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Abstract

The recent precise measurement of the W-mass by the CDF II collaboration is indicative of new physics
beyond the Standard Model. On the other hand, a resolution of the longstanding muon g — 2 anomaly
also calls for additional dynamics. In this work, we accommodate the two aforementioned anomalies in an
extension of the minimal Type-II seesaw model. That is, the minimal Type-II model is augmented with an
additional doubly charged scalar and vector leptons. While a chirality-flip of the vector leptons can predict
the observed value of muon g — 2, the value of the recently reported W-mass can also be simultaneously
achieved through the oblique parameters of the model. In addition, we further show that the parameter
region allowing for the simultaneous resolution of the two anomalies complies with the neutrino mass data,

lepton flavour violation and electroweak vacuum stability up to the Planck scale.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of the Higgs boson of mass 125 GeV |1, 2| at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC)
completes the particle spectrum of the Standard Model (SM). Moreover, the interactions of the
boson with SM fermions and gauge bosons are increasingly in agreement with the corresponding SM
values. Despite this success, certain pressing inconsistencies within the SM necessitate additional
dynamics beyond-the-SM (BSM). That the SM alone cannot stabilise the electroweak (EW) vacuum
up to the Planck scale is one such theoretical shortcoming [3—7|. However, additional bosonic degrees
of freedom over and above the SM ones can potentially offset this destabilising effect coming from
the t-quark (see the references in [8]). The remedy in this case lies in introducing additional
scalar degrees of freedom that can potentially counter the effect from the t-quark and stabilise the
vacuum till the Planck scale. On the experimental front, for instance, the SM fails to account for
the observed non-zero neutrino masses and their mixings. However, appropriately augmenting the
SM by additional fields can lead to a non-zero neutrino mass via the seesaw mechanism. Of these,
the popular Type-II seesaw [9-11] employs a complex scalar SU(2), triplet and is also known to
be attractive from the perspective of baryogenesis and collider signatures. It has also been shown
to alleviate the vacuum instability problem [12-14].

In addition, certain fresh experimental results over the past few years have reinforced the claims
of additional dynamics beyond the SM. First, the long-standing discrepancy in the muon anomalous
magnetic moment reported by Brookhaven E821 [15] has now been confirmed by Fermilab E989
through its "MUON G-2" experiment [16, 17]. The combined result is quoted as

Aa, = (2.51 £0.59) x 1077, (1)

which is 4.20 away from the SM prediction. Secondly, a recent measurement of the W-boson mass

by the CDF collaboration sets the value at [18]
My, = 80.4335 GeV + 6.4 MeV (stat) + 6.9 MeV(sys), (2)

an apparent 7.20 disagreement with the SM value, i.e., My = 80.357 =4 MeV (stat) £ 4 MeV(sys).
If such a discrepancy persists in other experimental data, it must indicate presence of new physics
(NP) encoded through the oblique parameters [19, 20]. In fact, the announcement of the W-mass
has spurred a series of investigations, each invoking some NP scenario, some of the earliest ones
being [21-27]. Further speculations in this direction have included, for instance, supersymmetric
models [28-33|, non-supersymmetric extended Higgs sectors [34-51], vector-like fermions [52-56],
leptoquarks [57-59] and SM effective field theory [60-63].

In this work, we aim to offer an explanation of the two aforementioned anomalies using Type-11
seesaw as the basic framework. Pedagogy dictates to look at the minimal Type-II framework first.
And it is seen that despite its attractiveness, the Type-II seesaw model predicts a negative muon

magnetic moment [64], and hence, cannot account for the observed discrepancy. And this can be



understood from the chirality structure of the Yukawa interactions of the scalar triplet. This calls
for extending the minimal Type-II model. And the extension used in this work comprises a doubly
charged SU(2)r, singlet scalar andvector-like leptons (VLLs), first introduced in [65]. The VLLs
can have novel origins such as Grand Unification [66, 67| and the SM suitably augmented by VLLs
can in fact explain the muon g — 2 anomaly [68-71]. However, the minimal VLL scenario does
not offer solutions to the neutrino mass and vacuum instability problems, Moreover, it gets rather
constrained by the measurements of the Higgs to dimuon decay made by ATLAS |72] and CMS [73].
Some other recent studies employing vector leptons and additional scalar multiplets to address the
muon anomaly are [74-79).

A doubly charged scalar is an ingredient of certain classes of BSM scenarii, the minimal left-
right symmetric model (LRSM) augmented with scalar triplets being an example. That is, the
triplets Ay (1,3,1,2) and Ag (1,1,3,2) are introduced under the LRSM gauge group SU(3). x
SU2)r x SU(2)gr x U(1)p—r [80], over and above the minimal field content. On the other hand,
some investigations involving a scalar triplet and VLLs are [81-83]. We thus have two doubly
charged scalars in this scenario instead of one as in the case of ordinary Type-II seesaw!. The VLLs
include both doublets and singlets under SU(2), the latter carrying one unit of electric charge.
We show in this study how a positive contribution of the sought magnitude to the muon g — 2 can
be obtained in this framework through a non-zero mixing of the two doubly charged bosons. We
also demonstrate that tuning the Yukawa interactions and the triplet vacuum expectation value
(VEV) correctly can help evade the constraints coming from the non-observation of charged lepton
flavour violation (CLFV) [85]. In addition, we compute the one-loop RG equations corresponding
to this model and subsequently show that a stable EW vacuum exists within the parameter region
that reproduces the observed pattern of neutrino masses and mixings and accommodates the muon
and CDF II anomalies.

This paper is organised as follows. We detail in field content and the corresponding interactions
in section II. The relevant constraints are listed in section I1I. We review the chirality-flip in the
muon g — 2 amplitude in section IV demonstrate how the observed My, can be simultaneously
achieved. Section V presents an analysis combining vacuum stability, muon g — 2 and the various
relevant constraints. We summarise in section VI. Various important formulae are relegated to the

Appendix.

II. THE MODEL

The minimal Type-II seesaw model employs a SU(2)y, complex scalar triplet A in addition to

the scalar doublet ¢. We invoke the field content introduced in [65] wherein the minimal Type-II

! [84] presents explanations the muon anomaly in models featuring a two doubly charged scalars but no additional
fermions over and above the SM ones.



[Field|SU(3). x SU(2), x U(1)y]

A (1,3,1)
ket (1,1,2)
Lir (1,2,-1/2)
B} p (1,1,-1)

TABLE I: Quantum numbers of the relevant fields under the SM gauge group.

model sector is augmented by a doubly charged scalar singlet k™ and the following VLL multiplets:

Nr.r
LL,R = < ’ ) s E}/,R' (3&)

ErLr

The quantum numbers of the BSM fields are shown in Table I. The scalar doublet and the triplet

can be parameterised as under.

ot s g+
. ( 1 / ) il v : 5+ (4a)
ﬁ(v+¢o+2770) ﬁ(m+5o+’éxo) R

Here, v and va denote the VEVs acquired by the CP-even neutral components of ¢ and A respec-
tively.

As for how the additional fields interact, we first show the scalar potential below:
V= Vo+V3+Vy, (5)
where Vs, V3 and Vj respectively contain the operators of mass dimension 2,3 and 4. That is,

Vo = pi(6'¢) + MATr(ATA) + ML, (6a)

Vs = py ¢ (i09) ATp + py Tr(ATAT) KT 4 hec. (6b)

Vi = G007 + SIIATA) + 3 ([Tr(ATA)P — Tr(ATANTA)) + i

FAB STH(ATA) + A50T [A, AT] b + X6 T2 + A7 Tr(ATA) |6+
g (T APk~ + h.c.). (6¢)

All parameters in the scalar potential are chosen real to rule out CP-violation. Electroweak sym-
metry breaking (EWSB) leads to mixings between the component scalars of A and ¢, as well as
between A and k™, subject to the conservation of electric charge and CP. The mass eigenstates
thus emerging are the CP-even (h, H), the CP-odd A, the singly charged H", and the doubly
charged (H1++,H2++). The constraint on the p-parameter dictates va < 4 GeV in which case

mixings involving the neutral and singly charged states can be rendered negligibly small. The



corresponding physical masses in this limit are

M? ~ M, (7a)
1
M% = M3~ M3 + 5O+ As)v?, (7b)
1
M3, = MX + §A4v2. (7c)

On the other hand, Ag # 0 can lead to a sizeable mixing between the doubly charged states despite
the stringent upper limit on va. The mass terms then have the following form for va << v and

Lo << Agu:

M2 + l)\ 2 1)\ 2 s+
Lyt = (5—— k:“) ATarat oRst (8a)
Dagv? M2+ 1rge?) \kt
We diagonalise the mass matrix in Eq.(8a) by rotating (67%, k™") by an angle # and obtain the

mass eigenstates H fr 2+ having masses Mfr 2+ . Thus,

o+t cosf sinf\ [(HT
= (9a)
T —sinf cosf ) \ Hy "

We also give below the expressions for M1+ 2+ and 0 in the vaA << v limit:

(Mf)? = %[(A+B) + V(A B 1407 (10a)
tan20 = B2—CA ,  Where (10b)
A = MX+ %)\41;2 , (10c)

B = M2+ éxﬁeﬂ : (10d)

C = %)‘87’2- (10e)

We discuss the fermionic interactions next. First, the bare mass terms of the VLLs and their

interactions with the Higgs doublet ¢ are
Lyl = —ML;Lg — M'E} Ef — ysL1¢Eg — y4LroEy, + hec. (11a)

The mixings of the VLLs with the SM leptons are neglected in this work for simplicity?. The mass
terms of the VLLs then take the form
E
“) +he. (12a)
By,

2 The mixings, even if allowed, are rendered small from the non-observation of CLFV. This has been explicitly
demonstrated in [86] for VLLs having quantum numbers identical to the present scenario. Therefore, they anyway
do not majorly modify the muon g — 2 prediction in this model thereby justifying the choice. Other constraints on
such mixings, although subleading to CLFV, stem from the measurement of pp — h — uu [69] and pp — h — 41
[87].

SN
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The non-hermitian matrix in Eq.(12a) is diagonalisable by the bi-unitary transformation

Ur'MyU, = ME, (13)
where
M Y M, 0 cosa sina
MV = av \/il , M‘Cﬁ = < and UL(R) = ' L(R) L(R) . (14)
72 M 0 M, —sinapry cosap(g)

Therefore, the VLLs in the mass basis, i.e., Erg), and Ep(g),, are obtained by rotating the flavour

1

E E

L( ) = UL R L(R)l . (15&)
El ( ) E

L(R) L(R),

Taken up next are the Yukawa interactions involving the triplet A. Denoting an SM lepton

basis as

doublet (singlet) as Loz, (Ior), one writes

Lya = LYA+LYR, (16a)
LM = - > L5 ioeA Ly +hec, (16b)
a,f=e,u,T
ﬁVLL = —92 Z Yx LCL ioo A L — y44LC 109 L + h.c. (16¢)
a= eu?

One notes that EVLL describes how the VLLs interact with A and is an addition over the minimal

Type-11. Finally, we describe the Yukawa interactions involving £+ below.

Eyk-&--&- = £S Y k++ + EXIE&+7 (17&)

LM == >y g lerktT +he,, (17b)
aﬁ €H,T

E¥717€Ijr+ = -2 Z yet IS p BRkt™ —yit B'G ERk™™ +hee. (17c)
=€, T

It is convenient to describe a framework in terms of masses and mixing angles. The following

scalar quartic couplings are solved in terms of physical scalar masses and the mixing angle 6 as

under.
Mj;
\ iy (18a)
2(M?,, — M3
A\ = w’ (18b)
v
2(M% — M?
N = (HU2H+) (18¢)
e 2[(M;)?sin%0 + 5)1;42++)200829 - Mé]j (18d)
\ = Zndeosd (M ;)2— (M) (18¢)

v

6



The independent parameters in the scalar sector are therefore
{v,UA,MQ,Mh,MH,M;IF,Mf“+,M2JF+,MA,MS,)\1,)\2,)\3,)\7}. Of these, we fix M, = 125
GeV and v ~ 246 GeV for va << v.

A non-zero va leads to non-zero neutrino-mass elements of the form m&® = ﬂyzﬁ va. This
necessitates yAﬁ to be complex. All other Yukawa couplings are taken real since they do not
participate in neutrino mass generation. One can also eliminate y4, ¢ in favour of the VLL masses

and oy, agr as
Yys = (Masinay, cosag — Mjcosay, sinag), (19a)

(Mycosay, sinag — Misinay, cosag). (19b)

<[%=S

Yy =
The neutral member of the VLL multiplet, NV, then has the mass
My = M = M;jcosaycosag + Masinasinag. (20)

The independent paramaters in the fermionic sector are therefore

af a8

{m,, ,yA,yA,yS Y ,yS,Ml,Mg,aL,aR} of which my” are determined by the neutrino-

oscillation data.

III. CONSTRAINTS

We discuss here the constraints on the model from theory and experiments.

A. Theoretical constraints

The bounds |\;| < 47, |y;| < V47 ensure that the theory remains perturbative, where \; (y;) de-
notes a generic quartic (Yukawa) coupling. In addition, the following conditions ensure a bounded-

from-below (BFB) scalar potential for large field values of the constituent scalar fields:

A>0, A1 >0, 2\ + A2 >0, >\3>0 (21a)

At A5+ AN >0, \/ )\1+ >0 )\4:t/\5+\/)\ )\1—|- >0 (21b)
Ag+ VAA3 >0, Ay + /A A3 >0, )\7—1-\/)\3()\14- 2)>0 (21c)

A given condition in the aforementioned set comes from demanding the scalar potential remains
BFB in a given direction in the field space. Unitarity leads to additional constraints on the quartic
couplings. A tree-level 2 — 2 scattering matrix can be constructed between various two particle

states consisting of charged and neutral scalars |88, 89]. Unitarity demands that the absolute value



of each eigenvalue of the aforementioned matrix must be bounded from above at 8. The conditions

for the present scenario are derived in [65] and are given below®

|)\1 + )\2| § 87[‘, ‘)\4 — 2)\5| S 87‘(‘, ’)\4 + )\5| S 87‘&', |2/\1 + 3)\2| S 167‘(‘, (22&)
(A+h -2+ VO 202+ 16A2) < 167, (22b)

(A2 & VA=A + 8X3) < 167, (22¢)

()\4 +2X5 + Xg = \/()\4 —2X5 — )\6)2 + 24)\%) < 16m. (22d)

Finally, these bounds obtained from demanding perturbativity and a BFB as well as unitary scalar

potential are imposed at each energy scale in the analysis using RGEs.

B. Neutrino mass

The Upyns matrix diagonalizes the neutrino mass matrix m,,, t.e.,

my, = Upnins M Ubyins (23a)
with Uppns = Veuns X diag(1, emm/Q, , eio‘31/2) and (23Db)
C12€13 $12€13 s1ze~ 0
VPMNS = | —s12C23 — €12523513€9CF 1093 — $12523513€°CF  sa3c13 ) (23c)
idcp idcp

5125823 — C12€23513€ —C12523 — 512C23513€ C23C13

where s;; = sin6;;, ¢;j = cosb;;, 0o p is the Dirac phase, and ay; and ay; are the Majorana phases.

The neutrino oscillation parameters are fixed to their central values [91] as

sin®019 = 0.307, sin®fe3 = 0.510, sin®6;5 = 0.021,
Am2, = 7.45 x 1075 GeV?, Am3, = 2.53 x 1073 GeV?,
6CP == 1.417‘(’, 91 = (31 — 0. (24)

The mass of the lightest neutrino and Majorana phases are additionally taken zero in the present

analysis.

C. Collider constraints

Limits on the VLL masses are weak for negligible mixing of the VLLs with the SM leptons,
which is the case here. A limit from colliders for a heavy charged lepton quotes M, M’ > 102.6
GeV [92]. A weak limit ~ O(MeV) on masses neutral leptons comes from Big Bang Nucleosynthesis
(BBN) [92]. We therefore take My, My, My > 110 GeV in the present analysis. Next we discuss

3 The results have been checked with [90] in the appropriate limit.



possible exclusion bounds on the doubly charged scalar masses. We find that stringent limits such
as Mf’r 2+ 2> 1 TeV apply for doubly charged scalars dominantly decaying to an {*]™ pair [93, 94].
The bounds are much weaker when the WTW* mode dominates and this occurs for va > 1074
GeV in the minimal Type-II model [95].

The NP sector in this study is further constrained by the Higgs signal strength data from the
LHC. And the most stringent constraint for negligible ¢y — dg mixing comes from the measurement
of the h — ~7 signal strength. The presence of additional charged scalars and leptons implies that
additional one-loop contributions to the hvyy amplitude shall arise thereby modifying the corre-
sponding decay width w.r.t. the SM. The amplitude stemming from the charged scalars H+, H 1+ 2+
and the VLLs Efz is given by [96-98|

NP 2 )\hSS*U M}% Mf%
M=y = Z 95 5572 Ag o)t Z Yne B A2 <4T/[2> (25a)
S=H+H* Hi* S S i=1,2 v

Where, in addition to gy+ = 1, Ay = 2,

)\hHJer = )\4'1}, (268‘)
M = v{(\ = X5)cj + Nosg — 2Ass0co}, (26b)
AhHIHH{_ = U{()\4 — )\5)83 + >\603 + 2>\85909}» (26¢)

1

YhE B, = % [M1< -1+ cos(2aL)cos(2aR)) + My <sin(2aL)Sin(2aR)>] ) (26d)
1 . .

YnE2B2 = 5o |:M2( -1+ cos(2aL)cos(2aR)) + M, (sm(2aL)sm(2aR))] . (26e)

The total amplitude and the decay width then become

SM NP
Mh—”Y’Y = Mh—ww—i_Mh—W’y? (27)
T — M |2
h—yy = 198 \/§7r3 h—=yyl -

where G and aey, denote respectively the Fermi constant and the QED fine-structure constant.

(28)

The various loop functions are expressed below [97].

Auple) = (@ + (@ = 1)f@), (290)
Aofw) = — 5 (z — f(@)), (29b)
with f(z) = arcsin®(vr); 2 <1
. 2
_i log% - iw] ;x> 1. (29¢)

where Ag(r) and A, 5(x) are the amplitudes for the spin-0 and spin—% particles in the loop respec-

tively. The signal strength for the v+ channel is defined as
o(pp = h)BR(h = 7v7)
o(pp — h)BR(h — ’Y’Y)]

Moy = (30)

SM



LFV channel | Experimental bound‘

p—ey | <42 x10713 [101]
T—ey | <15x1078 [102]
T =y < 1.5 x107% [102]
p—eee | <1 x10712 [103]
T—eee | < 1.4 x107% [104]
T — fiee | < 84 x107Y [104]
T—fep | < 1.6 x1078 [104]
T—epp | < 9.8 x107% [104]
T —epe | < 1.1 x1078 [104]
T = app | < 1.2 x107% [104]

TABLE II: Latest upper limits on LF'V branching ratios.

Given the new scalars and VLLs do not modify the pp — h production rate,

BR(h — v7v)
Hoyy = , (31)
BR(h — 'y'y)] s
SM
ﬁ' (32)
Lhosay

The latest 13 TeV results on the diphoton signal strength from the LHC read j,, = 0.99701%
(ATLAS [99]) and g1, = 1.187017 (CMS [100]). Upon using the standard combination of signal

strengths and uncertainties, we obtain g, = 1.06 £ 0.1 and impose this constraint at 20.

D. Charged lepton flavour violation

The presence of both singly and doubly charged scalars in this framework implies that charged
lepton flavour violating (CLFV) processes of the form [, — lBElg and [, — lgy are triggerred at
the tree- and one-loop level respectively. However, non observation of CLFV in various experiments
has led to stringent upper bounds on the corresponding branching ratios. In this work, we abide

by such bounds the latest of which are summarised in Table II below.

IV. THE W-MASS, MUON ¢ — 2 AMPLITUDE AND CHARGED LEPTON FLAVOUR
VIOLATION

The W-mass predicted by this model can be expressed in terms of the NP contributions to the
oblique parameters AS, AT and AU as [? |

AS 2, — 52
M2 = M2, [1 + e ( S22 L AT+ CWQSWAUH (33)
' Ciy — S 2 dsyy,

10



where ¢y and ey, respectively denote the cosine of the Weinberg angle and the fine-structure
constant. A given oblique parameter X in this framework receives NP contributions from scalars
A and kT sector as well as the VLLs. That is, AX = AX Axt++ +AXyrp. One expresses below
ASvyrr and ATy, following [105-108]:

ASyLL = % [Z ((’A%Vi|2 + |Aﬁi|2)‘1’+(l‘N7 ;) + 214&14%]‘\1’*(1‘% 1‘@'))
i
+§j(——;uxé2+wx£nyaxhw»+<xéxﬁx_mmx»)l (342
ij
ATVMJ—-16W$;%V[2;(ﬂAkﬂ2+WA§J%94$NJW)+2A%Hﬁ%9(xNﬁmU
+ (—;Wﬁ”ﬂ&?WA%%%H%Xﬁ(%%D] (34b)
]
where zy = é\\%’ and x192 = % The forms of the various functions are given in the Appendix.

One further derives for the present scenario:

L(R L(R
AN(l )= CL(R)> AN(Q ) = SL(R)s (35a)
L(R L(R L(R L(R
X11( = _C%(R)’ X12( = X21( = TCL(R)SL(R)> X22( )= —3%(3)- (35b)

Next, we come to discussing the oblique corrections coming from the scalar sector. We remind
that a (t3,Y)? scalar couples with Z and v with the coefficients e(tsc, — Ys¥,)/(cwsw) and
e(ts +Y) respectively [109]. The two doubly charged scalars §t+ and k™T respectively carry
(t:(sl) =1,Y®M = 1) and (tgf) = 0,Y® = 2). The interations connecting Hff; to Z and 7 can be
parameterised as
dontly vassed. —io((0, )~ - (0,H ) ) (s 27 + a1y A%)
+HIY H ™ (mig 2, 2" + nigZ, AP + pij A AY). (36)

We find p;; = 2a;; = 46;5. The other coefficients are expressed as 2 x 2 matrices below.

2] = ((—1 + 2cow + ca9)/(s2w) S29/Saw ) 7 (37)
520/ 52w (14 2caw — c29)/(s2w)
Im] = ((C%W/S%/ch + 453)t%v 0939(1/312/1/ - S/CIZ/V> ) (38)
coso(1/s3y — 3/ciy) (G /siysg + 4cg)tiy
] = (2(—1 + 2cow + c29)/(swew) 2399/ (swew) ) (39)
2509/ (scw) ~2(1 — 2eaw + c29)/(cwsw) )

4 We use the Q = ts + Y convention.

11



We express below the gauge-boson self-energies coming from scalar loops in terms of the Passarino-
Veltman (P-V) functions [110].

2
++ S
Iyy () = —4e® Y 23 Boo(p?, (M;T)2 (MF)?) — 4e?5F Boo (v”, My, Mi+)
i,j=1,2 w
1
P — o Boo(p®, M, M) +2€* Y mii Ao ((M;T)?)
wew i=1,2
2 1
+26% 55 Ao (M1 ) + 2¢% 55 Ao (M), (40a)
w w
++
IR () = —4e 37 adBoo(p?, (M;)?, (M} +)2) — 4eBoo (4, M, M)
4,j=1,2
+2€2 Z piiAO((Mzﬂ_+)2) + 2€2A0 (M12{+), (40b)
i=1,2
++ S
Hﬁz’k (p®) = —4e? Z aijzijBOO(an(Mz%+)27(M;r+)2) +462£Boo(p2,M12{+7M12{+)
i,j=1,2
2 2 25W 2
+e _meon(<MJ+> ) =262 Ao (M), (40¢)
=1,

The P-V functions are evaluated using the publicly available library LoopTools [111|. The scalar

sector contribution to the S-parameter reads

Akt Akt Akt Akt 9
Oéc%m I _ 1z (M3) -y (0) 0I5 (»°) &, — s, Ol (p*) (1)
4¢3, s, Ak M2 Op? p2=0 CW S Op? 20

Now ATA p++ has a counterterm at quantum level induced by the counter term of va, say
dva. And dva is not unique and depends on the choice of the renormalisation scheme instead. For
example, dva can always be adjusted to cancel potentially large contributions from the scalar loops.
Therefore, we set AT j++ = 0 in this work.

For AU = 0, global fit studies of the EW parameters |25, 34| in light of the CDF II anomaly

reveal the following allowed ranges and correlation for AS and AT
AS =0.15+0.08, AT =0.27+0.06, psr = 0.93. (42)

Next, we discuss the muon anomalous magnetic moment for this setup. It is reminded that while
7T and kT respectively couple to only left chiral and right chiral leptons, the mass eigenstates
Hfr T and H;r * couple to both chiralities. That is, the interactions of muons with the VLLs and

Hfr; can be expressed as

= 2> > EWPL+yiPr)EH] T +he, (43)
i=1,2 j=1,2
where
yH = yZ4COSC¥LCOSQ yE = —yg4sinostin9 Y = yKLcosaLsinG y12 = yg4sina3c0s.0,
Y = Y smaLCOSH yR = Yo cosaRsm9 Y = Y smaLsm9 y = —yg4cosa30089. (44)

12



We assume yA , yA ,yA ,yS ,yS ,ys ,yS to be vanishingly small®>. The one-loop muon g —2 Aay,
has the following three distinct components in this limit:

Aa, = (Aai)l + (Aaffr)l + (Aa++

w Vi (45)

In Eq.(45), (Aa}), ((Aaf™),) denotes the contribution from the one-loop amplitude involving
SM leptons + singly (doubly) charged scalars. The expression for (Aal‘r)l is given by [64]

m2 1)2 "
(Aay), = _ﬁm Y (WAUbns) o (Ubainsya)

a=e,u,T

/1 dx G k) (46a)
0

m2x? 4+ (MZ, —m? —m2)x+m2’
2 2
o ) mi (46b)

9672 V3 M2,

The contribution from HT is thus negative and identical to the minimal Type-II seesaw. Also,

2
m
(Aaf), =~ 3 Y b0k (03,

/1 42%(1 — z)
dr
o | m2a?+ (M) —m2 — m2)w +m2

I H
22%(1 — x)
+ , 47
mzx2 + (m2 —m2 (M'H') )SU-I- (Mi—l-+)2] ( a)
where by = c3, by = 53
2 2

o (G L% (47b)
S ol \(MTT)E (M) )

The contribution involving the SM leptons and the doubly charged scalars is also found negative.
The completely left-chiral couplings between the charged scalars and the SM leptons entails no
chirality-flip must occur thereby predicting a negative contribution to the g — 2 amplitude.

The contribution from the VLLs is®

g @ 2M2 )
(Aaf™)ypr = Z Z [ 4%2( J)2+(ij)2}11(Mi,Mf+) ijyjfz(Mi,Mer))

1=1,2 j=1,2
m2 y 2M,
~ o (L0 + R (M) + R P10 M) . )

5 Demanding A, kT and the VLLs to be odd under some Zo symmetry while keeping the SM fields even under the
same necessitates yA® ,ys ,yst = 0. We refer to the last paragraph of section II for a discussion.
6 An excellent review containing analytical formulae for Aa,, for generic classes of models is [112]
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The integrals Io(m1,m2), a =1,2,3,4 for m, << M, 2, M1+2Jr are

1 2
z“(1 —x)
I , = d ) 49
1(ma, ma) /0 v mix +m3(1 — x) (49a)
1 22
I , = d ) 49b
2(mi,me) /0 . miz +m3(1 — x) (49b)
1 2
z*(1 —x)
I = d , 49
o) = [ e i el
1
z(1—x)
I , = d . 49d
almy,ma) /0 . m?(1 —z) + mizx (49d)
Given the integrals I,(my,m2), a = 1,2,3,4 are all positive, the contribution to (Aa:JF)VLL from

the first and third terms in Eq.(48) are negative. On the other hand, a chirality flip is identified

in the second and fourth terms. In fact, the chirality-flipping component of (AaJr+ can be

I )VLL
extracted upon defining AM = My — My << M; and AM™ = M+t — MPT << M. We
additionally take oy = apr for simplicity. The chirality-flipping component in its lowest order of
AM and AM™F then becomes

AMAMt M?
Aatt) o T G 00 ysin(26) f L), (50a)
(A ")y, An27A IS (M )3 ((MfrJr)2>
—3513 4+ 1502 + 27r — 7) + (1273 + 4072 — 2r — 1)log(r
i = 2>(T { 2 Jog(r) (50b)

Two important observations that emerge are that (i) the chirality flipping component is enhanced
and the Type-II like terms by an O ( Mi) factor,

my

w.r.t. the chirality preserving part of (Aai™)
and (ii) the chirality flip can be of either sign. It is therefore possible to generate a positive
contribution to Aa,, of the observed magnitude by choosing the relevant parameters appropriately.
We also inspect that the magnitude of (AajJr)ifLL is maximised for § = 7 and a; = § when
ar, = ar. We shall adhere to these values in this section while quantifying My, and Aa,. While
showing the variation of Aa, and My w.r.t. M> in Fig.1, we additionally fix M1++ = 500 GeV,
AM™TT =50 GeV, (y?, yg4) — (0.5,0.5) and va = 1073 GeV. We mention here that the choice of va
and the particle masses is consistent with the LHC excusion bounds and signal strength constraints.
The following are the takeaways from FIG.1. Increasing My while holding M; and the other
parameters fixed accordingly increases Aa, and potentially puts it in the sought range. For M; —
800 GeV, it is seen that Aa,, is in the 20 range for 850 GeV < My < 940 GeV. On the other hand, the
larger the mass splitting between the VLLs E; and FEs, the larger the corresponding T-parameter
ATyyr, and hence, the larger is the predicted value of My,. This explains the monotonically
increasing curve on the right panel. In fact, My lies in the 20 corresponding to the CDF II
observation for 920 GeV < My < 955 GeV. For the said choice of the other parameters, one thus
identifies 920 GeV < Ms < 940 GeV as the band that simultaneously resolves both the muon

g — 2 and CDF II anomalies in this model. It is important to remind here that while My, is not
cf

v Simply scales with the product of two Yukawas. We chose here

sensitive to yi‘l and y§4, (AafT)
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FIG. 1: The variation of Aa, and My with M; for M;"" = 500 GeV and AM*+ = 50 GeV. The values

for the other parameters are given in the panels.

(y%, yg4) = (0.5,0.5) as a reference and the behaviour for other values can be predicted easily. We
show in FIG. 2 the parameter regions in the M; — My plane compatible with the two anomalies for
specific choices for the other relevant parameters (as given in the plots). One reads from eqn.(50a)
that y% and yg4, (Aa/fr)szL o AMAM™. Increasing AM from 50 GeV to 100 GeV keeping
the y%, yg4, M fixed would accordingly demand a larger AM so as to maintain (Aaj*):/fLL at
the same value. This is why the band compatible with the observed Aa, in the M; — Ms plane
gets thinner while moving from the top left to the top right panel of FIG. 2. On the other hand,
while M is increased from 500 GeV to 800 GeV with AM T fixed at 100 GeV, the chirality-flip
contribution tends to decrease thereby entailing an increase in AM so as to predict the same Aa,,
as before.

The assumption that y&*, y&2, y§4 are suppressed’ forbids a similar O(M;/m,,) chirality-flipped

enhancement in I, — lg7y. Analogously to (Aa;), and (Aaf™),, a non-zero I, — lgy amplitude

l?
is therefore induced only by the triplet A. And since A only couples to the left-chiral leptons,
the corresponding amolitude is qualitatively similar to as in the minimal Type-II model. The only
difference comes from the fact that here we have two doubly charged scalars as opposed to the one

in Type-II. One then finds the corresponding branching ratio in the present model to be

2

Aem|(M7) 0] 1 c 53 —

BR(l, — lgy) = L + - BR(lo — lgvamg).  (51)
’ 12rGRul \8MEL T (M) (M) e

7 Even if no such approximation is a priori made, an estimation of the LFV chirality-flipping amplitude using [112]
leads to [yX?], |y&*| ~ O(107%) for a = e, T here.
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FIG. 2: Parameter regions in the M; — M5 compliant with all the constraints as well as the 20 ranges of

muon g — 2 (magenta) and My, (blue). The values taken by the other parameters are shown in the plots.

Also, the branching ratios of the 3-body CLFV decays are given by &

‘miﬂ‘Qymee 2 cg 33 2
BR(p — e = = + BR(u — evevy,), 52a
Ta|2],,, 872 2 2 2
BR(r — Talsly) — M- Limy7] % __ 4%\ BR(r - uzw,).  (52b)

16GFop  \ (MF)2 (M2

In the above, S = 1(2) for § =~ (8 # v), BR(u — ever,,) = 100% and BR(r — uv,vr) = 17%.

We reckon that the branching ratios for all «, 8 = e, u, 7 is controlled by va for fixed scalar masses.

8 The corresponding formula for the Higgs triplet model is seen in [113, 114]
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It is easy to check that the choice va = 1073 GeV predicts branching ratios that are well below the
CLFV bounds.

V. ELECTROWEAK VACUUM STABILITY

We search here for a stable EW vacuum till the Planck scale that is compliant with observed
Aa, and Myy. The scalar potential along the direction of the scalar doublet is approximated as
V(p) = i)\(qﬁ)gb‘l for ¢ >> v. All running couplings are to be evaluated at a scale u = ¢. The
condition A\(u) > 0 ensures a stable EW vacuum. We choose M; = 172.76 GeV as the input
scale from which the couplings start evolving and demand vacuum stability up to the Planck
scale. A complete set of the one-loop beta functions is given in the Appendix. One notes that
yeA‘l =y = yi‘l = ygﬂ = y§4 = yg4: y4s4 = 0 is a fixed point of this model. It is therefore justified
to neglect the effect of these parameters in the RGE since assigning tiny values to these at the EW
scale ensures that they remain tiny at all scales. We now come to choosing the input scale values
for the relevant couplings. First, for a given set of masses and mixing angles, the EW scale values
for A, A, A5, A6, Ag and y4, v get fixed from Eqgs.(18a)-(18¢) and Eqgs.(19a)-(19b) respectively. For
the rest, we take \; = Ao = A7 = 0.01,\3 = 0.3. We further fix yKl = yg4 = 0.5 at the input
scale, in compliance with the previous section. We interate here that we intend to be demonstrative
of a stable vacuum in simultaneity with the observed Aa, and My, and therefore, refrain from
performing an exhaustive scan of the model parameter space. For example, the EW scale value
of 0.5 ensures that yKl = yg4 gently increase with p and remain well below the perturbative limit
at the Planck scale. And this behaviour is not sensitive to the choice of the input scale quartic
couplings since ﬂy‘z\f‘ and ﬁyg4 at one-loop are independent of the same. We equate Ma = Mg = M;{r
to Mfr T the latter being a common mass scale here. As for the SM t-Yukawa and gauge couplings,
we use My = 80.384 and as(Myz) = 0.1184 in which case the t-Yukawa and the gauge couplings
at pu = M; become y; = 0.93690, ¢1(pu = M;) = 0.3583, g2 = 0.6478, g3 = 1.1666 [4]. The
requirements of a perturbative theory and a stable EW vacuum till the Planck scale are henceforth
dubbed as ’high-scale validity’. Similar to the previous section, we take va = 1073 GeV and run

the following scan

200 GeV < My, My < 2 TeV, (53a)
200 GeV < M+, M+ <2 Tev, (53b)
0<6<g,0<aL:aR<g. (53c)

The lower limit of Mf 2+ > 200 GeV is consistent with the LHC exclusion bounds for the va taken.
We look for parameter points that now predict a stable vacuum till Mp; = 1.22 x 10" GeV, in
addition to accounting for Aa, and My in their respective 20 bands. We remind that criteria of
BFB-ness and unitarity defined by Eqgs.(21a)-(21c) and Egs.(22a)-(22d) respectively are also to be

met at each intermediate scale in course of the RG evolution. In Fig.3, we present the parameter
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FIG. 3: Parameter points allowed by the various criteria in the M; — My (top left), M;"* — M (top right)

and 0 — o, (bottom) planes. The colour-coding is explained in the legends.

regions by the aforementioned criteria. We discover that a subset of parameter points predicting
the sought values of Aa,, and My is also consistent of a stable vacuum till the Planck scale. We

discuss the salient features thereby identified in the following.

e Seeking an explanation of the muon g — 2 anomaly does not majorly constrain the M; — My
plane. Only a narrow strip around the M; = Ms line is excluded on grounds of requiring
AM # 0 which is necessary to obtain a Aa, in the required ballpark, as explained before.
However, demanding an My, in the sought range widens the disallowed band around the

My = M> line. This can be traced back to the oblique parameter values of the VLL sector.
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The most stringent constraint is derived from demanding a perturbative theory and a stable
vacuum up to Mpj. This can be understood as follows. Since the Yukawa couplings y4, ¥/} enter
the S-functions of the theory, their EW scale values get tightly constrained. For instance, the
magnitudes of these Yukawas get bounded from above from the A > 0 condition since large
Yukawas tend to destabilise the vacuum. Such bounds on yg4,y) translate to the observed
constraint in the M; — My plane. In fact, the 0.35 < ar < 1.2 bound also has the same

origin.

e The muon and CDF anomalies do not put bounds on the scalar masses themselves and instead
constrain the mass-splitting at most. However, high-scale validity restricts M f’ +, M2Jr <320
GeV. These bounds can be traced back to the bounds on the boundary scale values of the
quartic couplings A\g and Ag that get tightly restricted from high-scale validity. We note that

there is no separate restriction on € coming from high-scale validity.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The recently reported discrepancy in the measured value of My, has garnered significant atten-
tion in the particle physics community. In addition, the longstanding muon g — 2 anomaly that was
first reported by BNL, has also aroused a fresh interest in NP constructs after being corroborated
by FNAL. In this work, we have proposed an explanation to both these anomalies in a common
framework by extending the minimal Type-II seesaw model by by a doubly charged scalar singlet,
an SU(2)r, doublet of vector-like leptons and a charged SU(2)r, singlet vector-like lepton. We have
demonstrated that an appropriate mass splitting between the charged VLLs can predict the ob-
served muon anomalous magnetic moment through a chirality-flip. Simultaneouly, by virtue of the
S- and T-parameters, the framework also leads to an My consistent with the recent observation.
In addition, we have also shown that the parameter region accommodating the two anomalies is
consistent with the correct pattern of neutrino masses and mixings, lepton flavour violation and a

stable EW vacuum up to the Planck scale.
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VII. APPENDIX

A. Oblique parameter functions

er('Tvy) -

Y_(z,y)

X+($,y) =

3 9 Y
6./7y’
5(x2 +y?) — 222y 3ay(x +y) — 2 — y?’lo (z)
9@ —y)? Ba—y?  \y/)
T4y z+y 2zy T
= —/xy - + 10g<>],
[693@/ (z-y)? (-9 "\y
2
x—l—y—ﬂlog(E)
r+y Y

- syl t(2) 3]

B. One-loop beta functions

(54a)
(54b)
(54c)
(54d)
(54e)

(54f)

The one-loop beta function for a quartic coupling A; is split into scalar, gauge and fermionic

terms as ), = Bi + B3, + B/l\i. Thus,

16m28y =

167r255?1
16#263?2
167235,
167255,
167245
167255,
167r25§7
167r25§8

1207 4+ 607 + 402 + 2)2 + 402,

1AX2 4 AX do + 203 +4X2 +4)2 + 222,

120100 4 33 — 8)AZ,

10A2 + 42 + 62,

6ANs + A Ag + 2090y + 4NT + 8AZ + 206 A7 + 4NE
2M5 + 201 A5 — 2095 + 8Ag)s — 4NZ,

6MN6 4 4A3X\g + 4X2 4+ 6Ag\7 + 12X2,

AXghe + 8AIAT + 2XoA7 4 A3y + 4NZ 4 4X2,

2M\\s + 4Xi)s — 8As)s + 4Ae s + 2A7)s.
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15 ., 33
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We next list the S-functions for the relevant Yukawa couplings below.

17 9
167°8,, = 7yt + e (Bys +y7 +yi + (W) — 591 — 195 — 893), (58a)
5 9
16726y, = fyb +us(3u7 + 97 + i + (W) — 597 — 193 — 893), (58b)
1 9
167°8,, = fyT +y- (397 + 35 + i + (W)* — ol — 93), (58¢)
15 9
167%8,, = *y4 1§+ s (397 + 3u5 + (W) — ot — 93), (584)
5 15 9
167%8y, = S(Wh)" + va(3yi + 3yp +yi — 91 — 493) (58¢)
2 4 y4 35 9,
16780 = 8(A)® + i (5 — 59t — 597) (58f)
1676, = 8(y5)° +u5" (v — 697). (58g)
Finally, the S-functions for the gauge couplings read
67 4
16728y, = c —a, (59a)
13
167"y, = —92, (59b)
16728y, = —T7g3. (59¢)
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