hep-ph/9911364 15 Nov 1999

FISIST/18-99/CFIF hep-ph/9911364

Seesaw mechanism and structure of neutrino mass matrix

E. Kh. Akhmedov^∗, G. C. Branco^† and M. N. Rebelo^‡

Centro de Física das Interacções Fundamentais (CFIF) Departamento de Física, Instituto Superior Técnico Av. Rovisco Pais, P-1049-001, Lisboa, Portugal

Abstract

We consider the seesaw mechanism of neutrino mass generation in the light of our present knowledge of the neutrino masses and mixing. We analyse the seesaw mechanism constrained by the following assumptions: (1) minimal seesaw with no Higgs triplets, (2) hierarchical Dirac masses of neutrinos, (3) large lepton mixing primarily or solely due to the mixing in the right-handed neutrino sector, and (4) unrelated Dirac and Majorana sectors of neutrino masses. We show that large mixing governing the dominant channel of the atmospheric neutrino oscillations can be naturally obtained and point out that this constrained seesaw mechanism favours the normal mass hierarchy for the light neutrinos leading to a small V_{e3} entry of the lepton mixing matrix and a mass scale of the lightest right handed neutrino M ’ 10^{10} � 10^{11} GeV. Any of the three main neutrino oscillation solutions to the solar neutrino problem can be accommodated. The inverted mass hierarchy and quasi-degeneracy of neutrinos are disfavoured in our scheme.

∗On leave from National Research Centre Kurchatov Institute, Moscow 123182, Russia. E-mail: akhmedov@gtae2.ist.utl.pt

†E-mail: d2003@beta.ist.utl.pt ‡E-mail: rebelo@beta.ist.utl.pt

1 Introduction

The study of neutrino masses and lepton mixing may provide crucial clues towards the solution of the general problem of fermion masses and mixing. One of the striking features of lepton mixing is the fact that an explanation of the atmospheric neutrino anomaly [1] through neutrino oscillations requires a large mixing angle for ν_μ → ν_τ or ν_μ → ν_{sterile}. This is to be contrasted with the quark sector, where the mixing is small. Neutrinos have a distinguishing feature of being the only known fermions which are neutral with respect to all conserved charges, namely electric charge and colour. As a result, they can have Majorana masses, which in particular can arise through the seesaw mechanism [2].

The seesaw mechanism provides a very natural and attractive explanation of the smallness of the neutrino masses compared to the masses of the charged fermions of the same generation through the existence of heavy singlet neutrinos ν_R^1. However, this mechanism does not fix completely the overall scale of the light neutrino masses since the mass scale of ν_R, though naturally large, is not precisely known. Moreover, the ratios of the light neutrino masses as well as the lepton mixing angles remain arbitrary: one can easily obtain any desired values of these parameters by properly choosing the neutrino Dirac mass matrix and Majorana mass matrix of singlet neutrinos. Therefore by itself, without any additional assumptions, this mechanism has limited predictive power. To gain more predictivity one has to invoke additional assumptions. In this letter, we study how phenomenologically viable neutrino masses and mixings can be generated within the framework of the seesaw mechanism, together with a reasonable set of assumptions, which can be summarized as follows:

(i) We work in the framework of three generation SU(2)_L×U(1) model, with the addition of three right-handed neutrino fields, which are singlets under SU(2)_L × U(1). No Higgs triplets are introduced and thus the effective mass matrix for the left-handed Majorana neutrinos is entirely generated by the seesaw mechanism, being given by

m_L = −m_DM^{−1}_R m^T_D , (1)

where m_D denotes the neutrino Dirac mass matrix and M_R stands for the Majorana mass matrix of right-handed neutrinos.

(ii) We assume that the neutrino Dirac mass matrix m_D has a hierarchical eigenvalue structure, analogous to the one for the up-type quarks. This is a GUT-motivated assumption. However, for our arguments, the only important point is that the eigenvalues of m_D be hierarchical, their exact values do not play an essential rôle.

(iii) We assume that the charged lepton and neutrino Dirac mass matrices, m_l and m_D, are “aligned” in the sense that in the absence of the right-handed mass M_R, the leptonic mixing would be small, as it is in the quark sector. In other words, we assume that the

1For recent studies of the seesaw mechanism see, e.g., [3, 4, 5].

left-handed rotations that diagonalize m_l and m_D are the same or nearly the same. Again, this assumption is motivated by GUTs. We therefore consider that the large lepton mixing results from the fact that neutrinos acquire their mass through the seesaw mechanism.

(iv) We assume that the Dirac and Majorana neutrino mass matrices are unrelated. The exact meaning of this assumption will be explained in the next section.

We shall investigate whether the seesaw mechanism, constrained by our set of assumptions, can lead to a phenomenologically viable neutrino mass matrix and, if so, whether it can help us to understand some of the salient features of the leptonic mixing. In particular, it would be interesting to understand why the mixing angle θ_{23} responsible for the atmospheric ν_μ ↔ ν_τ oscillations is large, while the mixing angle θ_{13} which governs the subdominant ν_e ↔ ν_{μ(τ)} oscillations of atmospheric neutrinos and long baseline ν_e ↔ ν_{μ(τ)} oscillations is small. Another interesting question is whether this constrained seesaw mechanism can help us to discriminate among possible neutrino mass hierarchies – normal hierarchy, inverted hierarchy and quasi-degeneracy. Furthermore, it would be useful if the seesaw mechanism could provide some guidance as to the possible solutions to the solar neutrino problem – large mixing angle MSW (LMA), small mixing angle MSW (SMA) and vacuum oscillations (VO) solutions. We shall address these issues within the constrained seesaw mechanism described above.

2 General framework

As previously mentioned, we work in the context of the standard three generations SU(2)_L × U(1) model, where the only additional fields are the three right-handed neutrinos ν_{iR}^2. The most general charged lepton and neutrino mass terms can be written as L_{mass} = (m_l)_{ij} l̄_{iL}l_{jR} + (m_D)_{ij} ν̄_{iL}ν_{jR} + 1 2 (M_R)_{ij} ν^T_{iR}Cν_{jR} + h.c. , (2) where m_l and m_D stand for the charged lepton and neutrino Dirac mass matrices arising from Yukawa coupling with the Higgs doublet, while M_R denotes the Majorana mass matrix of right-handed neutrinos. Since the right-handed Majorana mass terms are SU(2)_L × U(1) invariant, M_R is naturally large, not being protected by the low energy gauge symmetry. The matrices m_l and m_D are in general arbitrary complex matrices, while M_R is a symmetric complex matrix. Without loss of generality we may choose a weak basis (WB) where the charged lepton mass matrix is diagonal, with real positive eigenvalues. The lepton mass matrices can be written as m_l ≡ d_l = diag(m_e, m_μ, m_τ ) , 2Only two of the three known experimental indications of nonzero neutrino mass (solar neutrino problem [6], atmospheric neutrino data [1] and the accelerator LSND results [7]) can be explained through neutrino oscillations with just three light neutrino species. As the LSND result is the only one that has not yet been independently confirmed, we choose not to consider it here.

m_D = V_L d_ν V^†_R , M_R = U_R D U^T_R , (3)

where d_l, d_ν and D are diagonal, real positive matrices while V_L, V_R and U_R are unitary matrices. In the absence of M_R, the leptonic mixing matrix V entering in the chargedcurrent weak interactions would be given by V = V_L. Our assumption (iii) that m_l and m_D are “aligned” in their left-handed rotations means that V_L is assumed to be close to the unit matrix, thus implying that in the absence of M_R leptonic mixing would be small, in analogy with the quark sector.

The mass terms in Eq. (3) are written in a WB, therefore the gauge currents are still diagonal. It should be emphasized that one has a large freedom to make WB transformations which leave the gauge currents diagonal but alter the mass terms. One can use this freedom to choose, e.g., a WB basis where both m_l and M_R are diagonal. However, for our arguments, it will be more convenient to choose a different ν_R basis, to be specified below.

The effective mass matrix of the light left-handed neutrinos resulting from the seesaw mechanism can then be written as

m_L = −V_L d_ν W_R D^{−1} W^T_R d_ν V^T_L , (4)

where W_R = V^†_RU^∗_R. The physical leptonic mixing among the light neutrinos which enters in the probabilities of neutrino oscillations is given by the matrix V that diagonalizes m_L:

V^T m_L V = diag(m_1, m_2, m_3) . (5)

Here m_i (i = 1, 2, 3) are the masses of the light neutrinos. We shall disregard possible CP violation effects in the leptonic sector and assume the neutrino mass matrix to be real. Its eigenvalues m_i can be of either sign, depending on the relative CP parities of neutrinos. The physical neutrino masses are |m_i|.

One of the challenges is how to obtain large mixing in V without resorting to fine tuning. We shall show that this is possible in the framework of the seesaw mechanism, together with the assumptions listed in sec. 1.

Following our assumption (iii), we shall consider that V_L ≈ 1 in the WB where m_l is diagonal. One can then write m_L = −d_ν (M^′_R)^{−1} d_ν , (6)

where (M^′_R)^{−1} = W_R D^{−1} W^T_R , (7)

thus fixing the ν_R basis. It is useful to write the explicit form of m_L as

m_L = − m^2_u M^{−1}_{11} m_um_c M^{−1}_{12} m_um_t M^{−1}_{13} m_um_c M^{−1}_{12} m^2_c M^{−1}_{22} m_cm_t M^{−1}_{23} m_um_t M^{−1}_{13} m_cm_t M^{−1}_{23} m^2_t M^{−1}_{33} , (8) where M^{−1}_{ij} ≡ (M^′_R)^{−1}_{ij} , and m_u, m_c and m_t denote the eigenvalues of m_D. For our numerical estimates we shall take them to be equal to the masses of the corresponding up-type quarks, but for our general arguments their precise values are unimportant.

We shall adopt the parametrization of the leptonic mixing matrix V which coincides with the standard parametrization of the quark mixing matrix [8] and identify the mixing angle responsible for the dominant channel of the atmospheric neutrino oscillations with θ_{23}, the one governing the solar neutrino oscillations with θ_{12} and the mixing angle which governs the subdominant ν_e ↔ ν_{μ(τ)} oscillations of atmospheric neutrinos and long baseline ν_e ↔ ν_{μ(τ)} oscillations with θ_{13}. Assuming that m_1, m_2 ≪ m_3 and θ_{23} ≃ 45^∘ (which is the best fit value of the Super-Kamiokande data [9]) and taking into account that the CHOOZ experiment indicates that θ_{13} ≪ 1 [10], it can be shown that m_L must have the approximate form [11]

m_L = m_0 κ ε ε^′ ε 1 + δ − δ^′ 1 − δ ε^′ 1 − δ 1 + δ + δ^′ , (9) where κ, ε, ε^′, δ and δ^′ are small dimensionless parameters. Comparing Eqs. (8) and (9), one concludes that the following relations should hold, in leading order:

m^2_c M^{−1}_{22} = m^2_t M^{−1}_{33} = m_cm_t M^{−1}_{23} . (10)

These relations seem to indicate that in order to obtain the form of Eq. (9), strong correlations are required between the entries of d_ν and those of (M^′_R)^{−1}, in apparent contradiction with our assumption (iv). However, it can be readily seen that in fact there is no conflict. Obviously, the form of (M^′_R)^{−1} depends on the ν_R basis one chooses. In the definition of (M^′_R)^{−1} given by Eq. (7), we have included part of the right-handed rotation arising from the diagonalization of m_D, namely V_R enters in W_R defined as W_R = V^†_RU^∗_R. Therefore (M^′_R)^{−1} contains information about the Dirac mass sector, and Eq. (10) is not necessarily in conflict with our assumption (iv). This assumption has to be formulated in terms of weak-basis invariants. What should be required is that the ratios of the eigenvalues of (M^′_R)^{−1} should not be related to the ratios of the eigenvalues of m_D.

In order to see how the phenomenologically favoured form of m_L can be achieved without contrived fine tuning between the parameters of the Dirac and Majorana sectors, let us first consider the two-dimensional sector of m_L in the 2-3 subspace, which is responsible for a large θ_{23}. We shall write the diagonalized Dirac mass matrix d_ν using the dimensionless parameters p and q:

d_ν = m_t diag(p^2q , p , 1) , p = m_c/m_t ∼ 10^{−2} , q = m_um_t/m^2_c ∼ 0.4 . (11)

It follows from Eq. (6) that the 2-3 sector of (M^′_R)^{−1}, in order to lead to the 2-3 structure of Eq. (9) (with all elements approximately equal to unity up to a common factor), should have the following form:

M^{−1}_R ∝ ( 1 p p p^2 ) . (12)

The eigenvalues of the matrix in Eq. (12) are 0 and 1 + p^2, and thus by choosing the pre-factor to be const/(1 + p^2) one arrives at the matrix M^{−1}_R of the desired form with pand q-independent eigenvalues. The question is now whether it is possible to find a 3 × 3 matrix whose 2-3 sector corresponds to Eq. (12) while its eigenvalues (or invariants) are independent of p and q. This turns out to be possible, and the simplest form of (M^′_R)^{−1} fulfilling this requirement is

(M^′_R)^{−1} ∝ 1 1 + p^2

(1 + p^2) γ √ 1 + p^2 (β − αp) √ 1 + p^2 (α + βp) √ 1 + p^2 (β − αp) 1 p √ 1 + p^2 (α + βp) p p^2 , (13) where the dimensionless parameters α, β and γ do not depend on p and q. It is straightforward to check that the eigenvalues of the matrix in Eq. (13) are p- and q-independent. The easiest way to do that is by noting that (M^′_R)^{−1} can be written as

(M^′_R)^{−1} = S^T_R (M^0_R)^{−1} S_R (14)

with

S_R =

1 0 0 0 c_ϕ s_ϕ 0 −s_ϕ c_ϕ , (M^0_R)^{−1} = 1 2M γ β α β 1 0 α 0 0 , (15) and c_ϕ = cos ϕ , s_ϕ = sin ϕ , ϕ = arctan p . (16) From Eqs. (6), (14), (15) and (16) one obtains

m_L = m^2_t 2M p^2 1 + p^2 q^{′2}p^2 γ q^′p (β − αp) q^′ (α + βp) q^′p (β − αp) 1 1 q^′ (α + βp) 1 1 , (17) where q^′ ≡ q √ 1 + p^2 ≃ q . (18)

It is worth emphasizing that we have obtained m_L of the desired form, while abiding by our assumptions. Comparison of Eqs. (9) and (17) leads to the following identification for the parameters of the phenomenological mass matrix of light neutrinos:

κ = q^{′2}p^2 γ , ε = q^′p (β − αp) , ε^′ = q^′ (α + βp) , δ = δ^′ = 0 . (19)

The largest eigenvalue of the matrix m_L in Eq. (17), i.e. the mass of the heaviest of the three light neutrinos is

m_3 ≃ m^2_t M p^2 1 + p^2 ≃ m^2_c M . (20)

It scales as m^2_c rather than as usually expected m^2_t . It has to be identified with Δm^2_{atm} ≃ (2 − 6) × 10^{−3} eV^2, which gives

M ≃ (10^{10} − 10^{11}) GeV , (21) i.e. an intermediate mass scale rather than the GUT scale.

It has been shown in [11] that the MSW effect [12] can only occur for neutrinos, and in particular the LMA and SMA solutions of the solar neutrino problem are only possible, if the parameters of the mass matrix m_L in Eq. (9) satisfy

|4δ − δ^{′2}| > |2κ − (ε^2 + ε^{′2})| . (22)

Since δ = δ^′ = 0 in Eq. (17), it is clear that the only solution to the solar neutrino problem that is not automatically ruled out in the case under consideration is the VO solution.

It is interesting to ask whether our scheme can be modified so that nonzero values for δ and δ^′ be obtained. One simple possibility would be to assume an incomplete alignment between the mass matrix of charged leptons and the Dirac mass matrix of neutrinos: V_L ≈ 1 instead of V_L = 1. Then the effective mass matrix of light neutrinos m_L would be obtained from Eq. (17) by the additional rotation by V_L. Taking for simplicity this rotation to be in the 2-3 subspace, one can readily make sure that it indeed yields nonzero δ and δ^′. However, in this case they are related by δ = δ^{′2}/4. Therefore the left-hand side (l.h.s.) of (22) vanishes, i.e. this inequality is not satisfied and the MSW solutions of the solar neutrino problem are still not possible. The fact that an additional rotation in the 2-3 subspace does not change the l.h.s. of (22) becomes obvious by noticing that 4δ − δ^{′2} coincides with the determinant of the 2 × 2 submatrix of Eq. (9) in the 2-3 subspace. Thus, to accommodate the LMA or SMA solutions of the solar neutrino problem through the V_L rotation one should consider a matrix V_L of a more general form.

There is, however, another way to achieve the same goal. One can arrive at δ, δ^′ ≠ 0 even with V_L = 1 if one considers the following simple modification of the the matrix (M^0_R)^{−1} in Eq. (15):

(M^0_R)^{−1} = 1 2M γ β α β 1 0 α 0 r , (23) i.e. the 33-element of the matrix now is nonzero. The requirement |δ|, |δ^′| ≪ 1 translates into |r| ≪ p^2. This yields the following effective mass matrix for the light neutrinos: m_L ≃ m^2_t 2M p^2 1 + p^2 q^{′2}p^2 γ q^′p (β − αp) q^′ (α + βp) q^′p (β − αp) 1 − r/4p^2 1 − r/4p^2 q^′ (α + βp) 1 − r/4p^2 1 + 3r/4p^2 , (24) This means that now δ ≃ r/4p^2 , δ^′ ≃ r/2p^2 , (25) and so the l.h.s. of (22) is nonzero, i.e. SMA and LMA solutions of the solar neutrino problem are possible. The parameters κ, ε and ε^′ in this case are the same as in the case r = 0, i.e. are given by Eq. (19)^3.

3The particular case of the neutrino mass matrix of the form (24) with β = γ = r = 0 (which allows only the VO solution of the solar neutrino problem) was obtained in [4].

3 Numerical examples

We shall now give some illustrative examples of the values of the parameters for which all three types of the solutions – SMA, LMA and VO – are possible. We concentrate here on the case of normal mass hierarchy (m_1, m_2 ≪ m_3); the cases of inverted mass hierarchy and quasi-degeneracy will be discussed in sec. 4.

The neutrino mass squared differences which enter in the probabilities of the solar and atmospheric neutrino oscillations are related to the eigenvalues of the effective mass matrix of light neutrinos m_L via Δm^2_⊙ ≃ Δm^2_1, Δm^2_{atm} ≃ Δm^2_{31} ≃ m^2_3. Consider first the following choice of the parameters of the matrix (M^0_R)^{−1} in Eq. (23): α = 1.1 · 10^{−2}, β ∼ α, γ^<_∼ β^2, r = 8 · 10^{−6}. This gives the following values of the parameters of the mass matrix of light neutrinos m_L in (9): κ^<_∼ 10^{−9}, ε ≃ 3 · 10^{−5}, ε^′ ≃ 4.5 · 10^{−3}, δ ≃ 0.04, δ^′ ≃ 0.08. Diagonalization of m_L can then be easily performed either by making use of the approximate analytic expressions derived in [11] or numerically. It gives the following values of the masses and mixings of light neutrinos:

m_1 ≃ −3.6 · 10^{−6}eV , m_2 ≃ 2.3 · 10^{−3}eV , m_3 ≃ 2m_0 ≃ 0.06 eV ,

sin^2 2θ_{12} ≃ 6.2 · 10^{−3} , sin θ_{13} ≃ 1.7 · 10^{−3} , (26)

where we have taken m_0 ≃ √ Δm^2_{atm} /2 ≃ 0.03 eV. In all the cases we consider, the value of the mixing angle θ_{23} is very close to 45^∘ by construction of our mass matrix m_L. From Eq. (26) one finds Δm^2_⊙ ≃ 5.3 · 10^{−6} eV^2, i.e. this choice of the parameters leads to the SMA solution of the solar neutrino problem^4. The corresponding mass eigenvalues of heavy Majorana neutrinos are M_1 ≃ 6 · 10^{10} GeV, M_2 ≃ −M_3 ≃ 5.5 · 10^{11} GeV.

Let us now choose α = −0.75, β ∼ α, γ^<_∼ β^2, r = 1.5 · 10^{−5}. This yields κ^<_∼ 4 · 10^{−6}, ε ≃ 2 · 10^{−3}, ε^′ ≃ 0.3, δ ≃ 0.073, δ^′ ≃ 0.146. Diagonalization of m_L then gives

m_1 ≃ −4.62 · 10^{−3}eV , m_2 ≃ 7.86 · 10^{−3}eV , m_3 ≃ 2m_0 ≃ 0.06 eV ,

sin^2 2θ_{12} ≃ 0.83 , sin θ_{13} ≃ 0.11 , (27)

with Δm^2_⊙ ≃ 4·10^{−5} eV^2, i.e. this choice of the parameters leads to the LMA solution of the solar neutrino problem. The corresponding mass eigenvalues of heavy Majorana neutrinos are M_1 ≃ 4.6 · 10^{10} GeV, M_2 ≃ −7.4 · 10^{10} GeV, M_3 ≃ 1.1 · 10^{11} GeV.

Finally, let us choose α = 1.13 · 10^{−3}, β^<_∼ α, γ^<_∼ β^2, r = 2 · 10^{−8}. This yields κ^<_∼ 10^{−11}, ε^<_∼ 3 · 10^{−6}, ε^′ ≃ 4.5 · 10^{−4}, δ ≃ 10^{−4}, δ^′ ≃ 2 · 10^{−4}. Diagonalization of m_L gives

m_1 ≃ −6.95 · 10^{−6}eV , m_2 ≃ 1.29 · 10^{−5}eV , m_3 ≃ 2m_0 ≃ 0.06 eV ,

sin^2 2θ_{12} ≃ 0.91 , sin θ_{13} ≃ 1.6 · 10^{−4} , (28)

4For recent analyses of the solar neutrino data and allowed ranges of the parameters see [13, 14, 15].

with Δm^2_⊙ ≃ 1.2 · 10^{−10} eV^2, i.e. this choice of the parameters leads to the VO solution of the solar neutrino problem. The corresponding mass eigenvalues of heavy Majorana neutrinos are M_1 ≃ 6 · 10^{10} GeV, M_2 ≃ −M_3 ≃ 5.3 · 10^{13} GeV. Alternatively, one could choose α = 1.75 · 10^{−2}, β^<_∼ α, γ^<_∼ β^2, r = 0. This gives κ^<_∼ 2.5 · 10^{−9}, ε^<_∼ 5 · 10^{−5}, ε^′ ≃ 7 · 10^{−3}, δ = δ^′ = 0. One then obtains Δm^2_⊙ ≃ 1.1 · 10^{−10} eV^2, sin θ_{13} ≃ 2.5 · 10^{−3} and θ_{12} ≃ θ_{23} ≃ 45^∘, i.e. this choice of the parameters leads to the VO solution of the solar neutrino problem with bi-maximal neutrino mixing [16, 4]. The mass eigenvalues of heavy Majorana neutrinos in this case are M_1 ≃ 6 · 10^{10} GeV, M_2 ≃ −M_3 ≃ 3.4 · 10^{12} GeV.

The examples given here demonstrate that with the inverse mass matrix of right-handed neutrinos (M^′_R)^{−1} of the form (23), depending on the values of its parameters, all three main neutrino oscillations solutions to the solar neutrino problem – SMA, LMA and VO – can be realized in the framework of the constrained seesaw mechanism.

4 Inverted mass hierarchy and quasi-degeneracy

We shall now briefly discuss the other possible neutrino mass hierarchies – the inverted mass hierarchy |m_3| ≪ |m_1| ≃ |m_2| and the quasi-degenerate case with |m_1| ≃ |m_2| ≃ |m_3|. For the case of the inverted mass hierarchy there are three main zeroth order textures corresponding to the limit |m_1| = |m_2|, θ_{13} = 0, θ_{23} = 45^∘ (see, e.g., [17]): m_L ∝ ±2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 ; 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 . (29) The first two textures differ only by the sign of the 11-term. One can then invert Eq. (6) to find the inverse mass matrices of right-handed neutrinos (M^′_R)^{−1} which lead to these textures. To be consistent with our assumption (iv), these matrices must satisfy the following requirement: it should be possible to obtain each of them by a p- and q-dependent rotation of a p- and q-independent matrix. In other words, their eigenvalues Λ_i (i = 1, 2, 3) must be p- and q-independent.

Since all mass matrices in Eq. (29) have one zero eigenvalue, so do the corresponding matrices (M^′_R)^{−1}, and their determinants vanish. Therefore it is sufficient to check if their traces (Λ_1 + Λ_2 + Λ_3) and second invariants (Λ_1Λ_2 + Λ_1Λ_3 + Λ_2Λ_3) can be made p- and q-independent by a proper choice of the pre-factors in Eq. (29). One can readily make sure that for the first two textures (first matrix in Eq. (29) with both signs of the 11 element) this is impossible: if the trace of the corresponding matrix (M^′_R)^{−1} is made p- and q-independent, then the second invariant depends on p and q, and vice versa. Therefore these zeroth-order textures do not satisfy our conditions (i) – (iv). Perturbing these textures by adding small terms to each their element will not change this conclusion.

The situation is different for the second matrix in Eq. (29). The corresponding matrix (M^′_R)^{−1} has zero determinant and trace, and the second invariant can be always made pand q-independent by a proper choice of the pre-factor. However, this texture is ruled out on different grounds. It describes the bi-maximal mixing with the inverted hierarchy, which means θ_{12} = 45^∘. In this case only the VO solution of the solar neutrino problem is possible [13, 14]. This implies Δm^2_1 = Δm^2_⊙ ∼ 10^{−10} eV^2. Small nonvanishing values of Δm^2_1 are achieved when zeros in the texture matrix are filled in with small terms, and for the VO solution these small terms should be^<_∼ 10^{−8}. The diagonalization of the corresponding matrix (M^′_R)^{−1} then gives the following values of the masses of the heavy singlet neutrinos M_i = Λ^{−1}_i : two singlet neutrinos are almost degenerate with M_1 ≃ −M_2 ∼ 10^8 GeV; the third mass eigenvalue turns out to be well above the Planck scale: M_3 ∼ 10^{22} GeV, clearly not a physical value. Thus, this case of the inverted mass hierarchy is ruled out as well. It is interesting to note that in our argument we have not used the condition (iv), i.e. the mass matrices obtained from the last texture in Eq. (29) are excluded on the basis of our assumptions (i)-(iii) only. The mass matrices leading to the quasi-degenerate neutrino mass spectrum can be considered and ruled out using arguments analogous to those applied to the cases of the first two textures in Eq. (29).

5 Discussion

We have shown that the seesaw mechanism, supplemented by the set of assumptions listed in the Introduction, leads to phenomenologically viable mass matrices of light active neutrinos. The mixing angle θ_{23} responsible for the dominant channel of the atmospheric neutrino oscillations can be naturally large without any fine tuning. The fact that the seesaw mechanism can lead to large lepton mixing even if the mixing in both the Dirac and Majorana sectors is small has been known for some time [5, 18, 19]. Our approach gives a simple explanation to this fact: if the eigenvalues of the Dirac mass matrix of neutrinos m_D are hierarchical, and the entries M^{−1}_{ij} of the inverse Majorana mass matrix (M^′_R)^{−1} have the hierarchy M^{−1}_{22} ≫ M^{−1}_{23} ≫ M^{−1}_{33} (which implies small mixing in the 2-3 sector of right-handed Majorana neutrinos), then the multiplication of (M^′_R)^{−1} by m_D from the left and from the right suppresses the 22 element of the resulting effective mass matrix m_L to a larger extent than it suppresses the 23 element, which in turn is more suppressed than the 33 element. This can lead to all the elements of the 2-3 sector of the resulting matrix m_L being of the same order, yielding a large mixing angle θ_{23}.

Although the constrained seesaw mechanism allows to obtain a large mixing angle θ_{23} in a very natural way, it does not explain why θ_{23} is large: the largeness of this mixing angle is merely related to the choice of the inverse mass matrix of heavy singlet neutrinos, Eq. (15) or (23). However, once this choice has been made, the smallness of the mixing angle θ_{13} which determines the element V_{e3} of the lepton mixing matrix can be readily understood. For the case of the normal mass hierarchy m_1, m_2 ≪ m_3 the value of θ_{13} can be expressed in terms of the entries of the effective mass matrix m_L in Eq. (9) as sin θ_{13} ≃ (ε + ε^′)/2 √ 2 [11]. From Eq. (19) one then finds sin θ_{13} ≃ q(α + 2βp)/2 √ 2 ≃ qα/2 √ 2 ≃ 0.14α, assuming β ≪ αp^{−1} ∼ 100α. Since all the solutions of the solar neutrino problem require |α| < 1 in order to have small enough Δm^2_⊙ (see sec. 3), the smallness of θ_{13} follows.

We have shown that all three main neutrino oscillations solutions to the solar neutrino problem – small mixing angle MSW, large mixing angle MSW and vacuum oscillations – are possible within the constrained seesaw. The mechanism does not favour any of these solutions over the others.

The seesaw mechanism we have studied naturally leads to the normal neutrino mass hierarchy while disfavouring the inverted mass hierarchy and quasi-degenerate neutrinos. For LMA and SMA solutions of the solar neutrino problem, the masses of the heavy singlet neutrinos are of the order 10^{10} − 10^{11} GeV. For the VO solution, the lightest of the singlet neutrinos has the mass of the same order of magnitude, whereas the masses of the other two are ∼ 10^{12} − 10^{13} GeV.

The authors are grateful to K.S. Babu, M. Lindner, P. Lipari, M. Lusignoli, R.N. Mohapatra, G. Senjanović and A.Yu. Smirnov for useful discussions. This work was supported in part by the TMR network grant ERBFMRX-CT960090 of the European Union. The work of E.A. was supported by Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia through the grant PRAXIS XXI/BCC/16414/98.

References

[1] Super-Kamiokande Collaboration, Y. Fukuda et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 81 (1998) 1562;

ibid. 82 (1999) 2644; ibid. 82 (1999) 5194; hep-ex/9908049; Kamiokande collaboration, K.S. Hirata et al., Phys. Lett. B280 (1992) 146; Y. Fukuda et al., Phys. Lett. B 335 (1994) 237; IMB collaboration, R. Becker-Szendy et al., Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 38B, 331 (1995); Soudan-2 collaboration, W.W.M. Allison et al., Phys. Lett. B391 (1997) 491; M.C. Goodman, report ANL-HEP-CP-99-63; P. Bernardini (MACRO Collaboration), hep-ex/9906019.

[2] M. Gell-Mann, P. Ramond and R. Slansky, in Supergravity, ed. by P. van Nieuwenhuizen and D. Z. Freedman (North Holland, Amsterdam, 1979), p. 315; T. Yanagida, in Proc. of the Workshop on the Unified Theory and Baryon Number in the Universe, ed. by O. Sawada and A. Sugamoto (KEK report 79-18, 1979), p.95, Tsukuba, Japan; R.N. Mohapatra and G. Senjanović, Phys. Rev. Lett. 44 (1980) 912.

[3] Z. Berezhiani, Z. Tavartkiladze, Phys. Lett. B409 (1997) 220; C.H. Albright, K.S. Babu, S.M. Barr, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81 (1998) 1167; K.S. Babu, Q.Y. Liu, A.Yu. Smirnov, Phys. Rev. D57 (1998) 5825; T. Yanagida, J. Sato, hep-ph/9809307; E. Ma, D.P. Roy, U. Sarkar, Phys. Lett. B444 (1998) 391-396; M. Jeżabek, Y. Sumino, hep-ph/9904382; K.S. Babu, B. Dutta, R.N. Mohapatra, Phys. Lett. B458 (1999) 93; C.H. Albright, S.M. Barr,

Phys. Lett. B461 (1999) 218; K. Koike, hep-ph/9909219; J. Hashida, T. Morozumi, A. Purwanto, hep-ph/9909208; C.S. Aulakh, A. Melfo, A. Rašin, G. Senjanović, Phys. Lett. B459 (1999) 557; D. Falcone, hep-ph/9909207; Q. Shafi, Z. Tavartkiladze, hepph/9910314.

[4] M. Jeżabek, Y. Sumino, Phys. Lett. B440 (1998) 327. [5] G. Altarelli, F. Feruglio, I. Masina, hep-ph/9907532.

[6] Homestake Collaboration, B. T. Cleveland et al., Astrophys. J. 496 (1998) 505; SAGE Collaboration, J. N. Abdurashitov et al., astro-ph/9907113; Gallex Collaboration, P. Anselmann et al., Phys. Lett. B447 (1999) 127; Kamiokande Collaboration, Y. Fukuda et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 77 (1996) 1683; Super-Kamiokande Collaboration, Y. Fukuda et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 81 (1998) 1158-1162; Erratum-ibid. 81 (1998) 4279; ibid. 82 (1999) 1810-1814; ibid. 82 (1999) 2430.

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

Rev. C 58 (1998) 2489.

[8] Particle Data Group, C. Caso et al., Eur. Phys. J. C3 (1998) 1.

[9] T. Kajita (SuperKamiokande Collaboration), Talk at Beyond the Desert’99, Ringberg Castle, Germany, June 6-12, 1999.

[10] CHOOZ Collaboration, M. Apollonio et al., hep-ex/9907037. [11] E. Kh. Akhmedov, hep-ph/9909217, to be published in Phys. Lett. B. [12] L. Wolfenstein, Phys. Rev. D 17 (1978) 2369; S.P. Mikheyev and A. Yu. Smirnov, Sov.

J. Nucl. Phys. 42 (1985) 913.

[13] J. N. Bahcall, P. I. Krastev, A. Yu. Smirnov, Phys. Rev. D 58 (1998) 096016. [14] M. C. Gonzalez-Garcia, P. C. de Holanda, C. Pena-Garay, J. W. F. Valle, hepph/9906469.

[15] J. N. Bahcall, P. I. Krastev, A. Yu. Smirnov, Phys. Rev. D60 (1999) 093001. [16] F. Vissani, hep-ph/9708483; V. Barger, S. Pakvasa, T. J. Weiler, K. Whisnant, Phys.

Lett. B437 (1998) 107-116; A. J. Baltz, A. S. Goldhaber, M. Goldhaber, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81 (1998) 5730; R. N. Mohapatra, S. Nussinov, Phys. Lett. B441 (1998) 299; Phys. Rev. D60:013002, 1999.

[17] G. Altarelli, F. Feruglio, hep-ph/9905536.

[18] A. Yu. Smirnov, Phys. Rev. D48 (1993) 3264; Nucl. Phys. B466 (1996) 25. [19] M. Tanimoto, Phys. Lett. B345 (1995) 477.