘[Mf;’] BSM!, we see that the
BSM contribution is so small as to be safely within the limits. In contrast, the CP
violation parameter ex, for which we show |ex|pgy = \/iﬁ | Im [MflﬂBSM‘/(AMds)exp
as a rough estimate, receives a significant BSM contribution that is in tension with
the constraints at the (2...3) o level. The sign of the BSM contribution to € is well-
determined. At the benchmark point, it is negative. Changing the model parameters
can alter the sign and the size of the contribution. Interestingly, this contribution is
dominated by the operator Os arising from Z’ exchange, despite the very large mass
of this boson, about 2.2 x 108 GeV. As precise computations of Amy are difficult
due to unknown long-distance contributions and non-negligible contributions from
dimension-8 operators [44, 46|, we do not consider this observable but anticipate a
significant BSM contribution to it as well. This discussion demonstrates that the
large masses of the new particles do not prevent experimental tests of the model.
This is similar to supersymmetric models, where the kaon sector is able to yield
constraints even for a large squark mass scale of order 10 GeV (see, e.g., [47]).
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6 Electroweak Precision Observables

The EW precision tests are a useful way to constrain new physics parameters when
the new particles couple to the SM Z and/or W bosons. Since in our model the
new physics scale is much higher than the EW scale, the three parameters, S, T,
and U [50] can encapsulate the oblique corrections at the one-loop level. The best
fit values are [38]

S = —0.02+0.10,
T =0.0340.12,
U=002+0.11. (6.1)

Since the Higgs doublets are charged under both the SM gauge group and U (1),
the Z and Z’ gauge bosons mix with each other. Writing the mass parameters as

1 1
LD §M§ZNZ“ - 5M;Z,;Z’“ +0M*Z,2™ (6.2)

we obtain

My, = gv Y Q%07 (6.3)

where Qx, = (=1)" ey, (¢ = 1,...,6) and Qx, ., = ¢4 (¢ = 1,2,3). Then the
physical masses and the mixing angle are obtained as

1
Z(z) - 9 (M% + M%’ + \/(M% - M%’)z + 4<5M2)2) )
20 M?
fan2¢ = —00 (6.4)
M%/ - M%

At tree level the Z — Z’ mixing induces the T' parameter

M2
ol = ¢? <M—§ — 1) , (6.5)
VAl

where we have used £ < 1. For the parameter space region we consider, aM2, > M2,
and hence the tree-level T' parameter is negligible.

— 24 —



Instead, the most stringent constraint comes from the loop-induced T" parame-
ter [51]. The multi-Higgs contribution to the T parameter can be found in [29, 51].
From [29] we read off

-2 i— i [i(sa)ma(sap)na} 2 F((m3,)?, (mh)?)
+3 29: {Z(S(,)ma(sw)la} 2 |F(m3, (m3,)?) = F (mdy, (m3,)?)]
—3|F(m%,m}) — F(miy, m%)] } , (6.6)

+ S :
where m;", m; . and mP are charged, scalar, and pseudoscalar masses, respectively.

We identify the SM-like scalar h with hj, so m;, = m{ = 125GeV for viable parameter
space points. Note that the would-be Nambu-Goldstone bosons hf , (eaten by the Z
and the Z’, respectively) and h{ (eaten by the W) do not contribute, as we can see

p +

from the absence of terms including m; , or m{". The mixing matrices S,, S,, and

S, of the scalars are defined in eqs. (4.2). The loop function is given by
T4y Ty T

In ~ 6.7
> Ty (6.7)

F(r,y) =

and F(z,z) = 0.

Since the scalar contribution to the S parameter is suppressed compared to the
T parameter [51] we do not consider S in this paper. The exotic fermions do not
couple to W* and Z and thus do not contribute to the oblique parameters.

The recent W mass measurement by the CDF collaboration, My, = (80433.5 +
9.4) MeV [28], shows a 7o discrepancy with the SM prediction MM = (80357 4
6) MeV. The new physics contribution to My, is related to the oblique parameters
as [52]

MSM 2 2
AMy = ——=W (g9 p - W W) (6.8)
A(cyy — siy) 253y,
With a sizable value for the T' parameter only, we have
AMy ~ 450 T MeV (6.9)

showing that a positive value T" =~ 0.17 4+ 0.02 can explain the My, anomaly. We
can see that a large enhancement is required compared with the central value of T
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in eq. (6.1). For the benchmark point of our model the T parameter is negative
and consistent with eq. (6.1) at the 20 level. Thus, the CDF measurement cannot
be accommodated. However, this conclusion changes if we accept a smaller mass of
order 1 GeV for the lightest pseudoscalar. In this case, T can be raised towards the
required value by a suitable choice of parameters.

7 Conclusions

The discovery of the 125 GeV Higgs boson marked the last milestone of the SM as
we know it. But it has left open many questions that seem unfeasible to answer with
the LHC experiments. Among them is the question of how it is possible that the
masses of the SM fermions are so hierarchical if they couple to the same Higgs field.
This question has been tackled in some ways, among others the Froggatt-Nielsen
mechanism [10], that allows to fix the hierarchy of Yukawa couplings through the
vacuum expectation values of scalars, flavons. They acquire their vevs at a very
high energy, making it impossible to shed light on them directly. Lowering the scale
at which a flavon can obtain a vev is very challenging due to the severe constraints
from flavour-changing neutral currents (FCNC), but could offer the possibility of
associated signals that could be detected at low energies. In this work, we have
shown that adding more Higgs fields to the SM can explain the hierarchy of the
fermion masses that we observe. The kind of models that we propose follow the
same guiding principle as the SM, that is, renormalizable tree-level couplings to SM
fermions. The hierarchy of fermion masses is fixed not by powers of the flavon vev
as in Froggatt-Nielsen models, but by allowing fermions to couple with only a given
Higgs field. This is achieved by introducing a family gauge group U(1)r and fixing
the coupling of fermions and Higgs fields with suitable charge assignments, respecting
the condition of anomaly cancellation. This a kind of minimal condition.

The hierarchy of fermion masses and mixings is hence determined by the hier-
archy of Higgs vevs as we assume O(1) Yukawa couplings. The hierarchy of Higgs
vevs is in turn determined from observational constraints, including the condition
to give a spectrum of scalars consistent with observations, that is, a light scalar of
around 125 GeV and heavy scalars with masses beyond the current bounds. It is
well known that tree-level couplings to different Higgs fields can induce large FCNC
and CP violation. To study this in detail, we have constructed the effective AF = 2
Lagrangian with vector contributions mediated by the extra U(1)r gauge boson and
scalar contributions mediated by the extra Higgs fields. The effective AF = 2 La-
grangian arising from scalar exchange has been studied previously in the context of
supersymmetric models [18], but not in the context of non-supersymmetric models.
Besides, the way we tackle how Yukawa couplings are generated is different from pre-
viously considered mechanisms. We have given general expressions for the Wilson
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coefficients that can be used for further model building with any number of Higgs
doublets and scalars.

One salient feature of our model, and in general of the kind of models we propose,
is the appearance of a light pseudoscalar that constrains some couplings of the theory
but could offer an interesting way to discern it from other theories for the generation
of fermion masses and mixings, which often do not have any physical consequence
at low energy. While not constrained by current bounds, this pseudoscalar could be
detectable in non-standard Higgs decays or T decays in the future. The mass of this
particle is correlated with the electroweak precision observable 7" and thus with the
W mass. The best-fit value of 7" and in particular the larger positive value required
to explain the CDF anomaly appear to favor a smaller pseudoscalar mass.

The model introduced in Sec. 3.1 is not minimal and additional symmetries or
different charge assignments may be able to make it more predictive, but it serves
as a proof of principle that more commonly explored extensions of the SM are not
alone in the quest to explain the masses of the SM particles.

The specific model we have analyzed could lead not only to FCNC but also to
flavour-violating Higgs decays. The latter phenomena turn out to be strongly sup-
pressed, but FCNC and CP violation in the neutral kaon sector in particular appear
promising to probe the parameter space, which motivates more precise calculations.
We have found that ey receives a significant BSM contribution, estimated to be in
(2...3) 0 tension with constraints at the parameter space point we have considered.
This contribution turns out to stem mainly from Z’ exchange, despite the very large
mass of this particle of order 108 GeV. An important step in further developing
these theories is to understand whether this is a general feature of this class of mod-
els and which part of the parameter space remains viable. Further investigations
are undoubtedly warranted, especially in view of the fact that Higgs factories will
be a great opportunity to test this kind of theories. We have briefly mentioned the
possibility of getting Gravitational Waves peaking around 0.1 Hz, that is in the LISA
region.
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A Numerical Form of Mass Matrices

The numerical form of the mass matrices can be worked out from Eq. (3.19), using
that H = M?M% is a Hermitian matrix and the Cholesky decomposition to write
it as 5[\ = LT L, where L is a upper triangular matrix. Note that the combination
VgKMM 4 in Eq. (3.19) is in fact very close to an upper triangular, hence this form
can be obtained by a multiplication of L by a unitary matrix U such that

H=LUU'L. (A1)
Specifically, to obtain the upper triangular matrix of the form Eq. (3.16) we use

001 1 0 0 1 0 0
U=1010 0 cosf sind 0e'¥32 0 : (A.2)
100 0 —siné cosf 0 0 e '¥s3

where the first matrix after the equal sign brings the lower triangular matrix to an
upper triangular form, the second matrix sets the element Mf{2 different from zero
and hence achieves the form of Eq. (3.16). We have some freedom in setting the
value of 0, as long as all the coefficients in the matrices Y,? remain of O(1). This
constraint restricts the parameter space for the angle . We checked that all of the
observable quantities vary only slightly under changes of the O(1) numbers in the
matrices Y2 To find the final form of M? we then have

M*=LIUT. (A.3)

The numerical values of the CKM matrix, the mass eigenvalues, the numerical form
of M? and the values of the vevs are given in Tab. 5. Note that just from the quark
sector it is not possible to define uniquely the value of Yukawa couplings appearing
in Eq. (3.16) and Eq. (3.17), since the quantities that are fixed are the combinations
vnY]J;C

B Benchmark Points

In the following tables, Tab. 6-14, we specify five different benchmark points that
illustrate the possible phenomenology of our class of models.
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Vexw Diag(Mf(MZ))
my 0 O
0 mg O
0 0 my
sin By, = 0.22500 == 0.00067 , sin fy5 — 0.00369 & 0.00011 0.0028 0 0
sin fog = 0.0418270 0005, , § = 1.144 £ 0.027 0 0055 0
: ’ 0 0 285
1 0 0 c13 0 81367i5 ci2 S12 0 my, 0 0
0 C23 S23 0 1 0 —S812 C12 0 0 me 0
0 —s93 co3 —Slge_w 0 ci3 0 01 0 0 my
0.0013 0 0
0 063 0
0 0 171.46
Md ’Uf
0  —0.00238672 — 0.0145524 7 0.00714217 — 0.00001677 | {0.005 0.005
0 0.0561265 — 0.03310347  0.105408 + 0.0291736 i 005 | , | 0.05
0.316899 1.87105 2.12316 10 ) \245.997)

Table 5: Numerical values of Vo and M?. All masses and vevs are given in GeV. The value of
v has been obtained from v = v? — 25 vZ, v = 246.0 GeV.

=1 ">

C Charges for Additional Model Building

We found that there are fifteen solutions that satisfy the requirements of Eq. (3.3)
and Eq. (3.5) for the mass matrix of M? and the conditions of no simultaneous
couplings of the Higgs coupling to the d and u sectors. For each of the models
presented in Tab. 15 and Tab. 16 the Higgs potential will be different and hence the
associated specific features that we detail in Sec. 3.1 for the specific model that we
present there.
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Table 6: Numerical values of scalar potential parameters that were used to obtain the spectrum
in Tab. 7. The mass parameters ,uip and p2,, are determined by the conditions 9V/doy, = 0, where

o) are the real components of the neutral scalar fields, see Eqgs. (2.4) and (4.3).

i=1,...,6 are given in Tab. 5.
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BP1

Scalar masses Pseudoscalar masses | Charged scalar masses
mj 125.2 GeV
m§  3.15 x 10° GeV | mf 14.7 GeV
m§  1.56 x 10 GeV | m] 1.56 x 10* GeV | my  1.56 x 10* GeV
mj 6.02 x 10°GeV | mE  6.02 x 10°GeV | m3  6.02 x 10° GeV
mé 9.11 x 10°GeV | mE  9.11 x 106 GeV | mf  9.11 x 10° GeV
m§ 1.36 x 10° GeV | mb  1.36 x 108 GeV | m$  2.94 x 10® GeV
m$  1.69 x 10 GeV | mE  2.94 x 108 GeV | m¢  6.03 x 10® GeV
mi  2.94 x 10 GeV | m)  6.03 x 108 GeV
m§  6.03 x 10® GeV

Table 7: Spectrum for the example in Sec. 4.2 (benchmark point 1) with the values of the coeffi-
cients in Tab. 5 and Tab. 6.

BP2
Vev/couplings Scalar masses | Pseudoscalar masses
fllyos 7 x10°GeV | mi 125.0 GeV | m{ 17.2 GeV

Table 8: Benchmark point 2. The parameter ﬂ;323 controls to a great extent the mass of the
lightest pseudoscalar. Increasing its value increases the lightest pseudoscalar mass. All of the other
parameters are like in Tab. 6. The rest of the resulting spectrum is like that of Tab. 7 and so we
do not repeat it here. In this case the T parameter is —0.21, within 20 of the experimental value.

BP3
Vevs / couplings
2.1 x 10° GeV

Quartic couplings
0.405

U7 bssee

Table 9: Benchmark point 3. The parameter v7 has the important role of reducing drastically the
mass of the lightest pseudoscalar and at the same time the value of |T|, leading to T'= —0.003 for
this case. All of the other parameters are like in Tab. 6. The spectrum for this case changes with
respect to the previous benchmark points and we present it in Tab. 10.
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T = 0.028. All of the other parameters are like in Tab. 6. The spectrum for this case changes with

BP3
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Table 10: Spectrum for the example in Tab. 9.

BP4

Vevs / couplings

Quartic couplings

vy 2.1 x 10 GeV
oy 2.7 % 10° GeV

b6666

0.405

respect to the previous benchmark points and we present it in Tab. 12.
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3.15 x 102 GeV
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Table 12:

Spectrum for the example in Tab. 11.
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Vevs / couplings
vy 1x10%GeV
[0 3% 107 GeV
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0.405
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Table 13: Benchmark point 5. We achieve m, = 3.1 GeV for this case. The corresponding T" value
is T = 0.028. All of the other parameters are like in Tab. 6. The spectrum for this case changes
with respect to the previous benchmark points and we present it in Tab. 14.

BP5

Scalar masses Pseudoscalar masses | Charged scalar masses
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Table 14: Spectrum for the example in Tab. 13.
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