arXiv:1112.1090v1 [hep-ph] 5 Dec 2011

SLAC-PUB-14812

Pair Production Constraints on Superluminal Neutrinos Revisited

Stanley J. Brodsky

SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory, Stanford University, Stanford, California 94309

Susan Gardner

Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Kentucky, Lexington, KY 40506-0055 (Dated: December 7, 2011)

Abstract

We revisit the pair creation constraint on superluminal neutrinos considered by Cohen and Glashow in order to clarify which types of superluminal models are constrained. We show that a model in which the superluminal neutrino is effectively light-like can evade the Cohen-Glashow constraint.

Cohen and Glashow (CG) have shown that the vacuum lepton pair production process (ν → νe^+e^−) acts as an efficient energy loss mechanism for propagating superluminal neutrinos [1]; the observation of neutrinos in the OPERA experiment thus appears to exclude the superluminal interpretation of their velocities [2]. However, as we shall show, the requirement of energy-momentum conservation does not limit the possibility that the superluminal neutrino is effectively light-like.

The group velocity v_G of a particle with energy E and momentum p is given by v_G = dE/dp. Assuming a dispersion relation of form E = √ |p|^2c^{′2} + m^{′2}c^{′4} [3, 4], where m^′c^{′2} = mc^2 and m is the particle mass, yields v_G/c = (|p|c/E)(c^′/c)^2. Thus a particle can become superluminal, namely, it can attain v_G > c, where c is the measured speed of light in a terrestrial vacuum [5], in two different ways:

1. if c^′/c > 1 with |p|c/E ≲ 1 or

2. if |p|c > E and c^′ = c.

Forming p = (E, cp), so that p^2 = E^2 − c^2|p|^2, then if v_G > c the superluminal particle is timelike in the former case and spacelike in the latter case. Searches for particles obeying the latter possibility — “tachyons” [6] — have been conducted previously without success [7].

The observation of neutrino oscillations sharply constrains superluminal neutrinos [1], and severe limits exist on the velocity difference of neutrinos of different species [1, 3, 4, 8]. Thus superluminality, if it exists, must pertain to all three neutrino mass eigenstates. CG assume a superluminal neutrino by choosing c^′ > c; thus all neutrino mass eigenstates are placed on the same footing.

If one assumes that the neutrino mass matrix is Hermitian [3, 4], then the possibility of a spacelike superluminal neutrino [6] is excluded from the onset. If one relaxes the Hermiticity assumption, one runs afoul of the observation of neutrinos propagating from distant sources. Moreover, a spacelike superluminal neutrino necessarily becomes more superluminal as its energy decreases, although OPERA observes no significant energy dependence in comparing the speed of neutrinos with an average energy of 13.9 and 42.9 GeV [2]. Thus one can safely eliminate spacelike superluminal neutrinos as a possibility.

The mass scale of neutrinos is sufficiently well-known [9] to establish that any effect from nonzero neutrino masses at OPERA energies is negligible [2]; in fact, since E ≫ m^′c^{′2} with c^′ > c, then E ≃ c^′|p|. Since CG define p = (E, cp), then p^2 = (c^{′2} − c^2)|p| > 0 for finite |p|, and their superluminal neutrinos are timelike. Alternatively, one can define p = (E, c^′p), so that the superluminal neutrino is effectively lightlike at high energies, p^2 = m^{′2}c^{′4} ≃ 0 [10]. Note that p^2 in this latter case remains a Lorentz scalar. Indeed c does not appear explicitly in p, and Lorentz symmetry is not manifestly broken — c^′ can be taken to be the causal velocity. Nevertheless, in this scenario, the neutrino can appear superluminal compared to the propagation of photons; this is because light can suffer interactions in matter which the neutrino does not — this is already true in the Standard Model (SM).

The vacuum Cherenkov-like process which CG find of greatest importance is ν(p_1) → ν(p_2) + e^+(l^′_e) + e^−(l_e). Energy-momentum conservation implies p^2_1 = p^2 + 2p_2 · (l_e + l^′_e) + (l_e + l^′_e)^2, where (l_e + l^′_e)^2 > 0 and p_2 · (l_e + l^′_e) ≳ 0. Thus this process cannot occur for effectively lightlike models in which the four momentum squared does not change p^2_1 = p^2, such as in Ref. [10]. In contrast, a superluminal neutrino as considered by CG has a value of p^2 which depends on energy, so that p^2_1 − p^2 > 0 can occur, and the process is indeed allowed. For such neutrinos vacuum Cherenkov processes act as a new source of neutrino decay.

Pair production will of course occur in matter even if vacuum pair production is forbidden — the transfer of 3-momentum to a target or medium is needed to realize energy-momentum conservation, as has been previously studied in the context of pair production in the Coulomb field of a nucleus of charge Ze, e.g., μ^+ + Z → μ^+ + e^− + e^+ + Z in quantum electrodynamics [11, 12]. In the model of Ref. [10] pair production associated with a propagating superluminal neutrino mimics that of SM neutrinos in ordinary matter — it shares all the same diagrams, except that c is replaced by c^′ throughout. Under this global replacement, π decay and cosmic ray constraints also do not operate [13, 14]: Lorentz symmetry is not broken at the level of particle interactions. Pair bremsstrahlung is much less effective in matter; Standard Model neutrinos do shed such radiation, but Earth-crossing neutrinos are both expected and observed [15].

In the model of Ref. [10] c^′ > c is realized through photon interactions with a dark sector which make c smaller than the causal velocity c^′, so that additional diagrams do appear in that case vis-a-vis final-state interactions of the charged leptons with the dark sector; these are, however, small modifications as such couplings must be much weaker than the usual electromagnetic coupling e. These calculations do not reference the value of c per se. The propagation speed of light — or of electrons or of other particles with suitable generalization — in a medium, is fixed by the real part of the forward Compton amplitude in that medium: a different calculation altogether. Thus the possibility of lightlike superluminal neutrinos is not excluded by the observation of neutrinos at OPERA energies and beyond.

An additional constraint on neutrino superluminality comes from the observation of neutrinos from SN 1987A: the close detection in time of the neutrino and optical bursts yields a neutrino-light velocity comparison test, namely, of v_ν − v_γ < 2 × 10^{−9} [16]. This constraint does assume that the neutrinos and photons were emitted at the same time. Since supernova neutrinos are of O(10 MeV) in energy, reconciling this result with OPERA evidently requires an energy-dependent neutrino dispersion relation [8, 17–20]. Indeed, the generality of the CG constraint in eliminating superluminal neutrino models rests on the inclusion of the SN 1987A constraint as well [21, 22]. Note, however, that the assumption of contemporary emission of the neutrino and optical bursts is not firmly established; it relies on an understanding of the SN mechanism — which we do not possess. Realistic studies of neutrino transport reveal that considerations such as convection, rotation, and magnetic fields first investigated in the 1990’s are in some measure necessary to realize the explosion of a star [23], and the implementation of this program is ongoing [24]. Moreover, observations of SN 1987A show it to be an outlier in many respects [25]. The neutrinos need not come from the initial core collapse; they can be emitted at a later stage from the edge of an accretion disk around a forming black-hole [26–28]. If the neutrinos were not emitted contemporaneously with the light, there is a coincidence in their close temporal detection —thus in order to explain OPERA, one requires fine-tuning at order O(8 × 10^{−5}), which is certainly very improbable but not impossible.

In summary, any model for which the CG pair production process operates is excluded because such timelike neutrinos would not be detected by OPERA or other experiments. However, a superluminal neutrino which is effectively lightlike with fixed p^2 [10] can evade the Cohen-Glashow constraint because of energy-momentum conservation. The coincidence involved in explaining the SN1987A constraint certainly makes such a picture improbable — but it is still intrinsically possible. The lightlike model is appealing in that it does not violate Lorentz symmetry in particle interactions, although one would expect Hughes-Drever tests to turn up a violation eventually [10]. Other evasions of the CG constraints are also possible; perhaps, e.g., the neutrino takes a “short cut” through extra dimensions [29] or suffers anomalous acceleration in matter [30].

Irrespective of the OPERA result, Lorentz-violating interactions [31] remain possible, and ongoing experimental investigation of such possibilities should continue.

This work is supported, in part, by the U.S. Department of Energy under contracts DE–FG02–96ER40989 and DE–AC02–76SF00515.

[1] A. G. Cohen and S. L. Glashow, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 181803 (2011). [2] T. Adam et al. [OPERA Collaboration], arXiv:1109.4897. [3] S. R. Coleman, S. L. Glashow, Phys. Rev. D59, 116008 (1999). [4] S. R. Coleman and S. L. Glashow, Phys. Lett. B405, 249-252 (1997). [5] K. M. Evenson et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 29, 1346 (1972). [6] G. Feinberg, Phys. Rev. 159, 1089-1105 (1967).

[7] C. Baltay, G. Feinberg, N. Yeh, and R. Linsker, Phys. Rev. D1, 759-770 (1970). [8] D. Fargion and D. D’Armiento, arXiv:1109.5368.

[9] Ch. Kraus, B. Bornschein, L. Bornschein, J. Bonn, B. Flatt, A. Kovalik, B. Ostrick, and E. W. Otten et al., Eur. Phys. J. C 40, 447 (2005); E. W. Otten and C. Weinheimer, Rept. Prog. Phys. 71, 086201 (2008).

[10] S. Gardner, arXiv:1109.6520.

[11] S. J. Brodsky and S. C. C. Ting, Phys. Rev. 145, 1018-1022 (1966). [12] J. D. Bjorken and M. C. Chen, Phys. Rev. 154, 1335-1337 (1966). [13] L. Gonzalez-Mestres, arXiv:1109.6630.

[14] X.-J. Bi, P.-F. Yin, Z.-H. Yu, and Q. Yuan, arXiv:1109.6667; R. Cowsik, S. Nussinov, and U.

Sarkar, arXiv:1110.0241.

[15] Y. Ashie et al. [Super-Kamiokande Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 71, 112005 (2005). [16] M. J. Longo, Phys. Rev. D 36, 3276 (1987).

[17] G. Cacciapaglia, A. Deandrea, and L. Panizzi, arXiv:1109.4980.

[18] G. Amelino-Camelia, G. Gubitosi, N. Loret, F. Mercati, G. Rosati, and P. Lipari, arXiv:1109.5172 [hep-ph].

[19] G. F. Giudice, S. Sibiryakov, and A. Strumia, arXiv:1109.5682 [hep-ph]. [20] I. Masina and F. Sannino, arXiv:1110.1853 [hep-ph]. [21] F. L. Villante and F. Vissani, arXiv:1110.4591. [22] J. Evslin, arXiv:1111.0733.

[23] A. Mezzacappa, M. Liebendoerfer, O. E. B. Messer, W. R. Hix, F. -K. Thielemann, and S. W. Bruenn, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86, 1935 (2001); M. Liebendoerfer, A. Mezzacappa, F. - K. Thielemann, O. E. B. Messer, W. R. Hix, and S. W. Bruenn, Phys. Rev. D 63, 103004 (2001).

[24] C. D. Ott, E. Schnetter, A. Burrows, E. Livne, E. O’Connor, and F. Loeffler, J. Phys. Conf.

Ser. 180, 012022 (2009).

[25] P. Podsiadlowski, Publ. Astro. Soc. Pacific, 104 717 (1992).

[26] A. MacFayden and S. E. Woosley, Astrophys. J. 524, 262 (1999); A. I. MacFadyen, S. E.

Woosley, and A. Heger, Astrophys. J. bf 550, 410 (2001). [27] S. Nagataki and K. Kohri, Prog. Theor. Phys. 108, 789 (2002). [28] G. C. McLaughlin and R. Surman, Phys. Rev. D 75, 023005 (2007).

[29] H. Päs, S. Pakvasa, and T. J. Weiler, Phys. Rev. D72, 095017 (2005); S. Hollenberg, O. Micu, H. Päs, and T. J. Weiler, Phys. Rev. D80, 093005 (2009); D. Marfatia, H. Päs, S. Pakvasa, and T. J. Weiler, arXiv:1112.0527.

[30] P. Wang, H. Wu, and H. Yang, arXiv:1109.6930 [hep-ph]; P. Wang, H. Wu, and H. Yang, arXiv:1110.0449 [hep-ph].

[31] D. Colladay and V. A. Kostelecky, Phys. Rev. D58, 116002 (1998); note also, e.g., V. A. Kostelecky and M. Mewes, Phys. Rev. D69, 016005 (2004) and J. S. Diaz and A. Kostelecky, arXiv:1108.1799 [hep-ph].