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ABSTRACT: We revisit the impact of heavy neutrinos with masses in the MeV-GeV range
on neutrinoless double beta decay (0v(f3) in view of updated results for the lifetime of this
process. Working in a minimal realistic extension of the Standard Model by two right-
handed neutrino flavours, we show that the non-observation of Ov83 will impose strong
bounds on the heavy neutrino properties that are complementary to the limits obtained
from Big Bang Nucleosynthesis and collider searches. For an inverted mass hierarchy of
the light neutrinos we find that improved limits on Ov 38 from next-generation experiments
will restrict the allowed parameter space for fixed mass splitting to narrow bands in the
mass-mixing plane. Further combining this with the requirement to explain the baryon
asymmetry of the universe via leptogenesis reduces these bands to windows in parameter
space that are constrained in all directions and can be targeted by direct searches at
accelerators. For a normal mass hierarchy, only parts of the parameter space can be
probed by such experiments.
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1 Introduction

Several of the shortcomings of the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics can be ad-
dressed by the addition of gauge singlet right-handed (RH) neutrinos vg (see, e.g., Refs. [1-
3] for reviews). In particular, these RH neutrinos can generate the SM neutrino masses via
the well-known type-I seesaw mechanism [4-10], and allow neutrinos to be Majorana par-
ticles. The resulting (tiny) masses of the SM neutrinos can then explain the observed light
neutrino oscillations, while the heavier mass eigenstates, often referred to as heavy neutral
leptons (HNLs), remain largely decoupled from the SM. Additionally, the Majorana nature
of neutrinos leads to lepton number violation, and consequently HNLs can also explain the
observed excess of matter over antimatter in the observable universe [11], known as the
baryon asymmetry of the universe (BAU), through leptogenesis [12].

In addition, one of the major implications of the Majorana nature of the neutrinos and
the associated lepton number violation is the possibility of neutrinoless double beta decay
(OvBB) [10]. In this process, two different nuclei experience a beta decay converting two
neutrons into two protons and two electrons but without any associated neutrinos. The
current best limit on the Ov343 half-life of 135Xe at 3.8 - 1020 years [13] lies among the most
sensitive probes of the Majorana nature of neutrinos, and next-generation experiments
project an improvement of about two orders of magnitude [14, 15].

HNLs with masses M > 1 GeV can, as far as QvBf is concerned, be integrated
out, generating the standard Weinberg operator. Such dimension 5 operator effectively
produces a Majorana mass for active neutrinos after the electroweak symmetry breaking.
In this case, the Ov3( decay rate is dominated by the exchange of light active Majorana
neutrinos. If instead HNLs have sub-GeV masses, they can affect the Ov35 decay rate,
possibly enhancing or suppressing the decay rate [16-22].

A long-standing problem to obtain accurate predictions of the Ov3S lifetime has been
the calculation of the associated hadronic and nuclear matrix elements, but recent years
have seen great progress in this regard by a combination of chiral effective field theories
(xEFT) [23-25], and ab initio nuclear many-body calculations [26-31]. In the present
work, we apply the recently developed YEFT framework for Ov38 computation involving
light HNLs [32, 33|, which include several new effects not considered in more traditional
approaches.

Beyond 0v33, light HNLSs can also be probed by a variety of other means [1-3, 34-36].
One of the major goals of this work is to examine the interplay of leptogenesis and Ov33
searches with laboratory constraints as well as cosmological limits. While similar studies
of the complementarity between OvS3 and low-scale leptogenesis were already performed
in previous works [20-22], these were based on simplified formulae which are not accurate
in the sub-GeV regime and did not perform a full parameter space scan as is the objective
of this work.

We work in a minimal realistic extension of the SM by two right-handed neutrinos,
which is not only known to be highly testable [21, 37], but also effectively describes the
phenomenology of the Neutrino Minimal Standard Model (vMSM) [38, 39]. We find that,
in the case of inverted neutrino mass hierarchy, the parameter space where the model



can simultaneously explain the light neutrino masses and the baryon asymmetry of the
universes is testable with next generation experiments and can even be ruled out. In the
normal hierarchy, the model is harder to rule out or confirm, but a sizeable chunk of the
parameter space will be tested in the near future.

This work is organized as follows: we start by briefly discussing the model setup in
Sec. 2, which is followed by a general discussion on leptogenesis and neutrinoless double
beta decay in Secs. 3 and 4 respectively. In Sec. 5 we review the different experimental
bounds restricting the parameter space of 3+2 models. We focus in the following section on
the inverted hierarchy and perform a comprehensive analysis of the parameter space that
can be tested now and in the future. In Sec. 7 we repeat the study for normal hierarchy.
Finally, we compare the Ov35 model space of scenarios with two HNLs against a scenario
without HNLs in Sec. 8, and conclude in Sec. 9. The appendices are devoted to technical
details and formulae regarding the Ov3/ and leptogenesis computations.

2 Type-I seesaw mechanism and the 342 model

The most general renormalisable extension of the SM by ng flavours of right-handed neu-
trinos vg alone reads (suppressing the flavour indices)

-~ 1
L=Lsy— |LHYvR + §9IC%MMVR + h.c.|, (2.1)

where L = (vp, er)? is the SM lepton doublet, H = irnH* with H being the Higgs
doublet, 5 = (? _Oi) is the second Pauli matrix, Y is a matrix of Yukawa couplings, and
My is a matrix of Majorana masses for the gauge singlet vr. The charge-conjugated fields

are defined as )¢ = (1), where )¢ = C ()T for the unitary charge conjugation matrix
C=-Ct,

The squared light neutrino masses m?

i
below in Eq. (2.3); the number of non-zero eigenvalues cannot exceed ng, making ny = 2 the

are given by the eigenvalues of mim, defined

minimal choice that is consistent with current neutrino oscillation data. In the following we
work in this minimal 342 scenario. Since the lightest neutrino is massless in this scenario,
this leads to concrete predictions for the Ov 33 half-life of different chemical elements once
the neutrino mass hierarchy is fixed. For example, the 26Xe lifetime is roughly 10?7 y in
the inverted hierarchy and 10%? y in the normal hierarchy up to an O(1) uncertainty arising
from varying the Majorana phase, and another O(1) uncertainty arising from hadronic and
nuclear theory.

Light and heavy mass eigenstates. After the electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB),
= v

the Higgs field acquires a vacuum expectation value (H) = 75 = 174 GeV and the neutrino
mass term therefore becomes

1 v 0 mp
53—7(— ‘C)M L)y he, M, = , 2.2
9 vy Vg v (VR + C v mg My, ( )
where mp = %Y is the standard Dirac mass term. Assuming that the entries of the

matrix 6 = mpM,; are small numbers, one can block-diagonalise the (3 + n;) x (3 + n)



mass matrix M, in Eq. (2.2) to obtain the 3 x 3 SM neutrino mass matrix m,, for the light
neutrino mass eigenstates v;

my ~ —mpMyim}), (2.3)

which can be further diagonalised by the light neutrino mixing matrix U,, commonly
referred to as the PMNS matrix. In this scenario, the mass matrix My for the heavy
neutrino mass eigenstates IV; is approximately given by My,

my 0
My ~ My = ( 04 m5> . (2.4)

Correspondingly, the light and heavy neutrino mass eigenstates are represented by the
flavour-space vectors

v~ Ul(vy —0v%) + hec. and N ~ U]J{,VR + HTU}L\,VE + h.c. (2.5)
with the small mixing angle
0 =0Uj = mpM,; U . (2.6)

In the latter equation, Uy represents the matrix diagonalising the heavy neutrino mass
matrix Mpy. Indeed, there in principle exist, both in vacuum and at finite temperature,
non-diagonal O(Y2) corrections to My, from interactions of the right-handed neutrinos with
the Higgs field, which can impact lepton number violating signatures at colliders [40, 41]
and leptogenesis [39, 42]. These corrections are taken into account for the leptogenesis
scans that we perform in Sec. 5.4, following section IV of Ref. [43]. Given that relatively
large mass splittings are needed to enhance the Ov3g lifetimes, their impact on Ov53 can

I For this reason, we will

nonetheless be neglected, as the discussion in Sec. 5 will show.
consider in the rest of this work that Uy is in (very) good approximation given by a unit

matrix and, hence, © >~ 6.

Event numbers at accelerator-based experiments. Event numbers at colliders and
fixed target experiments are mostly sensitive to the square of the mixing angle # which
is what we will try to constrain in the future sections. For that reason, we define the
commonly used notations

UZ =0, U= U, UZ=) U, UZ=) U2, (2.7)

where o € {e, u, 7} runs over the SM flavours and 7 € {4,5} runs over the heavy mass
eigenstates. As it will be needed in Sec. 4, we also define the full neutrino mixing matrix
Ui, with ¢ running this time over both the light and heavy neutrino indices, as

o U,),; forie{l,2,3},
ai — .
O i for ¢ € {4,5}.
'To be specific: the rightmost term in Eq. (5.4), parametrising the HNL contribution to the 0v343 decay

(2.8)

rates, can only be sizeable in case the splitting between the two heavy neutrino masses exceeds the light
neutrino mass splitting AM > | /AmZ; [40], in which case the O(Y?) corrections to Eq. (2.4) are small.



Symmetry-protected low-scale seesaw. It is convenient to introduce the seesaw scale
M and the mass splitting p

ms + M4y
2 b
We can always order the HNL masses such that p© > 0, which we will do in the rest

M = p=(ms—myg)/M . (2.9)
of this work. Experimental and theoretical® constraints do not fix M, and in principle
this scale can take any value below the Planck scale, cf., e.g., Ref. [2] and references
therein. Traditionally, the seesaw mechanism explains the smallness of the light neutrino
masses with the hierarchy between M and the electroweak scale v. However, technically
natural models for values M < v exist;® typically the neutrino masses are protected by a
generalisation of the global B — L symmetry of the SM in these scenarios [47-49], which
we may in general parameterise using

Y. Yee -

M1 — ) 0

Y = Y# Yue# , My = ( 0 2 M(l N &) ) , (2.10)
Y, Yie; 2

with Ye, Y, Y, parametrising the magnitude of HNL couplings and |ec|, |ey|, €], p < 1
the (tiny) symmetry breaking parameters. In the limit e, €, €7, 0 — 0 both the light
neutrino masses and the rate of Ov 3 vanish while the two right-handed neutrinos combine
to form a Dirac-spinor;* the symmetry breaking required to generate the light neutrino
masses necessarily also introduces a non-zero rate of Ov33 [10]. While OvSf in traditional
scenarios with M > v is mediated by the light mass eigenstates v;, it has been known
for long that the heavy neutrinos can make a sizeable contribution in models with A
in the sub-GeV range [16-18], and that this can be related to leptogenesis [20-22]. It
is a main purpose of the present work to revisit this connection in view of updated rate
computations [24, 32, 33, 58], and to connect it to other probes, in particular at accelerator-
based experiments.

Neglecting the matrix structure of the Dirac and Majorana masses, the seesaw rela-
tion (2.3) seems to imply that the total heavy neutrino mixing should be of the order

33 m?2
pr> VIl (2.11)

M

One can show [59] that this actually only acts as a lower bound on the HNL mixing which is
commonly denoted as the naive seesaw relation. Arbitrarily large values, e.g. O(1), of the
mixing can indeed be reached in the B — L symmetry-protected regime discussed earlier.
Selecting the electron flavour component, this inequality can equivalently be written as

9 _

UE 2 [ (my)ee |/ M. (2.12)

2If RHNs are the only new physics below the Planck scale, constraints from unitarity favour M < 10'®
GeV [44] while naturalness issues would suggest M < 107 GeV [45].

3See Sec. 5.1 of Ref. [46] and references therein.
“Depending on how this limit is taken, the parametrisation (2.10) effectively captures the phenomenology

of various popular models, e.g., Refs. [50-57], including the inverse seesaw (Jeo| < p) [50-52] and linear
seesaw (1 < |eq|) [56, 57].



Casas-Ibarra parameterisation. In order to automatically fit the latest neutrino os-
cillation data [60], it is convenient to parametrise the mixing angle 6 using the so-called
Casas-Ibarra (CI) parametrisation [61], which expresses 6 as

0~iU, \/miRVMI (2.13)

where m¢ = diag(my, ma, m3) is the diagonalised light neutrino mass matrix and M? =
Mjr. R represents a general complex orthogonal matrix which, for a 3 + 2 scenario, can
be parametrised in the following way

0 0 cos(w)  sin(w)
Rnu = cos(w)  sin(w) and R = | —€sin(w) cos(w) |, (2.14)
—¢sin(w) € cos(w) 0 0

for normal hierarchy (NH) and inverted hierarchy (IH) respectively. w is a complex angle
and ¢ = %1 is a discrete parameter. One can show that the latter is unphysical® and,
hence, we here fix £ = 1. The PMNS matrix is commonly parametrised as

1 0 0 Cc13 0 si3 efia cio2 S12 0 1 .0 0
Ul, = 0 C23 S23 . 0 1 0 . —S812 C12 0 : 0 e%O‘Ql 0 y
0 —s93 ca23 —s13€° 0 3 0 01 0 0 ez

(2.15)

where ¢;; = cos0;; and s;; = sin6;; are the sine and cosine of the PMNS mixing angles 6;;.
The phases ao1, 31 and § are the Majorana and Dirac CP-phases respectively. In the case
of two HNL generations, only one linear combination of the Majorana phases is physical
which we define as n = %(0521 — agp) for NH and n = %0621 for TH.

In the current scenario under consideration, we always have one massless neutrino,
Miightest = M1(m3) = 0 for NH (IH).® For the remaining two masses, the PMNS mixing
angles, and 0, we use results from global fits [60, 64]. The Majorana phase 7 in U,, and the
CI angle w can be allowed to vary freely. As this is the most relevant region to examine the
interplay between leptogenesis, Ov35 and laboratory searches, we will in this work focus
our interest on HNLs with O(0.1 — 10) GeV masses with mass splitting p < 0.1.

The overall mixing angle can be expressed in terms of Casas-Ibarra parameters as

U2 — M (g(mQ — mg) cos(2Rew) + (ma + ms3) Cosh(QImw)) ,  (2.16)
U? = M(g(ml — mg) cos(2Rew) + (my + my) COSh(QImW)) , o (217)

®See, e.g., footnote 6 of Ref. [37)].

A recent combined analysis would, if taken at face value, limit the sum of neutrino masses > m, < 72
meV at 95% CL ruling out the IH. However, the restriction is prior-dependent (the IH is not ruled out at
95% CL if a prior >, m, > 59 meV is used instead of Y m, > 0) [62]. It has also been shown that the data
in fact favour negative neutrino masses if no physical prior (3 m, > 0) is used [63]. In view of this we in
the following ignore the bound claimed in Ref. [62].



for, respectively, the NH and IH. A purely real w gives a U? of the order of the naive

expectation (2.11), a larger [Imw| leads to larger mixings. For the U? = %J:Pm] one
finds for NH
Uiy = __ (mg |cos w|? + m3 \sinwﬁ) , (2.18)
c M Fp/2)
and for [H
U122 = 7; (m1 |cosw|2 + ma \sinw|2) ) (2.19)
c o M(1Fp/2)

Explicit expressions for the U2 can be found in the appendix of Ref. [37] and are some-
what lengthy; in the limit ¢ < 1, [Imw| > 1 they only depend on the properties of the
light neutrinos. Note that this limit corresponds to the case e, |€u], |e], ¢ < 1 in the
parametrisation (2.10), i.e., represents a technically natural choice of enhanced symmetry.

Radiative corrections. While the Casas-Ibarra parametrisation (2.13) ensures a good
fit to neutrino oscillation data at tree level, we also want to make sure that there are
no large cancellations between the tree-level contribution to the neutrino masses and the
radiative corrections. At leading order the radiative correction to m,, is given by [65]7

2
P = = I(MR)MyOT 2.2
my (471"[))2 ( N) NY ( O)
with the loop function:
1 2 1 2
() = & (Btefmp) | Inte/mp) (2.21)
2\ z/m; -1  x/my —1

By separating the mass matrix into a term proportional to the identity matrix and the
mass splitting, My = M1 — uMr3/2 (with 73 the third Pauli matrix), we can select the
term that contains part of the radiative corrections coming from the parameter p,

1—loop 2l(‘Z\ZZ)Tntree ME 2l,(M2)
Y (4mv)? Y v?  (4m)?

0307 + O(p?). (2.22)

To avoid large cancellations between the tree-level and loop contributions, we require that
the loop corrections are never much larger than the observed neutrino masses — i.e.,

1-1 . . . o
|m,| 2 |my °°P|. This comparison should in principle be done for each element of the
neutrino mass matrix. However, since we are primarily interested in neutrinoless double

beta decay, we apply it to the 1-loop contribution to (m,),, which leads to the constraint

N2 20/ (312)

v 2
) MuU?| . (2.23)

‘ (ml/)ee ’ ~

"Radiative corrections to Mx [66, 67] are sub-dominant in the parameter region where the last term in
Eq. (5.4) is sizeable, cf. also footnote 1.



3 Leptogenesis at low scales

Successful generation of a baryon asymmetry is only possible if the three Sakharov condi-
tions are fulfilled: 1) baryon number violation, 2) C- and CP-violation, and 3) deviation
from thermal equilibrium. Within the SM, weak sphalerons violate baryon number for
temperature T > Ty, o~ 130 GeV [68, 69]. However, the amount of C- and CP-violation
as well as deviation from equilibrium within the SM is not large enough to reproduce the
experimentally observed baryon-to-entropy ratio Yp ops = % ~ 871071 [70]. As
was briefly mentioned in the introduction, beyond being responsible for the SM neutrino
masses, right-handed neutrinos can also remediate these problems. They can provide the
necessary additional C- and CP-violation as well as deviation from thermal equilibrium
to generate the observed baryon asymmetry in a process dubbed as leptogenesis, see, e.g.,
Refs. [71-74] for reviews.

In this scenario, the interactions of heavy neutrinos with their SM partners generate
an asymmetry in the leptonic sector which is then reprocessed into a baryon asymmetry
by the weak sphaleron. While the idea was initially [12] developed for extremely heavy RH
neutrinos (M > Ty, [75]), it was quickly realised that one can lower the mass of these
new states to be well below the TeV scale, within reach of, e.g., collider and fixed target
experiments, for different scenarios. In the first scenario, dubbed as resonant leptogenesis
[76-81], the CP-violation arising from heavy neutrino decays is resonantly enhanced by tiny
mass splittings. This enhancement of the baryon asymmetry is enough for leptogenesis to
be viable for heavy neutrino masses as low as O(1) GeV [82, 83]. However, the baryon
asymmetry does not necessarily need to be produced during the decay of heavy neutrinos.
In leptogenesis from neutrino oscillations [39, 84], sometimes also referred to as ARS lep-
togenesis, the baryon asymmetry is produced during the freeze-in of heavy neutrinos by
CP-violating oscillations between the different flavours. In the latter scenario, leptogenesis
remains viable for much lower masses M ~ O(100) MeV. It was recently shown [43, 82, 83]
that the temperature ranges at which these mechanisms are effective widely overlap and
the two scenarios can be described by the same set of evolution equations, see appendix A
for more details.

Due to the large dimensionality of the parameter space and complicated dynamics, it is
difficult to provide a general analytical formula for the baryon asymmetry as a function of
the model parameters. However, in specific limits, the dependence of the baryon asymmetry
simplifies and such estimates are possible [85-87]. While we will in this work solve for the
HNL evolution purely numerically, these estimates can in principle act as guideline to
optimize the scanning strategy.

4 Neutrinoless double [ decay

Accurately predicting the Ov53 decay lifetime from theory has been a long standing effort.
It is now well known that this lifetime depends on the neutrino mixing angles U,; in the
electron flavour, the neutrino masses m;, as well as the neutrino exchange amplitude A(m;)



in the following way

<T1/2) —GOIQAZ ﬂz,ﬂ A(mi)| (4.1)

where Go; is a phase-space factor (here we will use Go; = 1.4 - 1074 y=1 for ¥6Xe and
Go1 = 2.2-1071% y=! for Ge [88]), ga ~ 1.27 is the nucleon axial coupling, V.4 ~ 0.97
is the up-down CKM matrix element, and ¢ runs over all neutrino mass eigenstates (both
light and heavy). All hadronic and nuclear physics is captured by the amplitudes A(m;).
For our purposes it is important to get a good handle on the dependence of the amplitude
on the mass of the exchanged neutrino. This has been the target of recent investigations
and we will briefly discuss the main findings here and stress the difference with earlier
approaches.

4.1 Revised computations

For neutrinos with m; < mg, the typical scale of nuclear physics, we can effectively set
m; = 0 in the evaluation of A(m;). In that case, the amplitude becomes the sum of a
long-distance and a short-distance contribution

A(O) = -Along(o) + »Ashort(o) . (42)

The long-distance part is, up to a sign, given by a nuclear matrix element (NME)

M
Along(0) = =M(0) = ==5- + Mar + Mr, (4.3)

9a
which is a combination of a Fermi, a Gamow-Teller, and a tensor part (see, e.g., Ref. [89]
for a review). The NME M(0) has been calculated with many different nuclear many-
body methods. Much more recently, it has been realized that this long-distance amplitude
must be accompanied by a short-distance piece that captures the contribution from virtual
neutrinos with momenta that are large compared to typical nuclear scales [24, 25]. This

adds to the amplitude

NN 2 MFsd

Ashort(o) = _29 (44)

9%
in terms of a QCD matrix element g,]/V N and a new NME M Fsd; the explicit values of
which are given in App. B.
Let us now consider different neutrino masses. The approach typically followed in the
literature is to just consider

(p*)

Asea(m;) = —Mgpa(my) = —M(O)Wv

(4.5)

where (p?) ~ m2

is a typical nuclear scale that is obtained by fitting to explicit calculations
of M(m;) for various neutrino masses [90, 91]. The subscript on Agq(m;) and Mgq(m;)
indicates that these are standard results often used in the literature but we do not advo-

cate using them. Note that this formula does not include the short-distance part of the



amplitude. The formula in Eq. (4.5) is simple to use and has the correct mass scaling for
large masses. However, in the small and intermediate regime it misses important effects.

We now discuss the approach that goes beyond the simple formula in Eq. (4.5) and
is based on EFT methods. For large masses m; > 2 GeV, the massive neutrinos can be
integrated out at the quark level as perturbative QCD still applies. This leads to a local
dimension-nine operator (4 quarks and 2 leptons) that scales as m;Q. At lower energies
the dim-9 operator hadronises and gives rise to an effective nn — pp + ee amplitude. In
this regime

A(m; > 2GeV) ~ (4.6)

m?’
in agreement with Eq. (4.5), and thus the amplitude quickly drops off as the mass increases.
QCD evolution of the local dim-9 operator can be easily included but does not change the
results in a significant way. The exact form of the amplitude in this regime is given in
App. B.

For masses kp < m; < 2 GeV, where kp ~ m, is the nuclear Fermi momentum, the
description is more complicated. We write

ME sd
7

A(m;) = Atong (i) + Ashort (mi) = —M(m;) — 2N (m;)ym? p
A

: (4.7)

where now M(m;) and g2"(m;) depend on the neutrino mass. This amplitude should
match to Eq. (4.6) at 2 GeV, and this relates some of the nuclear and hadronic matrix
elements in the different regimes. In addition, EFT arguments show that M (m;) should
get a linear dependence on m; for small masses and therefore an interpolation formula was

proposed [32]
1

14+ m;/mg + (m;/my)2’

Mint(m;) = M(0) (4.8)
where, similar to (p?) in Eq. (4.5), m, and m; can be obtained from fitting to explicit NME
calculations from which m, ~ mj ~ kg is obtained. The explicit values of m, and my, and
the expression for g)¥V (m;), are given in App. B.

Going to smaller masses is non-trivial due to cancellation effects. If all HNLs are light
m; < kp then, at lowest order in the HNL mass, the seesaw relation imposes that the
Ov 36 half-life vanishes

2
~|(M,)ee|* = 0. (4.9)

5
2
> milde;

=1

v\ Vi
(T10/2) —>G019§1|A(0)|2m7§

€

We must consider higher-order mass effects to get a non-vanishing rate. Using the usual

formula in Eq. (4.5) would then lead to a lifetime that scales as (Tlo/”2> s m8/(p?) and
thus drops very quickly for small HNL masses. However, in this regime there appear addi-
tional contributions [32, 33] due to the exchange of very soft HNLs that become sensitive
to nuclear excited states (and thus lead to deviations from the closure approximation).
These ultrasoft corrections present a more favorable mf scaling and are thus important to

include in the light HNL regime. Explicit expressions are given in App. B.
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Figure 1: |A(m;)| and m; A’ (m;) for 135Xe in the low (left panels) and intermediate (right
panels) mass regime. The red dashed lines represent the prediction from Eq. (4.5) whereas
the blue line is based on the chiral EFT approach.

The main ingredients entering the Ov35 decay rates are A(m;) and its derivative with
respect to the mass A'(m;) = dA(m;)/dm,. In Fig. 1 we plot |A(m;)| and m;A’(m;) for
light HNLs (below 100 MeV), and intermediate® HNLs (between 100 MeV and 2 GeV). At
higher masses, the lines continue following the slopes without additional features. In the
high mass regime, Eq. (4.5) and the chiral EFT predictions are rather similar for both the
amplitude and its derivative apart from a rescaling by about a factor 2. In the intermediate
regime, the chiral EFT leads to a somewhat larger amplitude, mainly due to the short-
range amplitude, and a different m; dependence. In particular the peak of the derivative
happens for larger HNL masses (around 500 MeV). The biggest differences occur in the
low mass regime although this is not immediately clear from A(m;) itself. The derivative
however is strongly affected by ultrasoft contributions.

5 Constraining the 342 parameter space

RH neutrinos can be probed both directly and indirectly by a large variety of different
experiments. In this section, we discuss the various constraints on the parameter space of

8The transition from light to intermediate and from intermediate to heavy HNLs induces two small kinks
in the derivative of the amplitude which can be smoothed by including higher-order corrections. This leads
to tiny, barely visible, kinks in the Ov38 constraints shown below in Fig. 3.
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the 342 scenario. In particular we focus on the interplay of O35 with different experiments
and the connection to the parameter space that can successfully account for the observed
baryon asymmetry.

5.1 Constraints from 0v55 decay

In the 3+ 2 scenario, the Ov53 decay rate is proportional to the modified effective neutrino
Majorana mass

5
_ 1
mag = 20) ZL{;miA(mi) . (5.1)
i=1
Given the seesaw relation Z?:l U%m; = 0, we can express
mas = my (Uy)2) +ma (U,)2 +msz (U,)25 = —mabZy — ms6% (5.2)

where mgg is the active Majorana neutrino effective mass. Expanding Eq. (5.1) up to first
order in the relative mass splitting x4 and using Eq. (5.2) then gives

A(RT)] M AN
mﬁg = mggp |:1 — .A((]OW))] — M2'u ‘A((J(\]J)) (034 — 035) . (5.3)

This result is general as long as ,/Am?j /M < pu < 1. For the sake of testability, we are

mainly interested in scenarios where sterile-active mixing angles are (much) larger than the
seesaw expectations U2 ~ UZ% > | (my),, |/M. In this case, we can write

).

i)\MQ 2
MR 0

AWM )] 1 (5.4)

=~ ptarg(mgg) _
mps ~ € (!mﬁﬁ\ {1 A(0) 5

in terms of the combinations of phases A = 2Re(w) + ¢, where ¢ depends only on 1 and
the measured light neutrino parameters. Explicit expressions for A (and |mgg|) for both
NH and IH are provided in appendix C.

Fig. 2 shows T10/1’2(136Xe) (in the rest of this work, we will always consider 0v 3 bounds
on 130Xe unless explicitly specified otherwise) as derived from Eq. (5.4) for fixed values of
pU? as a function of M. The bands emerge after marginalizing over the various unknown
phases. There is another uncertainty arising from hadronic and nuclear matrix elements,
which were discussed in detail in Ref. [33]. In order to keep the plots and the discussion
transparent and to focus on the contributions from HNLs, we do not include these uncer-
tainties in the analysis below, but stress that predicted lifetimes have an O(1) uncertainty.

At certain values of M, new “funnels” appear where the decay rate can go below
detectable levels as a result of a cancellation between the first and second terms in Eq. (5.4);
these are the regions where the minimum value of |mgg| falls below the limits while the
maximum value still remains above them, which implies the phase A can be tuned such that
there is a mutual (partial) cancellation. This kind of cancellation has been studied before
for both hierarchical and pseudo-degenerate heavy neutrino masses, albeit only using the
amplitude in Eq. (4.5), in Refs. [17-20, 92-95]. We also see that, for large HNL masses, their
contribution to the Ov$3f3 rate is minimal, and the lifetime resembles the myighiest = 0 €V
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Figure 2: 0v3f lifetimes for selected values of uU? as a function of M. The existing Ov33
limits are shown with grey solid lines, while the dashed lines represent a 100x improvement
on the limits. The dotted lines (blue for NH and red for IH) indicate the bands obtained
when no contribution from HNLs is considered.

limit of the standard 3 light Majorana neutrino exchange scenario, indicated using dotted
lines in Fig. 2 (see, e.g., Fig. 6 of Ref. [33]). As expected from Eq. (5.4), this effect is more
pronounced for smaller values of uU?2, as the contribution to the rate from HNLs gets even
smaller.

We can now derive limits on the combination pU? as function of M from the current
non-observation of Ov35. The resulting upper limits are shown with solid blue lines in
Fig. 3 for IH (left) and NH (right). For small HNL masses the two limits agree but the
limits are a bit stronger for larger masses in the case of NH. The reason is essentially that
the second term in Eq. (5.4) can first cancel the term ~ mgg and then saturate the limit
on mgg. In the IH mgg is larger and thus the limit on pU?2 gets a bit weaker. Also shown
in grey are the limits obtained using Eq. (4.5). We see that the peak of the limit shifts
towards higher masses and also the slope at small mass differs. We can also see the features
exhibited in Fig. 2 here; the slice at pU? = 107 in Fig. 3 corresponds to the excluded
regions in Fig. 2, while no mass region is excluded by the current limits for uU? = 10710,

Finally, we can look at the interplay between the constraints from radiative corrections
discussed in Sec. 2 and Ov33. Using the definition of mgg, see Eq. (5.2), one can reformulate
Eq. (2.23) into a condition on mgg. The absence of fine-tuning leads to an mgg-dependent
upper bound on pU?2,

WU? < vilmgg| (4m)*
M3 2U'(M?)

which is shown in grey in Fig. 5. When inserting the condition (5.5) on pU?2 from radiative

(5.5)

corrections into expression (5.4), one obtains a limit on the mass of HNLs which can give
a sizeable contribution to Ovj3S decay (i.e., |mgg| > |mgagl),

L n? A
M5 ) 1A)

Beyond this mass, the HNLs cannot significantly affect the rate of Ov3S5 decay without

~10GeV . (5.6)

giving sizeable radiative corrections to the light neutrino masses.
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Figure 3: Left: Limits on the combination U2 as a function of the HNL mass M in the
inverted hierarchy. The grey line is the upper limit obtained using Eq. (4.5), while the solid
blue line is the upper limit derived here, using current limits on 0v3f lifetime of '36Xe.
Dashed blue (red) lines are obtained with an 100x (1000x) improvement on current Ov3.3
limits. If no signal is seen, there is both an upper and lower bound on pU?2. Right: Same
but now for the normal hierarchy. In this case, an improvement of ~ 103 is required to get
a lower bound on pU?2.

5.2 Future projections for Ov33 decay

The case of no observation. It is interesting to see what happens if we increase the
experimental limits. Indeed, in the case of IH, we expect to see Ov3[3 if we increase the
current lower limit on the half-life by an order of magnitude unless the contribution from
the HNLs cancel against the contributions from active neutrinos. This cancellation can
enter in two ways. Firstly, the first term in Eq. (5.4) is suppressed for small M. Secondly,
the first and second term can mutually cancel.

We first consider the scenario where the IH is confirmed by neutrino oscillation ex-
periments and improved OvS33 experiments have set a limit Tlo/”2 > 3.8-10%® y (a factor
100 improvement over the current limit [13], inspired by the projections for nEXO and
LEGEND [14, 15]). For M > 100 MeV, the cancellation in the first term is not sufficient
by itself. We visualize Eq. (5.4) in Fig. 4 to highlight that it is possible to set a lower and
an upper bound on pU? for given values of A and M. The most conservative bounds are
obtained when A = 0, and we depict the resulting allowed range for y U2 as a function of M
by the blue dashed lines in Fig. 3. The dashed red lines in Fig. 3 contain the allowed region
with another factor 10 improvement (7’ {)/”2 > 3.8-10% y). Because the HNL contribution
can exactly cancel the light neutrino contribution in this red band, the allowed region for
M > 50 MeV no longer changes for even tighter limits.

A similar analysis holds for in the NH, but in this case the lower limit can only be
achieved starting from 7T 10/”2 > 3.8 -10% y which is not likely to be reached in the near
future. We nevertheless show the corresponding region with red dashed lines in Fig. 3.
The blue dashed line corresponds to a limit Tlo/”2 > 3.8-10% y and gives only an upper
bound on pU? in this case.

For both TH and NH, U2 is allowed to be zero below a certain M even with improve-
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Figure 4: A visualisation of the two contributions to OvSS decay rate given in Eq. (5.4).
The first term is shown in yellow, while the second is in red, and A denotes the relative
phase between the contributions. The circle represents the future experimental limit. In
case shown the limits are strong enough that the first term in Eq. (5.4) necessarily lies
outside the circle, therefore, a non-observation of Ovg3 lets us put lower limits on the
values of uU? and |)|. In the left figure we show the limiting case where the value of || is
maximal, whereas the figure on the right shows the limiting range of values for uU? (red,
dashed) for a fixed value of A\. This range is maximal if we choose A = 0.

ments in limits. At these low masses, there is a severe cancellation in the first term of
Eq. (5.4) as A(M) starts to approach the size of A(0), and this O(u") term can then no
longer saturate the rate to the limit. While this is possible from the point of view of Ov503
alone, we will see that HNLs with masses below 100 MeV are strongly constrained by
cosmology and laboratory searches.

The case of an observation. A confirmed observation of Ov33 decay can potentially
provide information about HNL masses and mixings, depending on the observed lifetime.
In both the IH and the NH, if the lifetime is confirmed to lie within the respective standard
light-neutrino exchange band (see Fig. 2), it will be difficult to determine from Ov3/ alone
whether the decay involves any subleading contributions from HNLs. However, observing
Ov 35 would nevertheless provide a crucial ingredient to test the underlying model, extract
information on all its parameters, and understand the role of HNLs in particle physics and
cosmology [21, 37].

On the other hand, if the lifetimes are determined to fall outside the predicted bands
then much more can be learned. In such a case, bands similar to those in Fig. 3 can
be drawn to determine target regions for direct searches. Within the context of the 3 4 2
model, if a next-generation Ov 33 experiment detects a signal observed beyond the standard
IH band, this would imply either an IH scenario with HNLs suppressing the rate, or an
NH scenario with enhanced rates (see Fig. 2). In both cases, the mass and couplings of
the HNLs are very constrained and can be targeted in other experiments to fully test the
model. We will also see in Sec. 8 that enhanced rates in NH while requiring successful
leptogenesis are only possible for very specific HNL masses. A rate suppression in IH,
however, is possible for a large range of masses.
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5.3 Constraints from collider searches and Big Bang Nucleosynthesis

Due to their (small) mixing with LH neutrinos, HNLs are also expected to be produced at
a number of laboratory experiments. In the MeV-GeV range, accelerator searches provide
among the most stringent upper limits on the value of the HNL couplings. In this work,
we consider the following two types of searches.

Peak searches, such as the ones performed at PIENU [96], E949 [97], KEK [98], and
NAG62 [99], look for peaks in the missing energy distribution of pion/kaon invisible decay
modes, thus effectively putting upper bounds on the value of U2. The constraints put by
the aforementioned set of experiments are particularly stringent on the electron and muon
mixings Uez/u in the 50 to 500 MeV HNL mass range.? Given that they focused on HNLs
produced from the decays of pions and kaons, these searches will however fail to provide
limits for M > m o, myo denoting the neutral kaon mass.

Displaced vertex searches probing the decays of HNLs to SM particles, such as PS-
191 [103, 104], BEBC [105, 106], NuTeV [107], DELPHI [108], CHARM [109], T2K [110],
ATLAS [111], and CMS [112, 113], can extend the range of previously mentioned limits
much beyond m o, as well as improve some of these below this threshold (see, e.g., Refs. [3,
36, 114, 115] for an overview of the different searches). However, these searches strongly
depend on the relative mixing pattern U2 : Uﬁ : U2, and the limits so produced are subject
to reinterpretation when projected on U2 [116], the mixing relevant for Ov33. We thus
prefer to use the resulting bounds with caution and not rule out parameter regions on the
basis of these limits alone.

Beyond laboratory searches, one can also look at the impact of HNLs on cosmological
observables. While weakly coupled to the SM, RH neutrinos can nonetheless be produced
in sizeable amounts in the early universe through their mixing with the SM neutrinos (and
need to in order to generate the BAU). It has been long known that sufficiently long lived
HNLs, i.e. HNLs with lifetime larger than ~ 0.1s, will spoil the Big Bang Nucleosynthesis
(BBN) [117-120]'° and the post-BBN history [121-124]. Two main effects play a role
during BBN. First, the additional contribution of the HNLs to the universe’s energy density
increases the Hubble rate. Hence, the expansion of the universe will accelerate, leading to
an earlier'! freeze-out of the p > n conversion. Second, their decays to leptons and/or
mesons will modify the rates of p <+ n conversion, e.g., by distorting the SM neutrino
spectrum or due to meson-driven conversions such as 7~ + p — n + 7° [120]. These two
constraints effectively set a lower bound on the mixing of right-handed neutrinos, which
is stronger than the lower limit obtained from neutrino oscillation data [59] for masses
below a few GeVs. Even though BBN constraints in principle also depend on the mixing
flavour pattern, we marginalise in this work over the mixing pattern to only display, in,
e.g., Fig. 6, the region of the parameter space that is excluded with certainty.'?> There

For even smaller M ~ 10 MeV, reactor and solar neutrino experiments have a direct sensitivity [100-
102].

19This condition relaxes for M < 50 MeV, see, e.g., Fig. 6 of Ref. [119].

" The general picture is however slightly more complex as the decay of HNLs into muons, electrons and
photons can potentially dilute the decoupled species, thereby reducing the Hubble rate [119].

12This marginalisation is done in the 342 model considered here; in the model with three right-handed
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are also constraints on the HNL (and other feebly coupled particle species) mixing from
their impact on supernova explosions, but these depend on the details of modelling the
explosion (cf., e.g., Ref. [125] and references therein), and has been shown to be avoidable
for axion-like particles [126].

BBN constraints combined with accelerator limits effectively put a lower bound on the
mass of the right-handed neutrinos that do contribute sizeably to the generation of SM
neutrino masses. In the scenario with ny = 2 generations of right-handed neutrinos, this
lower bound lies around 400 MeV with a small possible window around the pion mass [37],
see Ref. [127] for more details. In the following sections, we will examine whether this
window remains open once we consider the additional constraints set by Ovj3s.

5.4 The interplay with leptogenesis

As argued above, Ov33 and naturalness set constraints on the combination y U2. The BBN
and laboratory constraints, on the other hand, are to a good approximation independent
of p and persist even in the limit of degenerate masses. Interestingly, leptogenesis is only
possible if y U2 is not too large ' although it does not set a lower bound.*

The constraints in the pU2 — M plane from 0v34 (blue solid line), radiative corrections
(gray solid line), and the requirement of successful leptogenesis (orange solid line) are shown
in Fig. 5. The region successfully fulfilling these three constraints is displayed in white.
In the left panel we consider the IH. For HNL masses between 100 MeV and 10 GeV, we
see that OvBf sets the strongest constraints while naturalness and leptogenesis overtake
Ovp3p for larger masses. In the case of NH, the tables turn and, because we typically have
U2/U? < 1 in that scenario, the requirement of leptogenesis is more constraining than
current Ov35 bounds.

It is interesting to consider what the implications of future Ov 53 experiments could be.
We imagine a scenario where next-generation experiments improve the current sensitivity
on the 3%Xe lifetime by a factor 100. If no signal is observed in the IH, this requires a
cancellation between the contributions from the active Majorana neutrinos and the HNLs
as discussed in Sec. 5.1. In such a scenario, the values of U2 are constrained to a rather
narrow band (depicted by the blue dashed lines) which is still consistent with leptogenesis.
Even further improvements of the experimental Ov3S limits would only slightly tighten
this band (red dashed). As discussed in Sec. 5.2, in case next-generation experiments do
observe a signal in the TH, whether one can say something about the value of uU2 or not
will depend on the measured lifetime. We discuss this in more detail in Sec. 8.

In the case of NH, much bigger experimental improvements are required. Indeed, we
observe that a relative improvement of the Ov33 sensitivity by a factor of 103 is needed to
first set a lower limit on ;U2 (red dashed lines). Interestingly, if even with such a major
improvement no signal is detected, the combination of Ov53 and leptogenesis constraints

neutrino flavours the bounds for M < m relax considerably [124].

13In the model with two HNL flavours discussed here, ;1 < 1 is strictly needed for leptogenesis with M
at or below the Davidson-Ibarra bound [43, 75].

14T eptogenesis is possible even in the limit . — 0 because thermal and Higgs corrections also cause an
effective mass splitting, see, e.g., Refs. [128-131] for studies of such scenarios.
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Figure 5: Bounds in the uU2 — M plane for TH (left) and NH (right). The limits are shown
with blue (Ov38 decay), orange (leptogenesis), and grey (radiative corrections) solid lines,
and the shaded regions are excluded. We also show with dashed lines the regions that
would be allowed by 0v33 with 102x (blue) and 103x (red) stronger limits.

will force HNLs to be rather light (M < 2 GeV). This region of the parameter space should
be (almost) fully probed by the (near-)future experimental program, including DUNE and
SHiP. With the expected next-gen experimental sensitivities, an observed signal in the
NH can only occur if the lifetime is lower than predicted by the standard active neutrino-
exchange mechanism. This requires a large contribution from HNLs and while this is
definitely possible in general in a 3 4+ 2 scenario (see for example Fig. 2), we will see in
Sec. 8 that this is only compatible with leptogenesis for very specific HNL masses.

5.5 Probing the seesaw mechanism and leptogenesis: Complementarity and
testability

Let us now suppose HNLs with M around the GeV scale are discovered at an accelerator-
based experiment. Ovf3( can then provide an important ingredient for testing the under-
lying model [21, 37]. For the sake of definiteness we take SHiP. Within the minimal model
considered here, the branching ratios of HNL decays into different SM flavours can be used
to constrain the Majorana phases [37, 132], assuming that the Dirac phase is independently
determined at DUNE or HyperK (cf., e.g., Ref. [133]). This is essentially a consequence
that the ratios U2/U? in the phenomenologically relevant and technically natural limit
u <1, Imw 2 1 are entirely determined by light neutrino parameters. Since the lightest
neutrino is massless in the 342 model, the light neutrino masses can be directly extracted
from the mass splitting obtained in oscillation experiments, which are expected to deter-
mine the mass ordering in the near future. The imaginary part of w can, via Egs. (2.16) or
(2.17), be determined from the total number of HNL events. In case any HNLs are directly
discovered at an accelerator, the predictions that the 3+2 model makes for the various
non-trivial correlations between these observables provide powerful tests of the hypothesis
that these particles are indeed the origin of neutrino mass.

However, the BAU strongly depends on p and, in a less drastic way, on Rew. Hence,
in order to test the hypothesis that the HNLs are also responsible for leptogenesis, it is
crucial to constrain also these two parameters. The mass splitting ¢ can either be measured
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kinematically (if it is sizeable enough) or constrained via lepton number violating signatures
from HNL oscillations in the BELLE II [134] or SHiP detector [135].1% The real part of w can
in principle be determined by measuring the U?, the ratios U2, /U2, or even U?. However,
Egs. (2.16)-(2.19) show that these quantities would have to be measured at a precision
that roughly corresponds to ~ e~2™«l or better, cf. Eq (2.11), which is practically very
challenging. As discussed in Refs. [20, 21, 37|, Ov3 offers a complementary probe of p
and Rew, which is contained in A, and hence an important key to test leptogenesis.

In particular, in the cancellation region the non-observation of the Ov 3 process trans-
lates into a measurement of the parameter \. Any limit mggﬁt that is below the expected
values of mgg corresponds to a limit (see Fig. 4):

i i
Al < arcsin — ~ — , 5.7
A (mr 1= AGD/AD)] ) ~ Tmgel T-AGDAD)] 7

where in the last step we assume that |mgg||1 — A(M)/.A(0)| oversaturates the Ov3( limit
by a factor 2 2, failing which the uncertainty in A would be rather large. If this scenario
is realized, the biggest uncertainty on determining the value of Rew therefore comes from
the remaining phases entering A, that can be determined by measuring the HNL branching
fractions at collider experiments [128]. The same non-observation would also precisely limit
the value of u, with

= el _ Img5"| L
e Imgal L — A(M)/A(0)]

(5.8)

where p. is defined as the value of the mass splitting necessary for a perfect cancellation:

_ 2mpggs| |A(0) — A(M)|
He=Truz — a(1)

(5.9)

6 A global analysis in the inverted hierarchy

Both the baryon asymmetry and the Ov383 decay rate strongly depend on the value of the
relative mass splitting pu. Given that the baryon asymmetry production is enhanced for
small splitting while the O3 decay rate increases with u, we choose as benchmarks mildly
degenerate RH neutrinos with p € {1071,1072,1073}. We consider in this section the TH
scenario and discuss the NH in Sec. 7.

6.1 Current situation

Constraints from Ov58 and radiative corrections can simply be obtained for different values
of p by (linearly) rescaling the results from Fig. 5, see Egs. (5.4) and (5.5). In Fig. 6

15Similar measurements can in principle be performed at the LHC [136, 137] or, with better precision, at
FCC-ee or CEPC, which is capable of producing a huge number of HNLs, but the contribution from HNLs
to Eq. (5.4) is highly suppressed for the range of M where these colliders are most sensitive [128, 138, 139].
However, while this hampers the prospects to constrain Rew, Ov3f in this regime can still provide an
independent consistency check of the model by testing the relations (C.3) in the appendix.
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Figure 6: Current bounds on U2 for IH (left panel) and NH (right panel), for u =
1071, 1072, 1073 (top to bottom). The upper bounds come from current OvSf3 limits,
experimental limits and radiative correction bounds (blue, black, and grey respectively),
while BBN (brown) and the seesaw line (green) give lower bounds. Correct BAU can be
produced only within the region marked by orange borders; for NH, ;4 = 0.1 cannot produce
enough baryon asymmetry. In dotted black lines we show the best limits from displaced
vertex searches [104, 106, 109-112].

(left panel for TH), we display in brown and green the lower limits on U2 obtained from
BBN and neutrino oscillation data respectively, while peak and displaced vertex searches
(shown in continuous and dotted black lines respectively) provide upper bounds on UZ2. In
combination with constraints from peak searches, BBN rules out HNL masses below ~ 400
MeV, apart from a small window around the pion mass. This window, however, is closed
either fully or partially by Ovf33 experiments for g > 1073. For HNL masses above 500
MeV, Ovf33 sets tighter constraints on U2 compared to radiative corrections, up to roughly
10 GeV where limits from radiative corrections become more stringent.

—90 —



For a fixed mass splitting, the requirement to reproduce the observed BAU is depicted
by the orange curve. Only within this bounded region is leptogenesis viable. For p = 0.1,
this implies that M > 800 MeV and 1072 < U2 < 1075, Depending on the assumptions
for the flavour pattern of the mixing angle, a small part of this parameter space is already
excluded by displaced vertex searches, but an overlapping and bigger chunk is also in
disagreement with OvBf3 searches. Overall, the combination of leptogenesis and OvS03
searches requires M > 2 GeV. Another smaller window allowed by successful leptogenesis
exists below the pion mass for large U2, but it is completely ruled out already by 0v33
and peak searches.

As we tune down the mass splittings, two effects come into play. First, the limits on
U2 from OvB3 and radiative corrections become weaker (remember that they both only
constrain the combination 1 U2). At the same time, the window for successful leptogenesis
grows. On the other hand, the BBN, seesaw, and laboratory limits remain unaffected.
One can clearly observe these two effects by comparing the middle and bottom panels of
Fig. 6 (drawn for g = 1072 and g = 1072 respectively) with the top panel of the same
figure (drawn for p = 1071). For the former, a sliver of parameter space is now opened
up around the pion mass M ~ m, due the weakened constraints from Ov33. The same
window was already observed in Refs. [37, 127] and we here confirm that it is not ruled out
by OvB33. For larger masses M > 500 MeV a significantly wider region is now open, which
is only partially constrained by Ov33 and displaced vertex searches. For p = 1072 and even
smaller splittings, the OvB83 limit fails to constrain the window near the pion mass, and
becomes relevant only for M > 500 MeV. The parameter space uniquely excluded by 0v3/3
is relevant for leptogenesis only for 500 MeV < M < 2 GeV. However, if the constraints
from displaced vertex searches are taken at face value, the constraints from Ov53 become
subleading across all HNL mass ranges for p < 1073,

6.2 Future prospects

We have seen above that existing searches already exclude sizeable regions of the parameter
space, but also that large parts of said parameter space remain yet unexplored. In this
section, we consider improvements on 3 different fronts:

e We examine the impact of the displaced vertex searches possible at the future DUNE
[140-142] and SHiP facilities [143-145], whose respective sensitivities we extracted
from the review [36]. These experiments are very sensitive to HNLs below, respec-
tively, 2 and 5 GeV.

e We consider the impact of the High Luminosity phase of the LHC (HL-LHC) [146,
147] and a future FCC-ee [148, 149] program as an example of a future lepton collider.
In doing so we only consider the expected bounds on U2. Colliders in principle can
also directly observe lepton number violation. While the N; in Ov3( are always
virtual, they can undergo dynamical oscillations in the detector [136, 150] that can
be sensitive to subleading effects [40]. The simulation of this effect is not trivial
[41, 151] and would require a dedicated work.
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Figure 7: Future (projected) constraints on U2 for TH for u = 0.1 (left) and 0.01 (right).
The region within the orange contour produces correct BAU, and a limit of Tlo;’Q(l%Xe) >
3.8 - 10?8 y forces the only allowed region to be within the band without hatch-shading.
The dotted lines represent projected upper bounds on U2 from DUNE, SHiP, HL-LHC, and
FCC-ee, while the currently constrained regions are shaded in grey (see Fig. 6 for details).

e We investigate what happens in case of an absence of a signal in improved O0v3(
experiments. In particular, in the IH we consider a limit of Tlo/"2(136Xe) > 3.8-10% y.

We also discuss the implications in case we do observe a signal in these experiments.

Fig. 7 highlights the future sensitivities for the IH for g4 = 0.1 and g = 0.01 in,
respectively, the left and right panels. A lack of signal in Ov3f3 in the IH would indicate
that the HNLs must live within the region that is not hatch-shaded.

For 4 = 0.1 we observe that the demand of leptogenesis and no signal in Ovf3( only
leaves a relatively small window for HNL masses, roughly between 2 and 20 GeV. This
window will be mostly probed by SHiP and the HL-LHC, and completely covered by the
FCC-ee. For smaller mass splittings, and no Ov38 signal, the Ov33 constraints are actually
more stringent which may come as a surprise. The reason is that the absence of a Ov50
signal requires a cancellation between contributions from active neutrinos and HNLs, and
a smaller mass splitting needs to be compensated by a larger mixing angle U2. From the
right panel of Fig. 7 we see that the regions where the blue and orange contours overlap can
be entirely probed by a combination of SHiP, DUNE, and the HL-LHC. For even smaller
splittings, this conclusion is only strengthened. The window near the pion mass (which
becomes relevant for smaller mass splittings as the Ov 3/ band moves up) will be completely
probed by DUNE alone, highlighting the complementarity among the future searches.

6.3 Ov(p3 searches with different isotopes

In the previous sections, we considered Ov3/3 limits arising from only '36Xe-based searches,
and it is seen from Eq. (5.4) that the OvS3 decay rate can be tuned to very small values
by choosing an appropriate phase A and coupling strength U2 for given values of M and p,
which would make an attempt at detection hopeless. However, it may be that a vanishing
rate for one isotope does not necessarily imply large Ov30 lifetimes for another isotope,

- 29 —



1033 - 1033
: 5000
32] IH . 10324 H P
10 P 3237 e -1
1034 2096 103
S 10%] 1357 = 1034
T s @ e
[ S [ =
878
§ 1024 2 9 107y 282‘
< 568 = o o
251028 = $510%8
368
1027_ 10274
: 238 3
1026 154 1026/
1025 . . — - - - 100 105 - - — . ‘ :
1025 1026 1027 1028 1029 1030 1031 1032 1033 1025 1026 1027 1028 1029 1030 1031 1032 1033
T9%(136Xe) (y) T%VZ(BGXG) (y)

Figure 8: Comparison of 136Xe and "®Ge 0v3 decay lifetimes for a scan of points that
produce correct BAU and are not ruled out by peak searches or BBN constraints, marginal-
ising over 4 € {1071, 1072, 1073}, and 100 MeV < M < 100 GeV in the inverted hierarchy.
The different colours represent the largest possible M and pu (for specific values of the 35Xe
and "*Ge OvBf3 decay lifetimes) found by our scan. The current Ov3f3 limits are shown
with solid grey lines [13, 153], while the dotted lines denote an improvement of two orders
of magnitude.

as the cancellation among the contributions need not occur in the same manner [94, 152].
Moreover, the overlap between the region producing the correct BAU and the Ov 55 allowed
band can also be spurious, since it is not a priori necessary that the choice of parameters
that are successful in the sense of leptogenesis will also be able to suppress the 0v3s
decay rate. It could very well be that the two choices of parameters (particularly of the
CP phases), one for leptogenesis and the other for a suppressed OvgS3 decay rate, are
incompatible.

To this end, we perform a parameter scan over points that can produce the correct
BAU for u € {1071, 1072, 1073}, evade BBN and other current experimental constraints,
and show the correlation between the 0v383 lifetimes for 136Xe and "Ge in Fig. 8. From
this figure, we notice that it is indeed possible to find a set of points that satisfy all
these constraints and also largely enhance the Ov3g lifetimes. The points are colour-coded
according to the largest possible M (i) in the left (right) panel. The current limits are
shown in solid grey lines while the dotted lines represent a 100x improvement on the
bounds. The bulk of the points follow largely a straight line until T’ 10/”2 ~ 10% y, and the
spread starts to widen for larger Ov5g lifetimes.

Interestingly, we see that the line branches out into the “funnels” of severely suppressed
decay rates beyond Tf/”2 ~ 10?8 y, and we see that a suppression in the decay rate of one
isotope does not accompany a suppression in the other. As a result, a combination of
probes should be able to rule out the aforementioned scenario entirely with limits of around
TIO/I’Q(I?’ﬁXe) >10% y and Tl()/”z(mGe) > 103! y for 4 = 10~1. We note that the point of this
branching is dependent on p and moves to smaller lifetimes for smaller mass splittings as

shown in the right panel of Fig. 8; covering the entire space for = 0.1 would then also
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probe the possible regions for smaller p as well, especially since future collider programs
will be sensitive to the entire allowed region as shown in the previous section.

The above results imply that in the case of TH, 3 + 2 low-scale leptogenesis models
can be completely ruled out with the future experimental program. A non-observation
in 100x improved OvSB3 experiments will carve out a relatively small region of parameter
space where the HNL masses and mixing angles have to live. HNLs with these masses and
mixing angles can be readily tested in future displaced vertex searches at DUNE, SHiP,
or FCC-ee. If on the contrary a Ovf3( signal is observed within the next generation of
experiments, this would provide an guideline for future searches for HNLs, cf. Sec. 5.2.
Once any fermionic singlets are discovered, Ov33 can provide an important piece in the
puzzle of understanding their role in particle physics and cosmology, as sketched in Sec. 5.5.

7 A global analysis in the normal hierarchy

Normal hierarchy presents less hope for a Ov 55 detection in the near future for the standard
case with only three light neutrinos. The typical lifetime in that case indeed lies around
two orders of magnitude above its IH equivalent. However, the presence of HNLs can in
principle enhance the decay rate to detectable levels (see Fig. 2). Nevertheless, the current
Ovp3p limits are rather weak compared to the constraints from leptogenesis. For instance,
we find no parameter space for leptogenesis with u = 0.1, as shown in the right panel
of Fig. 6. The allowed region is tiny for g = 0.01, and grows as p gets smaller. The
allowed window near M ~ m, is also larger compared to IH for smaller values of x. For
p < 1073, the size of the window is completely determined by BBN and collider limits,
and leptogenesis does not constrain it at all if the bounds from displaced vertex searches
are taken at face value.

Looking forward, since the standard NH band (large M limit of the right panel in
Fig. 2) remains out of reach of next generation of Ov3/ experiments, we consider a more
optimistic limit of Tlo/”Z(l?’GXe) > 3.8-10% y which would allow us to obtain a lower bound
on U2, similar to Fig. 7 for IH. The resulting constraints are shown in Fig. 9, along with
the minimum possible lifetime in the standard 3 light neutrino NH scenario in red (dashed)
— any OvBp3 detection before this level would point in this scenario to a highly enhanced
rate from the exchange of HNLs.

From Fig. 9, it is also clear that obtaining a highly suppressed rate while producing
enough BAU is rather difficult, especially for large p. Even for 4 = 1073, only the window
near m;, and a relatively small region below M ~ 1 GeV allow for suppressed rates while
fulfilling the leptogenesis constraint. As a result, we find that our scan of parameter points
in NH is constrained largely around the standard NH band in the Tlo/”Q(l?’GXe) — TIO/”2(76Ge)
plane (see also Fig. 10 and the discussion in Sec. 8), unlike the IH scan in Fig. 8 which
exhibits a larger spread and special features such as the branching.

Our analysis implies that in the 3 + 2 scenario in the NH, for most of the parameter
space that agrees with the observed BAU, we expect a Ovf3( signal that agrees with the
standard NH band (around 10?° y). In this case, unfortunately the mixing angles U2 can
be small enough to avoid detection even with a future FCC-ee. In the case of NH and no

— 24 —



100 500 1000 5000 10 100 500 1000 5000 1g*

M (MeV) M (MeV)

Figure 9: Future (projected) constraints on U2 for NH for u = 1072 (left) and 1073
(right). A limit of Tlo/”Z(l?’GXe) > 3.8-10%" y rules out the hatch-shaded region, while the
red dashed line indicates an upper limit that coincides with the smallest possible lifetime
in the standard 3 light neutrino exchange scenario in NH. See Fig. 7 for details on rest of

the limits.

Ovff3 signal below roughly 3 -10%° y, most of the surviving parameter space can be readily

tested by DUNE and SHiP.

8 Populating the non-standard region

Given that the effect of HNLs on Ov33 will be difficult to disentangle within the “standard”
bands that correspond to 3 light neutrino exchange (shown in Fig. 2), it is interesting to
look at the regions beyond the band where a signal can be more easily be interpreted as a
hint towards HNLs. In particular, the region lying between the NH and IH bands can be
populated by rate-suppressed IH models or rate-enhanced NH models. Shown in Fig. 10
are such points that can produce the correct BAU; the region containing all the points we
found are shaded'® in dark red for IH (left panel) and dark blue for NH (right panel). Note
that laboratory and BBN constraints have been applied here. The standard 3 light neutrino
exchange bands are shown in light red and blue (for IH and NH respectively), bounded by
dotted lines. The bands here also consider take into consideration the uncertainty in the
PMNS parameters, unlike the previous figures, to make better contact with the leptogenesis
scans. In order to reach the largest lifetimes, we performed a targeted scans by adjusting
the values of p and A close to their optimal values in order to minimize mgg, see Sec. 5.5
for a more detailed discussion.

Although it is possible to enhance Ov3 rates in NH, we find that it is in general hard
to explain all of BAU with such rate-enhanced points. The exception is a a narrow window
around the pion mass, where limits from peak searches are relatively weak, and a small
region around 500 MeV where a minor enhancement is possible. Suppression of Ov 3 rates,

16The apparent noise in the boundary of this shaded region is nonphysical and just originates from the
difficulty to make the scan fully converge.
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Figure 10: Population of the non-standard Tlo/”2 region in the IH (red, left panel) and NH
(blue, right panel). The standard bands with 3 light neutrino exchange Ovf33 decay are
shown in light blue (NH) and light red (IH). Only points that survive experimental and
BBN constraints and are consistent with the measured BAU are shown, and the regions
containing all the points found are shaded in dark red (IH) and blue (NH).

however, is still prominent in NH and consistent with the observed BAU but this requires
quite specific HNL masses.

It is also clear from Fig. 10 that, in case of IH, the entire non-standard Tlo/"2 region
can be populated across all mass ranges (that are not fully constrained by BBN and ex-
perimental limits) up to ~ 10 GeV. In particular, the window near the pion mass allows
for larger HNL-induced modification to the OvSp3 rates. This also holds for the NH where
in this window a reduced lifetime of around 10?® y is possible.

From the perspective of Ov35 experiments this motivates a program to not just cover
the TH band but also to test the region, sometimes called the “dead-zone”, between the
top of the IH band (around 2 - 10%7 y for 136Xe) and the bottom of the NH band (4 - 10%®
y for 136Xe), as such Ovj3p3 lifetimes are predicted in minimal seesaw models that explain
the BAU and are not in conflict with any other experiment or cosmological observation.

9 Conclusions

Extending the Standard Model with multiple gauge singlet right-handed neutrinos (or
HNLs) can provide an explanation to various open questions, in particular the observation
of neutrino oscillations and the baryon asymmetry of the universe. A minimal model that
can simultaneously explain both requires the existence of two heavy neutrino flavours. In
this work, we investigated the prospects to constrain the parameter space of this model
with next-generation OvS53 experiments in view of updated results for the lifetime of this
decay, cf. Fig. 1.

The key parameters of this analysis are the average HNL mass M, their relative mass
splitting p, and the magnitude of their mixing angles U2 with the electron neutrino. Ovj33
depends crucially on the combination of parameters uU? which determines the contribution
from the HNL exchange to Ov3j , cf. Fig 2. We used state-of-the-art expressions for Ov53
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rates to determine the sensitivity of present and future experiments to HNLs, the difference
to the standard result can be seen in Fig. 3. We compared these to the requirement of
successful leptogenesis, which can be used to limit the same combination of parameters.
The present situation is summarized in Fig. 5. In the inverted hierarchy, Ov/3( provides
the strongest limits on uU? up to HNL masses ~ 10 GeV, while in the normal hierarchy
the requirement of leptogenesis provides stronger limits. Future improvements in Ov3(
searches can change these conclusions.

The sensitivities of other laboratory experiments and cosmological considerations (in
particular BBN) depend on M and the mixing angles, but are, to a large extent, indepen-
dent of p. We therefore compared the constraints from leptogenesis, Ov33, BBN and HNL
searches at accelerators for fixed values of the mass splitting p in Fig. 6. In the inverted
hierarchy and for relatively large splitting, u = 0.1, this region is partially excluded by
present OvBp3 searches. For smaller splittings, the allowed region for leptogenesis grows
while the Ov88 constraints become weaker. In those cases, part of the parameter space
is excluded by experiments such as NA62 and BBN considerations. Interestingly, with
stronger constraints projected by future Ov35 searches, it will be possible to draw an up-
per and a lower limit on U? in case of no Ov3f signal, cf. Fig. 7. The requirements of the
BAU then only allow for a very constrained region in the parameter space that can be fully
explored with future experiments such as DUNE, SHiP, the HL-LHC, and the FCC-ee.

For the normal hierarchy the situation is less optimistic. Current OvfS experiments
do not probe the parameter space required for leptogenesis and an improvement of three
orders of magnitude is required to be able to set a lower bound on U?2. Nevertheless, future
experiments will be able to test a big chunk of the parameter space, as shown in Fig. 9.
Furthermore, in both the inverted and the normal hierarchy we find viable parameter space
that leads to successful leptogenesis and Ov33 rates that fall in between the Ov5S5 IH and
NH bands (see Fig. 10).

In case an HNL is discovered in an accelerator-based experiment, Ov33 can provide
crucial input to investigate whether the minimal model discussed here is realised in nature,
and to ultimately test the hypothesis that these particles may be the common origin of
the light neutrino masses and baryonic matter in the universe [21, 22, 37]. The updated
results for the Ov33 obtained in this pave the way to practically preform this test.

It will be interesting to see how these conclusions are modified in a 3+ 3 scenario which
would be required if it turns out the lightest active neutrino is massive. Such scenarios
are also well motivated as they naturally appear in various SM gauge extensions. It has
been shown in Refs. [83, 154] that the leptogenesis-viable parameter space is enhanced by
several orders of magnitude compared to the minimal 3+2 model. We however leave a
detailed analysis of such scenarios for future work.
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A Heavy neutrino quantum kinetic equations and numerical strategy

In this appendix, we provide the set of equations used to describe the evolution of HNLs
in the early universe and sketch the scanning strategy used in this work.

For HNL masses within reach of direct searches at colliders or fixed target experiments,
one cannot always describe the evolution of the RH neutrino distribution function using the
standard Boltzmann equations. Instead, in order to consistently describe heavy neutrino
oscillations, one needs to keep track of the evolution of the full density matrices p (p) of
heavy neutrinos with positive (negative) helicities, cf. e.g. [43] and references therein. A
minimal system of quantum kinetic equations that captures all relevant effects reads

.@_ .dpeq 1 ; Har 5

inq =g, HN0pl = (Dot =i Y TETafr(l— fr), (Ala)
ac{e,u,7}

i@:—idpeq—[ﬂ (57]—3'{11 op}+i Z Hop fr(l— fr) (A.1b)

dr dr N,0p 2 , 00 T alF F) .
ac{e,u,7}

4 2ip, [ Pk [ BE e

15 =~ /(27r)3Tr[FafF(1fp)]+z/WTr[Fa(5p5p)], (A.1c)

where dp = p — peq is the deviation from equilibrium of the heavy neutrino distribution
function. The SM chemical potentials p,, are related to the matter-antimatter flavour asym-
metries na, by a susceptibility matrix o = wapna,. This matrix is in general temperature
dependent [155, 156], here we use the high-temperature limit - see e.g., Refs. [85, 157] for
an explicit form of these matrices. Finally, Hy is the effective Hamiltonian of the model
while T and T represent the different interaction rates. These coefficients and, in particular,
their finite temperature behaviour, have been already extensively studied within the type-I
seesaw model (2.1) in previous works, see, e.g., Refs. [73, 158, 159] for reviews.

In practice, we use the results provided by Ref. [43], which extrapolates to the non-
relativistic regime the Hamiltonian and rates initially derived in Ref. [160], and solve the
quantum kinetic equations (A.1) assuming vanishing initial RH neutrino abundance. While
assuming thermal initial abundance can also be well motivated if the RH neutrinos were
subject to additional interactions at high temperature, the parameter space is too con-
strained [82, 83] in the region where RH neutrinos make a sizeable contribution to the
rates of neutrinoless double beta decay.

Regarding the numerical procedure for the scans discussed in Secs. 5, 6 and 7, we
performed a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) for efficient scanning of the parameter
space. More precisely, we use a Metropolis-Hastings algorithm with the log-likelihood
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We also vary the PMNS angles 0;; as well as the two light neutrino masses m; to take all
values in the 30 range from vFIT!" [60]. Varying the light neutrino oscillation parameters
additionally allows us to explore regimes of leptogenesis with extreme flavor ratios, which
can further alleviate the requirement for a mass degeneracy (see e.g. [161]). In particular,
for IH this allows us to explore the cases where U, 3 ,U2 — 0. One such scenario is the case
where n — 7/2, § — 0 and s?, — 0.333676 (which is within the allowed 30 range), with

all other parameters fixed to their best-fit values.
For the leptogenesis bounds we only include the points for which |Yg| > 5- 10711,
slightly lower than Yé’bs ~ 8.6 - 107! to account for theoretical uncertainties (interaction
rate coefficients, momentum dependence etc.) of the HNL evolution in the early universe.

B 0vpBp decay amplitudes

Here we give the relevant expressions and parameters that we use for the computation
of Ovpf amplitudes. Further details can be found in Refs. [32, 33]. The mass-dependent
amplitude can be split into three regions:

A1) () + AGD (my) + AW (1) - my < 100 MeV

A(my) = < A (my) + AD (my) 100 MeV < m; < 2 GeV, (B.1)
A (my) 2 GeV < m;,

where A4/ stand for the short- and long-distance contributions mentioned in Sec. 4.
Starting with large masses, the dimension-nine term, with ug ~ 2 GeV, is given by

m2 |5
AP = —QU(Mo,mz)mfg ggim (Mg?sd + M;]sjd)
K3
Q?N AP AP 2 NN
5 (MG sa + Milha) — g791 Mrsdl , (B.2)
A
where the QCD evolution is [162-164],
N\ 6/25
(21((:7;))) m; < Mhottom
6/25 , 6/23
n(/j’[)vmi) - <W) (%) Mbottom S m; S mtop )
s( o om) 6/25 as(mo ) 6/23 5( L) 2/7
(a g:?ﬂtot) ) (as(mbotttzm)) <aié(m77:op)> m; 2 mtop

for bottom and top quark masses Mpottom and Miep. Cus(fL) with 8y =

_ 2
 Bolog(p/A"))
11 — %nf, is the strong coupling constant, and a,(myz) = 0.1179 [165], gives A(450) ~

7 The 0vB3 upper and lower limits are drawn using the central values. However, these are quite insensitive
to variations of the PMNS angles and light neutrino masses.
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Mrpsa MR MEra Mph, MEE, me my mq M(0)
6Ge | -2.21 -2.26 0.82 -0.05 0.02 117 218 139 34
136Xe | -1.94 -1.99 0.74 0.05 -0.02 157 221 146 2.7

Table 1: Shell-model NMEs [167, 168] and fit parameters used in Ovff3 computations for
6Ge and 3%Xe. mq, my, m. are dimensionful, and are given in MeV here.

{119, 87, 43} MeV. The values of NMEs are given in Table 1. We consider only gi¥" and
gF™, and use gV = (1 + 3¢%)/4, and ¢g7™ = 0.36 [166].
The short-distance part contains

1+ (mi/me)? sign(mfl)

NN(\_ NN
) = 9O e a2

(B.3)

where gV (0) = —1.01 fm? [58, 167], and we set m, = 1 GeV. The values of mg for Xe
and "0Ge, as well as m,, my, M(0) from the long-distance part, are given in Table 1.
At lower masses, we have

AW () = — <M(mi) —m; [ d M(mi)] ‘0) ) (B-4)

dmi

where we use the functional form given in Eq. (4.8) for M, and the ultrasoft contribution
Ry

AL mg) = 25 S {OF T LI 07) (fmi, A + f(mi, AE2)) . (B.5)
A

n

with

—2|E (1+log &) + vm? — E? (g—tan_l ﬁ)} , ifm>FE,

f(m, E) = g
( ) -2 E(l—l—log%)—vEQ—m?logW}, ifm< FE,

where AE: 5 = Fy o+ E, — E;, and E;, E,, Ey are the energies of the initial, intermediate,
and final state respectively. F 2 stand for the electron energies, and we set the renormali-
sation scale fi,s = my. The matrix elements involving intermediate states for both 3¢Xe
and %Ge can be found in Ref. [33].

C Dependence of mgs and mgs on light and heavy neutrino parameters

In this appendix, we provide explicit expressions for the light neutrino effective Majorana
mass mgg (mgg) excluding (including) the effect of HNLs.
Excluding the impact of HNLs, the light neutrino effective Majorana mass writes

”m,@ﬂ‘z = miclycly + micissiy + 2mimaciyclgsty cos (2n) (C.1)
for IH and

|mﬂﬁ|2 = mgcélliaséﬁ + mgs%g + 2m2m3c%3s%25%3 cos (2(n + 9)) (C.2)
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for NH. In the above formula, we use the same notation as in Sec. 2, i.e. ¢/s;; = cos /sin0;;
being the sine and cosine of the PMNS angles. This can be readily expressed as [133]

U2 /U%(ma + m3)[ma(2s3yc3y — U2 JU?) + mg (253, — U2 /U?)] for NH.
(C.3)

[mpgs|” = {Ug/UQ(ml o) [ma (235c3y — U2JU?) = mo(2sy53 + UZ/U?)] - for TH,

On the other hand, including the effect of HNLs, the light neutrino effective Majorana mass
mgp crucially depends on a phase which we call A, see Eq. (5.4) for the explicit relation
between these 2 quantities and mgg. In the case of IH, this phase can be written in the
compact form

. i 2
S eQi(Re(w)—arg(mﬁﬁ)/2) (1 /mycio + ZW@W&Z)
micly + masiy — 2y/mimaciasiz sin(n)
. - 2
Qi(Re(w)—arg(m,gg)/Q) (\/ mici2 + 2\/7726%”812) . (04)
|y/micia + iy/maetso|?

=€

For NH, we have

16 . 2
e — 2i(Re(w)—0— 31 —arg(mgp)/2) (c13y/M2s12¢' T + iy /mzsis)
mgc%3s%2 + m38%3 + 2,/may/m3c13512513 sin (1 + )
_ Qi(Re(w)féf%farg(mgg)/@ (013\/”723126 + 1\/"73313) (05)

|c13y/Mi2s12€1 00 + i\ /migsi3)?

Although the phase ag; appears in this expression, only the combination as; — ag; = 29
is physical. Since a3 also appears in the corresponding expression for mgg, it can here be
traded for n by factoring out an overall phase in the expression for mgg.
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