arXiv:hep-ph/0008177 v2 6 Nov 2000

(August 2000)

Bottom-up model for maximal ˚¯ � ˚ø mixing

Nicole F. Bell and Raymond R. Volkas School of Physics, Research Centre for High Energy Physics The University of Melbourne, Victoria 3010 Australia (n.bell@physics.unimelb.edu.au, r.volkas@physics.unimelb.edu.au)

Abstract

We construct a model which provides maximal mixing between a pseudo- Dirac ν_μ/ν_τ pair, based on a local U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} symmetry. Its strengths, weaknesses and phenomenological consequences are examined. The mass gap necessitated by the pseudo-Dirac structure is most naturally associated with the LSND anomaly. The solar neutrino problem then requires a light mirror or sterile neutrino. By paying a fine-tuning price to nullify the mass gap, one can also invoke ν_e ! ν_{μ,τ} for the solar problem. The model predicts a new intermediate range force mediated by the light gauge boson of U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} . Through the mixing of μ, τ and e, this force couples to electrons and thus may be searched for in precision “gravity” experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Mounting evidence from the SuperKamiokande [1,2] experiment suggests that muon neutrinos are mixed with neutrinos of another flavour, with a mixing angle of close to π/4, that is, maximal mixing. In this paper, we adopt the point of view that the angle π/4 is a special, unique value that ought to be explained. In other words, we will attempt to understand the origin of this maximally large mixing, as opposed to the view that it is just one possible point in parameter space which should be assigned no particular significance. The contrast between this large leptonic mixing angle and the small Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa mixing angles in the quark sector is stark, and justifies our point of view.

It is interesting that two-fold maximal mixing can be fairly easily explained if each active neutrino mixes with a sterile partner. There are two known ways to do this: embrace the Exact Parity or Mirror Matter Model [3], or suppose a pseudo-Dirac structure [4]. The former seems especially compelling, because the Exact Parity Model is not much more complicated than the Standard Model (SM) itself. The pseudo-Dirac structure, while having a degree of elegance in and of itself, suffers when one requires it to emerge from a complete extension of the SM. Both possibilities, though, provide a strong theoretical motivation for light sterile neutrino flavours. Also, the combined solar [5], atmospheric and LSND [6] data provide interesting indirect experimental support for the existence of at least one light sterile neutrino.

One of the most important problems in experimental atmospheric neutrino physics at present is to discriminate between the ν_μ → ν_s and ν_μ → ν_τ possibilities. The cleanest atmospheric neutrino data (the fully and partially contained events) can be explained equally well by both oscillation modes. The modes can in principle be distinguished by processes sensitive to the matter-effect (ME) and/or the neutral current (NC). SuperKamiokande has four data sets of this type: neutrino induced π^0 production (NC), upward through-going muons (ME), higher energy partially contained events (ME), and multiring events (NC). The π^0 event sample is not very useful at present because the production cross-section is poorly known. A forthcoming measurement of this quantity by the K2K long baseline experiment is eagerly awaited. SuperKamiokande have recently argued that the last three data sets disfavour the ν_μ → ν_s scenario [2], though this has been disputed in Ref. [7]. We await with interest a complete account of the SuperKamiokande analysis, so that independent researchers can judge the robustness of their conclusion. In any case, the future MINOS and CERN to Gran Sasso long baseline terrestrial experiments will be able to check whatever conclusions are drawn on the basis of atmospheric neutrino data.

This paper will be devoted to building a theoretical bottom-up style model for maximal ν_μ −ν_τ mixing. We do so partly to provide a foil for the mirror and pseudo-Dirac approaches to understanding two-fold maximal mixing. Can one understand active-active maximal mixing in as compelling a way as one can active-mirror or active-sterile mixing? In addition, most other proposals for understanding large angle ν_μ − ν_τ mixing [8] have invoked grand unification and/or string motivated physics [such as anomalous U(1) symmetries]. By contrast, we will use a bottom-up approach, whereby we try to keep the new physics at as low an energy scale as possible. Also, we will not attempt to connect the ν_μ − ν_τ mixing angle problem with the rest of the flavour (mass and mixing angle hierarchy) problem. We ask the question: what new physics principles are implied by the discrete hypothesis of maximal ν_μ − ν_τ mixing? Then, given these general principles, how may they be instantiated within a complete extension of the SM?

II. SYMMETRY PRINCIPLES FOR MAXIMAL ν_μ � ν_τ MIXING.

Our experience with the SM strongly suggests that internal symmetry principles play a very fundamental role in nature. In this section, we will deduce some very simple symmetry principles suggested by maximal ν_μ −ν_τ mixing. Strictly speaking, the atmospheric neutrino results do not rigorously establish exact maximal mixing. It is a logical possibility that the mixing is very large but not maximal. It is reasonable to expect that exact maximal mixing would be correlated with a symmetry principle, because maximality arises from a special point in parameter space. For aesthetic reasons, and because of the historical precedent regarding the importance of symmetries, our fundamental supposition here is that maximal mixing is our target.

We first make a short and apparently digressive comment. It is interesting to note that the observation of neutrino oscillations,^1 and hence the necessary introduction of neutrino masses into the SM, implies degrees of freedom beyond those in the minimal SM. This is true irrespective of whether the neutrino masses are of Dirac or Majorana type. In a sense, therefore, the discovery of neutrino mass is akin to the previous discoveries of new particles such as the top quark. In another sense, though, it is dissimilar: the new degrees of freedom implied by neutrino mass within the gauge theoretic rules of the SM are not uniquely specified, and not directly observed (as yet). It is certainly true, however, that renormalisable models of nonzero neutrino mass necessitate either an expansion of the fermion sector (righthanded neutrino states, for instance) or an expansion of the scalar sector (Higgs triplets, for instance), or both. We will begin with the second possibility, by including only the minimal lefthanded neutrino degrees of freedom. In the end, however, we will find that there is a natural role within our framework for at least one light mirror or sterile neutrino state.

Consider a general mass matrix involving ν_{μL} and ν_{τL}, [ (ν_{μL})^c (ν_{τL})^c ] ( δ_μ m m δ_τ ) ( ν_{μL} ν_{τL} ) , (1)

where δ_{μ,τ} are Majorana masses for ν_{μ,τ} , while m is a transition mass. The mass eigenvalues are m_± = | | | | | √ 4m^2 + (δ_μ − δ_τ )^2 ± (δ_μ + δ_τ ) 2 | | | | | . (2) The mixing angle is given by

tan 2θ = 2m δ_τ − δ_μ . (3)

Very close to maximal mixing arises in the parameter range

Case 1: δ_{μ,τ} ≪ m. (4)

The mass eigenvalues are then m_± ≃ m ± δ_μ + δ_τ 2 , (5)

with θ ≃ π 4 + δ_μ − δ_τ 4m . (6)

This defines a pseudo-Dirac structure [10] for the ν_μ − ν_τ system.^2 Alternatively, exact maximal mixing arises if

1To be precise, neutrino oscillations have yet to be seen - only ν_μ disappearance has been rigorously established. See, for example, Ref. [9].

2This type of active-active pseudo-Dirac neutrino is of course distinct from the active-sterile pseudo-Dirac neutrino states discussed in the Introduction.

Case 2: δ_μ = δ_τ . (7)

Case 1, with its pseudo-Dirac structure, leads to a nearly degenerate pair of almost maximally mixed eigenstates with a mass gap m above zero mass. Case 2 has exact maximal mixing without the necessity of a mass gap. We will see later that this mass gap is most naturally related to the LSND anomaly.

The symmetry structures underlying the two cases are very simple. Consider Case 1 first. The relatively large transition mass term is invariant under any U(1) symmetry for which ν_μ and ν_τ have opposite charges. The obvious choice for this symmetry is simply U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} [11], where L_α is the lepton number for family α = e, μ, τ . The Majorana mass terms break this symmetry. The hierarchy δ_{μ,τ} ≪ m guarantees, however, that U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} is an approximate symmetry correlated with the pseudo-Dirac structure. As δ_{μ,τ} → 0, the symmetry becomes more exact and the mixing angle approaches complete maximality (and the masses become more degenerate). The limiting case of vanishing Majorana masses supplies a four-component massive neutrino which preserves L_μ − L_τ but breaks L_μ + L_τ by two units. (The m and δ terms both break L_μ + L_τ .) The connection between maximal mixing and increased symmetry guarantees that the close-to-maximal mixing angle deduced at tree-level will not be spoiled by radiative corrections (unless some other sector of the theory breaks the L_μ − L_τ symmetry strongly). This is a well-known property of pseudo- Dirac states.

Is there any independent reason for considering the U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} symmetry to be in any way fundamental? Interestingly, it has been observed [12,13] that U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} is actually an anomaly free symmetry of the minimal (zero neutrino mass) Standard Model and may therefore be gauged. In fact the gauge group of the minimal SM may be enlarged to

SU(3)_c ⊗ SU(2)_L ⊗ U(1)_Y ⊗ U(1)_X (8)

where X is either L_μ − L_τ or L_τ − L_e or L_e − L_μ. It is important to recognise that it is possible to gauge only one of these three alternatives, because anomalies involving two different X’s do not cancel given the minimal SM fermion spectrum.

Because the pseudo-Dirac structure we want is correlated with the anomaly-free symmetry X = L_μ − L_τ , we shall choose to gauge it, consistent with the common view that local symmetries are likely to be more fundamental than global symmetries [14]. Of course we cannot explain why an L_μ − L_τ symmetry should be given this status, rather than either of the two alternatives. We are simply suggesting that the maximal mixing between ν_μ and ν_τ could be associated with a gauged L_μ − L_τ which singles out ν_μ and ν_τ as special.

Having identified L_μ − L_τ as playing a crucial role, it is tempting to speculate about further lines of development. An obvious path is to identify this quantity with the diagonal generator of a flavour SU(2) symmetry with the second and third lepton families placed in a doublet. Will not pursue this thought here, because we want to follow the simplest clues first.

Let us now turn to Case 2. This obviously requires broken U(1)_{Lμ} and U(1)_{Lτ} , but the central feature is an unbroken interchange symmetry ν_{μL} ↔ ν_{τL} to enforce δ_μ = δ_τ . Note that, by contrast to the pseudo-Dirac case, there need be no hierarchy in the breaking scales for L_μ +L_τ and L_μ −L_τ . The interchange symmetry can arise as a remnant of a fundamental

U(2) flavour symmetry acting on the second and third family of leptons. Observe that SU(2) is not enough, because the transformation matrix within ( ν_{μL} ν_{τL} ) → ( 0 1 1 0 ) ( ν_{μL} ν_{τL} ) (9) is an element of U(2) but not SU(2).

These symmetry principles are simple suggestions for a new physics framework that could lie behind maximal ν_μ − ν_τ mixing. We will now take the pseudo-Dirac possibility and build a complete extension of the SM around it. We will not develop Case 2 further in this paper.

III. MODEL FOR A PSEUDO-DIRAC ν_μ � ν_τ SYSTEM.

A. Basic framework.

We shall now construct a model which realises the pseudo-Dirac structure of Case 1. Our mass matrix will have the general form of Eq.(1), with each of the mass terms arising from the vacuum expectation values (VEVs) of SU(2)_L triplet Higgs fields. Note that the δ_μ and δ_τ terms require Higgs field having opposite charges under U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} . For simplicity we shall assume that δ_μ is absent in order to limit the number of Higgs fields.

We wish for the neutrino masses to be naturally tiny, which implies a hierarchy between the VEVs of the Higgs triplets and the standard Higgs doublet, which may be achieved by invoking the VEV seesaw mechanism. This is an appealing scenario whereby the triplets acquire tiny VEVs because they have masses much greater than the electroweak scale.

The Higgs sector we shall consider consists of the following fields,

ϕ_0 ∼ (1, 2, 1, 0), χ_0 ∼ (1, 3, 2, 0), ϕ_1 ∼ (1, 2, 1, 1), χ_1 ∼ (1, 3, 2, 1), χ_2 ∼ (1, 3, 2, 2), (10)

where the numbers label the SU(3)_c ⊗ SU(2)_L ⊗ U(1)_Y ⊗ U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} properties. Here ϕ_0 denotes the Standard Model Higgs field. The additional doublet, ϕ_1, is necessary for the implementation of the VEV seesaw mechanism for χ_1 and χ_2, and will also give rise to off-diagonal terms in the mass matrix of the charged fermions. The triplet χ_0, which has no U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} charge, is responsible for the m terms in Eq.(1), while the triplet χ_2, which carries an U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} charge of 2, produces the δ_τ mass term. We round out the model with a third triplet χ_1.

Thus the Higgs-fermion couplings are given by

L^{Yuk}_ν = λ_{νμτ} ℓ^C_{μL}ℓ_{τL}χ_0 + λ_{ντ} ℓ^C_{τL}ℓ_{τL}χ_2 + λ_{νe} ℓ^C_{eL}ℓ_{eL}χ_0 + λ_{νeτ} ℓ^C_{eL}ℓ_{τL}χ_1 + H.c. and, (11) L^{Yuk}_e = λ_{τe}ℓ_{eL}ϕ_1τ_R + λ_{μe}ℓ_{μL}ϕ_1e_R + λ_eℓ_{eL}ϕ_0e_R + λ_μℓ_{μL}ϕ_0μ_R + λ_τ ℓ_{τL}ϕ_0τ_R + H.c, (12)

where the ℓ’s are left-handed leptonic doublets. The Higgs potential is of the form,

V = ∑ i [ m^2_i ϕ^†_i ϕ_i + 1 2 λ^2_i (ϕ^†_i ϕ_i)^2 ] + ∑ j [ M^2_j χ^†_jχ_j + 1 2 Λ^2_j (χ^†_jχ_j)^2 ]

+ α(ϕ^†_0ϕ_0)(ϕ^†_1ϕ_1) + ∑ j≠j^0 α_{jj}0 (χ^†_jχ_j)(χ^†_j0 χ_j0 ) + ∑ ij β_{ij}(ϕ^†_i ϕ_i)(χ^†_jχ_j) + [ μ_0χ^†_0ϕ^2_0 + μ_1χ^†_1ϕ_0ϕ_1 + μ_2χ^†_2ϕ^2_1 + H.c. ] , (13)

with i = 0, 1 and j, j^′ = 0, 1, 2. Denoting the VEVs of the Higgs fields by,

⟨ϕ_0⟩ = v_0, ⟨χ_0⟩ = u_0, ⟨ϕ_1⟩ = v_1, ⟨χ_1⟩ = u_1 ⟨χ_2⟩ = u_2, (14)

it may be observed that for large M_0, M_1 and M_2, the VEV seesaw relations are given by

u_0 ≃ μ_0v^2_0 M^2_0 , u_1 ≃ μ_1v_0v_1 M^2_1 and u_2 ≃ μ_2v^2_1 M^2_2

, (15)

and thus we may obtain tiny neutrino masses by making M_0, M_1 and M_2 suitably large.

The proliferation of Higgs fields may not be as ad hoc as it appears at first sight. Observe that the quantum numbers of the fields are such that

χ_0 ∼ ϕ^2_0, χ_1 ∼ ϕ_0ϕ_1, χ_2 ∼ ϕ^2_1, (16)

hinting, speculatively, that perhaps the χ’s can be reinterpreted as composite objects. This would then suggest re-expressing the model in terms of effective operator language, making the replacements,

χ_0 → 1 M ϕ^2_0,

χ_1 → 1 M ϕ_0ϕ_1,

χ_2 → 1 M ϕ^2_1, (17)

where M is a large mass scale, which of course is connected to the VEV seesaw mechanism.

While the Higgs potential (13) is undeniably ugly, it is also true that as long as the electroweak Higgs particle remains undiscovered, we cannot claim to really understand gauge symmetry breaking. One may wistfully speculate that symmetry breaking is actually achieved by a more economical mechanism that we shall eventually uncover, and all the Higgs messiness will be re-expressed in more elegant language. In the meantime though, we are forced to work with Higgs fields.

In order to realise the pseudo-Dirac form for the ν_μ − ν_τ sector, we require the hierarchy

u_2 ≪ u_0, (18)

which may be achieved by appropriately adjusting the values of the M_i. According to our symmetry argument, we would also tend to expect v_1 < v_0, that is, the VEVs which break L_μ −L_τ ought to be smaller than their L_μ −L_τ conserving counterparts. This would also help to achieve the hierarchy (18), though it is not essential. Note that we also expect u_1 < u_0.

We may now write down the neutrino mass matrix, ( (ν_e0_L)^C (ν_μ0_L)^C (ν_τ 0_L)^C ) λ_{νe} u_0 0 λ_{νeτ} u_1 0 0 λ_{νμτ} u_0 λ_{νeτ} u_1 λ_{νμτ} u_0 λ_{ντ} u_2 ν_e0_L ν_μ0_L ν_τ 0_L , (19)

where the primes signify that we are not in the basis where the charged lepton mass matrix is diagonal. To first order in u_1 and u_2 the neutrino masses are

m_1 = |λ_{νe} u_0|,

m_2 = | − λ_{νμτ} u_0 + 1 2 λ_{ντ} u_2| and,

m_3 = |λ_{νμτ} u_0 + 1 2 λ_{ντ} u_2|. (20)

Typical values for the combination of Yukawa coupling constants and the triplet VEV’s might be |λ_{νμτ} u_0| ∼ |λ_{νe} u_0| ∼ 1eV, and |λ_{ντ} u_2| ∼ 10^{−3} − 10^{−2}eV. (21)

Nearly maximal mixing between ν_μ and ν_τ is guaranteed by the hierarchy u_2 ≪ u_0 (provided that the relavant Yukawa coupling constants do not have a nullifying hierarchy). Mixing between ν_e and the ν_{μ,τ} system is controlled by λ_{νeτ} u_1. Its magnitude will be discussed shortly.

The mass matrix for the charged leptons has the form ( e^′_L μ^′_L τ^′_L ) A 0 E D B 0 0 0 C e^′_R μ^′_R τ^′_R (22)

where A, B, C ∝ v_1 and D, E ∝ v_2.

In order to obtain the necessary hierarchy in the fermion masses, we must assume some hierarchy in the mass matrix parameters A, B, C, D and E. Although the choice is by no means unique the possibility which is most natural and compelling is D, E ≪ A ≪ B ≪ C. This is the case where the (off-diagonal) L_μ − L_τ violating terms D and E, are much smaller than the (diagonal) L_μ − L_τ conserving terms A, B, and C. In this limit, the charged lepton masses are given by m^2_e = A^2 + O(D^2 , E^2), m^2_μ = B^2 + O(D^2 , E^2), m^2_τ = C^2 + O(D^2, E^2). (23)

Recall from the Introduction that our ambitions in this paper are rather limited: we want to address the ν_{μ,τ} maximal mixing problem without simultaneously solving the entire flavour problem. So, we just have to live with imposed hierarchies like the above.

B. Without LSND.

The model building process now presents us with a choice. In this subsection, we will suppose that the LSND anomaly is not due to neutrino oscillations. Degree of freedom economy then suggests that the solar neutrino problem should be solved by ν_e → ν_{μ,τ} oscillations. Let us see what parameter range will allow this.

We are immediately faced with a difficulty. The electron neutrino mass ∼ λ_{νe} u_0 is expected to be of the same order of magnitude as the average ν_{μ,τ} mass ∼ λ_{νμτ} u_0. The combined effect of the relatively small solar neutrino δm^2 and the mass gap arising from the pseudo-Dirac structure is to demand a near degeneracy between ν_e and ν_{μ,τ} . This entails some fine-tuning.

The mass squared difference corresponding to the atmospheric neutrino anomaly is

δm^2_{atmos} ∼ u_0u_2, (24)

whereas the mass squared difference between the electron neutrino and either of the other two mass eigenstates is naturally

δm^2_{solar} ∼ u^2_0. (25)

Since u_2 ≪ u_0, we have to adjust |λ_{νe} /λ_{νμτ} | ≃ 1 so that,

δm^2_{solar} < δm^2_{atm}. (26)

For example, for either the small or large angle MSW [15] solutions we need δm^2_{solar} ∼ 10^{−5}eV^2 which requires (λ_{νe} /λ_{νμτ} )^2 to be fine-tuned to one part in 10^5 if m_{2,3} ∼ 1 eV. This is regrettable, although perhaps not egregiously bad.

The leptonic mixing matrix is given by,

U_{αi} ≡ U^†_e U_ν ≃ 1 ϵ ϵ^′ ϵ 1 0 ϵ 0 1 1√ N_1 γ_1√ N_2 γ_2√ N_3 γ_3√ N_1 1√ N_2 ( 1√ 2 + δ)^{1√}_{N3} (^{1√}_2 − δ)

γ_4√ N_1 − 1√ N_2 ( 1√ 2 − δ)^{1√}_{N3} (^{1√}_2 + δ)

+ O(u^2_1, u^2), (27)

where ϵ = AD B^2 < ( m_e m_μ )_2

, ϵ^′ = E C < m_e m_τ , (28) δ = λ_{ντ} 4 √ 2λ_{νμτ} u_2 u_0

γ_1 = λ_{νeτ} √ 2(λ_{νμτ} + λ_{νe} ) u_1 u_0 ≃ λ_{νeτ} (λ_{νμτ} − λ_e) √ 2λ_{νμτ} λ_{ντ} u_1 u_2 , γ_2 = λ_{νeτ} √ 2(λ_{νμτ} − λ_{νe} ) u_1 u_0 ≃ λ_{νeτ} (λ_{νμτ} + λ_e) √ 2λ_{νμτ} λ_{ντ} u_1 u_2 , γ_3 = −λ_{νμτ} λ_{νeτ} (λ^2_{νμτ} − λ^2_{νe} ) u_1 u_0 ≃ −λ_{νeτ} λ_{ντ} u_1 u_2 , γ_4 = −λ_{νe} λ_{νeτ} (λ^2_{νμτ} − λ^2_{νe} ) u_1 u_0 ≃ − ( λ_{νe} λ_{νμτ} ) λ_{νeτ} λ_{ντ} u_1 u_2

, (29) and N_1 ≃ 1 + γ^2_3 + γ^2_4 N_2 ≃ 1 + γ^2_1 + O(δ^2) N_3 ≃ 1 + γ^2_2 + O(δ^2) (30)

The second set of near equalities in eq.(29) is related to the fine-tuning |λ_{νe} /λ_{νμτ} | ≃ 1, or more specifically, (λ^2_{νμτ} − λ^2_{νe} )u^2_0 ≃ λ_{ντ} λ_{νμτ} u_0u_2.

The values of γ_i could be such as to provide either a small or large angle solar MSW solution.^3 For example, with λ_{νeτ} u_1 ≃ 0.04λ_{ντ} u_2, we would have the small angle solution with sin θ_{solar} ≃ 0.05. Alternatively, consider for example λ_{νe} ≃ −λ_{νμτ} , and λ_{νeτ} u_1 ≃ 0.3λ_{ντ} u_2. We then obtain a large angle solution with sin θ_{solar} ≃ γ_1 ≃ 0.4, and γ_2 ≪ 1.

C. With LSND.

As we have just seen, the pseudo-Dirac mass gap causes some problems with solving the solar neutrino problem. A more elegant and natural alternative is to exploit the mass gap, rather than trying to fight it. The ν_e and ν_{μ,τ} mass eigenvalues are naturally of the same order, with the scale set by u_0. The ν_e − ν_{μ,τ} δm^2 scale is thus of order u^2_0 if we do not fine tune a near degeneracy.

Indeed, the guideline values of eq.(21) put the ν_e − ν_μ δm^2 scale in the LSND range. It is certainly noteworthy that the LSND scale is a few orders of magnitude larger than the solar and atmospheric scales, and it is quite attractive to associate this higher scale with the mass gap which was constructed for another reason.

The LSND mixing angle must come out of the first equalities in eq.(29) (the near equalities do not hold in the absence of the previous fine tuning). Using eq.(21) as a guide, we

3We note that recent Superkamiokande data disfavour the small-angle MSW solution [16]. The statistical significance is, however, not yet severe enough to make this type of solution completely uninteresting.

see that λ_{νeτ} u_1 should be of order 0.1 eV to put γ_1 or γ_2 in the LSND mixing angle range. Since this is intermediate between the u_0 and u_2 scales, it fits in nicely with our fundamental u_2 < u_1 < u_0 symmetry breaking pattern, dictated by approximate U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} symmetry.

The solar neutrino problem then requires the introduction of a light sterile neutrino ν_s which mixes with ν_e. The most attractive possibility is to have this mixing also being maximal. This scenario fits all of the data, except for Homestake, extremely well [3,17]. The proper incorporation of a light sterile neutrino into the model is really beyond the scope of this paper. However, it is pretty obvious that the mirror matter or exact parity idea [3] is quite relevant, not only for providing a reason for the sterile state to be light, but also to explain the ν_e/ν_s maximal mixing. One could imagine that the mirror matter solution to the neutrino anomalies summarised in Ref. [3] is half correct: that the solar oscillations are into mirror partners, but the atmospheric oscillations are ν_μ ↔ ν_τ . Intriguingly, Ref. [18] has also recently canvassed this possibility.

IV. OTHER PHENOMENOLOGY.

Let us now consider constraints on the model. There will be a new gauge boson Z^′, corresponding to the U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} gauge symmetry. Due to the VEV of ϕ_1, there will be a mass mixing term involving the Z^′ and the ordinary Z gauge boson. In order not to significantly modify the properties of the standard Z boson, the Z^′ boson must have a mass that is much smaller.

The constraints on the model, however, are not terribly stringent, since the family lepton number violating processes involve essentially only the neutrinos. We suppress the processes involving the charged leptons simply by making the off-diagonal (L_μ − L_τ violating) terms D and E in the mass matrix suitably small, which will also avoid flavour changing neutral current type processes due to exchange of ϕ bosons. Note that this is not an ad hoc requirement, but is in perfect accord with our symmetry argument.

There is also the issue of kinetic mixing of the neutral gauge bosons to consider, which arises whenever you have a theory with two local U(1) symmetries. The kinetic part of the Lagrangian may be written as

L^{kinetic} = − 1 4 F^{μν}F_{μν} − 1 4 F^{′μν}F^′_{μν} − 2 4 κF^{μν}F^′_{μν} , (31) where, in general, the kinetic mixing term, κ, will arise directly in the Lagrangian [19], though it may also be generated radiatively [20]. The physical neutral gauge boson states are then found by diagonalising the Z and Z^′ kinetic and mass terms [19]. This alters the coupling of the L_μ − L_τ gauge boson by adding a term proportional to the hypercharge - hence Z^′ will couple not only to the leptons but also to the quarks, though in a generation independent fashion. We have to assume that κ is small.

An interesting point to consider, since the Z^′ gauge boson is light, is whether there will be any “5th force” effects. In other words, an effective violation of the equivalence principle through a tiny Z^′ boson mediated repulsion of matter [21,22]. In fact, for suitable parameters, a signature of the model would be a new intermediate range force of nature. The Z, Z^′ mass matrix is

g^2 8 cos2 θW (v 2 0 + v^2_1)^{gg0}_{8 cos θW} v^2_1 gg^0 8 cos θW v 2 1 g^{02}

8 v^2_1 , (32) where g^′ denotes the gauge coupling constant of the U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} symmetry, and for simplicity, kinetic mixing and the tiny triplet VEVs have been neglected. The light eigenstate, which will be predominately the Z^′, will have a mass given by

M^2_{Zlight} ≃ g^{′2} 8 v^2_1v^2_0 v^2_1 + v^2_0

. (33)

Of course, in order for the Z^′ to be detectable through violation of the equivalence principle its mass must be incredibly tiny. For example, if the mass of the Z^′ was larger than say 10^{−5} eV, the corresponding range of the force would be less than of order 1cm. The electron couples to the light gauge boson, both through mixing between the e, μ and τ , and mixing of Z and Z^′. The coupling is given by 1 2 g^′ cos θ_Z(ϵ^2 − ϵ^{′2})e_LZ/_{light}e_L + 1 2 g^′ cos θ_Z(ζ^2 − ζ^{′2})e_RZ/_{light}e_R

+ sin θ_Z g 4 cos θ_W eZ/_{light}(1 − 4 sin θ_W − γ_5)e (34)

where θ_Z is the Z, Z^′ mixing angle such that

sin θ_Z ≃ tan θ_Z = g^′ cos θ_W g v^2_1 v^2_0 + v^2_1

, (35) and ζ = D B , ζ^′ = AE C^2

. (36)

Note that the strength of the force is diminished both by g^′ and the small parameters ϵ^2, ϵ^{′2}, ζ^2, ζ^{′2} and (v_1/v_0)^2. If one demands consistency with standard Big Bang Nucleosynthesis, then the very rough bound g^{′ <}∼ 10^{−10} is indicated to prevent the Z^′ boson being in thermal equilibrium during the relevant epoch of the early universe.

Tests of the equivalence principle on short distance scales are the subject of a proposed experiment [21] which aims to explore the range from about 10μm to 1cm, for forces of strength relative to gravity of about 10^{−2} upward. See Fig.1 of Ref. [21]. The predicted Z^′ gauge boson may be observable in this experiment, for a certain parameter region.

The Yukawa potential associated with the Z^′ gauge boson will be of the form

V_{Yukawa} = f^2 e^{−r/λ} r , (37)

where λ ≃ 1/M_{Zlight} is the range of the force. For the coupling to electrons given by Eq.(34) we have f^2/h̄c ∼ g^{′2} (v_1 v_0

)_4

, (38) and the strength of the force, relative to gravity, will be α = f^2 G_N u^2

, (39)

where u is the atomic mass, and G_N is the Newtonian gravitational constant. The range and strength of the force have the approximate values

λ ∼ 10^{−8} (v_0 v_1

) ( 10^{−10} g^′ ) meters,

α ∼ 10^{18} (v_1 v_0

)_4 ( g_′

10^{−10}

)_2

. (40)

If we assume for example g^′ ∼ 10^{−10} and v_1/v_0 ∼ 0.1, the range λ will be too short for the force to be detected, while for smaller values of v_1/v_0 it should be observable in the proposed experiment [21]. If we assume smaller values of g^′, the range of the force increases and would violate current experimental constraints.

V. CONCLUSION

We have taken a bottom-up approach to constructing a model with maximal mixing between two standard neutrinos. The simple U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} symmetry naturally provides a pseudo-Dirac form for ν_μ and ν_τ with close to maximal mixing, with a mass gap. The model can incorporate mixing with the ν_e, consistent with either a small or large angle MSW solution of the solar neutrino anomaly. However, a mild fine-tuning price must be paid to achieve δm^2_{solar} < δm^2_{atmos}. If this price is taken to be too high, then one needs to introduce a light mirror or sterile neutrino to solve the solar deficit problem by ν_e → ν_s. It is certainly suggestive that the natural scale for the ν_e − ν_μ mass squared difference could be in the LSND range, due to the mass gap required by the pseudo-Dirac structure. The breaking of the U(1)_{Lμ−Lτ} symmetry occurs at a low scale, and we predict a new intermediate range force which may be detectable as an apparent violation of the equivalence principle.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

RRV is supported by the Australian Research Council. NFB is supported by the Commonwealth of Australia and The University of Melbourne. We thank T. L. Yoon and R. Foot for somewhat belated discussions.

REFERENCES

[1] SuperKamiokande Collaboration, Y. Fukuda et al., Phys. Lett B433, 9 (1998); Phys.

Lett B436, 33 (1998); Phys. Rev. Lett 81, 1562 (1998)Phys. Lett B433, 9 (1998); T. Haines et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 57, 1986 (1986); Kamiokande Collaboration, K. S. Hirata et al., Phys. Lett. B205, 416 (1988); ibid. B280, 146 (1992); Y. Fukuda et al., ibid. B335, 237 (1994); IMB Collaboration, D. Casper et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 66, 2561 (1989); R. Becker-Szendy et al., Phys. Rev. D46, 3720 (1989); Soudan 2 Collaboration, W. W. M. Allison et al., Phys. Lett. B391, 491 (1997).

[2] H. Sobel (for the SuperKamiokande Collaboration), Neutrino 2000, XIX International Conference on Neutrino Physics and Astrophysics, Sudbury, Canada, June 2000.

[3] R. Foot, H. Lew and R. R. Volkas, Phys. Lett. B272, 67 (1991); Mod. Phys. Lett. A8, 1859 (1993); R. Foot, Mod. Phys. Lett, A9, 169 (1994); R. Foot and R. R. Volkas, Phys. Rev. D 52, 6595 (1995);

[4] S. M. Bilenky and S. T. Petcov, Rev Mod. Phys. 59, 671 (1987); C. Giunti, C. M. Kim and V W Lee, Phys. Rev. D46, 3034 (1992); J. P. Bowes and R. R. Volkas, J. Phys. G: Nucl. Part. Phys. 24, 1249 (1998); A. Geiser, Phys. Lett. B444, 358 (1999); D. Chang and O. C. W. Kong, Phys. Lett. B477, 416 (2000).

[5] K. Lande (for the Homestake Collaboration), in Proceedings of Neutrino 98, Takayama, Japan, edited by Y. Suzuki and Y. Totsuka, Nucl. Phys. B Proc. Suppl.77 (1999); SAGE Collaboration, V. Gavrin et al., ibid.; Y. Suzuki (for the SuperKamiokande Collaboration), ibid.; Kamiokande Collaboration, Y. Fukuda et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 1683 (1996); GALLEX Collaboration, P. Anselmann et al., Phys. Lett. B342, 440 (1995); W. Hampel et al., ibid. B388, 364 (1996).

[6] LSND Collaboration, C. Athanassopoulos et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 75, 2650 (1995); ibid.

77, 3082 (1996); Phys. Rev C58, 2489 (1998). [7] R. Foot, hep-ph/0007065.

[8] Attempts to understand large ν_μ − ν_τ mixing form an extensive literature, for example, Y. Nir and Y. Shadmi, JHEP 9905, 23 (1999); R. N. Mohapatra and S. Nussinov, Phys. Lett. B441, 299 (1998); Phys. Rev. D60, 013002 (1999); G. Altarelli and F. Feruglio, JHEP 9811, 021 (1998); Phys. Lett .B451, 388 (1999); C. H. Albright and S. M. Barr, Phys. Lett. B461, 218 (1999); Y. Nomura and T. Yanagida, Phys. Rev. D50, 017303 (1999); Q. Shafi, Z. Tavartkiladze, Phys. Lett. B482, 145 (2000); A. Aranda, C. D. Carone and R. F. Lebed, Phys. Rev. D62, 016009 (2000); S. Lola and Graham G. Ross, Nucl.Phys. B553, 81 (1999); Sin Kyu Kang and C. S. Kim, Phys. Rev. D59, 091302 (1999); K. S. Babu and S. M. Barr, Phys. Lett. B381, 202 (1996); C. H. Albright, K. S. Babu, S. M. Barr, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81 1167 (1998).

[9] E. Lisi, talk given at Neutrino 2000, XIX International Conference on Neutrino Physics and Astrophysics, Sudbury, Canada, June 2000.

[10] L. Wolfenstein, Nucl. Phys. B186, 147 (1981).

[11] Our comments concerning an L_μ − L_τ symmetry are well known, see for example, P.

Binetruy, S. Lavignac, S. Petcov and P. Ramond, Nucl. Phys. B496, 3 (1997). [12] R. Foot, Mod. Phys. Lett. A6, 527 (1991).

[13] X.-G. He, G. C. Joshi, H. Lew and R. R. Volkas, Phys. Rev. D43, R22 (1991); Phys.

Rev. D44, 2118 (1991).

[14] For a recent review of why one can argue that local symmerties are likely to be more fundamantal than global symmetries see E. Witten, talk given at Neutrino 2000, XIX International Conference on Neutrino Physics and Astrophysics, Sudbury, Canada, June 2000, hep-ph/0006332.

[15] S. P. Mikheyev and A. Yu. Smirnov, Nuovo Cimento C 9, 17 (1986); L. Wolfenstein, Phys. Rev. D17, 2369 (1978); ibid. D20, 2634 (1979).

[16] Y. Suzuki (for the SuperKamiokande Collaboration), Neutrino 2000, XIX International Conference on Neutrino Physics and Astrophysics, Sudbury, Canada, June 2000.

[17] R. Foot and R. R. Volkas, hep-ph/9510312; R. M. Crocker, R. Foot and R. R. Volkas, Phys. Lett. B465, 203; R. Foot, Phys. Lett. B483, 151 (2000); see also, V. Barger et al., hep-ph/0008019.

[18] T. L. Yoon and R. Foot, hep-ph/0008093. [19] R. Foot and X.-G. He, Phys. Lett. B 267, 509 (1991). [20] B. Holdom, Phys. Lett. B166, 196 (1986).

[21] J. C. Long, H. W. Chan and J. C. Price, Nucl. Phys. B539, 23 (1999). See also J. C.

Long, A. B. Churnside, J. C. Price, hep-ph/0009062. [22] G. L. Smith et al., Phys. Rev. D61, 022001 (1999).