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Abstract

The lepton flavor violating decay of the Standard Model-like Higgs boson (LFVHD), h — ur,
is discussed in seesaw models at the one-loop level. Based on particular analytic expressions of
Passarino-Veltman functions, the two unitary and 't Hooft Feynman gauges are used to compute
the branching ratio of LFVHD and compare with results reported recently. In the minimal seesaw
(MSS) model, the branching ratio was investigated in the whole valid range 1072 — 10 GeV of new
neutrino mass scale my,. Using the Casas-Ibarra parameterization, this branching ratio enhances
with large and increasing m,,,. But the maximal value can reach only order of 10~!!. Interesting
relations of LEVHD predicted by the MSS and inverse seesaw (ISS) model are discussed. The ratio
between two LFVHD branching ratios predicted by the ISS and MSS is simply mfbﬁ M}Q, where px
is the small neutrino mass scale in the ISS. The consistence between different calculations is shown

precisely from analytical approach.
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I. INTRODUCTION

After the Higgs boson was observed by ATLAS and CMS [1], the LEFVHD has been
searched experimentally [2], where upper bounds for branching ratios (Brs) of the decays
h — ut, et are order of O(1072). Signals of LEFVHD at future colliders have been discussed,
where sensitivities for detecting these channel decays are shown to be 1075 in the near
future [3]. Up to now, the lepton flavor violating (LFV) decays of the standard-model-like
and new Higgs bosons have been investigated in many models beyond the standard model
(SM) [4H14]. Among them, the MSS [I5] is the simplest that can explain successfully the
recent neutrino data. Naturally, the mixing between different flavor neutrinos leads to many
LFV processes from loop corrections. But it predicts very suppressed branching ratios (Br)
of LFV decays of charged leptons. Recent studies on the Br of LEVHD were also shown to
be very small [6]. In contrast, the ISS [16], another simple extension of the SM, predicts
much larger values of LF'V branching ratios, including those of LEVHD [7, [§]. In fact, the
Br of LFVHD in the ISS were calculated in many different ways in order to guarantee the
consistence of the LFVHD amplitudes.

We stress that understanding the mechanism for generating loop corrections to Brs of
LFVHD in simple models like the MSS and ISS is very important for studying LEVHD
processes in other complicated models. That is why LEVHD predicted by these two models
were discussed in many works, for example [4H9]. In the ISS, recent results in [7] showed that
branching ratios of LFVHD increase with increasing values of very heavy neutrino masses
when the Casas-Ibarra method [17] was applied to formulating the Yukawa couplings of
heavy neutrinos '. But the Brs are always constrained by upper bounds because of the
perturbative limit of the Yukawa couplings. Using the mass insertion approximation, a
recent study [8] also calculated the Br of LFVHD in the ISS model in both unitary and 't
Hooft Feynman, where previous results in [7] were confirmed to be well consistent in the
region of parameters containing large new neutrino mass scale m,,. The above discussions
indicate that although one-loop contributions in both MSS and ISS arise from the same set

of Feynman diagrams, the two models predict very different Br values. The reason is the

appearance of a small mass scale py in the ISS, which gives tiny contributions to the heavy

! 'We thank Dr. E. Arganda for this comment



neutrino masses, but affects strongly on the neutrino mixing matrix. Hence there should
exist simple relations between two expressions of Brs predicted by the two models. These
interesting relations were not discussed previously, therefore will be focused in this work. We
will show that if m,,, is large enough, the ratio between Brs of LEFVHD of the ISS and MSS
is order of m%G u;(z, enough to explain clearly the LEVHD difference between two models.

Regarding the MSS, LFVHD was discussed mainly in ranges of 10? — 10" GeV [4, [6],
while the valid range of the new neutrino mass scale is from O(107?) GeV to O(10%)
GeV. In addition, a good estimation made in Ref. [4] suggested that the Br may enhance
with increasing masses of heavy neutrinos, even when the Casas-Ibarra parameterization
is used. We note that this parameterization are now still widely used to investigate the
signal of seesaw models at recent colliders [I§]. As a result, possibilities that large Brs of
LFVHD may exist in ranges of new neutrino mass scales that were not mentioned previously.
Therefore, studies the LEFVHD in the whole valid range as well as new approaches to compare
well-known results and confirm consistent analytic formulas for calculating Br of LFVHD
in seesaw models are still interesting and necessary. These are main scopes of this work.
In particular, in order to guarantee the stability of numerical results at very large values of
My, LEVHD processes will be computed using analytic expressions of Passarino-Veltman
functions (PV functions) given in ref. [I3]. Using a mathematica code based on these
functions, we found that it is much easier and more convenient to increase the precision
than using available numerical packages such as Looptools [27]. This makes our calculation
different from all previous works. In addition, the one-loop contributions to LFVHD in both
unitary and 't Hooft Feynman gauges will be constructed using notations in [13]. Then we
cross-check the consistence between total amplitudes calculated in two gauges, and the ones
established in previous works [4, [0, [7]. A detailed checking divergence cancellation will be
presented analytically. For the MSS, after showing that Br of LEVHD is suppressed with
small m,,, we will pay attention mainly to the region with large m,,. To guarantee the
consistence of our investigation on LFVHD in the MSS, the connection between analytic
formulas of LFVHD amplitudes in the two models MSS and ISS will be discussed deeply.
In this work, Yukawa couplings of new neutrinos are only investigated following the Casas-
Ibarra parameterization [I7]. This parameterization was used to investigate independently
LFVHD processes predicted by the MSS and ISS in Refs. [0l [7], where other important
properties of LFVHD were presented in details.



Our work is arranged as follows. Sec. [[]| establishes notations and couplings of a general
seesaw model needed for studying LFVHD. In Sec. [[II| we construct LEFVHD amplitudes
in two unitary and 't Hooft Feynman gauges using notations of PV functions given in [13].
Then we prove the divergent cancellation and the consistence between two expressions of
the LFVHD amplitudes. In Sec. [[V] we show the choice of parameterizing the neutrino
mixing matrices. After that, the Brs of LFVHD are numerically investigated. We will focus
on new results of LFVHD in the MSS, and interesting relations between the Brs predicted

by two models MSS and ISS. Sec. [V] summarizes new results of this work.

II. GENERAL FORMALISM AND COUPLINGS FOR LFVHD

The general seesaw model is different from the Standard Model (SM) by K additional
right-handed neutrinos, Ng ~ (1,1,0) with I = 1,2,..., K [19]. The new Lagrangian part
is

— AL =Y, ¥raONr s+ %mmM,UNR,J +he, (1)
where a = 1,2,3; 1LJ=1,2,...K; Y10 = (Vp4,€1.4)" are SU(2), lepton doublets and (Ng )¢ =
C'mT. The Higgs bosons are also doublets ¢ = (G4, (b +iGz + v)/+/2)T and b = ioed*.
Each of them consists of three Goldstone bosons of W= and Z bosons; a neutral CP-even
Higgs boson h and the vacuum expectation value (VEV), (¢) = 7 = 174 GeV (v = 246
GeV). Notations for flavor states of active neutrinos are v, = (vp1, Vi, vr3)! and (vp)¢ =
((vr1)% (vr2)¢, (vp3)€)T. Notations for new neutrinos are Ng = (Ng1, Nga,..., Npx)’,
and (Ng)¢ = ((Ng1)¢, (Ng2)<, ..., (Nrx))'. In the bases of the original neutrinos, v/ =
(vp, (Ng)9)T and (v})¢ = ((v1)¢, Ng)T, the Lagrangian part generates the following

mass term for neutrinos,

1— 1— 0 M
Ll = M) b= oy | Pl +hee, (2)
where My is a symmetric and non-singular K x K matrix, and Mp is a 3 X K matrix,

(Mp)ar = Y,ar(¢). The matrix M"Y is symmetric, therefore it can be diagonalized via

(K + 3) x (K + 3) matrix, U, satisfying the unitary condition, U*TU" = I. We define

v AgvTTY _ AV :
U~ MU =M —d1agonal(mm,mn2,mn3,mn4,...,mn(K+3)), (3)



where m,,, (i = 1,2, ..., K 4+ 3) are mass eigenvalues of the (K + 3) mass eigenstates nr,
i.e. physical states of neutrinos. Three light active neutrinos are ny, with a = 1,2,3. The

relation between the flavor and mass eigenstates are
vy =U"ng, and (v})°=U"(ny)", (4)

where n;, = (np1,n59, ...,nL7K+3)T.

In calculation, we will use a general notation of four-component (Dirac) spinor, n; (i =
1,2,.., K + 3), for all active and exotic neutrinos. Specifically, a Majorana fermion n; is
defined as n; = (nr;, (nr;)%)" = n¢ = (n;)°. The chiral components are nr; = Prn; and

1i75 are chiral operators. The similar definitions for the

ngi = Prn; = (ng,;)¢, where P g =
original neutrino states are v, = (vr.a, (v2.4)°)", Nt = (Nr1)% Ngr)', and v/ = (v, N)T.

The relations in (4] are rewritten as follows,
Prv; = vy, =Ujing;, and Pry; = vy, = Ulngy, 6,5 = 1,2,.., K + 3, (5)

where more precise expressions are vy, = Prv, = Uyinr;, (Ng1)¢ = Prvig = U(”I*;3)jnL7j,
(V)¢ = Prv), = Uling;, and Ng; = Prrp g = U(”Hg).nRj (I =1,2,3,.,K).

As usual, the covariant derivative is D, = 0, — igT*W* — ig'Y' B,. We emphasize that
the signs in D, will result in signs of couphngs hG%VI/VjE and e,v,W~. Correspondingly, the
lepton flavor violating (LFV) couplings of W+ boson to leptons are,

e —— [/ pya— N _
Lih = Wy Dytra O <= (mar'eraW,k +eray veaWy,)

\/§

\/§
where a =1,2,3; and j =1,2,..., K + 3.

The Yukawa couplings that contribute to LEVHD are

(U” nﬂ“PLeaW + U@ Ppng W, ) , (6)

_‘65}) = yea,@bL,aqbeR,a + Yu,aIwL,aaNR,I + h.c.
V2me,
v

me,

D he e, +
v

(UY,GYnLjera + Uy Gerane;)

+ Y, ar [_G;{/mNR,I - GWNR,IBL@]
1 _

+ ——h [(Mp)arTLaNrs + (Mp): Npivial . 7
3 [( D)arVLalNr1 + (Mp)i; R,IL,} (7)

Using (Mp)as = MV(I-',-S)? and Np; = vj (143)" the last line in @ changes in to the new
form, %hn, [M;’(HS Uy U”Hg)]PR + M (I+3)UI+3 Ui PL} n;. It can be proved that

M USUG 5 PR+ MY s Ul s Uls P = (Z U;,p;;) My, Py +ma, Pr),  (8)

5



which was given in [0, [7]. A proof is as follows, based on the following properties of M" and
U" defined in Egs. and ,
o =0, M(VI+3)(J+3) (mn)rs, My a(I+3) = (Mp)ar, M(1+3 (MD)Im
utur =1, MY =U"M"U",  and MV* = UYMYUT. (9)
The first term in the left hand side of Eq. will change exactly into the second term in

the right hand side of Eq. , after mediate steps of transformation, namely

MYy Ul Ul = (U"*MVU”T) LUt = Ui, Uty UbUt s

@ a(1+3) k(I+3) 7 at
K+3 3
- vzt (32081 - Y03 ) = v, (5 - U,:;U,;)
=1 b=1
= UZUYmy, — U”Ubj( Vi, U ) U UYm,, — ULUY,
- UclL/zUcl;j*m”J (10)

From (10), the second term in the left hand side of (§) can be derived easily,
My Ul Ul = [Mg(l aUs UI+3)Z] [Ur.U%my,,]" = ULUYm,,. Finally, the Feyn-
man rule for the vertex (&) with two Majorana leptons hn;n; must be expressed in a symmet-
ric form 2, namely — Z]n_z [(mnzC,] + My, C*) P+ (mnjC’ij + mmC’*) PR} n;, where

Amyy 3

= UrUrF 4, 21) .

ct~ ¢y

The couplings relating with Gﬁ, are proved the same way, namely

V2

Y, ar€r.aNr1Gy = —(Mp)ar€raNri1Gy, UlreaPrn, Gy .
v

9
\/§mw

The vertices relating to LEVHD are collected in Table . We note that the coupling hGi, Gy,
in Table [I|is consistent with that given in [ 25].

The effective Lagrangian of the LEVHD is written as LMV = h (A uPpr + ApfiPrT) +
h.c., where Ay, g are scalar factors arising from loop contributions. The partial decay width
is

T(h— pr) =T0(h — )+ T(h — ptr) ~ % (1AL + |AR), (11)
where my, > mso, m3 and mqy, m3 being masses of muon and tau, respectively. The on-shell
conditions for external momenta are p? = m? (a = 2,3) and p? = (p2+p3)*> = m2, my, = 125
GeV. Next, Ay r with be calculated at one-loop level, in two gauges of unitary and 't Hooft

Feynman.

2 We thank Dr. E. Arganda for showing us this point



Vertex coupling Vertex coupling
hW R iGmW Gy e e o,
hG W < (p+ — o), hGy W 9 (po—p-),
micaW,! LUa" PL eaniW, LU Py
mieaGyy |~ g Ui (e, Pr —mn, Pr)| €aniGyy | = 52— Uy (me, PL — my, PR)
hnn; ﬁ [C’ij (Pme + PRmnj) hege, —gg;?;j
+C7; (PLmn]. + PRmmﬂ

U U

ct-cj

TABLE I: Couplings relating with LFVHD in seesaw models. Here, C;; = 23:1 The

Do, P+ and p_ are incoming momenta of h, G% and Gy, respectively.
III. ANALYTIC AMPLITUDES AND DIVERGENCE CANCELLATION

A. Amplitude in the unitary gauge and divergence cancellation

In the unitary gauge, the Feynman diagrams for a decay h — e, ¢;” (a < b) are presented

(c+d)
LR 7

in Fig. . The loop contributions are written as Ay p = A(LGV)R + A%}R +A where the

T,

(pu, + Do )

w+

FIG. 1: Feynman diagrams contributing to LEVHD in the unitary gauge.

three terms come from private contributions of diagrams ), ), and sum of contributions
from two diagrams c) and d), respectively. The analytic expressions of contributions from
the three diagrams [th), c), and d) can be derived directly from [I3], except the diagram [Ib)
containing the coupling hAn;n;. An analytic expression of As-j)R is derived in appendix |C, We
have used Form [23] to cross-check our results. In addition, the total Ay g is consistent with

the result calculated in the 't Hooft Feynman gauge, as we will show later. Expressions of



LEFVHD contributions in the unitary gauge are

K+3

3

a g Mg 123 88% 1 1 2 2 m

A(L) = e § ULy, {mi (B} ) _ iV - B| )) —m?BY + (2miy +mj) m2 Cy
W =1

2

— [2ml (2mE +m2 +m2 —m2) +m2 m2] Cy + [2mP, (m2 — m2) + m2m2] Cs } ,

3 K+3
AR = — IS ugvy (w2, (BY + B + BY) + m2BY + (2mby + mi) m2, Co
W =1

— [2miy (mi —m3) +m2mi] C1 + [2my (2m3y + mil —mZ+mp) + m%zm%] Cy } ,

b g ma Uk 1 12
A(L) =~ " 64n2m Z Uai Ubj{ 'J { ’2“35 ) +mijB(g ) —mijm%VCg
73_

+ [2mmmnj + 2m3y, (mn + mi]) (mZ mj +m? ;m )} Cl}

(12)

+ Cfmp,mp, [B + B(l) m#,Co + <4mW + mni +m2 —m?— mb) C’l] } ,

Y = gomy v 2 p2) 2 p(12) 2 9
Sr = 6471'2mW ZU UbJ{ { My, By +my, By = my, myy Co

- [2mmmnj + QmW(m%, + mi]) — (milmg + mijmi)} Cg]

- [ BU2 _ g _ 2 o - (4m%V +m2 A md - m? - mg) 02] } (12)
and
Al 9 Ki:SU”*U —2 |2m3y +m2) (B + BY)
L 647T mW — bl . m%) w n; 1 1
+ m2BY + miBY — Qmii (88" - B, (13)
Aletd - M plerd) (14)
mp

Regarding A@R, the contributions from B = BM(m2,, m2) and B® are zeros because,

for example, B( ) contains a factor Z Upymn, Uy = <U”*M”U”T> = MlF=0.
be
Divergence cancellation in the total amplitude is explained as follovvs From divergent

parts of the PV functions in Appendix |A| the divergent parts of Al I ) and AW ; are

K+3

: a g Mg Uk TV 2 —3 2]'
Div|A] = UsUy, {mn. <—Ae) +m —AE]
L - 64n2m3, Z T 2 )
39 m K43
= “CAY USU
12872m3, 2 b
g m K+3 3 1
. b a VKT TV T TU*
Div[AP)] = Gt SN unusun Uy (miiéAE +mijAe>
2,j=1 c=1




K+3 3

+ )Y ULULULU mg,my, A

i,j=1 c=1
93m K+3 3
- < VUKTTV T TUXT TV 2 2
B m [Z Z U UC’LUCj Ubj (mnl + an]>
t,j=1 c=1
K+3 3
+ Z ZUV*UV*UV Ubjzmmmng ) (15)
t,j=1 c=1

where the unitary property of U” is used to cancel the second term of Div[A(La)],

namely S5 Uy = (UrU*t),, = 0. The second term of Div[Ag’)] vanishes because
S U U my, = <U”*M,,U”T> — MY, = 0 with all a,c = 1,2,3. We simplify the first

term of Div[Ag)] based on the following equalities

K+3 3 K+3 3 K43
S mEULULUS U = 30> m UL ULy UL,
J=1 e=1 =1 c=1 1
. K+3 3 . K43
= sz UUY( UVUV'l' Zm UL, (16)
i=1 c=1

Similarly, we have ZZK;F?’I S 2m? U Un U Uy, = S % om2 U Uy, Inserting these two
results into DiV[Ag))] will give Dlv[A(L |+ Dlv[A(ﬁ)] = 0. With A(Lc+d), the divergent parts of
the two terms meBF) and mgB?) vanish because of the GIM mechanism, while two sums

[Bfl) + BP] and [B(()l) - 382)] are finite. Hence, Ay is finite. Ag has the same conclusion.

B. Amplitude in the ’t Hooft Feynman gauge.

In the 't Hooft Feynman gauge, there are ten form factors F L(f)R, (1 = 1,2,..,10) cor-
responding to ten diagrams shown in Fig. 1 of Refs. [0, [7]. The total contribution is

Appr = ZZ \ F} . Formulas of F’ S)R in terms of PV functions defined in [13] are as follows,

= gt 3 e o, (87 ) (i, bttt
+ anC*[ (12)+m 2 Co+ (m2, +m2 —m2—m) &1}

FO = 64ir2m" ZBmeJ{ |2, (BED +miy o) + (m2m2, +mim?, — 2m? m? ) G|
+ B s~ (o, )]}



K+3

(2) _ 9 Mg
FL = m Zl Bale] X QmW
X {Cl] [m Co — (m + m > Cl} —i—mnlmn]C’J (C() — 201)} ,
o I K+3
2
Fy = Gy Z BaiBy; x 2miy
x {cy [mnioo + (m2, +m3,) Ca] + ma,ma, Cly (Co+20s) }, (17)
) om K+3 . g my
3) a _ 4
F o= SinZmi, ; BBy [4miyC1],  Fy) = Gam2md, z_; BB [—4miy Co]
ggm K+3
4
F£ ) = __J Ma Z ByiBy; % mW [ miico + (2m§ — m%l) Ci — mZC’Q] ,
 64n2 mW i
Fm K+3
B = =L N BBy [BY'Y + 3m2 Co + (2mf — 2mf —m2) C1 + (m2, +2m3) G|
 64r mW prt
N
F9 = g S BuBim [Bgm +3m2.Co — (m2, +2m2) Cy — (2m3 — m7 — 2m?2) (12}
 64n2 mW pt
Pm K+3
Fg’) 7b Z Bmesz [ m%iCo + mgCl — ( m2 — m ) Cg]
64m2m3;, —
( ) ggm K+3
6) 2
FL = m ; BaleZ X mh [ (CO — Cl) + mbCQ} s
7 mb K+3
6
Fy) 55 > BaiBj; x mj, [my (Co+ Ca) —mC1] (18)
 64r mW P
Jay g*ma Kif’ BB )meb BW,  pl _ Map
L 7647TmWi:1 “ bz —m}) B my B
F(g) _ g Mg I§B B 2)meb B(Z) F(9) _ %F(g) (19)
L 6472 mW g at bz mg) R me L >
®) FPma N my ) &)
_ a o+ b 2 (2 2
FL - _647r2m‘?,[, ZZ} Balei (mg _ mg) [2mmBO (mm + ma) Bl } ’
9 mb & 1 1
8
FI(%) — Z BmeZ [mi (mg + mg) B((] ) _ mz (mil + mg) B§ )} ,
© 64m m3, P —mj)
g N 1 , ,
10
FY = G O BaiBiig— oy |, (i) BEY + i o, + ) B
64m2m3, P - b)
(10) g°’m ~ @) (2)
10 b 2
FUO _ BB} [ B | B } , 20
R 647rmwi§_; WP (mZ —m}) b) + (o, ;) (20)
where By, = U7, By, = Uy, Cj ZC_ UsUg' and D = 4—2¢ is the integral dimension de-

fined in Appendix|Al Although r7 I R and F £ r contain B-functions, they are finite because of

10



the GIM mechanism. Hence it can be replaced with D = 4. Because B(()m)

= By (miy, my)
in F }(24) and F,-E5) do not depend on m,,, therefore vanish because of the GIM mechanism.
They will be ignored from now on.

Although our notations of PV functions are different from those in [6, [7], transformations

between two sets of notations are, (see a detailed proving in Appendix

Co < Cp, Ch <+ Cip—Chy, Cy < Cha,
B & Bo(miy,m¥y), Bo(m2,m2), B§"P (M2, M?) < Bo(mi, . M3, M?),
BN (M2, M?) < —Bi(mi, M2, M?), BY (M2, M?) ¢ Bi(m? , M2, M?). (21)

The PV functions used in our work were checked to be consistent with Looptools [27], see
details in [I4]. The differences between our results and those shown in [7] are minus signs
in F' L(ill)% and F’ 1-551)2 Our formulas are consistent with the results presented in Ref. [8]*, where
the authors confirmed that these signs do not affect the results given in Ref. [7].

Now we will check the consistence between total amplitudes calculated in two gauges. Re-
garding to triangle diagrams with two internal neutrino lines, the deviation of contributions
in two gauge are determined as follows,

K+3

3
b 1 2 g
o = A&’—(F£>+F£ ') =~ Tom 2 BasBiyCuam? By i)
'7j_
K+3
1
= 0 16WQZBMBM m2 (B (2 miy) = B2 k)| (22)
W .

where useful equalities of B-functions are used [22]. In addition, C;; in the first line of

is simplified using the same trick given in . Similarly, other deviations are

6 K+3
K+3
5y = Al ZF 167T2 Z BuB;: [mgB@) +m? B(Q)} (23)

where By12 = Bo2(m?2 ,miy,). Then, it can be seen easily that d; + d; + d3 = 0. Hence,

the total amplitudes calculated in two gauges are the same.

3 The correct Feynman rule for the coupling hm;n; gives consistent F S}? with those in Ref. [7].

11



IV. LFVHD IN THE MINIMAL AND INVERSE SEESAW MODELS

A. Parameterization the neutrino mixing matrix

To start, we consider a general expression of the neutrino mixing matrix U [19],

U o
U =0 , (24)
oV

where O is a 3 x K null matrix, U and V are 3 x 3 and K x K unitary matrices, respectively.

The Q is a (K + 3) x (K + 3) unitary matrix that can be formally written as

O R 1— %RR]L R 3
Q =exp = + O(R°), (25)
1
_R' O ~Rt 1-1lRiR

where R is a 3 x K matrix where absolute values of al elements are smaller than unity. The
unitary matrix U = Upyns is the Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawa-Sakata (PMNS) matrix [30].

The mass matrices of neutrinos are written as follows,

~

My = diag(mpn,, Mps, .oy Mng,,),

_TT* : T s A T
m, = Upynsdiag(mn,, mn,, mna)UPMNS = Upnns™u Upyings (26)

where m,,, is the physical masses of all neutrinos,

—is
C12C13 512€13 513€
_ i6 i§ ; ia iB
UpMNs = | —s12023 — C12823513€"  C12Co3 — S12523513€"  Sa3C13 dlag(l, e, e'”), (27)
is 6
512823 — C12€23513€"  —C12523 — $12C23513€"  (23C13
and ¢y, = c0860u, Su = sinfy,. In the normal hierarchy scheme, the best-fit values of

neutrino oscillation parameters are given as [20]*

Am3, = 750 x 107° eV?,  Am3, = 2457 x 1072 eV?,
s, = 0.304, s3, = 0.452, s7, = 0.0218, (28)

where Am2;, = m2 — m2 (a = 2,3). In this work, other parameters will be fixed as

S=a=8=0.

4 Updated neutrino data can be found in [28]. But our main results are unchanged

12



The condition of seesaw mechanism for neutrino mass generation is |Mp| < |My|, where
|Mp| and |My| denote characteristic scales of Mp and My, resulting in useful relations °

[19]7

R* ~ MDMK/I, m, =~ _MDMJ:ZIME7
. 1 1
VMV ~ My + 5RTR*MN + 5MNRTR. (29)

Based on the second relation in , the matrix Mp can be parameterized via a general

K x 3 matrix &, which satisfies the only condition £7¢ = I3 [6, 17, 19], namely

1/2

My = iU3 (M3) ™€ (170,)'? Ul (30)

where Uy is an unitary matrix diagonalizing My, UL MUy = M$ = diag(M,, Mo, ..., Mk).

In the MSS mentioned in [4] [6], the particle content is different from the Standard Model
(SM) by three additional right-handed neutrinos (K = 3), Ng; ~ (1,1,0) with / = 1,2, 3.
New notations of neutrino mass matrices are mp = Mp, and my; = My. They are the
respective 3 x 3 Dirac and Majorana mass matrices corresponding to the first and second
term of , (mp)is = Yo,5(¢), and (mar)iy = mar;y. The matrix my, is real, symmetric
and non-singular.

The mixing matrix in the ISS model considered in ref. [7] can be found approximately
using the above general discussion with K = 6. Relations of notations between two param-

eterizations in [7] and [19] are

O Mg
Mp = (mD, O), My = T y My = Mlight7 (31)
My px

where O is the 3 x 3 matrix with all elements being zeros. From the definition of the inverse

matrix, My'My = MyMy' = I, we derive that

—M (ME)T
Myt = » (M) , (32)
M, 0

where M is defined as M = Mpuy' M% [7]. From , we then find that [19]

R = MpM5' = (—mDM-l, mp (Mg)‘1>,

> We thank LE Duc Ninh for pointing out factors 1/2 in the last relation in .
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1

m, = —MpMy' M}, = mp (M}) "~ pxMz'm}, = mpM~'mj,. (33)

These two expressions are consistent with those given in [7, 9], giving a parameterization

of mp as follows,

mp, = Uydiag(y/ My, \/Ma, v/ M3)E'y muUllMNSa (34)

where Uy satisfies M = U3, diag(My, M,, Ms)U], and £ is a complex orthogonal matrix
satisfying £'¢’" = I3. The mixing matrix U” now is a 9 X 9 matrix.

In order to compare and mark relations between LFVHD in two MSS and ISS models,
we will pay attention to only simply cases of choosing parameters. In the MSS model, the

choice is £ = Uy = I3, leading to following simple expressions of Egs. in (29)), namely
Mé =My, R=—iUpsml? (ML) 2, V=1, My=M:+m, (35

In the ISS model, from (34 we see that mp is parameterized in terms of many free
parameters, hence it is enough to choose that pux = pux/I3. This parameter is a new scale
making the most important difference between the neutrino mixing matrices in the ISS
and MSS. We also assume that Mp = Mp = diag(Mg,, Mg,, Mg,) and & = I3. With
lux| < |Mg| we have

Mp 0 1 [ —ils I
Uy =1, M&=|"" 1% 2

~ 3 ~— (36)
0 Mz Ve \ i I

We can see that both My (ISS) and My (MSS) play roles as exotic neutrino mass
scales. Therefore, they are identified as neutrino masses in both models, Mp = My =
diag(my,, Mpy, My,). The differences between two models now are two mixing matrix V
in and R, and the pux scale, which does not appear in the MSS model. The ux plays
special roles in the ISS model via its appearance in the second sub-matrix of the mixing

matrix R given in . A simple relation between largest elements of R matrices in two

RISS /%RMSS’ (37)
Mx

where m,,, now is considered as exotic neutrino mass scale, m,,, < m,, < m,,. The relation
is the main reason that explains why the Br of LFVHD predicted from the ISS is much
larger than that from the MSS.

In the following, we will discuss on LFVHD in the MSS model. The results of LFVHD
in the ISS model can be derived from discussion in the MSS model based on (37).

models is
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B. Discussion on LEFVHD

In the MSS model, our investigation will use three physical masses of exotic neutrinos,
M, 56, a8 free parameters. The matrix Mp can be derived from relations , ie Mp =
tUpymns (Mf\l, rh,,)l/ ’ Asa result, the mixing matrix U" is written as a function of physical
neutrino masses and Upyns. To determine constrains of heavy neutrino masses m,,,, we base
on relations in (29)), which suggest that m,, x m,, ~ |[Mp|?> < 67 x 174%, because of the
perturbative limit of the Yukawa couplings Y, ;; [7]. Combing with the active neutrino data
given in 1} where at least one active neutrino mass is not smaller than \/M =5x10"1!
GeV, we get an upper constrain, m,, < 8 x 10> GeV, when m,,, < \/ng The lower
constrain is my,, > |Mp| > m,, > 5 x 107" GeV. Numerical illustrations are shown in
Fig. where three heavy neutrino masses are non-degenerate, 3m,, = 2m,, = my,, and

my, = 10712 GeV < /AmZ,.

1.x1070 ‘ ‘ ‘ : 1.x10°9 F

\ —,

1.x10719 ‘.‘\ - /
VN e =
b k=6

1.x10719F

\
1.x 10729} Tx10729 R4\

Br(h-u1)
- ”
/”’
{
=
il
©

1.x 107397 110739 L VLN

1.x10749F ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 1 1.x10749 E, ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ i
1 104 108 1012 1016 1079 10-5 0.1 1000.0 107 1011 1018
mpe[GeV] mpg[GeV]

FIG. 2: Left panel: Br(h — eqep) as functions of m,,, with non-degenerate heavy neutrino masses.
Right panel: The dependence of Br(h — eqep) on the mixing matrix U” up to an order O(RF)
with k = 2,4,6,8.

The left panel of Fig. [2| presents Br(h — eqe;) as functions of m,,. Unlike previous
works such as [4] [6], heavy neutrinos masses were not considered at the interesting scale
above 10° GeV, where leptogenesis can be successful explained in the MSS frame work
[29]. More important, large values of heavy neutrinos may give large Br of LFVHD, as we
have seen numerically. Unfortunately, values of m,,, < 8 x 10 GeV gives an upper bound
Br(h — p1) < O(107). For other two decays, we get the relations Br(h — er) ~Br(h —
pr) = (m?/m?)Br(h — eu) ~ 287 x Br(h — ep). Hence, we just focus on the Br(h — ur).

The right panel of Fig. shows values of Br(h — pu7) in the whole valid range of
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My, namely 10719 < m,, . < 8 x 10 [GeV], where U” is considered up to O(R*). Each
curve separates into three different parts. In the part with very heavy exotic neutrino
masses, mZ. > mi,my,, i.e. my, > O (10*), we found a simple relation: Br(h — pur) =

6.3 x 107*m2_[GeV?. On the other hand, for the part with very small exotic neutrino

2
T

masses, M, <K m.,m2, i.e. my,, < O(107%), there appears a new relation: Br(h — ur) =

8.7 x 10752
(M, GeV)*’
values of Br(h — p7) < 107, the same order with large m,,, ~ O(10'®) GeV. If the matrix

when the matrix © is calculated up to O(R?). This will lead to the maximal

) is calculated more exactly, the Br(h — p7) will decrease significantly with small m,,, but
will not change with large m,,,. This can be explained from the conditions of the matrix €2,
which is written in terms of the power series in R. If m,, is small, R ~ /|m, |/m,, will be
large as my,, — |Mp| — |m,|. The calculation will be less accurate with smaller power k
included in 2. We consider more cases of U” where the matrix {2 in is considered up
to order O(R®). We conclude that the Br(h — u7) is very suppressed with small masses
of exotic neutrinos. In contrast, large m,,, results in |R| < 1. Therefore, it is enough to
consider the mixing matrix U” with order of O(R?) in the region where m,,, > 0.1 GeV. In
conclusion, to find large Br(h — p7), we just consider the region with large m,,.

To explain why large Br(h — u7) corresponds to large m,,, we pay attention to the

properties of the mixing matrix U, the PV-functions and factors relating with them in the

(b)

expressions of A(L“’)R, A}'p, and Af}d). When m2 > mj, mj,, the terms with factors m

nr

will give dominant contributions. The PV functions containing m%l will have the following

properties: By z(m2 ) = O(10), Co12(m? ) ~ In(m? )/m? . Hence the largest contributions

n;
will come from m2 Bo1s ~ mZ_ in A(L‘fzﬁd’b) and my Co1o ~ [Inm2 Jm2  in Ag)R. The
largest component of the matrix R satisfies R ~ (9( L’:—”l) As a result, the mixing

ne
matrix elements in A(La;%d

*

) and A(LI”)R will results in the following factors: Uy, 5 Uprya) =
My : () . vk v vk vk T, |2

|Rarl* ~ % There are new factors in the A’ Ukt o Uy g\ Uty 5y Uplia) ~ %

Hence the largest contribution to the total gives Ay g ~ m,,, with very large m,,, implying

2

ng

Br(h — pu7) ~ m2 . The correlations between terms with and without factors m2 are shown
in the Fig. . Terms without factors mil are dominant with tiny m,, but they are very
suppressed with large m,,,.

The above discussions lead to new interesting results for LEFVHD predicted by the MSS
model, which were not concerned previously: i) the Br can reach values of order 10~ with

large values of heavy neutrino masses satisfying the perurbative limit; ii) the Br enhances
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FIG. 3: Comparing different contributions to Br(h — pu7) as functions of heaviest exotic neu-

trino mass mpg, where 3my, = 2mn; = My, fi = (no terms with m2)/total, and fs

only terms with m? ) /total.
y n;

with increasing m,, above 10° GeV. In addition, the maximal Br(h — ur) reaches the
values of 1073% — 10732 with m,,, € [10%,10?] GeV. We will show the relation between these
interesting values and maximal values of Br(h — u7) predicted by the ISS.

We realize that the property of Br(h — ur) ~ m2_ agrees very well with the approximate
expression shown in [4]. In particular, Br(h — pu7) ~ mp. x |Fy|?, where Fy ~ R? ~m!
relating with active-heavy neutrino mixing elements in U”. We believe that large values
of the Br predicted in [4] arise from the reason that recent neutrino oscillation data could
not be applied at that times. The numerical values of Fly chosen in [4] may keep large
contributions that should vanish because of the GIM mechanism.

Although the maximal Br of LFVHD predicted by the MSS is much smaller than the
prediction from the ISS model given in [0} [7], the behave of the curve presenting Br(h — ur)
shown in Fig. [3| have the same form with Br(h — pu7) calculated in the ISS. The reason
is as follows. If the exotic neutrino masses are fixed the same values in the two models,

my = Mg = diag(my,, Mp,, My, ), the important quantity making different contributions

to LFVHD is the parametrization of mp, see two Egs. and for the MSS and

ISS, respectively. This leads to the different structures of the R matrices.

components of R in the MSS are RMSS ~ % with I > 3, while those in the ISS are
ng

The largest

RES ~ Z”—X”' Hence, in general the ISS mixing factors are larger than those of MSS a

common factor ||TZ’;6|‘. It makes the prediction of Br of LFVHD by the ISS be much larger

than the prediction by the MSS, provided large m,, but small px. Unlike the MSS, where
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FIG. 4: Left panel: contour plot of Br(h — u7) and |mp| as functions of m,, and pyx, predicted
from ISS framework. The yellow region is excluded by large |mp| > 174v/67 GeV. Dashed black
curves are from ISS prediction. Green curves obtained from modifying MSS. The right panel: a

comparison between different contributions from |A%Iss|m;61 and |ABS| xmpl.

mass scale m,,, can be as large as O(10") GeV, values of m,, in the ISS are constrained
by relation (83), i.e. m2 | |/pux = |mp|* < 1742 x 67 [GeV]?. Hence, small pux will give
small upper bounds of m,,, and large Br(h — p7) will depend complicatedly on these two
parameters. The left panel of Fig. 4| shows possible values of Br(h — p7) in the allowed
regions of i, and m,,. Our numerical results are well consistent with previous work [7]. In

addition, by adding a factor lth;GII into RM5% and using the analytic expressions of A}'3

we get a very consistent results of Br(h — p7) predicted by the ISS, see an illustration in
the left panel of Fig. @] This confirms again the consistence of our calculation for LFVHD
in the MSS and ISS.

There is an interesting relation between two LEVHD amplitudes calculated in the two
models, as drawn in the right panel of Fig. . Here, |ARS|uxm, 2 and |A}|m, ! are consid-
ered as functions of m,,,. We have checked numerically that |ASS|u xm,2 does not depend
on iy, and consistent with conclusion in [7]. It can be seen as follows. The dependence of
mp and R™S on Mp and pux can be separate into two parts. The first is the correlation
between elements of these matrices in order to give correct experimental values of active
neutrino data. And the second is the simple dependence on the scales of m,,, and ux. In
the ISS, RISS = UCIL/(I-‘rS) ~ ,u)_(l/z and do not depend on m,,. Now, if we pay attention

to the region with large m,,, the terms like miiB()’LQ are dominant contributions to Ay g
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because of the factors m2 . As a result, A(La,;ﬁd) containing a factor U%UY, ~ py' will give

2

an overall factor py'm?2 . Hence A(LGECM) pxm,2 may be constant, following the property

of B-functions. On the other hand, A L.r contains UZrUSULZUY ~ ~ [y or dependmg

a+c+d)

on both indices ¢ and j or only one larger than 3. Because both A} and A 1 r are still

divergent, terms with ,u)_{ must vanish in order to guarantee a ﬁnlte Ap . This results in

a common factor py'm?2 for Ay g. In the right panel of Fig. |4 , values of pXm_QA(aJrCer)
and pxm,,: A 1 r correspond to A, = 0. But we checked numerically that Wy m? JALR s
independent with A.. In addition, we can see that u Xm_zA et and pymg 2A L always

have opposite signs, which is consistent with the fact that d1vergences contained in them
are really canceled. Two absolute contributions from A a+c+d and A%}R are the same order,
and nearly degenerate with large m,,,. They start cancehng strongly each other from the
electroweak range of m,,, giving a very small pXm;GQA r.r- It is 107° times smaller than
values of uXm_QA

The above d1scussmn is the same for both models ISS and MSS, where m, Ay g is
the function considered in the MSS. The numerical results are also shown in the right

panel of the Fig. [ E Consider a region 10 < m,,, < 10* GeV, there is an equality that

m2 .
m AP = APRuxm,,?, implying Br™*(h — p7) = —3¢Br*®(h — pr). From previous
X
discussion, where BrMSS(h — p7) < 10732, we can derive the maximal Br'®S(h — pr) <

10732 x O((10*/107%)?) = O(1079).

We can also estimate the maximal value of Br(h — m’) based on the numerical result
shown in Fig. I If m,,, > 10° GeV, we have Ar ~ 10~ 'm .» Where small Ay, is ignored.
Equivalently, we have Br(h — u7) ~ 1074 *m? . The Condltlon of perturbative limit
gives m2_ x 5 x 107" /ux = |mp[* < 1742 x 67, leading to py’ms. < O(10°%). Hence in
the region of lagre m,,, > 10° GeV, Br(h — u7) can reach maximal value of O(107?). If
My, < 10° GeV, the allowed region in the left panel of Fig. |4 shows that Br(h — u7) can
reach values of O(1077) only if m,,, is few TeV, uy is order of 1072 GeV, and mp gets values

very close to the perturbative limit.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, the LEVHD in the MSS and ISS models have been discussed where we have

focused on new aspects that were not shown in previous works. We calculated the amplitude
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of the LFVHD using new analytical expressions of PV-functions discussed recently. From
this we have checked the consistence of our results in many different ways: comparing
them with results of previous works, calculating in two gauges of unitary and 't Hooft-
Feynman, checking analytically the divergent cancellation of the total amplitude. In the
MSS framework, we investigated numerically the Br(h — p7) in the valid and large range
of exotic neutrino mass scale, from 107° GeV to 10'® GeV. When applying the Casas-
Ibarra parameterization to Yukwa couplings of heavy neutrinos, we found a new result that
Br(h — pr) ~ m, with large m,,, because the mixing matrix elements affecting mostly
the LFVHD amplitude by factors of mE;/ ?. But in the valid region of perturbative requiring
My, < 101 GeV, the Br(h — 1) reaches maximal values of O(107), still far from the
recent experimental consideration. Anyway, this may be a hint to improve the MSS to
more relevant models predicting higher values of Br(h — ur), for example the ISS. In
this model, the largest mixing factors contributing to LFVHD amplitude do not depend
on the exotic neutrino mass scale m,,, but consist of a factor uy'. Hence, if two models
have the same neutrino mass scale, and the neutrino mixing matrices obey the Casas-Ibarra
parameterization, there will be a very simple relation that BR™(h — pu7)/BRM(h —
UT) mfm 1. This explains why the signal of LEVHD in the ISS is extremely significant
than that in MSS. But the perturbative condition does not allow both large m,,, and small
px, which can predict large Br(h — u7). Hence, maximal Br(h — p7) is still O(1077) with
few TeV of heavy neutrino mass scale. Our discussion on LEVHD of the MSS suggests that
Br(h — p7) may be large in the extended versions of the MSS which allow very large my,,.
Finally, although we presented here a different way to calculate the LEVHD, our numerical

results for the ISS are well consistent with those noted in previous works [7, [§].
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Appendix A: One loop Passarino-Veltman functions

Calculation in this section relates with one-loop diagrams in the Fig. The analytic
expressions of the PV-functions are given in [I3]and they were derived from the general forms
given in [24], using only the conditions of very small masses of tau and muon. They are
consistent with [22]. The denominators of the propagators are denoted as Dy = k* — Mg +16,
Dy = (k—p1)*>— M2 +i6 and Dy = (k + p2)? — M2 +id, where § is infinitesimally a positive

real quantity. The scalar integrals are defined as

rp)* P [ dPk omp)* P [ dPk

BY = B = (
0 im? DoD;” ° im2 DDy’
1 d*k
Cy = Cy(My, My, M) = — | ———
0 0( 0 1 2) ’i’ﬂ'Q D0D1D27

where 7 = 1,2. In addition, D = 4 —2¢ < 4 is the dimension of the integral; My, My, M, are
masses of virtual particles in the loop. The momenta satisfy conditions: p? = m?2, p2 = m3
and (p; + p2)> = m3. In this work, my, is the SM-like Higgs mass, my o are lepton masses.

The tensor integrals are

2rp)* P [ dPk x k*

B*(pi; Mo, M) = = BW
(p7 0y ) i2 DODZ 1 Dis
1 d*k x k*
CHF = CH(My, My, M) = — | ————— = C1p} + Cophy.
(Mo, My, Ms) 72 | DoDiD, 1P1 + Caph

The PV functions are B(()f)l, Béu) and Cj ;2. The functions Cj; 2 are finite while the remains
are divergent. We define the common divergent part as A, = % +1In 471 — g +1In p? where vg
is the Euler constant. Then the divergent parts of the above scalar factors are DiV[B(()i)] =
Div[B§'?] = A,, and Div[B"] = —Div[B{"] = LA,

For simplicity in calculation we use approximative forms of PV functions where p?, p3 — 0.

The function Cy was given in [13] consistent with that discussed on [22], namely

1
Co = m2 [Ro (0, 21) + Ro(x0, 22) — Ro(wo, x3)] ,

h

where Ro(zg,7;) = Lig(=2—) — Lig(£2=L1), Liy(2) is the di-logarithm function; z;, are

TO—T; TOo—T;
. . m2 —M32+M?2 M2—i§ M2—-M2 —M2+is
solutions of the equation z? — (% r+ 25— =0, 19 = 252, and 23 = Sy
My, M my i 0

Based on [20], the B-functions with small absolute values of external momenta can be

written in stable forms in numerical computations. Defining y;; (i, j = 1,2) are solutions of
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the equation y?p* — y(p? + M? — MZ) + M? —i§ = 0. New functions f,(y) are defined as

£.(v) E(n+1)/01dt 1n (1_5),

so that they can be evaluated numerically stable way by choosing

follows,

— n n—1l

(1 — gyt lnyT1 — 2 imo 5 if Jyl < 10,
o) n—l1 .

In <1 — i) + D o if Jy[ > 10

The B-functions now can be expressed in terms of f,(y), namely

fﬁ(x)::

2
B = A M2 =" folysy).
j=1

B = (-1

| —

k=1 k=1

2 2
1
5 (A= 7)) — > folwi)+5 fl(?/z’j)] ~
Finally, the Bém) and (' » functions are determined as follows,

2
1
B(()12) — Ae—lnM12+2+Zyckln (1—$—k>,
k=1

L 1
¢, = — [B(gl) — B\ + (M2 - Mg)co] L Cy = S [B(SQ) ~ B 4 (a2 — MOZ)CO] |
" h

In our work above use the following notations, m; = mg, ms = my, p1 = P, and ps = py.

Appendix B: Matching with notations in previous works

This section will show the equivalence given in (21). We recall notations used in [6H8]
as follows. The external momenta are p|,(—p}), and pj for ingoing Higgs boson, outgoing
leptons e, and e,respectively. The prime is used to distinguish from the notions that were
used in our work, especially those given in Sec. [A] Three denominators of the propagators
are D), = k*—m?, D} = (k+p})?>—m3 and D} = (k+p|+ph)?—m3. The one-lopp-three-point

functions are defined as,

A4k {1, k*} i o / /
/ (2m) " DyDiDy 1677 {C, C, = Cuuphy, + Cuapl, }- (B1)

The equivalence between above notations with those given in Sec. are pj = p1 + pa,
Py = —p1, Mgz = Moy As a result, we get Dy, 5 = Do, leading to Cj = Cp and
C’L = (). But the scalar factors Ci112 and € are different, namely C’L = Cyi(—pip) +
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Cl2<p1,u + p2,u,) = (012 - Cll)pl,u + Clgpg‘u. Matching this with definition of CH defined in
Sec. . We obtain the equivalence for C] 5 in . Other B-functions is proved easily so we

omit here.

Appendix C: Form factors in unitary gauge for LFVHD

The contribution from diagram in Fig. ) to the LFVHD amplitude is

4 . e
M) = /dk X Ugq (ZgUgi*’y“PL> i [(— K+ o) + mn,]

(2m)* V2 Dy
. 3
X [2mi/ Z Cij (mniPL + manR) + Cij (manL + mniPR)
c=1

3 [—(&é + ¥y + mnj] ig —1 kuky
A N —_ , — B
X D2 X \/5 b]7 L)V X DO X 9u mIZ/V

—g . k1 Kk
- vy x| S8 L , — ety
dmyy Z z:: ai by / (2m)4 DoD1 Do A\ .

m

X

’L_La’)/MPL K—k +I/a) + mnl] [Cz] (mmPL + manR)
+ Cf; (mn; Pr+ mn, Pr)] [=(F + #/b) + mn,] 7 Pruvp.

The final result is

3 K+3 3

‘ v g B
Moy = Tz * o O SOV

i,j=1 c=1

x {mafwaPron) [Cy (m2 B +m2 B + 2 [m2 2+ wid (m2, +m2)] €,

22 2 2 2 2
—(my,my +mg, mg)Ch — mnijC())
+ O mim; (B(()n) + Bfl) — miyCo + [4m%,v +mp + mij —m?2 — mg] C’l)]
+ my[Uq Proy) [Ci' (—mij BF) + miiB(()m) -2 [ iimij + miyy (mi + mij)] Cy

2 2 2 2 2 2
+(my, mpy +my, mg)Ca — mmmWC’o>

+ Cfmim; (B(()H) — B£2) —mi,Coy — [4m12/v +m3 + mij —m?2 — m,ﬂ C’Qﬂ } .
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