arXiv:1211.5000v2 [hep-ph] 14 Jan 2013

Left-right models with light neutrino mass prediction and dominant neutrinoless double beta decay rate

M. K. Parida^∗ and Sudhanwa Patra^† Center of Excellence in Theoretical and Mathematical Sciences, Siksha ’O’ Anusandhan University, Bhubaneswar-751030, India

In TeV scale left-right symmetric models, new dominant predictions to neutrinoless double beta decay and light neutrino masses are in mutual contradiction because of large contribution to the latter through popular seesaw mechanisms. We show that in a class of left-right models with high-scale parity restoration, these results coexist without any contravention with neutrino oscillation data and the relevant formula for light neutrino masses is obtained via gauged inverse seesaw mechanism. The most dominant contribution to the double beta decay is shown to be via W^−_L −W^−_R mediation involving both light and heavy neutrino exchanges, and the model predictions are found to discriminate whether the Dirac neutrino mass is of quark-lepton symmetric origin or without it. We also discuss associated lepton flavor violating decays.

I. INTRODUCTION: Evidences of tiny neutrino masses uncovered by the solar, atmospheric, and reactor neutrino oscillation experiments while calling for physics beyond the Standard Model (SM) might be strongly hinting at the fundamental nature of the particle i.e. whether Dirac [1] or Majorana [2]. In fact popular theories based upon seesaw mechanisms like type-I seesaw [3], type-II [4, 5], type-III [6, 7], inverse seesaw [8–11], and others [14–16, 18] come out with natural predictions of light Majorana neutrino masses. With lepton number violating mass insertion term by two units, confirmation of any events at the experimental search programmes for the neutrinoless double beta decay (0ν2β) would not only indicate the Majorana nature of the particles, but also it would strongly support the underlying seesaw mechanism for their mass generation. There have been attempts [19–23] on the experimental side to observe such a rare process, even with a present claim [24] while others are trying to improve the life time for this 0ν2β process [25–27]. So far, the Heidelberg- Moscow experiment using^{76}Ge [24] has given the best limit on the half life, T_{1/2} < 3 × 10^{25} Yrs. which gives an upper bound on effective neutrino mass, m_{eff} ≤ 0.21 − 0.53 eV. There are several interesting discussions and models using different seesaw mechanisms [28–31, 33–38] exploring possible non-standard contributions to 0ν2β transition.

Another important mysterious phenomenon of SM, namely, the origin of parity violation as monopoly of weak interactions, has been suggested to be having its underlying origin in the left-right (LR) symmetric interactions [39] which could be through the existence of mirror particles [40] of the SM or via left-right symmetric gauge theories [41, 42]. A very attractive aspect of LR gauge theory is its potential to explain the origin of parity (P ) and CP violations in weak interactions and small neutrino masses. If left-right gauge theory has to make any significant impact on weak interactions phenomenology, the associated W^±_R and Z_R boson masses have to be low. While current searches at the Large Hadron Collider restricts the lower bound on the scale of the RH gauge boson masses (M_R) to be O(1) TeV, K_L − K_S mass difference gives M_R > 2.5 TeV [43]. Such a low scale W_R boson associated with right-handed charged currents can give additional contributions to 0ν2β and can be also accessible to LHC and future accelerator searches. As a result of this, there can be various non-standard contributions to 0ν2β in LR gauge theories mediated by: (1.) two W_L gauge bosons (associated with left-handed currents), (2.) two W_R gauge bosons (associated with right-handed currents), (3.) one W_L and one W_R gauge boson at each vertex (mixed diagram) accompanied by both light and heavy neutrinos [33, 34]. In addition, there could be other contributions to 0ν2β in LR model due to doubly charged Higgs scalar exchanges where Majorana neutrino mass insertion has no role to play [32]. It is important to note here that the contributions to 0ν2β from the mixed diagram has been either ignored or considered to be sub-dominant [44], although this has been taken into account in the inverse process e^−e^− → W^−_L W^−_R in Ref. [45] for linear collider searches.

The natural TeV mass scale for RH Majorana neutrinos in conventional low scale LR gauge models emphasizing upon light neutrino mass generation mechanisms however predicts very large contribution to the light neutrino masses through canonical or type-II seesaw mechanisms [4, 41, 42]. Thus, it turns out that new dominant contributions to observable neutrinoless double beta decay (0ν2β) can not coexist with the experimentally determined tiny neutrino masses [46]. Alternatively, interesting proposals have been advanced where type- II seesaw dominance [33, 34] has been invoked by suppressing Dirac neutrino mass matrix in which case LR gauge theories may have only sub-dominant roles to play in representing charged fermion masses. The purpose of this letter is two fold: while showing that a crossed diagram with simultaneous W^−_L and W^−_R exchanges predicts the most dominant contribution to the (0ν2β), we provide a class of TeV scale left-right gauge theories where this is implemented without any suppression of naturally permitted Dirac neutrino masses and without any contravention with the neutrino oscillation data. The neutrino mass generation mechanism in these models turns out to be through gauged inverse seesaw.

II. THE MODEL: In conventional LR gauge theories, the type-I [3] and type-II seesaw [4] contributions to light neutrino masses are m^I_ν ∼ −M_D 1 M_N M^T_D , m^{II}_ν = f v_L

where the Dirac neutrino mass matrix M_D is similar to the charge lepton mass matrix, or the up-quark mass matrix if the model has its origin from Pati-Salam symmetry. The induced triplet vacuum expectation value is v_L = λ_{eff} v^2_{wk}/M_{ΔL} . Then the natural seesaw scales consistent with neutrino oscillation data are M_N ≥ (10^{11} − 10^{14}) GeV and the TeV scale LR gauge models relevant for 0ν2β are ruled out. We now construct a class of LR gauge models where W^±_R and M_N are allowed near the TeV scale which contribute predominantly to 0ν2β, yet the model does not upset small neutrino mass predictions consistent with the neutrino oscillation data. In our model although the parity restoration scale is large, yet the asymmetric left-right (LR) gauge theory SU(2)_L × SU(2)_R × U(1)_{B−L} × SU(3)_C [≡ G_{2213}] (g_{2L} ≠ g_{2R}) survives down to the TeV scale subsequent to the D-parity breaking [47]. To implement the idea we use the set of Higgs scalars with their gauge quantum numbers under G_{2213} σ(1, 1, 0, 1) ⊕ Δ_L(3, 1, −2, 1) ⊕ Δ_R(1, 3, −2, 1), χ_L(2, 1, −1, 1) ⊕ χ_R(1, 2, −1, 1) ⊕ Φ(2, 2, 0, 1) where σ is D-parity odd. It is well known that by assigning large parity breaking vacuum expectation value (vev); ⟨σ⟩ ∼ M_P , the model gives all the left-handed (LH) Higgs scalars to have heavy masses i.e. O(M_P ) while those of the right-handed (RH) scalars can have much lighter masses near the TeV scale with M^2_{ΔR} ≃ ( μ^2_{ΔR} − λ⟨σ⟩M ) and M^2_{χR} ≃ ( μ^2_{χR} − λ^′⟨σ⟩M ) where M_{ΔL} ∼ M_{χL} ∼ M ∼ O(M_P ). In fact M_{ΔR} and M_{χR} can have any value below M_P depending upon the degree of fine tuning in λ and λ^′. The asymmetry in the Higgs sector at the energy scales below μ ∼ M_P causes asymmetry in the gauge couplings, g_{2L} ≠ g_{2R} for the surviving left-right gauge group. Alternatively, the asymmetric LR model may emerge from high scale Pati-Salam symmetry SU(2)_L × SU(2)_R × SU(4)_C × D (g_{2L} = g_{2R}) with similar choice on the Higgs scalars. In particular, we examine the TeV scale phenomenology for neutrino masses and 0ν2β with the following two possible cases of symmetry breaking: A: SU(2)_L × SU(2)_R × U(1)_{(B−L)} × SU(3)_C × D [≡ G_{2213D} ] (g_{2L} = g_{2R}) M_P−→ SU(2) L × SU(2)_R × U(1)_{(B−L)} × SU(3)_C [≡ G_{2213}] (g_{2L} ≠ g_{2R}) M_R−→ G SM (1) B: SU(2)_L × SU(2)_R × SU(4)_C × D [≡ G_{224D} ] (g_{2L} = g_{2R}) M_P−→ SU(2) L × SU(2)_R × U(1)_{(B−L)} × SU(3)_C [≡ G_{2213}] (g_{2L} ≠ g_{2R}) M_R−→ G SM (2) One important difference between the two scenarios is that in model-A, the Dirac neutrino mass matrix is similar to the charged lepton mass matrix while in model-B, it is similar to up-quark mass matrix.

In addition to the standard 16-fermions of each generation, we require one additional fermion singlet for each generation (S_i, i=1, 2, 3) which is essential for the implementation of inverse seesaw mechanism [9] or, the so called extended seesaw mechanism [16–18]. The renormalizable Yukawa Lagrangian near the TeV scale with asymmetric LR gauge theory then turns out to be

L_{Yuk} = Y^ℓψ_L ψ_R Φ + f ψ^c_R ψ_RΔ_R + F ψ_R S χ_R + S^T μ_S S + h.c. (3)

where μ_S is the singlet fermion mass matrix. We break the LR gauge theory spontaneously to SM by the vev ⟨Δ^0_R⟩ = v_R (≃ M_R) while the vev ⟨χ^0_R⟩ = v_χ (≤ M_R) is used to generate the N −S mixing. The SM breaks to the low energy symmetry by the VEV of the SM Higgs doublet in Φ. With this structure of the Yukawa Lagrangian, the full (9 × 9) neutrino mass matrix in the (ν_L, N_R, S_L) basis is given by

M = 0 M_D 0 M^T_D M_N M 0 M^T μ_S (4)

where M = F v_χ, M_D = Y^ℓ ⟨Φ⟩, and M_N = f v_R. Here M_D and M are 3×3 complex matrices in flavor space and μ_S is the 3 × 3 complex symmetric matrix.

For implementation of the light neutrino mass generation mechanism the desired hierarchy M_N ≫ M ≫ M_D ≫ μ_S with a fine tuned small lepton number violating parameter μ_S can be easily satisfied in the model after spontaneous symmetry breaking. Since the right-handed neutrinos are assumed to be larger than other mass scales, they eventually decouple at low scales [16–18]. It is important to note that this extended seesaw scenario is very different from the inverse seesaw scenario [8, 9, 11] due to the simultaneous presence of both the heavy and small lepton number violating scales M_N and μ_S . Complete block diagonalization of eq. (4) gives the usual inverse seesaw formula for light neutrino masses

m_ν = ( M_D M ) μ_S ( M_D M )_T , (5)

as well as the heavy neutrino mass matrices: m_N ≃ M_N and m_S ≃ M^1_{MN} M^T . It is important to note that with M_N ≫ M ≫ M_D, μ_S , the type-I seesaw contribution to the light neutrino mass matrix, i.e. −M_D^1_{MN} M^T_D cancels out after complete block diagonalization. Also these block diagonal mass matrices m_ν , m_S and m_N can further be diagonalized to give physical masses for all neutral leptons by respective unitary mixing matrices: U_ν , U_S and U_N where

U^†_ν m_ν U^∗_ν = m̂_ν = diag [m_{ν1} , m_{ν2} , m_{ν3} ] , U^†_S m_S U^∗_S = m̂_S = diag [m_{S1} , m_{S2} , m_{S3} ] ,

U^†_N m_N U^∗_N = m̂_N = diag [m_{N1} , m_{N2} , m_{N3} ] . (6)

The relevant charged current interactions of leptons for this TeV scale LR gauge theory in the flavor basis is given by

LCC = g √ 2 ∑ α=e,μ,τ [ ℓα L γμνα L W^μ_L + ℓα R γμNα R W^μ_R ] + h.c.

where, in terms of mass eigenstates (ν_{mi} , S_{mj} , N_{mk} ) [35], ν_{α L} ∼ N_{α i} ν_{mi} + U^{ν S}_{α j} S_{mj} + U^{ν N}_{α k} N_{mk} , N_{α R} ∼ V^{N ν}_{α i} ν_{mi} + V^{N S}_{α j} S_{mj} + R_{α k} N_{mk} , N_{α i} = { ( 1 − 1 2 X X^† ) U_ν }_{α i} , R_{α k} = { ( 1 − 1 2 X^{′′†} X^{′′} ) U_N }_{α k} , U^{ν S}_{α j} = {−X U_S}_{α j} , U^{ν N}_{α k} = {−X^′ U_N }_{α k} , V^{N ν}_{α i} = {X^† μ_S M U_ν }_{α i} , V^{N S}_{α j} = {−X^{′′†} U_S }_{α j} . (7) The non-unitarity matrices in our model are X =^{MD}_M , X^′ = M_D M_N , and X

′′ =^M_{MN} due to ν −S, ν −N, and S −N mixings, respectively.

III. NEUTRINOLESS DOUBLE BETA DECAY: It is clear from the charged current interaction of this left-right gauge theory that, in addition to the standard contribution to 0νββ via light Majorana neutrino exchange, there are non-standard contributions due to the exchanges of heavy RH Majorana neutrinos and heavy sterile Majorana neutrinos. In addition, the extended seesaw ansatz manifests in non-standard contributions to lepton flavor violations and non-unitarity effects. In particular, we show that a dominant contribution to 0νββ arises due to mixed diagrams with simultaneous mediation of W^−_L and W^−_R bosons accompanied by light left-handed neutrinos and heavy right-handed Majorana neutrinos [34, 45] as shown in Fig. 1. We present analytic expressions for two most dominant contributions to the effective mass term and compare them with the standard contribution,

• m^{ee}_ν : which is analogous to the standard contributions, in this model,

m^{ee}_ν = N^2_{e i} m_{νi} , (8)

• m^{ee}_N : which originates from the mediation of two W_R’s with the exchange of heavy RH Majorana neutrinos,

m^{ee}_N = p^2 M^4_{WL} M^4_{WR} (R_{e i})^2 M_{Ni} , (9)

• m^{ee}_{νN} : which originates from simultaneous mediation of W^−_L and W^−_R and involves the Dirac mass matrix M_D m^{ee}_{νN} ≃ p ( ζ_{LR} + M^2_{WL} M^2_{WR} ) N_{ei} ( M^{−1}_N M_D U_N ) ei .(10) where, in our model, ζ_{LR}= LR mixing parameter ≤ 10^{−4}.

FIG. 1: The neutrinoless double beta decay due to W^−_L − W^−_R mediation in the mixed Feynman diagram with heavy and light neutrino exchanges described in the text. The cross in the right panel represents left-right mixing ζLR.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS: It is clear from equations (5) and (7) that the mass matrices M_D, M, and M_N are essential for predictions of light neutrino masses and 0νββ. At first assuming the LR gauge theory to be having its high scale origin from Pati-Salam symmetry and neglecting the renormalization group corrections, the Dirac neutrino mass matrix is approximated as the up-type quark mass matrix via the CKM matrix and the running masses of the three up-type quarks, namely, m_u = 2.33 MeV, m_c = 1.275 GeV, and m_t = 160 GeV [48]

M_D ∼ V_{CKM} M̂_u V^T_{CKM} = ( 0.067 − 0.004 i 0.302 − 0.022 i 0.55 − 0.53 i 0.302 − 0.022 i 1.48 − 0.0 i 6.534 − 0.0009 i 0.55 − 0.53 i 6.534 − 0.0009 i 159.72 + 0.0 i . ) GeV (11)

Under the condition M_N ≫ M ≫ M_D, the non-unitarity contribution of the extended seesaw model is mainly due to η ≃^1_2 X X^†, giving rise to η_{αβ} =^1_2

∑_3 k=1 M_{Dαk} M^∗_{Dβk} M^2_k

where we have assumed for the sake of simplicity: M = diag[M_1, M_2, M_3]. Then by saturating the available bound on |η_{τ τ} | ≤ 2.7 × 10^{−3} [12, 49], we obtain 1 2 [ 0.5805 M^2_1 + 42.72 M^2_2 + 25510.7 M^2_3 ] = 2.7 × 10^{−3} (12)

where the numbers inside the square bracket are in GeV^2. We note that the above relation can be satisfied in the partial degenerate case, M_1 = M_2 ≥ 100 GeV, and M_3 ≥ 2.2 TeV and also in the non-degenerate case, M_1 ≥ 10 GeV, M_2 ≥ 50 GeV and M_3 ≥ 2.2 TeV, but in the degenerate case, M_1 = M_2 = M_3 = 2.2 TeV.

a. Determination of μ_S from neutrino oscillation data: Inverting the neutrino mass formula given in eqn. (5) and using equation (7) and our model parameters, we obtain

μ_S ( GeV ) = X^{−1} N m̂_ν N^T (X^T )^{−1} = ( 0.01147 + 0.01i −0.0027 − 0.0024i 0.0007 + 0.002i −0.0027 − 0.0024i 0.0006 + 0.0005i −0.0001 − 0.0004i 0.0007 + 0.002i −0.0001 − 0.0004i −0.00004 + 0.0003i )

where we have used the hierarchical neutrino masses m̂^{diag}_ν = diag(0.00127 eV, 0.00885 eV, 0.0495 eV) and global fit to the neutrino oscillation data including recent values of θ_{13} = 9.0^∘ and δ = 0.8π [46].

Thus, in the inverse seesaw approach, the light neutrino masses and large neutrino mixings including non-zero values of θ_{13} can be easily fitted through the elements of the μ_S matrix which may have interesting consequences on leptogenesis [13]. Although we have explicitly fitted the hierarchical light neutrino masses, similar fits can be obtained in the inverted hierarchical as well as the quasi-degenerate cases with corresponding elements of μ_S . In the case of M_D being similar to charged lepton mass matrix which holds true in conventional LR gauge theories [4, 42] neutrino oscillation data are similarly fitted with the corresponding μ_S matrix.

b. Neutrinoless double beta decay predictions: As explained in equations (7) -( 10), the mixing matrices X =^{MD}_M , X^′ =^{MD}_{MN} , and X^{′′} =^M_{MN} all contribute to non-standard predictions of 0νββ amplitude in the present left-right gauge theory. We have assumed the RH heavy Majorana neutrino mass matrix to be diagonal, M_N = diag[M_{N1} , M_{N2} , M_{N3} ]. Using the model parameters given in eqn. (11) for M_D, M = diag[150, 150, 2500] GeV, M_N = diag[5000, 5000, 10000] GeV, U_ν = U_{PMNS}, U_N = 1_{3×3}, and U_S = 1_{3×3}, we have derived the relevant elements of the mixing matrices N_{e i}, R_{e k}, U^{νS}_{e j} , U^{νN}_{e k} , V^{Nν}_{e i} , and V^{NS}_{e k} ,

N_{e 1} = 0.819, N_{e 2} = 0.552, N_{e 3} = 0.156 , R_{e 1} = 0.997, R_{e 2} = 0.0, R_{e 3} = 0.0 , U^{νS}_{e 1} = 0.00045, U^{νS}_{e 2} = 0.002, U^{νS}_{e 3} = 0.0002 , U^{νN}_{e 1} = 0.00001, U^{νN}_{e 2} = 0.00005, U^{νN}_{e 3} = 0.000007 , |U^{Nν} | ≤ 10^{−9}| , and |U^{NS} | ≤ 10^{−1} . (13)

With |p| = 100 MeV, M_{WR} = 5 TeV and using equations (7) -( 10), we predict the effective mass for 0νββ transition rate for hierarchical light neutrino masses,

|m^{ee}_ν | = N^2_{e 1} m_{ν1} + N^2_{e 2} m_{ν2} + N^2_{e 3} m_{ν3} = 0.00157 eV , (14) |m^{ee}_N | = 6 × 10^{−4} eV , (15) |m^{ee}_{νN} | ∼ 1 eV . (16)

Our numerical predictions are shown in Fig.2 as a function of W_R mass. With Dirac neutrino mass matrix having quarklepton symmetric origin, the most dominant contribution due to W^−_L - W^−_R mediation is found to be m^{ee}_{νN} ≃ 1 eV and 0.04 eV for M_{WR} = 5 TeV, and 10 TeV, respectively. These predictions are reduced to m^{ee}_{νN} ≃ 0.07 eV and 0.03 eV for the corresponding values of the M_{WR} when the Dirac neutrino mass matrix is similar to the charged lepton mass matrix. In other words, we predict that the 0νββ process would be able to discriminate LR gauge models having their roots in quarklepton symmetry. We note that the sub-dominant contribution due to W^−_R -W^−_R mediation given in eqn. (15) is suppressed as compared to the standard contribution due to W^−_L -W^−_L mediation given in eqn. (14) for the same M_{WR} masses shown in Fig. 3.

FIG. 2: Contributions to effective mass m^{ee}_{νN} vs MW_R using MD similar to the up-quark mass matrix (upper curve) and MD similar to charged lepton mass matrix (lower curve).

FIG. 3: Contributions to effective mass m^{ee}_ν and m^{ee}_N as a function of MW_R . The slanting line represents our sub-dominant contribution due to WR − WR mediation. For comparison, the standard contributions with hierarchical neutrino masses (the bottom horizontal line), inverted hierarchical masses (the middle horizontal line), and quasidegenerate masses (the top horizontal line) are also given.

For the sake of comparison with the prediction for the inverse 0νββ processes in the golden channel e^− e^− → W^−_L W^−_R [45] which might be phenomenologically important for Linear Collider searches we used M_{WR} ≥ 2.5 TeV [43]

to determine η_λ =^{M 2WL}_{M 2WR} N_{ei} ( M^{−1}_N M_D U_N ) ei which enters in cross-section for this process. Our model predicts this parameter to be 8.6 × 10^{−8} whereas the limit on this parameter is η_λ ≤ 9 × 10^{−7} derived from the current experimental limit on 0νββ transition rate.

c. Lepton flavor violation: Besides the neutrinoless double beta decay process, the light and heavy neutrinos in this model can actively mediate different lepton flavor violating processes, μ → e + γ, τ → e + γ, and τ → μ + γ which are currently under active experimental investigation. The dominant contributions are mainly through the exchange of the six heavy neutrinos [15] with branching ratio

Br (ℓ_α → ℓ_β + γ) = α^3_w s^2_w m^5_{ℓα} 256 π^2 M^4_W Γ_α | |G^N_{αβ} + G^S_{αβ} | |^2

(17)

where G^N_{αβ} = ∑ k ( U^{ν N} ) α k ( U^{ν N} )_∗ β k F ( m^2_{Nk} M^2_{WL} ) ,

G^S_{αβ} = ∑ j ( U^{ν S} ) α j ( U^{ν S} )_∗ β j F ( m^2_{Sj} M^2_{WL} ) ,

F(x) = − 2x^3 + 5x^2 − x 4(1 − x)^3 − 3x^3lnx 2(1 − x)^4 . Within the allowed range of model parameters M_N ≫ M ≫ M_D, it is clear that the first term in eq. (17) is negligible. The second term involving the the heavy sterile neutrinos gives dominant contributions which is proportional to ∑ j ( U^{ν S} ) α j ( U^{ν S} )_∗ β j ≃ 2η_{αβ} and our model predictions are Br (μ → e + γ) = 1.36 × 10^{−15} , Br (τ → e + γ) = 1.06 × 10^{−13} , Br (τ → μ + γ) = 3.17 × 10^{−12} . (18)

Noting that the present experimental limit at 90% C.L, Br (μ → e + γ) ≤ 1.2 × 10^{−11} [50] is almost three orders of magnitude stronger than the limits Br (τ → e + γ) ≤ 3.3 × 10^{−8} or Br (τ → μ + γ) ≤ 4.4 × 10^{−8} [51], appears to justify why the limit on |η_{eμ}| is at least one orders of magnitude better than the ones on |η_{eτ} | and |η_{μτ} |. The projected reach of future sensitivities of ongoing searches are Br (τ → e + γ) ≤ 10^{−9}, Br (τ → μ + γ) ≤ 10^{−9}, and Br (μ → e + γ) ≤ 10^{−18} [52, 53] throughout which the model predictions can be easily verified or falsified. V. CONCLUSION: We have shown that in a class of leftright gauge theories, the light neutrino masses naturally arise though gauged inverse seesaw mechanism consistent with the current neutrino oscillation data. The associated TeV scale masses of W^±_R and M_N can give dominant non-standard contributions to neutrinoless double beta decay which might be important for experimental searches. Specifically, we have demonstrated that the mixed diagram, via simultaneous mediation of W^−_L and W^−_R accompanied by the naturally predicted Dirac neutrino mass terms, gives the dominant contribution to 0νββ rate. Also this mixed diagram has rich phenomenological implication at ILC for the detection of the inverse process like e^−e^− → W^−_L W^−_R . We have explicitly shown that this Dirac neutrino mass matrix could be similar to the up quark mass matrix which may have its high scale quark-lepton symmetric origin, or it may be similar to the charged lepton mass matrix expected from left-right gauge theory. The effective mass prediction in the former case being nearly 10 times larger than the latter case, we suggest that 0νββ signatures may probe high scale quark-lepton symmetry. As in our approach it is not necessary to fine tune the Dirac mass matrices, the left-right models could serve as promising theories for charged fermion masses. The TeV scale masses of W^±_R and Z_R bosons are accessible to ongoing searches at LHC [54].

The predicted branching ratios for lepton flavor violating decays, being closer to the current experimental search limits, could be used to verify or falsify the left-right model framework considered in this letter.

∗ Electronic address: paridamk@soauniversity.ac.in † Electronic address: sudha.astro@gmail.com [1] P. A. M. Dirac; Proceedings of the Royal Society of London, 109, 752 (Dec. 1, 1925), pp. 642-653.

[2] E. Majorana; N. Cim. 14 (1937) 171.

[3] P. Minkowski, Phys. Lett. B 67, 421 (1977); T. Yanagida, proceedings of the Workshop on Unified Theories and Baryon Number in the Universe, Tsukuba, 1979, eds. A. Sawada, A. Sugamoto, KEK Report No. 79-18, Tsukuba; S. Glashow, in Quarks and Leptons, Cargèse 1979, eds. M. Lévy. et al., (Plenum, 1980, New York); M. Gell-Mann, P. Ramond, R. Slansky, proceedings of the Supergravity Stony Brook Workshop, New York, 1979, eds. P. Van Niewenhuizen, D. Freeman (North-Holland, Amsterdam); R. N. Mohapatra and G. Senjanovic, Phys. Rev. Lett. 44, 912 (1980).

[4] R. N. Mohapatra and G. Senjanovic, Phys. Rev. D 23, 165 (1981);

[5] G. Lazarides, Q. Shafi and C. Wetterich, Nucl. Phys. B 181, 287 (1981); J. Schechter and J. W. F. Valle, Phys. Rev. D 22, 2227 (1980).

[6] R. Foot, H. Lew, X. G. He and G. C. Joshi, Z. Phys. C 44, 441 (1989); E. Ma and D. P. Roy, Nucl. Phys. B 644, 290 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0206150].

[7] B. Bajc, G. Senjanović, JHEP 0708, 014 (2007) [hep-ph/0612029]; B. Bajc, M. Nemevšek, G. Senjanović, Phys. Rev. D76 (2007) 055011 [hep-ph/0703080]; A. Arhrib, B. Bajc, D. K. Ghosh, T. Han, G. -Y. Huang, I. Puljak, G. Senjanović, Phys. Rev. D82, 053004 (2010) [arXiv:0904.2390 [hep-ph]].

[8] R. N. Mohapatra, Phys. Rev. Lett. 56, 561-563 (1986);

R. N. Mohapatra, J. W. F. Valle, Phys. Rev. D34, 1642 (1986). [9] D. Wyler, L. Wolfenstein, Nucl. Phys. B218, 205 (1983);

E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B268, 79 (1986).

[10] J. L. Hewett, T. G. Rizzo, Phys. Rept. 183, 193 (1989). [11] P. S. B. Dev, R. N. Mohapatra, Phys. Rev. D81, 013001 (2010) [arXiv:0910.3924 [hep-ph]].

[12] Ram Lal Awasthi and Mina K. Parida, Phys.Rev. D 86 (2012) 093004. e-Print: arXiv:1112.1826 [hep-ph].

[13] S. Blanchet, P. S. B. Dev, R. N. Mohapatra, Phys. Rev. D82, 115025 (2010) [arXiv:1010.1471 [hep-ph]].

[14] A. Pilaftsis, Z. Phys. C 55, 275 (1992) [hep-ph/9901206].

J. Kersten and A. Y. .Smirnov, Phys. Rev. D 76, 073005 (2007) [arXiv:0705.3221 [hep-ph]]; R. Adhikari and A. Raychaudhuri, Phys. Rev. D 84, 033002 (2011) [arXiv:1004.5111 [hep-ph]].

[15] A. Ilakovac, A. Pilaftsis, Nucl. Phys. B437, 491 (1995) [hep-ph/9403398]; F. Deppisch, J. W. F. Valle, Phys. Rev. D72, 036001 (2005) [hep-ph/0406040]; C. Arina, F. Bazzocchi, N. Fornengo, J. C. Romao, J. W. F. Valle, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 161802 (2008) [arXiv:0806.3225 [hep-ph]]; M. Malinsky, T. Ohlsson, Z. -z. Xing, H. Zhang, Phys. Lett. B679, 242-248 (2009) [arXiv:0905.2889 [hep-ph]]; M. Hirsch, T. Kernreiter, J. C. Romao, A. Villanova del Moral, JHEP 1001, 103 (2010) [arXiv:0910.2435 [hep-ph]]; F. Deppisch, T. S. Kosmas, J. W. F. Valle, Nucl. Phys. B752, 80-92 (2006) [arXiv:0910.3924 [hep-ph]].

[16] S. K. Kang, C. S. Kim, Phys. Lett. B646, 248-252 (2007) [hep-ph/0607072].

[17] J. Ellis, J. L. Lopez and D. V. nanopoulos, Phys. Lett. B 292, (1992) 189; J. Ellis, D. V.Nanopoulos and K. Olive, Phys. Lett. B 300, (1993) 121.

[18] S. K. Majee, M. K. Parida, A. Raychaudhuri, Phys.

Lett. B668, 299-302 (2008) [arXiv:0807.3959 [hep-ph]]; M. K. Parida, A. Raychaudhuri, Phys. Rev. D82, 093017 (2010) [arXiv:1007.5085 [hep-ph]].

[19] H. V. Klapdor-Kleingrothaus, A. Dietz, L. Baudis, G. Heusser, I. V. Krivosheina, S. Kolb, B. Majorovits, H. Pas et al., Eur. Phys. J. A12 (2001) 147-154 [hep-ph/0103062].

[20] C. E. Aalseth et al. [ IGEX Collaboration ], Phys. Rev. D65 (2002) 092007 [hep-ex/0202026].

[21] E. Conti et al. [EXO Collaboration], Phys. Rev. B68, 054201 (2003). [hep-ex/0303008].

[22] C. Arnaboldi et al. [CUORE Collaboration], Nucl. Instrum.

Meth. A518, 775-798 (2004) [hep-ex/0212053].

[23] I. Abt, M. F. Altmann, A. Bakalyarov, I. Barabanov, C. Bauer, E. Bellotti, S. T. Belyaev, L. B. Bezrukov et al., [hep-ex/0404039]; S. Schonert et al. [GERDA Collaboration], Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 145, 242-245 (2005).

[24] H. V. Klapdor-Kleingrothaus, I. V. Krivosheina, A. Dietz, O. Chkvorets, Phys. Lett. B586, 198-212 (2004) [hep-ph/0404088]; H. V. Klapdor-Kleingrothaus, I. V. Krivosheina, Mod. Phys. Lett. A21, 1547-1566 (2006).

[25] C. Arnaboldi et al. [CUORICINO Collaboration], Phys. Rev.

C78, 035502 (2008) [arXiv:0802.3439 [hep-ex]].

[26] X. Sarazin et al. [NEMO Collaboration] [hep-ex/0006031];

J. Argyriades et al. [NEMO Collaboration], Phys. Rev. C80, 032501 (2009) [arXiv:0810.0248 [hep-ex]].

[27] R. Arnold et al. [SuperNEMO Collaboration], Eur. Phys. J.

C70, 927-943 (2010) [arXiv:1005.1241 [hep-ex]].

[28] M. Hirsch, H. V. Klapdor-Kleingrothaus, S. G. Kovalenko, Phys. Lett. B352, 1-7 (1995) [hep-ph/9502315]; M. Hirsch, H. V. Klapdor-Kleingrothaus, S. G. Kovalenko, Phys. Rev. D53, 1329-1348 (1996) [hep-ph/9502385]; M. Hirsch, H. V. Klapdor-Kleingrothaus, S. G. Kovalenko, Phys. Rev. D54, 4207-4210 (1996) [hep-ph/9603213]; M. Hirsch, H. V. Klapdor-Kleingrothaus, S. G. Kovalenko, Phys. Rev. D57, 1947-1961 (1998) [hep-ph/9707207]; M. Hirsch, J. W. F. Valle, Nucl. Phys. B557, 60-78 (1999) [hep-ph/9812463].

[29] B. C. Allanach, C. H. Kom, H. Pas, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 091801 (2009) [arXiv:0902.4697 [hep-ph]].

[30] V. Cirigliano, A. Kurylov, M. J. Ramsey-Musolf, P. Vogel, Phys. Rev. D70, 075007 (2004) [hep-ph/0404233]; V. Cirigliano, A. Kurylov, M. J. Ramsey-Musolf, P. Vogel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 231802 (2004) [hep-ph/0406199].

[31] K. W. Choi, K. S. Jeong, W. Y. Song, Phys. Rev. D66, 093007 (2002) [hep-ph/0207180].

[32] Noting that the doubly charged Higgs propagator provides additional damping factor to 0νββ amplitude, we ignore such contributions for sufficiently large values of the Higgs mass.

[33] V. Tello, M. Nemevšek, F. Nesti, G. Senjanović, F. Vissani, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 151801 (2011) [arXiv:1011.3522 [hepph]].

[34] Joydeep Chakrabortty, H.Zeen Devi, Srubabati Goswami and

Sudhanwa Patra. JHEP 1208 (2012) 008. arXiv:1204.2527 [hep-ph].

[35] W. Grimus and L. Lavoura, JHEP 0011, 042 (2000), arXiv:

0008179 [hep-ph]; M. Hirsch, H. V. Klapdor-Kleingrothaus and O. Panella, Phys. Lett. B 374, 7 (1996), arXiv: 9602306 [hepph]; M. Mitra, G. Senjanovic and F. Vissani, Nucl. Phys. B 856, 26 (2012).

[36] A. Ibarra, E. Molinaro and S. T. Petcov, Phys. Rev. D 84, 013005 (2011).

[37] A. Ibarra, E. Molinaro, S. T. Petcov, JHEP 1009, 108 (2010) [arXiv:1007.2378 [hep-ph]]; A. Ibarra, E. Molinaro, S. T. Petcov, [arXiv:1101.5778 [hep-ph]].

[38] M. Blennow, E. Fernandez-Martinez, J. Lopez-Pavon, J. Menendez, JHEP 1007 (2010) 096 [arXiv:1005.3240 [hep-ph]].

[39] T. D. Lee and C. N. Yang, Phys. Rev. D 104 (1956) 254. [40] R. Foot, R.R. Volkas, Phys. Rev. D 52, 6595 (1995). Z.G.

Berezhiani, R.N. Mohapatra, Phys. Rev. D 52, 6607 (1995) [41] J. C. Pati and A. Salam, Phys. Rev. D 10 (1974) 275. [42] R. N. Mohapatra and J. C. Pati, Phys. Rev. D 11, 2558 (1975);

Phys. Rev. D 11, 566 (1975); G. Senjanovic and R. N. Mohapatra, Phys. Rev. D 12, 1502 (1975).

[43] G. Beall, M. Bander, and A. Soni, Phys Rev. Lett. 48 (1982) 848; A. Maiezza, M. Nemevsek, F. Nesti, and G. Senjanovic, Phys. Rev. D 82, 055022 (2010), arXiv: 1005.5160 [hep-ph]; D. Guadagnoli and R. N. Mohapatra, Phys.Lett. B 694, 386 (2011), arXiv: 1008.1074 [hep-ph]; S. Bertolini, J. O. Eeg, A. Maiezza and F. Nesti, Phys. Rev. D 86 095013 (2012), arXiv:1206.0668 [hep-ph].

[44] M. Nemevsek, G. Senjanovic and V. Tello, arXiv: 1211.2837 [hep-ph].

[45] James Barry, Luis Dorame and Werner Rodejohann; Eur.Phys.J.

C72 (2012) 2023, arXiv:1203.3365 [hep-ph].

[46] F. P. An et. al. [DAYA-BAY Collaboration], arXiv:1203.1669 [hep-ex]; J. K. Ahn et. al. [Soo-Bong Kim for RENO collaboration], arXiv:1204.0626v1 [hep-ex]; G. L. Fogli, E. Lisi, A. Marrone, A. Palazzo and A. M. Rotunno, Phys. Rev. D 84, 053007 (2011), arXiv:1106.6028 [hep-ph]; D. V. Forero, M. Tortola and J. W. F. Valle, arXiv:1205.4018 [hep-ph].

[47] D. Chang, R. N. Mohapatra, and M. K. Parida, Phys. Rev. Lett.

52, 1072 (1984). D. Chang, R. N. Mohapatra, and M. K. Parida, Phys. Rev. D 30, 1052 (1984).

[48] C. Amsler et al., Phys. Lett. B 667, 1 (2008).

[49] S. Antusch, J. P. Baumann, and E. Fernandez-Martinez, Nucl.

Phys. B810, 369 (2009), 0807.1003.

[50] M. L. Brooks et al. [MEGA Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 83, 1521 (1999).

[51] B. Aubert [The BABAR Collaboration], arXiv:0908.2381 [hepex].

[52] For a review see F. R. Joaquim, A. Rossi, Nucl. Phys. B 765, 71 (2007).

[53] Y. Kuno (PRIME Working Group), Nucl. Phys. B. Proc. Suppl.

149, 376 (2005).

[54] W. -Y. Keung and G. Senjanovic, Phys. Rev. Lett. 50, 1427 (1983).