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Abstract

We consider a version of the low-scale type I seesaw mechanism for generating
small neutrino masses, as an alternative to the standard seesaw scenario. It involves
two right-handed (RH) neutrinos ν1R and ν2R having a Majorana mass term with
mass M , which conserves the lepton charge L. The RH neutrino ν2R has lepton-
-charge conserving Yukawa couplings g`2 to the lepton and Higgs doublet fields,
while small lepton-charge breaking effects are assumed to induce tiny lepton-charge
violating Yukawa couplings g`1 for ν1R, l = e, µ, τ . In this approach the smallness
of neutrino masses is related to the smallness of the Yukawa coupling of ν1R and
not to the large value of M : the RH neutrinos can have masses in the few GeV to
a few TeV range. The Yukawa couplings |g`2| can be much larger than |g`1|, of the
order |g`2| ∼ 10−4 − 10−2, leading to interesting low-energy phenomenology. We
consider a specific realisation of this scenario within the Frogatt-Nielsen approach
to fermion masses. In this model the Dirac CP violation phase δ is predicted to
have approximately one of the values δ ' −π/4 ,− 3π/4, or +π/4 ,+ 3π/4, or to lie
in a narrow interval around one of these values. The low-energy phenomenology of
the considered low-scale seesaw scenario of neutrino mass generation is also briefly
discussed.
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Sofia, Bulgaria.
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1 Introduction

The seesaw mechanism [1] of neutrino mass generation is a very attractive mechanism

which explains naturally the small masses of the neutrinos. According to the standard

seesaw scenario the smallness of neutrino masses has its origin from large lepton-number

violating Majorana masses of right-handed (RH) neutrinos. A very appealing aspect of

the seesaw scenario is that we can relate the existence of large Majorana masses of the

RH neutrinos to a spontaneous breaking of some high scale symmetry, for example, GUT

symmetry. However, direct tests of the standard seesaw mechanism are almost impossible

due to the exceedingly large masses of the RH neutrinos.

In the present article we consider an alternative mechanism for generating small neu-

trino masses. It involves two RH neutrinos ν1R and ν2R which have a Majorana mass

M νT1R C
−1 ν2R, where C is the charge conjugation matrix. Assuming that ν1R and ν2R

carry total lepton charges L(ν1R) = −1 and L(ν2R) = +1, respectively, this mass term

conserves L. This implies that, as long as L is conserved, ν1R and ν2R (more precisely,

ν1R and νC2L ≡ C ν2R
T ) form a heavy Dirac neutrino. Since L(ν2R) = +1, ν2R can

have lepton-charge conserving Yukawa couplings, −L ⊃ g`2 ν2RH
c† L`, where ` = e, µ, τ ,

L`(x) = (ν`L(x) `L(x))T and Hc = iσ2H
∗, H = (H+ H0)T being the Higgs doublet

field whose neutral component acquires a vacuum expectation value (VEV). On the other

hand, the RH neutrino ν1R cannot have a neutrino Yukawa coupling as long as lepton

charge L is conserved.

We assume further that some small lepton-charge breaking effects induce tiny lepton-

-charge violating Yukawa couplings for ν1R, namely −L ⊃ g`1 ν1RH
c† L`, ` = e, µ, τ , with

|g`1| � |g`′2|, `, `′ = e, µ, τ . In this case ν1R and ν2R (i.e., ν1R and νC2L) form a pseudo-

-Dirac pair. In this scenario the smallness of neutrino masses is due to the small Yukawa

coupling |g`1| � 1 and hence we do not have to introduce the large Majorana mass M of

the standard seesaw scenario. The mass M of the νT1R C
−1 ν2R mass term can be at the

weak scale.

The strong hierarchy |g`1| � |g`′2| between the two sets of Yukawa couplings can

be realised rather naturally, for example, within the Froggatt-Nielsen (FN) scenario [2].

Employing this scenario we will additionally consider that the Yukawa couplings g`2 obey
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a standard FN hierarchy [3], |ge2| : |gµ2| : |gτ2| ∼ ε : 1 : 1, ε ∼ 0.2. The magnitude of the

Yukawa couplings of ν1R should be completely different from that of the Yukawa coupling

of ν2R. However, due to the usual O(1) ambiguity in the FN approach, it is impossible to

predict unambiguously the flavour dependence of g`1 and thus the ratios |ge1| : |gµ1| : |gτ1|.
We show in the present article, in particular, that in the model of neutrino mass gen-

eration with two RH neutrinos with the hierarchy and flavour structure of their Yukawa

couplings and the mass term outlined above the Dirac CP-violating (CPV) phase is pre-

dicted to have one of the values δ ' −π/4 ,− 3π/4, or δ ' +π/4 ,+ 3π/4.

2 General setup

We minimally extend the Standard Model (SM) by adding two RH neutrinos, i.e., two

chiral fields νaR(x), a = 1, 2, which are singlets under the SM gauge symmetry group.

Following the notations of Refs. [4–7], the relevant low-energy Lagrangian is

Lν = − νaR (MT
D)a` ν`L −

1

2
νaR (MN)ab ν

C
bL + h.c. , (2.1)

with νCaL ≡ (νaR)C ≡ C νaR
T , C being the charge conjugation matrix. MN = (MN)T is the

2× 2 Majorana mass matrix of RH neutrinos, while MD denotes the 3× 2 neutrino Dirac

mass matrix, generated from the Yukawa couplings of neutrinos following the breaking of

electroweak (EW) symmetry. These Yukawa interactions read

LY = − νaR (Y T
D )a`H

c† L` + h.c. , MD = v YD , (2.2)

where L`(x) = (ν`L(x) `L(x))T and Hc = iσ2H
∗, H = (H+ H0)T being the Higgs

doublet field whose neutral component acquires a VEV v = 〈H0〉 = 174 GeV. The matrix

of neutrino Yukawa couplings has the form

YD ≡

 ge1 ge2
gµ1 gµ2
gτ1 gτ2

 , (2.3)

where g`a denotes the coupling of L`(x) to νaR(x), ` = e, µ, τ , a = 1, 2.

The full 5×5 neutrino Dirac-Majorana mass matrix, given below in the (νL, ν
C
L ) basis,

can be made block-diagonal by use of a unitary matrix Ω,

ΩT

(
0 MD

MT
D MN

)
Ω =

(
U∗m̂U † 0

0 V ∗M̂V †

)
, (2.4)
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where m̂ ≡ diag(m1,m2,m3) contains the masses mi of the light Majorana neutrino mass

eigenstates χi, while M̂ ≡ diag(M1,M2) contains the masses M1,2 of the heavy Majorana

neutrinos, N1,2. Here, U and V are 3 × 3 and 2 × 2 unitary matrices, respectively. The

matrix Ω can be parametrised as [4, 8]:

Ω = exp

(
0 R
−R† 0

)
=

(
1− 1

2
RR† R

−R† 1− 1
2
R†R

)
+O(R3) , (2.5)

under the assumption that the elements of the 3× 2 complex matrix R are small, which

will be justified later. At leading order in R, the following relations hold [4]:

R∗ ' MDM
−1
N , (2.6)

mν ≡ U∗m̂U † ' R∗MNR
† −R∗MT

D −MDR
† = −R∗MNR

† , (2.7)

V ∗M̂V † ' MN +
1

2
RTR∗MN +

1

2
MNR

†R ' MN , (2.8)

where 1 we have used eq. (2.6) to get the last equality in eq. (2.7). From the first two we

recover the well-known seesaw formula for the light neutrino mass matrix,

mν = −MDM
−1
N MT

D . (2.9)

We are interested in the case where only the L-conserving Majorana mass term of

ν1R(x) and ν2R(x), M νT1R C
−1 ν2R, with M > 0 and, e.g., L(ν1R) = −1 and L(ν2R) = +1,

L being the total lepton charge, is present in the Lagrangian. In this case the Majorana

mass matrix of RH neutrinos ν1R(x) and ν2R(x) reads:

MN =

(
0 M
M 0

)
. (2.10)

Using eqs. (2.2), (2.3) and eq. (2.9), we get the following expression for the light neutrino

Majorana mass matrix mν :

mν = − v
2

M

 2 ge1 ge2 gµ1 ge2 + ge1 gµ2 gτ1 ge2 + ge1 gτ2
gµ1 ge2 + ge1 gµ2 2 gµ1 gµ2 gτ1 gµ2 + gµ1 gτ2
gτ1 ge2 + ge1 gτ2 gτ1 gµ2 + gµ1 gτ2 2 gτ1 gτ2

 . (2.11)

1The factors 1/2 in the two terms ∝ RTR∗MN and ∝ MNR
†R in eq. (2.8) are missing in the corre-

sponding expression in Ref. [4]. These two terms provide a sub-leading correction to the leading term
MN and have been neglected in the discussion of the phenomenology in Ref. [4]. We will also neglect
them in the phenomenological analysis we will perform.
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With the assignments L(ν1R) = −1 and L(ν2R) = +1 made, the requirement of

conservation of the total lepton charge L leads to g`1 = 0, ` = e, µ, τ . In this limit

of g`1 = 0, we have mν = 0, the light neutrino masses vanish and ν1R and νC2L combine to

form a Dirac fermion ND of mass M̃ ≡
√
M2 + v2

∑
` |g`2|2 2,

ND =
N1 ± iN2√

2
= ν1R + νC2L , (2.12)

with Nk = NkL +NkR ≡ NkL + (NkL)C = C Nk
T

, k = 1, 2, and ν1R = (N1R ± iN2R)/
√

2,

νC2L = (N1L ± iN2L)/
√

2.

Thus, the massive fields Nk(x) are related to the fields νaR(x) by νaR(x) ' V ∗akNkR(x),

where

V =
1√
2

(
1 ∓i
1 ±i

)
. (2.13)

where the upper (lower) signs correspond to the case with the upper (lower) signs in

eq. (2.12) and in the expressions for ν1R and νC2L given after it.

Small L-violating couplings g`1 6= 0 split the Dirac fermion ND into the two Majorana

fermions N1 and N2 which have very close but different masses, M1 6= M2, |M2 −M1| �
M1,2. As a consequence, ND becomes a pseudo-Dirac particle [10, 11]. Of the three light

massive neutrinos one remains massless (at tree level), while the other two acquire non-

-zero and different masses. The splitting between the masses of N1 and N2 is of the order

of one of the light neutrino mass differences and thus is extremely difficult to observe in

practice.

More specifically, in the case of a neutrino mass spectrum with normal ordering (see,

e.g., [12]) we have (at tree level) keeping terms up to 4th power in the Yukawa couplings

g`1 and g`2 and taking g`a to be real for simplicity:

m1 = 0 , m2,3 '
1

M

[√
∆

(
1− D(A2 + ∆)

2M2∆

)
∓ A

(
1− D

M2

)]
+O(g6`a) , (2.14)

2These general results can be inferred just from the form of the conserved “non-standard” lepton charge
L′ [9] which is expressed in terms of the individual lepton charges L`, ` = e, µ, τ , and La(νbR) = − δab,
a, b = 1, 2: L′ = Le + Lµ + Lτ + L1 − L2 (L′(ν1R) = L1(ν1R) = −1 and L′(ν2R) = −L2(ν2R) = +1).
Then min(n+, n−) and |n+ − n−| are the numbers of massive Dirac and massless neutrinos, respectively,
n+ (n−) being the number of charges entering into the expression for L′ with positive (negative) sign.
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where

D ≡ v2
(
g2e1 + g2µ1 + g2τ1 + g2e2 + g2µ2 + g2τ2

)
(2.15)

∆ ≡ v4
(
g2e1 + g2µ1 + g2τ1

) (
g2e2 + g2µ2 + g2τ2

)
, (2.16)

A ≡ v2 (ge1 ge2 + gµ1 gµ2 + gτ1 gτ2) , (2.17)

The heavy neutrino mass spectrum is given by:

M1,2 ' M

[
1 +

D

2M2
− 1

2M4

(
∆ + 2A2 +

D2

4

)]
∓ A

M

(
1− D

M2

)
+O(g6`a) . (2.18)

The values of m2,3 and M1,2 given in eqs. (2.14) and (2.18) can be obtained as approximate

solutions of the exact mass-eigenvalue equation:

λ4 − λ2
(
M2 +D

)
− 2λM A−

(
∆− A2

)
= 0 . (2.19)

Note that, as it follows from eqs. (2.14) and (2.18), we have [4]: M2−M1 ' 2(A/M)(1−
D/M2) = m3−m2. Therefore, the splitting betweenM2 andM1, as we have already noted,

is exceedingly small. Indeed, for a neutrino mass spectrum with normal ordering (NO)

and m1 = 0, we have m2 =
√

∆m2
21 ' 8.6× 10−3 eV, m3 =

√
∆m2

31 ' 0.051 eV, and

M2 −M1 = m3 −m2 ' 0.042 eV , (2.20)

where we have used the best fit values of values of ∆m2
21 and ∆m2

31 determined in the re-

cent global analysis of the neutrino oscillation data [13] (see also Table 2). The corrections

to the matrix V which diagonalises MN are of the order of AD/M4 and are negligible, as

was noticed also in [4].

To leading order in (real) g`1 and g`2, the expressions in eqs. (2.14) and (2.18) simplify

significantly [4]:

m1 = 0 , m2 '
1

M

(√
∆− A

)
, m3 '

1

M

(√
∆ + A

)
, (2.21)

M1 ' M

(
1 +

D

2M2

)
− A

M
, M2 ' M

(
1 +

D

2M2

)
+
A

M
. (2.22)

The low-energy phenomenology involving the pseudo-Dirac neutrino ND, or equiva-

lently the Majorana neutrinos N1 and N2, is controlled by the matrix RV of couplings
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of N1 and N2 to the charged leptons in the weak charged lepton current (see Section 6).

When both g`1 and g`2 couplings are present, this matrix is given by:

RV ' 1√
2

v

M

 g∗e1 + g∗e2 i (g∗e1 − g∗e2)
g∗µ1 + g∗µ2 i (g∗µ1 − g∗µ2)
g∗τ1 + g∗τ2 i (g∗τ1 − g∗τ2)

 , (2.23)

where we have used the expression for the matrix V in eq. (2.13) with the upper signs.

We will adhere to this convention further on.

It follows from the preceding discussion that the generation of non-zero light neutrino

masses may be directly related to the generation of the L-non-conserving neutrino Yukawa

couplings g`1 6= 0, ` = e, µ, τ . Among the many possible mechanisms leading to g`1 6= 0

there is at least one we will discuss further, that could lead to exceedingly small g`1, say

|g`1| ∼ 10−12 − 10−8. In this case the RH neutrinos can have masses in the few GeV to a

few TeV range and the neutrino Yukawa couplings |g`2| can be much larger than |g`1|, of

the order |g`2| ∼ 10−4−10−2, leading to interesting low-energy phenomenology. For these

ranges of |g`2| and M , the approximations D/M2 � 1 and M̃ 'M are valid and will be

used in what follows, i.e., we will use eqs. (2.21) and (2.22).

Thus, in the scenario we are interested in with two RH neutrinos possessing a Majorana

mass term which conserves the total lepton charge L, the smallness of the light Majorana

neutrino masses is related to the smallness of the L-non-conserving neutrino Yukawa

couplings g`1 and not to the RH neutrinos having large Majorana masses in the range of

∼ (1010 − 1014) GeV. Moreover, in contrast to the standard seesaw scenario, the heavy

Majorana neutrinos of the scenario of interest can have masses at the TeV or lower scale,

which makes them directly observable, in principle, in collider (LHC, future e+ − e− and

p− p) experiments.

The low-scale type I seesaw scenario of interest with two RH neutrinos ν1R and ν2R

with L-conserving Majorana mass term and L-conserving (L-non-conserving) neutrino

Yukawa couplings g`2 (g`1) of ν2R (of ν1R) was considered in [4] on purely phenomenological

grounds (see also, e.g., [14]). It was pointed out in [4], in particular, that the strong

hierarchy |g`1| � |g`′2|, `, `′ = e, µ, τ , is a perfectly viable possibility from the point of

view of generation of the light Majorana neutrino masses and that in this case the L-

-non-conserving effects would be hardly observable. In the present article we provide a

7



Ŝ N̂1 N̂2 Ĥu L̂e L̂µ L̂τ êc µ̂c τ̂ c

QFN −1 n −1 0 2 1 1 4 2 0

Table 1: Charge assignments of lepton superfields under the U(1)FN symmetry group.

possible theoretical justification of the strong hierarchy between the L-conserving and

L-non-conserving neutrino Yukawa couplings based on the Frogatt-Nielsen approach to

the flavour problem. We also investigate the phenomenology of this specific version of the

low-scale type I seesaw model of neutrino mass generation, including the predictions for

Dirac and Majorana leptonic CP violation.

3 Frogatt-Nielsen Scenario

We work in a supersymmetric (SUSY) framework and consider a global broken U(1)FN

Froggatt-Nielsen flavour symmetry, whose charge assignments we motivate below. We

will show how an approximate U(1)L symmetry, related to the L-conservation, may arise

in such a model, with g`1 6= 0 as the leading L-breaking effect responsible for neutrino

masses.

In our setup, one of the RH neutrino chiral superfields has a negative charge under

U(1)FN, namely QFN(N̂2) = −1, while the other carries a positive FN charge, QFN(N̂1) ≡
n > 0. The FN mechanism is realised thanks to the VEV of the lowest component S

of a chiral superfield Ŝ, which is a singlet under the SM gauge symmetry group and

carries negative FN charge, QFN(Ŝ) = −1. The FN suppression parameter ε ≡ 〈S〉 /Λ
is chosen to be close to the Cabibbo angle λC , specifically ε = 0.2, having in mind the

possibility of a GUT completion [15]. Here, Λ is the FN flavour dynamics scale. Charges

for the L̂` superfields follow a standard lopsided assignment [3], namely QFN(L̂e) = 2,

QFN(L̂µ) = 1, and QFN(L̂τ ) = 1, which allows for large νµ – ντ mixing. For definiteness

we take QFN(Ĥu) = 0. In such a case, hierarchies between charged lepton masses can be

reproduced as well by choosing QFN(êc) = 4, QFN(µ̂c) = 2, and QFN(τ̂c) = 0 (see also [16]).

The charge assignments under U(1)FN relevant to the present study are summarised in

Table 1.
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The effective superpotential 3 for the neutrino sector reads

Wν ∼ M0 (ε2n N̂1 N̂1 + εn−1 N̂1 N̂2) + (ε L̂e + L̂µ + L̂τ ) (εn+1 N̂1 + g2 N̂2) Ĥu , (3.1)

where M0 ∼ Λ and g2 is an a priori O(1) coupling. Due to the condition of holomorphicity

of the superpotential, no quadratic term for N̂2 is allowed, justifying the absence of

the Majorana mass term M νT2R C
−1 ν2R. This framework may naturally arrange for a

hierarchy between RH masses and the FN scale, M ∼ εn−1 Λ� Λ, provided the charge n

is sufficiently large.

The limit of a large N̂1 charge, n � 1, is quite interesting. In this limit, one finds

an accidental (approximate) U(1)L symmetry, with assignments L(N̂1,2) = ±1. Further-

more, the desired hierarchy between (would-be) L-breaking and (would-be) L-conserving

Yukawa couplings, |g`1| ∼ εn+1 � |g`′2|, is manifestly achieved. Finally, the mass term for

N̂1 is suppressed with respect to Λ by the FN parameter to the power of 2n � 1. This

observation and the holomorphicity of the superpotential justify the absence of diagonal

Majorana mass terms M νTaR C
−1 νaR, a = 1, 2, in eq. (2.10) which could push up the light

neutrino masses to unwanted heavy scales. We will focus on the case of a sufficiently large

charge n in what follows.

The lopsided choice of FN charges for the lepton doublets is responsible for the struc-

ture |ge2| : |gµ2| : |gτ2| ' ε : 1 : 1 of Yukawa couplings of ν2R. However, due to the large

FN charge of ν1R, such FN flavour structure might be diluted in the L-violating Yukawa

couplings. Indeed, for each insertion of Ŝ, a factor of ε is in principle accompanied by an

O(1) factor. This uncertainty makes it impossible to have an unambiguous prediction for

the ratios |ge1| : |gµ1| : |gτ1| in the model under discussion. This is in contrast to the case

of the g`2 couplings.

Thus, in the present setup, the Yukawa matrix YD obeys the following structure (up

to phases):

YD ∼

 ge1 ε g2
gµ1 g2
gτ1 g2

 sin β , (3.2)

with sin β = 〈H0
u〉 /v, and where g`1, g2 > 0, and the hierarchy g`1 � g2 ∼< 1 is naturally

3The presence of an R-parity preventing the usual L- and B-violating terms in the MSSM superpo-
tential is assumed.
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realised. We see from eq. (2.11) that the scale of light neutrino masses depends on the

size of the product g`1 g2, namely

(mν)``′ ∼
v2 sin2 β

M
(g`1 + g`′1) g2 . (3.3)

A complete suppression of the Majorana mass term µ νT1R C
−1 ν1R can be achieved

through the modification of our setup which we summarise in the following. Consider

(4+1) dimensions where the extra dimension is compactified on an S1/Z2 orbifold. This

extra dimension has two fixed points, y1 and y2. We localize all SM fields on y1, a new

chiral superfield Φ̂ (with lowest component Φ) on y2, and allow the FN field S and both

RH neutrino fields to propagate in the bulk. We impose, aside from the aforementioned

FN symmetry (QFN(Φ) = 0), an U(1)B−L̂ symmetry with the charge assignments (B −
L̂)(ν1,2R) = −1 and (B− L̂)(Φ) = +2. Notice that L̂ does not coincide with the standard

(total) lepton charge L 4. Then, interactions of the type Φ νTaR C
−1 νbR (a, b = 1, 2) are

allowed, provided a sufficient number of insertions of S are considered. They generate

mass terms for the RH neutrinos once Φ develops a nonzero VEV, 〈Φ〉 6= 0. The Yukawa

couplings g`a are allowed as before and retain their FN hierarchy. Assuming an enhanced

U(1)L symmetry at y2 with charges L(ν1R) = −1, L(ν2R) = +1 and L(Φ) = 0, diagonal

Majorana mass terms for ν1,2R are thus forbidden.

4 Neutrino Mixing

The addition of the terms of eq. (2.1) to the SM Lagrangian leads to a Pontecorvo-Maki-

-Nakagawa-Sakata (PMNS) neutrino mixing matrix, UPMNS, which is not unitary. Indeed,

the charged and neutral current weak interactions involving the light Majorana neutrinos

χi read:

LνCC = − g√
2

¯̀γα
(
U †l (1 + η)U

)
`i
χiLW

α + h.c. , (4.1)

LνNC = − g

2cw
χiL γα

(
U †(1 + 2η)U

)
ij
χjL Z

α , (4.2)

where ` = e, µ, τ and Ul is a unitary matrix which originates from the diagonalisation

of the charged lepton mass matrix and η ≡ −RR†/2. The transformation Ul does not

4Indeed, we have L̂(ν1R) = L̂(ν2R) = +1 while L(ν1R) = −L(ν2R) = −1 (see Section 2).
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affect the power counting in the structure of eq. (3.2), though it may provide a source of

deviations. We then choose to work in the charged lepton mass basis, in which Ul = 1.

In this basis the PMNS neutrino mixing matrix is given by: UPMNS = (1 + η)U , where U

is the unitary matrix diagonalising the Majorana neutrino mass matrix generated by the

seesaw mechanism and η describes the deviation from unitarity of the PMNS matrix. As

we will see further, the experimental constraints on the elements of η imply |η``′ | ∼< 10−3,

`, `′ = e, µ, τ .

Due to the structure of the matrix of Yukawa couplings YD given in eq. (3.2), in the

scheme we are considering the normal ordering (NO) of the light neutrino mass spectrum,

m1 < m2 < m3, is favoured over the spectrum with inverted ordering (IO), m3 < m1 <

m2. We henceforth consider the NO case, for which, as we have already commented, we

have m1 = 0, m2 =
√

∆m2
21, and m3 =

√
∆m2

31. Working in the basis of diagonal charged

lepton mass term and neglecting the deviations from unitarity, which are parametrised

by η, we identify the PMNS mixing matrix with the unitary matrix U which diagonalises

mν , UPMNS ' U . Given that one neutrino is massless (at tree level), the neutrino mixing

matrix U can be parametrised as:

UPMNS =

 c12c13 s12c13 s13e
−iδ

−s12c23 − c12s23s13eiδ c12c23 − s12s23s13eiδ s23c13
s12s23 − c12c23s13eiδ −c12s23 − s12c23s13eiδ c23c13

 diag(1, eiα/2, 1) ,

(4.3)

where cij ≡ cos θij and sij ≡ sin θij, with θij ∈ [0, π/2], while δ and α denote the Dirac and

Majorana [17] CP violation (CPV) phases, respectively, δ, α ∈ [0, 2π]. The current best

fit values and 3σ allowed ranges for the neutrino mixing parameters and mass squared

differences for NO spectrum are summarised in Table 2.

5 Predictions for the CPV phases

It proves convenient for our further analysis to use the Casas-Ibarra parametrisation [18]

of the Dirac mass matrix MD (neutrino Yukawa matrix YD):

MD = v YD = i U∗PMNS

√
m̂O

√
M̂ V † , (5.1)
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Parameter Best fit value 3σ range

∆m2
21/10−5 eV2 7.37 6.93− 7.96

∆m2
31/10−3 eV2 2.56 2.45− 2.69

sin2 θ12/10−1 2.97 2.50− 3.54

sin2 θ13/10−2 2.15 1.90− 2.40

sin2 θ23/10−1 4.25 3.81− 6.15

δ/π 1.38 0− 0.17⊕ 0.76− 2

Table 2: Best fit values and 3σ ranges of the neutrino oscillation parameters for neutrino
mass spectrum with normal ordering (NO), obtained in the global analysis of Ref. [13].

where m̂ = diag(m1,m2,m3) and O is a complex orthogonal matrix. In the scheme with

two heavy RH Majorana neutrinos the matrix O has the form [19]:

O ≡

 0 0

cos θ̂ ± sin θ̂

− sin θ̂ ± cos θ̂

 , for NO mass spectrum, (5.2)

O ≡

 cos θ̂ ± sin θ̂

− sin θ̂ ± cos θ̂
0 0

 , for IO mass spectrum, (5.3)

where θ̂ ≡ ω−iξ. The O-matrix in the case of NO spectrum of interest can be decomposed

as follows 5:

O =
eiθ̂

2

 0 0
1 ∓i
i ±1

+
e−iθ̂

2

 0 0
1 ±i
−i ±1

 = O+ +O− . (5.4)

The Dirac neutrino mass matrix can be presented accordingly as MD = MD+ + MD−,

with obvious notation. For the elements of MD+ = v YD+ and MD− = v YD− we get:

v (YD)`a = v (YD+)`a + v (YD−)`a = v g
(+)
`a + v g

(−)
`a , ` = e, µ, τ, a = 1, 2 , (5.5)

5A similar decomposition exists for the IO spectrum [5].
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where

v g
(+)
`1 ' i

eiωeξ

2
√

2

(√
M1 ±

√
M2

)
(
√
m2 U

∗
`2 + i

√
m3 U

∗
`3) , (5.6)

v g
(+)
`2 ' i

eiωeξ

2
√

2

(√
M1 ∓

√
M2

)
(
√
m2 U

∗
`2 + i

√
m3 U

∗
`3) , (5.7)

v g
(−)
`1 ' i

e−iωe−ξ

2
√

2

(√
M1 ∓

√
M2

)
(
√
m2 U

∗
`2 − i

√
m3 U

∗
`3) , (5.8)

v g
(−)
`2 ' i

e−iωe−ξ

2
√

2

(√
M1 ±

√
M2

)
(
√
m2 U

∗
`2 − i

√
m3 U

∗
`3) . (5.9)

Given the fact that (
√
M2 −

√
M1)/(

√
M2 +

√
M1) ' (m3 −m2)/(4M)� 1 and, e.g., for

M = 10 (100) GeV, (m3 −m2)/(4M) ' 10−12 (10−13), it is clear from eqs. (5.6) – (5.9)

that for ξ = 0 we have (barring accidental cancellations): |g(−)`1 | � |g
(+)
`′1 |, |g

(+)
`2 | � |g

(−)
`′2 |,

|g(+)
`1 | ∼ |g

(−)
`′2 |, and thus |g`1| ∼ |g`′2|, where we have used the upper signs in the expressions

for g
(±)
`1 and g

(±)
`2 . Unless otherwise stated we will employ this sign choice in the discussion

which follows.

Taking for definiteness ξ < 0, it follows from eqs. (5.6) – (5.9) that |g(−)`a | (|g
(+)
`a |) grows

(decreases) exponentially with |ξ| 6. Therefore, for sufficiently large |ξ| we will have

|g(+)
`1 |
|g(−)`′2 |

= e−2|ξ| r``′ � 1 , r``′ ≡
∣∣√m2 U

∗
`2 + i

√
m3 U

∗
`3

∣∣∣∣√m2 U∗`′2 − i
√
m3 U∗`′3

∣∣ , `, `′ = e, µ, τ . (5.10)

Using the 3σ allowed ranges of the neutrino oscillation parameters found in the global

analysis of the neutrino oscillation data in [13] and given in Table 2 and varying the CP

violation phases in the PMNS matrix in their defining intervals it is not difficult to show

that the ratios r in eq. (5.10) vary in the interval r``′ = (0.04− 22.5).

Therefore even for the maximal cited value of r``′ we would have |g(+)
`1 | � |g

(−)
`′2 | for

a sufficiently large value of |ξ|. At the same time the inequalities |g(−)`1 |/|g
(−)
`′2 | � 1, and

|g(+)
`2 |/|g

(−)
`′2 | � 1, `, `′ = e, µ, τ , always hold. Thus, for ξ < 0 and sufficiently large |ξ|

we get the requisite hierarchy of Yukawa couplings: |g`1| ' |g(+)
`1 | � |g`′2| ' |g

(−)
`′2 |. For

|ξ| = 9, for example, we find for r``′ ' 1: |g`1|/|g`′2| ' |g(+)
`1 |/|g

(−)
`′2 | ' 1.5× 10−8, which is

in the range of values relevant for our discussion. We get the same hierarchy of Yukawa

6Obviously, if ξ > 0, |g(+)
`a | (|g(−)`a |) will grow (decrease) exponentially with ξ.
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couplings, |g`1| � |g`′2|, `, `′ = e, µ, τ , in the case of the lower signs in the expressions in

eqs. (5.6) – (5.9) for sufficiently large ξ > 0. In this case |g`1| ' |g(−)`1 | � |g`′2| ' |g
(+)
`′2 |.

We will show next that, given the present neutrino oscillation data, enforcing the

flavour pattern specified in eq. (3.2) results in a prediction for the Dirac phase δ close to

±π/4, ±3π/4 and for the Majorana phase α close to zero.

As we have seen, the matrix of neutrino Yukawa couplings YD can be reconstructed

up to normalization, a complex parameter, and a sign using eqs. (5.1) and (5.4) (for NO

spectrum). For the cases of interest, with sufficiently large values of |ξ|, necessary to

ensure the requisite hierarchy of Yukawa couplings |g1`| � |g2`′|, `, `′ = e, µ, τ , the ratios

of (absolute values of) Yukawa couplings read:

R
(1)
``′ ≡

|g`1|
|g`′1|

'
∣∣√m2 U

∗
`2 ± i

√
m3 U

∗
`3

∣∣∣∣√m2 U∗`′2 ± i
√
m3 U∗`′3

∣∣ , (5.11)

R
(2)
``′ ≡

|g`2|
|g`′2|

'
∣∣√m2 U

∗
`2 ∓ i

√
m3 U

∗
`3

∣∣∣∣√m2 U∗`′2 ∓ i
√
m3 U∗`′3

∣∣ , (5.12)

where the upper and lower signs correspond to the case with ξ < 0 and upper signs in

eq. (5.4) and to the case with ξ > 0 and lower signs in eq. (5.4), respectively. Recall that

|g`1| ' |g(+)
`1 |, |g`2| ' |g

(−)
`2 | in the former case (ξ < 0), and |g`1| ' |g(−)`1 |, |g`2| ' |g

(+)
`2 | in

the latter (ξ > 0).

One sees that the dependence on the complex parameter θ̂ drops out in the ratios

R
(1,2)
``′ , which are determined by the light neutrino masses m2 and m3 and by neutrino

mixing parameters only, once the sign in O in eq. (5.4) (or equivalently in eqs. (5.6) –

(5.9)) is fixed. In particular, the flavour structure depends on the elements U`2 and U`3

of the PMNS matrix. Given the fact that m2 =
√

∆m2
21, m3 =

√
∆m2

31, and that ∆m2
21,

∆m2
31 and the three neutrino mixing angles θ12, θ23 and θ13 have been determined in

neutrino oscillation experiments with a rather high precision, the quantities R
(1)
``′ and R

(2)
``′

depend only on the CPV phases δ and α once the sign of ξ is fixed. This means that

knowing any two of the ratios |g`1|/|g`′1| or |g`2|/|g`′2|, ` 6= `′ = e, µ, τ allows to determine

both δ and α.

In Figs. 1 and 2 we present the ratios R
(1,2)
``′ as a function of δ for the case ξ < 0 and

two representative values of α. Figure 1 is obtained using the best fit values of ∆m2
21,31

and sin2 θij taken from Table 2. In Fig. 2 we show the ranges in which R
(1,2)
``′ vary when
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Figure 1: Ratios R
(1,2)
``′ of (absolute values of) Yukawa couplings for a NO neutrino

spectrum as a function of the CPV phase δ for α = 0 (left panel) and α = π (right
panel), in the case ξ < 0. The figure is obtained using the best fit values of ∆m2

21,31 and

sin2 θij quoted in Table 2. The case ξ > 0 is obtained by exchanging R
(1)
``′ and R

(2)
``′ .

∆m2
21,31 and the sin2 θij are varied in their respective 3σ allowed intervals given in Table

2. In Table 3 we report the respective intervals in which each of the six ratios can lie. As

Table 3 indicates, certain specific simple patterns cannot be realised within the scheme

considered. Among those are, for example, the patterns |ge1| : |gµ1| : |gτ1| ' 1 : 1 : 1 and

|ge2| : |gµ2| : |gτ2| ' 1 : 1 : 1.

The flavour structure of eq. (3.2), which is naturally realised in the model of Section 3,

corresponds to the pattern |ge2| : |gµ2| : |gτ2| ' ε : 1 : 1, and thus to R
(2)
eµ ' R

(2)
eτ ' ε

and R
(2)
µτ ' 1. The requirement of having R

(2)
µτ ' 1 favours α close to zero. As can be

inferred from Fig. 1, given the current best fit values of neutrino mass squared differences

and mixing parameters, the requirement of R
(2)
eµ ' R

(2)
eτ ' ε = 0.2 leads, for ξ < 0, to the

prediction of δ ' −π/4,− 3π/4 7. Taking into account the 3σ allowed ranges of ∆m2
21,31

and sin2 θij leads, as Fig. 2 shows, to δ lying in narrow intervals around the values (−π/4)

and (−3π/4). Allowing for a somewhat smaller value of ε, e.g., ε = 0.15, we find that δ

should lie in the interval δ ' [− 3π/4,− π/4] which includes the value (−π/2) (see Fig. 2).

7Similar predictions for the δ and α were obtained in a different context in Ref. [20].
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Figure 2: Ratios R
(1,2)
``′ of (absolute values of) Yukawa couplings for a NO neutrino

spectrum as a function of the CPV phase δ for α = 0 (left panel) and α = π (right
panel), in the case ξ < 0. Bands are obtained by varying ∆m2

21,31 and the sin2 θij in
their respective 3σ allowed ranges given in Table 2. The case ξ > 0 is obtained by

exchanging R
(1)
``′ and R

(2)
``′ .

For δ ' −π/4 (− 3π/4), α = 0 and the best fit values of ∆m2
21,31 and the sin2 θij we

get the following pattern of the Yukawa couplings of ν1R: |ge1| : |gµ1| : |gτ1| ∼ 0.5 : 1 : 1.

For ξ > 0, using the same arguments we obtain instead δ ' π/4, 3π/4, or δ '
[π/4, 3π/4]. According to the global analyses [13, 21], however, these values of δ are

strongly disfavored (if not ruled out) by the current data.

In a more phenomenological approach, we get δ ' −π/2 provided, e.g., |ge2| : |gµ2| :

|gτ2| ' 0.14 : 1 : 1 and α ' π/5. In this case, the remaining ratios read |ge1| : |gµ1| :

|gτ1| ' 0.5 : 0.7 : 1.

6 Phenomenology

The low-energy phenomenology of the model of interest resembles that of the model with

two heavy Majorana neutrinos N1,2 forming a pseudo-Dirac pair considered in [4–6], in

which the splitting between the masses of N1,2 is exceedingly small. For this model direct

and indirect constraints on the model’s parameters, which do not depend on the splitting
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Ratio Allowed range

R
(1)
eµ 0.06− 1.17

R
(1)
eτ 0.04− 0.63

R
(1)
µτ 0.31− 1.23

R
(2)
eµ 0.04− 0.57

R
(2)
eτ 0.05− 1.26

R
(2)
µτ 0.80− 3.21

Table 3: Ranges for the ratios of absolute values of Yukawa couplings, obtained by
varying ∆m2

21,31, the sin2 θij , and δ in their respective 3σ allowed ranges and α in its

defining range, for ξ < 0. The case ξ > 0 is obtained by exchanging R
(1)
``′ and R

(2)
``′ .

between the masses of N1 and N2, as well as expected sensitivities of future lepton colliders

have been analysed, e.g., in Refs. [4–6,22,23] (see also [24]).

Due to the mixing of LH and RH neutrino fields, i) the Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawa-

Sakata (PMNS) neutrino mixing matrix, UPMNS, as we have already noticed, is not unitary,

as also the expressions for the charged and neutral current weak interaction of the light

Majorana neutrinos χi given in eqs. (4.1) and (4.2) show, and ii) the heavy Majorana

neutrinos N1,2 also participate in charged and neutral current weak interactions with the

W± and Z0 bosons:

LNCC = − g√
2

¯̀γα
(
RV
)
`k
NkLW

α + h.c. , (6.1)

LNNC = − g

2cw
ν`L γα

(
RV
)
`k
NkL Z

α + h.c. . (6.2)

Due to the Yukawa interactions, cf. eq. (2.2), there are interactions of the heavy Majorana

neutrinos N1,2 with the SM Higgs boson h as well (see [7]):

LNH = −Mk

v
ν`L
(
RV
)
`k
NkR h + h.c. . (6.3)

6.1 Neutrino mass matrix and non-unitarity bounds

The first constraint on the RV elements follows from the fact that the elements of the

light neutrino Majorana mass matrix, (mν)``′ , have rather small maximal values. Indeed,
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as it follows from eq. (2.7), we have [4]:

|(mν)``′ | = |U∗`jmj U
∗
`′j| '

∣∣∣∣∣∑
a

(RV )∗`aMa (RV )∗`′a

∣∣∣∣∣ , `, `′ = e, µ, τ , (6.4)

where the sum is effectively over j = 2, 3 since in the model considered m1 = 0 8.

The elements of the neutrino Majorana mass matrix (mν)``′ depend, apart from m2 =√
∆m2

21 ' 8.6 × 10−3 eV, m3 =
√

∆m2
31 ' 0.051 eV, θ12, θ23, θ13, on the CPV phases δ

and α. The maximal value a given element of mν can have depends on its flavour indices

` and `′. It is not difficult to derive these maximal values using the results reported in

Table 2. We have:

i) |(mν)ee| ∼< 4.3× 10−3 eV (α + 2δ = 0);

ii) |(mν)eµ| ∼< 9.2× 10−3 eV (δ = π, α = π);

iii) |(mν)eτ | ∼< 9.2× 10−3 eV (δ = 0, α = π);

iv) |(mν)µµ| ∼< 3.4× 10−2 eV (δ = π, α = 0);

v) |(mν)µτ | ∼< 2.9× 10−2 eV (δ = 3π/2, α = π);

vi) |(mν)ττ | ∼< 3.5× 10−2 eV (δ = 0, α = 0).

The quoted maximal values are reached for the values of the CPV phases given in the

brackets. It should be added that the dependence of max(|(mν)``′|), `, `′ = µ, τ , on δ and

α is rather weak since the terms involving δ always include the suppressing factor sin θ13,

while the term ∝ m2 is considerably smaller (typically by a factor of 10) than the term ∝
m3 as m2/m3 ' 0.17. We will consider |(mν)ee| ∼< 4×10−3 eV, |(mν)eµ|, |(mν)eτ | ∼< 9×10−3

eV, and |(mν)``′| ∼< 3× 10−2 eV, `, `′ = µ, τ , as reference maximal values in the numerical

analysis which follows.

From the expression for RV given in eq. (2.23) and eq. (6.4), and taking into account

the mass splitting between N1 and N2, we get to leading order in |g`1|, |g`′2| and |g`1g`′2|:

|(mν)``′| '
v2

M
|g`1g`′2 + g`2g`′1|+O(g`1g`′1) , (6.5)

which coincides (up to higher order corrections) with the form given in eq. (2.11). Thus,

for a given value of M , the upper bounds on |(mν)``′ | lead via eq. (6.4) to upper bounds

8Strictly speaking, we have m1 = 0 only at tree level. Higher order corrections lead to a non-zero
value of m1, which is however negligibly small.
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on the magnitude of the product of the neutrino Yukawa couplings of ν1R and ν2R, g`1

and g`′2. As we have seen, these bounds depend on the flavour of the lepton doublet to

which ν1R and ν2R are coupled.

For M = 100 GeV (1 TeV), for example, the constraint of interest |(mν)ee| ∼< 4 ×
10−3 eV implies 2|ge1ge2| ∼< 1.3 × 10−14 (1.3 × 10−13). This upper limit can be satisfied

for, e.g., |ge1| ∼ 0.65 × 10−12 (0.65 × 10−11) and |g`′2| ∼ 10−2. The upper bounds on

|ge1g`2 + g`1ge2|, ` = µ, τ , is approximately by a factor of 2 larger than the quoted upper

bound on 2|ge1ge2|, while those on |g`1g`′2 + g`2g`′1|, `, `′ = µ, τ are larger approximately

by a factor of 8.

In [4,5] the constraint in eq. (6.4) is satisfied by finding a region, in the general param-

eter space of the model considered, in which to leading order
∑

a=1,2 (RV )∗`aMa (RV )∗`′a

= 0, i.e., the two terms in the sum cancel. In the version of the low-scale type I seesaw

model with two RH neutrinos we are considering the constraint in eq. (6.4) is satisfied

due to smallness of the product of Yukawa couplings |g`1| and |g`′2|. In the model under

consideration one gets
∑

a=1,2 (RV )∗`aMa (RV )∗`′a = 0 in the limit of negligible couplings

g`1. Indeed, setting g`1 = 0 we get M1 = M2 and the expression for the matrix RV takes

the form:

RV ' 1√
2

v

M

 g∗e2 −i g∗e2
g∗µ2 −i g∗µ2
g∗τ2 −i g∗τ2

 . (6.6)

This implies

(RV )`1 = −i (RV )`2 , l = e, µ, τ , (6.7)

which together with the equality M1 = M2 leads 9 to
∑

a=1,2 (RV )∗`aMa (RV )∗`′a = 0.

As we have already discussed, the matrix η ≡ −RR†/2 = −(RV ) (RV )†/2 = η†

parametrises the deviations from unitary of the PMNS matrix. The elements of η are

constrained by precision electroweak data and data on flavour observables. For heavy

Majorana neutrino masses above the electroweak scale the most updated set of constraints

on the absolute values of the elements of η at 2σ C.L. reads [25,26]:

|η| <

 1.3× 10−3 1.2× 10−5 1.4× 10−3

1.2× 10−5 2.2× 10−4 6.0× 10−4

1.4× 10−3 6.0× 10−4 2.8× 10−3

 . (6.8)

9The same relation (6.7) holds in the limit of zero splitting between the masses of N1 and N2 in the
version of the TeV scale type I seesaw model considered in [5, 6].
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The upper bound on the e−µ elements is relaxed to |ηeµ| < 3.4×10−4 for heavy Majorana

neutrino masses below the electroweak scale (but still above the kaon mass, Mk ∼> 500

MeV) due to the restoration of a GIM cancellation [27]. The above constraints on η justify

the assumption made in Section 2 regarding the smallness of the elements of R.

Using the expression for RV given in eq. (2.23) we find that, to leading order in g`1,

g`′2, |g`1| � |g`′2|, we have:

|η``′| '
1

2

v2

M2
|g`2 g`′2|+O(g`1 g`′2, g`′1 g`2) . (6.9)

As a consequence, if M is given, the experimental limits on |η| cited in eq. (6.8), in

contrast to the limits on |(mν)``′|, imply upper bounds on |g`2 g`′2|, i.e., on the Yukawa

couplings of ν2R. For, e.g., M = 100 GeV we find, depending on the flavour indices,

|g`2 g`′2|1/2 ∼< (2.8× 10−3 − 4.3× 10−2), i.e., |g`2| can be relatively large. This can lead to

interesting low-energy phenomenology involving the heavy Majorana neutrinos N1,2.

6.2 LFV Observables and Invisible Higgs Decays

The predictions of the model under discussion for the rates of the lepton flavour violating

(LFV) µ → eγ and µ → eee decays and µ − e conversion in nuclei, as can be shown,

depend on |(RV )∗µ1(RV )e1 + (RV )∗µ2(RV )e2|2 ' 4 |(RV )∗µ2(RV )e2|2, where we have used

eq. (6.7), and on the masses M1 ' M2 ' M of the heavy Majorana neutrinos N1 and

N2. The expressions for the µ → eγ and µ → eee decay branching ratios, BR(µ → eγ)

and BR(µ→ eee), and for the relative µ− e conversion in a nucleus X, CR(µX → eX),

coincide with those given in Refs. [5,6] and we are not going to reproduce them here. The

best experimental limits on BR(µ → eγ), BR(µ → eee) and CR(µX → eX) have been

obtained by the MEG [28], SINDRUM [29] and SINDRUM II [30,31] Collaborations:

BR(µ→ eγ) < 4.2× 10−13 (90% C.L.) , (6.10)

BR(µ→ eee) < 1.0× 10−12 (90% C.L.) , (6.11)

CR(µTi→ eTi) < 4.3× 10−12 (90% C.L.) , (6.12)

CR(µAu→ eAu) < 7× 10−13 (90% C.L.) . (6.13)

The planned MEG II update of the MEG experiment [32] is expected to reach sensitiv-

ity to BR(µ→ eγ) ' 4×10−14. The sensitivity to BR(µ→ eee) is expected to experience
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Figure 3: Present limits (solid lines) and expected future sensitivities (dotted, dashed
and dot-dashed lines) on |gµ2||ge2| from data on muon LFV processes, as a function of
the mass M of heavy Majorana neutrinos. See text for details.

a dramatic increase of up to four orders of magnitude with the realisation of the Mu3e

Project [33], which aims at probing values down to BR(µ→ eee) ∼ 10−16 in its phase II

of operation. Using an aluminum target, the Mu2e [34] and COMET [35] collaborations

plan to ultimately be sensitive to CR(µAl → eAl) ∼ 6 × 10−17. The PRISM/PRIME

project [36] aims at an impressive increase of sensitivity to the µ − e conversion rate in

titanium, planning to probe values down to CR(µTi → eTi) ∼ 10−18, an improvement

of six orders of magnitude with respect to the bound of eq. (6.12).

We show in Fig. 3 the limits on |gµ2 ge2| implied by the experimental bounds in

eqs. (6.10) – (6.13), as a function of the mass M , as well as the prospective sensitivity

of the future planned experiments MEG II, Mu3e, Mu2e, COMET and PRISM/PRIME.

The data from these experiments, as Fig. 3 indicates, will allow to test for values of

|gµ2 ge2| significantly smaller than the existing limits, with a significant potential for a

discovery.

The interactions given in eq. (6.3) open up novel decay channels for the Higgs boson,

provided the masses of the heavy neutrinos N1,2 are below the Higgs boson mass. For
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M1,2 < mh = 125.1 GeV, the new Higgs decay modes are those into one light and one

heavy neutrino, h→ ν`LNk, ` = e, µ, τ , k = 1, 2. The phenomenology of the Higgs decays

h → ν`LNk in the model considered in the present article is similar to that of the same

decay investigated in detail in [7] in the model discussed in [5]. The rate of the decay

h → ν`LN1,2 to any ν`L and N1 or N2 is given in Ref. [7] and in the limit of zero mass

splitting of N1,2 (M1 = M2 = M) reads:

Γ(h→ ν N) =
mh

16π

(
1− M2

m2
h

)2
M2

v2

∑
`,k

∣∣(RV )
`k

∣∣2 , (6.14)

where in the model considered by us

M2

v2

∑
`,k

∣∣(RV )
`k

∣∣2 = |ge2|2 + |gµ2|2 + |gτ2|2 , (6.15)

and we have used eqs. (6.6) and (6.7). The dominant decay mode of the SM Higgs boson

is into bottom quark-antiquark pair, b− b̄. The decay rate is given by:

Γ(h→ b b̄) =
3mh

16π

(mb

v

)2 (
1− 4m2

b

m2
h

)3/2

, (6.16)

mb ' 4.18 GeV being the b−quark mass (in the MS scheme). The SM branching ratio of

this decay is 58.4% [37]. The total SM decay width of the Higgs boson is rather small [37]:

ΓSM
tot ' 4.07× 10−3 GeV.

The upper bound on (
∑

` |g`2|2) is determined essentially by the upper bound on

|gτ2|2 = 2|ηττ |M2/v2, which is less stringent than the upper bounds on |ge2|2 and |gµ2|2.
Using the bound |ηττ | < 2.8 × 10−3 quoted in eq. (6.8), we get for M = 100 GeV the

upper bound |gτ2|2 < 1.8 × 10−3. For the Higgs decay rate Γ(h → ν N) in the case of

M = 100 GeV and, e.g., (
∑

` |g`2|2) = 10−3, we get Γ(h → ν N) = 3.2× 10−4 GeV. This

invisible decay rate would lead to an increase of the total SM decay width of the Higgs

boson by approximately 8%. Thus, the presence of the h→ ν N decay would modify the

SM prediction for the branching ratio for any generic (allowed in the SM) decay of the

Higgs particle [7], decreasing it.

The current experimental upper bound on the invisible Higgs decay branching ratio

is [38]:

BR(h→ inv.) < 0.28 (95% C.L.) , (6.17)
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where in the case of interest

BR(h→ inv.) = BR(h→ ν N) =
Γ(h→ ν N)

Γ(h→ ν N) + ΓSM
tot

. (6.18)

This upper bound does not lead to more stringent constraints on (
∑

` |g`2|2) than those

already discussed.

We finally comment on neutrinoless double beta ((ββ)0ν-) decay (see, e.g., [12]). The

relevant observable is the absolute value of the effective neutrino Majorana mass |〈m〉|
(see, e.g., [39]), which receives an extra contribution from the exchange of heavy Majorana

neutrinos N1 and N2. This contribution should be added to that due to the light Majorana

neutrino exchange [40,41] (see also [4,42]). The sum of the two contributions can lead, in

principle, to |〈m〉| that differs significantly from that due to the light Majorana neutrino

exchange. The contribution due to the N1,2 exchange in |〈m〉| in the model considered

is proportional, in particular, to the difference between the masses of N1 and N2, which

form a pseudo-Dirac pair. For M ∼> 1 GeV, as can be shown, it is strongly suppressed

in the present setup due to the extremely small N1 − N2 mass difference, the stringent

upper limit on |ge2|2, and the values of the relevant nuclear matrix elements (NME),

which at M = 1 GeV are smaller approximately by a factor of 6 × 10−2 than the NME

for the light neutrino exchange and scale with M as (0.9 GeV/M)2. As a consequence,

the contribution to |〈m〉| due to the exchange of N1 and N2 is significantly smaller than

the contribution from the exchange of light Majorana neutrinos χj.

7 Summary and Conclusions

In the present paper we have explored a symmetry-protected scenario of neutrino mass

generation, where two RH neutrinos are added to the SM. In the class of models con-

sidered, the main source of L-violation responsible for the neutrino masses are small

lepton-charge violating Yukawa couplings g`1 (` = e, µ, τ) to one of the RH neutrinos,

ν1R. Thus, the smallness of the light Majorana neutrino masses is related to the small-

ness of the g`1 and not to the RH neutrinos having large Majorana masses in the range

of ∼ (1010 − 1014) GeV as in the standard seesaw scenario. We have considered heavy

Majorana neutrinos forming a pseudo-Dirac pair with masses M1,2 ' M at the TeV or
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lower scale, which are potentially observable in collider experiments.

The setup described above can be realised in a Froggatt-Nielsen (FN) scheme, as

detailed in Section 3. In such a model, no U(1)L symmetry is imposed, and instead the

suppression of L-violating operators arises in the limit of a large FN charge for ν1R. The

FN charge assignment is motivated by charged-lepton mass hierarchies and large νµ – ντ

mixing. The structure of the Yukawa couplings g`a (a = 1, 2) is then determined by the

FN charges, and yields |ge2| : |gµ2| : |gτ2| ' ε : 1 : 1, where ε ' λC ' 0.2 is the FN

suppression parameter, while no unambiguous prediction may be extracted for the ratios

|ge1| : |gµ1| : |gτ1|.
It is interesting to point out that, given the exceedingly small splitting between heavy

neutrinos, the dependence on the Casas-Ibarra complex parameter drops out in the ratios

between absolute values of Yukawa couplings to the same RH neutrino. These ratios are

then determined (up to the exchange of g`1 and g`2) by neutrino low-energy parameters

alone, namely, by neutrino masses, mixing angles and CPV phases δ and α. Given the

Yukawa structure of our model, |ge2| : |gµ2| : |gτ2| ' ε : 1 : 1 with ε ' λC ' 0.2, the Dirac

CPV phase δ is predicted to have approximately one of the values δ ' −π/4 ,− 3π/4,

or δ ' + π/4 ,+ 3π/4, or to lie in a narrow interval around one of these values, while a

Majorana CPV phase α ' 0 is preferred (Figs. (1) and (2)).

In the considered scenario, the maximal values of the elements of the neutrino mass

matrix lead to constraints on the combinations |g`1g`′2 + g`′1g`2|, `, `′ = e, µ, τ , which

depend on products of L-conserving and L-violating Yukawa couplings (see Section 6.1).

Deviations from unitarity of the PMNS matrix constrain instead the products |g`2g`′2|,
`, `′ = e, µ, τ , of L-conserving couplings alone. In particular, the product |gµ2ge2| is

constrained by data on muon lepton flavour violating (LFV) processes. Data from future

LFV experiments (MEG II, Mu3e, Mu2e, COMET, PRISM/PRIME) will allow to probe

values of |gµ2 ge2| significantly smaller than the existing limits (Fig. 3). The invisible decay

of the Higgs boson into one light and one heavy neutrino can have a rate Γ(h→ νN) as

large as 8% of the total SM Higgs decay width. This decay mode can lead to a change of

the Higgs branching ratios with respect to the SM predictions. Concerning neutrinoless

double beta decay in the considered model, the contribution due to N1,2 exchange in the

absolute value of the effective neutrino Majorana mass |〈m〉| is found to be negligible
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when compared to the contribution from the exchange of light Majorana neutrinos.

Finally, we comment on the issue of leptogenesis [43]. For temperatures above the

electroweak phase transition (EWPT), the Higgs VEV vanishes and thus, in the considered

setup, the splitting between the masses of heavy neutrinos originates from the (suppressed)

Majorana mass term µ νT1R C
−1 ν1R, with µ ∼ εn+1M ∼ |g`1|M . This component of the

heavy neutrino mass matrix – which in our case presents a subleading contribution to

neutrino masses – is then crucial for resonant leptogenesis to proceed (see, e.g., [44]). The

resonant condition reads µ ' Γ/2, where Γ denotes the average heavy neutrino decay

width. However, the values of µ, Γ and neutrino masses are tightly connected in the FN

model we analyse, which, together with the required smallness of µ, prevents reproducing

the observed baryon asymmetry of the Universe (BAU), ηobsB ' (6.09± 0.06)× 10−10 [45].

One may instead successfully generate the observed BAU through the mechanism of

anti-leptogenesis [46] (also known as “neutrino assisted GUT baryogenesis”). In this case,

an excess of both baryon number B and lepton number L̂ (see Section 3) is produced

at a high energy scale (T > 1012 GeV, possibly related to grand unification), while

conserving B− L̂. If there are new L̂-violating interactions in thermal equilibrium at such

high temperature, they may erase the lepton number excess while leaving the baryon

number excess untouched, since sphalerons are not efficient at these times. At later

times, sphalerons are responsible for only a partial conversion of the baryon number excess

into a lepton number excess, while some of the baryon excess remains. Unlike resonant

leptogenesis, this mechanism relies on a suppression of the L̂-violating heavy neutrino

mass splitting above the EWPT, in order not to wash-out the asymmetry generated at

a high scale. Modifying our setup as detailed in the end of Section 3, the Majorana

mass term µ νT1R C
−1 ν1R is forbidden and the heavy neutrinos are degenerate above the

EWPT. One then adds a third RH neutrino in the bulk with (B − L̂)(ν3R) = −1 and

vanishing U(1)L charge, such that its Yukawa couplings are allowed and that the mass

term M3 ν
T
3R C

−1 ν3R is generated, M3 ∼ 〈Φ〉. Notice that only one such RH neutrino is

needed to erase lepton number at high temperatures (M3 ∼ (1012− 1013) GeV), and that

there is a large region of parameter space where the new contribution to the neutrino

mass matrix is negligible [47]. Given these conditions, successful anti-leptogenesis may

proceed.
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R. N. Mohapatra and G. Senjanović, Phys. Rev. Lett. 44 (1980) 912.

[2] C. D. Froggatt and H. B. Nielsen, Nucl. Phys. B 147 (1979) 277.

[3] J. Sato and T. Yanagida, Phys. Lett. B 493 (2000) 356 [hep-ph/0009205].

[4] A. Ibarra, E. Molinaro and S. T. Petcov, JHEP 1009 (2010) 108 [arXiv:1007.2378

[hep-ph]].

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

[arXiv:1103.6217 [hep-ph]].

[6] D. N. Dinh, A. Ibarra, E. Molinaro and S. T. Petcov, JHEP 1208 (2012) 125 Erratum:

[JHEP 1309 (2013) 023] [arXiv:1205.4671 [hep-ph]].

[7] C. G. Cely, A. Ibarra, E. Molinaro and S. T. Petcov, Phys. Lett. B 718 (2013) 957

[arXiv:1208.3654 [hep-ph]].

26

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0009205
http://arxiv.org/abs/1007.2378
http://arxiv.org/abs/1103.6217
http://arxiv.org/abs/1205.4671
http://arxiv.org/abs/1208.3654


[8] S. Antusch, M. Blennow, E. Fernandez-Martinez and J. Lopez-Pavon, Phys. Rev. D

80 (2009) 033002 [arXiv:0903.3986 [hep-ph]].

[9] C. N. Leung and S. T. Petcov, Phys. Lett. B 125 (1983) 461.

[10] L. Wolfenstein, Nucl. Phys. B 186 (1981) 147.

[11] S. T. Petcov, Phys. Lett. B 110 (1982) 245.

[12] K. Nakamura and S. T. Petcov in C. Patrignani et al. [Particle Data Group Collab-

oration], Chin. Phys. C 40 (2016) 100001.

[13] F. Capozzi et al., Phys. Rev. D 95 (2017) 096014 [arXiv:1703.04471 [hep-ph]].

[14] M. Shaposhnikov, Nucl. Phys. B 763 (2007) 49 [hep-ph/0605047]; J. Kersten and

A. Y. Smirnov, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 073005 [arXiv:0705.3221 [hep-ph]].

[15] W. Buchmuller and T. Yanagida, Phys. Lett. B 445 (1999) 399 [hep-ph/9810308].

[16] Y. Kaneta, M. Tanimoto and T. T. Yanagida, Phys. Lett. B 770 (2017) 546

[arXiv:1701.08938 [hep-ph]].

[17] S. M. Bilenky, J. Hosek and S. T. Petcov, Phys. Lett. B 94 (1980) 495.

[18] J. A. Casas and A. Ibarra, Nucl. Phys. B 618 (2001) 171 [hep-ph/0103065].

[19] A. Ibarra and G. G. Ross, Phys. Lett. B 591 (2004) 285 [arXiv:hep-ph/0312138];

Phys. Lett. B 575 (2003) 279 [arXiv:hep-ph/0307051].

[20] K. Nakayama, F. Takahashi and T. T. Yanagida, Phys. Lett. B 773 (2017) 179

[arXiv:1705.04796 [hep-ph]].

[21] I. Esteban et al., JHEP 1701 (2017) 087 [arXiv:1611.01514 [hep-ph]].

[22] S. Antusch and O. Fischer, JHEP 1505 (2015) 053 [arXiv:1502.05915 [hep-ph]].

[23] A. Das and N. Okada, arXiv:1702.04668 [hep-ph].

[24] F. F. Deppisch, P. S. Bhupal Dev and A. Pilaftsis, New J. Phys. 17 (2015) no.7,

075019 [arXiv:1502.06541 [hep-ph]].

[25] E. Fernandez-Martinez, J. Hernandez-Garcia and J. Lopez-Pavon, JHEP 1608 (2016)

033 [arXiv:1605.08774 [hep-ph]].

[26] M. Blennow et al., JHEP 1704 (2017) 153 [arXiv:1609.08637 [hep-ph]].

27

http://arxiv.org/abs/0903.3986
http://arxiv.org/abs/1703.04471
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0605047
http://arxiv.org/abs/0705.3221
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9810308
http://arxiv.org/abs/1701.08938
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0103065
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0312138
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0307051
http://arxiv.org/abs/1705.04796
http://arxiv.org/abs/1611.01514
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.05915
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.04668
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.06541
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.08774
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.08637


[27] S. T. Petcov, Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 25 (1977) 340 [Yad. Fiz. 25 (1977) 641];

S. M. Bilenky, S. T. Petcov and B. Pontecorvo, Phys. Lett. B 67 (1977) 309.

[28] A. M. Baldini et al. [MEG Collaboration], Eur. Phys. J. C 76 (2016) no.8, 434

[arXiv:1605.05081 [hep-ex]].

[29] U. Bellgardt et al. [SINDRUM Collaboration], Nucl. Phys. B 299 (1988) 1.

[30] C. Dohmen et al. [SINDRUM II Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 317 (1993) 631.

[31] W. H. Bertl et al. [SINDRUM II Collaboration], Eur. Phys. J. C 47 (2006) 337.

[32] P. W. Cattaneo [MEG II Collaboration], JINST 12 (2017) no.06, C06022

[arXiv:1705.10224 [physics.ins-det]].

[33] A. Blondel et al. [Mu3e Collaboration], arXiv:1301.6113 [physics.ins-det].

[34] L. Bartoszek et al. [Mu2e Collaboration], arXiv:1501.05241 [physics.ins-det].

[35] Y. Kuno [COMET Collaboration], PTEP 2013 (2013) 022C01.

[36] R. J. Barlow, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 218 (2011) 44.

[37] M. Carena et al. in C. Patrignani et al. [Particle Data Group Collaboration], Chin.

Phys. C 40 (2016) 100001.

[38] G. Aad et al. [ATLAS Collaboration], JHEP 1601 (2016) 172 [arXiv:1508.07869

[hep-ex]].

[39] S. M. Bilenky and S. T. Petcov, Rev. Mod. Phys. 59 (1987) 671;

[40] A. Halprin, S. T. Petcov and S. P. Rosen, Phys. Lett. B 125 (1983) 335.

[41] W. C. Haxton and G. J. Stephenson, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 12 (1984) 409.

[42] J. Lopez-Pavon, E. Molinaro and S. T. Petcov, JHEP 1511 (2015) 030

[arXiv:1506.05296 [hep-ph]].

[43] M. Fukugita and T. Yanagida, Phys. Lett. B 174 (1986) 45.

[44] P. S. Bhupal Dev, P. Millington, A. Pilaftsis and D. Teresi, Nucl. Phys. B 886 (2014)

569 [arXiv:1404.1003 [hep-ph]].

[45] P. A. R. Ade et al. [Planck Collaboration], Astron. Astrophys. 594 (2016) A13

[arXiv:1502.01589 [astro-ph.CO]].

28

http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.05081
http://arxiv.org/abs/1705.10224
http://arxiv.org/abs/1301.6113
http://arxiv.org/abs/1501.05241
http://arxiv.org/abs/1508.07869
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.05296
http://arxiv.org/abs/1404.1003
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.01589


[46] M. Fukugita and T. Yanagida, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89 (2002) 131602 [hep-ph/0203194].

[47] W. C. Huang, H. Päs and S. Zeissner, arXiv:1608.04354 [hep-ph].

29

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0203194
http://arxiv.org/abs/1608.04354

	1 Introduction
	2 General setup
	3 Frogatt-Nielsen Scenario
	4 Neutrino Mixing
	5 Predictions for the CPV phases
	6 Phenomenology
	6.1 Neutrino mass matrix and non-unitarity bounds
	6.2 LFV Observables and Invisible Higgs Decays

	7 Summary and Conclusions

