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Abstract

We investigate flavour bounds on the Z; x Z5 and Z, x Zy flavour symmetries. These
flavour symmetries are a minimal and a non-minimal forms of the Z, x Zy flavour sym-
metry, that can provide a simple set-up for the Froggatt-Nielsen mechanism. The Z5 x Z;
and Z, x Zg flavour symmetries are capable of explaining the fermionic masses and mixing
pattern of the standard model including that of the neutrinos. The bounds on the param-
eter space of the flavon field of the Z5 x Z5 and 2, x Zy flavour symmetries are derived
using the current quark and lepton flavour physics data and future projected sensitivities
of quark and lepton flavour effects. The strongest bounds on the flavon of the Zy x Z;
symmetry come from the D — D° mixing. The bounds on the Z; x Zy flavour symmetry
are stronger than that of the minimal Z, x Z5 symmetry. The ratio R, provides rather
robust bounds on the flavon parameters in the future phase-I and phase-II of the LHCb by
leaving only a very small region in the allowed parameter space of the models.
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1 Introduction

The Z5 x Z flavour symmetry[[1] provides a new framework for the celebrated Froggatt-Nielsen (FN)
mechanism that eventually furnishes an elegant solution to the flavour problem of the standard model
(SM)[2]. The flavour problem of the SM comprises a set of fundamental questions, including the
origin of the mass pattern of fermions of the SM, an explanation for the observed quark-mixing, and
the source of neutrino masses and oscillations. There are various approaches to address this problem
in literature. For instance, it can have a solution through the hierarchy of vacuum-expectation-values
(VEVs) in a technicolour-framework where VEVs are sequential chiral condensates of an extended
dark-technicolour sector[3, 4, 5]. A possible explanation can be obtained using Abelian flavor symme-
tries [2} 16} [7, 8} 9} [10], creating loop-suppressed couplings to the Higgs [11]], through wave-function
localization [[12] or via compositeness [13]].

The central idea of the FN mechanism mechanism is based on an Abelian flavour symmetry U (1),
which can distinguish different flavours of fermions among and within the fermionic generations in
the SM. This is achieved by introducing a flavon field x in such a way that only top quark gets mass
from a renormalized SM interaction, and masses for other fermions are obtained from appropriate
non-renormalized higher dimensional operators, which are constructed using the flavon field x. For
instance, if under the U(1)r symmetry the fermions ¢§ and ¢; have charges #; and 6; respectively
and the charge of the the SM Higgs field is zero then the Yukawa Lagrangian of the SM is forbidden
by the U(1)r symmetry. In this scenario, the masses of the SM fermions can be recovered by the
non-renormalizable operators of the form,

O = y() "y, ()

= yell 0oy = Yihoy

where y is the dimensionless coupling constant, A is the scale at which these operators are renormal-

)

ized, e = 2L Y = yel%it9) is the effective Yukawa coupling, and the gauge singlet flavon scalar field
x transforms under the SU(3). x SU(2)y x U(1)y symmetry of the SM as,

v :(1,1,0). 2)

The U(1)r flavour symmetry is broken spontaneously when the flavon field y acquires a VEV. The
scale A is not provided by the theory, and it can be anywhere between the weak and the Planck scale.

(x)

We only require that the flavour symmetry should be broken weakly which means the ratio e should

be less than unity. The flavon exchange effects in the SM phenomenology will be highly suppressed
if the scale of new physics A is much larger than the weak scale. However, if the flavour symmetry
is broken close to the weak scale, we can hope to see observable effects on the direct or indirect
experimentally measured SM observables such as mixing and C P-violation in mesons. Therefore, we
need to ask how low the flavour scale could be such that it respects the bounds on flavour-changing
and CP-violating processes. Moreover, the nature of the flavour symmetry also plays an important role
in the investigation of the flavour scale. For example, if the flavour symmetry is a continuous U(1)r,
then we should ask whether it is a gauged or a global symmetry. In a gauged U(1)p scenario, the
phenomenology of the flavon field will be affected by the exchange of the corresponding gauge boson.
If the continuous U (1) is global, then a massless Goldstone boson must exist.

The Z5 x Zy flavour symmetry, unlike the conventional continuous U(1) flavour symmetry that is
employed to achieve the FN mechanism, is a product of two discrete symmetries which can implement



the FN mechanism in a unique way such that the flavour structure of the SM including neutrino masses
and mixing parameters can be parametrized in terms of a small parameter which is the ratio of the VEV
of the flavon field and the flavour scale A[[1]]. We notice that the origin of the 25 x Zy flavour symmetry
may be traced to an underlying Abelian or non-Abelian continuous symmetry or their products. For
instance, the Z; x Zy symmetry may be a by-product of a spontaneous breaking of U(1) x U(1)
continuous product symmetry.

We note that the discrete Z> symmetry is extensively used in studying the different versions of
the two-Higgs-doublet model (2HDM) and the minimal supersymmetric SM (MSSM). In particular,
in the Z5 x Zy flavour symmetry, the discrete Z,; symmetry exactly behaves like the one used in the
type-II 2HDM[14]]. Therefore, the Z5 x Zy flavour symmetry may also be used to implement the FN
mechanism in the type-II 2HDM and the MSSM. Moreover, the discrete Z, symmetry is also found to
be useful in model building, for instance, see references [3, /5, (15,16, 17, [18].

In this work, we investigate flavour bounds on the dynamics of the flavon field of a minimal
and a non-minimal form of the 2y x Zy flavour symmetry that provides a simple set-up for the FN
mechanism. We do not consider any ultraviolet completion of the Z; x Zy based FN mechanism,
and present our results in a model-independent manner. The phenomenological investigations of the
flavon field of the FN mechanism in the framework of a continuous U(1) symmetry and its extensions
are dedicatedly performed in literature, for instance, flavour bounds are investigated in reference[[19],
the LHC phenomenology is explored in references[20, 21, 22| 23] 24] 25| 26, 27], a low flavour
breaking scale is studied in reference [28], a study for a future high energy collider is presented in
reference[29]], flavon exchange effects in the dark matter interactions are studied in reference [30],
the texture based investigation of the FN mechanism can be found in reference [31].

We shall present our phenomenological analysis along the following line: In section [2, we inves-
tigate a minimal form of the Z5 x Zy flavour symmetry that can implement the FN mechanism. An
explanation to neutrino masses and mixing parameters is discussed in section A non-minimal
form of the Z, x Zy flavour symmetry that implements the FN mechanism is discussed in section
The scalar potential of our model is discussed in section [4, Phenomenological bounds based on the
quark flavour physics on the parameter space of a minimal and a non-minimal form of the Zy x Zy
flavour symmetry are derived in section[5] Leptonic flavour constraints are investigated in section [6}
A summary of the work is presented in section |7}

2 A minimal Z, x Zy flavour symmetry

We now discuss the question of a minimal form of the Z, x Zy flavour symmetry that can provide a
simple set-up of the FN mechanism. Our guiding principle for this purpose is the observation that a
minimal suppression of the effective Yukawa couplings will require a minimal form of the Z, x Zy
flavour symmetry. For instance, we assume that the mass of the top quark originates from the tree
level SM Yukawa operator, then, following the principle of minimum suppression (PMS), the mass of
the bottom quark is obtained from the operator having the suppression of the order ye, the mass of
the charm quark from the operator having the suppression of the order ye?, the mass of the strange
quark from the operator having the suppression of the order y¢?, and the mass of the up and down
quarks from the operators having at least the suppression of the order ye*.

Additionally, we need to count the number of hierarchical energy scales needed to account for the
fermionic mass hierarchy in the SM. For instance, for the quark sector, we need three energy scales
to explain the mass hierarchy among the three fermionic families. We note that only the second and
the third quark families have intra-generational mass hierarchies, which require only two hierarchical



energy scales to achieve an explanation for the mass hierarchy within the second and third quark
families. These hierarchical energy scales are created by the different non-renormalizable operators
of the flavon fields as given in equation Since the mass of the top quark is generated by the
renormalized SM Yuakwa operators, at least four energy scales are required to be created through the
operators of the form given in equation (1| for providing an explanation for the hierarchical quark mass
pattern.

The symmetry Zy in the Z, x Zy flavour symmetry is responsible for providing such operators.
The symmetry Z, distinguishes between the up-type and the down-type quarks, which makes sure that
identical non-renormalizable operators of the flavon fields, as given in equation[1} do not appear in the
up and down-type quark mass matrices. For creating four energy scales, the required Zy symmetry,
therefore, should have at least four non-trivial charges. Therefore, the size of a minimal symmetry
will be determined by this requirement and through the application of the PMS.

Finally, we must note that a minimal form of the Z5 x Z flavour symmetry should not only produce
correct pattern of the charged fermion masses, it should be capable of explaining the quark mixing
pattern, neutrino masses, and more importantly, it should predict correct pattern of the neutrino
mixing angles.

After taking into account above considerations, Z5 x Zy flavour symmetry allows us to write the
following generic Lagrangian which provides masses to the charged fermions of the SM,

Y174 Y17
X X u 7. ~ g u X X o
—Lyukawa = [(A >] Yij L, PVR; + [(A )] vl v,

4
Y7 i _

= YHPL ev + YUl ouh + Vi, ouk, + He,

where y or x' may appear in the numerator of the term inside the square brackets. We note that in
the above Lagrangian ¢ and j are family indices, ¢7, wﬁ are quark and leptonic doublets, v}, 1/1%, w%
are right-handed up, down type singlet quarks and leptons, ¢ and p = —ios* are the SM Higgs field
and its conjugate and o is the second Pauli matrix. The effective Yukawa couplings Y;; are defined in

(x) f

terms of the expansion parameter ~=~ = € << 1 such that Yj; = y;;€".

A V2A

2.1 2, x 2, flavour symmetry

The simplest choice is the Z; x Z, flavour symmetry, which turns out to be a trivial selection since
the only charges of the Z; symmetry are +1, which are too trivial to provide four energy scales or
equivalently non-trivial operators of the form given in equation Hence, we conclude that this
symmetry cannot be used to create a simple FN mechanism.

2.2 2, x Z; flavour symmetry

The first non-trivial form of the Z5 x Zy flavour symmetry, which may provide an implementation of
the FN mechanism, is Z> x Z3. The symmetry Z3 has two non-trivial charges characterized by w and
w?, where w is the cube root of unity. In the first scenario, following the PMS, we assign the charges
to the SM and flavon fields as given in table



Fields
UR,CR,tR
dR,SR,bR, €R, LR, TR

—~E & ~8 & ~8 ~g|ln

<
~Q
+ 0+ ++++ + 0+ R

Table 1: The charges of left and right-handed fermions of three families of the SM, Higgs and the
flavon field under the Z, and Z5 product symmetry, where w is the cube root of unity.

We observe that the masses of s and b quarks can be recovered from this charge assignment, for
instance, mass of the s quark is of the order €3, and that of the b quark is of the order ¢. However, the

oo T
mass of the u and d quarks are produced by the operators y(XX)%gou r and y(XX)wgod r instead of the

operators y(%)‘%cpu r and y(%)‘r’iﬂpd r. Any other charge assignment also does not reproduce masses

of every quark.

As an additional check, we may assume that exactly identical diagonal operators for the u and d
quarks in their mass matrices as given in table |2| This charge assignment is against the original sprite
of the Z5 x Zy flavour symmetry, where the Z, is exactly like the symmetry used in the type II 2HDM.
It turns out that even in this case, the mass of the u quark is of the order e. This conclusion does not
change even if we provide different non-trivial charge assignments to the fermions and flavon fields
under the Z, x Z3 flavour symmetry.

Fields
CR,TR
UR,dR,SR,0R, €Rs LR, TR

—mE &8 —8 &8~ & gl

<
~Q
+ 0+ ++++ 4+ + W

Table 2: The charges of left and right-handed fermions of three families of the SM, Higgs and the
flavon fields under the Z; and Z3 product symmetry, where w is the cube root of unity.



2.3 2, x Z, flavour symmetry

The charges of the symmetry 2, x Z, are characterized by the fourth roots of unity, which are 1, w, w?

and w? where w = 4, w? = w* and w? = —1. We particularly note that minimally suppressed diagonal
operator of the form y(%)‘% Lpup is not the dominant operator no matter what charge we assign to

the flavon and fermionic fields. This is because the tree-level SM Yukawa operator yir,our is allowed
X

for any charge assignment for the y(K)‘le 1pupr operator under the Z5 x Z, flavour symmetry.

Fields ZQ 24

Cr,tRr + | w?
uRr,dR, SR, bR, €R, UR, TR | - | W
1,/1%1 + | w?

Ui, + |1

o, - |

wél + | w?

Wl + |1

1/)%3 + | w?

X - | w

%) + 1

Table 3: The charges of left and right-handed fermions of three families of the SM, Higgs and the
flavon fields under the Z, and Z, product symmetry, where w is the fourth root of unity.

Therefore, to produce the mass of the u-quark, we either choose a non-trivial transformation
of the ug-quark or the first family of the quarks under the Z, symmetry, in addition to the next
to the minimal suppressed operator of the order ¢>. One such charge assignment is given in table
In this case, the masses of the down-type quarks are produced correctly through the operators
with minimal suppression. However, in the case of up-type quarks, still non-diagonal tree-level SM
operators dominate the mass of the u-quark. Other alternative charge assignments also do not work
for creating an FN mechanism through the Z, x Z, symmetry.

2.4 2, x Z; flavour symmetry

We now impose the next flavour symmetry, that is, the Z; x Z; symmetry on the SM in a way that the
various fields of the SM transform under this symmetry as given in table 4J[1]]. As discussed earlier, we
need to create at least four hierarchical energy scales as an origin of the quark mass spectrum. This
means, for creating these energy scales, a non-trivial and a minimal Zy symmetry should have at least
four non-trivial charges. Thus, the symmetry Z5 could be such a symmetry. Moreover, we note that
the transformation of fields under the Z5 x Z5 symmetry is chosen such that the symmetry Z, exactly
acts like the way used in the type-II 2HDM ﬂ

!Adding an additional Higgs doublet to this model such that it is odd under the Z» symmetry will result in a type-I like
2HDM.



Fields ZQ Z5
UR,CR, LR + | W?
dr,Sr,bR,€R, UR, TR | - | W
Ver>Vup» Vrg - Wl
w%l + | w

w%z + | wt

LZJ%B + | w?

w%l + | w

w%Q + | wt

1/)%3 + | w?

X - w

%) + 1

Table 4: The charges of left and right-handed fermions of three families of the SM, right-handed
neutrinos, Higgs, and singlet scalar fields under 25 and Z; symmetries, where w is the fifth root of

unity.

The Z5 x Z5 flavour symmetry allows us to write the following Lagrangian which provides masses
to the charged fermions of the SM,

r (X u g - X\ w7 - X4u_~t X\2 w 7q -
“hvukawa = (% Y11¥y, Pur + A Y12¥y, PCr + A Y13¥p, Ptr + A Y21¥1, PUR
X2u7q~ X2u7q~ u .49 = u .9 u .9 =
+ <K) Z/22¢L2900R+(K> Y23V L, PLR + yz1¥ 7, PUR + Y3p¥ [ PCR + Y33y, PR
+ <X) yil11/)%180dR+(X) ?/(1i2¢%1<P5R+<K) yil?,w%l@bR‘F(K) ygﬂ/’%zwd}z
X\? 4 7 X\? 4 7 X 7 X -
+ <K) YUl psR + (K) Y5307, bR + (K> Yo7, pdr + (X) Y30 PSR
X 7 X\° ¢ 7 X\° ¢ - X\° ¢ 7
+ <K) Y4301, obr + (K) YL, eer + <X> Y2, prn + <K) Y3, PTR
Y\3 , - Y\3 , - Y\3 , - Y _
+ (K) YL, peR + <K> YL, PR+ (K) Yas¥L, TR + (K> Y319L, PR

X - X -
+ <X) Yo, iR + (X) Lsr, TR + He

The mass matrices for up- and down-type quarks and charged leptons can be written now in terms
of the expansion parameter e,

Z/f1€4 9%264 3/%364 v 3/51165 yfl2€5 Z/ilgﬁs v ZJ{1€5 Z/f2€5 y{365
My, = E yz“162 ?5262 95362 ,Ma = 7 93163 3/3263 95363 M= 7 95153 95253 3/5363
v yh o U Yhe  Yhe e ysie  yhae y(éﬁg)e
4
The masses of quarks and charged leptons approximately are[32],
Y35
{mt7m07mu} ~ {|y§t3|7 ng - 23u 32 62) (5)
|1133|
u Y12¥21 _ Yi5lY51Y52 — Y5 Ysel — Y51Y12Y5s 4} /\/§
Y11 |u_uu/u’ |u_uu/u”u‘ € v ’
Y22 — Y23Y32/ Y33 Y22 — Y23Y32/Y3311Y33




d d yg:sng 3
{mp, ms, ma} >~ {|yssle, |yo2 — d €, (6)
‘933‘
d yil2y§11 _ yf?;‘ygﬂ/gz — ?/glygﬂ — yglngygg 65}v/\/§
Y11 |d_dd/d| |d_dd/d”d‘ ’
Y22 — Y23Y32/ Y33 Y22 — Y23Y32/Y3311Y33
11
Ya3Yy
{mﬂm,u?me} = {|yéS|€7 yl22 - 231 = 637 (7)
|?/33‘
. T N S NN T N B
I Y12Y21 _3113‘.@313/22 Y Y52| — Y31Y12Y03 65}v/\/§
yll‘l_ll/l’ |l_ll/lHl‘ ’
Y22 — Y23Y32/ Y33 Y22 — Y23Y32/Y3311Y33
(8)
The mixing angles of quarks are found to be[32],
d u d U
. Yy Yy . Y Y
sinfy9 ~ |Vs| =~ % — % €2, sin fgg ~ |Vep| =~ % — % 2
Yoo Y22 Y33 Y33
d u ,,d u
sinfig = |V,y| =~ |Z3_J12ts Vsl 9)
Y3z Y22Ysz Y33

We notice that the sin 612 and sin #>3 have the same order. The similar result is also reported in
reference [7]].

We present a fit of the experimental data to the masses of fermions in appendix. It turns out that
some of the couplings are not order one. We discuss a theoretical scenario for such couplings in the
appendix. This kind of not order one couplings are also reported in references [7, [19]].

2.4.1 Neutrino masses and mixing

The neutrino masses are obtained by adding three right-handed neutrinos as shown in table |4, The
Lagrangian for the tree-level Majorana mass is,

1 5
X —
Ly, = Cij [A} X' V% RV} R, (10)
where i, j are flavour indices.

The Majorana mass matrices M, is,

€11 c12 €13
Mp=M|ci2 ca c3], (11)
C13 (€23 (33

5
where M = (x) [%] = %65.

The Dirac mass Lagranginan for neutrinos can be written as,

s = VUL, Hen [ 3]+ i, Hvun ||+ uath, Homg [ ]+ 510, Hre [£]02)

T T
- X T X - X - X
+ y5tl, Huy, [ﬂ + ybsl, Hury [ﬂ + Y5, Huey, [A} + Y5l Hpy, [A}



X
A

The Dirac mass matrix is given by,

+ y§31/1§3HVTR[ :|+H.C..

3 3

v yhet yhhe®  uise
Mp = ﬁ Y21€ Y€ Y€ | . (13)
Y3i€  Ysa€  Ys€
The mass matrix of neutrinos after including the Majorana mass terms can be written as,
M, M
M= ("L TP (14)
MD MR
Since v << f, we ignore the contribution of the mass matrix M to the neutrino masses Now,

we can use the type-I seesaw mechanism to determine the neutrino masses by assuming Mp <<
MRr[33]. Thus the light neutrino mass matrix is,

M = - MpMz' M, (15)
_ 64(0226333111’12—2622yi’1+022—2633y11’1+033—y§’12+4y11’1—2) —2yr. — €2(c33yYy —yY 1 Vss+yta—1)
v (c22—1)(e33—1) Y11 Cag—1
=~ EEI —EQyTI -1 -1 )
_ € (e3yl —yY Y5 TYsa—1) -1 _ (e33+(y53—2)yss)
c3z—1 c3z—1

where ¢ = %, and we have assumed each and every coupling exactly one except those appearing
in above equation.
We obtain two degenerate neutrino masses. The masses approximately are given by,

v2 v
— + 2y, — 1
mp ~ ( Y11 Y11 )646/U/\/§’ (16)
C292 — 1
(—\/4c§3 — 8c3z + y§§ — 4y§§’ + 6y§§ — 4y + 5 — 2y5s — y§32 + 2y5s + 1) / /\/§
mo = 2(633 — 1) €V s
(V/A, — Bcas + y] — 0BT + 6UB — Ayl + 5 — 2053 — i + 205 +1) 2
m3z = 2(033 — 1) €V .

This kind of approximate degenerate neutrino masses are well studied in literature, for instance, see
references [34, 35,136, 37].
The leptonic mixing angles can be written as,

/

sinfrp =~ |2 gy e (17)

Y22

" 1 —c33
Sin ~ s
23 c33 + (Y53 — 2)y5s
sinf o~ |G YNVt - 1)
33 + (Y53 — 2)yh3

The remarkable observation is the pattern of the neutrino mixing angles. The mixing angle 61
and 6,3 are of the same order of magnitude, where 63 is closer to the Cabibbo angle, and the mixing
angle -3 is completely unsuppressed.

2Alternatively, we can assume that it is forbidden by some discrete symmetry. For instance, if three left-handed fermionic
doublets of quarks and leptons, and the Higgs doublet have a charge w under a Z5 symmetry, the mass matrix M is
forbidden.



Fields ZQ Zg
UR,tR + 1
CR + | wt
dR, SR, bR, €Rs R, TR | - | W
Vers Vs Vrg - W
w%l + w
@Z)% + | W8
Ui, + |1
@Z)fgl + w
wég + | Wb
1,/1%3 + | Wb
X - w
© + 1

Table 5: The charges of left and right-handed fermions of three families of the SM, right-handed
neutrinos, Higgs, and singlet scalar field under Z, and Zy symmetries, where w is the ninth root of

unity.

3 A non-minimal Z; x Z, flavour symmetry

We note from the previous section that some of the Yukawa couplings for the minimal model based on
the Z5 x Z;5 flavour symmetry are not order one, which is a preferred choice in literature. However,
so far purpose has been to introduce the Z, x Zy flavour paradigm. In this section, we show a non-
minimal model based on the Z, x Zy flavour paradigm where the Yukawa couplings turn out to be
order one, and are given in the appendix. We adopt a non-minimal Z; x Zg flavour symmetry, and
assign the charges to different fields as shown in table

The Z5 x Z4 flavour symmetry allows us to write the following Lagrangian which provides masses
to the charged fermions of the SM,

XT8u7¢I~ X6U7Q~ XT8u7Q~ X8u7¢I~
—Lyukawa = N y111/1L180UR+(X) Yio¥p, Pcr + N y13¢L1‘PtR+<X> YnYr, PUR

X4u_Q~ X8u‘£]~ w .9~ XT4u_(I~ u 4 =

+ <K> y22¢L2%00R+(X) Yos¥p, Ptr + ys1 ¥ Pur + N Y32¥p, PCR + Y33ty PlR
X 7 _ X 7 _ X 7 _ X 5 _

+ (X) yf1¢%1¢dR+(X> yf2¢%1g083+(K> y?:ﬂﬂ%lwbR"‘(K) Y1, edr
X\° 4 7q X\° 4 7q XTSd*q XTSd*q

+ (K) y22¢L2<P5R+(X) Y23y, bR + A Yn¥r,pdr + A Y3201, PSR
Xng‘q X\ 0 7o X\ ¢ X\7 ¢ 70

+ N y33¢L3SObR+(K y11¢L1<P€R+(K> Z/12¢L1<PMR+<K> Y13¥L, PTR
X 5 _ X 5 _ X 5 _ X 3 _

+ (X) yémﬁwem(x) yg?@b%QWMR‘F(K) yégwﬁstTRJr(K) Y51 0L, 0eR
Y\3 , - Y\3 , -

10



The mass matrices for up and down-type quarks and charged leptons turn out to be,

yqfleg yf2€6 y%gﬁs v yii167 ?Jfl2€7 Z/il357 v Z/f157
Muzﬁ Y5 €° 1/526;1 ybe® aMd:\T y(z(jﬁz ?JgQEz yggi aMZZE y%ﬁz
Ysi  Yso€ Y33 Y316 Y32 Yszz€ Y31€
The masses of charged fermions are approximately given by[32],
U U
ey e, ma = {Jufhl, |uboe! = TEE2E
Yss]
U u u U u u U
yﬂes . y121?j21610 . y13!y31%22 uy21y32|68 }v/\/i,
\y22| 1922H?Js3|
d .3 d yg3y§l2 5
{mw, ms,ma} ~ {|y5s]€”, |y20 — d €
Y33
d yilzy% _ y%‘ﬁygﬂ/% — yglyg2| — y:ﬁfly?zy%s 67}1)/\/5
Y11 ‘d_dd/d’ |d_dd/d”d‘ ’
Ya2 — Y23Y32/ Y33 Y22 — Y23Y32/Y3311Y33
1,1
Y23Y
{m7'7mﬂ7m€} = {|yil’)3|€37 yéQ - 23[ 2 657
|y33|
1l [T S S R ST R B
1 Y12Y21 _@/13‘11311/22 YnYs2| — Y31Y12Y03 67}1;/\/5
y11|l_ll/l’ |l_ll/l’|l‘ ’
Y22 — Y2332/ Y33 Y22 — Y23Y32/Y3311Y33

Similarly, the mixing angles of quarks read[32]],

d u d U
. Y12 Y12 2 . Y23 2 Y23 8
sinfyg ~ |Vs| =~ N el kG ,sin fag ~ |Vip| ~ et — =re
Yoo Y22 Yss3 Y33
d u ,,d u
sinfiz ~ [Viy| =~ 923 A yizyzs A y? Sl
Y33 Y22Y33 Y33

3.1 Neutrino masses and mixing

¢
Yio€

7
Yoot

7
Y30€

7

¢
Yis€

(18)

(19)

(20)

(21

(22)

(23)

7

5
Yas€

3
Y33¢€

The masses and mixing of neutrinos in the non-minimal model is identical to that of the minimal

model. Thus, we write the Majorana Lagrangian for right-handed neutrinos as,
X713 -
Ly = ¢ [K] XV%i,RVj R,

where i, j are flavour indices.
The Majorana mass matrices Mg can be written as,

€11 ci2 €13
Mp=M\|ci2 can c3],
c13 €23 €33

3
where M = (x) {%} = %63.

The Dirac mass Lagranginan for neutrinos is,

11

(24)

(25)



La = 00 e [X] 0008, Hvi [X] 08, Hre [ K]+ a8, Hve [ X]26)

T T
7.l X i X o X i X
+ YL, Hvuy, [K} + yo3¥r, Hvrg [K} + Y, Hvey {A} + Y5V, Hpg [A}
1_
7 X
+ y§’31/1§3HVTR [A] +Hec..
The Dirac mass matrix for neutrinos now reads,
v ynes yhhe® yise
Mp = ﬁ Y€ Yo Yps€ | - (27)
Y31€  Y3o€  Y33€
The mass matrix of neutrinos after including the Majorana mass term is,
My, ./\/lp>
M = . (28)
<M1T> Mg
The light neutrino mass matrix is,
M = - MpMz' M, (29)
_ c*((cazeazy? —2ea2yf +ean—2e33yf) +ess—yif +HAyY, —2) 2y €2(ca3yY) —y, Y¥a+ysa—1)
v, (c22—1)(c3s—1) Y11 Ccaz—1
=~ EE —62y11/1 -1 -1 )
_ 52(3339T1—y1u1y§3+y§3_1) -1 _ (c33+(y53—2)y53)
c33—1 c33—1

where ¢ = %, and we have again assumed each and every coupling exactly one except those
appearing in above equation.
The neutrino masses approximately are,

v2 v
—yii +2yf — 1
my A ( Y11 y111 )646/?)/\/5’ (30)
C22 —
(— /A, — Seas + U — 4u8T + OUBT — Ay +5— 208 — v + 205 + 1) W
my = €v/V2,
2(633 — 1)
(V/AB, = Sess + o7 — 45T+ OUBT — Ay 5 — 2cs — Y + 2y +1) W
m3 =~ 2z — 1) €V .
The neutrino mixing angles are,
!
sinfja ~ % — Y| €2, (31)
Y22
- 1 —cs3
Sin ~
% cs3 + (y83 — 2)y5s |
sinfps ~ (casyty — yT1v5s +yss — 1) o
cs3 + (Y53 — 2)y53
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4 The scalar potential

The scalar potential of the model can be written in the following form,

—Lpotential = —1201 0 + MeT0)? — 12 X" X + A (X )% + (0 X* + Hee) + Ao (XX (0T),  (32)

where we have introduced a soft breaking of the Z5 symmetry in the fifth term. We are assuming
Aoy = 0, i.e., no Higgs-flavon mixing[29]. If this term is non-zero, the phenomenology of the flavon
field will be different, for instance, see reference[21]]. The only parameter which can have a phase in
the scalar potential is p. However, this phase can be removed by a phase rotation of the flavon field x
leading to a real value of the VEV of the field .

We can parametrize the flavon field by excitations around its VEV,

_ f+s(x) —I—ia(:n)'

x 33
x(x) 5 (33)
In a similar manner, the Higgs field can be written as,
v+ h(x)
= Y 34
p(z) 7 (34)

The minimization conditions can be written in terms of the scalar and pseudo-scalar components
having the following masses:

Ms = /by — 2 :\/Kf and Mg = v/ —2p. (35)

We observe that the mass of the pseudoscalar component of the flavon field depends on the soft-
breaking parameter p. Therefore, it is a free parameter of the model. Now using equation |33} we can
write

X s+ ta

X:dl_‘_ 7

The couplings of the scalar and pseudoscalar components of the flavon field are obtained from
equation |26| by writing the effective Yukawa couplings in the following form:

f f ;

Mij +h fow n;.(s+ia) h
Yo =y (1) G (L I S L R AL AL
wwmw\n) R T E T T

where f = u,d, ¥, and n{] is the power of the parameter e appearing in the mass matrices M.

We note that for our phenomenological investigation, we have only retained the terms linear in the
flavon field components s and a in equation [37 The terms which are higher than the linear terms are
not interesting in the present work. The couplings of the Higgs boson field / to the charged fermions
are real and diagonal since the mass matrices M can be diagonalized resulting in real and positive
masses of the charged fermions. However, the couplings of the scalar and pseudoscalar components
s and «a of the flavon field are given by nf]/\/t - This product cannot be diagonalized exactly and as a
consequence, the couplings of s and a cannot be made real and diagonal. This in turn gives rise to the
flavour-changing and C P-violating interactions of the flavon field.

The couplings of « field with fermions for minimal Z5 x Z5 symmetry are now given by,

I (36)

SIS
f v

:Mf [1-!—

49%164 4?/%264 43/%364 5?/?165 5?/?265 53/?365

u _ v u 2 u 2 u 2 d v d 3 d 3 d 3
Yafirfin = Yaij = \/§f7 2y51€” 2y5€” 2ygge 7yaij:7\/§f 3ygi€° 3yse€’  3ysse” | ,(38)

0 0 0 ygle yglze y§l3e
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5 5

3

v 5yiz€®

¢

Yaij = fo 3y§1€3 3y§26 3?J§3€3
Y31€ Y32€ Y33€

Byfe® Byfye

In the similar way, the couplings of «a field with fermions for non-minimal Z5 x Z9 symmetry are given
by

. . v 89%162 63/%262 89%362 p v 7y§1€; 73/5252 795352
Yafirfin = Yaij = Var Byzi€”  Aysae”  Bysse” | Yqi = Var 5y51€”  Dygae”  Bysse’ | ,(39)
0 4y§‘264 0 Sygle?’ Snge?’ 3yg363
Lo (T T 1
Yaij = fo 53/%163 53/%263 5?/%363
3Yz1€°  3Yz0€”  3Yz3€
For the pseudoscalar component of flavon field, the following notation is used:
Yij = Ysfirfin = —Wafir fin- (40)

The couplings of a to fermions are identical to that of s except with a relative phase factor i. This
factor becomes trivial in the squared amplitude of a Feynman diagram mediated by a. Thus, it does
not give rise to C'P-violating interactions to the order investigated in this work.

5 Quark flavour physics in the minimal and non-minimal 2, x Z flavour
symmetry

The quark flavour physics places stronger bounds on the parameter space of our model, which is
parametrized by the VEV of the flavon field f, the mass of the pseudoscalar flavon m,, and the quartic
coupling \A,. In particular, measurement of the loop-induced processes in the SM such as neutral
meson mixing and rare mesonic decays constrain the parameter space of the model. The numerical
inputs used in this work are given in table[6]

5.1 Neutral meson mixing

The non-diagonal couplings of the flavon to fermions introduce the FCNC interactions at tree-level.
Therefore, they are expected to be highly suppressed from neutral meson-antimeson mixing. These
interactions of the flavon can be parametrized by writing the AF' = 2 effective Hamiltonian as follows,

HRE =2 = CY (T v q))? + CF (T v ai)? + CF (Tra))? + CF (a5 qfy)?

+C (@ray) @y ap) + C5' (@ var) (Gr"ar) +He, (41)
where qr 1, = &%q and the colour indices are omitted for simplicity.
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Gr 1.166 x 10~ GeV [38] v 246.22 GeV [38]
as[My] 0.1184 [39] Moy (2.167958) x 1073 GeV [38]]
My, | 80.387 +£0.016 GeV [38] mg (4.6715-15) x 1073 GeV [38]
fr 159.8 MeV [40] me 1.27 4+ 0.02 GeV [38]
my | 497.611 4 0.013 MeV [38] ms 93.475¢ GeVv [38]
By 0.7625 [39] my 172.69 + 0.30 GeV [38]
BE 0.60(6) [40] mp 4.18%5:05 GeV [38]
BE 0.66(4) [40] me(me) 1.275 GeV
BE 1.05(12) [40] my(mp) 4.18 GeV
BE 1.03(6) [40] me(my) 162.883 GeV
BE 0.73(10) [40] a 1/137.035 [38]]
m 1.87 4 0.76 [41] e 0.302862 GeV
7 0.574 [42] Me 0.51099 MeV [38]
73 0.496 4+ 0.047 [43] my 105.65837 MeV [38]
5. 230.3 MeV [39] mr 1776.86 + 0.12 MeV [38]
mp, 5366.88 MeV [38] T 2.196811 x 107° sec [38]
B, 1.232[39] T (290.3 4 0.5) x 10715 sec [38]
B 0.86(2)(*3) [44] my 938.272 MeV [38]
BP: 0.83(2)(4) [44] M 939.565 MeV [38]
B 1.03(4)(9) 1441 mp 1864.83 MeV [38]
B 1.17(2)(*2) [44] fo 212 MeV[39]
B 1.94(3)(T2%) [44] BP 0.861 [45]
28 0.551 [42] BY 0.82 [45]
fB, 190.0 MeV [39] BY 1.07 [45]
mpg, 5279.65 MeV [38] BP 1.08 [45]
Bg, 1.222[139] Bb 1.455 [45]
BP1 0.87(4)(3) [44] 8, | (1.520£0.004) x 102 sec [46]
B 0.82(3)(4) [44] 8. | (1.50540.005) x 107'2 sec [46]
B 1.02(6)(9) [441 TK, (5.116 + 0.021) x 10~ sec [38]
BP 1.16(3)(*3) 1441 ™ (410.1 £ 1.5) x 10715 sec [38]
BP1 1.91(4)(T2%) [44]

Table 6: Values of the experimental and theoretical quantities used as input parameters.

The tree-level contribution to neutral meson mixing due to the flavon exchange gives rise to the
following Wilson coefficients [47,, 48],

(42)

where m4 and m,, are the masses of scalar and pseudoscalar component of flavon field, respectively.
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The Wilson coefficients C; are computed at a scale A, where heavier new degrees of freedom are
integrated out. They need to be evolved down to the hadronic scales 4.6 GeV for bottom mesons,
2.8 GeV for charmed mesons, and 2 GeV for kaons. These particular scales are used in the lattice
computations of the corresponding matrix elements [40], |44, 45]]. In this work, renormalization group
running of the matrix elements is implemented as discussed in reference [45] and matrix elements are
taken from reference [40} [44]. Thus, the new physics contribution to the B, — B, mixing amplitudes
due to the Wilson coefficients C; at a scale A can be written as [[45]],

5
(B AP 1By)i = 3237 (b 4 nelf™) s Ci(A) (ByIQ¥1B,). 43

j=1r=1

where ¢ = d, s, a is the strong coupling constant, n = a;(A)/as(my), and aj, bg.m), Cgm) are the
so-called the magic numbers which are taken from reference [49]. We can write a similar formula
for D° — D% mixing with magic numbers given in reference [45]. For K — K° mixing, the formula
becomes [45]],

5 5
(ROMASK ) = 03 (057 4 mel™ ) o Ci() Ry (ROIQ1K), (44)

j=1r=1

where R, are the ratio of the matrix elements of NP operators over that of SM [50] and their numerical
values are directly taken from reference [45]] for our analysis. The magic numbers for K° — K" mixing
are taken from reference [40].
The mixing observables of the K — K° mixing can be used now to constrain the flavon mass and
VEV by employing their experimental measurements. These are [45]],
m(KO[HLF =2 K")

C.. = e __L —1.12%027T ¢ =
7 Im(KO[HGT?KO) A

Re(KO|HLI=2|K")
Re(KO|Hg=?|K°)

=0.93"515, (45)

where numbers are given at 95% C.L., ’HéfF 2 contains the SM and flavon contributions, and

represents only the SM contribution. B
The mixing observables for the B, — B, mixing are,

%AF 2

N
Im(Bg|H2|By)

2
Cqu Pa = <BO|fHAF 2|Bg>

where ¢ = s, d for B; and B, mixing respectively. The following measurements at 95 % CL limits are
used in this work [45]],

Cp, = 1.110 + 0.090 [0.942,1.288],  ¢%_ = 0.42 + 0.89 [~1.35,2.21]
Cp, =1.05+£0.11[0.83,1.29],  ¢%, = —2.0+ 1.8 [-6.0,1.5]

The new physics contributions to neutral meson mixing can be written as,
d,s,K ds, K
M57" = (My3™" )sm (1 + ha,s Ke2wd > K) : (46)

We assume the minimum flavour violation scenario that corresponds to o4 s x = 0. We adopt the
following future sensitivity phases in this work[51]:

1. Phase I which is 50 fb—! LHCb and 50ab~! Belle II (late 2020s);
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Observables | Phase I Phase II  Ref.
hg 0—0.04 0-—0.028 [51]
hs 0—0.036 0-—0.025 [51]
hi 0-0.3 — [52]]

Table 7: Future projected sensitivity of the neutral meson mixing.

2. Phase II which is 300 b~ LHCb and 250ab~! Belle II (late 2030s).

The expected sensitivities to Cap,, and Cp, in future phase I and II of LHCb and Belle II can be
obtained from table[7]

6 6
10 K°oXR(Z, x Zs) 10 K°oR(Z, x Zs)
10°} 105}
— 104l 104l
& Projected Cym, &)
ha 103; Current Cy,, ha 103;
: F — Ce(A¢=0.5)
10% 10%f — C.(A=2)
? E — CalA=am)
10' 102 100 10* 10° 108 10' 10> 10® 10* 10° 108
m,(GeV) m,(GeV)
(@) ()

Figure 1: The allowed parameter space by flavour observables C,, and Ca,, in the m, — f plane
for the minimal (25 x Z;) flavour symmetry. On the left panel in figure the allowed bounds for
Ay = 2 with current limits for Ca,,, and C, are shown by red and violet boundaries, respectively.
Also, the allowed bound with projected limits of Ca,, is shown with yellow boundary. The effect of
the variation of the quartic coupling A, on the observable C¢, is shown on the right panel in figure

In figure|l, we show the bounds on the VEV of the flavon and the mass of the pseudo-scalar flavon
arising due to the neutral kaon mixing observables C,, and Ca,, for the minimal model based on
the Z; x Z5 flavour symmetry. On the left, the allowed region by the observables C¢,. and Cayy,, is
shown for the quartic coupling A\, = 2. There is a sudden dip in the allowed parameter space given
by C., which appears due to a cancellation in the Wilson coefficients C;j and C’;j when masses of
scalar and pseudoscalar flavon become identical. For Ca,,, this dip is not visible in this plot, and is
excluded for the quartic coupling for A\, = 2. The region bounded by the yellow curve is the allowed
parameter space by the future projected sensitivity as shown in table |7, On the right panel, we show
the allowed regions of the parameter space by the observable C, for A\, = 0.5, 2, 4. It is observed
that the allowed region shrinks as A, approaches smaller values.

Similar results for non-minimal model based on the Z; x Zy flavour symmetry are shown in figure
The constraints on the allowed parameter space by the neutral kaon mixing observables C¢, and
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Camy > in this case, are more stringent in comparison to that of the minimal (Z; x Z5) flavour sym-
metry. In particular, we observe that the region with the sudden dip is excluded for the non-minimal
model. Moreover, there is no allowed parameter space for the future projected sensitivity of the ob-
servable Ca,, for the bench-mark values of the couplings given in the appendix. Therefore, we show
these bounds for different values ( |yf,| = 1 and |y$;| = 7) of the couplings which are allowed by a
more relaxed fit.

6 6
10 KoK (2, x Zy) 10 KoK (Z, x Zy)
10°} 105}
—~ 104l —~ 104
% 10 Current C,p,, % 10
S | ” S |
w 103} w103}
F — G (A=05)
102§ — Projected Cum, 102§ — CeeMy=2)
E 'Lt G (=t
10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
m,(GeV) m,(GeV)
(@ (b)

Figure 2: The allowed parameter space by flavour observables C,,. and Ca,, in the m, — f plane
for the non-minimal Z, x Zy flavour symmetry. On the left panel in figure the allowed bounds
for A\, = 2 with current limits for Ca,,, and C,, are shown by green and magenta boundaries,
respectively. Also, the allowed bound with projected limits of Ca,, is shown with olive coloured
boundary. The effect of the variation of the quartic coupling A, on the observable C.,. is shown in the

right panel in figure

We show the allowed regions of parameter space by the B, — B, mixing observables Cz, and ¢p,
for A\, = 2 in the m, — f plane for the minimal model based on the Z, x Z5 flavour symmetry and
the non-minimal model based on the Z5 x Zy flavour symmetry in figure [3| In the left panel in figure
the red and yellow coloured boundaries are representing allowed flavon contribution for current
values of Cp, and ¢p,, respectively in the minimal model, while that for the non-minimal model are
shown in the right panel in figure by magenta and green coloured boundaries, respectively. We
note that the region in the left panel, bounded by the blue curve, represents the allowed bounds for
the observable Cp, with projected limits of LHCb Phase-II for the minimal model, while the same for
the non-minimal model is shown by the region surrounded by the olive coloured curve in the right
panel. For the LHCb phase-I, the bounds are shown by the pink coloured curves for the minimal as
well as for the non-minimal models, which are not appreciably different than that of the LHCb phase-
II. We also notice an isolated allowed strip of the parameter space for the non-minimal model below
the green boundary in the right panel. The effects of the observables Cz, and ¢, are relatively strong
in the non-minimal model based on the Z; x Zy flavour symmetry, which is obvious from the figure
itself.
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10°% B o B Zy x Zs) 10
of
10 3 Projected Cp [LHCb-II]
; 1045
8 Projected Cg, [LHCb-II] Current Cp,
:103§ 0 e n e e Co e
E Current Cp,
2{ — Pprojected Gy, [LHCb-I 2|
10 rojected Cg [ ] 10 Projected Cg, [LHCb-I]
L ®s, )
10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
m,(GeV) m,(GeV)
(@) (b)

Figure 3: The parameter space allowed by flavour observables Cz, and ¢p, for A\, = 2 in the m, — f
plane for the minimal (22 x Z5) model in the left panel and for the non-minimal (Z; x Z9) model in
the right panel.

Figure [4| shows the allowed parameter space by flavour observables Cp, and ¢p, of the By — By
mixing for A, = 2 in the m, — f plane. This is shown for the minimal model on the left in figure
and for the non-minimal model on the right in figure In the left panel in figure 44|, the red and
yellow coloured boundaries are representing allowed flavon contribution for current values of Cg, and
¢B,, respectively for the minimal model based on the Z; x Z5 symmetry while that for non-minimal
model is shown in the right panel in figure [4b| by green and purple coloured boundaries, respectively.
Moreover, the region surrounded by the blue curve in the left panel shows the allowed parameter
space for the observable Cg, with projected limits of LHCb Phase-II for the minimal model while the
same for the non-minimal model is shown by olive coloured boundary in the right panel. The bounds
for the LHCb phase-I are shown by the pink coloured boundaries for the minimal as well as for the
non-minimal model, and are very similar to that of the LHCb phase-II.
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Figure 4: The allowed parameter space by flavour observables Cp, and ¢, for A, = 2 in the m, — f
plane for the minimal (22 x Z5) model in the left panel and for the non-minimal (Z; x Z9) model in
the right panel.

The SM contribution to D° — D mixing is marred by large hadronic uncertainties. Therefore,
for constraining the parameter space of our model, we keep only the flavon contribution to D — D°
mixing such that it always lies within the 20 experimental bound [53].

|MB| = (DY HAT=2|D%)| < 7.5 x 10 3ps ™! (47)

The bound in the m, — f panel arising from the D° — D" mixing is shown in figure [5| for the
minimal model based on the Z; x Z; flavour symmetry and the non-minimal model based on the
Z9 x Zy flavour symmetry. The first remarkable observation is the allowed parameter space for the
minimal model is much smaller than that of the non-minimal model. This is because the D° — D
mixing has an enhancement of the order €2 (see the coupling 2y% €? in equation in the minimal
model based on the Z5; x Z5 flavour symmetry, which is not present in the case of the non-minimal
model. Therefore, the bound derived by the D° — D mixing is the most stringent bound among the
bounds given by the mixing observables in the minimal model. However, this is not the case for the
non-minimal model.

The one-loop contribution to this mixing from the box diagram depends on the relatively large y.;
and . couplings of the flavon to fermions. In the minimal model, y,. is zero. Thus, this contribution is
proportional to €* /(472 f?) in the minimal model and proportional to €'¢/(472 f?) in the non-minimal
model. Therefore, this contribution is highly suppressed with respect to the tree-level contribution
used in deriving the bounds in figure
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Figure 5: The allowed parameter space by |[M{3| for A\, = 2 in the m, — f plane for the minimal
(2, x Z5) model is shown by the magenta coloured boundary while that for the non-minimal (25 x Zy)
model is shown by the red coloured boundary.

5.2 Leptonic decays of mesons

The effective Hamiltonian for flavon mediated decays of neutral mesons into two charged leptons can
be written as,

G2.m? g _ gy _ g _ e _
Hefr = — Fﬂ_g t (Cfgj (qiPrg;) 0l + C§ (qiPraj)el + CP(qiPrg;) st + CP (QiPRQj)£'75€> + H.c..
(48)
The branching ratio of a meson decaying to two charged leptons reads,
G4 4
BR(M — () ==£ W8 s fymiTi
Y[
.. _. 2 .. 12
ng(mi + mj) A ng(mi + mj) ’
where 8(z) = V1 — 422 with = = my/myy;.
The Wilson coefficients having tree-level contribution of the flavon are given as [47,, 48],
cii _ __T 2 ey
5 2G2m%, m?
Gid _ T 2ypyi
5 2GZmE, m?2
cii _ T 2 2ypyji
P 2Gim, m2
2
. 9 .
Cg 7T YeeYig ) (50)

= ) 2
2GEmy, mg
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In the SM, processes of mesons decaying to two charged leptons are induced by one-loop contri-
bution, and for the B, meson it is given by[48]],

CM = -ViVi, Y <;> —ViVes Y (2> , (51)
myy myy

where Inami-Lim function Y (x) is given by[54],

Tz |4—=x 3
Y(m) —UQCDg |:1 e + (1 _x)2 logaz] , (52)

where 7gcp = 1.0113 includes NLO QCD effects [S5]. For B, meson, the SM predictions are obtained
by a simple replacement of indices in equation
The average of the branching fraction of By — ™~ from HFLAV group is [56]],

BR(B, — pp™) = (3.45+0.29) x 107, (53)
The latest measurement of the branching fraction of By — p* ™~ is[57, 58],
BR(By — ptpu™) < 2.6 x 10719, (54)

As observed in reference [59], due to sizeable width difference, of the B, meson, theoretical
branching ratio can be converted to experimental branching ratio by multiplying (1 — y,)~!, where
ys = 0.088 £ 0.014 [60]. This correction is negligible in the case of the B; meson.

Observables Current LHCb-I LHCb-IIT CMS ATLAS
BR(Bs — utp™)(x10%) | £0.38 +0.30 +0.16 — +0.50
Ron ~T0%  ~34%  ~10%  ~21% -
Tup ~12% 40.16 ps  +0.04 ps - -

Table 8: The current and expected experimental precision for rare B decays observables where LHCb-I
corresponds to 23 fb~!, LHCb-II corresponds to 300 fb~—!, CMS and ATLAS correspond to 3ab~ ' [61}[62]].

In addition to BR(Bs — up~) branching ratio, the LHCb collaboration has also measured the
ratio of the BR(By — pu*p~) and BR(Bs; — p*p) branching fractions, R,,,[57, 58]. The CMS has
measured the effective lifetime, 7,,,, of the By — utu~ decay [61]. We note that the ratio R, is
an excellent observable to probe the minimal flavour violation[62]. On the other side, the effective
lifetime, 7,,,, can be used to discriminate between the contributions due to any possible new scalar
and pseudoscalar mediators [62]. The measured value of the ratio of branching fractions, R, is
157, 58],

BR(Ba = pp”) 0.030--0.006
R = BR(B, - putp) 0.03975.0540:004- (55)

The effective lifetime 7,,, and the branching fraction of By — p*p~ are also measured by CMS,
and are [61],

T = 18370507001 ps, (56)
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BR(B; — ptp”) = 3.835035 1015015 x 1077 (57)

We have also taken HFLAV measurement average into account for effective lifetime 7,,,, which is
[56],

Tup = 2.00f8:% ps, (58)
with BR(B, — p*u~) given in equation 53]
The current and future sensitivities of these observables are summarized in table The effective

lifetime can be written in the following form [63]],

(Bs — MJer )experiment

Tup = TBs (Bs — M-{—M—)theory ’ (59)
where we have assumed the SM value of the final state dependent observable AQF =1 [60].
6 6
10 By yy 10 Bs -yt
10° 10}
— 104l — 104l
S 10 S 10
é’ 8 Current bound (HFLAV) (Z, x Zg)
- 103 BR(Ba- 1) (Z2x Z9) | & 103
102 102 Current bound (HFLAV) (Z, x Z5)
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(@) (b)

Figure 6: The allowed parameter space by BR(B; — u" 1) in the left panel and that for the BR(Bs —
wt ) in the right panel for A, = 2 with current experimental bounds for the minimal and the non-
minimal models.

In figure [6] the bounds coming from the branching ratios BR(B; — pp~) and the BR(Bs —
ptp~) for Ay = 2 in the m, — f plane are shown. The branching ratios BR(B; — u"p~) and
BR(Bs — pp~) place weaker constraints on the parameter space of the minimal model. However,
for the non-minimal model, the bounds, particularly from the branching ratios BR(Bs; — u*u™), are
quite stronger. For the projected sensitivities of the LHCb Phase-I and II and of the ATLAS for the
BR(Bs; — utu™), we do not obtain any appreciable improvements in our bounds. Therefore, we do
not show them in figure[g
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Figure 7: The allowed parameter space by 7, for A, = 2 in the m, — f plane for the recent measure-
ment and the future projected sensitivity of the LHCb for the minimal (Z; x Z5) model on the left,
and for the non-minimal (Z; x Z9) model on the right.

Figure 7| shows the allowed bounds derived from the HFLAV average of the effective lifetime 7,
and the branching-ratio BR(B; — ™) by the green coloured curve for the minimal model in figure
and through the olive coloured boundary for the non-minimal model in figure The bounds from
the current measurement by CMS, and from the future projected sensitivity of the LHCb phase-II for
the minimal model based on Z, x Z5, are shown by red and yellow coloured boundaries respectively,
in figure The same bounds for the non-minimal model based on the Z, x Zy flavour symmetry are
shown in figure |[7b| by green and magenta coloured curves respectively. We observe that the bounds
are stronger for the non-minimal model in comparison to that of the minimal model. For the projected
sensitivity of the LHCb Phase-I, we do not find any appreciable improvement in the allowed bounds
over that from the current measurement. Therefore, we do not show it in figure
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Figure 8: The left panel represents the allowed parameter space by R, for the minimal (2, x Z5)
model with A, = 2 with the current measurement and for the future projected sensitivity of the LHCb
Phase-I and LHCb Phase-II. The same allowed parameter space for the non-minimal (Z; x Z9) model
is shown in the right panel.

One of the most important observables for our models is the ratio R,, whose future projected
sensitivity will be crucial to constrain our models. On the left panel in figure we show the bounds
arising from the ratio R, for the minimal model. These bounds are weaker for the current measure-
ment as well as for the future projected sensitivity of the LHCb Phase-I shown by the red and yellow
boundaries, respectively. However, the future projected sensitivity of the LHCb Phase-II dramatically
changes this scenario and provide extremely stringent constraints on the parameter space of the min-
imal model shown by the purple coloured strip. Therefore, the LHCb Phase-II will be decisive for the
minimal model based on the Z; x Z; flavour symmetry. We also do not find any improvement over
the bounds given by the LHCb Phase-I using the future projected sensitivity of the CMS experiment.
Therefore, we do not show it in figure

On the other hand, for the non-minimal model based on the Z; x Z9 symmetry, the bounds from
the ratio R, are shown in figure 8b|in the right panel. The bounds from the current measurement
are shown by the green boundary while the bounds from the LHCb Phase-I are surrounded by the
purple coloured curve. Moreover, we also have bounds from the future projected sensitivity of the
CMS experiment surrounded by olive coloured boundary. These are more stringent than that of the
projected sensitivity of the LHCb Phase-I . We note that similar to the minimal model, the bounds for
the projected sensitivity of the LHCb Phase-II are highly stringent depicted by the orange coloured
strip. This result does not change even if we deviate from the bench-mark values of the Yukawa
couplings used for these bounds. Therefore, these bounds are robust, and crucial to test the parameter
space of the non-minimal model based on the Z; x Z9 symmetry in the future projected sensitivity of
the LHCb Phase-II.

For the K, — up~ decay, we have only reliable estimate of the so-called short distance (SD) part

of K;, — ptu~ decay [47]. We use the SM prediction obtained in reference [47] and given by
m2
OM = —ViiVaY (;) — VeiVeaYnnr, (60)

myy
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where at NNLO Yanr, = MP.(Y), A = |Vis| and P.(Y) = 0.113 & 0.017[64]. The short distance
contribution can be extracted from the experimental measurement and has an upper limit[48],

BR(K — u"u )sp < 2.5 x 1077, (61)

For the case of D — p*u~ decay, the SM contribution is plagued by large non-perturbative effects.
Therefore, we only require that the flavon contribution does not generate more than the experimental
upper bound on the branching ratio that is given at 90% C.L.[65]],

BR(D — ptpu™) <6.2x 107, (62)
6
10° T
10°}
— 104
A
S |
= 10% BR (Kpo> 1'45) (2% 2)
102 BR (Ki> 1'41) (Ze x 26)
100 102 1035 10* 105 10
m,(GeV)

Figure 9: The parameter space allowed by BR(K;, — utp™)sp with A, = 2 in the m, — f plane for
the minimal (Z; x Z5) and non-minimal (25 x Zy) model are shown with red and magenta coloured
boundaries, respectively.

We show bounds arising from the BR(K;, — p*p~)sp for A, = 2 for the minimal and the non-
minimal models in the m, — f plane in figure [9] It turns out that the constraints on the parameter
space of the minimal model are weaker. However, the bounds on the parameter space of the non-
minimal model are more stringent. The constraints from the D — p+u~ decay are much weaker than
that from the BR(K; — pu*u~)sp. Therefore, we do not show them in this work.

6 Leptonic flavour physics in the minimal and non-minimal 2, x Zy
flavour symmetry

Charged lepton flavour violation (CLFV) has a substantial potential to provide bounds on flavon
physics in future upcoming experiments. The quark flavour constraints currently dominate our flavon
model. However, it is expected that the future projected sensitivities of CLFV, which are shown in
table[9] may significantly improve the bounds from quark flavour physics.
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Observables Current sensitivity Ref. Future projection Ref.

BR(it — ev) <42x1078 MEG [66] 6 x 10~ MEGII [67]

BR(T — e7) <33x1078 Babar [68] ~ 107 Belle II [69]

BR( 7 — u) <4.4x10°8 Babar [68] ~ 1077 Belle II [69]

BR (y — €)™" <T7x10713 SINDRUM II [[70] — —

BR (1 — ) — — 3% 10710 COMET Phase-I [[71}, [72]
BR (u — e)™! — — 6 x 10717 COMET Phase-II [71]
BR (y — €)™ — — 6 x 10717 Muz2e [73]

BR (y — €)™ - - 3x 10718 Muz2e II [72]

BR (4 — €)% — — 2 x 1071 DeeMe [74]

BR (i — €)1t ~ 10720 —10~'®  PRISM/PRIME [75, [76]
BR( p — eée) <1.0x 10712 SINDRUM [[77] ~ 10716 Mu3e [78]

BR(T — 3u) <21x1078 Belle [79] ~ 1079 Belle II [69]
BR(T — 3¢) <2.7x1078 Belle [79] ~ 1079 Belle II [69]

Table 9: Experimental upper limits on various Leptonic flavour violation (LFV) processes.

6.1 Radiative leptonic decays

The effective Lagrangian for the radiative leptonic decays can be written as,
Legt = my CELoP Pt/ F ) 4+ my CR loP Pt F,y. (63)
The radiative leptonic decays are mediated by dipole operators and their branching ratio reads,

m?/
4’/TFg/

BR((' — () = (ICF? + |CF?) . (64)

The one-loop contribution to the radiative leptonic decays is shown in figure[10} The corresponding
Wilson coefficients are [28]],

e 1 . me 1 1
C% = (CTE)* ~ 39.2 Z {6 (yekye'k + mk?Ju?JM) (m? - m?>

k=e,u,7 s a

me [ 1 (3 m2, L (3., m,
— — |— (= +1o —— (=41 :
YekYke me [m2 \ 2 & m?2 m2 \ 2 8 m2

a

R

Figure 10: Feynman diagram representing . — ey decay.
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Figure 11: In the left panel, the red and yellow coloured boundaries represent the allowed parameter
space by the current and projected sensitivities of the MEG experiment on the BR(u — e7y) for the
minimal (2, x Z5) model with A\, = 2 in the m, — f plane. The same bounds for the non-minimal
(Z9 x Z9) model are shown in the right panel with green and magenta coloured curves, respectively .

The radiative leptonic decays ;. — e+ places weak constraints on the parameter space of the
minimal model as shown in figure This does not change much even for the future projected
sensitivities of the MEG-II experiment. For the non-minimal model, the bounds from the current
measurement of the MEG experiment, shown in figure by the green boundary, are quite stringent
relative to that of the minimal model. Moreover, for the future projected sensitivities of the MEGII
experiment, the constraints are further stronger depicted by the magenta coloured boundary. The
constraints coming from the decays = — ey and 7 — uy are weaker than that of the decay yu — ev.
Therefore, they are not shown in this work.

6.2 A pu — A e conversion
The effective Lagrangian describing A ;1 — A e conversion can be written as,
Lot = C%L e’ PrLu qyvq + myumyg CgILéPR,u qq + mMQSCng ePpu GG 4+ (R < L), (66)

Moreover, there is additional contribution to A ;1 — A e conversion from the dipole operators given
in equation (63).

The Feynman diagram for A ;1 — A e conversion is shown in figure The corresponding Wilson
coefficients arise due to the diagram on the left in figure 1281,

1 1
b = (— + — ) y'.R
qq <m§ + mg) yp.e e(?/qq)a
1 1
cor— [ = — = R¢ . 67
qq (mg mg) yeu e(yqq) ( )

The nuclear effects which include effects of quarks inside the nucleons as well as the contribu-
tion of the Feynman diagram on the right side of figure [12| are absorbed in the nucleon-level Wilson
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Figure 12: Feynman diagram showing A y — A e conversion.

Target D SP S vr v [capt[10%s™1]
Au 0.189 0.0614 0.0918 0.0974 0.146 13.06

Al 0.0362 0.0155 0.0167 0.0161 0.0173 0.705

Si 0.0419 0.0179 0.0179 0.0187 0.0187 0.871

Ti 0.0864 0.0368 0.0435 0.0396 0.0468 2.59

Table 10: Numerical values of the dimensionless coefficients D, SP", V7" and the muon capture rate
for different nuclei.

coefficients defined by,

VL _ VL ¢p
Cp - Z qu qu’ (68)
q=u,d
~SL SL SL ¢p
CP - Z qu ffg) o Z CQQ fheavy )
q:’LL,d,S Q:C,b,t

where the quark content of the proton is accounted by vector and scalar couplings f%}q, f¥, and
fﬁeavy = 2/27(1 — == ) [80]. For right-handed operators, analogous expressions are ob-
tained by replacing L with R, and for the neutron p is replaced by n. The vector operators contribute
extremely less than the scalar operators and can be neglected [28]]. The numerical values of vector
and scalar couplings are taken from references [81}182], which are based on the lattice average given
in reference [83],

#7 =0.0191 £ =0.0171,
/7 =0.0363 £ =0.0404,
fP = 7 =0.043. (69)

The A ;1 — A e conversion rate including nuclear effects can be written as[28]],
5

~ ~ 2
% CED +4 [myum,C5* + CYEV? + (p — )| \ + LR, (70)

PA u—Ae =
where the dimensionless coefficients D, S and V7" depend on the overlap integrals of the initial

state muon and the final-state electron wave-functions with the target nucleus, and their numerical
values are given in table [84], where I'capt stands for the muon capture rate.
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Figure 13: The left panel represents the allowed parameter space by BR(x — e) conversion in the
mq — f plane with different experimental limits of various target nuclei in table[9with \, = 2, for the
minimal (Z5 x Z5) model. Similar allowed parameter space for the non-minimal (Z; x Z9) model is
shown in the right panel.

The bounds from BR(u — e) conversion for different target nucleus with A\, = 2 in the m, — f
plane are shown in figure The bounds for the minimal model are shown in figure for the
current measurement and for the different future projected sensitivities, and the same for the non-
minimal model are shown in figure The strongest bounds among them arise from the projected
future sensitivities of the PRISM/PRIME experiment for the minimal as well as non-minimal models.

6.3 1 — 3eand 7 — 3u decays

The three body flavour violating leptonic decays i — 3e and 7 — 3¢ where ¢ = e, u provide additional
tests of the dipole operators given in equation (63)). Their decay width can be written as[28],

15
amg

1272

my® 11

gmﬂ 4

L0 — 30) = (|CE? + |CF?) . (7D

where the tree-level contribution is ignored due to the strong chiral-suppression which is dominated
by the logarithmic enhancement of the dipole operators[28]]. Other contributions, such as Z-mediated
penguin are strongly suppressed and ignored[85].
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Figure 14: The allowed parameter space by BR(; — 3e) for the minimal (Z5 x Z5) model on the left
and for the non-minimal (Z; x Zy) model on the right with A\, = 2.

In figure we show the allowed parameter space by BR(1 — 3e) for A, = 2 in the mq — f
plane. For the minimal model, the bounds are shown in figure They are weaker for the current
measurement and for the future projected sensitivity as well. In figure the same bounds on the
allowed parameter space are shown for the non-minimal model. For the current measurement, the
bound is given by the green boundary, and for the future projected sensitivity, it is depicted by the
magenta coloured curve. As obvious from figure the bounds for the non-minimal model are quite
stringent relative to the minimal model. The bounds from the decay 7 — 3/ are much weaker and are

not shown in this work.
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Figure 15: Summarized significant bounds on the minimal Z; x Z5 and the non-minimal Z; x Zq
model in the left and the right panel respectively.

Finally, we show a summary of the most relevant and stringent bounds on the prameter space of
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the minimal and the non-minimal models in figure

7 Summary

We have discussed a simple FN mechanism in the framework of a new 25 x Zy flavour symmetry. This
symmetry is inspired by the extensively explored 2HDM and the MSSM, where the Z, symmetry is an
essential ingredient of the theoretical framework. We show that a minimal form of this symmetry, the
Z9 X Zs, is capable of providing an explanation to the charged fermion mass pattern and quark mixing
along with a mechanism to predict neutrino masses and mixing angles. However, for the minimal
model based on the Z; x Z5 flavour symmetry, all the Yukawa couplings are not order one, which is
a preferred choice in literature. This observation leads to a non-minimal model based on the Z5 x Zq
flavour symmetry, where all the couplings are order one. The FN mechanism created through the
Z9 x Zy flavour symmetry is different from the conventional FN mechanism, where a continuous
U(1) symmetry is employed to achieve a solution of the flavour problem of the SM.

The leading question is the scale where the flavour symmetry Z, x Zy is broken. This is addressed
by deriving the bounds on the parameter space of the model using flavour physics data. Moreover,
future sensitivities of the CMS and the phase-I and II of the LHCb for the flavour physics observables
turn out to be an interesting and fertile ground to investigate the breaking scale of the Zy x Zy
flavour symmetry. Particularly the reach of the experiments such as MEG II and PRISM/PRIME, which
are going to test lepton flavour violating effects, could play a crucial role in improving the present
limits by orders of magnitude.

For the minimal model based on the flavour symmetry Z, x Zs, the quark flavour physics plays a
crucial role. For instance, the most stringent constraints on the parameter space of the minimal model
comes from the K — K° and D°— D° mixing using the present data. In particular, the D° — D provides
the very tight bounds since it is highly unsuppressed due to the PMS in the minimal model. The B;— By
mixing provides tighter bounds than the B, — B, mixing. The future projected sensitivity of the B;— B,
mixing will further constrain the parameter space of the minimal model in future. The rare decays
BR(Bjs — p'p~) branching ratios place relatively weaker bounds on the parameter space of the
minimal model for the present measurements as well as for the future projected sensitivities of phase-
I and II of the LHCb. However, the future projected sensitivity of the rare B decays observable R,
provides robust and the most stringent bound on the parameter space of the minimal model. Among
the leptonic observables, the future projected sensitivity of the PRISM/PRIME for the BR (1 — €)™
will substantially be able to constrain the parameter space of the minimal model.

In the case of the non-minimal model based on the flavour symmetry Z; x Zy, both the quark
as well as leptonic flavour physics play decisive role in constraining the parameter space of the non-
minimal model. On the quark flavour side, the most stringent bounds are coming from the K° — K°
mixing while from the leptonic flavour side, it comes from the radiative leptonic decay u — evy. We
observe that every flavour observable including the branching ratio of the K;, — ™~ decay, is able to
provide important bounds on the parameter space of the non-minimal model. In particular, the future
projected sensitivity of the rare B decays observable R, for the LHCb and CMS experiments, will test
the non-minimal model rigorously. Moreover, the future projected sensitivity of the PRISM/PRIME for
the BR (1 — ¢) 1! will eliminate a large part of the allowed parameter space.

In short, quark flavour physics will determine the allowed parameter space of the minimal model,
and leptonic flavour violating observables independently can further probe the parameter space upto a
very high scale. For the non-minimal model based on the Z; x Zg flavour symmetry, quark and lepton
flavour physics play a crucial role in constraining the allowed parameter space of the model. The future
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sensitivities of the experiments such as MEG II, Mu3e, DeeMe, COMET, Mu2e and PRISM/PRIME will
be able to constrain the parameter space of the non-minimal model based on the Z, x Zy flavour
symmetry. On the quark side, the B; — By mixing in the future phase-I and II of the LHCb will be
able to eliminate a sufficient region of the parameter space. In future phase-II of the LHCb, the ratio
R, will be crucial in ruling out the major part of the flavon parameter space. Thus, future projected
sensitivities of the LHCb phase-I and II will play a defining role in determining the fate of the flavon
models discussed in this work.
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Appendix

Benchmark points for the Yukawa couplings

We reproduce the fermion masses using the following values of the fermion masses at 1TeV[86]],
{my,me,my} =~ {150.7 4 3.4, 0.53270072 (1.107033) x 1073} GeV,
{my,ms,ma} =~ {2.4340.08, 4.771% x 1072, 2.507 158 x 1073} GeV,

{meymyu,me} ~ {1.78£0.2, 0.105+90X1970 4,96 £ 0.00000043 x 107} GeV. (72)

2

The magnitudes and phases of the CKM mixing elements are [38]],

Vaal = 0.97370 & 0.00014, [Vp| = 0.0410 + 0.0014, |V,5| = 0.00382 =+ 0.00024, (73)
sin28 = 0.699+0.017, a = (84.9751)°, v = (72.1773)°,6 = 1.196 75015

The present scenario of the neutrino physics for the normal hierarchy can be described by the
following global fit results[187],

Am3; = (7.55102%) x 107%eV? |Am3,| = (2.50 £ 0.09) x 10~ %eV?, (74)

sin 012 = (3.207099) x 107!, sin? a3 = (5.477902) x 107, sin? 613 = (2.16075:30) x 1072,

where range of errors is 30.
We fit quark and charged-lepton masses along with the neutrino oscillation data by defining

V= (mg — 7;@2“0(161)2 (my — 77;2“0@1)2 (sin 6;; —2Sin 9?}0‘1‘31)2 N (sin28 — sin gpmodel)2 (g _ gmodely2
Omg Oy Tsin 6, Ogin28 (0a)?
n (y = y™medel)? " (Am3; — Amgmodel) n (Am3y — Amgmede) " (sin 67 — sin 67 mo0c1)?
(04)? Uimgl Uimgl Osin 6%,
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where ¢ = {u,d,c,s,t,b}, £ = {e,u, 7}, v = {ve,vy, v} and i,j = 1,2,3. The phases of the CKM
matrix in the standard choice are defined as follows:

(_Vchc’Z> N
ViaViy )’

The minimal model

- ViV
VoV )0

model __

= arg (75)

. VudVJb
VeaViy )

. q,l,v
The dimensionless coefficients yfj’d’g’” = |yfj’d’£’”]e’¢gj are scanned with |y§§’d’z’” € [0.1,4x] and
gf)?f’” € [0, 2x]. The fit results are,
—-1.68 —3.37¢ —0.09+40.03¢ —0.1 —0.02¢
Y,=1| 1534495 —0.57+0.55¢ 0.48+ 0.0027 | ,
0.76 +0.18c —1.04 +0.467 0.58 — 0.651
—4.15+3.58: 2.20 — 0.89¢ 2.62 — 4.20¢
Y;=1-033-036:¢ 0.07—-0.075 0.17+047% |,
—0.24 - 0.072 —0.06 — 0.0847 —0.07 —0.12¢
—0.07 — 0.067 0.099 —0.004: 0.45 — 0.323
Y, =1-0.14-0.09¢ 0.08-0.060 —0.6340.247 |,
—0.04 4+0.09¢ —0.09 4+ 0.06¢ 0.10 — 0.0003%

with e = 0.1 ¢ = 1.259 x 10713 | 2 ~ 14, and the following results for neutrino oscillation data,

{3.14,3.14,1.48,3.14,0.90, 2.76},
{3.67,7.73 x 1077,1.24,1.18,2.10, 5.18}.

{11l lwsal, lyssls leinl, leaal, |eas|}

{qblllla ¢527 ¢§3, gb{l:la ¢§27 ¢§3}

12

The non-minimal model

- q,l,v .
"%/ " are scanned with |y§‘j’d’ﬁ’”

The dimensionless coefficients y“4*" = |y4®HY

1] - |yz]
gbg]’.e”’ € [0, 27]. The fit results are,

€ [0.9,27] and

1 0.87 —0.49¢ —0.23+0.97¢
Y,=1-09+1.05 -0.7—-0.72¢ 1 ,
0.94 —0.33¢  0.55 4 0.84% 0.9

0.99 —0.09: 3.24 — 1.05¢ 1
Y;=1{0.99—-0.10: 0.92+ 0.39: 0.9 ,
1 1 —1.04 + 0.544
09 09 15
Y,=(09 15 15],
1.5 1.5 0.9

with e = 0.23, ¢ = 1.259 x 1073 | 2 ~ 9, and the following results for neutrino oscillation data,

~

{3.14,3.04,0.9, 2.08, 3.14, 0.9},
{2.68,0.51,4.92,0.86,3.14,1.99}.

Uyt lysals [yssl, lennl, leaz|, [esal }

{(b’fla ¢527 ¢§3) (b(ila ¢§27 ¢§3}
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Outline of a possible ultraviolet completion of the Z, x Zy model

We present an outline of the underlying renormalizable theory, which could be suitable to the models
discussed in this work using the idea discussed in reference [5]]. Let us suppose that the underlying
theory is a technicolour (TC) theory containing two technicolour symmetries. The SM Higgs field
comes from the conventional TC group and the flavon field y is derived from a different dark techni-
colour symmetry (DTC).

The TC chiral condensate which play the role of the SM Higgs VEV can be parametrized as,

(WGFOYECY = (Apc exp(kraAx™))?, (76)

where AxTC is the chirality of the operator on the left of above equation, Arc is the scale of the
underlying gauge TC theory, and k1¢ is a constant.
In a similar manner, we can write DTC chiral condensate which represents the flavon VEV,

= 3
(WPTURT) = (Aprc exp(hpreAx”T9))". (77)
Now the couplings y;; are given by the following equation:

vi; = f(Arc, Aprc, AgTC), (78)

where the scale Agpc corresponds to the extended TC theory in which the SM, TC and DTC fermions
are embedded.
The masses of the fermions can be written as,

mys < f(Arc, Aprc, AETC)- (79)

We observe that if the function f(Arc, Aprc, Agrc) is always generated by a tree-level exchange
of the underlying theory, all the couplings y;; will have the same order of magnitude (which could be
order one). However, depending of the structure of the underlying theory, some of the y;; could be
loop-induced and some could come from tree-level contributions. Therefore, this will result in some
couplings being suppressed compared to the tree-level contributions. This scenario will lead to the
numerical couplings for the minimal model based on the Z; x Z5 flavour symmetry.
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