arXiv:1211.5295v2 [hep-ph] 7 Feb 2013

Sterile Neutrino Anarchy

Julian Heeck^∗ and Werner Rodejohann^† Max-Planck-Institut für Kernphysik, Saupfercheckweg 1, 69117 Heidelberg, Germany

Lepton mixing, which requires physics beyond the Standard Model, is surprisingly compatible with a minimal, symmetryless and unbiased approach, called anarchy. This contrasts with highly involved flavor symmetry models. On the other hand, hints for light sterile neutrinos have emerged from a variety of independent experiments and observations. If confirmed, their existence would represent a groundbreaking discovery, calling for a theoretical interpretation. We discuss anarchy in the two-neutrino eV-scale seesaw framework. The distributions of mixing angles and masses according to anarchy are in agreement with global fits for the active and sterile neutrino parameters. Our minimal and economical scenario predicts the absence of neutrinoless double beta decay and one vanishing neutrino mass, and can therefore be tested in future experiments.

PACS numbers: 14.60.Pq, 14.60.St

I. INTRODUCTION

Neutrino oscillations have established the need for massive neutrinos and hence physics beyond the Standard Model (SM). While most of the data can be explained in a minimal framework of three active neutrinos—realized for example with a type-I seesaw mechanism [1]—some experiments and observations strongly favor one or two additional light neutrinos, with masses around 1 eV and O(0.1) mixing [2–4]. These hints stem from completely independent fields, namely particle physics, cosmology and astrophysics. We refer to the exhaustive overview of the situation provided by the White Paper in Ref. [5]. Since these new states are not allowed to contribute to the Z width, they have been dubbed sterile neutrinos. A large number of experiments will be coming up in the next months and years with the aim of investigating their possible presence with a variety of methods and approaches [5]. Obviously, proving the existence of light sterile neutrinos would be a sensational and groundbreaking discovery.

Sterile neutrinos aside, the mixing of active neutrinos has been of much interest to the physics community, as the peculiar values for the mixing angles seem to hint at an underlying symmetry principle. The astonishing precision of neutrino experiments has however put a slight dent in this idea, as increasingly complicated models seem to be required in order to be valid. On the other end of the model-building spectrum, the complete absence of a symmetry behind lepton mixing has also been proposed [6], both for an effective theory of neutrino mass and for the type-I seesaw case. The apparent randomness of parameters in this scheme can be the result of a sufficiently complex overlying fundamental theory, as discussed in detail in Ref. [7]. This “anarchy solution” (henceforth called active anarchy) has been successful, especially in light of the rather large reactor mixing angle θ_{13} [8].

Taking the various hints for sterile neutrinos seriously,

∗Electronic address: julian.heeck@mpi-hd.mpg.de †Electronic address: werner.rodejohann@mpi-hd.mpg.de

it is of obvious interest to try to accommodate these states in models. While flavor symmetry models that include sterile neutrinos exist [5], the counterframework of anarchy has not yet been discussed in the context of light sterile neutrinos in detail. This will be amended by the paper at hand. Instead of simply adding two light sterile neutrinos to the three active ones (which would not be successful in the context of anarchy due to the sizable mass hierarchy between the active and sterile neutrinos), we will work in a much more economical scenario. Namely, we assume that the sterile states are the right-handed neutrinos of the type-I seesaw mechanism (eV-seesaw [9]). The most minimal case which can accommodate the active neutrino data is then when only two such states are added to the picture.^‡ This implies two light sterile neutrinos, one massless active neutrino, no neutrinoless double beta decay and only a small effective electron neutrino mass. A phenomenological study of this straightforward scenario has recently been provided in Ref. [11]. We will study the implications of anarchy in this framework and present the statistical distributions for all observables. We show that the large active–sterile mixing angles needed for various anomalies can be naturally obtained. Thus, the economic and attractive scenario of anarchy can also be extended to the case of light sterile neutrinos—in particular the minimal two-neutrino eV-scale seesaw.

II. ANARCHY

Two right-handed singlet neutrinos N_{1,2} modify the SM Lagrangian by the following terms:

L = L_{SM} + iN_j /∂N_j − ( N_j (Y_ν )_{jα} H̃^†L_α

+^1_2 N_j (M_R)_{jk} N^c_k + h.c. ) , (1)

‡ We note further that anarchy with n (heavy seesaw) righthanded neutrinos has been recently discussed in Ref. [10], where it has been found that the active neutrino mass hierarchy prefers small n.

where sums over j, k = 1, 2 and α = e, μ, τ are understood. After electroweak symmetry breaking, using the usual SM Higgs doublet H → (0, v)^T ≃ (0, 174 GeV)^T , we arrive at the 5 × 5 Majorana mass matrix for the neutral fermions in the basis (ν_L, N^c)^T :

M_{full} = ( 0 vV^∗_L D^T_Y V^T_R vV_RD_Y V^†_L M_R )

= U^∗ diag(m_1, m_2, m_3, m_4, m_5) U^† . (2)

Here, we used the singular value decomposition for the Yukawa coupling matrix

Y_ν = V_R ( y_1 0 0 0 y_2 0 ) V^†_L ≡ V_RD_Y V^†_L (3)

and introduced a unitary matrix U to diagonalize M_{full}.

In the anarchy framework we assume that the unitary 3 × 3 (2 × 2) matrix V_L (V_R) is distributed according to the Haar measure of U(3) (U(2)), which can then be compared to the experimental values.^§ As far as the singular values y_j and eigenvalues of M_R go, we assume a distribution according to the linear measures as derived in Refs. [7, 10]:

dM_R ∝ |M^2_1 − M^2_2 |M_1M_2 dM_1dM_2 ,

dD_Y ∝ (y^2_1 − y^2 )^2y^3_1 y^3_2 dy_1dy_2 , (4)

with the boundary conditions tr(D^†_Y D_Y ) = ∑ i y^2_i ≤ y^2_0 and tr(M^†_RM_R) = ∑ i M^2_i ≤ M^2_0 . A survey of more complicated measures including weighting functions, analogous to Ref. [12] for active anarchy, lies beyond the scope of this paper.

Note that this is the proper way of defining anarchy in the case of two right-handed neutrinos, even outside of the seesaw limit M_R ≫ vY_ν . Taking for example the full mass matrix M_{full} to be distributed according to U(5) (as in Ref. [13]) would make Majorana masses for the ν_L necessary, for which we would have to introduce a scalar triplet (type-II seesaw), complicating the study considerably. Additional mechanisms that decouple some heavy right-handed neutrinos or impose anarchy in only a subsector could also be constructed [14], but we will only consider the minimal framework here.

In Eq. (2), we have m_1 = 0, and the only free parameters are the scales y_0 and M_0. M_0 can be fixed to give m_5 ≃ 1 eV, while the Yukawa scale y_0 is fixed to render m_3 ≃ 0.05 eV.^¶ The other two masses and all the mixing angles and phases are then distributed in a known way and can be compared to measurements. Defining the parameter ε ≡ vy_0/M_0, we can estimate the expected

§ Note that it does not matter whether we take a diagonal M_R = diag(M_1, M_2) or V M_RV^T with Haar-distributed V ∈ U(2), because our framework is by construction basis independent.

¶ A small scale M_0 is technically natural in that M_0 → 0 enhances the symmetry of the Lagrangian [9, 15].

Figure 1: Distribution of mass ratios Rij ≡ Δm^2_{i1}/Δm^2_{j1} for the values M0 = 1.6 eV, y0 = 1.5 × 10^{−12} . The red/dotted (red/dot-dashed) distribution corresponds to R23 in the seesaw limit with two (three) sterile neutrinos. Vertical lines denote best-fit values, shaded areas 90% C.L. (sterile) and 3σ (active) ranges.

Figure 2: Distribution of masses for the same values as in Fig. 1.

values of the observables:

m_{2,3} ∼ M_0 ε^2 (1 + O(ε^2)) , m_{4,5} ∼ M_0 (1 + O(ε^2)) ,

U_{α4}, U_{α5} ∼ ε (1 + O(ε^2)) , U_{PMNS} ∼ (1 + O(ε^2)) .

Here, U_{PMNS} denotes the upper-left 3 × 3 submatrix of U (corresponding to the Pontecorvo–Maki–Nakagawa– Sakata (PMNS) mixing matrix), which contains the active mixing angles. In the eV-seesaw limit that we are interested in, ε ≲ 0.2. The case ε → 0 is the canonical seesaw limit. We can estimate that in case of the eV-seesaw limit, the ratios R_{23} ≡ Δm^2_1/Δm^2_{31} and R_{45} ≡ Δm^2_{41}/Δm^2_{51} will only receive percent corrections compared to the seesaw limit. This can be seen in Fig. 1, where the distributions for R_{23} are shown for ε ≃ 0.2, ε ≪ 0.2 (n = 2) and ε ≪ 0.2 (n = 3): the hierarchy of R_{23}(n = 2) is pulled closer to R_{23}(n = 3) due to the next-to-leading order seesaw contributions.^{∗∗} As interesting numerical values throughout this paper we use M_0 = 1.6 eV, y_0 = 1.5 × 10^{−12} (i.e. ε ≃ 0.16).

∗∗ Here and in the following, all shown distributions are properly normalized. The sampling procedure follows Ref. [10].

In our Figs. 1–4, we show the distributions of some observable quantities as well as current global-fit values. The best-fit values and 3σ ranges for the active neutrino parameters are taken from Ref. [16]; the values for the active–sterile mixing elements |U_{α4,5}| from Ref. [17]; and the masses Δm^2_{41}, Δm^2_{51} from Ref. [5] (Fig. 71). Using other global fits for these parameters, e.g. from Refs. [3, 4], does of course not change the qualitative discussion of this paper. We further note that the precision in the parameters associated with the sterile neutrinos is much weaker than it is for the active ones.

Let us emphasize that while the best-fit value for R_{45} is somewhat larger than the anarchy prediction, this tension is alleviated once we consider e.g. the 90% C.L. contour. For example, there seems to be an interesting region in parameter space Δm^2_{41} ≃ 1 eV^2, Δm^2_{51} ≃ 6 eV^2 [5] that gives roughly R_{45} = 0.17, perfect for sterile anarchy. Obviously, the agreement with standard ΛCDM cosmology worsens in this case due to the large sum of neutrino masses [18]. Note also that the preference of two sterile neutrinos over one has weakened [19] due to a recent update from the MiniBooNE experiment [20], which reduces the previous tension between the ν_μ → ν_e and ν_μ → ν_e data. Furthermore, a stringent 99% C.L. limit for the active–sterile mixing angle of sin θ < 0.07 in the relevant mass range was given very recently by the ICARUS experiment [21]. However, from Fig. 3 (bottom) we see that a smaller mixing angle is also fine in sterile anarchy.

Let us discuss the distribution of the mixing matrix U. Since we are not working in the seesaw limit, or in an effective theory, the upper-left 3×3 submatrix U_{PMNS} is not distributed according to the Haar measure of U(3) as in active anarchy [7]

dU_{PMNS} ∝ ds^2_{12} ds^2_3 dc^4_{13} dδ dα dβ (5)

(which would imply the same distribution for all |U_{αj} |, α = e, μ, τ, j = 1, 2, 3), but shows small deviations. From the unitarity of U—namely ∑ i |U_{αi}|^2 = 1—we expect diminished values for |U_{α1,2,3}| upon increasing the active–sterile mixing |U_{α4,5}|. The diagonalization condition ∑ i U^2_{αi}m_i = 0—related to the upper-left 3 × 3 zero matrix in M_{full}—then shows that mainly |U_{α3}| is suppressed (due to m_3 > m_2). This is illustrated in Fig. 3 (top), where we see that |U_{e2}| (and therefore θ_{12}) is still approximately distributed like in the seesaw limit, while |U_{α3}| is drawn to slightly smaller values. This helps the agreement of anarchy with the rather small (in comparison to θ_{12,23}) reactor mixing angle |U_{e3}| ≃ s_{13} ≃ 0.16, but makes the agreement with the (comparably imprecise) atmospheric mixing angle θ_{23} a little worse— both, however, insignificant.

The active–sterile mixing elements |U_{α4,5}| are large, as expected from the scaling |U_{α4,5}| ∼ ε ∼ 0.1 (bottom Fig. 3). The suppression of |U_{α5}| compared to |U_{α4}| is due to the mass hierarchy in M_R, as the entries scale with 1/ √ m_5 and 1/ √ m_4, respectively [9]. We are led to conclude that sterile anarchy inherits the success of active anarchy for the PMNS mixing matrix, and is further fully compatible with large active–sterile mixing angles.

Figure 3: Distribution of some mixing elements for the values M0 = 1.6 eV, y0 = 1.5 × 10^{−12}. The vertical lines represent best-fit values and the shaded areas are 3σ ranges (top from Ref. [16], bottom for α = μ from Ref. [17]). In the seesaw limit, Uα5 and Uα4 go to zero, while Uα3 and Uα2 converge roughly to the distribution for Ue2 (top).

Having discussed the distributions of masses and mixing angles, we now briefly turn to other observables. First of all, as in any anarchy scenario, the normal mass ordering is preferred. In our case, only about 5 % of the cases give the inverted ordering. The relevant phase for short-baseline experiments arg(U^∗_{e4}U_{e5}U_{μ4}U^∗_{μ5}) is distributed uniformly from zero to 2π—as expected from phases in anarchy—and can therefore not be used to test this framework. The rate of neutrinoless double beta decay [22] vanishes; this is because all neutrino masses are far below the momentum exchange q^2 ≃ (100 MeV)^2 relevant for the decay, so the matrix element will be proportional to (M_{full})_{ee} = 0. Kurie-plot (beta decay) experiments can test the effective electron neutrino mass

m_β ≡ √∑ j |U_{ej} |^2m^2_j (6)

with a current upper limit of 2.3 eV at 95% C.L. [23]. The distribution of m_β is shown in Fig. 4. It is expected to be rather small; hence, a discovery in the KATRIN experiment [24] (detection potential m_β = 0.35 eV) would pretty much exclude sterile anarchy.

Figure 4: Distribution of m_β for the values M0 = 1.6 eV, y0 = 1.5 × 10^{−12} . The shaded region corresponds to the 90% C.L. design sensitivity of KATRIN [24].

III. CONCLUSION

Anarchy for active neutrinos both with and without a seesaw mechanism has been shown to be in good agreement with the measured neutrino mixing parameters, and is much more economical than typically studied flavor symmetries. In this paper we have demonstrated that an eV-scale type-I seesaw mechanism with two right-handed neutrinos can extend this framework to a minimal scheme with light sterile neutrinos. The mass hierarchies and mixing angles are surprisingly close to the ones needed to explain a number of neutrino anomalies. Statistical improvements for the sterile neutrino parameters are necessary to properly evaluate the validity of the approach discussed here. While currently not really predictive due to the low precision of sterile neutrino parameters, the model can be easily excluded, as it hinges on the absence of neutrinoless double beta decay, no discovery at KATRIN and the existence of two light sterile neutrinos, all of which are falsifiable in the near future. This is to be compared to active anarchy, which is notoriously hard to test for. Nevertheless, we have presented here the most minimal and economic framework to explain active and sterile neutrino parameters.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the Max Planck Society through the Strategic Innovation Fund in the project MANITOP. J.H. acknowledges support by the IMPRS- PTFS.

[1] P. Minkowski, Phys. Lett. B 67, 421 (1977); M. Gell- Mann, P. Ramond, and R. Slansky, in Supergravity, edited by P. van Nieuwenhuizen and D. Freedman (North Holland, Amsterdam, 1979), p. 315; T. Yanagida, Proc. of the Workshop on Unified Theory and the Baryon Number of the Universe, KEK, Japan, 1979; R. N. Mohapatra and G. Senjanović, Phys. Rev. Lett. 44, 912 (1980).

[2] O. L. G. Peres and A. Y. Smirnov, Nucl. Phys. B 599, 3 (2001) [hep-ph/0011054]; M. Sorel, J. M. Conrad and M. Shaevitz, Phys. Rev. D 70, 073004 (2004) [hep-ph/0305255].

[3] J. Kopp, M. Maltoni and T. Schwetz, Phys. Rev. Lett.

107, 091801 (2011) [arXiv:1103.4570 [hep-ph]]. [4] C. Giunti and M. Laveder, Phys. Rev. D 84, 073008 (2011) [arXiv:1107.1452 [hep-ph]].

[5] K. N. Abazajian et al., arXiv:1204.5379 [hep-ph]. [6] L. J. Hall, H. Murayama and N. Weiner, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 84, 2572 (2000) [hep-ph/9911341]; A. de Gouvêa and H. Murayama, Phys. Lett. B 573, 94 (2003) [hep-ph/0301050].

[7] N. Haba and H. Murayama, Phys. Rev. D 63, 053010 (2001) [hep-ph/0009174].

[8] A. de Gouvêa and H. Murayama, arXiv:1204.1249 [hepph].

[9] A. de Gouvêa, Phys. Rev. D 72, 033005 (2005) [hep-ph/0501039]; A. de Gouvêa, J. Jenkins and N. Vasudevan, Phys. Rev. D 75, 013003 (2007) [hep-ph/0608147]; A. de Gouvêa and W. C. Huang, Phys. Rev. D 85, 053006 (2012) [arXiv:1110.6122 [hepph]].

[10] J. Heeck, Phys. Rev. D 86, 093023 (2012) [arXiv:1207.5521 [hep-ph]].

[11] A. Donini et al., JHEP 1107, 105 (2011) [arXiv:1106.0064 [hep-ph]].

[12] J. Jenkins, Phys. Rev. D 79, 113003 (2009) [arXiv:0808.1702 [hep-ph]].

[13] J. Gluza and R. Szafron, Phys. Rev. D 85, 047701 (2012) [arXiv:1111.7278 [hep-ph]].

[14] G. Altarelli, F. Feruglio and I. Masina, JHEP 0301, 035 (2003) [hep-ph/0210342]; G. Altarelli et al., JHEP 1211, 139 (2012) [arXiv:1207.0587 [hep-ph]].

[15] K. Fujikawa, Prog. Theor. Phys. 113, 1065 (2005) [hep-ph/0407331].

[16] D. V. Forero, M. Tortola and J. W. F. Valle, Phys. Rev.

D 86, 073012 (2012) [arXiv:1205.4018 [hep-ph]]. [17] A. Donini et al., JHEP 1207, 161 (2012) [arXiv:1205.5230 [hep-ph]].

[18] A. Melchiorri et al., JCAP 0901, 036 (2009) [arXiv:0810.5133 [hep-ph]]; J. Hamann et al., JCAP 1109, 034 (2011) [arXiv:1108.4136 [astro-ph.CO]]; M. Archidiacono et al., Phys. Rev. D 86, 065028 (2012) [arXiv:1207.6515 [astro-ph.CO]]; S. Joudaki, K. N. Abazajian and M. Kaplinghat, arXiv:1208.4354 [astro-ph.CO].

[19] C. Giunti, Talk at NPB, September 2012, Shenzhen, China; C. Giunti et al., Phys. Rev. D 86, 113014 (2012) [arXiv:1210.5715 [hep-ph]].

[20] A. A. Aguilar-Arevalo et al. [MiniBooNE Collaboration], arXiv:1207.4809 [hep-ex].

[21] M. Antonello et al., arXiv:1209.0122 [hep-ex]. [22] For a recent review, see W. Rodejohann, Int. J. Mod.

Phys. E 20, 1833 (2011) [arXiv:1106.1334 [hep-ph]]. [23] V. M. Lobashev, Nucl. Phys. A 719, 153 (2003);

Ch. Kraus et al., Eur. Phys. J. C 40, 447 (2005) [hep-ex/0412056].

[24] A. Osipowicz et al. [KATRIN Collaboration], hep-ex/0109033.