arXiv:hep-ph/0004048 v2 18 May 2000

WIS-4/00/Apr-DPP hep-ph/0004048

Lepton number violation interactions and their effects on neutrino oscillation experiments

Sven Bergmann^a, H.V. Klapdor–Kleingrothaus^b and Heinrich Päs^b

aDepartment of Particle Physics Weizmann Institute of Science, Rehovot 76100, Israel

bMax–Planck–Institut für Kernphysik P.O. Box 103980, D-69029 Heidelberg, Germany

Abstract

Mixing between bosons that transform differently under the standard model gauge group, but identically under its unbroken subgroup, can induce interactions that violate the total lepton number. We discuss four-fermion operators that mediate lepton number violating neutrino interactions both in a model-independent framework and within supersymmetry (SUSY) without R-parity. The effective couplings of such operators are constrained by: i) the upper bounds on the relevant elementary couplings between the bosons and the fermions, ii) by the limit on universality violation in pion decays, iii) by the data on neutrinoless double beta decay and, iv) by loop-induced neutrino masses. We find that the present bounds imply that lepton number violating neutrino interactions are not relevant for the solar and atmospheric neutrino problems. Within SUSY without R-parity also the LSND anomaly cannot be explained by such interactions, but one cannot rule out an effect modelindependently. Possible consequences for future terrestrial neutrino oscillation experiments and for neutrinos from a supernova are discussed.

I. INTRODUCTION

Experimentalists have reported three different kinds of “neutrino anomalies”, which seem to indicate that the standard model (SM) description of the neutrino is incorrect. Today, many physicists consider the recent SuperKamiokande high statistics result [1], which confirmed the long-standing atmospheric neutrino (AN) problem [2], as the strongest experimental evidence for New Physics (NP) beyond the SM. However, also increasingly convincing arguments, that the solar neutrino (SN) data can only be explained by extending the SM neutrino picture, have been established in recent years [3]. Finally the LSND collaboration has found unexpected signals for neutrino flavor conversion in two appearance experiments [4,5]. So far none of the other short baseline experiments [6–8], has been able to confirm these results, but major experimental efforts are underway to search for neutrino oscillations both at short [9] and long baseline [10–13] facilities.

The favorite explanation for the existing neutrino anomalies is to allow for massive neutrinos that mix and therefore undergo flavor oscillations while propagating. Neutrino oscillations provide convincing solutions to each of the above mentioned neutrino problems. However, the SN, the AN and the LSND observations imply three separated scales for the mass-squared differences Δ_{ij} = m^2_i − m^2_j

Δ_{SN} <∼ 10^{−5} eV^2 , (1.1) Δ_{AN} ∼ 10^{−3} eV^2 , (1.2) Δ_{LSND} >∼ 10^{−1} eV^2 , (1.3)

which cannot be accommodated simultaneously in a three neutrino framework [14]. Consequently, unless one ignores one of the three anomalies or allows for a forth non-sequential light neutrino [15], already the present neutrino data indicate that neutrino masses and mixing alone might not be the complete picture of the New Physics in the neutrino sector. It is important to note that many extensions of the SM that could provide massive neutrinos also predict non-standard neutrino interactions. In fact, in some cases new interactions induce neutrino masses in loop processes [16] and one can relate the two aspects of New Physics quantitatively.

Solutions of the various neutrino anomalies in terms of new interactions with and without neutrino masses and mixing have been studied in Ref. [17–23]. While for the SN problem this is indeed a viable possibility [22,23] it has been shown that new flavor changing neutrino interactions that conserve total lepton number are constrained by the high precision data that confirm the SM predictions to be too small to affect the atmospheric [24] and the LSND [25] anomalies.

In this work we study another class of NP interactions, which so far has only received little attention [20], namely new neutrino interactions that violate the total lepton number L. Such interactions can arise naturally in models where there is mixing between bosons that transform differently under the SM gauge group, but identically under its unbroken subgroup. As an example consider the anomalous muon decays that produce two antineutrinos

μ^+ → e^+ ν̄_e ν̄_ℓ (ℓ = e, μ, τ ). (1.4)

Such decays violate L by two units. In principle the reaction in (1.4) could produce the ν̄_e’s that are observed at LSND in the decay at rest (DAR) channel and which are usually accounted for by ν̄_μ → ν̄_e flavor oscillations.

Unlike for the L-conserving interactions, replacing the antineutrinos by their (positively) charged SU(2)_L partners gives rise to interactions that violate U(1)_{EM} . Thus, it follows that the effective couplings of the above decays (1.4) must vanish in the SU(2)_L symmetric limit and be proportional to SU(2)_L breaking effects. This breaking is not proportional to a mass splitting within a given multiplet as for the L-conserving interactions [25], but it shows up as mixing between (heavy) bosons of different SU(2)_L representations.

In Section II we present the general framework that expresses the effective strength of the lepton number violating interactions (as well as those that conserve total lepton number) in terms of the boson masses, their mixing angle and the relevant trilinear couplings. In Section III we discuss supersymmetry without R-parity (SUSY R̸_p) as a prominent example for such a scenario, where the mixing between left-handed and right-handed sfermions that couple to the SM fermions via R_p violating interactions, induces lepton number violating interactions. In Section IV we establish relations between lepton number violating interactions and those that conserve total lepton number. We use these relations to derive constraints on the new interactions. Additional bounds on these interactions arise from the limit on universality violation in pion decays, the data on neutrinoless double beta decay and from loop-induced neutrino masses. In Section V we investigate whether the lepton number violating interactions could be relevant for any of the three anomalies as well as for the up-coming terrestrial neutrino oscillation experiments. Also implications for neutrinos from a supernova are discussed. We conclude in Section VI.

II. FORMALISM

Consider a generic extension of the standard model with two bosonic fields ϕ and χ that transform differently under SU(2)_L. In general, after SU(2)_L breaking, the SU(2)_L components of these fields ϕ_q, χ_q which transform identically under the unbroken SM gauge group SU(3)_C × U(1)_{EM} can mix with each other giving rise to a hermitian mass-matrix

M^2 =^{( M 211 M 212}_{M 221 M 222}^) . (2.1)

Diagonalizing M^2 yields the eigenvalues

M^2_{1,2} = 1 2 ( Σ ∓ √ δ^2 + 4|M^2_{12}|^2 ) , (2.2) with Σ = M^2_{11} + M^2_{22} and δ^2 = (M^2_{11} − M^2_{22})^2. The mass-eigenstates are linear combinations of ϕ_q and χ_q, i.e.

|i⟩ = V_{i1}|ϕ_q⟩ + V_{i2}|χ_q⟩ , (i = 1, 2) . (2.3)

Assuming that M_{12} = M_{21} is real, the mixing matrix can be parameterized as

V =^{( cos θ sin θ}

− sin θ cos θ ) , (2.4)

with

sin 2θ =

2M^2_{12} √ δ^2 + 4M^4_{12}

. (2.5)

Let us add now renormalizable interactions that couple the bosonic fields ϕ and χ to bilinears A, B which are built out of two SM fermions

− L_{A,B} = λ_A (ϕ A) + λ_B (χ B) + h.c. , (2.6)

where λ_A and λ_B denote the elementary trilinear couplings. These couplings are induced by New Physics that may be present at or above the weak scale. Any such theory will include the SM gauge symmetry, implying that L_{A,B} is invariant under G_{SM} = SU(3)_C ×SU(2)_L×U(1)_Y . If the bosons are vector fields the couplings in (2.6) may be gauge interactions. We will focus on scalar bosons that couple to fermions via a priori arbitrary Yukawa couplings λ_{A,B}. The fermion bilinears may be composed of quarks, leptons or both, as well as the respective antiparticles, which all belong to either SU(2)_L singlets or doublets. Then gauge invariance implies that the bosonic fields may be singlets (s), doublets (d) or triplets (t) of SU(2)_L. Since we require ϕ and χ to have different transformation properties under SU(2)_L also A and B will transform differently. On the other hand, since ϕ and χ transform identically under SU(3)_C this also applies to A and B.

Given the elementary couplings in (2.6) one can construct four-fermion interactions that are mediated by the bosonic fields. Each bilinear A and B can be either coupled to itself or there can be a coupling between A and B. Since ϕ_q and χ_q are required to have the same electric charge q there is only a coupling between the SU(2)_L components A_q and B_q that have the same charge such that the resulting four-fermion operator A^†_qB_q conserves U(1)_{EM} . Similarly, since A and B transform identically under SU(3)_C it follows that A^†_qB_q is a color singlet.

We stress that the coupling between fermion bilinears that have different SU(2)_L transformations requires the mixing between ϕ_q and χ_q. As a unique consequence the coupling between a bilinear that transforms as an SU(2)_L doublet to a bilinear that is a singlet or a triplet of SU(2)_L can induce effective four-fermion operators that do not conserve the total lepton number L. In addition such operators may also violate the individual lepton number L_ℓ. For example, if the SU(2)_L doublet A = L̄_eE_μ (E_ℓ and L_ℓ denote a lepton singlet and doublet field, respectively, of flavor ℓ) couples to an SU(2)_L doublet ϕ and if the SU(2)_L singlet B_{−1} = (L_μL_e)_s couples to an SU(2)_L singlet χ^+, then the mixing between the q = 1 doublet-component ϕ^+ and χ^+ gives rise to the operator A^†_{−1}B_{−1} = (μ_Rν_e) (ν_μe_L − μ_Lν_e), which induces μ^+_L → e^+_R ν̄_μ ν̄_e and μ^+_L ν_e → μ^+_Rν̄_e. Both processes violate L_e, L_μ and L by two units.

Note that if one scalar field couples to two different bilinears (which, consequently must have the same SU(2)_L transformation) then these two bilinears can be coupled to each other. However, the four fermion operators that arise from this mechanism (see e.g. [25]) may only violate L_ℓ, but not L.

The effective four-fermion operators A^†_qA_q, B^†_q B_q and A^†_qB_q at energies well below the masses of the scalar fields [i.e. the eigenvalues of M^2 given in (2.2)] are obtained by integrating out the bosonic degrees of freedom. Assuming weak trilinear couplings, λ_{A,B} <∼ 1, the tree-level diagrams result into the effective couplings

G^{Ay A}_N = |λ_A|^2 4 √ 2M^2_A , G^{ByB}_N = |λ_B|^2 4 √ 2M^2_B , G^{AyB}_N = λ^∗_Aλ_B 4 √ 2M^2_{AB}

, (2.7)

where the respective low-energy propagators are given by

M^{−2}_A ≡ ∑ i ⟨ϕ|i⟩⟨i|ϕ⟩ M^2_i = cos^2 θ M^2_1 + sin^2 θ M^2_2

, (2.8)

M^{−2}_B ≡ ∑ i ⟨χ|i⟩⟨i|χ⟩ M^2_i = cos^2 θ M^2_2 + sin^2 θ M^2_1

, (2.9) M^{−2}_{AB} ≡ ∑ i ⟨ϕ|i⟩⟨i|χ⟩ M^2_i = sin 2θ 2 ( 1 M^2_1 − 1 M^2_2 ) . (2.10)

From (2.10) it is obvious that A^†_q and B_q can only couple to each other when there is a nonvanishing mixing (sin 2θ ≠ 0) and when the physical masses are not degenerate (M_1 ≠ M_2). We note that for maximal mixing (sin 2θ = 1) the propagator M^{−2}_A equals to M^{−2}_B , and M^{−2}_{AB} is maximal. Moreover, we remark that using (2.5) it follows that the propagator in (2.10) is simply

M^{−2}_{AB} =

M^2_{12} M^2_1 M^2_2

. (2.11)

III. LEPTON NUMBER VIOLATION IN SUSY WITHOUT R-PARITY

In this section we present an explicit example for the general mechanism developed in Section II by discussing scalar mixing in supersymmetric extensions of the standard model without R-parity [26]. In particular, we show how the model-specific parameters of this theory translate into those we introduced in Section II.

The R-parity violating couplings λ_{ıȷκ}L_ıL_ȷE^c_κ and λ^′_{ıȷκ}L_ıQ_ȷD^c_κ, where L_κ, Q_κ, E_κ and D_κ denote the chiral superfields containing, respectively, the left-handed lepton and quark doublets and the right-handed charged-lepton and d-quark singlets of generation κ = 1, 2, 3, introduce a variety of couplings between fermion bilinears and sfermions: − L_λ = λ_{ıȷκ} [ ν̃^ı_Lℓ^κ_Rℓ^ȷ_L + ℓ̃^ȷ_Lℓ^κ_Rν^ı_L + ℓ̃^{κ∗}_R ν^ı_L^cℓ^ȷ_L − (ı → ȷ) ] + h.c. , (3.1) −L_λ0 = λ^′_{ıȷκ} [ ν̃^ı_Ld^κ_Rd^ȷ_L + d̃^ȷ_Ld^κ_Rν^ı_L + d̃^{κ∗}_R ν^ı_L^cd^ȷ_L − ẽ^ı_Ld^κ_Ru^ȷ_L − ũ^ȷ_Ld^κ_Re^ı_L − d̃^{κ∗}_R e^ı_L^cu^ȷ_L ] + h.c. . (3.2)

Due to charge conservation only sfermions of the same type can mix. In principle mixing is allowed between the left-handed and the right-handed components of the (charged) sfermions, as well as between sfermions of different generation, but for simplicity we will assume that the latter is negligible.

The leptonic couplings in (3.1) can induce L-violating interactions like in (1.4) [20]. For example, identifying the scalar fields ϕ^+ = τ̃^+_R and χ^+ = τ̃^+_L and the couplings λ_A = λ^∗_{132} and λ_B = λ_{123} reproduces exactly the example in Section II that gave rise to μ^+_L → e^+_R ν̄_μ ν̄_e. Note that SUSY without R_p not only provides the required scalar fields and their couplings, but also an explicit expression for the mass-matrix in (2.1), i.e. [27]

M~_f^2 =^{( M 2L̃ + m2f + M 2Z (T f3 /2 − qf sin2 θW ) mf (Af − μ cotT f3 β)}

m_f (A_f − μ cot^{T f3} β) M^2_{R̃} + m^2_f + M^2_Z q_f sin^2 θ_W ) , (3.3)

where m_f and q_f denote the mass and the charge of the fermion f, T^f_3 = 1 (−1) for f = u_κ (d_κ, e_κ), M^2_{L̃} (M^2_{R̃}) is the soft supersymmetric breaking mass-squared term for the left- (right-)handed sfermion, and A_ℓ, μ and tan β are the familiar SUSY parameters [27].

We note that in the absence of right-handed (s)neutrinos f̃_L − f̃_R mixing can occur only for charged sfermions. This implies that the mass-matrix (3.3) has to be positive definite in order to avoid the spontaneous breaking of U(1)_{EM} .

IV. EXPERIMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

In this section we discuss constraints on the effective couplings for lepton number violating neutrino interactions. As we mentioned already, the corresponding four-fermion operators cannot be related to the ones where the neutrinos are rotated into their charged lepton partners, since such an SU(2)_L rotation violates U(1)_{EM} . Hence, while in many cases such a rotation can provide stringent bounds on the product of trilinear couplings for interactions that only violate L_ℓ (see [24,25,20]), it does not help for L-violating neutrino interactions. Instead one can use the constraints on each of the trilinear couplings which arise from the interactions induced by the self-couplings of a specific fermion bilinear relevant for the lepton number violating neutrino interaction. Alternatively, in some cases, there are direct constraints on the L-violating interactions. Operators that induce lepton number violating pion decays can be constrained using the limit on universality violation.

Upper bounds on certain operators containing the electron neutrino follow from the data on neutrinoless double beta decay. Finally, in case the L-violating operator involves two neutrinos, one can connect the two external charged fermions in order to generate neutrino masses and use their upper bounds.

A. Constraints from the trilinear couplings

Any non-vanishing trilinear coupling λ_A between a fermion bilinear A and a boson ϕ can be used to create the effective interaction |λ_A|^2A^†A 4 √ 2M^2_A

. (4.1)

If the intermediate boson does not mix, the low-energy propagator is simply M^{−2}_A = M^{−2}_ϕ , but if there is mixing the correct expression is the one in (2.8).

This is important, since the constraints on various trilinear couplings in the literature are derived assuming that the respective intermediate boson is a mass eigenstates which has a definite mass M. Therefore, if we denote the upper bound on any trilinear coupling derived under such an assumption by λ̂_A, then this implies for the parameter λ_A, which describes the coupling between A and a boson ϕ that is not a mass eigenstate (but which mixes with a different boson χ as discussed in Section II), that |λ_A| < λ̂_A × M_A M . (4.2)

This rescaling corrects for the fact that if the effective propagator M^{−2}_A is smaller (larger) than M^{−2}, then the constraint on λ_A will be weaker (stronger).

Consequently the upper bound on any L-violating operator (G^{AyB}_N / √ 2) A^†B which is induced by ϕ − χ mixing is constrained by

G^{AyB}_N = λ^∗_Aλ_B 4 √ 2M^2_{AB} < λ̂∗_Aλ̂_B 4 √ 2M^2 × M_A M_B M^2_{AB} . (4.3)

The upper bound on the right-hand side of (4.3) factorizes into Ĝ^{Ay B}_N ≡ λ̂∗_Aλ̂_B 4 √ 2M^2

, (4.4)

which only depends on the upper bounds λ̂_A and λ̂_B derived from experimental observations (under the assumption that the intermediate particle has mass M) and the ratio ϱ ≡ M_A M_B M^2_{AB} (4.5)

which is a function of the mixing angle θ and the mass eigenvalues M_1 and M_2 only. Note that ϱ(sin θ, M_1, M_2) ≤ 1 and that ϱ is maximal at sin θ = cos θ = 1/ √ 2, where it takes the value ϱ̂ = (M^2_2 − M^2_1 )/(M^2_2 + M^2_1 ), which is small when the masses are almost degenerate, but it quickly approaches unity when the degeneracy is lifted. We show ϱ(sin^2 θ) for various values of M_2/M_1 in Fig. 1.

Since the interactions induced by the self-couplings of any fermion bilinear A do not violate L_ℓ and L, the corresponding NP operator only induces additional contributions to reactions that are already present in the standard model. Therefore any non-zero NP effective coupling G^{AyA}_N modifies the SM predictions for the relevant processes and precision measurements can be used to put upper bounds on G^{Ay A}_N .

It is conventional to assume that only one trilinear coupling λ_A is non-zero for each bound and that the intermediate boson has a mass of M = 100 GeV. Then the constraint is expressed in terms the dimensionless real number λ̂_A as |λ_A| < λ̂_A × ( M 100 GeV ) , (4.6)

which translates into G^{AyA}_N < Ĝ^{AyA}_N ≡ λ̂2_A 4 √ 2(100 GeV)^2

= 1.52 λ̂^2_A G_F . (4.7)

for the effective coupling. If the process that was used to derive the bound and the one which one wants to constrain are mediated by bosons which are different members of the same SU(2)_L multiplet, then one has to correct for differences in the propagators

G^{q0}_N =

M^2_q M^2_q0

G^q_N < 1.52 λ̂^2

M^2_q M^2_q0

G_F , (4.8)

where q, q^′ refer to the charge of the intermediate boson. In Ref. [24] it has been shown that electroweak precision data imply that M_q/M_q0 is of order unity. Even for masses close to the weak scale this ratio is at most 2.6 unless one allows for some fine-tuned cancellations.

In Tab. 1 we list all bilinears that couple to scalar weak singlets or doublets that appear in SUSY without R-parity. We also show in Tab. 1 the upper bounds (at 2σ) for both the trilinear couplings (λ̂) and the effective couplings (Ĝ^{AyA}_N ). We assume here that M_q/M_q0 = 1, bearing in mind that for scalar doublets the maximal correction from SU(2)_L breaking effects could be a factor a few. For the bounds we use the results [28] obtained within the framework of SUSY ̸R_p. All limits are at 2σ, except for λ_{1κ1} which is at 3σ. The most stringent constraints relevant to our discussion arise from charged current universality (V_{ud}), lepton universality [R_τ = Γ(τ → eνν̄)/Γ(τ → μνν̄), R_π = Γ(π → eν)/Γ(π → μν) and R_{τπ} = Γ(τ → πν_τ )/Γ(π → μν_μ)], forward-backward asymmetries in e^+e^− collisions at the Z peak (A_{F B}), atomic parity violation (APV), ν_μ deep inelastic scattering (ν_μ DIS) and constraints on the compositeness scale [Λ(qqqq)]. We note that the listed bounds apply to any theory that contains the respective trilinear coupling, since we consider only the constraints that are derived directly from a specific coupling, that is we allow only one term in the R_p-violating couplings (3.1) and (3.2), to be non-zero at a time. If one relaxes this assumption and takes all the R_p-violating couplings together as they appear in (3.1) and (3.2), i.e. one evokes supersymmetry, then in some cases additional constraints (given is square brackets) can be found from processes which have different intermediate scalars, but rely on the same trilinear coupling. We note that for the coupling λ_{31} of L_3D_1 to a scalar doublet to the best of our knowledge there is no model-independent bound. Demanding that the theory remains perturbative at large energies implies that λ_{31} <∼ 1. In SUSY R̸_p λ_{31} = λ^′_{3κ1} < 0.52, which is due to the upper bound on λ^′_{321} from D_s decays.

Tab. 1: Experimental constraints on fermion bilinear self-couplings

λ_A A ϕ λ̂_A [SUSY R̸_p] Ĝ^{AyA}_N /G_F [SUSY R̸_p] from λ_{12κ} L_1L_2 ẽ^κ_R 0.05 0.0038 V_{ud} λ_{13κ} L_1L_3 ẽ^κ_R 0.06 0.0055 R_τ λ_{23κ} L_2L_3 ẽ^κ_R 0.06 0.0055 R_τ λ_{1κ1} L_1E_1 ν̃^κ_L 0.37 [0.06] 0.21 [0.0055] A_{F B} λ_{2κ1} L_2E_1 ν̃^κ_L 0.25 [0.07] 0.095 [0.0074] A_{F B} λ_{3κ1} L_3E_1 ν̃^κ_L 0.11 [0.07] 0.018 [0.0074] A_{F B} λ_{1κ2} L_1E_2 ν̃^κ_L 0.25 [0.06] 0.095 [0.0055] A_{F B} λ_{2κ2} L_2E_2 ν̃^κ_L 0.25 [0.06] 0.095 [0.0055] A_{F B} λ_{3κ2} L_3E_2 ν̃^κ_L 0.25 [0.06] 0.095 [0.0055] A_{F B} λ^′_{11κ} L_1Q_1 d̃^κ_R 0.02 0.0006 V_{ud} λ^′_{21κ} L_2Q_1 d̃^κ_R 0.06 0.0055 R_π λ^′_{31κ} L_3Q_1 d̃^κ_R 0.11 0.018 R_{τπ} λ^′_{1κ1} L_1D_1 q̃^κ_L 0.02 0.0006 APV λ^′_{2κ1} L_2D_1 q̃^κ_L 0.22 0.07 ν_μ DIS λ^′_{3κ1} L_3D_1 q̃^κ_L λ̂_{31} [0.52] 1.52 λ̂^2_{31} [0.41] “ν_τ DIS” λ^′_{κ11} Q_1D_1 ℓ̃^κ_L 0.3 [0.11] 0.14 [0.018] Λ(qqqq)

In general there could also be trilinear couplings involving the up-type quark singlet as well as couplings to scalar triplets, which we do not discuss explicitly. We remark that replacing the scalar weak singlets by triplets of the same charge, while keeping the flavor structure, only changes the sign in the doublet-doublet contraction and yields the same effective interactions. However, a neutral triplet may also couple to νν inducing additional effective couplings. Moreover a triplet can have flavor diagonal coupling to LL, while for scalars λ has to be antisymmetric in flavor space. The Δ_L in left-right symmetric models is an example for a scalar triplet with flavor diagonal couplings. We do not consider here the possibility of intermediate vector bosons, which will couple to different bilinears than the scalar fields, and moreover produce a different spin structure for the four-fermion operator.

From the definition of Ĝ^{AyB}_N and Ĝ^{AyA}_N it follows that

Ĝ^{Ay B}_N = √ ĜA^yA_N ĜB^yB_N . (4.9)

In Tab. 2 we show Ĝ^{AyB}_N (based on this relation and the constraints tabulated in Tab. 1) for the various L-violating effective couplings that are relevant for neutrino oscillation experiments.

Tab. 2: Experimental constraints on L-violating couplings

A^† B Ĝ^{AyB}_N /G_F [SUSY R̸_p] reaction relevant for L_1E_2 L_1L_2 0.019 [0.0046] μ^+_L → e^+_R ν̄_e ν̄_μ LSND: DAR L_1E_2 L_1L_3 0.023 [0.0055] μ^+_L → e^+_R ν̄_e ν̄_τ LSND: DAR L_1D_1 L_1Q_1 0.0006 ν_e u_L → d_R e^+_R LSND: “fake” ν̄_e L_2D_1 L_1Q_1 0.0067 ν_μ u_L → d_R e^+_R LSND: “fake” ν̄_e Q_1D_1 L_1L_2 0.023 [0.0083] ν_μ u_L → d_R e^+_R LSND: “fake” ν̄_e L_2D_1 L_3Q_1 0.037 ν_μ u_L → d_R τ^+_R NOMAD/CHORUS: “fake” ν̄_τ Q_1D_1 L_2L_3 0.028 [0.010] ν_μ u_L → d_R τ^+_R NOMAD/CHORUS: “fake” ν̄_τ L_1E_1 L_1L_2 0.028 [0.0046] ν_e e^−_L → ν̄_μ e^−_R SN: ν_e → ν̄_μ L_1E_1 L_1L_3 0.034 [0.0055] ν_e e^−_L → ν̄_τ e^−_R SN: ν_e → ν̄_τ L_1D_1 L_1Q_1 0.0006 ν_e d_L → ν̄_e d_R SN: ν_e → ν̄_e L_1D_1 L_2Q_1 0.0018 ν_e d_L → ν̄_μ d_R SN: ν_e → ν̄_μ L_1D_1 L_3Q_1 0.0033 ν_e d_L → ν̄_τ d_R SN: ν_e → ν̄_τ L_2D_1 L_1Q_1 0.0067 ν_e d_L → ν̄_μ d_R SN: ν_e → ν̄_μ L_3D_1 L_1Q_1 0.030 λ̂_{31} [0.016] ν_e d_L → ν̄_τ d_R SN: ν_e → ν̄_τ L_2E_1 L_1L_3 0.023 [0.0064] ν_μ e^−_L → ν̄_τ e^−_R AN: ν_μ → ν̄_τ L_3E_1 L_1L_2 0.0083 [0.0053] ν_μ e^−_L → ν̄_τ e^−_R AN: ν_μ → ν̄_τ L_2D_1 L_3Q_1 0.037 ν_μ d_L → ν̄_τ d_R AN: ν_μ → ν̄_τ L_3D_1 L_2Q_1 0.091 λ̂_{31} [0.047] ν_μ d_L → ν̄_τ d_R AN: ν_μ → ν̄_τ

From Tab. 2 one can see that model-independently almost all effective couplings for the lepton number violating operators are constrained to be at most a few percent of G_F . The weakest constraints are those involving λ_{31}, but even allowing λ_{31} to be of order unity implies that G^{Ay B}_N <∼ 0.1 G_F . Imposing SUSY we find that all of the effective couplings are constrained to be less than one percent of G_F , except those involving λ^′_{3κ1} which could be at most a few percent of G_F .

B. Direct constraints

We turn now to a discussion of additional constraints on the effective four-fermion operators that violate total lepton number. Unlike the bounds derived in the previous section these bounds do not depend upon the constraints on the trilinear couplings, but apply to the L-violating operator itself.

1. Pion decays

Consider the ratio between the decay rates of π^+ → e^+ν and π^+ → μ^+ν ,

R_π =

Γ(π^+ → e^+ν) Γ(π^+ → μ^+ν)

. (4.10)

The measured value of this ratio [29],

R_π(expt) = (1.235 ± 0.004) × 10^{−4} , (4.11)

is in good agreement with the value predicted by the standard model, including radiative corrections [30],

R_π(SM) = (1.230 ± 0.008) × 10^{−4} . (4.12)

Consequently any non-standard contribution to either π^+ → e^+ν or π^+ → μ^+ν is constrained to be small [31]. Since the final neutrino is not detected this applies to π^+ decays with both final neutrinos and antineutrinos. The latter case is particularly interesting, because it allows to constrain lepton number violating operators that induce pion decays. Note that for these operators (unlike for lepton number conserving operators) the decay amplitude is not suppressed by the charged lepton mass m_ℓ (ℓ = e, μ), but there is an enhancement by [31] f_ℓ ≡ m^2_π m_ℓ (m_u + m_d)

(4.13)

with respect to the standard model currents. Therefore, when adding NP interactions to those of the SM, to leading order in the effective couplings G^ℓ_N ≪ G_F of the lepton number violating operators that induce π^+ → ℓ ν̄, the ratio in (4.10) is R_π(SM + NP ) R_π(SM) = 1 +

(f_e G^e_N )^2 − (f_μ G^μ_N )^2 (V_{ud} G_F )^2

, (4.14)

where V_{ud} is the CKM matrix element relevant for the SM pion decay. Then, assuming that there are no fine-tuned cancellations in (4.14), it follows from (4.11) and (4.12) that

G^e_N <∼ 3 × 10^{−5} G_F , (4.15) G^μ_N <∼ 4 × 10^{−3} G_F . (4.16)

We conclude that the effective couplings of all the operators in second section of Tab. 2 that induce ν_ℓ u → d e^+ must be severely suppressed due to the bound on G^e_N , since they also give rise to the lepton number violating pion decays. In particular the modelindependent bound for (Q_1D_1) (L_1L_2) is improved significantly. Moreover, also the operator (Q_1D_1) (L_2L_3) can be constrained by the limit on G^μ_N , because the structure of the singlet bilinear (L_2L_3)_s = ν_μτ − μν_τ , implies that the operator obtained by exchanging the flavors of the neutrino and the charged lepton must have the same effective coupling. A similar argument applies to the operators (L_αD) (L_ℓQ) (α = e, μ, τ and ℓ = e, μ) appearing in the third and forth section of Tab. 2 . Since (L_ℓQ)_s = ℓu_L −ν_ℓd_L they induce both ν_ℓ d_L → ν_α d_R and π^+ → ℓ^+ ν̄_α. However the upper bounds on G^ℓ_N in (4.15) and (4.16) are not useful to constrain any of the purely leptonic operators or those involving (QL_3)_s.

2. Neutrinoless double beta decay

The combination of the SM operator for beta decay with a new physics operator that mediates the L-violating process

ν̄_e n → e^− p (4.17)

gives rise to neutrinoless double beta decay (0νββ) [32] due to the exchange of a virtual neutrino. The crucial point is that if the leptonic current of the (if necessary Fierz transformed) NP operator contains a right-handed neutrino then the contribution from the neutrino propagator is ∝ P_L q^μγ_μ + m_ν q^2 − m^2_ν

P_R = q^μγ_μ q^2 − m^2_ν

. (4.18)

Therefore the 0νββ amplitude is proportional to G_N G_F ·q, where the neutrino momentum q is typically given by the nuclear Fermi momentum p_F ≃ 100 MeV [32]. The present half-life limit of the Heidelberg-Moscow experiment, T^{0νββ}_{1/2} > 1.6·10^{25}y [33] then implies severe limits on any lepton-number violating operator (ūdēν^c_e ). For scalar couplings one finds [32]

G_N [(ūdēν^c_e )] <∼ 10^{−8} G_F . (4.19)

For tensor couplings the constraints are even stronger. The above argument only applies to the operator (L_1D_1) (L_1Q_1) that appears in Tab. 2, since the remaining operators also contain leptons of the second or third generation.

Note that one cannot combine two identical NP operators that contain one neutrino to derive a constraint on its coupling, since the resulting 0νββ amplitude would be proportional to the neutrino mass, which has no lower bound.

3. Neutrino masses

Lepton number violating operators that include two neutrinos (or two antineutrinos) give rise to neutrino Majorana masses when closing the external charged fermion lines by one or two loops. If the fermions in the loop have identical flavor a contribution to the neutrino mass is generated at one loop.

Assume that one neutrino ν_i couples to a charged fermion f_k with a mass m^f_k via a scalar singlet (s) or triplet (t) with coupling λ^{s,t}_{ik} , while the second neutrino ν_j couples to another charged fermion f_l via a scalar doublet (d) with coupling λ^d_{jl}. The mixing of the equal charge components of the two scalar fields gives rise to a L-violating operator as shown in Section II. Let us consider the case where the two charged fermions are identical, i.e. l = k. Then the lowest order contribution to the neutrino mass arises at one loop (see Fig. 2). Since the charged fermion propagating in the loop has to flip chirality a mass insertion is needed and the neutrino mass is proportional to m^f_k. The (momentum dependent) propagator for the scalar fields in the loop follows from (2.10) by replacing M^2_{1,2} → M^2_{1,2} − p^2, where p is the loop momentum. Then, the neutrino mass matrix is given by [16] m^ν_{ij} = iN_c ∑ k (λ^{s,t}_{ik} λ^d_{jk} + λ^{s,t}_{jk} λ^d_{ik}) ∫ d^4p (2π)^2 m^f_k (m^f_k)^2 − p^2 sin 2ϕ 2 ( 1 M^2_1 − p^2 − 1 M^2_2 − p^2 ) (4.20) ≃ N_c ∑ k λ^{s,t}_{ik} λ^d_{jk} + λ^{s,t}_{jk} λ^d_{ik} 32π^2 m^f_k sin 2ϕ ln ( M^2_2 M^2_1 ) , (4.21)

where N_c = 3 (1) for intermediate quarks (leptons) and the approximation in (4.21) is valid for m^f_k ≪ M_{1,2}.

How this result can be used to derive constraints on the effective coupling of lepton number violating operators? Connecting two SM beta decays with an intermediate neutrino, one induces 0νββ with an amplitude proportional to G^2_F · m^ν_{11} and the lower bound on T^{0νββ}_{1/2} translates into a constraint on the m^ν_{11} entry of Majorana mass-matrix. Moreover, assuming that two of the three mentioned neutrino problems are explained by neutrino oscillations (implying Δ_{ij} <∼ 1 eV^2), it follows from unitarity that all of the entries of the Majorana massmatrix can be at most of the order of the upper bound from the Troitsk tritium beta-decay experiment [34] on the lightest neutrino mass eigenstate, m_1 < 2.5 eV. So we have m^ν_{ij} < { 0.36 eV i = j = 1 ∼ 3 eV else

. (4.22)

Note that if only one of the three neutrino anomalies is explained by neutrino oscillations or if one introduces additional light (sterile) neutrinos [15] the above argument for i, j ≠ 1 does not hold. However, since our main phenomenological motivation for introducing L-violating interactions is to see whether in such a framework all the three neutrino anomalies could be explained simultaneously with three light neutrinos, we shall use the bounds in (4.22) in the following.

Assuming that there are no significant cancellations between the various terms that contribute to the neutrino mass in (4.21) it follows from (4.22) that λ^{s,t}_{ik} λ^d_{jk} sin 2ϕ ln ( M^2_2 M^2_1 ) <∼ ( MeV N_cm^f_k ) · { 6.3 × 10^{−5} i = j = 1 9.5 × 10^{−4} else

. (4.23)

This implies that the effective coupling of the L-violating operator satisfies:

G_N [(f_{kL} ν_i) (f_{kR} ν^c_j )] = λ^{s,t}_{ik} λ^d_{jk} 8 √ 2 sin 2ϕ ( 1 M^2_1 − 1 M^2_2 ) (4.24)

<∼ f(M_2/M_1) ( MeV N_cm^f_k ) · { 1.9 × 10^{−4} G_F i = j = 1 2.9 × 10^{−3} G_F else

, (4.25)

where f(x) ≡ 1 − x^{−2} ln x^2

< 1 for x > 1 , (4.26)

and we have set the lower mass M_1 = 50 GeV to its minimal value. We learn that the above constraints on G_N in many cases are stronger than those listed in the third and fourth section of Tab. 2 . In particular, all the effective couplings for lepton number violating scattering off electrons and quarks are at most of the order 6 × 10^{−3} G_F and a few ×10^{−4} G_F , respectively.

V. LEPTON NUMBER VIOLATING INTERACTIONS AND NEUTRINO OSCILLATION EXPERIMENTS

Having introduced and motivated the L-violating interactions induced by scalar mixing, we turn now to a systematic survey of those interactions that are relevant to the terrestrial, solar and atmospheric neutrino experiments.

A. Terrestrial neutrino experiments

The LSND collaboration has reported a positive signal in two different appearance channels. The first analysis [4] uses ν̄_μ’s from muon decay at rest (DAR) and searches for ν̄_e’s via inverse beta decay. The observed excess of ν̄_e events corresponds to an average transition probability of [4]

P (ν̄_μ → ν̄_e) = (3.1^{+1.1}_{−1.0} ± 0.5) × 10^{−3}. (5.1)

Explaining this result in terms neutrino oscillations, requires Δm^2 and sin^2 2θ in the range indicated in Fig. 3 of Ref. [4]. Taking into account the restrictions from the null results of other experiments, the preferred values of the neutrino parameters are Δm^2 ≈ 2 eV^2 and sin^2 2θ ≈ 2 × 10^{−3} and the lower limit on Δm^2 for the neutrino oscillation solution is given by Δm^2 > 0.3 eV^2 . (5.2)

The second analysis [5] uses ν_μ’s from pion decay in flight (DIF) and searches for ν_e’s via the ν_e C → e^− X inclusive reaction. Again a positive signal with a transition probability

P (ν_μ → ν_e) similar to the one in (5.1), but with less statistical significance, has been reported.

Besides the orthodox neutrino oscillation hypothesis it has been proposed that the LSND signals could be due to non-standard neutrino interactions [19–21]. Assuming that the result in (5.1) is due to New Physics interactions of strength G^ν_N (while there is no significant contribution from neutrino oscillations) the appearance probability is given by [19]

P (e^+) = | |G^ν_N G_F | | 2 . (5.3)

From eqs. (5.1) and (5.3) we learn that, in order to explain the LSND result, the effective NP coupling should satisfy

G^ν_N > 4.0 × 10^{−2} G_F (5.4)

at the 90% confidence level (CL). In Ref. [25] it has been shown that lepton flavor violating neutrino interactions cannot satisfy the condition (5.4) even if one allows for maximal SU(2)_L breaking effects.

Here we investigate whether lepton number violating interactions could be large enough to be relevant for the LSND results. As we already mentioned in the Introduction the anomalous L-violating decays (1.4) could in principle be a possible source for the ν̄_e’s in the DAR channel of LSND. From the first section of Tab. 2 it follows that these decays can be mediated by a scalar doublet that couples to A^† = L_1E_2 whose charged component mixes with a scalar singlet that couples to B = L_1L_ℓ. (Here ℓ = μ, τ , but for a scalar triplet also ℓ = e is possible.) Comparing the model-independent bounds for the effective couplings G^{Ay B}_N <∼ 0.02 G_F with the required effective coupling strength in (5.4) we conclude that in the SU(2)_L symmetric case G^{AyB}_N is too small to explain the LSND DAR result. However, while SU(2)_L breaking effects cannot be large, an enhancement by a factor of two, which is required to satisfy (5.4), is indeed conceivable. Thus we cannot rule out in a model independent way that the lepton number violating decays in (1.4) are the source of the LSND anomaly. However, moving to the explicit framework of SUSY R̸_p the constraints on G^{AyB}_N are stronger by a factor of four implying that even with maximal SU(2)_L breaking one cannot fulfill (5.4), unless one allows for some fine-tuned cancellations.

It is interesting to ask whether the L-violating interactions

ν_ℓ p → e^+ n . (5.5)

could provide an alternative explanation for the DAR signal. As one can see from the second section of Tab. 2 the processes in (5.5) can be induced by scalar mixing if either A^† = L_ℓD_1 to B = Q_1L_1 or A^{′†} = Q_1D_1 to B^′ = L_1L_ℓ. While the scalar fields coupling to A and A^′ have to be doublets, those coupling to B and B^′ could be either singlets or triplets of SU(2)_L. (Note that if L_1L_ℓ couples to a singlet then this excludes ℓ = e due to the antisymmetry of the singlet contraction.) However, as we have noted in Section IV B 1, any operator that induces the reaction in (5.5) also necessarily gives rise to lepton number violating pion decays. Thus, the stringent constraints in (4.15) and (4.16) apply, unless one is willing to allow for a fine tuned cancellation in (4.14) by setting G^e_N /m_e = G^μ_N /m_μ. But even in this case according to the bound in Tab. 2 the effective coupling G^{Ay B}_N of the operator A^†B is much too small to satisfy (5.4). Using only the bounds from the trilinear couplings in Tab. 2 G^{A0yB0}_N could be consistent with (5.4) provided that there is an enhancement from SU(2)_L breaking effects by a factor of two. The corresponding bound within SUSY R̸_p is only stronger by a factor of three. Although it is rather unlikely, we cannot rule out completely that the lepton number violating reactions in (5.5) play a role for the LSND DAR result.

We note that lepton number violating pion decays π^+ → ℓ^+ ν̄_e cannot be responsible for the ν̄_e’s observed by LSND, even though they are not helicity suppressed. First, according to (4.11) the BR for ℓ = e is measured to be too small. Second, for ℓ = μ the kinetic energy of the final ν̄_e is at most 34 MeV, which is below the threshold energy of the LSND DAR analysis.

As concerns the LSND DIF channel an interpretation of this anomaly in terms of Lviolating interaction is less attractive for the following reason: The presence of additional L-violating pion decays of the form π^+ → μ^+ ν̄_ℓ cannot produce the observed ν_e’s. Likewise L-violating interactions in the detection process could only imply that neutrons capture antineutrinos which are absent in the SM pion DIF. Hence the (generically suppressed) Lviolation processes would be required for both the neutrino production and detection, ruling out this scenario as an explanation for the LSND DIF signal.

We note that the KARMEN experiment [6], which uses the same detection processes as LSND has found no evidence for neutrino flavor transitions ruling out a transition probability as in (5.1) at 90% CL. In general this situation somewhat favors an explanation of the LSND anomaly in terms of “standard” neutrino oscillations, since due to the different baselines there is still as small region in the Δm^2 − sin^2 2θ plane consistent with both experiments, while for new physics reactions as the source of the LSND anomalies KARMEN should observe the same transition probabilities. Still, the bound from KARMEN gains from the fact that less events were observed than expected from the background, so for conclusive evidence we will have to wait for the upcoming MiniBooNE experiment [9] (see also Section V D).

A different search for neutrino oscillations has been performed by the CHORUS [35] and NOMAD [36] experiments at CERN looking for ν_μ → ν_τ oscillations transitions. In the absence of neutrino flavor transitions the relative flavor composition of the neutrino beam is predicted to be ν_μ : ν̄_μ : ν_e : ν̄_e = 1.00 : 0.061 : 0.0094 : 0.0024 with a negligible (≃ 10^{−7}) contamination of tau neutrinos. The search for ν_τ is based on charged current tau production with subsequent detection of the various tau decay modes. Both experiments have found no indication for ν_μ → ν_τ oscillation. The upper bound from NOMAD [36] on the transition probability is

P (ν_μ → ν_τ ) < 0.6 × 10^{−3} (90% CL) . (5.6)

Since also the observed τ^+ events are in agreement with the estimated background a similar bound as in (5.6) applies to P (ν_μ → ν̄_τ ). The production of τ^+’s could also be induced by the lepton number violating reaction

ν_μ p → τ^+ n , (5.7)

which would result from the operators (L_2D_1) (L_3Q_1) or (Q_1D_1) (L_2L_3) that appear in Tab. 2 . It is interesting to note that the upper bounds we obtained for the effective coupling of these operators in Section IV (see Tab. 2) are of the same order [(Ĝ_N /G_F )^2 ∼ 10^{−3}] as the experimental constraint from NOMAD (and CHORUS). Unfortunately the proposed TOSCA experiment [37] that would have been sensitive to a transition probability as small as ∼ 10^{−5} has been rejected.

B. Solar neutrino experiments

The long standing solar neutrino puzzle [3] is now confirmed by five experiments using three different experimental techniques and thus probing different neutrino energy ranges. All these experiments observe a solar neutrino flux that is smaller than expected. The most plausible solution is that the neutrinos are massive and there is mixing in the lepton sector. Then neutrino oscillations can explain the deficit of observed neutrinos with respect to the Standard Solar Model. In the case of matter-enhanced neutrino oscillations, the famous MSW effect provides an elegant solution [3] to the solar neutrino problem with Δ_{SN} as given in (1.1).

Several authors have studied alternative solutions to the solar neutrino problem with and without neutrino masses [17,22]. In the scenario with massive neutrinos Δ_{SN} is still required to be of the same order as in (1.1). However, the vacuum mixing can be vanishingly small [22], when the effective mixing is dominantly induced by the flavor changing neutrino scattering

ν_e f → ν_ℓ f, (5.8)

where ℓ = μ, τ and f = e, u, d.

For the scenario without neutrino masses additional non-universal flavor diagonal interactions

ν_ℓ f → ν_ℓ f, (5.9)

are required. For both scenarios the effective couplings in (5.8) G^f_{eℓ} have to be of the order of a few percent, while for the second scenario the difference between the effective couplings in (5.9) G^f_{ℓℓ} − G^f_{ee} has to be in the narrow interval [0.50 G_F , 0.77 G_F ] ([0.40 G_F , 0.46 G_F ]) for f = d (u) to allow for a resonant neutrino conversion. This requires rather large nonuniversal flavor diagonal couplings, which is ruled out for ℓ = μ [23].

It is interesting to ask whether also the L-violating neutrino scattering

ν_e f → ν̄_ℓ f, (5.10)

where ℓ = μ, τ and f = e, u, d in combination with either massive neutrinos (but negligible mixing) or additional non-universal flavor diagonal interactions of the type

ν̄_ℓ f → ν̄_ℓ f, (5.11)

could give rise to matter-induced ν_e − ν̄_ℓ neutrino oscillation that provide an alternative solution to the solar neutrino problem. Note that the L_ℓ and L conserving interactions in (5.9) and (5.11) are related by crossing symmetry. So their effective couplings are subject to the same bound.

As we have seen in Section II lepton number violating reactions as in (5.10) require mixing between intermediate bosons with different SU(2)_L transformations. The third section of Tab. 2 contains various combinations of bilinears that when coupled to each other by scalars that mix can induce the L-violating neutrino scattering off a fermion as in (5.10). The total lepton number will only be violated if the two bilinears A_{qf} = ν̄f_A and B_{qf} = νf_B contain charged fermions f_A and f_B that belong to different presentations of SU(2)_L. Consequently, independent of the details of the model, the reordered four-fermion operator that induces the effective neutrino potential

H_{int} = G_F √ 2 ∑ a=S,P,T (ν^c Γ^a ν) [ ψ_f Γ_a (g_a + g^′_aγ^5) ψ_f ] + h.c. , (5.12)

can only contain scalar (Γ^S = I), pseudo-scalar (Γ^S = γ_5) or tensor (Γ^T = σ^{μν}) couplings. (Axial)vector couplings are not possible, since they couple between fermions of the opposite chirality.

To be explicit consider the example within SUSY R̸_p where the q = 1/3 component of A^† = L_3D_1 may couple to the weak singlet B = L_1Q_1 if there is b̃_L − b̃_R mixing. The resulting four-fermion operator is:

H_{int} = λ^′_{331}λ^′_{313} M^2_{AB} (d_R ν_τ ) (ν^c_e d_L) = − λ^′_{331}λ^′_{313} M^2_{AB} [_1

2 (ν^c_e ν_τ ) (d_R d_L) +^1_8 (ν^c_e σ_{μν} ν_τ ) (d_R σ^{μν} d_L) ] . (5.13)

The question is then whether scalar and tensor couplings can affect the neutrino propagation in dense matter significantly. The bounds from the neutrino masses in (4.25) indicate that the relevant effective couplings G_N are less than 10^{−2(−3)} G_F for neutrino scattering of electrons (quarks). This constraint could be evaded if we only accept one measurement for mass squared difference Δm^2 and allow for one mass eigenstate much heavier than 2.5 eV. However, we still have the bounds from the trilinear couplings (see Tab. 2), which imply that G_N is at most at the few percent level. Then the lepton number violating interactions could only affect the standard MSW oscillations if the averaged matrix element of the background fermion current in (5.12) is of similar order as the one from the SM weak current [22]. In Ref. [38] it has been shown that for (pseudo)scalar interactions the effective neutrino potential that is induced by (5.12) is proportional to the ratio of the neutrino mass and the characteristic fermion energy. Thus (pseudo)scalar couplings in (5.12) are not relevant for matter induced neutrino oscillations in the Sun. Moreover, it has been pointed out that transverse tensor couplings are not suppressed by the neutrino mass [38]. However, in this case the effective neutrino potential is proportional to the average (transverse) polarization of the background matter. Since the polarization in the solar interior due to the magnetic field is expected to be tiny [38], we conclude that the L violating neutrino scattering in (5.10) is not relevant for the solar neutrino problem.

C. Atmospheric neutrino experiments

Several experiments have observed an anomalous ratio between the atmospheric muon neutrino and electron neutrino fluxes [2]. This atmospheric neutrino problem has recently been confirmed by the Super-Kamiokande high statistics data [1]. Explaining this result in terms of “standard” neutrino oscillations [2] requires a mass squared difference Δ_{AN} as shown in (1.2).

Recently an alternative solution to the atmospheric neutrino anomaly based on new neutrino interactions was proposed [18]. The suggested scenario is similar to the one we discussed previously for the solar neutrino, but for ν_μ − ν_τ oscillations. Even if neutrino masses are negligible the effective mixing between the flavor eigenstates could in principle be induced by the flavor changing neutrino scattering

n_μ f → n_τ f, (5.14)

where n = ν, ν̄ and f = e, u, d, in combination with non-universal flavor diagonal interactions

n_ℓ f → n_ℓ f, (5.15)

with ℓ = μ, τ . According to [18] the effective couplings G^f_{μτ} for (5.14) and the difference between the effective couplings for (5.15), G^f_{ττ} − G^f_{μμ}, have to be both of order 0.1 G_F . As has been shown in Ref. [24] G^f_{μτ} is constrained by electroweak precision data to be at most at the few percent level ruling out such an explanation, unless one allows for some fine-tuned cancellations.

However, in view of the bounds in the fourth section of Tab. 2 on the effective couplings for the lepton number violating neutrino scattering

ν_μ f → ν̄_τ f and ν̄_μ f → ν_τ f, (5.16)

one might wonder whether such interactions could offer an alternative mechanism to solve the atmospheric neutrino anomaly. Although the effective coupling for (L_3D_1) (L_2Q_1) could be of order 0.1 G_F , such an explanation faces the same problem that we encountered in the discussion of solar neutrinos. Namely, the inherent change of the chirality of the background fermions restricts the couplings to be of scalar or tensor type. Consequently the effective neutrino potential is suppressed by either the neutrino mass or the average polarization. Thus we conclude that lepton number violating interactions do not effect atmospheric neutrinos that propagate through earth matter.

D. Future terrestrial neutrino oscillation experiments

The fundamental difference between neutrino transitions induced by new interactions and “standard” vacuum neutrino oscillations due to non-vanishing neutrino masses and mixing is that only the latter have a non-trivial L/E (distance over energy) dependence if the neutrinos propagate in vacuum. Flavor changing neutrino interactions that conserve total lepton number in principle can induce matter-induced neutrino oscillations that are distance dependent. Among laboratory neutrinos matter effects are only relevant for long baseline experiments, where the neutrinos propagate through the earth mantle [39]. However, for ν_μ → ν_τ transitions the flavor changing parameter ϵ has be of order unity [40] to be relevant for the K2K [11] and MINOS [12] long baseline neutrino experiments, which is inconsistent with the model-independent bounds presented in Refs. [24]. Also for ν_e → ν_μ(ν_τ ) transitions ϵ is at most of order 10^{−5}(10^{−2}) [23] implying that earth effects will not probe the flavor changing interactions in the upcoming long baseline detectors.

As we pointed out in our discussion of solar neutrinos in Section V B matter effects on the neutrino propagation due to lepton number violating interactions are even less significant due to the suppression from the neutrino mass or the background polarization. Therefore the dominant impact on terrestrial neutrino experiments from new interactions comes from the modification of the relevant detection and/or production processes, like the reaction in (1.4) that we discussed for LSND. This fact allows us to distinguish the proposed solution of LSND in terms of lepton number violating interactions without any theoretical assumptions, just on the basis of the experimental observations. In the future a number of terrestrial neutrino experiments with different baselines will try to clarify the nature of neutrino oscillations. Should a certain neutrino transition channel maintain a distance independent contribution (beyond the trivial decrease of the flux inverse to the distance squared) this would signal non-standard neutrino interaction. In the following we discuss briefly some of the upcoming experiments and their potential to observe lepton number violating interactions.

The MiniBooNE experiment [9] at Fermilab is designed to confirm (or refute) the ν_e − ν_μ oscillations signals observed at LSND by searching for ν_μ → ν_e transitions with an expected sensitivity to P (ν_μ → ν_e) > 2 · 10^{−4} at 90% CL. Also a search for ν̄_μ → ν̄_e seems feasible even though ν̄_μ’s are produced less copiously (by a factor ∼ 0.2). The important feature of MiniBooNE is its small background of ν_e and ν̄_e, which allows to search also for the lepton number violating transitions ν_μ → ν̄_e and ν̄_μ → ν_e with a sensitivity of a few times

10^{−4}. Therefore it might be possible to probe the operator (Q_1D_1) (L_1L_2) at the level of its model-independent bound obtained in Section IV (c.f. Tab. 2).

Several long baseline experiments [10] will search for neutrino transitions in particular aiming at the atmospheric region of evidence for ν_μ → μ_τ oscillations. While the long baseline allows these experiments to explore small mass-squared differences Δm^2 >∼ 10^{−3} eV^2, the neutrino flux at the detector of the upcoming experiments is rather small yielding at most a few hundred events per year. Therefore we do not expect that these experiments could probe lepton number violating interactions anywhere close to the bounds obtained in Section IV (c.f. Tab. 2). However it might be possible to obtain interesting information from a second detector very close to the neutrino source, which is supposed to study the initial neutrino beam.

E. Supernova neutrinos

While the effects from lepton number violating neutrino scattering as in (5.10) and (5.16) are negligible for solar and atmospheric neutrinos, these reactions could be relevant for the neutrinos emerging from a supernova explosion. Here tensor interactions could affect the neutrino propagation provided that there is a very large magnetic field B ∼ 10^{16} G which induces a large polarization ⟨λ_f ⟩ ≃ 10^{−2} − 10^{−1} [38].

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented a comprehensive analysis of lepton number violating neutrino interactions. L-violating four-fermion operators involving one or two neutrinos are induced by heavy boson exchange, if there is mixing between the equal charge components of a doublet and a singlet (or a triplet) of SU(2)_L.

As an example we have discussed SUSY R̸_p, where such operators are induced by the mixing of “right-handed” sfermions that are SU(2)_L singlets with the “left-handed” sfermions that are SU(2)_L doublets.

We have studied four approaches to constrain the L-violating operators in a modelindependent framework:

1. Constraints from the trilinear couplings,

2. Universality in pion decays,

3. Neutrinoless double beta decay,

4. Loop-induced neutrino masses.

Any non-vanishing coupling between any fermionic bilinear and a scalar field induces an effective four-fermion operator containing the bilinear and its hermitian conjugate with an effective coupling proportional to the square of the trilinear coupling over the scalar mass. Combining the upper bounds on such effective operators one can derive constraints on the lepton number violating operators that consist of two different bilinears.

The measured ratio between the BR for pion decays with final electrons and those with final muons is in good agreement with the value predicted by the SM. This implies severe constraints on NP contribution to these pion decays. Since the final neutrinos are not observed this includes lepton number violating pion decays. Moreover, since these decays are not helicity suppressed, there is a significant enhancement from the hadronic matrix element, which gives rise to stringent limits on the relevant effective couplings.

Any L-violating four-fermion operator that can be combined with the SM operator responsible for beta decay in order to induce neutrinoless double beta decay is severely constrained by the experimental limit on this process. Unlike for the “standard” neutrinoless double beta decay, where the lepton number violation is induced by the neutrino Majorana mass, in the New Physics case, L is broken by the operator and the intermediate neutrino can contribute by its momentum rather than its mass.

Lepton number violating operators containing two neutrinos and two charged fermions of identical flavor (but opposite chirality) induce neutrino Majorana masses at one loop when the external fermions lines are connected by a fermion propagator (see Fig. 2). Using the upper bound on the lightest neutrino mass-eigenstate from the Troitsk tritium experiment and assuming a three neutrino framework with mass-splittings not larger than ∼ 1 eV, we derive stringent constraints on the relevant lepton number violating operators.

Our constraints lead to the following conclusions:

• Lepton number violating neutrino scattering ν_α f → ν̄_β f off matter fermions f = e, u, d are severely suppressed by the bounds from neutrino masses and do not play a role for the present solar and atmospheric neutrino anomalies. Since any effect due to such interactions would require also a polarized background, it could – at best – be relevant for supernova neutrino oscillations.

• Model-independent considerations show that only the operators (L_1E_2) (L_1L_{2,3}) (inducing the anomalous muon decay μ^+_L → e^+_R ν̄_e ν̄_{μ,τ} ) could have an effective coupling at the few percent level (of G_F ) and thus might be significant for the LSND anomaly. Lepton number violating neutrino capture by protons is severely constrained by the data on pion decays, and not relevant for LSND, unless one is willing to accept some fine-tuned cancellations. Within SUSY R̸_p the relevant constraints are stronger by a factor of four, and an explanation of the LSND DAR data via lepton number violating interactions is inconsistent with the upper bound on the maximal SU(2)_L breaking.

A solution of LSND in terms of New Physics is attractive since this way the solar and the atmospheric neutrino anomalies could be explained via standard neutrino oscillations avoiding the introduction of a sterile neutrino. However, this interpretation seems to be somewhat disfavored by the confirmation of the LSND anomaly in the DIF data and by the null signal of KARMEN.

Future terrestrial neutrino oscillation experiments that are sensitive to the “neutrino transition” probability at the level of 10^{−4} could observe lepton number violating neutrino interactions. Any signal that does not depend on the baseline is a potential candidate for new neutrino interactions. However, the present solar and atmospheric neutrino anomalies are not (significantly) “contaminated” by such interactions.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Y. Grossman, St. Kolb, W.C. Louis and Y. Nir for useful discussions and comments. One of us (SB) would like to thank the Max–Planck–Institut für Kernphysik in Heidelberg, where part of this work was done, for the hospitality.

REFERENCES

[1] Y. Fukuda et al., Phys. Lett. B433, 9 (1998); Phys. Lett. B436, 33 (1998) [hep-ex/9807003].

[2] For recent analyses, see e.g. (and references therein):

M.C. Gonzalez-Garcia, et al., Phys. Rev. D58, 033004 (1998); M.C. Gonzalez-Garcia, H. Nunokawa, O.L.G. Peres and J.W.F. Valle, Nucl. Phys. B543, 3 (1999) [hep-ph/9807305], N. Fornengo, M.C. Gonzalez-Garcia, J.W.F. Valle, [hep-ph/0002147].

[3] See e.g. (and references therein):

J.N. Bahcall and P.I. Krastev, Phys. Rev. D53, 4211 (1996); N. Hata and P. Langacker, Phys. Rev. D56, 6107 (1997);

J.N. Bahcall, P.I. Krastev and A.Yu. Smirnov, Phys. Rev. D58, 096016 (1998), M.C. Gonzalez-Garcia, P.C. de Holanda, C. Pena-Garay, J.W.F. Valle [hep-ph/9906469].

[4] C. Athanassopoulos et al., LSND Collaboration, Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 3082 (1996).

[5] C. Athanassopoulos et al., LSND Collaboration, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81, 1774 (1998).

[6] KARMEN Collaboration, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 70, 210 (1999).

[7] Y. Declais et al., Nucl. Phys. B434, 503 (1995).

[8] CHOOZ Collaboration, M. Appolonio et al., Phys. Lett. B420, 397 (1998).

[9] See e.g.: A.O. Bazarko, hep-ex/9906003.

[10] K. Zuber, hep-ex/9810022.

[11] K. Nishikawa, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 77, 198 (1999).

[12] The MINOS Collaboration, “Neutrino Oscillation Physics at Fermilab: The NuMI– MINOS Project”, Fermilab Report No. NuMI-L-375 (1998); [available at: http://www.hep.anl.gov/ndk/postscript/numil375.ps].

[13] ICANOE Proposal, LNGS-P21/99, INFN/AE-99-17, CERN/SPSC 99-25, SPSC/P314 (1999); [available at: http://pcnometh4.cern.ch].

[14] C. Giunti, hep-ph/9909465.

[15] See for example:

D.O. Caldwell and R.N. Mohapatra, Phys. Rev. D48, 3259 (1993); ibid. 50, 3477 (1994);

J.T. Peltoniemi and J.W.F. Valle, Nucl. Phys. B406, 409 (1993);

N. Arkani-Hamed and Y. Grossman, Phys. Lett. B459, 179 (1999) [hep-ph/9806223]; G. Dvali and Y. Nir, JHEP 9810, 014 (1998) [hep-ph/9810257], and references therein.

[16] D. Chang and A. Zee, hep-ph/9912380;

U. Mahanta, hep-ph/9909518;

A.S. Joshipura and S.K. Vempati, Phys. Rev. D60, 111303 (1999) [hep-ph/9903435]; G. Bhattacharyya, H.V. Klapdor–Kleingrothaus and H. Päs, Phys. Lett. B463, 77 (1999) [hep-ph/9907432].

[17] E. Roulet, Phys. Rev. D44, 935 (1991);

M.M. Guzzo, M. Masiero and S.T. Petcov, Phys. Lett. B260, 154 (1991); S. Degl’Innocenti and B. Ricci, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 8, 471 (1993); G.L. Fogli and E. Lisi, Astroparticle Phys. 2, 91 (1994); P.I. Krastev and J.N. Bahcall, hep-ph/9703267;

S. Bergmann and A. Kagan, Nucl. Phys. B538, 368 (1999) [hep-ph/9803305].

[18] E. Ma and P. Roy, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 4637 (1998) [hep-ph/9706309];

G. Brooijmans, hep-ph/9808498;

M.C. Gonzalez-Garcia et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 3202 (1999) [hep-ph/9809531]; N. Fornengo, M.C. Gonzalez-Garcia and J.W.F. Valle, hep-ph/9906539.

[19] Y. Grossman, Phys. Lett. B359 (1995) 141.

[20] P. Herczeg, proceedings of “Tegernsee 1997, Beyond the desert”, 124 (1997).

[21] L.M. Johnson and D.W. McKay, Phys. Lett. B433 355 (1998) [hep-ph/9805311], and

hep-ph/9909355.

[22] S. Bergmann, Nucl. Phys. B515, 363 (1998) [hep-ph/9707398].

[23] S. Bergmann, M.M. Guzzo, P.C. de Holanda, H. Nunokawa and P.I. Krastev, work in preparation.

[24] S. Bergmann, Y. Grossman and D.M. Pierce, Phys. Rev. D61, 53005 (2000) [hep-ph/9909390].

[25] S. Bergmann and Y. Grossman, Phys. Rev. D59, 093005 (1999) [hep-ph/9809524].

[26] C.S. Aulakh and N.R. Mohapatra, Phys. Lett. B119, 136 (1983);

F. Zwirner, Phys. Lett. B132, 103 (1983); L.J. Hall and M. Suzuki, Nucl. Phys. B231, 419 (1984); J. Ellis et al., Phys. Lett. B150, 14 (1985);

G.G. Ross and J.W.F. Valle, Phys. Lett. B151, 375 (1985); R. Barbieri and A. Masiero, Phys. Lett. B267, 679 (1986).

[27] See e.g.:

H.E. Haber, “Introductory Low-Energy Supersymmetry, TASI-92 Lectures, SCIPP- 92/33 (April, 1993) [hep-ph/9306207];

M. Drees, “An Introduction to Supersymmetry”, Lectures given at Seoul summer symposium on field theory (August, 1996) [hep-ph/9611409];

J. Louis, I. Brunner, S.J. Huber, “The Supersymmetric Standard Model, Lectures given by J. Louis at the summer school “Grundlagen und neue Methoden der theoretischen Physik”, Saalburg, 1996 [hep-ph/9811341].

[28] For our bounds we use the recent update:

B.C. Allanach, A. Dedes and H.K. Dreiner, hep-ph/9906209. See also:

F. Ledroit and G. Sajot, GDR–S–008 (ISN, Grenoble, 1998) [available at:

http://qcd.th.u-psud.fr/GDR SUSY/GDR SUSY PUBLIC/entete note publique];

R. Barbier et al., hep-ph/9810232; P. Roy, hep-ph/9712520;

G. Bhattacharyya, J. Ellis and K. Sridhar, hep-ph/9503264.

[29] Particle Data Group: C. Caso et al., Eur. Phys. J. C3, 1 (1998); see also:

http://pdg.lbl.gov .

[30] S. Davidson, D. Bailey and B.A. Campbell, Z. Phys. C61, 613 (1994).

[31] St. Kolb, M. Hirsch and H.V. Klapdor–Kleingrothaus, Phys. Rev. D56, 4161 (1997).

[32] H. Päs, M. Hirsch, S.G. Kovalenko and H.V. Klapdor–Kleingrothaus, Phys. Lett. B 453 (1999) 194.

[33] L. Baudis et al. (Heidelberg-Moscow experiment), Phys. Rev. Lett. 83 (1999) 194.

[34] V.M. Lobashev et al. (Troitsk experiment), Phys. Lett. B 460 (1999) 227; Ch. Weinheimer et al. (Mainz experiment) Phys. Lett. B 460 (1999) 219.

[35] CHORUS Collaboration, E. Eskut et al., Phys. Lett. B434, 205 (1998).

[36] NOMAD Collaboration, J. Altegoer et al., Phys. Lett. B431, 219 (1998);

see also P. Astier et al., Phys. Lett. B453, 169 (1999).

[37] TOSCA Letter of Intent, CERN-SPSC/97-5, SPSC/I 213 (1997) [available at:

http://www.cern.ch/TOSCA/Public/LetterOfIntent/HTML/mutau.html].

[38] S. Bergmann, Y. Grossman and E. Nardi, Phys. Rev. D60 093008 (1999) [hep-ph/9903517].

[39] I. Mocioiu and R. Schrock, hep-ph/9910554.

[40] A.M. Gago, L.P. Freitas, O.L.G. Peres and R.Z. Funchal, hep-ph/9911470.

FIGURES %

sin2`

FIG. 1. The solid curve shows the suppression factor ϱ =^{MA MB}_{M 2AB} (horizontal axes) as a function of the ϕ � χ mixing sin^2 θ (vertical axes) for M_2/M_1 = 1.1, 2, 10, 50. Also the dependence on sin^2 θ for the propagators M^{−2}_A , M^{−2}_B and M^{−2}_{AB} (in units of M^−_1 2) is indicated by the dotted, dashed and dashed-dotted curves, respectively.

FIG. 2. Feynman diagram for neutrino Majorana mass term m^ν_{ij} induced at one loop.