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Abstract

The gauged U(1)r, 1, symmetry is the simplest possibility to explain the observed muon g — 2,
while being consistent with the neutrino oscillations through the seesaw mechanism. In this paper,
we investigate if leptogenesis can work at the same time. At first glance, leptogenesis seems
challenging because the right-handed neutrino masses are related to the U(1)r, 1, breaking scale
of 10—100 GeV as required from the muon g — 2. Contrary to this expectation, we find that
non-thermal leptogenesis with the right-handed neutrino masses of ©O(107) GeV is possible. The
successful scenario results in strict predictions on the neutrino oscillation parameters, which will

be tested in future experiments.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The measurements of muon anomalous dipole moment at the Brookhaven National Lab-
oratory [I] and at the Fermilab [2], 3] have reported the 4.2 ¢ deviation from the Standard
Model (SM) prediction [4][] One of the solutions to this anomaly is to introduce an extra,
neutral gauge boson Z’ associated with a gauged U(1) symmetry. Its contribution through
the gauge interaction can enlarge the muon g — 2. Taking into account the results in search
experiments of Z’, the simplest remaining possibility is the U(1)r,—z, symmetry [27-33].
See Ref. [34] for the parameter space.

The gauge interaction of the U(1)r,_r, symmetry with leptons is given by

£Z’ D) _gZ’roZ:; <LL§"€LQ — Z_Laﬁ"‘l_Ra> , (1)

where gz is the gauge coupling constant, and Q.,, = (0,+1, —1) are the charge of the
U(1)1,-r, symmetry for each flavor. Here, L, = (Vpa,l1a) is the lepton doublet, and g,
is the singlet charged lepton with o = e, u, 7. Note that all the fermions are described by
left-handed Weyl fermions. We follow the conventions of the spinor indices in Ref. [35]. The
deviation of the muon g — 2 can be explained for gz ~ (3-10) x 107* and the mass of 7/,
mz ~ (1-20) x 10 MeV, while avoiding other experimental constraints [34]. This region
corresponds to the U(1)z,—, breaking scale of 10100 GeV.

Due to the U(1)z,—z, symmetry, neutrino oscillations can not occur. Even if the symme-
try is broken, it is still non-trivial whether the observed neutrino oscillation parameters can
be reproduced. In Refs. [36-38] (see also Refs. [39, 40] for earlier works), it has been shown
that the type-I seesaw mechanism [41H46] with three right-handed neutrinos can explain
the observed neutrino oscillations with U(1)z,_r, breaking scalar fields. Thus, the gauged
U(1)r,-r, symmetry can explain the muon g — 2, while being consistent with the neutrino

oscillations.

L For the theoretical prediction of the hadronic contributions to muon g — 2, see Refs. [5-24]. Currently,
there are discrepancies between the data-driven approaches and the lattice simulations (see Ref. [25] and
references therein). It has been also reported that a recent data-driven analysis shows deviation from the
conventional results [20].



In this paper, we further investigate if leptogenesis can work while explaining the above
two phenomena simultaneously. One can naively expect some obstacles to leptogenesis in this
model. Firstly, masses of the right-handed neutrinos tend to be of the U(1)r,_r, breaking
scale, 10—100 GeV, to reproduce the neutrino oscillations by the seesaw mechanism. With
such light right-handed neutrinos, thermal leptogenesis [47], for example, cannot be achieved.
Secondly, in analogy to the electroweak symmetry breaking, the U(1);,_;, symmetry seems
to be restored in the early universe, and thus the universe is in the U(1)z,_r, symmetric
phase before the freeze-out of sphaleron processes. As we will see, leptogenesis does not
work in the symmetric phase. Therefore, to find a successful scenario of leptogenesis, we

have to seek a setup satisfying the following conditions:

e Right-handed neutrinos have masses much larger than 10-100 GeV.

e The U(1)p,—r, symmetry is broken even in the early universe.

We find that the first condition can be satisfied by a specific choice of Yukawa couplings
of right-handed neutrinos to the U(1);,_r, breaking fields, which in turn results in strict
predictions on the neutrino oscillation parameters. The second condition can also be satisfied
by choosing certain couplings between the U(1),_, breaking scalar fields and the SM Higgs
boson. Based on these outcomes, we demonstrate that non-thermal leptogenesis [48] 49] can
generate a sufficient amount of baryon asymmetry while explaining the muon g — 2 and the

neutrino oscillations at the same time.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [[I, we introduce a model with the
gauged U(1),_r, symmetry and review the seesaw mechanism. In Sec. , we discuss how
heavy the right-handed neutrinos can be. In Sec. [[V] we discuss restoration and breaking
of the U(1)r,—z, symmetry in the early universe. In Sec. , we discuss a possibility of

leptogenesis in this model. Finally, we conclude this paper in Sec. [V
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II. MODEL WITH GAUGED U(1), ., SYMMETRY

Let us start with the setup of the gauged U(1)r,_r, model which reproduces the active
neutrino mass parameters [36] [37] (see also Refs. [39, 40] for earlier works). The U(1)z,—r.
charge assignment for the doublet and the singlet leptons are given below Eq. . Three
right-handed neutrinos are introduced to account for the neutrino oscillations via the type-1I
seesaw mechanism. They have the U(1).,_r, charge as (N, N,, N;) = (0,—1,41) in a
natural way. Note again that all the fermions are described by left-handed Weyl fermions.

To break the U(1)r,—r, symmetry, we introduce two SM singlet scalar bosons oy, with
the U(1)r,—r, charge +1 and +2, respectively. Note that the observed mixing angles among
neutrinos can be reproduced by only o7 [36]. As we will see, however, o, plays an important
role in successful leptogenesis for the parameter region explaining the muon g — 2. Here-
after, we call the sector consisting of Z’ and 5 the U(1)r,—r, sector. We summarize the

phenomenological properties of the symmetry breaking sector in the Appendix [A]

The Lagrangian relating to the neutrino masses is given by

_ - Mr . _ o o
L, =— yrLa®lps — Ay Lo®N; — TRNaNﬁ — hepo1 NoN,, — her ot NN,

1 - 1 -
- §hH#0—2NﬂNM - §h’TTO_;NTNT -+ h.c. y (2)

where ® = €® is the Higgs doublet with the SU(2) antisymmetric tensor €. Due to the
U(1)r,-r, symmetry, the Dirac Yukawa coupling constants and the Majorana mass matrix

for right-handed neutrinos become

ye O 0 )\e 0 O Mee O 0
=109y, 0|, AM=[0 XN, 0|, Mp=| 0 0 M,]|, (3)
00 yr 0 0 A 0 M, 0

where we choose y,, Ao, and M,z are real and positive by rotating the phases of L’s, Ir’s,

and N’s. We call h,g Majorana Yukawa coupling constants.
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When the U(1), -, charged scalar fields obtain non-vanishing expectation values, (01 2),
the U(1)g,—z, symmetry is spontaneously broken. In the present model, both (oy2) can be

real positive (see the Appendix. . In this case, Eq. leads to the mass matrix of N,
hep
o) hyu(o2) My, : (4)

The corresponding mass of the Z’ boson is given by,

m% = 263 ((01)? + 4{02)?) . (5)
To explain the deviation of the muon g — 2, we require, at the vacuum,

(01)3 + 4{09)3 =~ 10-100 GeV , (6)

(see Fig.. As we will discuss later, the temperature-dependent expectation values play
important roles in successful leptogenesis. Thus, we put the subscript 0 on the vacuum ex-
pectation value (VEV) to distinguish it from the temperature-dependent expectation value.
The complex scalar field oy is absent in the minimal model in Refs. [36-38]. In that case,

the mass matrix is reduced to the so-called two-zero minor [50), [51].

The active neutrino masses are given by the seesaw mechanism;
—1 24T _
M, ~ —=MpMp oMp, Mp = \vsw, (7)

where vgw denotes the electroweak symmetry breaking scale, (®)y = vgw ~ 174 GeV. Note
that (012)0 # 0 contribution is crucial to explain the observed neutrino oscillations since
otherwise Mg induces only a mixing angle o3 between the active neutrinos. As we will
see in the next section, even for (oy2) # 0, the mass parameters M. and M, are severely

constrained to reproduce the observed neutrino oscillations.
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Figure 1. Parameter region that explains the muon g — 2 within the lo (red) and the 20 (pink)
ranges [2]. We show my:/gz by the purple lines, which indicate the size of the VEVs of the scalar
fields. The gray shaded region is excluded by the neutrino trident production experiment [52],
the neutrino-electron scattering experiments [53, [54], and the experiment searching for e~ et —
p~ptZ' [55]. In the blue shaded region, the ratio m%/u2 < 1 for T = Ty, in Eq.([{0) (see

Sec. .

For later purposes, it is useful to consider A, Mg g, *, which is related to the low energy

observables via,

Mee hey.<0'1>0 he7'<0'1>0

A2 AeAp XeAr
hep(o1)o  huufo2)o My r 2 d1—117T

St S0 e | = vew x UIM]TUT (8)
her(o1)o Myr hzr(02)0

pYS v Ve 22

where M¢? is a diagonal mass matrix defined by M? = UTM, U with the Pontecorvo-Maki-
Nakagawa-Sakata (PMNS) matrix U. Here, M, is invertible, and thus all the active neutrinos

become massive. The PMNS matrix is represented by the mixing angles 615, 053, 613, the
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Dirac CP phase ¢, and the Majorana CP phases 1,7, as

1 0 0 C13 0 813671'5 c1a S12 0 1 0 0
U=10 Co3  S23 0 1 0 —S12 C12 0 0 6”11/2 0
0 —S823 C23 —513ei5 0 C13 0 0 1 0 0 €i772/2
C12C13 S12C13 size” 1 0 0
_ 5 i5 iy /2
= | —S12C23 — C12523513€""  C12C23 — S12523513€" 523C13 0 et/ 0 ) (9)
. 6 o 0 0 0 ina/2
512523 — C12C23513€ C12523 — 512€23513€ C23C13 €

where s;; and ¢;; denote sin 6;; and cos 0;;, respectively.ﬂ The domains of the mixing angles
are in [0,7/2), while those of the CP phases are in [0,27). We should note that, in this

model, there are no additional CP phases in the lepton sector other than §, n;, and 5.

III. HOW HEAVY CAN THE RIGHT-HANDED NEUTRINOS BE?

In this section, we consider possible ranges of the mass parameters of the right-handed
neutrinos that reproduce the neutrino oscillations. As a reference, we summarize the ob-
served oscillation parameters in Tab. [l As the mixing angles of the active neutrinos are of
O(1), we naively expect that M., and M,, should be O({012)¢). Thus, in order to explain
the muon g — 2 and the neutrino oscillations at the same time, M., and M, are expected

to be 10—-100 GeV.

Surprisingly, however, we find that both M., and M, can be as large as O(107) GeV
for special cases where the active neutrino masses are degenerate. Such large right-handed
neutrino mass parameters open up possibilities for leptogenesis by the decay of right-handed

neutrinos.

2 The above PMNS matrix corresponds to the old PDG convention [56].



Table I. Three-flavor oscillation parameters by NuFIT 5.1 [57[F| with the data on atmospheric
neutrinos by the Super-Kamiokande collaboration.

Normal Ordering Inverted Ordering
best fit point 30 range best fit point 30 range

sin 015 0.304 0.269 — 0.343 0.304 0.269 — 0.343
sin? Oy 0.450 0.408 — 0.603 0.570 0.410 — 0.613
sin? 0,3 0.02246 0.02060 — 0.02435 0.02241 0.02055 — 0.02457
Am3, [107°eV?] 7.42 6.82 — 8.04 7.42 6.82 — 8.04
AmZ, [1073 eV?] 2.510 2.430 — 2.593 —2.490 —2.574 — —2.410
d[°] 230 144 — 350 278 194 — 345

2 http://www.nu-fit.org/

A. Non-degenerate active neutrino masses

First, let us consider the case where the active neutrino masses are not degenerate. Espe-
cially, we assume that the lightest active neutrino mass m is much smaller than , /Am?2 | Jatm"
In this case, the right hand side of Eq. is given by

W2y x (UMAUT) = W o\, Uy + O

of m / 2 ’
l /\
msol/atm

where [ is the index corresponding to the lightest active neutrino. For the central values of

(10)

the neutrino mixing parameters in both of the normal and inverted orderings, the sizes of

UnUg are at least of ©(0.01). In the limit of m; < 4 /Amzol/atm, the first term in Eq.

is dominant. Then, we can obtain a constraint on the mass parameters by comparing the
product of (1,1) and (2, 3) elements and that of (1,2) and (1, 3) elements of Eq. (8). We can

also obtain another constraint by comparing the product of (2,2) and (3,3) elements and
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that of (2,3) and (3,2) elements of Eq. (8. As a result, we find

Mee M,

kil L | 11
h he7—<0'1> ’ ( )
MZ
S LY (12)
h hTT<U2>

where we roughly take all the elements of U, Ug ~ 1. These constraints are independent
of the Dirac Yukawa couplings, \,’s. It can be read that these constraints are valid for
mi S 0.014 JAML o

From the second constraint, we find that M, is at most of O({o2)0). On the other hand,

M., can be as large as (01)3/M,,, which is much larger than (o1)o when M, is much smaller

than <O'1>0.

B. Quasi-degenerate active neutrino masses in the normal ordering

As shown above, the combinations of the elements in Eq. lead to constraints on the
mass parameters. Here, we consider the case where some elements in Eq. vanish and

both M., and M, can be much larger than (o 2)o.

First, we focus on the normal ordering. In this case, the active neutrino masses are given

by

my=my, mg=/m¥+Am2,, m? 4+ Am2,, . (13)

From the CMB observations, the sum of the active neutrino masses is constrained as S m; <
0.26eV at the 95% C.L. [58], which means m; < 0.082eV. (When the CMB lensing and the
BAO are included, it becomes > m; < 0.12eV, which means m; < 0.030eV.) As seen above,

M., and M,,, are tied to (o12)¢ if my < , /Amsol/at To liberate M., and M,,, from (o1 2)o,

we consider m; comparable to \/Am?2, .

As an example, we fix m; = 0.06eV and adopt the center values for Am? and the

sol/atm



following mixing angles:

Am2, =742 x107° eV? | Am2,, = 2.510 x 1073 eV? | 14)
sin?61, = 0.304 , sin? 65 = 0.02246 .

We also take the rest of the oscillation parameters as
sin By ~ 0.565 , & ~268°, m ~355°, my~177°, (15)

where o3 and ¢ are in the 20 ranges of the observational data [57]. In this case, the (1,2)

and (2,2) elements of Eq. (§) vanishf]

) 0.99 ¢~ 0:03¢ 0 0.05 el4i
(% .
Vi x UMYUT ~ % X 0 0 0.88¢31 | . (16)
l
0.05 14 0.88 311 .22 ¢~005

This structure corresponds to he, = h,, = 0. Note also that this zero texture can be
achieved with the opposite CP phases (mod 2), although the corresponding Dirac CP
phase is disfavored by observations [57].

With this structure of Eq. , the mass parameters and (oy2)o are related as

Mee M,uf -~ heT<01>0 hTT<02>0 -~ U%}W

~ ~ =M, ~5x 10" GeV . 17
2 T T T A2 m x ¢ (17)
From this relation, we obtain
M,
MM’T ~ )\uher<01>0 Mee . (18)

3 Here, we numerically find a parameter set in Eq. where the (1,2) and (2,2) elements of Eq. (§)) are
suppressed by a factor of (’)(10*13) compared with the other elements by varying (23,0, 71,72). Thus,
strictly speaking, the (1,2) and (2,2) elements might not vanish exactly. In this case, the constraints on
the mass parameters in Eqs. and are relaxed by this factor, and the mass spectrum discussed in
the following can be realized. This is also true for the case of the inverted ordering discussed below.
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If A\, >~ 1, hey > 1, (01)0 =~ 100 GeV, the mass parameters takes the maximum values as

Mee —1/2
) | (19)

M, ~ 108 o Mee
pr v 107GV (5 x 106 GeV

which is a rough estimate ignoring coefficients of ©(0.01) in Eq. . Note that, even if one
of A\,’s is unity, these choices satisfy the constraints from the charged flavor violation such

as u — e+ [59] or 7 — e+~ [60] due to the smallness of the other A,’s.

For the normal ordering, it is also possible that both (2,2) and (3, 3) elements in Eq.
vanish with specific choices of the lightest active neutrino mass and mixing parameters. This
case is nothing but the minimal gauged U(1)r,_r, model without o studied in Refs. [37, [38].
For this structure, however, the mass parameters are still constrained as Eq. and either

of M. and M, is smaller than the scale of (o1)o.

At the end of this subsection, we comment on the constraints on the effective neutrino
mass for the neutrinoless double beta (0v(3) decay,

Mpg = (20)

E 2
miUei
%

mgag is bounded through the upper bound on the lifetime of the Ovgg3 decay from the
KamLAND-Zen [61] and GERDA [62] experiments as

mps < 36156 meV | (21)
mpgg < 79-180meV , (22)

respectively. The uncertainties of the upper bound come from the variety of nuclear matrix

element calculations. For our parameter choice, we obtain

mgp ~ 61 meV | (23)

which is consistent with the current constraints of the Ov53 decay experiments.
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C. Quasi-degenerate active neutrino masses in the inverted ordering

Next, we consider the inverted ordering. In this case, the active neutrino masses are given

by

my, = \/ml2 + Am2,, — Am2,, ma=/mI+AmZ,, mz=m . (24)

For this mass spectrum, the cosmological constraint »_ m; < 0.26eV [58] corresponds to

m; < 0.077eV. We again consider m; comparable to \/Am?2,  and fix

atm

m;=0.06eV, Am2, =742x107° eV?, Am?_ =2490 x 1073 eV? 5)
sin? 615 = 0.304 , sin®6;5 = 0.02241 .

In this case, we find that the (1,3) and (3, 3) elements of Eq. (8) vanish as

0.78 7003 (.05~ 17 0

2
vaw X UM UT ~ sz—w X | 0.05e717 0.23¢e31 0.88¢e3Y | (26)
l
0 0.88 31 0
for
sin®fy3 = 0.566 , 0~ 270°, 1y ~355°, 1y 177, (27)

where 63 and 0 are in the 1o ranges of the observational data [57]. This structure corre-
sponds to h., = h,r = 0. As in the case of the normal ordering, this zero texture can be

achieved with the opposite CP phases in spite of a disfavored Dirac CP phase.

Since the structure of Eq. is the same as that of Eq. except for the replacement

of i <> 7, we obtain the estimate of

M

M .
Mee

pr ™ )‘uheu<01>0

(28)

Thus, for \; >~ 1, he, >~ 1, (01)o =~ 100 GeV, the mass parameters take the maximum values
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as in Eq. (19).

For this parameter choice, the effective neutrino mass of Ov55 decay is
mps >~ 77meV , (29)

which is consistent with the current constraints of the Ov53 decay experiments.

IV. BREAKING OF THE U(1)z, r, SYMMETRY IN THE EARLY UNIVERSE

As we will see in the next section, successful leptogenesis requires non-vanishing expec-
tation values of 0y, and hence, it is important to clarify the aspects of the U(1)r,_r,
symmetry breaking in the early universe.

In section we introduced two U(1)z,—r, charged scalars. To discuss the nature of
symmetry breaking, it is enough to consider a single U(1)z,—z, charged scalar 0. A tree-
level Lagrangian for o and the SM Higgs doublet ® is given by

Loo = |Du0|2 + |D,U(I)|2 —V(o, ), (30)
Vo, ®) = —p2|o|* — p2d'd + M, |o|* + Ao (@*@)2 + Aao o[> (DTD) |
where p2, u2 express mass parameters for each scalar field, \,, Ap are quartic self-couplings,
and A\, is a Higgs—o coupling. In the following, we take u2, A\, and A\g positive. The
covariant derivative on o is given by, D, = 0, +i92Qr,—1,Z),, while ® has no U(1)r,_r.
charge.
At low energy, the electroweak symmetry is broken by the VEV of &, and hence, the

mass term of ¢ around o = 0 is given by,

—tip|o]* = = (g — Aacviw)lo]* - (31)

Since we require that the U(1);, _; symmetry is broken at the vacuum, we take u2 > 0.
m T y 0
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The resultant VEV of ¢ is given by,

_ Mo
(7)o = e (32)

where we take (0)g real and positive without loss of generality.

A. Symmetry restoration by thermal/finite density effects

Let us consider the symmetry restoration in the early universe. In this subsection, we
neglect \g, for a while, and hence, u2 = p2 > 0. In the early universe, o obtains an
effective mass term as Vog = mZg|o|?, which depends on environment such as thermal bath.
For m2; > g, the U(1)y,_r, symmetry breaking does not occur. Therefore, we find the
cosmic temperature 7' = T, at which the phase of the U(1)z,_r, symmetry changes, that
is, m?¢|r, = p2. Note that pg is bounded from above to explain the muon g — 2 as o =
V2, (0)o < 100 GeV. First, let us evaluate the effective mass squared in the environment
where the U(1)r,_r, sector is thermalized by the U(1)r,_;, gauge interaction with SM
particles in the thermal bath.

The rate of the gauge interaction is given by ', ~ (g% /47)T for T > mz. Then, we

obtain the thermalization temperature as

Ty ~ 6 x 10* GeV ( 9z )4 (33)
10-3)

where the interaction rate I'y becomes equal to the Hubble expansion rate H. For T' < Ty,
the U(1)g,—r, sector is thermalized. The Hubble rate is given by H = \/7%g./907%/Mp,
where Mp is the reduced Planck scale and g, ~ 100 is the effective degrees of freedom of
the relativistic species.

When the U(1)r,_r, sector is thermalized, the thermal mass is given by

A G
7@:<§+%>W>0 (34)
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At high temperatures where the thermal mass is larger than 4, the U(1),,_z, symmetry
is in the symmetric phase. Decreasing the temperature, the symmetry breaking takes place

at the breaking temperature,

A 2 —-1/2
Tiwe = (?" + %) 1o =~ (o) = 10100 GeV . (35)

Therefore, the U(1)z,—r, symmetry is in the symmetric phase for at least Tye < T < Tqy,.

Next, let us move on to higher temperatures, T' > Tiy,, where the U(1)r,_, sector is
not thermalized and ¢ does not obtain the thermal mass. Even in this case, ¢ has an
effective mass squared, m?; = m?,, due to the finite density effect of the non-thermalized
U(1)r,—r, sector particles, which are produced from the SM thermal bath. As derived in
the Appendix [B] it is given by

m?d = Cxnx <P;(1>7 (36)

where nx and px are the number density and momentum of a particle X that interacts with
o, respectively, and C'y is a coefficient depending on the interaction. Here, () expresses the

averaged value over the particle distribution.

To evaluate m#, from the self-interaction of o, we estimate the number density of o, n,.

For the production of o, e.g., uzt — oo*, n, follows the Boltzmann equation,

dn,

dt

+ 3Hn, = (ov)n,, (37)

where the cross section is given by (ov) ~ g3, /(47T?), and n, = (3¢(3)/27*)T3. For T > Ty,
ny is given by
9z

» = K2 MpT?, 38
ne = k7 —Mp (38)

where k is a numerical O(1) factor. For the self-interaction of o in Eq. (30)), the effective

15



mass squared can be read as

2 () ~ 52292 0T 39
My = a‘no’<pa >_’K”' A pi, ( )

where we use (p;') ~ T~! since ¢ is produced from the SM thermal bath.

Compared with the tree-level mass squared u?2,

2 2
miy(T) 6 ( 50 GeV ) 9z \® ( T )
——2 ~2x10 —— — 40
Iug X K ,ua_/ 2)\0 (1073> ﬂh ’ ( )

for T > Ty,. In Fig.[l] we show the parameter region where m2,(Ty,)/p2 < 1 as a blue shaded

regionf] The figure shows that m2 (T)/pu2 > 1 for the parameter region that explains the
muon g — 2, and hence, we find that the U(1)r,_;, symmetry is restored even at the
temperature above Ti,. As a result, we find that the symmetry is preserved at T" > T, by
combining the results from the thermal and finite density effects.

We should discuss here how restoration of the symmetry proceeds when the initial
condition of the universe is in the U(1)r,_r, broken phase. Let us suppose that the
U(1)r,—r, charged scalar field is initially settled at o ~ ()¢ and the scalar potential arises
as V(o) ~ m#|o]? just after reheating of the universe. In this situation, we can consider
that o rapidly moves to o = 0 if

miy > H?. (41)

By using Eq. , it turns out that the symmetry is restored immediately when the following

condition is satisfied;

)\o' 4/ % 4 4/3
T < T ~ ( e ) Mp = 104 GeVAY* (225) . (42)
T

Thus, even if the U(1)z,_r, symmetry is initially broken with o ~ ()0, it is restored at the

temperature relevant to the following discussion.

* We assume that A; > g3, = O(107%), and then the effective mass squared is mainly contributed by the
self-interaction of o. In the figure, we take A\g, = 0, and hence py/v/2X, = mzf/\/EgZI.
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B. Symmetry breaking by thermal effects

So far, we have concentrated on the effects of the U(1),,_r, gauge interaction and the
self-interaction of o, which restores the U(1)r,_r, symmetry at T > Ti,.. The aspects of the
U(1)r,-r, symmetry breaking, however, drastically change when the Higgs—o coupling Ags
takes a certain negative Value.ﬂ In the presence of a sizable \g,, o is thermalized through
the interaction with ®. Then, the effective scalar potential of ¢ obtains a contribution from
the Higgs—o interaction,

V(o) ~ —|Aao|T? x |0, (43)

where we omit a numerical coefficient. For |Ag,| > A, g%,, the thermal mass is dominated

by this contribution. As a result, ¢ acquires a non-zero expectation value,

<U> ~V |)‘¢0‘/)‘UT ) (44)

and thus the U(1)y,_;, symmetry is broken even at high temperatures.

Several comments are in order. Firstly, note that the relative sizes of A\g, Ay, and |Ago|
are constrained by the unbounded-from-below condition, [Ag,| < 2v/AsA,. Under this con-
straint, the back-reaction of (o) to the Higgs potential, i.c., Ao, (0)?|®|? is at most AeT?|P|?.
It is subdominant compared with the top Yukawa contributions, and thus the back-reaction
does not affect the dynamics of the electroweak sector significantly. Incidentally, we also find
the thermal mass of ® through the o-loop is negligible due to |Ags| K A for [Ae,| > A,.

Secondly, note that ¢ and Z’ do not affect the standard cosmology below T' < O(my/).
To see this, we denote the mass eigenstates of the physical components in ® and ¢ by H and
S. The modulus of the Higgs boson ®, contains H and S as ®; = (H cosf + Ssinf)/\/2
with a mixing angle #. We take H to be the observed Higgs boson so that mpy ~ 125 GeV,

while the mass of S, mg, is smallerﬂ We assume A\, > g%, and then mg > my. In this

® In the following, we will take |\g,| < 0(10_2). Then, the VEVs of ® and o do not significantly affect
each other while Ag, < 0 plays an important role at high temperatures. Moreover, pg =~ p, is justified

for this range of A\¢,, and the blue shaded region in Fig. (1} m2,/p2 < 1, is still valid.
6 In the model discussed in the previous section, we have two complex scalars o; and 5. The discussion in

the present section is given in the Appendix E}
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limit, S decays into a pair of the longitudinal mode of Z’ immediately (see the Appendix |A)).
As 7' also decays immediately into a pair of neutrinos, Z' and o do not cause cosmological
problems for mg > myz > O(1) MeV (see Ref. [63]).

Finally, we also comment on the experimental constraints on |A\g,|. In the model discussed
in the previous section, we introduced two scalars, oy and o9, that couple to ® through Age,
and Agg,, respectively. As we see in the Appendix [A] the upper limit on the branching
fraction of Higgs invisible decay mode, Br(H — invisible) < 0.11 [64], leads to

([Xoo, 2 + Moo )72 < 7 x 1072, (45)

(see also Ref. [65]).

V. LEPTOGENESIS IN THE U(1), ., MODEL

We first consider a leptogenesis scenario with a negligible A\g,. In this case, as seen in
the previous section, the U(1)z,_r, symmetry is not broken at 7' > T, = 10100 GeV.
This temperature is lower than the temperature where sphaleron processes freeze out,
Teon ~ 130 Ge\/m Since leptogenesis requires that the sphaleron processes convert the
lepton asymmetry into the baryon asymmetry, we need to consider leptogenesis in the
U(1)r,-r, symmetric phase. As we will see shortly, however, leptogenesis does not occur in
the U(1)r,—r, symmetric phase.

On the other hand, when we consider a sizable A\g; < 0, the U(1)r,_, symmetry is
broken in the early universe. In this case, we find that the non-thermal leptogenesis [48] [49]
can generate sufficient lepton asymmetry to explain the observed baryon asymmetry of the

universe.

7 There could be a region where Tiye 2 Tspn in a corner of the parameter space of Z' to explain the muon
g — 2. In this case, the U(1)z, 1, symmetry breaking takes place before the sphaleron processes freeze
out. Although this leaves a possibility of the leptogenesis scenarios at around T, it is beyond the scope

of this paper.
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A. Failures of leptogenesis in the U(1)., 1, symmetric phase

To discuss leptogenesis in the U(1)z,_r, symmetric phase, it is convenient to construct

a Dirac fermion from the two left-handed Weyl fermions, N, , and N,,

Ny
=| "1, (46)
N}

v

uT

which has a U(1)r,_r, charge —1. In the symmetric phase, M,, provides the Dirac mass
term of W,,. The remaining right-handed neutrino forms a four-component Majorana
fermion,

N,

v.=| 1, (47)

N}
whose Majorana mass is given by M,.. The four component lepton doublets are also given
by,

Lq

U, = , (48)
0

which satisfy P,V = W, with P, being the projection operator on left-handed fermions.

In terms of them, the Lagrangian in Eq. is rewritten as,

L, :Ee + ﬁ,uT ) (49>
1— . Mee_ T+
Lo = WiV, - =W, — (AT P, + ) (50)

Ly :ﬁmiw\pm - MMTEMT‘IINT o <A/’L@;TéPL\PLH + )‘TEM&)PL\DLT + h.c.)
— — 1 —c 1 =
— <h€u01\IJ€PL\I/,” + heTUT‘DePL‘I’ZT + §hW02\IJMTPL\I/M + §hTTa;\IIMPL\IJZT + h.c.) .

(51)
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Figure 2. Tree, vertex, and wave-function diagrams for the decay of right-handed neutrinos. The
plain solid lines, solid lines with arrows, and dashed lines correspond to the right-handed neutrinos,
left-handed leptons, and scalar bosons, respectively.

Here, the bar over the fermion denotes the Dirac conjugate, the superscript ¢ denotes the
charge Conjugationﬁ and Pg is the projection operator on right-handed fermions. The usual
lepton numbexﬂ is violated by the mass terms and Majorana Yukawa interactions in Egs.
and (51)).

As discussed in section , both M,, and M, can be as large as O(107) GeV. Then,
leptogenesis by the decay of the heavy right-handed neutrinos can be considered. Let us first
focus on the decay of W,. In this case, the asymmetry is generated through the interference

of the decay amplitudes given by

M(\Ile — \IILE + CD) = Ceo + Celfe , (52)
M, = U5 + 0 =i+ Fe . (53)

Here, c.y denotes the tree-level amplitude, c.; is the one-loop amplitude where the kine-
matical loop-integration function F,. is factored out. The tree-level and one-loop diagrams
contributing to the decay are shown in Fig.. Note that ¥, does not decay into \II(LCZT at the
tree level, and hence, we do not consider those modes. The lepton asymmetry is proportional

to

IM(U, = Up, + @) — [M(T, — TG+ &N)|* = —dlm|coct; Im[F,] . (54)

8 We define ¥¢ = —i~2¥* and T = ve,
9 The usual lepton number corresponds to the phase rotations, ¥y — e“W¥; U, — ¥, and ¥, —
e, with ¢ € [0, 2m).
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The imaginary part of F, appears from the on-shell singularities, while the imaginary part
of ceoci; depends on the interaction coefficients appearing in the diagrams.

In the U(1),—r, symmetric phase, the flavor-changing (V. <+ ¥,,) wave-function dia-
grams in Fig.[2] do not appear. Thus, such diagrams do not contribute to the asymmetry.
The processes through the vertex diagrams with Majorana Yukawa coupling do not result
in the pairs of \IJ(LCi + &M in the symmetric phase. Thus, we look at the vertex diagrams
with only Dirac Yukawa couplings. However, since the Dirac Yukawa couplings are flavor

diagonal, we find,
Co0 X NS o1 0 NP (55)

and hence, Im|c.oct;] = 0. Therefore, no asymmetry is generated by the decay of ¥, in the
U(1)p,—r, symmetric phase.
Next, we focus on the decay of ¥,,. The asymmetries are obtained from the following

amplitudes,

MV, — \IJCLM + q)T) = Cuo T Fy (56)
MU, >V + @) =cro+ e Fr (57)
MV, =V, + @) =cy+ i Fu s (58)

M6 — UG+ @) =+ & Fr (59)

Here, c,o and c,q are tree-level amplitudes, and c,; and ¢, are one-loop amplitudes where
the loop-integration functions F, ; are factored out. In this case, the lepton asymmetry is

proportional to the sum of,

MV, = T, + @) — MV, = UG+ OF)|* = —4Im[c}oc,n]Im[F,] (60)
MV = T+ ) — [M(VE, = UF 4+ )P = —dlm|crocs, |Im[F,] . (61)

As in the case of the decay of U,, we look at the vertex diagrams with only Dirac Yukawa
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couplings, and we find

C,u() 08 )\,u ) C,ul X )\H‘)\T‘2 ) (62)

Cro X NS e X AP (63)

Note that, in the one-loop vertex diagrams of the decay mode into ¥, only ¥ appears
as a virtual state, and vice versa. From Egs. and , we find that the decay of ¥,
does not generate the lepton asymmetry. As a result, the decay of right-handed neutrinos in
the U(1)r,—r, symmetric phase does not generate the lepton asymmetry. This consequence
coincides with that in previous work [66][7]

For M,,, and M., = O(10) GeV leptogenesis via right-handed neutrino oscillations can be
considered [67, 68]. In the U(1)r,_r, symmetric phase, however, the right-handed neutrinos
have different U(1);,_z, charges, and hence, the oscillations among them do not occur.

Thus, leptogenesis via right-handed neutrino oscillations cannot work.

B. Leptogenesis in the U(1)., 1, broken phase

Below let us discuss leptogenesis in the U(1)z,_z, broken phase. As we have seen in
Sec.[IV B} the U(1)r,—r, symmetry can be broken by the thermal effects for Ag, < 0 with
| Aoo| > A, g%. Hereafter, we assume that both o and o9 obtain non-vanishing expectation
values in the early universe. In the broken phase, U(1),_r, charge is no longer conserved,
and hence, leptogenesis by the right-handed neutrinos may take place. To discuss lepto-
genesis in the broken phase, we take the Majorana mass eigenstates of the right-handed
neutrinos W, (I = 1,2,3) with the mass eigenvalues M; (see Egs. and (C14))). Due to
the nonzero (o 2), one degree of freedom in oy 5 is absorbed into the gauge boson Z’, and
the rest remains as physical degrees of freedom, S, Sz, and P (see the Appendix .

As the simplest possibility, let us discuss the non-thermal leptogenesis where the inflaton

mainly decays into the right-handed neutrinos [48, 49]. The lepton asymmetry is gener-

10 Tn the reference, thermal leptogenesis has been argued with Dirac Yukawa couplings and Majorana masses

for right-handed neutrinos under the exact L, — L, symmetry.
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ated by the subsequent decay of the right-handed neutrinos into the SM leptons and the
Higgs bosons. In this scenario, the reheating temperature after inflation is much lower
than all three right-handed neutrino masses, T < M;. This condition can be satisfied
for Me, M, > Tg. Such large mass parameters are consistent with the observed neutrino

oscillations in the cases in Secs.[[TT Bl and [ITCl

We also assume that the decay rates of the right-handed neutrinos are much larger than
that of the inflaton, i.e., I'p ; > I'iys. In this case, since the Hubble expansion rate at the
reheating is also much smaller than the decay rates of the right-handed neutrinos, we may

approximate that (o12) o< T' is time-independent to discuss leptogenesis.

The yields of the right-handed neutrinos from the inflaton decay are given by

nr R Ninf
Yi=—~ (p—x m)
S S Pinf

Here, s is the entropy density, pgrnr are the energy densities of the radiation and the infla-

X f] . (64)

T=Tg

ton, respectively, and n,s; are the number densities of the inflaton and each right-handed
neutrino W/, The parameter f; is the number of the right-handed neutrinos expected at the
decay of one inflaton. Here, we assume that at least one of f7 is of O(1). In the second equal-
ity, we have used pg =~ pinr at the reheating time. By noting pr/s =~ Tr, Ninf/pPint == 1/Ming

with my,s being the inflaton mass, the yields amount to

TR

Minf

Y~ X fr. (65)

As the right-handed neutrinos immediately decay after the production, the yield of the

lepton asymmetry is given by

= S e M RS (66)

T mmf T

where Any, is the difference between the number densities of (Lq, Ik, ) and (L}, [z.), and ¢
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denotes the asymmetry parameters of each right-handed neutrino defined by

N T(V) — Uy, + @) — T(V) — U5+ o)
€ = Z T .
o D,I

We decompose €; as

ST, — Uy, + @
SLDW, — Uy, + ¢

= ¢; x Br(¥) — Wl 4

—T(W) = U5+ )] 5 S LW = Wy + &)+ (U] — U5+ &)
+T(T) — TG+ D) Ip;
), (68)

€1 =

)
)
o

where ¢; denotes the asymmetry parameters of each right-handed neutrino when W’ decays
into Uy 4+ ® and ¥ 4 &f with the branching ratio, Br(¥} — ‘I/(LC) + ®M). Here, we sum

over the flavor of leptons for both ¢; and the branching ratio.

To evaluate the lepton asymmetry, we present the relevant interactions of the right-handed

neutrinos in the mass basis. The couplings to Z" are given by the covariant derivative as

o Y (0,80 — a2 W

kin = 5 vy ( porg — 1gz'y #QIJ) J s (69)
where @}, can be read from Eq. (C7)). The Dirac Yukawa matrix, A}, is given by

by = — A V0P, — N T Prdil, (70)

Q.

The breaking scalars couple with the right-handed neutrinos through the Majorana Yukawa

term as

w=— > U FSXT, (71)
X=51,52,P
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with

1

2v2

F = (£ —ir°ary) (72)

for X = S, 55, P. See the Appendix [C| for the explicit form of these couplings.

First, we evaluate the branching ratio, Br(¥) — \IJ(LC) + ®®). In addition to the decay
into the SM lepton and Higgs, the right-handed neutrino can also decay into another lighter
right-handed neutrino and the breaking scalar: W) — ¥/, + X or another lighter right-
handed neutrino and the U(1)r,—_r, gauge field: W7 — ¥/, + Z'. Here, we neglect 1 — 3
decay processes because their rates will be subdominant in the total decay rate due to the
phase space suppression. The tree decay rates of V) — \IJ(LC) + o), U, — U, 4+ X, and
U} — U, + 7' are given by

My
F\IILCI’ kit S )\/T)\’ 73
I 877'[ v 1/][17 ( )
/ M
P = ) [ 2 (e 00 - ) L (7
2 233
4 g,M[(l—T)
= S S gy fe(us - ) (75)

where r; = M; /My, vz = my /M. Since T < M, mz and mx evaluated at Tx satisfy
rz < 1 and mx/M; < 1 and we used these limits. From these decay rates, we obtain the

branching ratio as

\IILCD ‘I/L(I)
1—‘I FI

Br(V, — ¥\? 4+ ¢M) ~

~ = ; — (76)
Liree.r Iye® + DX F?JX +>2; P}IJJZ

where I'ee 1 1s the sum of Egs. , , and . Here, we used I'p ; =~ I'tyee. ;. Note that
Br(v) — \I/(LC) + @) =1 for the lightest right-handed neutrino, I = 1.

Next, we evaluate ¢;. To this end, we consider the tree and one-loop diagrams of the
decay of the right-handed neutrinos into \II(LC) + &M, In our setup, three types of one-loop

diagrams contribute to the asymmetry parameters. In Fig.[3| we show the relevant diagrams:
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a4
§1.55 P R
(c)

Figure 3. One-loop diagrams for decays of right-handed neutrinos.

(a) wave-function (W, ® loop), (b) vertex (¥ PV’ loop), and (c¢) wave-function (¥’ X loop).

The contributions from other diagrams are negligible as discussed in the Appendix D] Thus,

€r is given by the sum of asymmetry parameters from the three diagrams as

where

e = @ 4 L9 (77)
(a) 1 Z MIMJ (M2 M2)2 Im[[)\g)\;/]%]] (78)
87T MQ) + M2Ftree] P\,T/\/]II ’
1« Im| XT X U] { 147
— ry|1— (1472 )log( J)} : (79)
87T ; /T)\/ [] ! TJ
© 113 (M} — M})?
€ = O(M;—M
r=2 1287 (1 — r2 ) [NIN ] (M7 — M7 )% + MPTE. x (M7 = M)

X Z [—(L+ r)Im[NIX ) { (L + )2 75 e + (L= 10) 297590
X=51,55,P

+ (L= r)ReNN Ly { (U + 70 [ 905 — (L =rp)Pgis fi }] - (80)

The fractions with I'f,,, ; and I'},, x come from the finite width of the right-handed neutrinos

and regulates the asymmetry parameters in the resonant limit, M; — M, [69].

From these formulae, we evaluate the asymmetry parameters in the normal and inverted

ordering of active neutrino masses assuming the parameters obtained in Secs.[[TI B|and [[TT C|

The results are summarized in Tab. E Here, we fix the expectation values of o; 9 in the
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Table II. Asymmetry parameters in our setup.
Diagrams Total €
(a) (b) (c)
€1 7x 1078 3x 1078 0 1x1077
Normal Ordering | e, 5x 1077 —4x107" —5x107% | -5 x10°°
€3 | —Hx1077  4x1077 —5x107% | —5x 1076
€1 | —Hx107% —2x1078 0 —6 x 1078
Inverted Ordering | e | =8 x 1078 7x107%  3x 1075 | 3x 1076
€3 6x107% —7x10°8 3 x 1076 3 x 1076

vacuum and at the reheating for both the orderings as

<O'1>0 = 80 GeV s

which can be realized by

Aoy = Ay =3 x 1074

<0'2>(] = 50GeV s

Mooy = Apgy, = —3 X 1073

In the normal ordering case, we also fix the parameters asE]

|M,e| =5 x 10°GeV

In this case, the mass eigenvalues of the right-handed neutrinos become

M, ~ 5.0 x 10°GeV

A =1,

M3 — M2 ~1.2x 103GeV .

|her| = 1.

My~ My~14x10"GeV ,

<01,2>TR = ]_05 GeV s

Tr ~ 3 x 10*GeV .

(83)

(84)

Here, My and M3 are highly degenerate because they are dominated by M,, and their

"1 Here, we consider a large value of h.,, whose effect was not discussed in the previous section. Since

we investigate non-thermal leptogenesis, the right-handed neutrinos are not in the thermal bath. They

decay promptly after being generated from the inflatons, and hence we expect that they do not alter the

potential of o. Even if finite density effects of the right-handed neutrinos exist, such effects are negligible

because their number density is much smaller than that of other particles in the thermal bath.
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degeneracy is slightly broken by h,,(o2)r,, which is much smaller than M,,,.

On the other hand, in the inverted ordering case, we fix
M| =5x10°GeV, A\, =1, |h,|=1, (85)

which leads to

M, ~50x10°GeV, My~ M;~1.4x10"GeV , (56)
Ms — My ~ 5.2 x 10°GeV ,

where My and Mj are highly degenerate as in the normal ordering case.

Finally, we evaluate the resultant yield of the lepton asymmetry. Since the observed
baryon asymmetry is ng/s ~ 8.7 x 107! [58] and the sphaleron processes convert the lepton
asymmetry generated at high temperatures into baryon asymmetry as ng ~ (28/79) X ng_r,

the success of leptogenesis requires Y7, ~ —2.5 x 10710,

We first consider the case where the inflaton mainly decays into W}. In this case, we
adopt fi =2 and f, = f3 = 0 as a typical value when the inflaton decays into a pair of the
right-handed neutrinos. From Eq. , the lepton asymmetry becomes

2T:
vy~ Tl (87)

Myinf

Since the decay of the inflaton into a pair of ¥} requires mj,s > 2M;, we obtain the maximum

lepton asymmetry as

T 6 x 1071 (Normal Ordering)
YL SJ —R€1 >~ . (88)
My —4 x 1071 (Inverted Ordering)

This value in the inverted ordering is compatible with the observed baryon asymmetry in
the universe. As we will see below, the washout effects reduce Y by a factor of a few at

most.
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Next, we consider the case where the inflaton mainly decays into ¥4, and W%. As a typical
value, we adopt fo = f3 = 1. While W33 mainly decays into the left-handed lepton and
Higgs, a part of them generates W). Thus, even if the inflaton does not directly decay into

U fi is effectively nonzero and estimated aﬂ

A= 1 [1 ~ Br(V, - 09 4 3] ~0.22 (89)
=23
for both the normal and inverted orderings. From my,s = 2M3, we obtain the maximum

lepton asymmetry as

T —1x10"® (Normal Ordering)
YLgﬁZ&j}: . (90)
3T 6 x 107 (Inverted Ordering)

This value in the normal ordering is compatible with the observed baryon asymmetry of the
universe.

Note that the signs of asymmetry parameters of leptogenesis above are reversed when we

adopt the CP phases opposite to those in Secs. [[TI B] and [[TT C| However, such values of the

Dirac phase 6 (~ 90°) are disfavored in the current neutrino oscillation experiments.

C. Wash-out effects in non-thermal leptogenesis

In the presence of lepton number violating processes, lepton asymmetry in the thermal
bath is washed out due to the unbalance between the rates of the processes including leptons
and anti-leptons. We evaluate the wash-out effects from the inverse decay of U and lepton
number violating scatterings with AL = 1 and 2 in our scenario. It turns out that the effects
are not significant with Tr < 4 x 10* GeV in the case of the benchmark point in the previous

subsection.

12 The branching ratio of ¥} into W} is negligible due to the degeneracy of the masses.
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1. Inverse decay

The inverse decay of ¥/ from the thermal bath violates lepton number by AL = 1. Since
non-thermal leptogenesis requires M; > Tg, the inverse decay rate is suppressed. We here
estimate the condition of z; = M;/Tg for the wash-out effect of the inverse decay to be

inefficient. The inverse decay rate, I'ip , is given by

Py = TVE0 5 '
=177 X ned’
. M,TN\Y?
n' = gn (?) e TI, (91)
neq — §C(3) T3

4 72 =7

where gy = 2.@ From the above equations, I'lp ; is obtained with respect to z; as

I'ips(zr) Z\)\ 7 M123/2 _217 (92)
and
r 5 x 108 GeV
;ID(IT(Z” ~ 8 X 1092|>\ 2 (—X i © )4/2@—21. (93)

From Y |\,;|? ~ 1 in our setup, it suggests that I'p ;(2;)/H(Tr) < 1 can be satisfied for
all I's if

Tr < 1.4 x 10°GeV (94)

when M; ~ 5 x 10GeV and My 3 ~ 1.4 x 107 GeV.

13 In the limit of Any,/n® < 1, the lepton asymmetry follows Any + 3HAny D —I'ip,rAng.
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2. AL =1 scatterings

Scattering processes of W, and left-handed leptons with AL = 1 also contribute to the
wash-out effects, e.g., U} + U, — f+ f, where f is a SM fermion. Here, the right-handed
neutrinos do not appear in the final state since M; > Tx in non-thermal leptogenesis. The

Boltzmann equation of the lepton asymmetry in terms of Y7 is given by,
Yy~ Z (€lprYr —Dar—11YLY7) - (95)
i

where the second term expresses the wash-out effect from the AL = 1 scatterings. Here, Y7,
is at most Y ;€Y (Tr) = > ; €1fiTr/Mins. Assuming that the inflaton mainly decays into

one of ¥/ with favorable €;, it is sufficient to focus on such a ¥’ in the Boltzmann equation;

) T .
YL 2 (FD,I —DPar=11f1 mR ) €rYr . (96)

inf

This shows that the wash-out effect due to the AL = 1 scattering becomes negligible when
I'ps > Dar—1s because Tr/minys < 1 and fr = O(1). Actually, for T' << My, I'n ;> Tar—11
is satisfied for ¥)’s interacting with the SM thermal bath as seen in, for example, Fig.5 of
Ref. [70]. We have also checked that I'p ; > I'az—1 s is satisfied when we consider interactions

involving the U(1)r,—r, sector particles.

3. AL =2 scatterings

Finally, scattering processes between left-handed leptons and SM Higgs with a virtual U’
can violate the lepton number by AL = 2 like Uy, ® — W7 O and Uy, ¥y, — OO

For T' <« My, the invariant amplitude squared is given by
_ 2 _ 2
(Mar=al* =D Na |Nor M N | (P - pry) = Na|As[Maglsadal” (pr. - pr,), — (97)
I

where Ng = 10 is a numerical coefficient from relevant diagrams (Ngq = 8 comes from
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U, ¢ — \I/CLBQDT and Nq = 2 comes from ¥ ¥r, — ®d), and py, is the four-momentum
of left-handed lepton with a flavor. We used the relations of Yukawa couplings and masses
between the flavor and mass bases in the last equality (see Appendix. From this amplitude

squared, the cross-section of the AL = 2 scatterings is obtained as

Ny
327

_ 2
A [MRéH] Ba Aa

, (98)

[ov]ga ~
where, as a typical value, we took the energies of SM particles as T'.

For the neutrino oscillation parameters discussed in Sec.[[ITB| for the normal ordering,

Py = hey = 0, which leads to

-1 he‘r(a' >
M, —m 0
— her{o hz.r 01)24-hrr Mee (o _
Mple =]~ Mi:) _ <1>1\4:6M5]TW (o2) M- (99)
0 M} 0

For the benchmark point of non-thermal leptogenesis discussed in Sec.[VB]

Ae~ 1070, Au~1l, A ~10% ) Ay ~1, by~ 1077

M. ~5x10°GeV , M, ~10"GeV , (0;) ~Tg ~ 10°GeV , 1o
the largest wash-out effect is for &« = 8 = pu, and the scattering rate is given by
R I e LWLV (101)
Then, I'ar=2|,, < H requires
Tr <4 x 10*GeV. (102)

Since Tr in our benchmark point is close to this bound, the generated lepton asymmetry

estimated in the previous subsection may be reduced by about a factor of two. Therefore,
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the result for inverted ordering in Eq. is barely consistent with the observed baryon
asymmetry.ﬁ On the other hand, that for normal ordering in Eq. is sufficiently large

to explain the observed value.

VI. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

An extension of the SM with the gauged U(1)z,—r, symmetry can explain the muon g —2
anomaly. The gauged U(1)r,_z, symmetry is also consistent with the observed neutrino os-
cillations through the seesaw mechanism where three right-handed neutrinos N,, N,,, N, have
the U(1)z,—z, charges 0, —1, 41, respectively. In this paper, we investigated if leptogenesis
can work while explaining the neutrino masses and muon g — 2 anomaly at the same time.ﬁ

In our discussion, we sought the scenario where all the right-handed neutrinos are much
heavier than the electroweak scale. Such a spectrum is highly non-trivial because right-
handed neutrino masses are typically tied to the U(1)r,_r, breaking scale, 10-100 GeV.
Nevertheless, we found that it is possible that all the right-handed neutrinos can be as
heavy as 10" GeV only when the Yukawa couplings have specific structures as in Egs.
and (26).

We also found that leptogenesis requires U(1)r, 1, symmetry breaking in the early uni-
verse because the U(1)z,_r, symmetry prohibits the flavor mixing among the right-handed
neutrinos. As we have seen, however, the gauge and self interactions of the breaking fields
o’s tend to restore the U(1),_r, symmetry. Thus, to achieve the U(1)z,_, broken phase
in the early universe, we assumed a sizable negative value of Higgs—o coupling \g,, which
leads to (o) ~ v/|A\eo|/ Ao T

With these observations, we considered non-thermal leptogenesis and estimated the gen-
erated lepton asymmetry for both orderings of active neutrino masses. Even taking into

account the wash-out effects on the asymmetry, we found the parameter points to gener-

14 In our analysis, we have not sought the optimal value of the lepton asymmetry for each ordering, and it

is possible to achieve a larger lepton asymmetry by a factor of O(1).
15 In Ref. [71], leptogenesis has been discussed in a setup where the Z’ mass and the U(1)r,-r, breaking

scale are highly separated by considering a hierarchical charge assignment between the U (1), 1., breaking
fields and the SM leptons.
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ate a sufficient lepton asymmetry compatible with the observed baryon asymmetry of the
universe. Therefore, we conclude that this model can explain the above three phenomena

beyond the SM simultaneously.

In closing, we should mention that this scenario will be tested from various aspects in
near future. Firstly, the extra neutral gauge boson Z’ explaining the muon g — 2 anomaly
will be probed by COHERENT [72] and NA64u at CERN [73] [74]. Secondly, improvement
of the upper bound on the sum of active neutrino masses from the CMB observations will
probe this scenario. To have the right-handed neutrino masses much larger than (o 2)o,

2> 0.18eV, which will be robustly tested in the future CMB

~

our scenario requires » . m;
observations such as CMB-S4 [75]. Finally, theoretical and experimental progress on the
Ovf5 decay will also be important for its test because relatively large values of the effective

neutrino mass are suggested for this successful non-thermal leptogenesis as Eqgs. and

(29).
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Appendix A: Symmetry breaking sector

In this appendix, we summarize the symmetry breaking sector of the U(1)r,_r, model.
In our scenario, we considered two SM singlet scalar bosons, 15, with the U(1)z,_r, charge

+1 and +2, respectively.
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1. Model with a single scalar

For the sake of brevity, let us first consider the model with a single scalar, o. The scalar

potential of ¢ and the Higgs doublet ® is given by,
V(®,0) = —pi2[o]? — 1201D 4+ A, |o|" 4+ Ag (B1®)” + g, o] (BTP) (A1)

where u2, 2 express mass parameters for each scalar field, \,, g are quartic self-couplings,
and \g, is a Higgs—o coupling. As we have discussed in Sec.[[VB], we assume g, < 0, while

Ao and Ag are positive. Around the vacuum, we decompose ® and o as,

H* 1
P = 1 - . o=v+ —(S+iA), A2
UEW—FE(H-FZ'CL) \/§( ) ( )

where vgw and v are VEVs . The charged Higgs scalar H* and the CP-odd scalars a and

A are would-be Goldstone modes, which are set to be zero in the unitary gauge.
From 0V/8H = 0V/dS = 0, we find
13 = 22aVaw + oot , 12 = 20,07 + AgoUhyy - (A3)
The squared masses of the CP-even scalars are given by,

4/\@.?}%“’ 2/\q>JUEwl}

M? = : (A4)
2)\<1>UUEWv 4)\0212
in the (H,S) basis. The mass eigenstates are obtained by,
H cosf sinf H
= . (A5)
S —sinf cos® S
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where

AooV VEW

tan 20 ~ .
AopViw — Ao 02

(A6)

As we are interested in the parameter region where Ag > |Ag,|, A, With v >~ 10-100 GeV,
we approximate Eq. (A6) by,

1 AosVVEW _ 2Aa0? VEw

0~ — o~ A7
2 A\oViw m2 ' (A7)

where the mass eigenvalues are given by,
m = Dy (14 O(3,)) . md = D1+ 0(3,) (A8

To reproduce the observed Higgs mass mpy =~ 125 GeV and vgw ~ 174 GeV, we take g ~
0.13.

To the leading order of A\g, and A, the scalar couplings relevant to H and S decays are

given by,
1 s 1 s 1 2
LD _§QHSSHS - igHAAHA - §QSAASA , (A9)
with
1 m? 1 m? 1 m?
QHSSZETH x 0, gHAAZ%TH x 0, gSAAZﬁTS - (A10)

Although the couplings to A are vanishing in the unitary gauge, they are useful to esti-
mate the Higgs decay rate into Z’ through the Goldstone equivalence theorem. The scalar

couplings to Z' in the unitary gauge are also obtained from the kinetic term, |D,o|?, as

LD Lv2my
2w

(S —0H)Z, 2" , (A11)
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where
my = 295Q*v* | (A12)
with @, being the U(1)z,_z, charge of 0.

Now, let us calculate the decay rates of H and S. The decay rates into a pair of Z'’s are

given by,
1 MA m om2,\? 1 md
Ty =——2 92 (2 g (122 ~_— g2 A13
A= 2= 6m v2myy ( + 4m?, m2 64r v2 (A13)
1 MLA ma om2,\ 2 1 m3
Dgpiy=——2 |2 S (1-—Z ~_— 5 Al4
ST 167 v?mg ( T I, ( mZ ) 64 v? (Al4)

These decay rates are in agreement with those into the Goldstone modes, I'g_, 44 and I's_, 44,
which demonstrates the Goldstone equivalence theorem. The Higgs boson also decays into

a pair of S’s with the decay rate

1 2 4 2\ 1/2 1 3
Ty g5 = —o— 2158 (1— ms) ~ g2 (A15)

321 mpy m T G4m0
where we have assumed my > mg in the second equality. In Fig.[d we show the partial
decay rates of S into a pair of Z"’s and those into the SM particles. The figure shows that S
dominantly decays into Z’ for sinf < 1. As Z’ mainly decays into a pair of v’s, the decays

of S are virtually invisible.

Since decays of S and Z’ are invisible, both I'yy_, 7z and 'y, g5 contribute to the invisible

decay mode of the Higgs boson as

Thozz +T
Br(H — invisible) = - f}i z ;Z f?f — (A16)
—2'Z' —

where I'gy is the predicted value of the Higgs decay width into the SM particles, I'syy =~
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; — FS*}Z’Z’("LZ’ =100 1\10\[7 gz = 1073)

10731
Tsomz(mg = 15MeV, gz =5 x 10=4
1074
P — Toysm\(um)/ S5
107

2
Usoui/ 5

Decay Rates [GéV]

mg/GeV

Figure 4. The decay rates of S. The black line shows the total decay rate into the SM particles
other than pp while the red line shows that into pfi, which are extracted from Ref. [76]. They are
normalized by the mixing angle 83 = sin?#. The blue line shows the decay rate of S into a pair of
Z"’s for mz = 100 MeV and gz = 1073 ((0)¢ = 100 GeV) for sin < 1. The yellow line shows the
decay rate into a pair of Z'’s for mz = 15 MeV and gz = 5 x 1074 ((¢)g = 30 GeV) for sinf < 1.

4.1MeV [77]. For my > my, mg, we obtain

2 9
Aoo Viw (A17)

nozz +ThHss =~ .
87TmH

Thus, from the upper limit on the branching fraction of Higgs invisible decay mode, Br(H —

invisible) < 0.11 [64], we find the upper limit on |Ags|,
r 1/2
Ao = (M « Br(H — invisible)) <T7Tx1073 (A18)
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2. Model with two scalars

Next, let us summarize the scalar sector with two U(1)z,—p, charged fields oy and o3. In

this case, the scalar potential is extended to,

V(®,01,00) = — 3 ®'® — 2 |04 — pi2, oo
+ A (B10) 4+ Ay |01 [ + Mgy |0
+ Aoy (BTP) |01 * + Aoy (T D) |02 |

— coyo? — coa0t? (A19)

where ¢ is a real-valued coupling constant with mass dimension one. We have omitted a

possible |o1|?|o2|? term for simplicity. We assume Ag,, < 0 (i = 1,2) and Mg 4,0, > 0.

Around the vacuum, the scalar fields are decomposed as

H+ 1
P = 1 . o=+ —(S;+id), (i=1,2). A20
vEW+E(H+m) \/5( ) ) (A20)

In this case, H', a, and a linear combination of /11,2 are would-be Goldstone modes, which

are set to zero in the unitary gauge.

From OV/0H = 0V/dS; = 0, we find

:u?b = 2)‘HU]25)W + )‘¢’01U% + >‘<I>02’U§ ) (A21)

1o, = 22,07 + Ao, Upyy — 2€03 (A22)
2 2 2 v}

Hey = 2>‘U2U2 + >“1>02UEW - CU_ : (A23>
2

39



The squared mass matrix of the CP-even scalars are given by,

2
ANeVEW”  2X00, VIVEW  2Ad0, V2URW

M2 = | 2\¢0,010Ew 45,07 —2cv; 7 (A24)
2
2o, V2UEW —2c1 o + 4, U%
)
in the (H, S, S,) basis. As we are interested in the case where Ag > [Aoo,|, Ao, (i = 1,2),
we can approximately diagonalize the matrix by,
f{ - H - 6151 - 6232 5 (A25)
S =8, +6,H , (A26)
Sy =Sy 4 6,H | (A27)
where the small mixing angles are given by,
1 Aeo,v; 2)\p0, V;
0; ~ — q; DIVEW 5 2 11; UEW : (A28)

for i = 1,2 with small multiplicative correction factors of O(Aey,,cvi/mm, As,). To the

leading order of Ag,,, cv;/mp, Ay,, the squared mass matrix of (gl, 52) is given by,

, 4\, 03 —2cv;
Mg ~ 2 : (A29)
° —2cvy 1 + 4y, V3
Vg

We define the mass eigenstates of M2 as (51, S2) whose masses are denoted by mg, and mg,.

The squared mass matrix of the CP-odd scalars is given by,

4evyg —2cvq
M3 = 2| (A30)
—2cv;
(%)
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in the (A;, Ay) basis. The matrix can be diagonalized by

A cosa  sina A,
= . , (A31)
P —sina cos« As
where
sina = cos o = (A32)

21)2 U1
Vo2 + 402 NET
Here, A corresponds to the massless would-be Goldstone mode, while the mass of P is given

by,

c(v? + 4v)
V2 .

(A33)

m2 =

After eliminating the mixings to S’i’s, the Higgs couplings to the scalar sector are given

by,
~ 1 .
L=y (—ggmgﬁ S? = 59uaal A?) : (A34)

where

The absence of HS;Sy and H 12111212 is due to our simplification that we have omitted the
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|o1|?|02|? term. The Higgs couplings to Z”’s and P are, on the other hand, given by

2 0 0
L= — /262 (0,6, + dvys)HZ' 7 — L (52—1+c2—2> HP?
gZ(11 22) w 2\/5 avl aUg
— gz/(sabh — 2¢402)(PO,HZ" — HO,PZ"") , (A36)
1 \/§m2Z, 1 m2 01 92
= L (4,0, + Aunly) HZ 2 — —— —TH ([ 4q270 272 ) [ p2
pur g agg (1O T Aebe) HZ, 2\/§v1+4v§(v201+vlw
Oy 0, 0
- M (—1 - —2) (PO,HZ" — HO,PZ") , (A37)
vi +4vs \v1 vy

where s, = sin« and ¢, = cos a.

As in the case of the single scalar model, S; 2 dominantly decay into a pair of Z”’s. As
we will see below, P can decay into a CP-even scalar and Z’. Thus, the branching ratio of
the invisible Higgs decay is given by,

F A F F F ’
Br(H — invisible) = H-z'z7 t L nsss + L aspp + 1 aszp (A38)

Y

sy +Twozz +Thosss +aspp +Taozp

where 'y 55 denotes the sum of the decay rates into the CP-even scalars (S7,53). For

mg > My, Mg, , Ms,, Mp, We ﬁndﬁ

(Mool + Py

87rmH

U'nozz +Tosss+lupp +Tnszp =~ (A40)

As a result, the upper limit on the branching fraction of Higgs invisible decay mode, Br(H —

invisible) < 0.11 [64], results in a constraint,
(Ao, I 4 (Moo )2 < Tx 1072 (A41)

for the two scalar models (see Eq. (A18))).

16 Note that
iz +Tuspp+luszp =Ty 4 04, Ty 4,04, (A39)

in the limit of mpy > mp, which is in agreement with the Goldstone equivalence theorem.
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Finally, let us comment on the fate of the CP-odd scalar P. Through the interactions,
L= ngsapaungl“ — gzlsagl(?MPZ"‘ — 2gZ:caP8HS’2Z'“ -+ 2gZ/caS~'28uPZ'“ R (A42)

P decays into Z’ and a CP-even scalar when kinematically allowed. In such a case, the
decay rate of P is comparable to those of the CP-even scalars in Fig.[d] for mp = O(mg,).

For example, for

v =80GeV , vy, =50GeV, ¢=0.03GeV (A43)
Aoy = Aoy =3 X107 | Agg, = Aggy, =3 x 1072, (A44)

we obtain
mg, =3.5GeV , mg, =14GeV, mp=31GeV (A45)

which allows P — Z' + S5. Hence, P does not cause any cosmological problems for mp =
O(1) GeV.

When P is lighter than both the CP-even scalars, P decays into Z'Z’'Z’ through a virtual
CP-even scalar. In this case, the decay rate of P is expected to be roughly suppressed by
AZmp/(8wm,) compared to the two-body decay rate in Fig.[dl Even in such a case, P does

not cause cosmological problems as long as its decay temperature, Tp ~ /I'pMp, is much

higher than O(10) MeV.

Appendix B: Finite density effect

In this appendix, we derive an effective mass of a scalar field that couples to the particles
with finite densities. For simplicity, let us consider a model where a complex scalar field o

couples to a real scalar field x that has finite density. The Lagrangian density of them is
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assumed to be

1
L= \@p[z + 5(@){)2 -V, (B1)

1 K
V = X(|o]? —v?)? + §mix2 + §><2|(7|2 , (B2)
where )\, and k are dimensionless coupling constants, and v and m, are the parameters
with mass dimension one. We assume A, > 0 so that the scalar potential of ¢ is bounded
from below. In general, the sign of x can be positive or negative. In this model, o obtains a
non-vanishing expectation value at the vacuum, which breaks the global U(1) symmetry of

g.

Let us consider a system with a finite volume Vap = L3, where L is a large length scale.

The mode expansion of y is then given by,

(ne” ™" + ale™) | (B3)

R 1 1

where n = (ny,ng, n3) is a set of three integers, with which the 3D momentum of y is given

by,

2
p= %n : (B4)

The creation and annihilation operators satisfy
[an, 0%,] = pn - (B5)
Let us assume that the number density of x is n, # 0, which is given by
Ny = —— Ny (B6)

where N, is the particle number for each mode in the 3D volume V3p. The corresponding
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particle state of x is given by,

=11 ™| o (B7)

where

(0[0) =1, (B8)
(nylny) =1. (B9)

In this state, the expectation value of x?(x) is given by

~ 2 —i(p—p’)x
(ny] [XQ(I)}R Iny) = Z W(W!alﬂnf@ (b=#) ) (B10)
Nn
=> T (B11)
= ny(py") - (B12)

Note that we define the renormalized operator [x*(x)]z by
()] = X*(2) = (01x*(2)]0) . (B13)

Now consider the effective mass of ¢ around its origin,

. *V
" Do*do

= —2)\,0% + %/{( [X2}R> (B14)

o=0

1
= —2)\,v% + 5””x<p61> . (B15)

Thus, for k > 0, the effective mass of o becomes positive for

4\, v?
ny > 0 (B16)
K (pg )
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and hence, the U(1) symmetry of o is restored due to the finite density effect. When x is

thermalized, for example, the above mass term reproduces the thermal mass
2 K o
=—T°. B17
mth|X 24 ( )
Now, let us apply this result to the U(1),_r, model. In this case, o couples to the

U(1)1,-r, gauge boson, which is expected to have a finite density in the early universe. The

relevant coupling is
L=|D,o|* D> g*A A" o)? = —g*A;Aila]? | (B18)

where we take the unitary gauge. Thus, o couples to the finite density particle with x =
2¢g? > 0, and hence, we find that the U(1) symmetry of o can be restored by the finite
density of the gauge boson.

Let us also comment that the finite density of o itself can also contribute to the effective
mass of o. Since the quartic coupling constant A, is required to be positive to avoid the
potential unbounded from below. Thus, the finite density of ¢ also can restore the symmetry.
In the case of the thermalized o, the finite density effects on the mass reduce to the thermal

mass,

Ao
m2|e = ?TQ . (B19)

Appendix C: Mass basis of right-handed neutrinos

Here, we introduce the mass basis of the right-handed neutrinos in the U(1)r,_r, broken
phase and summarize the Lagrangian for four-component fermions in the mass basis. This
Lagrangian will be used to evaluate the asymmetry parameters in the Appendix D] On the

notations of fermions, we follow Ref. [35].

First, we consider the mass basis in the U(1),_r, broken phase. In terms of two-
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component fermions, the Lagrangian related to right-handed neutrinos is given by

_ _ Mpos - - . o o
L =iN!g"D,N, + (— 12* E NoNs — AasLa®Ns — hepoy NN, — heroi NN,

1 I o
~5hun02 NNy = Sher 03N, N, h.c.) . (C1)

When the U(1), 1, symmetry is spontaneously broken due to nonzero (o 2), the Majorana

mass term receives additional contributions from the Majorana Yukawa terms as
hep
MR,eff = heu 01> hMM<02> MMT . (02)

Thus, either of N, is not the mass eigenstates in general. Since Mp . is a complex symmetric

matrix, it is diagonalized by a unitary matrix € using the Autonne-Takagi factorization as

My, 0 O
Mpg=| 0 My 0 | =Q MpesQ2. (C3)
0 0 Ms

Here, M; is the mass eigenvalue with I = 1,2,3 and we choose €2 so that M; is real and
M; < My < M; without loss of generality. Thus, the Majorana mass term is diagonalized
as
o Mp o - _ M}, e
NT$N = N’%eﬁ]\f’ : (C4)

where N} = Q}O(Na represents the mass eigenstates.
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Using this mass basis, we rewrite the Lagrangian in Eq. (C1)) as

val

L =iNjg"D! ;N — (Mfl%’;ff” N'INs + X, La® N} + %H;g’aalz\‘/;ﬁg i+ %H;;%;N}N}
L HY SouNINy + LHIS 00NN + h.c.) | (C5)
Here,
do; =0, — (o) =
and the covariant derivative is given by,

D/IUJ = a,u(S]J — Z.gZ’ZLQ;aQZBQﬁJ

= 0,017 — 192 2,Q%y (C7)
with
00 O
Q'=1o01 0| . (C8)
00 —1

The Dirac Yukawa couplings are given by

!/

var = MvapSdar (C9)
and the Majorana Yukawa couplings are represented by the matrices:

HP = QTH*PQ | (C10)
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with

0 ey O 0 0 he

H*=|h, 0 0, H'=|0 00 |, (C11)
0 00 her 00
00 0 00 0

H*"={0h, 0, H =00 0 | . (C12)
00 0 00 h,

Next, we rewrite the Lagrangian in terms of four-component fermions:

N, L,
\Ija = , \I/L = . (013)

[e3

N 0
The mass eigenstates of right-handed neutrinos as four-component fermions are given by
U= v, . (C14)
Then, the Lagrangian becomes
L= Ly + Liass + Loy + Lary (C15)
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with

7 —
/ o / !/
kin — ~4 ImIJ\IjJ

2
::%QFfVLQL5L]—igZ752LQ}0‘yg, (C'16)
Lo = ~ 371 (RelMpg] — "I [Mp ), W) (1)
v = =M O OP U, — XY W, PRdfu (C18)
Ww=— > U FNXT,. (C19)

X=81,41,%2,45
Here,

(Re[H‘Z“’ + HeTI] _ z'751m[H6“’ + HET/])IJ

FS = , C20
1J 2\/5 ( )
Ff} _ (Re[i(H* — H™")| — i Tm[i( H — H)]) 1y ’ (C21)
2v/2
. R HMN’ HTT/ s 51 H#N’ HTT/
2v/2
FA = (Re[i(H™" — H™™)] — iy*lm[i(H™ = H™)]);, (C23)
2v/2
For later convenience, we also define
1 .
Fiy =—= (fiy —i7"a1y) - (C24)
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Appendix D: Asymmetry parameters

Using the Lagrangian in the Appendix [C] we evaluate the asymmetry parameters in the

decays of the right-handed neutrinos. In particular, we consider the decays of

(AR PR (D1)
A K (D2)
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Figure 5. Momentum assignment in tree, wave-function, and vertex diagrams.

To evaluate the asymmetry parameters, we consider tree (Fig. @ and one-loop (Figs. f
diagrams. The one-loop diagrams are classified into wave-function and vertex diagrams. The
assignment of the momenta in the following calculations is shown in Fig. [ Hereafter, we
approximate that the particles other than the right-handed neutrinos are massless. We also
take the leading order of A\g,, and cv;/mpy. In other words, we ignore the mixings among
the Higgs and 5’172 and identify 5”172 with the mass eigenstates S; 2. The CP-odd scalars 1211
and A, are related to the physical degree of freedom P by

Al = —Psina, Ay=Pcosa, (D3)
where we neglect the would-be Goldstone mode, A (see also the Appendix [Al).

First, we consider the tree diagrams in Fig. [} The amplitudes of these processes are

given by

The decay rate of right-handed neutrinos through these processes is proportional to

‘Mtree|2 + |mtree|2 - Q[ASA;]IIEPLUEPRU <D6)
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N
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Figure 6. Tree diagrams for decays of right-handed neutrinos. Plain solid lines, solid lines with
arrows, and dashed lines correspond to right-handed neutrinos, left-handed leptons, and scalar
bosons, respectively.

1. Wave-function diagram with ¥;® loop

The diagrams with W, loop in the upper side of Fig. [7| give

. . (b, + My), d*q, ¢ i .

L — o A/* P Z(%l o )\/ P w/ Rat . )\/* P D
ZMG, U’( tAvag R) k% — Mg ( ? vBJ L)n (27’(’)4 q% (Q1 —_ kl)g( ¢ vpI R)u ; ( 7)
i(fy + My) dq, id, i

—L
' BT (iN, 5 P,
Z'/\/la k}% —M3 ( LALBT L)n /(2%)4 q% (ql —k1)2<

w(—iX, ., Pr)

vaJ

—iX, 3 Pr)u , (D8)
where n,, = 2 represents the degree of freedom of the SU(2) doublet in the loop.

The diagrams with \IJEB loop in the lower side of Fig. m give

. c _ . ] + MJ) . d4q1 Zg 1 .

Le _ o A/* P Z(%l o )\/* P w/ A1 . A, P D
ZMa U’( Ao R) k’% . Mg ( t vBJ R)” (27_{_)4 q% ((h _ k1)2( ¢ vBI L)u7 ( 9)
—rIc i(fy + M), /d4CI1 if i .

= U(—iN, 0, Pr)—5——(—iA5, Pr) N = —iX, 5 Pr)u .
ZMa U( LAvag L) k% _ M; ( t vBJ R>n (27’(’)4 q% (Q1 _ k_l)g( t vBI L)u

(D10)

As discussed in Sec. [VA] the asymmetry parameters are proportional to the imaginary

part coming from loop integrals. Thus, we pick up the imaginary part in the loop integrals
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Figure 7. Wave-function diagrams with W ® loop for decays of right-handed neutrinos.

and obtain
ME S

——L

M

a
ME S

LC
a

M

Then, the difference between |M|? and [M|? from diagram (a) is

(IMJ* = [M[*)a

As a result, we obtain the asymmetric parameter as

(MP—MP)e 1

(a)
€ = —
D Migee|? 4+ [Migee?

8

ZMIQ)\/* JP\/T)\/*]JI B
vo |14 v P Dll
16m(M2 — M2) R (D11)
Z-MIMJ)\/ J[)\/T)\/*]JI,
rvo |4 14 P D12
160(M2 — M) E (D12)
AM M N IV T
rvo v v P D13
16m(M2 — M2) R (D13)
PMEN, SN ] g1
[ 4e] v_v UP u . D14
16m(M2 — M2) " (D14)
MM juPruuPru
— —I )\/T)\/ 2 1 J L R D15
Z MiM; (M7 — M3)* Im[[)\g)\:,]%]]
+ M — M3 (M7 — M3)* + MPT% ., (NI
(D16)
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Figure 8. Vertex diagrams with W ®W’ loop for decays of right-handed neutrinos.

where we introduce the regulator with ', ; reflecting the finite width of the right-handed

tree,

neutrinos [69].

2. Vertex diagram with V;®V’ loop

The vertex diagrams with W;®WU’ loop in Fig. [§] give

. 1 d*qy (ks — 1+M> s i(fy — 1) )
My = =i Pr) [ G e i ) S i)

(D17)
_ g (Fy — . M - (R — ' ‘

(D18)

Note that M, does not include n,,.

As in the case of diagram (a), we pick the imaginary part in the loop integrals and obtain

Z?“J

M, 16 /\faj[)\g)\:,]ﬂ (1 +(1+ r?]) log r?] — (14 7“?,) log(l + 7“3)) uPru , (D19)
M, D Zg‘] A/VQJ[A;TA,V*]J] (1 +(1+ 7"3) log 7"3 —(1+ 7’3) log(l + 7’3)) uPru . (D20)

As a result, the asymmetry parameter from diagram (b) is given by

egw:_izwm {1 (1+7‘J)log(1jr‘]>} , (D21)

8m = NN J
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Figure 9. Wave-function diagrams with W' X loop for decays of right-handed neutrinos.

where r; = M;/Mj.

3. Wave-function diagram with ¥'X loop

The wave-function diagrams with U'X loop in Fig. [J] give

: o (Fy+ Mk), . d'q, ild, + M) i :
X _ . )\/* P Z(%l . FX / 1 . FX
Z'/\/lc U( LAvaK R) ]{3% . MIZ( ( ¢ KJ) (271_)4 q% . M3 ((h _ kl)g . M)Z(( ¢ JI)U )
(D22)
—_—X . i(fy + Mg) d*q, i(d, + M) ? ‘
= U(—iX,  Pr) =55 (—iF} / ! —iF}
Z~/\/lc u( LAvaK L) k% —_ M}Q{ ( ¢ KJ) (271')4 q% — M; (Q1 — k1)2 —_ M)Q(( L JI)u )
(D23)

where X = 57, S5, P is the scalar particle in the loop.

The loop integral in M, and M, has a nonzero imaginary part only when M; > M; as

expected from the optical theorem. For M; > M, we pick the imaginary part in the loop
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integrals and obtain

ME S iAo (M} — M) [(M; — My)Pg5{(Mr + Mg) gy, — if i (Mp — My)}
¢ 7 256mM3(M? — MZ)

(M + My F5{(My + M) f35 + g (My — M)} aPru

(D24)

X iAZ/aK(Mlz — M«%)

Mo 2 oMM — ME

] (M5 — My)*gp{ (M + M) gy + i fox (Mr — M)}
H(Mp+ M) [ (M + M) f75 — 1955 (Mr — M) }] aPru .

(D25)

As a result, the difference between |M|? and | M|? from diagram (c) is given by,

(IMJ* = M),

- Y il
- .2
=5 %P 64m(1 — %)

x [(1 + ri) {ImA, ;ReX x — ReA,  ImA  } {(1 )P il + (1= TJ)nglng}
+ (1 =rx) {ReA, jReA, f + ITmX,  TmX, .} {(1 +70)2 9tk — (1= TJ)2g;f]f§K}]

X ﬂPLUﬂPRU, . (D26)

The corresponding asymmetry parameter is given by,

2 2 7\[2 2
(c) 1—ry (My — M)
€ = O(M;— M
! ZJK 12571 — )y O = MEP + AT, oM )

x> [ )N L { (U + )2 f5 ik + (L= 70)7 975975 }
X=51,52,P

+ (L=r)ReNIN Ly {(1+ 7)) f 590 — (L =r))ais f7xc }] . (D27)

where we introduced the regulator again.
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Figure 10. Vertex diagrams with ®WU’'X loop for decays of right-handed neutrinos.

vy
gZ’ )\/*

vaJ

Figure 11. Vertex diagrams with W W'Z’ loop for decays of right-handed neutrinos. Wavy lines
correspond to Z'.

4. Vertex diagram with ®¥'X loop

The vertex diagrams with ¥’ X loop in Fig. [10|include the scalar coupling proportional
to Apo(0;). From the dimensional analysis, the contribution from this diagram is suppressed
by (0;)/M; compared with the contributions above. Moreover, Ag,, is bounded from above
as Apo; < 7 % 1072 as shown in the Appendix [A| while X/ ; and F75 are O(1) at most.
Thus, the contribution of these diagrams to the total asymmetric parameter can be safely

neglected.

5. Vertex diagram with ¥;9¥'Z’ loop

The vertex diagrams with U;¥’'Z’ loop in Fig. [11] include two of the gauge couplings ¢.
Thus, the asymmetric parameter from these diagrams is suppressed by g%, < 107¢ and can

~

be safely neglected.
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