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Zee-model predictions for lepton flavor violation

Julian Heeck* and Anil Thapa'
Department of Physics, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia 22904-4714, USA

The Zee model provides a simple model for one-loop Majorana neutrino masses. The new scalars
can furthermore explain the long-standing deviation in the muon’s magnetic moment and the re-
cent CDF measurement of the W-boson mass. Together, these observations yield predictions for
lepton flavor violating processes that are almost entirely testable in the near future. The remaining
parameter space makes testable predictions for neutrino masses.

I. INTRODUCTION

Neutrino oscillations have long proven that neutrinos
are massive particles and that the individual lepton num-
bers L., are violated in nature. This by itself un-
avoidably induces charged-lepton flavor violation (LFV),
but is unfortunately suppressed by powers of the mi-
nuscule neutrino mass M" [1]. With the possible ex-
ception of neutrinoless double-beta decay (0v33) [2], all
such neutrino-mass induced LFV is rendered unobserv-
able with currently imaginable technology.

However, many neutrino-mass models also induce LF'V
processes with amplitudes unsuppressed by MY, with
rates potentially in the observable range. Definite pre-
dictions are hindered by our lack of knowledge about the
masses of the new particles and their couplings, typi-
cally not uniquely fixed by the neutrino masses. Only
by fixing the new masses and couplings by tying them to
other observables beyond the Standard Model (SM), e.g.
anomalies, dark matter, or baryogenesis, can we hope to
obtain testable predictions for LE'V that allow for model
falsification and goal posts for experimental sensitivities.

In this article, we perform a study along these lines for
the Zee model [3, 4]. Here, the SM is extended by a sec-
ond scalar SU(2), doublet and a charged singlet scalar,
which leads to one-loop Majorana neutrino masses. The
loop suppression already forces the new masses to be
smaller than in tree-level neutrino-mass models, but still
hopelessly out of range of LE'V experiments in the worst-
case scenario. If we demand the new scalars to explain
the long-standing anomaly in the muon’s magnetic mo-
ment, however, we generically expect testable LFV, as
we will quantify below.

The anomalous magnetic moment of the muon, a, =
(9—2),./2, is a precisely calculated quantity in the SM [5],
equally precisely measured at BNL [6] and Fermilab [7].
Experiment and theory deviate by 4.2¢0, strongly hinting
at a required new-physics contribution

Aa, = (2.51 £0.59) x 1077 (1)

Despite its existence for well over a decade [6], the status
of this anomaly is not settled yet, with recent lattice-
QCD measurements casting doubt on the SM prediction
or at least its uncertainty [8]. With no consensus yet in
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the community on this issue, we will take the deviation
in Eq. (1) at face value and explore its resolution within
the Zee model.

An even more significant deviation from an SM predic-
tion was recently reported by the CDF collaboration [9]
in their legacy measurement of the W-boson mass:

MGPY = (80.4335 + 0.0094) GeV . (2)

This exceeds the similarly-precise SM prediction [10] by
an astonishing 7o and has led to a flurry of activity re-
garding possible resolutions, including appeals to new
physics. The Zee model under consideration here is ca-
pable of ameliorating this CDF anomaly [11, 12] and we
will study the relevant parameter space below.

In the remainder of this article we will show how the
Zee-model explanation of a,, and Myy leads to predictions
for LF'V and neutrino observables. We start by reviewing
the Zee model in Sec. II and introduce relevant observ-
ables and our parametrization in Sec. ITI. Our numerical
scan of the parameter space is introduced in Sec. IV and
we discuss our finding in Sec. V. We conclude in Sec. VI.

II. ZEE MODEL

The Zee model extends the SM by a charged scalar
n* and a second Higgs doublet Hs, with the following
relevant interaction terms in the Lagrangian

L=—L°fLnt —0YLH, — /YLH, + pnH{Hon~ + h.c.,
(3)

suppressing flavor and SU(2)r, indices. Without loss of
generality we can rotate the two scalar doublets to the
Higgs basis [13], so that only H; acquires a vacuum ex-
pectation value, (H1) = v/v/2 ~ 174GeV. M, = Yv/\/2
is the charged lepton mass matrix, chosen to be diago-
nal without loss of generality. A similar coupling of H;
to quarks yields quark masses and mixing, whereas we
neglect the Hy coupling to quarks in order to simplify
the analysis below. For further simplification, we ignore
mixing between the CP-even neutral scalars in H; and
H,, i.e. work in the alignment limit. The p term in the
Lagrangian will induce a mixing of n* with the charged
scalar contained in Hs; we denote the mixing angle by ¢
and the two mass eigenstates by k™ and H™, see Ref. [14]
for details. Finally, Y is an arbitrary complex Yukawa
matrix while f is antisymmetric in flavor space.
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FIG. 1: Radiative neutrino mass diagram in the Zee model.

The simultaneous presence of f, Y, and p breaks lep-
ton number by two units and leads to Majorana neutrino
masses at one-loop level through the diagrams in Fig. 1:

MY =k (fMY + YT M fT), (4)

with & = (167%)"'sin2¢log(m?, /m%.). This Zee-
model expression does not impose any constraints on the
form of MY, i.e. does not make predictions about mix-
ing angles or masses. However, as we will show below,
viable M" textures unavoidably lead to LF'V amplitudes
unsuppressed by neutrino masses. These arise from the
couplings Y and f, mediated by the new scalars [15].

III. LFV AND OTHER OBSERVABLES

Expressions for LFV rates within the Zee model have
long been derived in the literature [15-19]. At tree level,
these include the trilepton decays ¢, — fﬁl@&,, illus-
trated in Fig. 2. Current limits and expected near-future
sensitivities are collected in Tab. I. At loop level, we
find dipole operators £, g~ that include the desired mag-
netic moment of the muon but also electric dipole mo-
ments (EDMs) of muon and electron as well as LFV
amplitudes for 4 — ey and others. In addition to the
one-loop diagrams of Fig. 2, we also include two-loop
Barr—Zee [20, 21] contributions. The most relevant con-
tributions arise from a photon propagator with neutral
scalars and charged lepton loop [19, 22-25]. Various
other diagrams involving Z boson, charged scalars in-
stead of lepton loop, and diagrams involving W+ W~ H;
and H,HyH, are not considered here as they are sup-
pressed. For instance, the contribution from W+W~H;
and HiHsHs vanish in the alignment limit, and the con-
tribution from charged scalar in the loop can be made
small by taking the relevant quartic coupling small.

In the alignment limit and without Hs couplings to
quarks, p — e conversion in nuclei only arises through
the same dipole operator that generates £ — ('. As
such, we find the relation for conversion in aluminum (as
relevant for the upcoming COMET and Mu2e):

BR(p — e, Al) ~ 0.0027 BR(u — ev), (5)

exhibiting the expected suppression by a ~ 1/137 [48,
49]. Currently, the best limits on the p—e dipole operator
come from p — ey in MEG [26], but will eventually be
superseded by p-to-e conversion in Mu2e [38, 39).
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FIG. 2: Top: Feynman diagram leading to LE'V ¢, — £g~ via
the neutral scalar H (or A). The same diagram also leads to
(g—2)¢ fora=p="¢.

Bottom: Diagram for tree-level trilepton decay ¢, — Zﬁgwég.

’ ‘ Present bound ‘Future sensitivity‘

L= ey 4.2 x 10713 [26] |6 x 107 [27, 28]
T = ey 3.3 x 1078 [29] 9 x 1072 [30]
T =y 4.4 x 1078 [29] 7 x 1072 [30]
U — eee 1.0 x 1072 [31] | ~107'¢ [32, 33
T — cee 2.7 x 1078 [34] 5 x 10710 [30]
T = Jf 2.1x 1078 [34] | 3.5 x 1070 [30)
7T e ptuT| 2.7x107% [34] | 4.5 x 107° [30]
T = pTeteT| 1.8 x 1078 [34] 3 x 10710 [30]
T = etuTuT| 1.7x1078 [34] | 2.5 x 1070 [30)
T = uteTem | 1.5x107% [34] | 2.2 x 107'° [30]
e ut e etp™| 83x107M [35) | 2x 107 [36]
pre  [Au]| 7T x 10713 [37) -
conv. [A]] — 6 x 10717 [38, 39
wEDM 1.9 x 10719 [40] |6 x 1072 [41, 42]
eEDM 1.1 x 10729 [43] | ~ 107% [44, 45]
Aat™  [(2.8+2.9) x 107*® -

TABLE I: Current experimental bounds on BR(¢); —
2;7), BR({; = £ilmly), muonium—antimuonium conversion
Plept « etu™), u — e conversion in nuclei, muon
and electron EDM. All bounds are at 90% C.L. except for
pwEDM, which is at 95% C.L. Future sensitivities are given
in the last column. There is disagreement between experi-
ments for the anomalous magnetic moment of the electron
ac: (—88436) x 107 [46] and (48 430) x 10~ [47]; we use
the weighted combination shown in the last row.

Interestingly, the Zee model is not only constrained
through A|L,| = 1 LFV processes, but can also gener-
ate testable rates for the |AL,| = |AL.| = 2 process of
muonium (M = e~ pt) to antimuonium (M = etp™)
conversion [50-53]. The oscillation probability was con-



strained by PSI to P(M « M) < 8.3 x 10711 at 90%
C.L. [35], while a sensitivity at the level of O(10714) is
expected in the future [36]. These oscillations place a
stringent constraint on the Yukawa couplings Y., and
Y,e. The oscillation probability is given by [53, 54]

64a5mSr2

G s (6)

with muon lifetime 7,, and Wilson coefficient

P(M — M) ~ -

3Gy G’ ?

G§MM~032’+ Gz

+0.13 ’—0686‘3 ,

4

with the following coefficients in the alignment limit: [53]

Y*2_|_Y2 1 1
Gas = — — = — 8
T T

YiYie (1 1
=t (2 + 2) : (9)
8v2 \my  my

Finally, the mass splitting within the SU(2);, doublet
Hj, breaks the SM’s custodial symmetry and thus changes
the relationship between W and Z boson mass. This can
be used to accommodate the CDF anomaly. Since we
restrict ourselves to masses above the electroweak scale,
the relevant effects can be parameterized by the oblique
parameters S and T [55, 56], which modify [57]

G3E

a(S —2¢,T)

4(ck, — s%)
with sy = sin @y and cy = cos fy,. Matching the CDF
value from Eq. (2) fixes one linear combination of S and
T'; the orthogonal combination is constrained from other
electroweak data. Numerous global fits have been per-
formed following the wake of the CDF result to iden-
tify the preferred region of S and 7', here we will use
the results of Ref. [58], both for the 20 regions that
explain CDF and those obtained by ignoring the CDF
result, dubbed PDG. This allows us to see the impact
of the CDF result on the Zee-model parameter space.
Similar results have been obtained in other fits [59].
The Zee-model expression for S and T can be found in
Refs. [15, 60] and will not be displayed here.

A. Limiting Cases without LFV

Before delving into the most general case, let us study
limiting cases of coupling structures that lead to heavily
suppressed or even vanishing LEV. First off, let us assume
that H is much heavier than n* or |Y| < |f|. In that
case, nT will induce the dominant LFV, except for the
following textures:

e TX-F23: Setting f., = fer = 0 eliminates LE'V
through n* — because we can assign L,(n") =
L,(nT) = —1 — and predicts the one-zero texture
MY, = 0,i.e. noOvps. However, this requires a spe-
cific Y with little freedom to evade LFV through
H; except by pushing its mass to high values.

e TX-F13: Similarly, setting fe, = fur = 0 elimi-
nates n* LFV and generates M, o = 0.

e TX-F12: Lastly, setting feT
nT LFV and generates MY = 0.

fur = 0 eliminates

Additional constraints on n* can be found in Ref. [61].
Alas, the n™ contribution to a, is unavoidably of the
wrong sign, rendering these three cases impotent to ob-
tain Eq. (1). Only the scalars within Hy can generate the
desired sign for a, and can therefore not be pushed to
arbitrarily high values. Since the three cases above allow
for very little freedom in the Y entries, a light Hy might
explain a, but will generate far too large LFV.

A more useful starting point is | f| < |Y| or Hz lighter
than n*. In this case, a, can have the correct sign and
LFV will be dominated by Hs through Y, see Fig. 2.
Once again we can identify textures that suppress LFV:

e Diagonal Y: this case is by now excluded because
it leads to an MY with three texture zeros, incom-
patible with oscillation data [62]. We therefore un-
avoidably have off-diagonal entries in Y'!

e AL, =1 LFV decays can be evaded by choosing
Y to be of the forms
0 0 O
YE3 =0 0 Ym— ) (11)
0Y, O
0 0 Y.
Yo, = 0 0 o |, (12)
Y.e 0 0O
0 Y, O
Y, =Y 0 0 [, (13)
0 0 Y.,

which give rise to the M¥ two-zero textures [63]
FE3, By, and Bs, respectively. The first of these is
not compatible with oscillation data and thus re-
quires additional entries in Y, which unavoidably
generate LF'V decays. Yp, can lead to a viable M
but does not contain any muon couplings to resolve
(9—2)u. Yp, on the other hand is compatible with
oscillation data and has muon couplings that can
explain (g — 2),. However, despite AL, = 1 lep-
ton decays being absent for this texture, Yp, does
induce AL, = 2 muonium-antimuonium conver-
sion as well as electron dipole couplings that ren-
der it utterly insufficient to explain (g —2),,, essen-
tially because the relevant couplings are linked by
Y., ~70Y),., see the appendix for details.

From the above limiting cases we must conclude that
any texture of ¥ that explains (g — 2), and gives valid
neutrino parameters has entries that lead to LFV. As
we will see below, the required electroweak-scale scalars
to explain (g —2),, make it nearly impossible to suppress
said LFV arbitrarily and actually make most of the model
testable with near-future LF'V experiments.



B. General Parametrization

In order to efficiently study the Zee-model parameter
space, we use the parametrization from Ref. [64] to solve
Eq. (4) for the Yukawa matrix Y as

Y=r"'M; N (Z+Q), (14)
M M7,
PP =
3For Four 0
2q4 — ]}‘: ¢ ?: (91 — a2) —%% - fc”: a3
Q= 41 g2t qa Qf{j: g4t g3
gy (g — o) — Lo g
(16)

assuming the three (complex) entries of f to be nonzero;
one entry of f is fixed by the constraint equation

0= 37Mé/e - 2f67'f/—L7'MeVH =+ Qfeuf,urM‘;-

2 v v 2 v (17)

+ eTMuu - 2f€Mf€TM;J,T + euMTT :
Q@ drops out of the neutrino mass formula and contains
four complex parameters g;. It is straightforward to
show that the so-defined Y indeed satisfies the M" equa-
tion (4) and contains the correct number of free parame-
ters [64]. This parametrization is convenient as it allows
us to use the known neutrino parameters as input and
is far simpler than other expressions put forward in the
literature [65].

C. Muonphilic textures

In Sec. III A we have argued that a resolution of a,
without LFV is impossible within the Zee model. The
parametrization from above allows us to easily study tex-
tures that explain a, and still suppress LE'V sufficiently.
We aim to find muonphilic Yukawa textures, i.e. those
with a large Y, entry, as this will lead to a large a,
contribution by the neutral scalars A and H [11]. A
large Y,,,, immediately requires highly suppressed Y., and
Y, in order to suppress p — ey and pu — 3e. This
can be achieved via ¢; = 0 and ¢4 = g2 in the general
parametrization.

The remaining g2 and g3 can be used to set two more
entries of Y to zero, e.g. Yo, = Y., = 0, leading to kY =

0 0 0
O Qf;LTMGVq—_2feTM:T+feu,M:T _ M;_/T
2fer furmpu 2fpurmy
M:e M;:H QfMTM:TJ"feMM:T
2ferms 2furms 2fer furms

(18)

Interestingly, the limit M2, — 0 leads to electron-number
conservation, at least through the Y interactions. This
automatically eliminates all muonic LF'V, which pose the

texture zero ‘ ordering‘ > mj/meV‘ (mpp)/meV

Mee =0 | normal | € [60,65] 0
Mee =0 |inverted — —
My, =0 | normal > 150 > 41
M, =0 |inverted > 98 > 15

TABLE II: Predictions for the sum of neutrino masses 3, m;
and the effective Ov38 Majorana neutrino mass (mgg) from
the texture zeros Me. = 0 and M, = 0, using the 3o ranges
for the oscillation parameters from Ref. [66].

most serious threat to an explanation of a,. It is not suf-
ficient though, as tauonic LFV is generically too large as
well. However, even the remaining off-diagonal entries of
Y, which lead to the LFV decays 7 — 3 and 7 — u7,
can be suppressed by taking for < f,,. In this limit, Y,
is the dominant entry, Y;, ~ Y,,m,/m, is the second-
largest entry, and Y7, .. are suppressed. For this partic-
ular texture, a, can be explained without testable LF'V,
even in future experiments. We stress that this relied
on M}, = 0, which constitutes a testable prediction in
the neutrino sector: the absence of 0v3f [2], and normal
hierarchy for the neutrino mass spectrum (see Tab. II).

Instead of using g2 and g3 to eliminate Y., and Y.,
one can set Y,; = 0 via g3 = —2ferq2/ fen, which gives
the texture kY =

—Mg7.+2q2fer 0 _ Mql—lq—
Me fer 2ferme
0 ~2fer My, e MY Ao furta
2fer f‘;ﬁTm”
M, M, 292
2ferm, 2furms mar
(19)

Here, dangerous muonic LFV can be evaded by requiring
M}, = 0, which leads to a muon-number conserving Y.
Once again this would not be sufficient; tauonic LFV
have to be suppressed via the hierarchy f,, < fer. @2
has to be small as well, extreme cases include g2 = 0
(which gives Y, = 0) and ¢2 = MY, /2f.; (which gives
Y.. = 0). The above texture makes it possible to explain
a,, while suppressing LE'V below future sensitivities, but
hinges on M, = 0, which is again a testable prediction
in the neutrino sector, as shown in Tab. II.

IV. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

With all relevant observables at our disposal we can
numerically explore the Zee-model parameter space that
explains a, (and CDF) to find LFV predictions. The
parametrization from Eq. (14) allows us to use neutrino
data as an input; we take the 3o ranges of the oscillation
parameters from the global fit [66], distinguishing be-
tween normal and inverted ordering. As an upper bound
on the absolute neutrino mass we use 0.8eV [67].

We scan over two fi; = [107!%, v/4n] — the third one be-
ing determined by Eq. (17) — and |¢;| = [1072%, Max|q;/],
while keeping the phases arbitrary and demanding the
Yukawa couplings to remain perturbative. The conserva-



tive upper bounds from perturbativity for k > 0 are

lg1| < VArmyk, (20)

|q2| < Vdm ; Mek + /T ;e" muk +mm.k, (21)
nT er

lgs| < V4w j:eT mrk, (22)
e

lga| < V7 ;e” muk + Tmek . (23)

In addition to the two f;; and four complex parameters
gj, the model has the following parameters that charac-
terize the LFV while correlating it with M* and (g—2),:

{mH7 ma,Mp+, Mg+, ¢} . (24)

The charged-scalar masses are scanned over [0.1,100]
TeV. The mixing angle ¢ is parameterized by the mass-
square difference mi+ - miﬁ and a cubic coupling p (cf.
Eq. (3)), where we take p up to a maximum value of
about 4.1 times the heavier charged scalar mass to be
consistent with charge-breaking minima [68, 69]. This
leaves us with {mpg,m4} which we numerically solve to
obtain the desired a, and x? of CDF/PDG within 20,
which are the functions of parameters given in Eq. (24).
The resulting {mg,m4} are, of course, often unphysical.

The above scan automatically satisfies any neutrino-
mass constraints and aims to explain the a, and CDF
anomalies. However, most of these points in parameter
space are already excluded by current LFV limits. In an
effort to find corners of parameter space where LFV is
suppressed, we also perturb around the previously iden-
tified textures that evade AL, = 1 to make sure the pro-
cedure adopted is as unbiased as possible. Eventually, all
scans are combined, resulting in O(10°) points.

V. DISCUSSION

In Fig. 3, we show some relevant observables, 7 —
epTp~ and p — e, that can probe a lot of the parame-
ter space and convey the qualitative results of our numer-
ical scan. All points resolve the a, anomaly, give valid
neutrino parameters, and have perturbative Yukawas and
scalar masses above or around the electroweak scale. In
the top figure of Fig. 3, all points furthermore explain
the CDF anomaly within 20, while in the bottom plot
the CDF anomaly is ignored and we satisfy the PDG
results for S and T

The gray data points, which make up the vast ma-
jority of our scan, are already excluded by the cur-
rent experimental bounds listed in Tab. I. Red and pink
data points are currently valid and can be probed in fu-
ture experiments (defined through the last column in
Tab. T), and correspond to different neutrino mass or-
derings. These include the textures recently put forward
in Refs. [11, 12]. Finally, blue and green points lead to
LFV that is suppressed beyond near-future sensitivities;
these points are nearly impossible to find in an unbiased
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FIG. 3: LFV observables 7 — ey~ and u — ey for normal
(o) and inverted ordering (V). All points explain (g — 2),; in
the top plot, we also explain the CDF anomaly, while we ig-
nore CDF in the bottom plot. Gray data points are excluded
by the current experimental bounds listed in Tab. I. Red/pink
data points can be probed in future experiments. Blue/green
points cannot be probed in future experiments. Cyan colored
band (dashed purple line) is the current exclusion (future sen-
sitivity) limit for 7 — ep™pu~ and p — ev.

scan and all correspond to perturbations of the two tex-
tures (18) and (19). The reader should not be led astray
by their seemingly large number and density in Fig. 3,
these points correspond to a tiny region in parameter
space that we sampled very thoroughly.

As can already seen by eye from Fig. 3, explaining or
omitting CDF does not lead to any qualitative differences
in our results, in particular with respect to LFV predic-
tions. It is a, that enforces the flavor structure, CDF
only requires a particular mass-splitting within the scalar
doublet, which does not have a large impact on other ob-
servables. We also find that the neutral scalar that is
responsible for the dominant contribution to (g —2), has
a wide mass range of 20GeV to 3.3 TeV. Which pro-
cess in particular dominates varies from point to point,
but p — ey/p-to-e conversion, T — utp, and electric
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FIG. 4: LFV observables muonium-antimuonium conversion
and p — ey for normal (e) and inverted (¥) M" ordering.

dipole moments are generically important. Muonium—
antimuonium conversion also probes an important part
of the parameter space, see Fig. 4.

Almost the entire parameter space that can resolve a,,
— whether or not we also resolve the CDF anomaly is not
relevant — can be probed with near-future LFV exper-
iments, notably Mu2e and Belle II. Only a few regions
in parameter space remain out of immediate reach, indi-
cated by blue and green points in Fig. 3. Those points
are all small perturations around the Yukawa structures
of Eq. (18) or (19). Despite leading to suppressed LFV
rates, these textures are nevertheless predictive in that
they require either M, = 0 or M), = 0. The former
can only be realized for normal hierarchy, gives van-
ishing Ovf33, and >, m; € [60,65]meV. The latter al-
lows for both normal and inverted ordering and predicts
rather large values for the lightest neutrino mass, the
sum of neutrino masses, and the effective Majorana neu-
trino mass (mgg) = |MZ,| relevant for Ov3g, see Tab. II.
In fact, limits on OvBB from KamLAND-Zen [70] and
GERDA [71] already reach the predicted lower bound,
depending on the assumed nuclear matrix elements [72].
Cosmology constraints on ), m; [73, 74] also reach the
predicted lower value for M7, = 0, depending on the
combined data sets. Future improvements on both fronts
can probe these predictions unequivocally. For tests of
these texture zeros at DUNE using the atmospheric mix-
ing angle and Dirac CP phase, see Ref. [75].

VI. CONCLUSION

The Zee model is one of the oldest and simplest mech-
anisms for neutrino masses, which occur at one-loop
level. The required scalars not only generate Majo-
rana MY, but also have couplings to charged leptons
that can lead to LFV unsuppressed by MY. Here, we
have shown that the Zee model can resolve the long-

standing anomaly of the muon’s magnetic moment, and
also the even more significant CDF W-mass anomaly.
The former requires a particular Yukawa structure and
relatively light scalars, which in general leads to dan-
gerously fast LF'V processes. While current constraints
can be satisfied, the simultaneous explanation of (g —2),
and neutrino masses predicts almost unavoidably LFV in
reach of currently-running/near-future experiments such
as Belle-II and Mu2e. We have identified the few fine-
tuned textures that can evade even future LFV limits
and shown that they require neutrino-mass texture ze-
ros, either M, = 0 or M, = 0, which are testable in a
complementary way in the neutrino sector. Overall, we
hence find that the Zee-model explanation of (g —2), is
entirely testable/falsifiable. Additionally explaining the
CDF anomaly does not modify this conclusion.
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Appendix: B; texture zero

In this appendix we briefly discuss the Yp, texture
from Eq. (13) mentioned in Sec. ITT A, which evades all
AL, = 1LFV. TX-Yp, giverise to M, = M7, = 0, with
predictions for both normal and inverted neutrino-mass
hierarchy [76]. Using Eq. (14) to solve for this texture
leads to the following relations:

y, - Mo oy M
" 26my feu " 26Me feu (25)
1 fer
Y., = — | MY — Yo
o msr K’fMT ( T 2feu ”ﬂ>

Using the By predictions for the currently-unknown neu-
trino parameters gives an almost real ratio [77]

M, /MY, ~ 1 — tan® 53 ~ —1/3, (26)

and hence Y.,/Y,. ~ 70. The Yukawa couplings Y,
and Y. give rise to (g — 2),, but also (g — 2)., eEDM,
and muonium—antimuonium oscillation. We can ad-
just the phase of f., to render Y. real, which then
makes Y., approximately real as well, evading EDM
constraints. Texture (25) requires /|Y,e|? + |Yeul? =~
1.47 (mp /100 GeV) to explain a,. Inserting these cou-
plings into the muonium-antimuonium probability of
Eq. (6) gives values far in excess of the current limit.
Even finetuning m4/mpy to suppress this observable is
not nearly sufficient, thus ruling out this simple texture.



[1] S. Davidson, B. Echenard, R. H. Bernstein, J. Heeck,
and D. G. Hitlin, “Charged Lepton Flavor Violation,”
[2209.00142].

[2] W. Rodejohann, “Neutrino-less Double Beta Decay and
Particle Physics,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. E 20 (2011)
1833-1930, [1106.1334].

[3] A. Zee, “A Theory of Lepton Number Violation,
Neutrino Majorana Mass, and Oscillation,” Phys. Lelt.
B 93 (1980) 389. [Erratum: Phys. Lett. B 95, 461
(1980)].

[4] A. Zee, “Quantum Numbers of Majorana Neutrino
Masses,” Nucl. Phys. B 264 (1986) 99-110.

[5] T. Aoyama et al., “The anomalous magnetic moment of
the muon in the Standard Model,” Phys. Rept. 887
(2020) 1-166, [2006.04822).

[6] Muon g-2 Collaboration, G. W. Bennett et al., “Final
Report of the Muon E821 Anomalous Magnetic
Moment Measurement at BNL,” Phys. Rev. D 73
(2006) 072003, [hep-ex/0602035].

[7] Muon g-2 Collaboration, B. Abi et al., “Measurement
of the Positive Muon Anomalous Magnetic Moment to
0.46 ppm,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 126 (2021) 141801,
[2104.03281].

[8] S. Borsanyi et al., “Leading hadronic contribution to
the muon magnetic moment from lattice QCD,” Nature
593 no. 7857, (2021) 51-55, [2002.12347).

[9] CDF Collaboration, T. Aaltonen et al., “High-precision
measurement of the W boson mass with the CDF II
detector,” Science 376 no. 6589, (2022) 170-176.

[10] M. Awramik, M. Czakon, A. Freitas, and G. Weiglein,
“Precise prediction for the W boson mass in the
standard model,” Phys. Rev. D 69 (2004) 053006,
[hep-ph/0311148].

[11] T. A. Chowdhury, J. Heeck, A. Thapa, and S. Saad,
“W-boson mass shift and muon magnetic moment in
the Zee model,” Phys. Rev. D 106 (2022) 035004,
[2204.08390)].

[12] R. Primulando, J. Julio, and P. Uttayarat, “Minimal
Zee model for lepton g-2 and W-mass shifts,” Phys.
Rev. D 107 (2023) 055034, [2211.16021].

[13] H. Georgi and D. V. Nanopoulos, “Suppression of
Flavor Changing Effects From Neutral Spinless Meson
Exchange in Gauge Theories,” Phys. Lett. B 82 (1979)
95-96.

[14] R. K. Barman, R. Dcruz, and A. Thapa, “Neutrino
masses and magnetic moments of electron and muon in
the Zee Model,” JHEP 03 (2022) 183, [2112.04523|.

[15] J. Herrero-Garcia, T. Ohlsson, S. Riad, and J. Wirén,
“Full parameter scan of the Zee model: exploring Higgs
lepton flavor violation,” JHEP 04 (2017) 130,
[1701.05345).

[16] L. Lavoura, “General formulae for f(1) — f(2),” Eur.
Phys. J. C 29 (2003) 191-195, [hep-ph/0302221].

[17] X.-G. He and S. K. Majee, “Implications of Recent
Data on Neutrino Mixing and Lepton Flavour Violating
Decays for the Zee Model,” JHEP 03 (2012) 023,
[1111.2293].

[18] Y. Cai, J. Herrero-Garcia, M. A. Schmidt, A. Vicente,
and R. R. Volkas, “From the trees to the forest: a
review of radiative neutrino mass models,” Front. in
Phys. 5 (2017) 63, [1706.08524].

[19] A. Crivellin, J. Heeck, and P. Stoffer, “A perturbed
lepton-specific two-Higgs-doublet model facing

experimental hints for physics beyond the Standard
Model,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116 (2016) 081801,
[1507.07567].

[20] S. M. Barr and A. Zee, “Electric Dipole Moment of the
Electron and of the Neutron,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 65
(1990) 21-24. [Erratum: Phys.Rev.Lett. 65, 2920
(1990)].

[21] J. D. Bjorken and S. Weinberg, “A Mechanism for
Nonconservation of Muon Number,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 38
(1977) 622.

[22] V. Llisie, “New Barr-Zee contributions to (g — 2), in
two-Higgs-doublet models,” JHEP 04 (2015) 077,
[1502.04199).

[23] A. Cherchiglia, P. Kneschke, D. Stockinger, and
H. Stockinger-Kim, “The muon magnetic moment in
the 2HDM: complete two-loop result,” JHEP 01 (2017)
007, [1607.06292]. [Erratum: JHEP 10, 242 (2021)).

[24] A. Cherchiglia, D. Stockinger, and H. Stéckinger-Kim,
“Muon g-2 in the 2HDM: maximum results and detailed
phenomenology,” Phys. Rev. D 98 (2018) 035001,
[1711.11567].

[25] M. Frank and I. Saha, “Muon anomalous magnetic
moment in two-Higgs-doublet models with vectorlike
leptons,” Phys. Rev. D 102 (2020) 115034,
[2008.11909).

[26] MEG Collaboration, A. M. Baldini et al., “Search for
the lepton flavour violating decay pu™ — e+ with the
full dataset of the MEG experiment,” Fur. Phys. J. C
76 no. 8, (2016) 434, [1605.05081].

[27] A. M. Baldini et al., “MEG Upgrade Proposal,”
[1301.7225].

[28] MEG II Collaboration, M. Meucci, “MEG 1I
experiment status and prospect,” PoS NuFact2021
(2022) 120, [2201.08200].

[29] BaBar Collaboration, B. Aubert et al., “Searches for
Lepton Flavor Violation in the Decays 7+ — et~ and
1 = uty, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104 (2010) 021802,
[0908.2381].

[30] Belle-II Collaboration, L. Aggarwal et al., “Snowmass
White Paper: Belle II physics reach and plans for the
next decade and beyond,” [2207.06307].

[31] SINDRUM Collaboration, U. Bellgardt et al., “Search
for the decay ut — etete™,” Nucl. Phys. B 299 (1988)
1-6.

[32] A. Blondel et al., “Research Proposal for an Experiment
to Search for the Decay p — eee,” [1301.6113].

[33] Mu3e Collaboration, K. Arndt et al., “Technical design
of the phase I Mu3e experiment,” Nucl. Instrum. Meth.
A 1014 (2021) 165679, [2009.11690].

[34] K. Hayasaka et al., “Search for Lepton Flavor Violating
Tau Decays into Three Leptons with 719 Million
Produced 7+7~ Pairs,” Phys. Lett. B 687 (2010)
139-143, [1001.3221].

[35] L. Willmann et al., “New bounds from searching for
muonium to anti-muonium conversion,” Phys. Rev.
Lett. 82 (1999) 49-52, [hep-ex/9807011].

[36] A.-Y. Bai et al., “Snowmass2021 Whitepaper:
Muonium to antimuonium conversion,” in 2022
Snowmass Summer Study. 3, 2022. [2203.11406].

[37] SINDRUM II Collaboration, W. H. Bertl et al., “A
Search for muon to electron conversion in muonic gold,”
Eur. Phys. J. C 47 (2006) 337-346.

[38] Mu2e Collaboration, L. Bartoszek et al., “Mu2e


http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.00142
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0218301311020186
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0218301311020186
http://arxiv.org/abs/1106.1334
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(80)90349-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(80)90349-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(86)90475-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2020.07.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2020.07.006
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.04822
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.072003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.072003
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0602035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.141801
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.03281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-03418-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-03418-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.12347
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.abk1781
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.69.053006
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0311148
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.035004
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.08390
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.055034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.055034
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.16021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(79)90433-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(79)90433-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2022)183
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.04523
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2017)130
http://arxiv.org/abs/1701.05345
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2003-01212-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2003-01212-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0302221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2012)023
http://arxiv.org/abs/1111.2293
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fphy.2017.00063
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fphy.2017.00063
http://arxiv.org/abs/1706.08524
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.081801
http://arxiv.org/abs/1507.07567
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.65.21
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.65.21
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.38.622
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.38.622
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2015)077
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.04199
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2021)242
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2021)242
http://arxiv.org/abs/1607.06292
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.035001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1711.11567
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.115034
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.11909
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-016-4271-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-016-4271-x
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.05081
http://arxiv.org/abs/1301.7225
http://dx.doi.org/10.22323/1.402.0120
http://dx.doi.org/10.22323/1.402.0120
http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.08200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.021802
http://arxiv.org/abs/0908.2381
http://arxiv.org/abs/2207.06307
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(88)90462-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(88)90462-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/1301.6113
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2021.165679
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2021.165679
http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.11690
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2010.03.037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2010.03.037
http://arxiv.org/abs/1001.3221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.49
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.49
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/9807011
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.11406
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2006-02582-x

Technical Design Report,” [1501.05241].

[39] Mu2e-II Collaboration, K. Byrum et al., “Mu2e-1I:
Muon to electron conversion with PIP-I1,” in 2022
Snowmass Summer Study. 3, 2022. [2203.07569].

[40] Muon (g-2) Collaboration, G. W. Bennett et al., “An
Improved Limit on the Muon Electric Dipole Moment,”
Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 052008, [0811.1207].

[41] A. Adelmann et al., “Search for a muon EDM using the
frozen-spin technique,” [2102.08838].

[42] J-PARC E34 Collaboration, Y. Sato, “J-PARC Muon
g — 2/EDM experiment,” JPS Conf. Proc. 33 (2021)
011110.

[43] ACME Collaboration, V. Andreev et al., “Improved
limit on the electric dipole moment of the electron,”
Nature 562 no. 7727, (2018) 355-360.

[44] A. Hiramoto et al., “SiPM module for the ACME III
electron EDM search,” Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 1045
(2023) 167513, [2210.05727].

[45] T. S. Roussy et al., “A new bound on the electron’s
electric dipole moment,” [2212.11841].

[46] R. H. Parker, C. Yu, W. Zhong, B. Estey, and
H. Mueller, “Measurement of the fine-structure constant
as a test of the Standard Model,” Science 360 (2018)
191, [1812.04130).

[47] L. Morel, Z. Yao, P. Cladé, and S. Guellati-Khélifa,
“Determination of the fine-structure constant with an
accuracy of 81 parts per trillion,” Nature 588 no. 7836,
(2020) 61-65.

[48] R. Kitano, M. Koike, and Y. Okada, “Detailed
calculation of lepton flavor violating muon electron
conversion rate for various nuclei,” Phys. Rev. D 66
(2002) 096002, hep-ph/0203110]. [Erratum:
Phys.Rev.D 76, 059902 (2007)].

[49] J. Heeck, R. Szafron, and Y. Uesaka, “Isotope
dependence of muon-to-electron conversion,” Nucl.
Phys. B 980 (2022) 115833, [2203.00702].

[50] B. Pontecorvo, “Mesonium and anti-mesonium,” Sov.
Phys. JETP 6 (1957) 429.

[51] U. D. Jentschura, G. Soff, V. G. Ivanov, and S. G.
Karshenboim, “The Bound ptpu™ system,” Phys. Rew.
A 56 (1997) 4483, [physics/9706026].

[52] T. E. Clark and S. T. Love, “Muonium - anti-muonium
oscillations and massive Majorana neutrinos,” Mod.
Phys. Lett. A 19 (2004) 297-306, [hep-ph/0307264].

[63] T. Fukuyama, Y. Mimura, and Y. Uesaka, “Models of
the muonium to antimuonium transition,” Phys. Rev. D
105 (2022) 015026, [2108.10736].

[54] R. Conlin and A. A. Petrov, “Muonium-antimuonium
oscillations in effective field theory,” Phys. Rev. D 102
(2020) 095001, [2005 .. 10276].

[55] M. E. Peskin and T. Takeuchi, “A New constraint on a
strongly interacting Higgs sector,” Phys. Rev. Lelt. 65
(1990) 964-967.

[56] M. E. Peskin and T. Takeuchi, “Estimation of oblique
electroweak corrections,” Phys. Rev. D 46 (1992)
381-4009.

[67] 1. Maksymyk, C. P. Burgess, and D. London, “Beyond
S, T and U,” Phys. Rev. D 50 (1994) 529-535,
[hep-ph/9306267].

[68] P. Asadi, C. Cesarotti, K. Fraser, S. Homiller, and
A. Parikh, “Oblique Lessons from the W Mass
Measurement at CDF II,” [2204.05283].

[59] C.-T. Lu, L. Wu, Y. Wu, and B. Zhu, “Electroweak
precision fit and new physics in light of the W boson
mass,” Phys. Rev. D 106 (2022) 035034, [2204.03796].

[60] H. E. Haber and D. O’Neil, “Basis-independent methods
for the two-Higgs-doublet model I11: The CP-conserving
limit, custodial symmetry, and the oblique parameters
S, T, U,” Phys. Rev. D 83 (2011) 055017, [1011.6188].

[61] A. Crivellin, F. Kirk, C. A. Manzari, and L. Panizzi,
“Searching for lepton flavor universality violation and
collider signals from a singly charged scalar singlet,”
Phys. Rev. D 103 (2021) 073002, [2012.09845].

[62] Z.-z. Xing, “Texture zeros and CP-violating phases in
the neutrino mass matrix,” in 5th Workshop on
Neutrino Oscillations and their Origin (NOON2004),
pp. 442-449. 6, 2004. [hep-ph/0406049].

[63] P. H. Frampton, S. L. Glashow, and D. Marfatia,
“Zeroes of the neutrino mass matrix,” Phys. Lett. B
536 (2002) 79-82, [hep-ph/0201008].

[64] A. C. B. Machado, J. Montaifio, P. Pasquini, and
V. Pleitez, “Analytical solution for the Zee mechanism,”
[1707.06977].

[65] I. Cordero-Carrién, M. Hirsch, and A. Vicente, “General
parametrization of Majorana neutrino mass models,”
Phys. Rev. D 101 (2020) 075032, [1912.08858].

[66] 1. Esteban, M. C. Gonzalez-Garcia, M. Maltoni,

T. Schwetz, and A. Zhou, “The fate of hints: updated
global analysis of three-flavor neutrino oscillations,”
JHEP 09 (2020) 178, [2007.14792]. NuFit 5.2 (2022)
from www.nu-fit.org.

[67] KATRIN Collaboration, M. Aker et al., “Direct
neutrino-mass measurement with sub-electronvolt
sensitivity,” Nature Phys. 18 no. 2, (2022) 160166,
[2105.08533].

[68] A. Barroso and P. M. Ferreira, “Charge breaking
bounds in the Zee model,” Phys. Rev. D 72 (2005)
075010, [hep-ph/0507128].

[69] K. S. Babu, P. S. B. Dev, S. Jana, and A. Thapa,
“Non-Standard Interactions in Radiative Neutrino Mass
Models,” JHEP 03 (2020) 006, [1907.09498].

[70] KamLAND-Zen Collaboration, S. Abe et al., “Search
for the Majorana Nature of Neutrinos in the Inverted
Mass Ordering Region with KamLLAND-Zen,” Phys.
Rev. Lett. 130 (2023) 051801, [2203.02139].

[71] GERDA Collaboration, M. Agostini et al., “Final
Results of GERDA on the Search for Neutrinoless
Double-g8 Decay,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 125 (2020) 252502,
[2009.06079).

[72] F. Pompa, T. Schwetz, and J.-Y. Zhu, “Impact of
nuclear matrix element calculations for current and
future neutrinoless double beta decay searches,”
[2303.10562].

[73] Planck Collaboration, N. Aghanim et al., “Planck 2018
results. VI. Cosmological parameters,” Astron.
Astrophys. 641 (2020) A6, [1807.06209]. [Erratum:
Astron.Astrophys. 652, C4 (2021)].

[74] E. Di Valentino, S. Gariazzo, and O. Mena, “Most
constraining cosmological neutrino mass bounds,” Phys.
Rev. D 104 (2021) 083504, [2106.15267].

[75] K. Bora, D. Borah, and D. Dutta, “Probing Majorana
Neutrino Textures at DUNE,” Phys. Rev. D 96 (2017)
075006, [1611.01097].

[76] J. Alcaide, J. Salvado, and A. Santamaria, “Fitting
flavour symmetries: the case of two-zero neutrino mass
textures,” JHEP 07 (2018) 164, [1806.06785].

[77] T. Kitabayashi and M. Yasug, “Formulas for flavor
neutrino masses and their application to texture two
zeros,” Phys. Rev. D 93 (2016) 053012, [1512.00913].


http://arxiv.org/abs/1501.05241
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.07569
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.052008
http://arxiv.org/abs/0811.1207
http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.08838
http://dx.doi.org/10.7566/JPSCP.33.011110
http://dx.doi.org/10.7566/JPSCP.33.011110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0599-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2022.167513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2022.167513
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.05727
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.11841
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aap7706
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aap7706
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.04130
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2964-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2964-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.059902
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.059902
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0203110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2022.115833
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2022.115833
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.00702
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.56.4483
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.56.4483
http://arxiv.org/abs/physics/9706026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217732304013143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217732304013143
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0307264
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.015026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.015026
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.10736
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.095001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.095001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.10276
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.65.964
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.65.964
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.46.381
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.46.381
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.50.529
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9306267
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.05283
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.035034
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.03796
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.83.055017
http://arxiv.org/abs/1011.6188
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.073002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.09845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/9789812701824_0054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/9789812701824_0054
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0406049
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(02)01817-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(02)01817-8
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0201008
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.06977
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.075032
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.08858
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2020)178
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.14792
www.nu-fit.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41567-021-01463-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.08533
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.72.075010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.72.075010
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0507128
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2020)006
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.09498
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.051801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.051801
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.02139
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.252502
http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.06079
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.10562
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833910
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833910
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.06209
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.083504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.083504
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.15267
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.075006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.075006
http://arxiv.org/abs/1611.01097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2018)164
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.06785
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.053012
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.00913

	I Introduction
	II Zee Model
	III LFV and other observables
	A Limiting Cases without LFV
	B General Parametrization
	C Muonphilic textures

	IV Numerical Analysis
	V Discussion
	VI Conclusion
	 Acknowledgements
	 Appendix: B2 texture zero
	 References

