arXiv:1110.0132v1 [hep-ph] 1 Oct 2011

Limiting velocities as running parameters and superluminal neutrinos

Mohamed M. Anber^{1∗} and John F. Donoghue^{2†} 1Department of Physics, University of Toronto Toronto, ON, M5S1A7, Canada 2Department of Physics, University of Massachusetts Amherst, MA 01003, USA

In the context of theories where particles can have different limiting velocities, we review the running of particle speeds towards a common limiting velocity at low energy. Motivated by the recent OPERA experimental results, we describe a model where the neutrinos would deviate from the common velocity by more than do other particles in the theory, because their running is slower due to weaker interactions.

1. INTRODUCTION

Recently, we [1] considered theories where the particles have different limiting velocities. Due to interactions, these velocities become running parameters and we showed that the limiting velocities are driven by the renormalization group (RG) equations towards a universal limiting velocity - the “speed of light” - at low energy. Because the running is produced by the self-interaction diagrams involving the other particles in the theory, we noted that the differences between the limiting speeds is greatest when the interactions are the weakest, and we pointed to gravitational waves as potentially the most sensitive test of this idea.

Recently the OPERA collaboration has presented evidence that neutrinos may have a different limiting velocity than the speed of light [2]. Neutrinos are the second weakest interacting particles, after gravitons. While we are aware of potential problems with the experiment[3] and potential difficulties for the idea of a neutrino speed that is different from c [4–6], we would like to address here a mechanism for allowing the neutrinos to have a greater velocity difference from c than the constraints on other particles would otherwise appear to allow.

The ideas of renormalization group evolution of the limiting speeds and the general approach towards a common speed at low energy are independent of the underlying mechanism, as long as one has an effective fourdimensional theory of particles with different speeds interacting with each other. However, our original motivation involved emergent fields. The Weinberg-Witten theorem is usually interpreted as telling us that non- Abelian gauge bosons and gravitons cannot be emergent fields arising from any underlying Lorentz invariant nongauge theory. Such a Lorentz-violating underlying theory would generally involve wave equations which have different limiting velocities, so it would be a puzzle as to

∗Email: manber@physics.utoronto.ca †Email: donoghue@physics.umass.edu

why Lorentz invariance appears as such a good symmetry at low energy. Our work using the renormalization group [1] is a partial answer to the issue of an emergent Lorentz symmetry.

In section 2 we briefly review the running of the limiting speeds. In section 3 we present a model in which the neutrino limiting speed differs from c by a greater amount than does that of the charged leptons. A brief discussion completes this note.

2. LIMITING VELOCITIES AS RUNNING PARAMETERS

In a theory with Lorentz invariance, there is a common limiting speed c and this speed can be used to define a natural set of units in which c = 1. However if the theory does not have a full Lorentz invariance, the wave equations for the various fields can involve limiting velocities c_i that are different from each other. Because these velocities are no longer universal, the limiting speeds cannot be universally removed from the theory and differences among them become important. Indeed, quantum corrections may modify the propagation of all the particles through the self-energy diagrams.

Self-energy diagrams generally involve more than one type of field. For example, in QED the photon self-energy involves fermions and the fermion self-energy involves a photon in addition to a fermion. Due to the lack of universal Lorentz invariance in such a theory, the time-like component of the propagator and the space-like component get renormalized differently. Because the limiting speed is related to the coefficients of energy and momentum variables, this means that the limiting speed itself gets renormalized, and the renormalization depends on the limiting velocity of both the fermion (c_f ) and the gauge boson (c_g ). Lorentz invariance would guarantee that there is no running of these parameters in the limit that c_f = c_g , so that we know that the running will be proportional to c_f − c_g in the limit of small differences. The parameters do run when c_f − c_g ≠ 0. To decide whether the speeds run towards each other, or away from each other, at low energy require s explicit calculations.

All of the cases that we treated in [1] resulted in the speeds approaching a common velocity at low energy. For example, the case of an interacting fermion and U(1) gauge boson resulted in the beta functions

β(c_g ) =

4e^2 3 (4π)^2 ( c^2_g − c^2_f ) c_f c_g ,

β(c_f ) =

8e^2 3 (4π)^2

(c_f − c_g) ( 4c^2_f + 3c_f c_g + c^2_g ) c_g (c_f + c_g )^2

. (1)

These lead to c_f = c_g as an infrared attractive fixed line.

The rate of approach towards the fixed point depends on the strength of the interaction and the number of fields involved. For a single field, the approach is logarithmic, which raises the issue of whether approach is sufficient to satisfy experimental constraints. In [1] we provided a model with more fields, elaborated below, in which the running was much faster. The issue of whether the running would be logarithmic over large energy scales, or faster over a narrower energy range, is model dependent.

3. THE MODEL

One of the proposals to account for superluminal neutrinos is to use Coleman-Glashow idea [8] that any particle will have its own mass as well as maximum attainable velocity. Although this scenario is in perfect agreement with the long baseline neutrino experiments with v_ν /c_γ ≈ 1 + 10^{−5}, where the best fit with the data leads to energy independent profile [5], it does not tell us why there is a stringent bound on the difference between the maximum attainable velocity of charged leptons and speed of light [9] | | |1 − c^{2e} c^2_γ | | | < 10^{−14} . (2)

Here we argue that if Lorentz symmetry is an emergent symmetry with a large number of fields, one can explain the hierarchy between the limiting speeds of electrons and neutrinos.

One of the keys to this puzzle is to notice that neutrinos, unlike all other leptons, are not charged under U_{em}(1). Now, let us introduce a large number N_γ of hidden U(1) photons as well as a large number N_Z copies of neutral Zs (under the U(1)s) in addition to the Standard Model (SM) ones [10]. Moreover, we assume that there are a few leptons N_{ℓν} (hidden and SM) that we assume for simplicity have the same origin, and hence all have the same initial speed of light 1 + c^∗_f , with |c^∗_f | << 1, at some UV emergent scale μ^∗. The charged leptons, denoted by ℓ, have a common initial charge Z^∗_{ℓℓ,γ} under the different U(1)’s gauge sectors, while both charged and neutral leptons (the neutral ones are denoted by ν) are charged initially with charge Z^∗_{ℓν,Z} under the N_Z copies of Zs. The gauge bosons emerge with some initial speed 1+c_g∗ , with |c_g∗ | << 1, that is different from the speed of fermions. At the UV scale the fermions and gauge bosons are taken to be massless and hence will participate in the RG running. As we run down our RG equations, most of the hidden particles become massive and decouple from the RG system. This situation is illustrated in FIG. 1. Here we do not assume any specific model for the nature of the coupling between the leptons and Zs. All we need to assume is the existence of a positive sign β function for β(Z_{ℓν,Z} ). In order to produce the required hierarchy we take N_γ >> N_Z >> N_ℓ.

FIG. 1: Lower order quantum loops for Nγ photons and NZ neutral Z’s interacting with N_ℓ leptons.

Since all fermions share a common initial speed (also all gauge bosons have their common initial speed) and common initial coupling strengths, the evolution of the system can be modeled with only six parameters: c_γ , c_Z , c_ℓ, and c_ν are respectively the photon, Z, charged lepton, and neutrino speeds, in addition to the coupling strengths Z_{ℓℓ,γ} and Z_{ℓν,Z} . Writing the speed of species i as c_i = 1 + δ_i, we find that the (RG) equations read

β_{δγ} = g_1N_ℓZ^2_{ℓℓ,γ} (δ_γ − δ_ℓ) (3)

β_{δZ} = g_2N_ℓZ^2_{ℓν,Z} (δ_Z − δ_ℓ) + g_3N_ℓZ^2_{ℓν,Z} (δ_Z − δ_ν )(4)

β_{δℓ} = g_4N_γ Z^2_{ℓℓ,γ} (δ_ℓ − δ_γ ) + g_5N_zZ^2_{ℓν,Z} (δ_ℓ − δ_Z )(5)

β_{δν} = g_6N_Z Z^2_{ℓν,Z} (δ_ν − δ_Z ) (6) β_{Zℓℓ,γ} = g_7N_ℓZ^3_{ℓℓ,γ} (7) β_{Zℓν,Z} = g_8N_ℓZ^3_{ℓν,Z} , (8) where β_{δγ} ≡ (4π)^2 μdδ_γ /dμ atc., and {g_i} are O(1) loopnumbers that can be calculated in any realistic setup.

As was shown in [1], the positivity of {g_i} suffice for the existence of a stable IR fixed line c_γ = c_Z = c_ℓ = c_ν . In the following we perform a series of approximations that enable us to show our main point. Namely, the hierarchy N_γ >> N_Z >> N_ℓ leads to a hierarchal structure of the different speeds with respect to the speed of light. Some of these approximations will turn out to be crude when compared to numerical integration of the whole system. However, this procedure is sufficient to illustrate our point. Subtracting Eqs. 3 and 5, 4 and 5, and 4 and 6, and using N_γ >> N_Z >> N_ℓ, therefore neglecting the less dominating terms, we obtain

β (δ_ℓ − δ_γ ) ≈ g_4N_γ Z^2_{ℓℓ,γ} (δ_ℓ − δ_γ ) , (9)

β (δ_ℓ − δ_Z ) ≈ g_5N_Z Z^2_{ℓν,Z} (δ_ℓ − δ_Z )

+g_4N_γ Z^2_{ℓℓ,γ} (δ_ℓ − δ_γ ) , (10)

β (δ_ν − δ_Z ) ≈ g_6N_Z Z^2_{ℓν,Z} (δ_ν − δ_Z ) . (11)

Finally, we compute β (δ_ν − δ_γ ) by noticing

β (δ_ν − δ_γ ) = β (δ_ν − δ_Z ) + β (δ_Z − δ_ℓ) +β (δ_ℓ − δ_γ ) ≈ g_6N_Z Z^2_{ℓν,Z} (δ_ν − δ_Z )

−g_5N_Z Z^2_{ℓν,Z} (δ_ℓ − δ_Z ) . (12)

Eqs. 9 to 12 as well as 7 and 8 can be integrated directly to obtain η_ℓ ≡ | | | | δ_ℓ − δ_γ δ^∗_ℓ − δ^∗_γ | | | | ∼ ( Z^2_{ℓℓ,γ}(μ) Z^{∗2}_{ℓℓ,γ} )_{(Nγ /Nℓ)×O(1)} + corrections ,

η_ν ≡ | | | δ_ν − δ_γ δ^∗_ν − δ^∗_γ | | | ∼ ( Z^2_{ℓν,Z} (μ) Z^{∗2}_{ℓν,Z} )_{(NZ /Nℓ)×O(1)} + corrections ,

(13)

where, for example, Z^2_{ℓℓ,γ} (μ) Z^{∗2}_{ℓℓ,γ} = 1 1 +^{2g7 NℓZ∗2ℓℓ,γ} (4π)^2 log(μ ∗/μ) . (14)

It turns out that the corrections in the above expression are important, despite being subleading, within the numerical simulations. However, this shows that charged leptons, that see N_γ , have more enhanced running than neutrinos, which only see N_z << N_γ .

In FIG. 2 we demonstrate a numerical simulation of the RG flow of the system of Eqs. 3 to 8. One can see that by taking N_γ >> N_Z >> N_ℓ we can achieve η_ℓ << η_ν . Because the RG flow of Z_{ℓν,Z} is driven only by having a small number of fermionic species, the coupling constant runs only logarithmically. However, the huge number of gauge fields that participate in the RG equation of speeds for the charged particles force the running of η to be extremely fast.

Although in the analysis conducted above we considered a constant number of hidden particles, this number may depend on the energy scale. We can model this dependence as a power law

N_i(μ) = Γ_i ( μ M_i )_{αi} , (15)

FIG. 2: Numerical simulation of the running of the charge Z_{ℓν,Z} , and ratios η_ℓ and ην . We use the initial conditions c^∗_ν = c^∗_ℓ = 2, cγ = cZ = 1 and Z^∗_{ℓν,Z} = Z^∗_{ℓℓ,γ} = 1 at μ^∗ = 100. We take Nγ = 5 × 10^8, NZ = 2 × 10^5, N_ℓ = 50, and {gi} = 1. We see that the running of Z_{ℓν,Z} is logarithmic, while the running of η_ℓ and ην is power-law. Very small values of η are achieved in a very short interval of running. Moreover, we see the hierarchical structure of the final speeds: η_ℓ << ην .

FIG. 3: Numerical simulation of the running of the charge Z_{ℓν,Z} , and ratios η_ℓ and ην using the power law dependence in Eq. 15. We take the IR mass values M_ℓ = Mν = Mγ = 1, and we use Γγ = 0.02, ΓZ = 0.6, Γ_ℓ = .5, and αγ = 2.1, αZ = 0.65, α_ℓ = 0.1. We use the initial conditions c^∗_ν = c^∗_ℓ = 2, c^∗_γ = c^∗_Z = 1 and Z^∗_{ℓν,Z} = Z^∗_{ℓℓ,γ} = 1 at μ^∗ = 10^6, and we set {gi} = 1. We note that the value of η_ℓ is saturated by the error tolerance of the code. More powerful computations may give smaller values.

where Γ_i and α_i are positive constants, and M_i is an IR mass scale. This exact behavior is also exhibited in models of large extra-dimensions where the Kaluza-Klein (KK) modes (from the 4D point of view) obey a power law as in Eq. 15 [11].^1 In this context, M_i is the lowest KK mode M_i ∼ 1/L, where L is the size of the extra dimension, and α = d is the number of extra dimensions.

1 It is also interesting to note the equivalence between theories with extra dimensions and strongly coupled QFT via the AdS/CFT correspondence.

In FIG. 3 we show the simulation of the RG system using the power-law formula in Eq. 15.

To understand the choice of parameters used in the simulation in FIG. 3, it is instructive to calculate the total number of fermions and gauge fields as seen in the UV. Using Eq. 15 and the numerical coefficients given in FIG. 3 we find N_γ ∼ 10^{11}, N_Z ∼ 10^4 and N_ℓ ≈ 1, which explains the hierarchical structure of the final speeds.

Now we comment on the validity of the RG equations in a perturbative treatment of QFT. It is inevitable that one must make sure higher loop corrections are suppressed, otherwise our perturbative treatment (i.e. the loop-expansion) breaks down. As was stressed in [1], the condition for the validity of perturbation theory puts a severe constraint on the number of species. This constraint may be relaxed if we notice that the condition for validity of perturbation theory is important mostly at the initial running, when the charges Z_{ℓℓ,γ} and Z_{ℓν,Z} are relatively large. However, once the charges run down the lowenergy scale, for example by means of non-perturbative RG treatment, the condition for validity of perturbation theory may be satisfied. Thus, as long as the nonperturbative result does not change the overall trend dramatically, fast running would be expected to still be obtained even if the perturbative analysis is not reliable in detail.

4. DISCUSSION

If correct, the OPERA result would obviously have a dramatic effect on the Lorentz symmetry of the fundamental interactions. However, it also raises two subsequent problems. One is that the velocity difference of neutrinos would have to be much greater than that allowed for many other particles. A second problem is that the constraints of SN1987a force the velocity difference to be energy dependent[5].

We have discussed a model in which the neutrino limiting velocities differ from c by exponentially larger factors than do those of the charged leptons. This is due to a weaker running for neutrinos, caused by weaker interactions. The result of the evolution is an energy independent speed in the infrared. This model can therefore address one of the problems raised by OPERA, but does not solve the issue of energy dependence. We present it in this note in the hopes that the mechanism that we address could eventually find its way into a complete solution to both issues, in the event that the OPERA result is ultimately confirmed.

Acknowledgements

The work of M.A. is supported by NSERC Discovery Grant of Canada. The work of J.D. has been supported in part by the NSF grant PHY - 0855119, and in part by the Foundational Questions Institute.

[1] M. M. Anber and J. F. Donoghue, “The Emergence of a universal limiting speed,” Phys. Rev. D 83, 105027 (2011) [arXiv:1102.0789 [hep-th]].

[2] T. Adam et al. [OPERA Collaboration], “Measurement of the neutrino velocity with the OPERA detector in the CNGS beam,” arXiv:1109.4897 [hep-ex].

[3] C. R. Contaldi, “The OPERA neutrino velocity result and the synchronisation of clocks,” arXiv:1109.6160 [hepph].

[4] A. G. Cohen, S. L. Glashow, “New Constraints on Neutrino Velocities,” [arXiv:1109.6562 [hep-ph]].

[5] G. Cacciapaglia, A. Deandrea, L. Panizzi, “Superluminal neutrinos in long baseline experiments and SN1987a,” [arXiv:1109.4980 [hep-ph]].

G. Amelino-Camelia, G. Gubitosi, N. Loret, F. Mercati, G. Rosati, P. Lipari, “OPERA-reassessing data on the energy dependence of the speed of neutrinos,” [arXiv:1109.5172 [hep-ph]].

D. Fargion, “Inconsistence of super-luminal Opera neutrino speed with SN1987A neutrinos burst and with flavor neutrino mixing,” [arXiv:1109.5368 [astro-ph.HE]]. G. F. Giudice, S. Sibiryakov and A. Strumia, “Interpreting OPERA results on superluminal neutrino,” arXiv:1109.5682 [hep-ph].

[6] D. Autiero, P. Migliozzi, A. Russo, “The neutrino velocity anomaly as an explanation of the missing observation of neutrinos in coincidence with GRB,” [arXiv:1109.5378 [hep-ph]].

F. Tamburini and M. Laveder, “Apparent Lorentz violation with superluminal Majorana neutrinos at OPERA?,” arXiv:1109.5445 [hep-ph].

F. R. Klinkhamer, “OPERA’s superluminal muonneutrino velocity and a Fermi-point-splitting model of Lorentz violation,” arXiv:1109.5671 [hep-ph]. G. Dvali and A. Vikman, “Price for Environmental Neutrino-Superluminality,” arXiv:1109.5685 [hep-ph]. S. S. Gubser, “Superluminal neutrinos and extra dimensions: constraints from the null energy condition,” [arXiv:1109.5687 [hep-th]].

R. B. Mann, U. Sarkar, “Superluminal neutrinos at the OPERA?,” [arXiv:1109.5749 [hep-ph]].

A. Drago, I. Masina, G. Pagliara, R. Tripiccione, “The Hypothesis of Superluminal Neutrinos: comparing OPERA with other Data,” [arXiv:1109.5917 [hep-ph]]. C. Pfeifer and M. N. R. Wohlfarth, “Beyond the speed of light on Finsler spacetimes,” arXiv:1109.6005 [gr-qc]. Z. Lingli, B. -Q. Ma, “Neutrino speed anomaly as a signal of Lorentz violation,” [arXiv:1109.6097 [hep-ph]].

L. Iorio, “Environmental fifth-force hypothesis for the OPERA superluminal neutrino phenomenology: constraints from orbital motions around the Earth,” [arXiv:1109.6249 [gr-qc]].

S. Hannestad and M. S. Sloth, “Apparent faster than light propagation from light sterile neutrinos,” arXiv:1109.6282 [hep-ph].

J. Alexandre, J. Ellis and N. E. Mavromatos, “On the Possibility of Superluminal Neutrino Propagation,” arXiv:1109.6296 [hep-ph].

A. Kehagias, “Relativistic Superluminal Neutrinos,” arXiv:1109.6312 [hep-ph].

A. Nicolaidis, “Neutrino Shortcuts in Spacetime,” [arXiv:1109.6354 [hep-ph]].

S. Gardner, “Superluminal Neutrinos without Revolution,” [arXiv:1109.6520 [hep-ph]].

F. R. Klinkhamer and G. E. Volovik, “Superluminal neutrino and spontaneous breaking of Lorentz invariance,” arXiv:1109.6624 [hep-ph].

M. Matone, “Superluminal Neutrinos and a Curious Phenomenon in the Relativistic Quantum Hamilton-Jacobi Equation,” [arXiv:1109.6631 [hep-ph]].

E. Ciuffoli, J. Evslin, J. Liu, X. Zhang, “OPERA and a Neutrino Dark Energy Model,” [arXiv:1109.6641 [hepph]].

[7] S. Weinberg and E. Witten, “Limits On Massless Particles,” Phys. Lett. B 96, 59 (1980).

[8] S. R. Coleman, S. L. Glashow, “Cosmic ray and neutrino tests of special relativity,” Phys. Lett. B405, 249-252 (1997). [hep-ph/9703240].

S. R. Coleman and S. L. Glashow, “High-energy tests of Lorentz invariance,” Phys. Rev. D 59, 116008 (1999) [arXiv:hep-ph/9812418].

[9] B. Altschul, “Synchrotron and inverse compton constraints on Lorentz violations for electrons,” Phys. Rev. D74, 083003 (2006). [hep-ph/0608332].

B. Altschul, “Laboratory Bounds on Electron Lorentz Violation,” Phys. Rev. D82, 016002 (2010). [arXiv:1005.2994 [hep-ph]].

[10] G. Dvali, M. Redi, “Phenomenology of 10^32 Dark Sectors,” Phys. Rev. D80, 055001 (2009). [arXiv:0905.1709 [hep-ph]].

G. Dvali, I. Sawicki, A. Vikman, “Dark Matter via Many Copies of the Standard Model,” JCAP 0908, 009 (2009). [arXiv:0903.0660 [hep-th]].

[11] K. R. Dienes, E. Dudas and T. Gherghetta, “Grand unification at intermediate mass scales through extra dimensions,” Nucl. Phys. B 537, 47 (1999) [arXiv:hep-ph/9806292].

M. Masip, “Ultraviolet dependence of Kaluza-Klein effects on electroweak observables,” Phys. Rev. D 62, 105012 (2000) [arXiv:hep-ph/0007048].