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Abstract: In this work, we explore a well motivated beyond the Standard Model

scenario, namely, R-parity violating Supersymmetry, in the context of light neutrino

masses and mixing. We assume that the R-parity is only broken by the lepton

number violating bilinear term. We try to fit two non-zero neutrino mass square

differences and three mixing angle values obtained from the global χ2 analysis of

neutrino oscillation data. We have also taken into account the updated data of the

standard model (SM) Higgs mass and its coupling strengths with other SM particles

from LHC Run-II along with low energy flavor violating constraints like rare b-

hadron decays. We have used a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis to

constrain the new physics parameter space. While doing so, we ensure that all the

existing collider constraints are duly taken into account. Through our analysis, we

have derived the most stringent constraints possible to date with existing data on the

9 bilinear R-parity violating parameters along with µ and tan β. We further explore

the possibility of explaining the anomalous muon (g - 2) measurement staying within

the parameter space allowed by neutrino, Higgs and flavor data while satisfying

the collider constraints as well. We find that there still remains a small sub-TeV

parameter space where the required excess can be obtained.
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1 Introduction

Neutrino oscillation is one of the most robust indications towards the existence of

physics beyond the standard model (BSM). Over the years, multiple experiments

have been studying the neutrino oscillation phenomena, see e.g., [1–7]. Their mea-

surement of two mass square differences and three mixing angles imply significant

mixing among the three light neutrino states of which at least two must have non-zero

masses [8]. The standard model (SM) [9–12] or the R-parity1 conserving minimal

supersymmetric standard model (MSSM) [13–15] cannot address the neutrino oscil-

lation phenomena. The light neutrino masses and mixing can be generated by simple

seesaw extensions of the SM, which are different manifestations of the dimension-5

Weinberg operator [16, 17]. In Type-I seesaw, we add right-handed singlet fermions

in the model, in Type-II seesaw, we add fermionic triplets and in Type-III seesaw

the objective is achieved by adding scalar triplets to SM [18–22]. In R-parity violat-

ing (RPV) MSSM [23–42] scenario, one can explain neutrino oscillation phenomena

without incorporating the Weinberg operator. In the light of the updated neutrino

oscillation data and other relevant constraints, it is worth revisiting the scenario to

gauge their impact on the RPV couplings.

R-parity conserving MSSM is more widely studied in literature because it offers

a natural dark matter candidate in the form of the lightest supersymmetric particle

(LSP) which cannot decay further and is therefore stable2. However, one has to

incorporate R-parity conservation by hand to achieve that. The symmetry principles

to write the Lagrangian allow us to add four RPV terms in the superpotential as

below:

W�R p
= ϵiL̂iĤu +

1

2
λijkL̂iL̂jÊ

c
k +

1

2
λ′ijkL̂iQ̂jD̂

c
k +

1

2
λ′′ijkÛ

c
i Û

c
j D̂

c
k (1.1)

The bilinear term, ϵiL̂iĤu, and the next two trilinear terms containing λ, λ′ in

the Eq. 1.1 each violates lepton number by one unit and the last λ′′ term violates

the baryon number by one unit. Here L̂i (Êk) corresponds to the left (right) handed

1R-parity is defined as Rp = (−1)(3B−L+2S), where B, L and S are baryon number, lepton

number and spin quantum number of the particle respectively.
2It is also possible to have a dark matter candidate within RPV scenario in the form of a very

long-lived neutralino, gravitino or axino. See e.g., [24, 43, 44]
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lepton supermultiplet and Ĥu is the up-type Higgs supermultiplet. Q̂j, Ûj (D̂k)

represent left-handed doublet and right-handed singlet up-type (down-type) quark

supermultiplet respectively. One can generate non-zero light neutrino masses through

the trilinear λ or λ′ couplings at one-loop [45, 46]. Note that, with these couplings,

the neutrinos are still massless at tree level. The bilinear term is capable of generating

one neutrino mass at tree level [35, 45, 46]. However, one also needs to take into

account the one-loop contributions to explain the oscillation data. The trilinear

couplings need not be non-zero in that case from the perspective of light neutrino

mass generation. Note that, the bilinear RPV (bRPV) terms can exist even in

the absence of the trilinear terms in the theory and the trilinear couplings can be

generated starting from the bilinear couplings [47]. On the other hand, if one starts

from only trilinear RPV terms, the bilinear RPV couplings can be generated through

renormalisation group evolution at a different energy scale [48, 49]. Understandably,

neutrino masses and mixing angles lead to constraints on the trilinear couplings

[50]. Bilinear RPV can be assumed to be the fundamental theory and hence, in this

work, we only focus on non-zero values of these couplings keeping all trilinear RPV

couplings zero. Note that, in the alignment of bilinear coupling parameters (ϵi) and

sneutrino vev (vi), which arises naturally in the framework of horizontal symmetries,

the three light mass eigenstates of Li correspond to the three light neutrinos [25, 51].

To achieve this, the alignment between soft coupling parameters, Bi and ϵi is also

required i.e., Bi ∝ ϵi [25, 51]. In such cases, both the bilinear term and the soft

breaking bilinear term can be rotated away by the field redefinition of Li and Hu.

Although the contribution of bilinear RPV couplings towards neutrino masses and

mixings has been studied in the past [52–55], a detailed statistical analysis that can

highlight the allowed parameter space is missing in the existing literature. There

has been some effort to constrain the bilinear RPV couplings from neutrino physics

perspective [52–60] but they are either not very generalized or simply inadequate

in the light of new oscillation data [8]. Moreover, adding RPV couplings leads to a

wide range of phenomenological implications [24]. One needs to take into account

the modified bounds on the SUSY particles which can now decay exclusively into

SM particles. Because of the presence of the bilinear RPV term, the neutral and

charged Higgs states now can mix with the sneutrinos and charged sleptons respec-

tively. Therefore, one needs to carefully check the SM Higgs coupling strengths in

the light of the updated dataset [61, 62] which can further put constraints on the

RPV parameters. In this study, we take into account all these possibilities.

New measurement of muon magnetic moment at Fermilab has slightly changed the

existing world average, which shows a 4.2σ deviation3 at present from SM predic-

3The recent QCD lattice simulation of the Hadronic Vacuum Polarization (HVP) term by

the BMW collaboration [63], CLS/Mainz group [64], Extended Twisted Mass Collaboration
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tion [67, 68].

∆aµ = aExp
µ − aSMµ = (25.1± 5.9)× 10−10 (1.2)

Sneutrino-chargino and slepton-neutralino loops have been studied extensively in this

context and it is evident that given the present collider constraints, it is quite diffi-

cult to achieve the required excess within the framework of the MSSM. One region of

sub-TeV allowed parameter space still relevant in this context is the compressed re-

gion where LSP-NLSP mass difference is very small [69]. These kinds of compressed

regions are difficult to probe owing to the poor detection prospect of the final state

particles. In the RPV context, however, these particles can decay further into SM

particles if the RPV couplings are large enough for a prompt decay. That leads to

new collider constraints obtained from direct searches at the LHC [70–78]. Having

said that, there are some additional contributions to the muon (g - 2) in the RPV

framework owing to the mixing between charged higgs- sleptons, neutral higgs- sneu-

trinos, charginos- charged leptons and neutralino- neutrinos. In the present context,

it is worth a look since RPV couplings and some relevant particle masses, e.g., that

of sneutrinos and neutralinos have a big role to play in both muon (g - 2) calculation

and generation of light neutrino masses and mixing. We, therefore, explore the pos-

sibility of explaining the muon (g - 2) excess over the SM contribution within this

framework while simultaneously satisfying all other experimental constraints.

The presence of the bilinear RPV term results in a lepton number violation by

one unit. A sneutrino state therefore can now acquire non-zero vacuum expectation

value (VEV). All three sneutrino VEVs along with the three ϵi parameter and their

corresponding soft terms are crucial in fitting the neutrino oscillation data. Moreover,

because of the sneutrino and neutral Higgs mixing, the Higgs sector parameters like

trilinear stop coupling (At), the ratio of up and down type Higgs vacuum expectation

values (tanβ) and the µ parameter are also relevant to our objective. This results in a

substantially bigger set of unknown input parameters and as a result, a conventional

random scan does not produce the coveted results. We, therefore, adopt a Markov

Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm to sample the parameter space. The main

objective of this work is to take advantage of the current observational data in order

to constrain the model parameters by a robust statistical analysis. The method

described here is not only able to enhance our understanding of the importance of

currently available data on the modeling of R-parity violating supersymmetry (RPV

SUSY), but also explores the ability to use this technique for upcoming experiments.

We concentrate mostly on the neutrino and Higgs sector observables apart from some

relevant flavor observables to locate the favored parameter region. While doing so,

we ensure that the collider constraints on supersymmetric parameters are also taken

(ETMC) [65] and the preliminary results of the CDM-3 detector [66] indicate that the discrep-

ancy between the observed and predicted values of muon (g - 2) will be smaller and less significant.
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into account. We have kept the parameter space as generalized as possible albeit

with some simplified assumptions on the soft masses of charged sleptons, sneutrinos

and squarks.

The plan/structure of this paper is as follows. In Sec.2 we briefly discuss the

generation of light neutrino masses and mixings in the context of bRPV SUSY model.

In Sec.3 we first mention the constraints coming from the global analysis of neutrino

oscillation data, then Higgs mass and the constraints from Higgs signal strength

measurements. In addition, we have considered the flavor constraints arising from

rare B decays. We also briefly discuss the prescription of the MCMC technique

adopted by us to identify the favored parameter region. Sec.4 contains the results

for normal and inverted hierarchy scenarios. We briefly discuss the prospects of

addressing the anomalous muon (g - 2) issue in Sec.5 and finally, we present our

conclusion in Sec.6.

2 Neutrino Mass and mixing from Bilinear RPV SUSY

In the bRPV SUSY model the additional RPV term in the superpotential generates

the mixing between the neutrinos and neutralinos [23, 24, 46] and is written as:

WbRPV = ϵiL̂iĤu (2.1)

Here ϵi (i = 1, 2, 3) represents the bRPV mass parameters. The Lagrangian corre-

sponding to the superpotential gives rise to mixing between up-type Higgsino (H̃0
u)

and three light neutrinos (νiL). It also generates mixing between H̃+
u and left-handed

leptons (liL). The Lagrangian of the superpotential and the soft term are given by

L = ϵi(H̃
0
uνiL − H̃+

u liL) + h.c ; Lsoft = BiL̃iHu + h.c (2.2)

where Bi corresponds to the soft bRPV coupling parameter representing the coupling

between sneutrino and the neutral Higgs bosons, and L̃i is the left-handed slepton

multiplet. So, at the tree level, the resultant 7× 7 neutralino-neutrino mass matrix

in the basis of ψ0 =
(
B̃ W̃3 H̃

0
d H̃

0
u νe νµ ντ

)
looks like [25, 26, 45, 49] as

M1 0 −1
2
g′vd −1

2
g′vu −1

2
g′v1 −1

2
g′v2 −1

2
g′v3

0 M2
1
2
gvd −1

2
gvu

1
2
gv1

1
2
gv2

1
2
gv3

−1
2
g′vd

1
2
gvd 0 −µ 0 0 0

1
2
g′vu −1

2
gvu −µ 0 ϵ1 ϵ2 ϵ3

−1
2
g′v1

1
2
gv1 0 ϵ1 0 0 0

−1
2
g′v2

1
2
gv2 0 ϵ2 0 0 0

−1
2
g′v3

1
2
gv3 0 ϵ3 0 0 0


(2.3)
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where, B̃ (W̃3) denotes bino (wino) and M1 (M2) is bino (wino) mass parameter.

vu, vd are the VEVs for up-type and down-type Higgs respectively. The sneutrino

VEVs are represented by ⟨ν̃i⟩ ≡ vi(i = 1, 2, 3). Diagonalising the above mass matrix

gives rise to one non-zero light neutrino mass apart from four massive neutralinos.

However, at least one other light neutrino must be massive in order to satisfy the

neutrino oscillation data. This is achieved at one-loop level.

εiνi εj

mχ̃α

χ̃α νj

Figure 1: Depiction of generation of light neutrino masses at the tree level. The

cross represents mass insertion.

The tree level mass of one of the neutrinos also receives some loop correction

and understandably this one happens to be the heaviest of the three neutrinos.

The admixture of the three massive neutrinos in the respective mass eigenstates of

course depends on the choice of hierarchy. Tree level contribution, [mν ]
ϵϵ
ij , involves

ϵi term, which indicates the mixing between the up-type Higgsino and the neutrino

(see Fig. 1). There are two different loop contributions to neutrino masses from this

model, namely, the BB loop, and the ϵB loop [27, 28, 45].

g

νi

χ̃α g

νj

Bi Bj

h,H,A

ν̃i ¯̃νj

(a)

gνi

χ̃β

νjεi

Bj

h,H,A

ν̃jg

χ̃α

(b)

Figure 2: Contribution to neutrino masses from one loop diagrams via - (a) BB

loop and (b) ϵB loop. For the ϵB loop diagram there will be another diagram with

i↔ j. The cross represents mass insertion.

Feynman diagrams of these two contributions are shown in Fig. 2. Fig.2(a) corre-

sponds to the BB loop diagram where the blobs (Bi, Bj) represent the coupling be-

tween the sneutrinos and the neutral CP-even/odd Higgs bosons (h,H,A). Fig 2(b)
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corresponds to ϵB loop where the mixing (generated by ϵi) between the neutrino and

the neutralino appears in the external fermion line and the other blob (Bj) emerges

on the internal scalar line. For the ϵB loop diagram there will be another diagram

with i ↔ j. In both the diagram Fig. 2(a) & Fig. 2(b), the cross on the neutralino

line represents the Majorana mass insertion of neutralinos.

Combining all the contributions we can write neutrino mass matrix as [24, 45]

[mν ]ij = [mν ]
ϵϵ
ij + [mν ]

BB
ij + [mν ]

ϵB
ij

= XT ϵiϵj sin
2 ζ + CijBiBj + (C ′

ijϵiBj + i↔ j)
(2.4)

Here [mν ]
ϵϵ
ij , [mν ]

BB
ij , [mν ]

ϵB
ij correspond to the tree level contribution, the BB loop

contribution and ϵB loop contribution respectively. Now if we look at the individual

contribution, for the tree level, ζ represents the alignment between ϵi and vi[29, 49,

79, 80]. For different basis choices, the alignment will be different4. In the tree level

contribution, XT is defined as [45, 46]

XT =
m2

Zmγ̃ cos
2 β

µ(m2
Zmγ̃ sin 2β −M1M2µ)

(2.5)

where mγ̃ ≡ cos2 θwM1 + sin2 θwM2. In bRPV models, the neutral Higgses and the

sneutrinos mix at the tree level via Bi parameters. This leads to a finite mass splitting

between the CP even and CP odd sneutrino mass eigenstates. This mass splitting

of sneutrinos is responsible for the generation of Majorana neutrino mass at the

one-loop level (see Fig.2(a)). For a detailed discussion on the cancellation between

different Higgs (h,H,A) mediated BB loop diagrams and the effect of sneutrino

degeneracy from the BB loop see Refs [27, 45, 46]. The ϵB loop diagram involves

both the bilinear term ϵi and Bj. The combination of higgsino-neutrino mixing

and Higgs-sneutrino mixing give rise to neutrino mass (see Fig.2(b)). The ϵB loop

contribution is subleading to the BB loop. Now if we consider that all the masses

are at electroweak breaking scale (m̃), then the approximate contributions to the

neutrino mass matrix (mentioned in Eq.2.4) is given by [46]:

[mν ]
ϵϵ
ij ∼

cos2 β

m̃
ϵiϵj sin

2 ζ (2.6)

[mν ]
BB
ij ∼ g2

64π2 cos2 β

BiBj

m̃3
ϵH (2.7)

[mν ]
ϵB
ij ∼ g2

64π2 cos β

ϵiBj + ϵjBi

m̃2
ϵ′H (2.8)

where ϵH or ϵ′H arises due to the cancellation of the different Higgs (h,H,A) diagram

in BB and ϵB loop respectively and depending upon the parameter space, they can

4For more details on the basis choices corresponding to this alignment see [24, 27, 28, 46, 49, 80,

81]
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suppress the mass contribution by several orders [45]. A recent article [82] nicely

summarises the different contributions to the light neutrino mass matrix for different

model scenarios in the RPV context. The equations 2.6 - 2.8 are consistent with the

ones quoted in the article with a small difference, that is the assumption of absence

of sneutrino VEV (vi = 0) taken in [82].

As already mentioned, only one of the three light neutrinos becomes massive at the

tree level. If we consider the Normal Hierarchy (NH) scenario where the ordering of

neutrino mass is mν3 > mν2 > mν1 , then it is evident from Eq. 2.6 that the heaviest

neutrino mass is proportional to cos2 β(ϵ21 + ϵ22 + ϵ23) i.e., tanβ acts as a suppression

factor for mν3 . The masses of the other two neutrinos, mν2 and mν1 , are generated

at the one-loop level where the dominant contributions come from the BB loop. In

general, Bi and ϵi are not related to each other and the leading contributions to

mν2 comes from the BB loop with an enhancement effect from the 1
cos2 β

part as

shown in Eq 2.7. The lightest neutrino (mν1) in the NH scenario also can be massive

from this same loop contribution. When the sneutrinos of different generations are

non-degenerate, mν1 is proportional to the square of the sneutrino mass splitting

between different generations. Hence to get the neutrino mass square differences

and mixing angles in the existing ranges obtained from various neutrino oscillation

experiments, we need tree level contribution as well as the loop contribution. This

puts a restriction, among other parameters, on the choice of tan β which cannot be

either very large or very small. It may be noted that for the Inverted Hierarchy (IH)

scenario where mν2 > mν1 > mν3 , the relations will change accordingly.

3 Computational Set-up and Numerical Constraints

In this section, we first summarize the numerical constraints that have been used in

this study. The neutrino observables obtained from the latest global fit of different

neutrino oscillation data, the most updated measurement of Higgs mass and its

coupling strength in different decay modes along with low energy data from rare b-

decays are considered in this analysis. Relevant limits derived from the LHC Run-I

and Run-II data are also summarised in this section. Finally, we discuss the range

of parameter space considered for scanning and summarize briefly the likelihood

analysis implemented using the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm.

3.1 Constraints from Neutrino observables

Global analysis of neutrino oscillation data provides us with two mass-square differ-

ences and three mixing angles. The mass-squared differences are defined as
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∆m2
21 = m2

2 −m2
1

|∆m2
31| = |m2

3 −m2
1|

where, the mi (i = 1, 2, 3) represent the physical masses of the three light neutri-

nos. The sign of ∆m2
31 (or ∆m2

32) remains unknown to date, which gives rise to the

two hierarchial (NH and IH) scenarios. The three relevant mixing angles between

different generations are represented by θ12, θ13 and θ23. The mixing angles can be

calculated from the 3 × 3 light neutrino mass matrix, also known as PMNS matrix

[83–85] which looks as shown in equation 3.1. c12c13 s12c13 s13
−s12c23 − c12s13s23 c12c23 − s12s13s23 c13s23
s12s23 − c12s13c23 −c12s23 − s12s13c23 c13c23

 (3.1)

Here, cij and sij represent cos θij and sin θij (i, j are generation indices) respectively.

For simplicity, we have kept the CP-violating phase as zero and work with the five

aforementioned observables, namely, ∆m2
21, |∆m2

31|, θ12, θ13 and θ23. Several groups

have done global fits with neutrino oscillation data obtained from different experi-

ments [8, 86]. For this analysis, we have used the best-fit values and 1σ ranges of

neutrino oscillation parameters obtained by the updated global fit in Ref. [8]. The

best-fit points along with 1σ range of these parameters in NH and IH scenarios are

summarized in Table 1. We have considered both normal and inverted hierarchy

Observable Best-fit value ±1σ

∆m2
21[10

−5eV2] 7.50+0.22
−0.20

|∆m2
31|[10−3eV2][NH] 2.55+0.02

−0.03

|∆m2
31|[10−3eV2][IH] 2.45+0.02

−0.03

θ12/
◦ 34.3 ± 1.0

θ13/
◦[NH] 8.53+0.13

−0.12

θ13/
◦[IH] 8.58+0.12

−0.14

θ23/
◦[NH] 49.26 ± 0.79

θ23/
◦[IH] 49.46+0.60

−0.97

Table 1: List of neutrino sector observables provided by the updated global fit

analysis [8] of neutrino oscillation data obtained from different neutrino experiments.

Here NH and IH refers to Normal Hierarchy and Inverted Hierarchy scenario.

scenarios separately in our analysis for comparative study. The choice of hierarchy is

expected to be reflected in the resulting parameter space. Note that, the neutrino os-

cillation experiments also measure the CP-violating phase (δCP). The updated global
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analysis quotes the best-fit values (in degrees) as 194+24
−22 for NH and 284+26

−28 for IH

scenario respectively [8]. The δCP corresponding to NH scenario is quite consistent

with π well within 1σ, which is consistent with zero CP-violation in the neutrino

sector. The existing uncertainties on this parameter are also much bigger compared

to the mixing angles and mass-squared differences. Adding the δCP parameter does

not restrict the parameter space any further and hence we choose to keep δCP = 0

throughout our analysis.

3.2 Constraints from Collider experiments

While fitting the neutrino physics observables, one also needs to ensure that the

fitted model particle spectra obey other experimental constraints. The bRPV term

gives rise to mixing among the sneutrino and Higgs states of the MSSM whereas the

charged sleptons now mix with the charged Higgs sectors. In addition to that, to fit

the neutrino data we are also varying µ and tan β, which impacts the mass of the

lightest CP even Higgs boson5and its coupling strengths with SM particles. These

are quite precisely measured and as a result, restrict the choices of the parameters

affecting them. Apart from the neutrino and Higgs sector, we also consider con-

straints arising from the branching of rare B-hadron decays such as BR(B → Xsγ)

and BR(Bs → µ+µ−). Last but not least, the existing constraints on SUSY particles

from various direct searches are also duly taken into account.

3.2.1 Constraints from Higgs Sector

The measured mass of SM-like Higgs boson obtained from the combined data of

the ATLAS and CMS experiments is 125.09 ± 0.21(stat.) ± 0.11(syst.) GeV[89].

Taking into account the theoretical uncertainty of the Higgs mass calculation within

the SUSY framework, we consider ±3 GeV window for Higgs mass around the best-

fit value [90]. Apart from the mass, the signal strengths of 125 GeV Higgs are

also precisely measured by both the CMS and ATLAS collaborations [61, 62]. The

updated results of the coupling strength modifiers (κi), i.e., BSM over SM ratios of

the coupling strengths for a particular decay mode i, along with their 1σ uncertainties

obtained by CMS collaboration from LHC Run-II data with luminosity L = 137 fb−1

are summarized in Table 2.

Note that, although some of the data points have very similar best-fit and uncer-

tainty ranges (e.g., κz, κτ ), there are considerable differences in some other measure-

ments (e.g., κb, κµ) obtained from the ATLAS collaboration [62]. These differences

5It is consistent with the SM like 125 GeV Higgs boson observed by LHC collaborations[87, 88].
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Coupling Strength Best-fit± 1σ

κz 0.96 ± 0.07

κw 1.11+0.14
−0.09

κb 1.18+0.19
−0.27

κt 1.01 ± 0.11

κµ 0.92+0.55
−0.87

κτ 0.94 ± 0.12

κγ 1.01+0.09
−0.14

Table 2: Higgs boson coupling strength modifiers obtained by the CMS collaboration

using LHC Run-II 137 fb−1 data [61].

especially in the best-fit points with similar uncertainty can slightly change the fa-

vored parameter space. Hence, we cross-check our results using ATLAS data [62]

as well and comment on how much change is expected. The coupling strengths in

the present model framework have been computed using SPheno which does a full

two-loop calculation for the Higgs sector. Note that the CMS collaboration also

quotes their measurement of the Higgs-gluon-gluon effective coupling strength as κg
= 1.16+0.12

−0.11, which we have not included in our analysis. This is because the effec-

tive Higgs-gluon-gluon coupling strength is quite sensitive to the choice of the SUSY

breaking scale. Hence one would in principle have to vary the scale as well as a

parameter, which affects among other things, the 125 GeV Higgs mass itself. That

in turn prevents us from fixing some Higgs sector parameters, such as At. To reduce

the number of input parameters and thereby computation time and since our main

focus remains on the neutrino sector, we avoid this scenario.

3.2.2 Constraints from Flavor Physics

Low energy flavor observables play an important role in constraining the SUSY pa-

rameter space. Branching ratios (BR) of flavor changing neutral current (FCNC) [91]

decays like B → Xsγ and Bs → µ+µ−, can put some non-trivial bounds on the MSSM

parameter space. The world average of BR(B → Xsγ) at present is (3.32± 0.15)×104

[92]. For BR(Bs → µ+µ−), we have considered the range (3.09+0.46+0.15
−0.43−0.11)×10−9 pro-

vided by the LHCb collaboration [93] after combined analysis of data collected with

center of mass energies
√
s = 7, 8, and 13 TeV. Adding the errors in quadrature, we

have used BR(Bs → µ+µ−) = (3.09+0.48
−0.44) × 10−9 in our analysis. The calculations

for these branching ratios are performed using FlavorKit [94] which is integreated

within SPheno [95, 96] through SARAH [97–99].
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3.2.3 Constraints from direct searches of sparticles from the LHC:

The LHC collaboration has extensively searched for the supersymmetric partners

of the SM particles (sparticles) from Run-I and Run-II data in various final states

and without any statistically significant deviation of data over the SM prediction, the

LHC has imposed stringent lower limits on the sparticle masses. For a summary of the

ATLAS and CMS SUSY searches see Ref.[100, 101]. Here we briefly mention the most

stringent bounds which are valid for simplified scenarios with specific assumptions on

branching ratios and mostly for massless or relatively light neutralino. While doing

so, we summarise the limits corresponding to both R-parity conserving and violating

scenarios. Unless the R-parity violating couplings are large enough, in some cases the

bounds corresponding to the R-parity conserving scenario may also be applicable.

Eventually, the applicable limits depend on the mass and decay branching ratios of

the relevant particle. We have applied the limits accordingly.

• In the simplified RPC-SUSY framework with different choices of decay mode

and branching, the ATLAS and CMS collaborations have now pushed the lower

limit of gluino mass to ∼ 2.0 - 2.3 TeV for mχ̃0
1
upto 600 GeV [102–105]. The

LHC has also pushed the light squarks mass to ∼ 1.85 TeV [102, 105, 106], the

lightest stop to ∼ 1.0 - 1.3 TeV [104, 107–110] for mχ̃0
1
upto 300 GeV. In RPV

SUSY scenarios if LSP decays to charged leptons via LLE couplings, then the

limits obtained by the LHC are relatively stronger. For example, the ATLAS

collaboration has excluded gluino mass up to 2.5 TeV 6 in such scenarios [70].

We have kept the squarks and gluino masses at 3 TeV to evade the current

LHC constraints.

• The limits on electroweak (EW) sparticles i.e., sleptons and electroweakinos

are relatively weaker compared to strong sparticles. For example, in RPC

scenarios, the LHC collaboration has searched for electroweakinos for different

decay modes like slepton mediated, WZ and Wh mediated final states and has

excluded wino like χ̃±
1 upto ∼ (1.0 - 1.4) TeV [106, 112–114]. For slepton pair

production, slepton mass upto ∼ 700 GeV is excluded for massless neutralino

[112] for the universal slepton mass scenario. However, it should be noted that

these strong limits are not always applicable to the overall parameter space

of the realistic SUSY scenarios, e.g., compressed SUSY scenarios [115]. The

ATLAS and CMS collaborations have also interpreted the limits in RPV SUSY

scenarios with LLE, UDD and bRPV couplings. For LLE type coupling,

slepton and chargino (wino type) masses are excluded upto 1.2 and 1.6 TeV

respectively [70]. Limits in models with UDD coupling get drastically reduced

6For UDD scenarios with gluino cascade decay as g̃ → (qq̄)χ̃0
1 → (qq̄)qqq, mg̃ between 1 - 1.85

TeV are excluded at 95% CL depending on mχ̃0
1

[111].
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as compared to RPC scenarios [71]. Again for pure higgsino type χ̃±
1 χ̃

0
2 pair

production in RPC scenarios, the lower bound on mχ̃±
1 =χ̃0

2
is reduced to ∼ 210

GeV [72]. On the other hand, higgsinos in bRPV scenarios are excluded upto

440 GeV [73]. It is worth mentioning that a recent article [116] has provided

an updated detailed summary of the possible gaps in RPV-MSSM searches at

the LHC. In the Refs. [37, 116], the authors have meticulously classified the

various possible trilinear RPV-MSSM signatures at the LHC. In their analysis,

they have studied both direct and indirect production of various LSPs and

derive limits on SUSY masses, which are comparable or an improvement on

those obtained in the R-parity conserving scenarios. However, these limits are

not directly applicable in our bilinear RPV scenario. For more details, refer to

[116].

• The most stringent limit on MA comes from the heavy Higgs searches in the

H/A→ τ+τ− decay channel and typically MA < 1.5 (1.0) TeV is excluded for

tan β < 21 (8). [117, 118].

3.3 Survey of parameter space

In the bRPV model, we have nine RPV parameters - three bRPV couplings (ϵ1, ϵ2,

ϵ3), three corresponding soft coupling parameters (B1, B2, B3), and three sneutrino

VEV parameters (v1, v2, v3). The resulting light neutrino masses are quite sensitive

to the choices of all these nine parameters. Apart from that, we also have different

MSSM parameters which are essential to achieve our objective. Among them, µ and

tan β are the most relevant ones. Given the large number of independent parameters

in low scale MSSM, we fix some parameters which are not directly affecting the

neutrino sector. For example, trilinear coupling for the third generation squark (At)

is a very important parameter to achieve a 125 GeV Higgs in the model but it does

not have a direct impact on the light neutrino masses and mixing angles. As large

values of At is required to obtain mh ∼ 125 GeV, we have chosen At = -3.5 TeV.

We have also fixed all the three generation squarks soft masses (mq̃) and slepton soft

masses (ml̃) at 3 and 2 TeV respectively to ensure that none of the current exclusion

bounds on sparticles masses affect our parameter space. Similarly, we have fixed the

bino (M1), wino (M2), gluino (M3) soft masses and MA at 0.3, 1.2, 3.0 and 3.0 TeV

respectively.

Following a literature survey [24, 55] and some preliminary computation, we de-

cided on exhaustive ranges for the bRPV model parameters ϵi, vi and Bi to ensure

that the light neutrino mass square differences and mixing angles are generated in

the correct order. Since our objective is to probe both the normal and inverted hier-

archy scenarios, we do not presume any hierarchy in the choices of these parameters
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generation-wise and keep the ranges uniform over all three generations. We keep the

choices conservative for the other two input parameters µ and tan β. The ranges of

these input parameters are enlisted in Table 3.

Input Parameters Lower Range Upper Range

µ 1 TeV 3 TeV

tan β 1 60

ϵi(i = 1, 2, 3) -1.0 GeV 1.0 GeV

vi(i = 1, 2, 3) 10−8 GeV 0.1 GeV

Bi(i = 1, 2, 3) 10−3 GeV 10 TeV

Table 3: Ranges of eleven input parameters considered in our analysis.

3.4 Analysis set-up

Given the data and set of model parameters, as described earlier, we now proceed

to calculate the posterior probability distribution in order to locate the favored pa-

rameter space. This is obtained using the MCMC technique which maximizes the

likelihood function (or minimizes χ2) defined as

L ∝ exp(−L) (3.2)

where L is the negative of the log-likelihood and calculated using

L =
χ2

2
=

1

2

nobs∑
i=1

[
Γobs
i − Γth

i

σi

]2
(3.3)

where Γobs
i represents the set of nobs observed data points with corresponding errors

σi on them and Γth
i is the calculated value of each observable using our theoretical

model. Altogether, we have total 15 independent observables (two neutrino mass-

squared differences and three mixing angles, SM-like Higgs mass and seven coupling

modifiers, two flavor constraints from rare b-decay) and 11 free parameters (ϵi, Bi,

vi, tan β and µ), so that the degrees of freedom (DoF) for the χ2 distribution is 4.

The bRPV SUSY spectrum is generated by SPheno [95, 96] which calculates the

Higgs masses considering up to two-loop correction [119] and all the other parti-

cle masses at one-loop level. The bRPV model was implemented in SPheno using

SARAH [97–99]. For the MCMC-based likelihood analysis, we use publicly available

code emcee [120] which is a Python implementation of the affine-invariant ensemble

sampler. The code itself ensures an efficient exploration of parameter space even
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if there are strong degeneracies among those. We use a flat prior on all the pa-

rameters as mentioned in Table 3. To get the desirable acceptance fraction for the

proposed MCMC steps, we use a relatively higher number of random walkers (500)

each with a sufficient number of steps (chain length). An auto-correlation analysis

has also been carried out which ensures that the convergence criterion for each chain

is well-satisfied.

4 Results and discussion

In this section, we present our results for both the hierarchy scenarios - NH and

IH. For each scenario, we present the marginalized distributions for different input

parameters. We also mention the best-fit and mean values of the parameters along

with the χ2
min. Finally, we compare the allowed parameter space in NH and IH

scenarios.

4.1 Normal Hierarchy scenario

In the NH scenario, the heaviest of the three light neutrinos is dominantly τ flavored.

The second heaviest state is a nearly equal admixture of all three flavors (e, µ, τ)

whereas the lightest neutrino mass eigenstate is dominantly e flavored. This hierarchy

is expected to be highlighted by the choices of the neutrino sector parameters in the

most probable region.

The best-fit, mean values along with 95% C.L. of input parameters are listed in

the Table 4. The observable values for the best-fit point are also mentioned in Table

4. The best-fit point for NH corresponds to χ2
min = 3.46, degrees of freedom (DoF)

= 4 and χ2
min/DoF = 0.8657

The contribution to the χ2
min from the neutrino observables for the best-fit point

is ∼ 0.097. It is evident that the model can fit the neutrino oscillation data quite

nicely. The neutrino masses at the above-mentioned best-fit point are: mν1 = 3.58×
10−6 eV, mν2 = 8.67× 10−3 eV and mν3 = 5.05× 10−2 eV and their sum is

∑
mνi =

0.059 eV. It may be noted that the 2σ upper limit on the sum of neutrino masses,

in NH scenario, coming from the cosmological data [8] is
∑
mνi < 0.12 eV.

The marginalized posterior distribution for various input parameter values are

presented in Fig. 3 and Fig. 5. The dark blue and the light blue regions in Fig. 3,

represent the 68% and 95% confidence contours in µ − tan β plane. This result is

7We have also checked that one gets similar parameter space with the ATLAS data [62].
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Input parameters Output observables

Para- Best-fit Mean value [95%C.L.] Observable Best-fit

meter value value

ϵ1 -0.0072 -0.0045 [-0.0183, 0.0054] ∆m2
21[eV

2] 7.51×10−5

ϵ2 -0.0160 -0.0089 [-0.0218, 0.0034] ∆m2
31[eV

2] 2.55×10−3

ϵ3 -0.0279 -0.0311 [-0.0487, -0.0068] θ13 8.51◦

v1 0.00038 0.00034 [0.00019, 0.00055] θ12 34.04◦

v2 0.00052 0.00040 [0.00022, 0.00060] θ23 49.29◦

v3 0.00091 0.00097 [0.00061, 0.00122] mh [GeV] 124.61

B1 461.78 548.38 [264.50, 791.66] BR(B → Xsγ) 3.14×10−4

B2 198.62 276.03 [5.01, 515.16] BR(Bs → µ+µ−) 3.21×10−9

B3 1760.66 1917.76 [1359.46, 2355.98] kz 1.0

µ 1293.80 1249.33 [1028.70, 1449.71] kw 1.0

tan β 12.11 12.81 [8.76, 15.67] kb 1.001854

kτ 1.001854

kµ 1.001854

kt 0.9999874

kγ 1.075042

χ2
min = 3.46 χ2

min/DoF = 0.865

Table 4: Best-fit, mean values along with the 95%C.L. of all the free parameters

and best-fit values for the observables in NH scenario are shown here. The last row

represents χ2
min and χ2

min/DoF.

subjected to the specific choices of At = −3.5 TeV and MA = 3 TeV as mentioned

before. Clearly, even the 2σ allowed region for tan β is highly constrained. Note that,

this stringent constraint is entirely due to neutrino oscillation data which proves to

be far stricter than the flavor and Higgs sector observables. tan β affects the tree and

loop contributions to the light neutrino masses in a contrasting manner as discussed in

Sec. 2 and is expected to be highly constrained given the small margins of uncertainty

in the neutrino oscillation data.

Figure 4 represents how the two light neutrino mass squared differences vary with

tan β when all other parameters are kept fixed at their best-fit values. It clearly

shows that there is only one region of tan β where both ∆m2
21 and ∆m2

31 can be fit

simultaneously within their 2σ allowed ranges. Understandably, the allowed tan β

here is just a number (12.11, i.e., best-fit value), and if one varies the other param-

eters, the allowed range at 95% C.L. is obtained as shown in Figure 3. The allowed

regions for tan β in the µ− tan β plane at 68% and 95% C.L. are ∼ [10.7-15.3] and

[9.1-18.0] respectively. The choice of µ is also mostly restricted from the neutrino
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Figure 3: Marginalized posterior distribution with 68% (dark blue) and 95% (light

blue) C.L. contours in the µ − tan β plane for NH scenario. The dashed grey lines

indicate the best-fit values.
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Figure 4: The mass square differences (∆m2
21 and ∆m2

31) vs tan β plot where all

other parameters are kept fixed at the best-fit point. The line with magenta (cyan)

color corresponds to ∆m2
21 (∆m

2
31) and the horizontal magenta (cyan) shaded region

shows the corresponding 2σ allowed region obtained from global analysis of neutrino

oscillation data [8]. The mass-squared differences are taken in eV 2 units.

sector data. Similarly, the 68% and 95% C.L. allowed ranges of µ found out to

be around [1075-1460] and [1000-1510] GeV respectively for the fixed set of other

parameters mentioned in Sec.3.
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Figure 5: Marginalized posterior distribution in the (a) ϵ1-ϵ2, (b) ϵ1-ϵ3, (c) v1-v2,

(d) v1-v3 (e) B1-B2 (f) B1-B3 planes. The dark blue and light blue regions represent

contours at 68% and 95% C.L. The dashed grey lines indicate the best-fit values for

both parameters.
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Fig. 5 shows the 2D marginalized posterior probability distributions in (a) ϵ1-ϵ2,

(b) ϵ1-ϵ3, (c) v1-v2, (d) v1-v3, (e) B1-B2, (f) B1-B3 plane along with the allowed

regions at 68% C.L. and 95% C.L. The heaviest of the three neutrinos gets its mass

at tree level with some additional correction from the loop diagrams. This neutrino

mass is, therefore, mostly driven by the ϵ parameter. The heaviest of the three in

this case has to be dominantly τ -flavored. As a result, the ϵ3 and v3 are expected to

be the largest among the respective ϵi and vi parameters. On the other hand, first

generation parameters ϵ1 and v1 are expected to be the smallest since the heaviest

neutrino has next to zero admixture of electron neutrino (see Fig.5(a)-(d)). The

second heaviest neutrino gets most of its contribution from the BB-loop and it has a

comparable admixture of all three neutrino flavors. As a result, we can observe nice

correlations between two Bi’s as shown in Fig. 5(e) and Fig.5(f). These contributions

are already loop-suppressed. In addition to that the value of tan β is also restricted

from tree-level calculation by the smallness of neutrino mass scale (see Sec.2). Hence

for these contributions to neutrino masses to be significant, the Bi parameters have

to be much larger compared to ϵi parameters as evident from Fig 5. The ϵB-loop

contributions are further suppressed due to their dependence on ϵ. As a result, B1 is

expected to be relatively larger than B2 since the lightest state is dominantly electron

neutrino-like. From the marginalized posterior distribution in ϵ1-ϵ2 and ϵ1-ϵ3 plane,

it is evident that all the ϵi are tightly constrained. We obtain the 2σ ranges of ϵ1,

ϵ2, ϵ3 as (-1.65 to 1.08)×10−2, (-2.30 to 0.53)×10−2 and (-5.76 to -0.99)×10−2 GeV

respectively. Similarly, the 2σ allowed regions for v1, v2, v3 from Fig.5 (c) and (d)

are (1.13-5.11)×10−4 GeV, (1.85-6.07)×10−4 GeV and (6.81-13.6)×10−4 GeV. The

same regions for B1, B2 and B3 are (250-860) GeV, (0-575) GeV and (1380-2550)

GeV respectively.

In Fig.8 (Appendix-A), we also present the corner plot of all the input parameters,

which shows all the 1D and 2D marginalized distribution of the posterior probability

and reflects the covariances between parameters. As mentioned in Sec.1, to get the

light mass eigenstates as the three neutrino masses from the 7 × 7 neutralino mass

matrix, the alignment between ϵi and vi parameters is required (i.e., vi ∝ ϵi). This is

also reflected in the corner plot in vi-ϵi plane (for example the first column-third row

plot in Fig. 8 from the top represents the correlation in v1-ϵ1 plane). We have also

compared our results with the previous analysis in the bRPV scenarios. In most of the

previous works [53, 54, 56–58, 60], the authors had analyzed the mSUGRA scenarios

considering the then available neutrino data and these works were published before

the Higgs discovery era. Among these analyses, relevant parameter space scanning

was presented in Ref. [53, 60] with contemporary neutrino data and our best-fit point

along with 2σ allowed regions have significant overlap with the previous results.

While deriving these results, all other SUSY parameters are kept fixed at values

mentioned at the beginning of Sec. 3.3. Varying the SUSY parameters further can
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alter the results. For illustration, we have presented the results with different choices

of MA and At in Appendix. C.

4.2 Inverted Hierarchy: a comparison

Input parameters Output observables

Para- Best-fit Mean value [95%C.L.] Observable Best-fit

meter value value

ϵ1 -0.0216 -0.0199 [-0.0254, -0.0066] ∆m2
21[eV

2] 7.48×10−5

ϵ2 -0.0833 -0.0803 [-0.0928, -0.0709] ∆m2
31[eV

2] 2.46×10−3

ϵ3 -0.0499 -0.0479 [-0.0569, -0.0368] θ13 8.59◦

v1 0.00086 0.00083 [0.00073, 0.00094] θ12 34.23◦

v2 0.00140 0.00143 [0.00126, 0.00159] θ23 49.51◦

v3 0.00110 0.00110 [0.00096, 0.00126] mh [GeV] 123.91

B1 894.09 996.09 [764.76, 1248.98] BR(B → Xsγ) 3.16×10−4

B2 982.76 959.44 [762.32, 1184.77] BR(Bs → µ+µ−) 3.21×10−9

B3 1609.81 1515.77 [1335.61, 1760.13] kz 1.0

µ 1437.83 1452.09 [1324.13, 1587.00] kw 1.0

tan β 8.72 8.25 [6.57, 9.54] kb 1.001823

kτ 1.001823

kµ 1.001823

kt 0.999976

kγ 1.078263

χ2
min = 3.38 χ2

min/DoF = 0.845

Table 5: Best-fit, mean values along with the 95%C.L. of all the free parameters

and best-fit values for the observables in the NH scenario are shown here. The last

row represents χ2
min and χ2

min/DoF .

We perform a similar analysis assuming that the light neutrino masses obey an

inverted hierarchy. The choices of input parameters and ranges are the same as

the previous analysis and details are given in Sec. 3.3. In Table 5, we present the

best-fit and mean values along with the 95% C.L. allowed regions of individual input

parameters. The observable values for the best-fit point are also listed in the last two

columns of Table 5. The best-fit point for IH corresponds to χ2
min = 3.38, DoF = 4

and χ2
min/DoF = 0.845. The contribution to the χ2

min from the neutrino observables

for the best-fit point is small, 0.133. The neutrino masses at the above mentioned

best-fit point are mν1 = 4.96×10−2 eV, mν2 = 5.03×10−2 eV and mν3 = 1.23×10−5

eV and their sum is
∑3

i=1mνi ≈ 0.1 eV. This evades the 2σ upper limit on the sum

of neutrino masses coming from the cosmological data i.e.,
∑3

i=1mνi < 0.15 eV [8].
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Figure 6: Marginalized posterior distribution with 68% (dark purple) and 95% (light

purple) C.L. contours in the µ− tan β plane for IH scenario. The dashed grey lines

indicate the best-fit values.

The resultant contour plot in the µ − tan β plane is shown in Fig. 6 and the

dark (light) purple regions correspond to 68% (95%) confidence contours. The 2σ

allowed regions for µ and tan β are [1270-1635] GeV and [6.2-10.2] respectively. The

heaviest neutrino state in this scenario contains an almost equal admixture of all the

three neutrino flavors. Tree level contribution from any single flavor cannot be very

large and as a result the mixing of any single flavor neutrino with neutralino states

typically would have to be smaller compared to that in a normal hierarchy scenario.

That explains the comparatively smaller tan β and heavier µ values obtained in this

case following Eq. 2.4 and Eq. 2.5.

The marginalized posterior distributions of the RPV parameters are shown in

Fig. 7 with the same color convention as the previous figure. In the IH scenario, the

lightest state is dominantly τ -flavored with substantial admixture from µ flavor as

well. The hierarchy of the other two mass eigenstates remains the same as in normal

hierarchy. However, their physical masses are now larger compared to the NH case.

This leads to substantial changes in the mixing pattern of the light neutrinos. Take

the heaviest state as an example. Unlike in the NH scenario, this state has an almost

equal admixture of all three neutrino flavors. In addition to that, the mass of this

state is larger than the corresponding state in NH. This explains the slightly different

ranges of the ϵi and the vi parameters. The hierarchy in values depends upon the

relative contributions required in the admixture of the states. The ranges of B1 and

B2 are quite different from the NH scenario (see Fig.5(e)-(f) and Fig.7(e)-(f)). Again,

this has to do with the different amount of loop correction required from different

generations depending on the changed hierarchy. Take the state ν1 for example. In

both scenarios, the mass of this state is generated at one loop, but in the IH scenario,
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Figure 7: Marginalized posterior distribution in the (a) ϵ1-ϵ2, (b) ϵ1-ϵ3, (c) v1-v2,

(d) v1-v3 (e) B1-B2 (f) B1-B3 planes. The dark and light purple regions represent

contours at 68% and 95% C.L. respectively. The dashed grey lines indicate the

best-fit values for both parameters.
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the physical mass of this state is larger than that in the NH scenario. This requires

larger loop contributions, which explain the larger values required for B1 and B2. The

2D marginalized distributions suggest that the allowed regions are more constrained

in the IH scenario compared to the NH scenario. We present the corner plot for

all the input parameters i.e., all the 1D and 2D marginalized distribution of the

posterior probability in Fig.9 of Appendix-B.

5 Addressing Anomalous Muon magnetic moment

We now proceed with our allowed parameter region to explore the possibility of

explaining the existing 4.2σ excess (see Eq.1.2) in the measurement of muon (g -

2) [67, 68]. The excess contribution arising from both RPC and RPV processes

is denoted as ∆aµ. The RPC SUSY parameter space has been studied widely8

[69, 124–139]. We aim to explore whether the additional contributions arising in

presence of RPV couplings can make a difference. As mentioned earlier, the new

loop contributions that we obtain in the present scenario are through the mixing of

sneutrino-higgs, neutralino-neutrino and chargino-charged lepton states. However,

given the allowed regions of parameter space obtained in our study, it is evident that

these new contributions will always be subleading because they depend on the ϵi and

vi parameters which have to be quite small to address experimental observations.

One would have ideally added ∆aµ as another observable in the analysis itself to

get a complete picture, but obtaining the required excess in ∆aµ also requires us

to vary bino, wino as well as the slepton soft mass parameters. That would have

made our analysis more complex and time-consuming. Hence we have kept our ∆aµ
analysis separate and present our results in terms of some chosen benchmark points.

In Table 6, we have enlisted all the input parameters and relevant observables along

with the obtained value of ∆aµ. We have tried to find benchmark points that can

explain ∆aµ within the 2σ allowed range of the global average mentioned in Eq. 1.2.

We have considered the NH scenario here for this analysis. One can obtain similar

results for the IH scenario as well. For the benchmark points (BP-I and BP-II), we

have fixed the following parameters as: At = -3.5 TeV,MA = 3 TeV,M3 = 3 TeV,mq̃

= 3 TeV (all 3 generations) and m ˜eL/R
= mτ̃L/R

= 2 TeV to evade the current LHC

bounds on the sparticle masses as mentioned in section 3.3. The relevant smuon mass

mµ̃ is mentioned in the Table 6 for the two benchmark points. BP-I (BP-II) satisfies

the observed value of ∆aµ within 1σ (2σ) limit. This difference happens due to the

larger smuon mass in BP2. Note that, the new physics contributions obtained for

8There are only a very few analyses in the context of RPV SUSY with LQD and/or LLE couplings

[121–123], UDD couplings [124] and bRPV scenario [54].
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Input parameters Output observables

Parameters BP-I BP-II Output BP-I BP-II

M1[GeV] 128 183 mχ̃0
1
[GeV] 125 180

M2[GeV] 1200 1200 mχ̃±
1

[GeV] 1198 1192

mµ̃L [GeV] 120 200 mµ̃1 [GeV] 164 224

mµ̃R [GeV] 190 240 mµ̃2 [GeV] 175 235

µ[GeV] 1250.02 1237.46 mh[GeV] 124.62 124.44

tanβ 13.75 11.94 ∆m2
21[10−5eV2] 7.51 7.38

v1[GeV] 0.000283 0.000321 ∆m2
31[10−3eV2] 2.56 2.56

v2[GeV] 0.000390 0.000436 θ13/
◦ 8.58 8.50

v3[GeV] 0.000941 0.000866 θ12/
◦ 34.10 34.38

ϵ1[GeV] -0.0072 -0.0064 θ23/
◦ 49.50 49.01

ϵ2[GeV] -0.0113 -0.0103 BR(B → Xsγ)[×10−4] 3.13 3.14

ϵ3[GeV] -0.0446 -0.0280 BR(Bs → µ+µ−)[×10−9] 3.22 3.21

B1[GeV] 422.20 467.16 ∆aµ [×10−10] 25.41 13.52

B2[GeV] 134.30 149.44

B3[GeV] 1931.88 1989.45

Table 6: Details of benchmark points (BP) satisfying the muon (g - 2) data along

with other observables.

these spectra are very similar to R-parity conserving scenario. Except for the LSP,

the decay of all other SUSY particles is dominantly R-parity conserving because of

the smallness of the RPV parameters. Hence the applicable collider limits for these

sparticles happen to be the same as in R-parity conserving MSSM9 except for the

LSP. The LSP decays through RPV couplings and for its mass existing RPV limits

have been taken into account [140].

6 Conclusion

The existence of non-zero masses and non-trivial mixing among the light neutrino

states have been established beyond any doubt by the neutrino oscillation experi-

ments. The standard model cannot address this phenomenon within its framework

and that makes this observation one of the most robust indications for new physics

beyond the standard model. Any completely new physics model, therefore, should

be able to address this issue. Theoretically, Supersymmetry remains one of the most

9It may be noted that our benchmark points satisfy both the muon (g - 2) anomaly and LHC

constraints coming from slepton pair production and these results are similar to the RPC scenario

considered in Ref. [69] (see Fig.2B of Ref.[69]).
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well-motivated new physics scenarios till date and hence various supersymmetric

scenarios have been extensively studied both by theoretical and experimental collab-

orations. Supersymmetric extension of the standard model with conserved R-parity

requires an additional mechanism to explain the neutrino oscillation data while with

bilinear R-parity violating scenario, one can easily address this long-standing issue

without extending the model any further. In the absence of any robust indication

of new physics at the LHC, the need of the hour is to study the existing models

under the light of the plethora of experimental data at our disposal and try to con-

strain the new physics parameter regions as much as possible. Neutrino oscillation

data is more precise and capable of constraining the new physics parameter space

compared to direct search data, as shown in this paper. In addition to that, taking

into account the precision Higgs data and flavor data, we have computed the most

restricted bRPV SUSY parameter space that can be obtained (with χ2
min / DoF ∼ 1

for both the neutrino hierarchical scenarios) using MCMC analysis. Moreover, our

analysis also considers the existing direct search limits.

Our results show that the ϵi and the vi parameters in particular have to be

quite small which means that except for the LSP, the decays of the neutralinos

and charginos are expected to be mostly similar to the R-parity conserving scenario.

The Bi parameters can be comparatively much larger since they only contribute to

the neutrino masses and mixing angles at the loop level. Since these parameters

are responsible for slepton-charged Higgs and sneutrino-neutral Higgs mixing, the

phenomenology of these particles is expected to differ accordingly from the R-parity

conserving scenario. Thus, the results derived here will be extremely helpful in mak-

ing any future studies more focused and results more predictive. Understandably, a

slight change in one of the experimental data points can change the best-fit point

quoted in this paper, but unless the experimental results change too much, the 2σ

allowed regions are expected to remain similar. We further proceed to address the

existing anomalous muon (g - 2) result with the constrained parameter space ob-

tained in this work. We find out that unless we are in the compressed region where

the slepton and gaugino masses are lying close to each other, it is very difficult to

abide by the collider bounds and still explain the muon (g - 2) excess. In this regard,

our results are quite similar to what is expected in the R-parity conserving scenario

since the smallness of the RPV couplings ensures that there are no new significant

contributions arising because of R-parity violation.
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A Corner plot for the NH scenario
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Figure 8: Corner plot for the input parameters in NH scenario. The diagonal

histograms are 1D posterior probability distributions and the other contour plot

show the covariances between parameters. The darker blue color contour shows 1σ

region and the light blue contour indicates 2σ region.
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B Corner plot for the IH scenario
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Figure 9: Corner plot for the input parameters in IH scenario. The diagonal his-

tograms are 1D postrior probability distributions and the other contour plot show

the covariances between parameters. The darker purple color contour shows 1σ re-

gion and the light purple contour indicates 2σ region.

– 37 –



C Results corresponding to different choices of MA and At

The results presented in Sec.4 correspond toMA= 3 TeV and At = -3.5 TeV. For the

Normal Hierarchy scenario, we estimate how sensitive our results are on these choices

by doubling the MA and At values. The comparisons of the best-fit, mean values

along with 95% C.L. of input parameters and χ2
min are shown in the Table. 7. It is

observed that for most of the parameters, the best fit/mean values and the typical

ranges are quite close in terms of order of magnitude. For some of the parameters,

the best-fit point has slightly shifted, e.g., B3. This indicates that for larger MA and

At one requires larger loop corrections for the light neutrino masses. It should be

noted that 2σ allowed regions with doubledMA and At are extended a little bit more

for some of the parameters due to larger χ2
min, which has increased to 5.01 from 3.46

and subsequently χ2
min/DoF has raised to 1.25 from 0.865. We observe that this is

mostly due to the poor fitting of the flavor physics observables.

Para- MA = 3 TeV & At = -3.5 TeV MA = 6 TeV & At = -7.0 TeV

meter Normal Hierarchy scenario Normal Hierarchy scenario

Best-fit Mean value [95%C.L.] Best-fit Mean value [95%C.L.]

ϵ1 -0.013 -0.0045[-0.0183, 0.0054] -0.018 -0.0077[-0.025, 0.022]

ϵ2 -0.0160 -0.0089[-0.0218, 0.0034] -0.021 -0.013 [-0.036, -0.16]

ϵ3 -0.0279 -0.0311[-0.0487, -0.0068] 0.0079 -0.034 [-0.075, 0.0072]

v1 0.00038 0.00034[0.00019, 0.00055] 0.00057 0.00037[-0.0001, 0.00063]

v2 0.00052 0.00040[0.00022, 0.00060] 0.00064 0.00047[0.00005, 0.00082]

v3 0.00091 0.00097[0.00061, 0.00122] 0.00026 0.00090[0.00032, 0.0015]

B1 461.78 548.38 [264.50, 791.66] 787.77 857.83 [447.29, 1044.04]

B2 198.62 276.03 [5.01, 515.16] 52.37 136.13 [-266.61, 265.82]

B3 1760.66 1917.76[1359.46, 2355.98] 4177.19 4093.42[3354.54, 4491.93]

µ 1293.80 1249.33[1028.70, 1449.71] 1446.30 1323.65 [960.81, 1603.67]

tan β 12.11 12.81 [8.76, 15.67] 9.97 12.44 [7.56, 15.99]

χ2
min = 3.46, χ2

min/DoF = 0.865 χ2
min = 5.01, χ2

min/DoF = 1.25

Table 7: The comparison of best-fit and mean values along with 2σ ranges corre-

sponding to (MA, At) = (3, -3.5) TeV and (6, -7.0) TeV for the Normal Hierarchy

scenario. The last row represents the χ2
min and χ2

min/DoF for each analysis.
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