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We attempt to simultaneously explain the neutrino oscillation data and the observed
(9 — 2)e,, in a hidden gauge U(1)x model where all the Standard Model(SM) fields are
U(1)x singlets. The minimal version of this model calls for four exotic scalars and two pairs
of vector fermions, and all are charged under U(1)x. We carefully consider the experimental
limits on charge lepton flavor violation without assuming any flavor symmetry and explore
the viable model parameter space. The model can accommodate the neutrino oscillation data
for both the normal and the inverted mass ordering while explaining the central value of Aa,
by adopting the fine structure constant determined by using either Cesium or Rubidium
atoms. However, mainly constrained by the current experimental bound on B(r — puy),
this model predicts Aa, < 5.5(8.0) x 107!* for the normal(inverted) neutrino ordering.
Moreover, while the muon Yukawa coupling is close to the SM one, we find the magnitude of
the electron Yukawa coupling could be one order of magnitude larger than the SM prediction.
This abnormal electron Yukawa could be probed in the future FCC-ee collider and plays an

essential role in testing flavor physics.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the SM of particle physics, the charged fermions acquire their masses after the spontaneous
breaking of the SU(2);, x U(1)y symmetry via the Higgs mechanism. The fermion masses, Mp,
are fixed by their Higgs Yukawa couplings, yr, and Mp = yruvo/v/2, where vy ~ 246GeV is the
SM Higgs vacuum expectation value( VEV The determination of the Higgs Yukawa couplings of
topﬂ bottomB B tauM B and muon are consistent with the predicted relationship within
the errors, typically around a few x10% Eﬁ The consistency suggests that the origin of masses
of the second and the third generation charged fermions can be well accounted by the SM Yukawa
interaction. Although theoretically economic and technically natural, the SM does not explain
the origin of the observed puzzling mass hierarchy among the charged fermions. Meanwhile, the

measurements of Yukawa couplings of other light charged fermions are very challenging due to their
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smallness or(and) colossal experimental backgrounds. The current upper limit on electron-Yukawa
lye/yS™| < 260 |11, 12], obtained from the branching ratio of B(h — e*e™), is relatively poor, and
it leaves considerable room for the signal of new physics, see for example[13-17], which might shed
light on the origin of flavor.

The flavor puzzle is not limited to the charged fermion sector only: with undoubtful evidence,
at least two out of the three active neutrinos are massive[10]. The observed neutrino masses are
about twelve orders of magnitude more diminutive than the electroweak scale. Except for the Dirac
CP phase and whether the neutrino mass spectrum ordering is normal or inverted, the neutrino
oscillation parameters, three mixing angles and two mass squared differences, have been determined
to the precision at the percent level|18]. Despite the tremendous success of the minimal S, the
origin of neutrino masses calls for new degrees of freedom beyond the SM, and we do not know what
they are yet. Regardless of the neutrino mass generation mechanism, the well-measured neutrino
oscillation parameters are invaluable guides in exploring the unknown territory of flavor physics.

Moreover, the recently measured (g — 2).,, appear to deviate from the SM predictionsH. Com-
bining data from BNL E821 and the result of FNAL gives |2(]

AapN ~ (251 £5.9) x 10710 (1)

A new measurement at the J-PARCJ21] is expected to improve the experimental uncertainty in
the near future. Two recent lattice estimations|22, 23] on the hadronic vacuum polarization con-
tribution to Aa, suggest a result consistent with the experimental data. However, these lattice
estimations differ significantly from those based on the dispersion relation[19]. More theoretical
studies, see, for example, [24-26] and references therein, are needed to understand this discrepancy
and its consequences.

As for the electron, Aa. can be deduced with the input of fine-structure constant a,,. By

adapting aey, determined by using Cesium atoms|27], Aa. takes the value

Aal® ~ (—8.7+£3.6) x 10713, (2)
However, the measurement of ae,, by using Rubidium atoms|28] yields a result

Aaf ~ (44.8+£3.0) x 10713 (3)

which differs from Aal® by ~ 4. It is unclear how to resolve those theoretical and experimental
discrepancies associated with Aa,, mentioned above. More investigations are needed to settle

! Namely, there is no extra DOF beyond the three generations of quarks and leptons, gauge bosons of SU(3). x

SU (2 x U(1)y, and the SM Higgs.
2 See |19] for a comprehensive review of the SM prediction of (g — 2),..



down the issues. In this work, we try to accommodate Aal® and Aaf?’ separately and scan our
model parameter space to see the prediction of Aay,.

Aiming for a unified explanation for the neutrino mass generation and the anomalous magnetic
moments of muon and electron, we consider a dark gauge U(1)x model for the one-loop radiative
neutrino mass mechanism. For recent attemps to explain both Aa, , and neutrino mass generation,
see for example, Refs.|29-42]. Although we focus on the flavor physics in this work, the poten-
tial connection to dark matter is another motivation for us to consider the hidden gauge U(1)x.
With proper arrangement, the residual parity after spontaneous breaking of U(1)x [43] can be
utilized to ensure the stability of the dark matter candidate(s). See [42, |44-62] for the example
implementations of the residual gauge parity on dark matter and neutrino mass generation.

As we will show, the new physics responsible for the neutrino mass generation and (g — 2)c
might leave a footprint in the electron-Yukawa. The radiative mechanism for M, and Aa,, could
also lead to sizable charged lepton flavor violation(CLFV) couplings and contradict the stringent
experimental constraints, B(l; — vlj%;). To avoid introducing further ad hoc assumptions on
the flavor pattern, we take a bottom-up approach to investigate what the data say on the model
parameter space. We should show that the resulting electron-Yukawa coupling, even its sign, may
differ significantly from the SM prediction. Also, the model predicts that Aa, ~ 5.5(8.0) x 10710
at most by saturating the current upper limit of B(7 — pv)( and B(u — e7)), for normal ordering
( inverted ordering) neutrino mass. If the experimental limits on CLFV processes get improved,
this model predicts a even smaller Aa,,.

This paper is organized as follows. Our model is detailed in Sec[I, and we also consider
the (¢ — 2)¢,, neutrino mass generation, and the effective Higgs-Yukawa couplings. Sec[Ill is
devoted to the numerical study in that we scan the model parameter space to accommodate the
neutrino oscillation data while all the experimental constraints are taken care. Four benchmark
configurations and our findings are given therein. In Secl[V] we discuss some phenomenological
considerations with brief comments on the possible dark matter candidates and the prospect of

detecting the new gauge boson. Finally, we conclude in Sec[Vl

II. MODEL

On top of the SM, our model employs two pairs of vector fermions N;2 and four scalars,
D, C, S1,S5. The new degrees of freedom(DOF) are charged under a hidden gauge U(1) x symmetry.
The detailed quantum numbers of the new DOFs are listed in Tablll. On the other hand, all the



SM DOF’s are singlet under the U(1)x such that the U(1)x is “dark”.

New Fermion New Scalar

DO
Symmetry\ Fields NlL NlR NQL NQR D= ( ) C Sl Sg
D

SU(2). 1 2 11 1
U(ly 0 -1 -1 0 0
U(l)x 1 ~1 ~1 -1 -2

TABLE I. New field content and quantum number assignment under the SM gauge symmetries SU(2); ®
U(1)y, and the gauge U(1)x.

The U(1)x-invariant renormalizble Yukawa interactions and couplings involving new fermions

are
_ 1 - N -
£y LiDN; +yfferiCNjL = Y 5 [6eNZNiz + &rNNir] S2 = Y D3 NipNjr + H.c(4)
i ij

where ©;; are the new dimensionful Dirac couplings among N’s. Here we adopt a convention that
L; and eg; are in the charged lepton flavor(mass) basis. Note that one can choose the diagonal
&’s without losing any generality. The new Yukawa sector enjoys the conventional global lepton
number symmetry U(1)y if {N, D,C,Ss} carry lepton number {1, 0,0, —2}, respectivel .

For the scalar sector, the Lagrangian is

L2 (D,H)(D'H) + p}H'H — Ay (H H)? — Vyp

+ (DMD)T(D“D) +(D,C) (D C) + (D,51)" (D" S1) + (DuS2)* (D" S3), (5)
where the new scalar potential is

Vivp = —p3|Ss|* + MpDTD + ME|C|? + M3, |S:
+ Ap(DTD)? 4+ Mo |C|* 4+ M| S1|* + Xa|S2|* + Agp(DTH)(H'D)
+H'H ()\HDDTD + Auc|CP + A |Si* + )\H2!S2!2>
+ D'D (Apc|CP? + Ap1|S1]? + Ap2|S2|?)
+ 10 (Aen|S1]? + AcalS2]?) + Ai2|S1/?]Sa)?

+V2upcH!'DC* +V2upsH'DS) + 20 H' DS, S + “—\/1;5%5; + H.c. (6)

3 See |63-167) for the discussion if U(1)z is gauged.



The global U(1)y, is now explicitly broken by Ay and 12, which are crucial for generating the neu-
trino Majorana masses. Moreover, since U(1)y, is explicitly broken, there is no massless Majoraon
associated with the SSB of U(1)x . However, with the presence of Ay or Agrp, no simple analytic
expression is available for the scalar potential to be bounded from below. In general, one needs to
check the positivity condition numerically. For simplicity while keeping the essential physics, we
will set Ay = 0 and Agp > 0 in our numerical study.

We assume a 2-stage symmetry breaking. At an energy scale higher than the SM electroweak
scale, the U(1)x is broken spontaneously as Sy acquires a VEV (S3) = v3/v/2. The new gauge
boson Zx acquires a mass My = 2gxv2, where the gauge coupling gx is a free paramter and we
assume vo > Myy. The imaginary part of Ss is the would-be-Goldstone eaten by the Zx boson. In
between the U(1)x breaking scale and the SM electroweak scale, the remaining gauge symmetry
is the SM SU(3). x SU(2)r x U(1)y.

The mass term of new fermions becomes £ D %WMNN—FH.C. where N = (N1, N{p, Nar, N2CR)T,

and
—UQ\%L D1 0 Do
v2€1R
My — D11 NG Do 0 ‘ (7)
0 D9 % D9
D2 0 Do —U%R

The symmetric mass matrix My can be diagonalized by a transformation, O MyO with eigenval-
ues My, (i = 1..4), and OO" = OTO = 1. We write the mass eigenstates as x1, = (X1L, X2L, X3L» X4L)

with N = O - xr. From xpr, one can construct four Majorana states

Xi = XiL + XiL = X§ (8)

such that £ D %7@' Dx; — %MXiEXi- Reversely, the interaction states can be expressed in terms of

the physical Majorana states
Nip = O1;Lx;, Nap = O3iLx;, Nig = O3;Rxi, Nog = O} Ry, 9)

where L/R = (1 T ~°)/2 is the chiral projection operator. And the Yukawa coupling becomes

£ (YD L+ Vi CT RY b+ 3 (Vi (D) L) vi + Hee, (10)
where
. 2 . 2
vt = Z (yzLy) Ok » Vi = Z (yf;) Oloj—1)k - (11)
=1 =1

4 In some case, the massless Majoraon can play the role of dark radiation, see |68, 169].



In the limit that D12, D21 < D11, Doz, {v2, the mass eigenstates x1,2(x3,4) are mainly composed by
Nir1r(N2p2r). For simplicity, we shall set 1291 = 0 in our numerical study and the physics is
more transparent. For a more general case, the full four by four mixing matrix O can be obtained
numerically.

Below the SM electroweak symmetry breaking scale, the neutral component of SM Higgs ac-
quires a VEV, (Hg) = vo/v/2. Working in the unitary gauge, H = [0, (vg + h)/v/2]7, the mixing

between D~ and C~ can be described as a term in Lagrangian

D™ M’z )
L5 —(DF,CH)Me  Me=| b oRPe

N (12)
c~ vopupc Mg

where M]% = M,% + %(/\HD + S\HD)vg + %)\ngg, and M2 = M(% + %)\Hcvg + %)\CQ’U%. The charged

scalars can be diagonalized by a two-by-two rotation

cos . Sinag
Uc = (13)

—sin o, €os o,
with an angle satisfying

2uoppC

VRV (14)
Mgy — Mg,

sin 2a,. =

where Mc1 o2 are the physical mass eigenvalues, and Mco > Mc.

The A2 term in Eq.(6) induces a mixing between h and the real part of Sy. We assume the ob-
served 125GeV Higgs is the lighter physical scalar hgps, and the mass of heavier hg is undetermined
and not important in this study. The h-R(S2) mixing results in a universal suppressing factor to
the SM 125GeV Higgs couplings. Then the Higgs signal strength becomes u = cos? 6y with 6, the
mixing angle between h and R(S3). From y = 1.02+3-07 obtained by CMS|70] and p = 1.06 & 0.06
by ATLAS[71], we obtain p = 1.042+9-017 following the suggestion of [72]. Therefore, one has

AH 2200
My =Miig 0

the model parameters, for example Mp,,vs ~ O(TeV) and |Ag2| < 1, without much fine-tuning.

sin? 0y < 0.046 at 20 C.L. This amounts to < 0.21 which can be easily satisfied with

Next, the mixings among the neutral components of D and S7 can be described by

. RDO . 3DY
LD —(§RD ,RS1) MR — (3D, 3S1) My ) (15)
RS, &9,
where
— —
M —[DSV0 — A4UpV2 My — 1 DsVo+A4voV2
Mr = — s Mr = — ;
—[pSsVo—AaUoV2 Mg + [11202 —ppsvo+Agvgve Mg — p11202

(16)
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FIG. 1. The Feynman diagram, in the interaction basis, for (¢ — 2); and the CLFV [ — I’y process. The

photon attaches to the charged scalar in the loop.

H% = Mz% — %S\HDU%, and M?q = M§1 + %)\Hlfug + %)\121)%. Note the sign differences in some mass
matrix elements for scalar and pseudoscalar, also the mass splitting between M p and M, p is about
the electroweak scale. Similarly, the real parts and imaginary parts mixing can be diagonalized by

the two-by-two rotations Ug and U; with angles ag j, and

Z(Uo,UDs + )\4’00112) sin2a; = — 2(UO,UDS - )\4U0U2)
M}222 - M}221 MI22 o M121

sin2ap = — (17)

where Mgy r1 and Mo 11 are the physical masses of scalars and pseudo scalars made from D and

S1, respectively. Again, we adopt the convention that Mgs > Mgy and My > M.

A. Aae, and l; — Ly

In this model, the charged lepton (g — 2) receives 1-loop contribution, see Fig[ll Ignoring the
charged lepton mass and summing over all physical states in the loop, the anomalous magnetic

dipole moment can be calculated to be[3§]

mlsm2aC 24:3‘% L Y )]

na = 1672

T (B, BE) - (18)

k=1 My,

where 8% = (Mc,/M,,)?, and 5 = (M¢, /M,,)?. And the loop function is given as

1—22+4+2znx

J(x,y) :j(](x)_j()( ) ‘-70( ) 2(1—3))3

(19)

The function Jy has limits J5(0) = 1/2 and Jy(1) = 1/6. On the other hand, the electric dipole
moment will be proportional to & [Yle (Yék)*] and stringently limited by the experimental bounds.
For simplicity, we should assume there is no extra CP violation phases beyond the SM in the work.

Similarly, the L(p + q) — l(p) + v(q) dipole transition amplitude can be read as

. . johaq,,
z'./\/l‘LLl = —iew(p) [(dflll + d%R) <za 5 4 ﬂ ur(p+q), (20)



where

4
dél 81?62656 {Z j BH’ ﬁL { ) ]} 9

1

4
{zf o2 [} )

1

In terms of the two dipole coefficients, the corresponding CLFV transition rate can be calculated

to be[73]

3
Qlem, M
D(L = 147) = Z2L (|af! 2+ 1dR ?) | (22)

if ignoring the mass of the lighter charged lepton. From the current limits: Br(p — ey) <
4.2 x 10713[74], B(t — ey) < 3.3 x 1078, B(t — uy) < 4.4 x 1078[75], m, = 1.77686(12)GeV,
= (290.3 + 0.5) x 10~1°s]10], one has

|41+ |dis |2 < 2.35 x 10725 (GeV) 2
|d7¢ + |d5E* < 2.93 x 10717 (GeV) ™2,
7%+ |d? < 3.91 x 10717 (GeV) 2. (23)
It is clear that to satisfy the stringent experimental bounds, either some couplings are very
small or delicate cancellation among the parameters should be arranged. For simplicity and better

understanding the physics, we adopt a simple arrangement D221 = 0 such that the cross mixing

between Ny and N» vanishes. In this scheme, the charged lepton g — 2 become

Nae = [Tyl + [+ Jytauis,

Nay = [ lysiyss + [ Jusaysh

Nar = [ Jyfai + [ usauss, (24)
where [- - -] represent the numerical factors depending on M,, Mc¢ g 1, and the mixings. Moreover,

once y’s and the relevant physical masses and mixings are fixed, the CLFV dipole transition

coefficients have simple dependence on the right-handed Yukawa 3%
it = (- )yth + (- yls s dig = (- )ys + (- )yds,
=Gl Gty dE = (o)l (s,
di = (- )y + (- )ysh, At = (- )yt + (- )ysh,s (25)

where (---) represent the numerical factors depending on 3%, M,, Mc g, and the mixings. One

can set yfi = ygf% = 0 to suppress the CLFV dipole transition, with vanishing Aa., d;” , and dj.
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FIG. 2. Some leading Feynman diagrams, in the interaction basis, for generating the neutrino masses.

B. Radiative contributions to the lepton masses

The same Feynman diagram displayed in Fig[I] will generate radiative corrections to the charged

lepton mass matrix if the external photon line is removed. A simple calculation gives

(5Milj°°p = —Z—k( L) Vi sin 2a, <ﬂL og0L _ B OgﬂH> (26)

p 3272 B —1 B —1

where the first (second) index stands for the left (right)-handed lepton.

To be consistent with the working assumption that the Yukawa couplings, ™% in Eq.(d), are
in the charged leptons’ mass basis, it is required that the tree-level Yukawa coupling between the
charged leptons and the SM Higgs doublet, £ DO —yg Liep; H + H.C., must satisfy the following

relationship

Vo

V2

yZI]{ + 5Mil](')op = 5Z]ml7 i = (67 w, 7—) . (27)

Such that the off-diagonal entries of charged lepton mass matrix vanish, and our treatment is
self-consistent at the one-loop level.

For neutrino masses, they can be radiatively generated by the 1-loop diagrams shown in Figl[2]
in the interaction basis. Summing over all mass eigenstates in the loop, we obtain the neutrino

mass matrix element

4 2
v 1 iky ik R\2 Sak In sq 7\2 Pak In pag
M= 155 kZ:lMXk VERY PR x ; [(Ula) 1 (UL,) 1| (28)

where sqx = (Mpa/My,)? and pa = (Mr,/M,,)? are the mass squared ratios of scalar and

pseudoscalar to the Majorana fermion-k, respectively.
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C. Effective Yukawa coupling of charged lepton

Note that the one-loop hSM—[i—lj couplings can be generated if replacing the external photon
in Figlll by the 125GeV SM Higgs, and therefore the tree-level SM prediction y; = ?—O’ will be
modified. Although the new Yukawa couplings are in the charged lepton mass basis at 1-loop level,
the different loop integration involved leads to CLFV Higgs decays hgyr — [;l; in general.

Below the electroweak scale, the dimensionful cubic couplings for £ D —fig, hsar Co C, can be

read from the scalar potential, Eq.(@), as

fi11 = vo(Agp + Agp)cE + vodacsE — 28acatine
fiza = vo(Agp + Aup)s2 + vodmcc + 25aCaltDC

fi12 = fiz1 = vo(AED + AHD)SaCa — VONHCSaCa + (¢2 — $2) 1D (29)

in the mass basis of the charged scalars. If ignoring the charged lepton masses, the dimensionless

hs M-l_l--lj Yukawa couplingﬂ can be calculated to be

'S

2
loop ik ,U*ab
Yis W 2 )Y, gjl i, VU Ty <6k,6k, I > (30)

where ¢ is the momentum carried by hgjs, and

-z
Z3(z1, 22, 23) = / d:n/ dy(l1 —z —y+ x21 + yzo — xyz3) L. (31)
0

The analytic expression for Z3(aj,ag,0) can be easily obtained and will not be shown here.

Combining with the tree-level Higgs Yukawa, Eq.([27]), we obtain the effective Yukawa

H
1
11 _ Y l ! l
yze] =/ +y OOP = —(035m; — 5MZ-]‘-)OP) + yijo'op‘ (32)

For ¢ # j, the CLFV decay width of hgyr — ;15 is given by

_ My () e
D(hsy — [F17) = Dlhsar = G15) = 22 (il 12 + 1y 1) (33)

at tree-level if ignoring the charged lepton masses. And for the diagonal ones, it is convenient to

define the normalized Yukawa

G= B 1 L (oo gyl m
yis’M my i i

5 We adopt the convention that £ O yloopl Rl ihsu + h.c.
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III. NUMERICAL STUDY

First, we comment on the number of exotic vector fermions N’s. For the three active neutrinos,
one needs six independent parameters to describe the symmetric neutrino mass matrix. Thus, the
minimal setup of our model calls for two pairs of exotic fermions, with six y”’s paramters. However,
it is easy to see from Eq.(28) that the resulting neutrino mass matrix has rank 2. Namely, the
neutrino mass matrix possesses only five independent parameters. One of the y’s is redundant
and must be fixed ﬁrsfﬁ so the rest five can be uniquely determined by data. And the remaining
six y™’s are used to yield Aae,, while satisfying all the experimental CLFV constraints.

With three pairs of exotic fermions, the rank of the neutrino mass matrix is 3. Hence, three
out of the nine y free parameters are redundant. Moreover, with nine y*’s parameters, one can
always find a viable solution such that all the CLFV limits are satisfied and both central values of
Aay, and Aags[Rb} are accommodated. Such scenario has more free parameters than experimental
constraints and lacks predictability. Therefore, we focus on the minimal model with two pairs of
N’s.

As we only consider the CP-conserving scenario in this work, there is no Dirac nor Majorana
CP violation phases in the Upjsnyg matrix. The case of dcp = 0 is still allowed in the current 3o

range of global fit of neutrino oscillation data[l&], see Tab[[ll From the global fit, the pattern of a

rank-2 neutrino mass matrix is roughly

0.1 0.1 0.1
MNP~ 01 1 1 | x(0.03)eV (35)
01 1 1
for Normal Ordering(NO), and
1 —01 —0.1
M~ 01 1 -1 |x(0.03)eV (36)
-01 -1 1

for Inverted Ordering(10).
Note that Aay, dfl Ry OM loop and 4P are linearly proportional to y* in our model. Moreover,
the physical masses of x’s and the exotic scalars can be scaled up or down by a common factor r

while the mixing angles retain if one performs the following scaling

M — M, pps,pc — T pups,pc, A — A, (37)

6 For example, one can generally require that the value of one of the y¥’s must lay within a reasonable range, say,

from —1.0 to 1.0.
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912[0] 923[0] 913[0] Am§1[1075e\/2] Am%l [10736\/2]
Normal Ordering |31.27 — 35.87|39.7 — 50.9(8.25 — 8.98| 6.82 — 8.04 |[4+2.430 — +2.593
Inverted Ordering|31.27 — 35.87|39.8 — 51.6(8.24 — 9.02| 6.82 — 8.04 |—2.574 — —2.410

TABLE II. The 30 ranges of the neutrino oscillation parameters from global fit[18]. For NO(IO), Am3, =

2 2
ms3 — m1(2).

where M D {MD75,]\7D7C,D,1)2,#12}, and A D {A\gp,A\up, Az, Am1}. Moreover, the resulting
MY, dH 'r» and Aq; will be the same if

yb = T 2yE R 3R (38)

such that both radiative mass corrections and the one-loop effective Yukawa coupling scale like:
5Mloop N T’25M100p, yloop N ,r,2yloop (39)

while M, and Aac, remain unchanged. Therefore, starting from an available solution, one can
obtain infinite other possible viable solutions by using this scaling as long as the perturbility and
positivity requirements are met.

To avoid multiple counting of the same solution related by the above mentioned scaling, we adopt
the following procedures to find the numerical solutions: we first scan the relevant model parameter
space spanned by M¢ g1 and My. As discussed earlier, we set Ay = 0 and Agp > 0 to simplify
the positivity condition. We also set D12 21 = 0 to speed up the numerical scanH Explicitly, it is
a 13-dimensional parameter space spanned by D11 22, (v2€/v2), Mc1.02,0¢, Aup, Ms, jips, and
(p12v2). We scan the parameters in the ranges: (v2€/v/2) € [10,1000]GeV, Diq29 € [0.1,10]TeV,
Mg € [0.3,10]TeV, /upsvo € [3.0,2000]GeV, \/m1202 € [3.0,3000]GeV, Ayp € [3.3 x 107°,0.93],
Mcy € 10.5—10]TeV, Mco/Mcn € [1,10], and a¢ € [0.01,7/2]. Our random samplings are evenly
distributed in the logarithmic scale.

After mass diagonalization of y and the relevant scalar sector, we obtain the mixing angles and
physical masses needed for calculating neutrino masses, Eq.(28]). Then the neutrino mass matrix is
fixed by a set of neutrino oscillation parameters randomly picked within the 30 range|18] shown in
Tab Il Because one of the active neutrino is massless, there are only five independent parameters
in the symmetric neutrino mass matrix. To proceed, we assign yfl to a value randomly picked
between £[1075,1.0]. Then we look for the unique solution of the other five y*’s in Eq.(#) to the

neutrino mass matrix.

7 We have checked that our main conclusions do not change in the case that Diz,21 # 0.
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Only the points which satisfy positivity conditions are kept. We also require that the resulting
physical masses are in the range of 0.5 —5TeV, and the magnitudes of all dimensionless parameters
to be less than 1.0.

Finally, the six Yukawa couplings y®’s in Eq.(#) are determined by finding the minimum of the

X2 B Aae—Aaecs[Rb} 2+ AaM—AaﬁNAL 2 (40)
oo 5Aal* A ’

weighted chi-squared

while complying the experimental bounds on B(l; — l;v), (i # j). After that, two more model
parameters, Agp gc, are required for calculating the effective Higgs Yukawa couplings. They
only associate with the effective Higgs Yukawa couplings and independent of the other observ-
ables. We randomly choose Agp gc from the conservative range [—1.0 — 1.0] which is within the

lower (upper) bound imposed by the positivity(perturbility) condition.

A. Benchmark points

Here we present four viable benchmark points with detailed model parameters.

1. Benchmark points—Normal Ordering

The relevant model parameters are:

{012, 023, 015, Am3,, Am3; } = {32.13°, 48.49°, 8.71°, 7.362 x 10 °eV?, 2.539 x 10 %eV?} |

V2

75 " {61, E1r, &or, Ear)} = {44.354, 57.795, 12.301, 27.742} GeV ,

{DH s D22 s D12 s Dgl} = {218072, 241526, 0, 0} TeV,

{MD, My, Mp. MS} — {1.08449, 1.10508, 1.08446, 1.10210} TeV

TeV

{upc, pps s pa} = {2961.99, 33.722, 0.67863 x (T) } GeV,
2

{Xup, Aup, Auc} = {2284 x 1073, 0.1, 0.2} . (41)

From the parameters listed above, the exotic fermions, Ni 2, can be diagonalized by the rotation

matrix
0 0 0.76016 —0.708196¢
O— 0 0 0.708196 0.706016:
0.705976 —0.708236% 0 0

0.708236  0.705976¢ 0 0
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with mass eigenvalues M, = {2.43529,2.39525,2.23181,2.12966}TeV. The physical masses and

mixings of the exotic scalar relevant to m, and Aa,, are:

Mp; = 1.08369TeV , Mpo =1.10317TeV , ap = —0.19998,
My =1.08366TeV , M =1.10258TeV , af = —0.20637,

Mcy = 0.68533TeV , Mcgo = 1.38841TeV , ac = 0.76993 .

From the above given parameters, the LH Yukawa couplings, y*, can be solved. On the other

hand, yg s[Rb] is determined by the best-fit solution to (Aagsmb], Aay,). The Yukawa couplings are

found to be:
~0.045143  0.252272 —3.124[+1.724] —2.918[+1.610]
y" = [ —0.300581 0.370544 |, ylomy = | —5.4584 ~1.1237 | x107%,  (42)
—0.309633 —0.143563 0 0

The predictions of these two benchmark points are listed in Tab[ITIl

yif F

Aa, = +4.617 x 10710, Aa, = 0| Yy = —1.773[+2.530] Y = +1.031
Je T

B(r — ev) = 2.32[0.717] x 1078 |B(r — py) = 4.4 x 10~8

B(u—ey) =42 x 10713
B(h — er) = 1.25[0.379] x 10~ 7| B(h — pr) = 2.286 x 107

B(h — ep) = 3.55[1.24] x 1010

TABLE III. Benchmark point predictions for NO and Aa, = —8.7[4.8] x 10713,

2. Benchmark points—Inverted Ordering
For 1O neutrino masses, the variables take the following values:

{612, O3, 013, Am3,, Am3,} = {33.13°, 43.67°, 8.31°, 7.318 x 107 °eV?, —2.469 x 10 %eV?} |
% X {&1L, E1r s Ear, Ean} = {34175, 89.898, 168.230, 253.529} GeV,
{Dll s D22 s D12 s Dgl} == {24416, 23928, 0, 0} TeV,

{JTJD, M, MD,MS} — {1.15705, 1.01073, 1.15702, 1.40638} TeV

TeV
{upc, wps s pa} = {3469.71, 67.306 , 3.3332 x <UL> } GeV,
2

{Nup, Aup, Amc} = {2.1959 x 1073, 0.1, 0.2} . (43)
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From the parameters listed above, the N; 2 can be diagonalized by the rotation matrixH

0 0.70306 0.71113¢ 0

0= 0 0.71113 —0.70306¢ 0
0.70078 0 0 0.71338:¢
0.71338 0 0 —0.70078:¢

with mass eigenvalues M, = {2.60403,2.50388,2.37981,2.18227}TeV. The physical masses and

mixings of the exotic scalar are:

Mpi = 1.15684TeV , Mgy = 1.40772TeV , agr = —0.02575,
M = 1.15683TeV , M = 1.40535TeV , a; = —0.02602,

Mc1 = 0.55858TeV |, Mco = 1.43199TeV , ac = 0.87725.

The Yukawa couplings can be found to be:

6.5398 x 10~* 8.2975 x 102 —0.2344[0.1294] —5.399[+2.979]
yt = 0.19400  —8.099 x 1073 |, ygs[Rb} = 9.241 —0.07156 x1072 (44)
—0.18533  —9.022 x 1073 0 0

for Aags[Rb}. And the resulting predictions are listed in Tab[IVl

e efF
Aa, = +6.92 x 10710 Aq, =0 ZS—’E = —3.366[+3.409] Y = +1.083

B — ey) = 4.2[4.2] x 10713 B(t — ey) = 1.33[0.405] x 10~ 10
B(h — ep) = 2.33[0.710] x 10713|B(h — er) = 2.07[0.632] x 10~?

(r— py) =4.4x10"8
(h — pr) = 7.032 x 107

B
B

TABLE IV. Benchmark point predictions for IO and Aa, = —8.7[4.8] x 10713,

B. Numerical results and discussion

From the benchmark points, we observe the follows:

e upc ~ O(TeV), 12 < vy, and upg, 12 < vg. This is expected because from Figlll we have
a ball-park estimation

yLy! myupcveD o]

A Y
“ Y6z MA

(45)

8 The rotation matrix is not block-diagonal because we reorder the eigenstates such that M, > M, > My, > M,,.
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where M represents the relevant mass scale and [- - - | represent the order one numerical factor
of the loop function. Note that the Dirac mass D is called for the necessary chiral flipping

on the internal fermion. So roughly we have

o (22) (320) (22 (52 1,

and upc ~ O(TeV) is about right to reproduce the observed Aae .

Similarly, from Figl2, the back-of-the-envelope estimation for neutrino mass is

(y1)? (vove)2éub g 112
1672 M6 -]

(47)

my, ~

Here, both 12 and v2&, the Majorana mass insertion on the heavy fermion, are required to

break the global lepton number. Plugging in the reasonable values, we have

v AN AR [ gH2 (TeV)?
m e 0.4eV X <0._1> <1OOGeV> ((10GeV)3> <M6/v2> ’ (48)

which agrees with the numerical result that \/upspie < vg. The consequences are: (1) the

X’s are pseudo-Dirac fermions,(2) |ac| ~ O(1), and (3) Mg and M; are nearly degenerate

with |apg | < 1.

Both Aal® and Aaf® can be easily fitted by only adjusting yf and yf while all other
parameters kept unchanged. In fact, by tuning up |yﬁ712|, |Aae| can be as large as ~
O(10~) without affecting Aa, and M"Y nor upsetting the current experimental limits in

the benchmark points.
Both B(r — ) and B(u — e7) nearly saturate the current experimental bounds.

The resulting Aa,, ~ 6 X 10719 is roughly 30 away from AaENAL. This is because Aa,, is

tightly bounded by B(7 — uv) (and B(u — ev)).

Also note that y4f 5o = 0 which minimizes the CLFV B(l; — 7l;;) and it predicts Aa; =0

and y?f F = y>M at one-loop level.

Since yﬁﬂ have little constrain from experiment, the effective electron-Higgs Yukawa cou-
pling can be very different from the SM one. On the contrary, the muon-Higgs Yukawa is close
to the SM one because the relevant parameters are stringently constrained by B(7 — u7y) (

and B(p — ey) ).
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FIG. 3. The probability histogram of Aa,. The yellow(blue) bar is for normal(inverted) hierarchy.

e Comparing with the current limits|10],
B(hsy — 1) < 2.5x 1073, B(hgar — 7€) < 4.7x 1072, B(hsy — ep) < 6.1x107°, (49)

the branching ratios of CLF'V Higgs decays hgns — lilj2; are small, S 1077, and experimen-

tally insignificant.

Besides the displayed four benchmark points, we have generated 3000 viable points for each
neutrino mass hierarchy according to the stated scan strategy to better explore the model. In the
followings, we present more results and distribution plots extracted from the data sets found in
our numerical study.

Fist of all, by using yﬁm both central values of Aal® and Aal?’ can be well fitted in our model,
as have been demonstrated in the benchmark points. On the other hand, the histogram of predicted
Aay, of our model is shown in FiglBl The distribution of Aa, peaks at around ~ 4(6) x 10710 for
NO(IO) neutrino mass. The largest available Aa,, is about < 5(8) x 10710 for NO(IO) neutrino
mass. It is clear that our model cannot reproduce AaENAL. This can be understood as following:
our radiative neutrino mass generation mechanism implies that M ~ (--- )ylLy]L . Similarly, Aa; ~
(- )yFyl. Here we use (---) to collectedly denote the numerical factors and summing over all the
contributions from the relevant physical masses and mixings. So roughly speaking, it is expected

that

Bl — ey) ~ |(-)ydyl P+ 1yl

Mty 2 My N M 2
i Coar ) (200 | ~ e a2, (50)
M3, [ g M, M3, g
Since |Aay| > |Aac|, the second term is dropped in the last approximation. Likewise,
2 M.
B(r = p) ~ | )yays | ~ ()32 (Law)?, (51)
M3,
2 M
B(r —ey) ~ |- )uiyz| ~ ()22 (Dae)?. (52)

v
MY,
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From the above, we expect that Aafy O~ Aaﬁo due to the ratio Mj;/MJ, ~ 1 for both cases.
Because of the M3, /MY, factor, the branching ratio of B(t — ev) in NO is expected to be larger
than that in the IO. For the precise evaluation, we definitely must consult the full numerical study.

As shown in the benchmark points previously, the CLFV branching ratios B(yx — e7y) and
B(t — pvy) nearly saturate the current experimental upper bounds. We define two dimensionless

variables,

T Blp—ey)p]

B(T — pwy)ea.
B(t — py)s1’

(53)

to characterize the sensitivity improvement of the future experimental bounds, and the subscription

“c.l.(f1.)” stands for the current(future) limit. We use the benchmark points to explore the

10
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FIG. 4. The dependence of Aa,, (in unit of 107'%) on L,,. and L,,. The left(right) panel is for the NO(IO)
benchmark point. The horizontal dash line represents the projected reach of MEGII[76], B(p — ey) <
6 x 1071* or L, =T7.0.

dependence of Aa, on Ly, and L;, by varying the L values. From Figld it is clear that Aa,, is
mainly controlled by L,,, and Aa, /L7, as expected in Eq.(I)). In some parameter space, as in
the 10 benchmark point, both L, and L, place comparable constraint on Aa,. The projection
limit on B(7 — pvy) by Belle II is ~ 10_9@], or Ly, ~ 42. If no CLFV 7 — py transition is
observed before reaching that sensitivity, our model predicts Aa, <1 10710,

On the other hand, B(7 — e7) can be much below the current limit, < 3.3 x 10_8B], for 10
while it is close to the current experimental constraint for NO. The numerical result, as shown in
Fighl agrees with our naive expectation, Eq.([52]), that B(7 — ey)no > B(T — ev)10. Therefore,
B(T — e7) could serve as an indirect probe to determine the type of neutrino mass hierarchy in
our model.

In Figll another observed correlation between Aq, and fa3 is displayed. This correlation can

be understood as follows. Note that increasing 3, while keeping all other neutrino oscillation
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FIG. 5. Correlation between B(r — ey) and Aa,. The blue, orange, green, and red points stand for NO
AaS® NO Aal®, 10 Aal®, and NOAaF® respectively.

parameters unchanged, results to a larger(smaller) MJ, for NO(IO) neutrino masses. On the

other hand, since M%, oc (y5)? and Aa, x yhyl, the observed correlation follows. Back to

8_
o 6 * NO
o (o] a
- N
X 4r
3
3
2_
| | | | | |

40 42 44 46 48 50

23]
FIG. 6. Correlation between 63 and Aa,. The blue(orange) dots stand for NO(IO) viable points.

Figll it is clear that B(r — ey) anti-correlates with Aa, for both neutrino mass hierarchy. It
is because increasing fa3 leads to smaller(larger) M (thus y&) for NO(IO). So together with the

positive(negative) correlation between Aafy olrol

and o3, Figlll B(t — ey) o« |yiyF? always
anti-correlates with Aay,.

From all the viable points we found the effective muon-Higgs Yukawa coupling is close to the
SM one. The range of the normalized muon-Yukawa, (,, is roughly between 0.98 — 1.05. The
distribution variance of 10 is slightly larger than NO, but both peak at around 1.005, as seen in
Figlll It is well within the current 20 constraint, 0.6 < ¢, S 1.5@, H] . For the future updates of

% Note that the hsa-g-g vertex does not change from the SM prediction at 1-loop level in our model. Therefore,

from the signal strength p, for pp — hsy — pp, the ¢, value is simply estimated as ¢, ~ /fiu-
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FIG. 7. The probability histogram of the predicted normalized Higgs muon-Yukawa.
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FIG. 8. The left/right panel is the scatted plot of Aa,, v.s. log,(|¢, —1|) for the NO/IO case. The vertical
lines, from right to left, indicate the projected sensitivity@] at CEPC@], ILC @] / CLIP@], HL-HLC(red),
and FCC @] (black), respectively.

CH@], we also show the scatter plot of Aa, vs ¢, in Figl8l It is clear that ¢, weakly correlates
with Aa,, and roughly half of the parameter space can be probed at the future FCC[79] with a

projected precision of ~ 0.4% on muon-Yukawa.

Interestingly, this model predicts a possible unconventional electron-Higgs Yukawa coupling.
This is due to [6M2| > m., and that can be traced back to the less constrained yit 15 From
Figld it is clear that the magnitude of electron-Higgs Yukawa could be one order of magnitude
larger than the SM prediction. The projected sensitivity, |(.| < 1.6 at 95% CL, at FCC-ee[83]
is shown as the vertical dashed line. For the case of Aal®, the sign of electron-Higgs Yukawa
could even be negative. However, the sign determination requires an interference with the tiny

electron-Higgs Yukawa coupling, and thus very challenging in the foreseeable future.

In summary, from our numerical study, the viable model parameter space only requires (1)
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FIG. 9. (¢ v.s. (,. The vertical dashed lines indicate the projected sensitivity at FCC—ee@].

Majorana masses < Dirac masses ~ TeV, and (2) order 1(0.1) mixings among charged(neutral)
scalars. Since we take a bottom-up approach, this model cannot address the pattern of neutrino
mass matrix. It is taken as the experimental input. However, we find that the hierarchy among the
model parameters y“’s and y'¥’s is less than 5 orders of magnitude for most of the cases. Thus, this
model is technically natural, and no extreme fine-tuning is required to accommodate the neutrino

oscillation data and AaSS[R”].

IV. DISCUSSION AND PHENOMENOLOGY

SM Higgs decay

Due to the violation of lepton number, we also have hgpys — vil§ decays generated at one-loop
level. By dimensional analysis, the effective hgp-vi-v§ Yukawa coupling can be estimated to be
~ ﬁ%, where M is the typical mass of exotic degrees of freedom. The coupling strength is then
~ O(10719) if taking M ~ O(1TeV), and being experimentally insignificant. Since we assume all
the exotic DOF’s are heavier than 0.5TeV, there is no modification to the SM invisible Higgs decay
width either. Because all new fields in our model are color singlet, the gghgys vertex does not

receive any correction at 1-loop level.

However, the two additional charged scalars contribute to di-photon Higgs decay width. The

decay width is given by[84, 85]
Gra2, M?. |4 2. vl ;
.., —_—°¢m "hsm | " p F —raa o, 54
oy 12873 3 1/2 (1¢) + Fi(tw) + 321 2M2a o(1c)| (54)

where fiqq is the charged scalar-Higgs cubic coupling given in Eq.([29). The Fy/, and Fp terms

are the dominate SM 1-loop contributions from top quark and W= boson, respectively. We define
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7 = (Mpg,, /2M;)?, and the one-loop functions are given by

Fo(z) = '@72_17, Fijo(z) =

T Tr — T 33‘2 T T — T
2 +(x2 D )],F1($):_2 +3 +i(22 DS )7 (55)

with f(z) = [arcsin(y/2)]? for z < 1. For ¢ < 1, Fy(z) ~ 3 + 2. Plugging in the masses of top,
W=, and hgys, we have Fyjp (7¢) = 1.38 and Fi(rw) = —8.32. Assuming that upc > vo, we have
approximately f111 ~ —28qCautpc and fisg ~ +284Catpc. So the width becomes

1 ( wvoppc \?
64950y — & <7>
( ) 3\ Mg, Mc,

2
2 aAs3
GpozethSM

[, ~ ™ hsm 56
i 128v/273 (56)

It is clear that 'y, /F:%W > 1. Assuming M¢, = 0.5TeV and ppc ~ Mc,, then the NP will only
modify the di-photon decay width by a magnitude ~ 2%. Comparing to the latest coupling scaling
factor ky, = 1.0640.05 obtained by [86], we expect a weak constraint on this model from the Higgs
diphoton decay.

CLFV u — e conversion, and u — 3e

Concerning on the other CLFV experimental bounds on the model parameter space, we com-
ment on the p-e conversion on nuclei and p — 3e.

For p-e conversion on nuclei, the current upper bound of the ratio of y — e conversion rate
normalized to the muon capture rate|87],

n _ D+(A2) et (A2)
ne

= <T7Tx10713, 57
T(u+ (A Z) = v, + (A, Z - 1)) (57)

is given by SINDRUM II with gold as target[88]. Since the hidden sector does not couple to the
SM quark sector, the p — e conversion is dominated by the pey dipole. For a given target nuclei

N, the y — e conversion rate can be expressed as
Tyse ~ wDATLB(n — e7), (58)

where I'), = 0.45517 x 10%s~1[10] is the muon decay rate, and Dy is the lepton-nucleus overlap
integral coefficient. For gold and aluminum, D 4,, = 0.189 and D 4; = 0.0362 [89], while the muon
capture rates are 13.07 x 10%s~! and 0.71 x 105571, respectively[89, [90]. Plugging in the values of
I', and the current upper limit of B(1 — e), one finds R, < 10~1° with Au or Al target, roughly
three orders of magnitude below the current experimental limit. In the near future, the model

prediction, Eq.(58]), could be checked with improved sensitivity[91-94].
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FIG. 10. The box diagram for y — 3e transition, where a,b € {1,2} and 4,5 € {1,2,3,4}.

In this model, ¢ — 3e can be induced by the CLFV pevy dipole coupling and the box diagram
shown in FiglIQl The contribution form the pey dipole can be calculated to be[73, 187, 95]

20em [ my, 11

B In—+— — g} L(p—ey). (59)

D( = 3)aip = i
e

This part is about three orders of magnitude below the current bound of B(u — 3e) < 10712[94].

In addition to the dipole contribution, the box-diagram gives rise to FCNC 4-fermi interactions|73]:
4GF e —7 — oD — > — ap — T r >

LD —W [gl <eL,u) <eLe) + g3 <€’7 R,u) (evaRe) + g5 (6’7 R,u) (eyaLe> + (L& R)] + H.c.,

(60)

and leads to

2
Blot = 8egerms = A5+ 2005 + |gsf? + (L & ). (61)

if ignoring the interference between the dipole and 4-fermi interactions. By dimension analysis,

the dimensionless Wilson coefficients can be estimated as

1 V2 Y2y,
1672 4Gp M?

lg] x (0.5), (62)

where M is the relevant highest mass in the loop, 0.5 is the typical value from the box-diagram
loop integration, and YE?’YM denotes the product of four relevant LH or RH Yukawa couplings.
Thus, B(p — 3€)afermi ~ 10715(2TeV/M)*(Y3Y,/0.001)? is also expected to be safely below
the current experimental limit. The p — 3e decay could be a relevant constraint and probed
by the planned Mu3e experiment with a sensitivity of 107!6|97] in the near future. For CLFV
7 — Lililk (lijx = e,p) decay branching ratios, the current bounds, (a few) x 1078]98], and the

future ~ 10710 sensitivity 77,199, 100] do not post further constraint on this model.

Zx: The smoking gun of the gauge U(1)x

One robust prediction of gauge U(1)x is the existence of the gauge boson, Zx. The direct

detection of Zx will be the smoking gun of the gauge U(1)x. Here we give a brief remark on the
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prospects on its discovery. As discussed earlier, after So acquires a VEV vy, Zx also acquires a mass
Mgz, = 2gxvs. But Zx does not play any role in our flavor physics discussion. So far, both the
gauge coupling gx and Mz, are unknown free parameters. Although Zx does not couple to any
of the SM fields at tree-level, its couplings to vZ, ZZ, WYW ~, hsarhswy, Yhsy, Zhswy, and lepton
pairs can be generated at one-loop level. Also, the one-loop vacuum polarization diagrams can
generate the Zx-Z and Zx-v mixings. The Zx-Z and Zx-vy mixings can also be induced through
the tree-level kinematic mixing between the field strengthes of U(1)x and U(1)y, £L D —§B" X,
see |[101-103]. Since the kinematic mixing term is gauge invariant and renormalizable, € is not
required to be small. The kinematic mixing term can be rotated away by a GL(2) transformation,
and the two massive eigenstates couple to SM fields. From electroweak precision measurements,
hsy — ZZx, and the Drell-Yan process, the mixing is constrained to be ¢ < 1072 for 10 GeV <
Mz, < 1TeV]104]. In the future, the HL-LHC and HE-LHC can probe the effective mixing to the
level about ~ 1073 for 10GeV < My, <90GeV and 0.2TeV < Mz, < 2TeV[104]. In this model,
the € parameter is the combination of tree-level and 1-loop contributions. Moreover, the Zx to
lepton pair couplings receive flavor dependent quantum corrections. At the LHC, the Drell-Yan
processes pp — Z* — ZZx, or pp — W* — W Zx will be the dominate Zx production mechanism
for Mz, 2 180 GeV. And the decays Zx — l;r lj_ with di-lepton invariant mass peaked at around
my,; ~ Mz, will be the clear signal. Incidentally, in this model the CLFV di-lepton decay connects
to the flavor physics that we have discussed. A comprehensive study on this topic is beyond the

scope of this paper, and we will leave it to the future works.

Dark matter

Finally, we give a sketchy discussion on DM in this model. After the SSB of U(1)x by Se,
the remaining gauge discrete parity[43] stabilizes the the lightest neutral DOF carrying one unit
of U(1)x charge. Apparently, this DOF is a DM candidate. There are two possible candidates in
our model: (1) Sp, the lighter of Ry and I3, and (2) x4, the lightest mass eigenstate of the exotic
fermions. From our numerical scan, about ~ 70(30)% of the solutions yield scalar(fermionic) DM
candidate. And about ~ 90% of the potential DM mass is in the range of [0.5,1.0]TeV. For a DM
in that mass range, the current observational upper limits on the spin-independent DM-nucleon
cross section is og; < 10746(cm)? [105-107]. In our model, both Sp and x4 do not couple to
the SM quark sector at tree-level and all the new DOFs are color singlets. Hence, for both DM

candidates the og; can be easily arranged to stay below the direct detection bounds.
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If x4 is the DM candidate, the relic density is determined mainly by ¢- and u-channel annihilation
Xaxa — U(l =17,v), and the s—channel x4x4 — hoorhgy — (SM)(SM) processes, where (SM)
stands for any SM field coupled to the SM Higgs. On the other hand, for the bosonic DM case, the
relic density is mainly controlled by the SpSp — hgarhsay, SpSp — heorhgy — (SM)(SM),
and SpSp — WHW =, ZZ. One needs to take into account the co-annihilation R1I; — (SM)(SM)
when R; and I; are nearly degenerate.

It should be emphasised that although the DM candidate is stable, phenomenology only de-
mands that its relic density must not exceed the observed DM relic density, Qparh? = 0.120 +
0.001[108]. However, the full evaluation of the relic density requires more model parameters which

are independent of the flavor physics we are focusing on, and the comprehensive analysis of the

extended parameter space is beyond the scope of this paper.

V. CONCLUSION

Motivated by the recently measured anomalous magnetic moments of muon and electron, we
studied a model with gauge hidden U (1) x symmetry as the unified framework to accommodate both
the radiative neutrino mass generation mechanism and the measured Aa, .. This UV-complete
model employs four exotic scalars and a minimum of two pairs of exotic vector fermions, all charged
under U(1)x, as seen in Tablelll The U(1)x is assumed to be spontaneously broken at an energy
scale higher then the SM electroweak scale when one of the exotic singlet bosons gets a non-zero
VEV. After the SSB of U(1)x, the new fermions acquire Majorana masses, which are crucial to
the radiative neutrino mass generation. Moreover, the new vector fermions admit tree-level Dirac
masses which are essential for chirality flipping in explaining Aaq;.

Any mechanism that gives rise to charged lepton anomalous magnetic moments could poten-
tially lead to CLFV which are stringently constrained by experiments. Usually, additional flavor
symmetries or assumptions are summoned to suppress the unwanted CLFV. Contrarily, in this
work we took a bottom-up approach and asked what restrictions the experimental constraints
would impose upon the model parameter space. We have carefully taken into account the neutrino
oscillation data and the experimental CLFV limits in our numerical study. We found that the
model can explain the observed neutrino oscillation data, either normal or inverted ordering, and
the central value of Aaecs[Rb} without much fine-tuning on the model parameters. However, in
the minimal model, the current experimental CLFV limit on B(1 — uy) < 4.4 x 1078[75] results
in Aay ~ (4 —8) x 107, which differs from Aa/"E ~ (25.1 £5.9) x 1071°[20] by ~ 30’s, but
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agrees with the SM prediction using the recent lattice QCD evaluation on hardronic contribution
to a,[22, 23]. Of course, more theoretical and experimental investigations are needed to settle
down the Aa, issue. We pointed out that the future improvement on the CLFV limit will further
suppress our predicted Aa,, because of (Aay)? o< B(T — py) in our model.

The unconventional electron-Higgs Yukawa is another intriguing feature of this model. We
found that the magnitude of electron-Higgs Yukawa can be one order of magnitude larger than
the SM prediction. This unusual electron Yukawa can be probed at the future FCC-ee|83]. More
interestingly, if Aa$® is confirmed in the future, a negative electron-Higgs Yukawa could be allowed
in this model. Due to the smallness of electron-Higgs Yukawa, the determination of its sign is
extremely challenging in the foreseeable future. On the other hand, the muon-Higgs Yukawa is
found to be close to the SM prediction with the deviation fraction < 1072 for most of the viable
model parameter space. Although the deviation of muon-Higgs Yukawa is small, it could be probed
at the FCC with a projected precision of ~ 0.4%]7§].

Since our approach is bottom-up, the prediction Aa, < ACLENAL is robust and applies to the
minimal model with arbitrary add-on flavor symmetry. One has to go beyond the minimal model if
the deviation between the experimentally and theoretically improved Aa, and the model prediction
persists, or a fewx10% muon Yukawa deviation is confirmed in the future. If that is the case, a
trivial extension of this model by utilizing the third pair of vector fermion will do the job, and an
even more enormous electron-Higgs Yukawa coupling strength is possible.

From the exercise, we have demonstrated that due to the smallness of the SM electron Yukawa,
the effective electron-Higgs coupling strength is sensitive to new physics and plays a vital role in

testing our understanding of flavor physics.
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