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Allowed region for the (second) lightest mass M1,2 of right-handed neutrino

νR1,2 with SO(10)-inspired relations and sequential dominance
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In this paper, we evaluate the (second) lightest massM1,2 of right-handed neutrino νR1,2 in

the type-I seesaw mechanism with SO(10)-inspired relations that predicts an almost massless

neutrino m1 or 3 ∼ 0. By chiral perturbative treatment, the masses M1,2 are expressed as

M1 = m2

D1
/m11, M2 = m2

D2
m11/(m11m22 − m2

12) with the mass matrix of left-handed

neutrinos m in the diagonal basis of the Dirac mass matrix mD.

Assuming mDi and the unitary matrix V in the singular value decomposition (mD)ij =
∑

k VikmDkU
†
kj are close to observed fermion masses and the CKM matrix, we obtain ex-

pressions of M1,2 by parameters in the low energy and unknown phases. As a result, for

mD1 ≃ 0.5 MeV andmD2 ≃ 100 MeV, their allowed regions are found to be MNH
1 ≃ 3×104−6

GeV and MNH
2

≃ 3 × 106−8 GeV in the NH, M IH
1

≃ 5 × 103−4 GeV and M IH
2

≃ 4 × 108−9

GeV in the IH. These upper and lower bounds are proportional to m2

Di or mD1mD2.

I. INTRODUCTION

The type-I seesaw mechanism [1–4] remains one of the most important subjects in particle

physics. For the three mass matrices in this mechanism, texture studies have been extensively

investigated [5–9]. For example, the sequential dominance (SD) [10–22] attempt to explain the

large mixings of the neutrino oscillation by a very large mass M3 of the heaviest right-handed

neutrino νR3. In the limit of M3 → ∞, a neutrino approaches to be massless. It has also been

argued that such a light neutrino is associated with an approximate lepton number symmetry

[23–27]. These lepton number symmetries U(1)3L ×U(1)3R can be reinterpreted as kind of chiral

symmetries.

Meanwhile, chiral perturbative treatment by singular values mDi of the Dirac mass matrix

mD has made it possible to calculate three right-handed neutrino masses Mi [28–30]. These
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results are used in the evaluation of N2 leptogenesis [31, 32] based on SO(10)-inspired mass

relations [33–40] (and for a review, [41]). In this treatment, input parameters are the mass

matrix of light neutrinos mν , the singular values mDi of the Dirac mass matrix mD, and the

left-handed unitary matrix V in the singular value decomposition mD = V mdiag
D U †. Thus, by

assuming mDi and V to be about the observed fermion masses and the CKM matrix VCKM, we

can understand analytic dependences of Mi on the low energy observables in some grand unified

theories.

In this paper, as a simplified problem, we evaluate the lighter masses M1,2 when the lightest

neutrino mass m1 or 3 is very small. In the parameter region where the chiral perturbative

expansion is valid, the limit m1 or 3 → 0 corresponds to the sequential dominance with M3 → ∞.

We will analyze the allowed regions for the lighter masses M1,2 in such a model. This result

would be valid for discussions of cosmology, such as leptogenesis, because it is encompassed by

the results of some grand unified theories with seesaw mechanisms.

This paper is organized as follows. The next section gives a review of the chiral perturbative

diagonalization of MR and the sequential dominance in the type-I seesaw mechanism. In Sec. 3,

we evaluate M1,2 with SO(10)-inspired relations and the sequential dominance. The final section

is devoted to a summary.

II. CHIRAL PERTURBATIVE DIAGONALIZATION OF MR

In this section, we review the chiral perturbative diagonalization of the mass matrix of right-

handed neutrinos MR [29, 38, 39, 42, 43]. The Dirac mass matrix mD and the mass matrix of

neutrinos mν = UMNSm
diag
ν UT

MNS are defined in a basis where the Yukawa matrix of charged

leptons Ye and MR are diagonal. Here, UMNS is the MNS matrix. By the singular value

decomposition mD = V mdiag
D U † with unitary matrices V and U , the type-I seesaw mechanism

in the diagonal basis of mD is represented as

mdiag
D V Tm−1

ν V mdiag
D = UTMdiag

R U . (1)

By defining the mass matrix V Tm−1
ν V ≡ m−1 (and V †mνV

∗ = m) in this basis, matrix elements

of MR are simply written by (MR)ij ≡ (UTMdiag
R U)ij = mDi(m

−1)ijmDj. Here, singular values

mDi of mD are assumed to be sufficiently hierarchical (mD3 ≫ mD2 ≫ mD1).
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For an invertible m (i.e., the lightest mass m1 or 3 is finite), MR is diagonalized chiral pertur-

batively. Once the heaviest right-handed neutrino νR3 is integrated out, the mass matrix MR0

of the remaining two lighter generations is

MR0 =





m2
D1(m

−1)11 mD1mD2(m
−1)12

mD1mD2(m
−1)12 m2

D2(m
−1)22



 (2)

− 1

m2
D3(m

−1)33
m2

D3





mD1(m
−1)13

mD2(m
−1)23



⊗
(

mD1(m
−1)13 mD2(m

−1)23

)

(3)

=
1

m11m22 −m2
12





mD1 0

0 mD2









m22 −m12

−m12 m11









mD1 0

0 mD2



 . (4)

This means that to integrate out νR3 simply yields the seesaw mechanism of the remaining two

generations.

By integrating out the second heaviest neutrino νR2 again, m−1 becomes the “inverse of 1×1

matrix” 1/m11, and the diagonalized elements Mi of the mass matrix MR are found to be

(M1 , M2 , M3) ≃ (
m2

D1

m11
,

m2
D2m11

m11m22 −m2
12

, m2
D3(m

−1)33) . (5)

Strictly the singular values of MR are the absolute values of Eq. (5). This is a kind of chiral

perturbative expansion because Mi becomes zero in the limit of mDi → 0.

The diagonalization matrix of MR associated with the integration out of heavy states is 1

U ≃











1 mD1

mD2

m∗

12

m∗

11

0

−mD1

mD2

m12

m11
1 0

0 0 1





















1 0 −mD1

mD3

(m−1)∗
13

(m−1)∗
33

0 1 −mD2

mD3

(m−1)∗
23

(m−1)∗
33

mD1

mD3

(m−1)13
(m−1)33

mD2

mD3

(m−1)23
(m−1)33

1











(6)

≃











1 mD1

mD2

m∗

12

m∗

11

mD1

mD3

m∗

13

m∗

11

−mD1

mD2

m12

m11
1 −mD2

mD3

(m−1)∗
23

(m−1)∗
33

mD1

mD3

(m−1)13
(m−1)33

mD2

mD3

(m−1)23
(m−1)33

1











. (7)

This procedure perturbatively “solves” all six constraints of the type-I seesaw mechanism [38, 39].

In other words, U and Mi are determined by input parameters mν ,mDi and V [44].

1 The 1-3 element of U is not a misprint, but due to the sum of two terms. This makes U not look like a unitary

matrix, because mD1/mD3 behaves as a second-order perturbation.
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For the chiral perturbative diagonalization to be a good description, U must not have a large

mixing and the following conditions are required;

mD1

mD2

∣

∣

∣

∣

m12

m11

∣

∣

∣

∣

,
mD1

mD3

∣

∣

∣

∣

(m−1)13
(m−1)33

∣

∣

∣

∣

,
mD2

mD3

∣

∣

∣

∣

(m−1)23
(m−1)33

∣

∣

∣

∣

. 0.1 . (8)

Since elements mij are expected to be comparable unless mν and V have special forms, this

perturbative treatment is valid in a wide parameter region.

A. Sequential dominance by the limit of m1 or 3 → 0

The above discussion requires that mν have an inverse matrix. Let us examine the behavior

of the limit m1 or 3 → 0 (This is corresponds to performing a chiral perturbative expansion by

m1 or 3). There are two limits in which the matrix mν = mDM
−1
R mT

D becomes singular;

1. The rank of mD approaches two.

2. M3 → ∞.

In the case of 1, (almost) zero singular values of mD and mν yields a chiral symmetry

associated with the lepton number [25–27, 45];

RmD = mD , Rmν = mν R = mν , R ≡ diag(eiα , 1 , 1). (9)

The following shows that R for mν and mD is identical. For each singular value decomposition

mν ≡ UMNSm
diag
ν UT

MNS and mD = V mdiag
D U †, the seesaw mechanism is written by











0 0 0

0 m2 0

0 0 m3











= U †
MNSV











0 0 0

0 mD2 0

0 0 mD3











U †(Mdiag
R )−1U∗











0 0 0

0 mD2 0

0 0 mD3











V TU∗
MNS . (10)

The first column of UMNS and V must match in order for the singular value decomposition (by

U †
MNSV ) to close in the 2-3 subspace. Thus, the eigenvectors of UMNS and V in the massless

direction must coincide, and Eq. (9) holds simultaneously in a proper basis.

For the normal hierarchy (NH) m1 = 0 and the inverted hierarchy (IH) m3 = 0, the form of

m = V †mνV
∗ in this basis is respectively

m =











0 0 0

0 ∗ ∗
0 ∗ ∗











or











∗ ∗ 0

∗ ∗ 0

0 0 0











, (11)
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where ∗ denotes appropriate matrix elements. That is, m1i or m3i = 0 is a consequence of rank

mD = 2 (for detMR 6= 0). In this case the perturbative diagonalization for MR breaks down

[43], because the cancellation of the approximate chiral symmetry between mD and m−1
ν leads

to a matrix MR without the chiral symmetry. Chiral perturbative treatment can be possible in

the remaining two generations. However, in this situation, the unitary matrix V ∼ UMNS of the

Dirac mass matrix is far from the CKM matrix. Specifically,

V NH ∼











−2/
√
6 ∗ ∗

1/
√
6 ∗ ∗

1/
√
6 ∗ ∗











, V IH ∼











∗ ∗ 0

∗ ∗ −1/
√
2

∗ ∗ 1/
√
2











, (12)

for the case of NH and IH. Thus, there is no guideline for mDi and V from unified theories.

On the other hand, the second case M3 → ∞ can be treated by chiral perturbative expan-

sion and it corresponds to the sequential dominance [10–12]. Since several parameters become

unphysical as the heaviest neutrino νR3 is decoupled, the seesaw mechanism is simplified and

analysis becomes easier in this limit.

B. Behavior of MR in the limit of m1 or 3 → 0

Here, we explore the chiral perturbative behavior of MR in the limit of m1 or 3 → 0. A mis-

alignment of diagonalization W between mν and mD is defined as V †UMNS ≡ W ≡ (w1,w2,w3)

by 3-dimensional vectors wi. The spectral decomposition m−1 = V Tm−1
ν V = W ∗mdiag−1

ν W † is

written by

(m−1)∗ =
1

m1
w1 ⊗w

T
1 +

1

m2
w2 ⊗w

T
2 +

1

m3
w3 ⊗w

T
3 . (13)

In Eq. (13), the rank one matrix diverging in the limit of m1 or 3 → 0 contributes to M3. In

particular,

(m−1)∗33 =
W 2

31

m1
+

W 2
32

m2
+

W 2
33

m3
≃ W 2

31

m1
or

W 2
33

m3
. (14)

If the matrix V is similar to VCKM, W has large mixings and matrix elements of W are compa-

rable. Then this approximation holds with m1 or 3/m2 . 0.1, and it is valid when m1 . 1 meV

in NH and m3 . 5 meV in IH. In this case the heaviest singular value M3 is evaluated as

M3 ≃ m2
D3(m

−1)33 ≃ m2
D3

m1
|W ∗

31|2 or
m2

D3

m3
|W ∗

33|2 . (15)
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This situation will be realized by a sufficiently heavy M3 in some GUT models with strong

hierarchy.

These chiral relations of Mi are expected to hold at a higher energy scale because the Yukawa

interactions of the first and second generations hardy receive the renormalization. Only when

mD3 is about as large as the top quark mass mt, it receives a quantum correction of about 10 %

[46]. Furthermore, the renormalization of gauge interactions in the Standard Model cancels out

in the numerator and denominator, the expressions for M1,2 are rather insensitive to quantum

corrections.

III. THE (SECOND) LIGHTEST MASS M1,2 OF RIGHT-HANDED NEUTRINO νR1,2

WITH SO(10)-INSPIRED RELATIONS AND SEQUENTIAL DOMINANCE

Here we evaluate the lighter masses M1,2 and its allowed regions with SO(10)-inspired rela-

tions and sequential dominance. First of all, the singular value decompositions of the Yukawa

matrices of leptons in a general basis are defined as

Y 0
ν ≡ VνY

diag
ν U †

ν , Y 0
e ≡ VeY

diag
e U †

e . (16)

On the other hand, the mass matrices mD and mν are defined in the diagonal basis of Ye;

Ye = Y diag
e , mD = V mdiag

D U † , mν = UMNSm
diag
ν UT

MNS . (17)

From this, V = V †
e Vν and UMNS implicitly involve Ve.

With some grand unified theories in mind, the following SO(10)-inspired relations are as-

sumed.

1. mD1 ≃ mu(ΛGUT) ≃ me(ΛGUT) ≃ 0.5MeV, mD2 ≃ mc(ΛGUT) ∼ mµ(ΛGUT) ∼ 100MeV

[46].

2. The unitary matrix V of mD is dominated by 1-2 mixing, and its mixing angle is at most

about the Cabibbo angle θC .

Specifically, V is expressed by,

V ≃











eiσ1 0 0

0 eiσ2 0

0 0 eiσ3





















cθ sθe
iφ O(10−3)

−sθe
−iφ cθ O(10−2)

O(10−3) O(10−2) 1











, (18)
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where sθ ≡ sin θ . 0.2, cθ ≡ cos θ ∼ 1 and φ, σi are unknown phases. The signs of sθ, cθ are

absorbed into the phases, and θ is restricted to the first quadrant 0 ≦ θ ≦ π/2. Unknown phases

ρi from Vν are omitted because their contributions mij → eiρimije
iρj are unphysical.

Since these assumptions eliminate the possibility of identical chiral symmetry such as Eq. (11),

we consider only SD in this situation. From |W3i| ≃ |Uτi|, the absolute value of M3 (15) is hardly

affected by V ;

M3 ≃ m2
D3(m

−1)33 ≃ m2
D3

m1
|Uτ1|2 or

m2
D3

m3
|Uτ3|2 . (19)

To express M1,2 by low energy parameters, m11 is written by matrix elements of mν with

mαβ =
∑

i miUαiUβi as

m11 ≃ (V ∗
11)

2mee + 2V ∗
11V

∗
21meµ + (V ∗

21)
2mµµ , (20)

= c2θe
−2iσ1mee − 2sθcθe

i(φ−σ1−σ2)meµ + s2θe
2i(φ−σ2)mµµ . (21)

Since the final result is an absolute value, the extra phase can be removed by multiplying by

e2iσ1 ;

|m11| ≃ |c2θmee − 2sθcθe
iβmeµ + s2θe

2iβmµµ| , (22)

where β ≡ φ+σ1−σ2 is the only unknown phase that cannot be determined from phenomenology.

Besides, using elements Wij and mi, we obtain

mNH
11 ≃ W 2

12m2 +W 2
13m3 , mIH

11 ≃ W 2
11m1 +W 2

12m2 . (23)

By uniform redefinition of phases eiσ1W1i = cθUei − sθe
iβUµi and PDG parameterization of

UMNS, these matrix elements are rewritten as

eiσ1W11 ≃ cθc12c13 + sθe
iβ(c23s12 + c12s13s23e

iδ) , (24)

e−iα/2eiσ1W12 ≃ cθs12c13 − sθe
iβ(c12c23 − s12s13s23e

iδ) , (25)

eiσ1W13 ≃ cθs13e
−iδ − sθe

iβc13s23 , (26)

where cij ≡ cos θij and sij ≡ sin θij. In the limit of M3 → ∞, the only Majorana phase α is

defined as associated with m2.

The latest global fit (without Super-Kamiokande) is used for input parameters [47]. The

mass differences are

∆m2
21 = 74.2meV2 , ∆m2

31 = 2515meV2 , ∆m2
32 = −2498meV2 , (27)
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where ∆m2
31 > 0 for NH and ∆m2

32 < 0 for IH. The three mixing angles are

sin2 θNH
12 = 0.304 , sin2 θNH

23 = 0.573 , sin2 θNH
13 = 0.0222 , (28)

sin2 θNH
12 = 0.304 , sin2 θNH

23 = 0.578 , sin2 θNH
13 = 0.0224 . (29)

In this paper, only best-fit values are used to grasp behaviors of M1,2. The errors in chiral

perturbative expansion of mDi are O(m2
Di/m

2
Dj) . 1 % [48], which is smaller than that of

neutrino oscillation experiments. There are also another errors of about 4 % due to the neglect

of Vcb, Vts ∼ 0.04. However, the largest source of errors come from the neglect of m1 or 3/m2.

A. Inverted hierarchy

We start the analysis of IH first because it is easier than NH. From the triangular inequality

|z1| − |z2| ≦ |z1 + eiαz2| ≦ |z1|+ |z2| for complex numbers z1,2,

m1|W11|2 −m2|W12|2 ≦ |mIH
11 | ≦ m1|W11|2 +m2|W12|2 . (30)

Since W11 and W12 are functions of β and δ, inequality is not used anymore.

The upper bound is evaluated as

m1|W11|2 +m2|W12|2 (31)

≃ m1

∣

∣

∣
cθc12c13 + sθe

iβ(c23s12 + c12s13s23e
iδ)

∣

∣

∣

2
+m2

∣

∣

∣
cθs12c13 − sθe

iβ(c12c23 − s12s13s23e
iδ)

∣

∣

∣

2

= c213c
2
θ(m1c

2
12 +m2s

2
12) + 2c13cθsθ[s13s23(m1c

2
12 +m2s

2
12) cos(β + δ) + c12c23(m1 −m2)s12 cosβ)]

+ s2θ[2c12c23(m1 −m2)s12s13s23 cos δ + c223(m1s
2
12 +m2c

2
12) + s213s

2
23(m1c

2
12 +m2s

2
12)] . (32)

The maximum value |mIH
11 |max is exist near the point β = δ = π because of m2 & m1 and

terms proportional to s2θ are negligble second-order perturbations. Thus, the Majorana phase is

obviously chosen to be α ≃ 0.

Substituting m1 ≃ m2, we obtain

|mIH
11 |max ≃ m1(c

2
θc

2
13 + 2sθcθs13c13s23 + s2θ(c

2
23 + s213s

2
23)) ≃ 50meV . (33)

The dependence of θ is small because the terms in the first order of sθ cancel out by m1 ≃ m2

and the lowest order is proportional to sθs13.



9

The minimum value is evaluated in the same manner.

m1|W11|2 −m2|W12|2
m1

(34)

≃
∣

∣

∣
cθc12c13 + sθe

iβ(c23s12 + c12s13s23e
iδ)

∣

∣

∣

2
−

∣

∣

∣
cθs12c13 − sθe

iβ(c12c23 − s12s13s23e
iδ)

∣

∣

∣

2
(35)

= c213c
2
θ(c

2
12 − s212) + 2c13cθsθ[2c12c23s12 cos β + s13s23(c

2
12 − s212) cos(β + δ)]

− s2θ[(c
2
12 − s212)(c

2
23 − s213s

2
23)− 4c12c23s12s13s23 cos δ] . (36)

Among terms with phase dependences, the dominant one is the term proportional to cos β. The

rests are suppressed by s13 and/or sθ, and the minimum exists at a point near β = π, δ = 0.

We have confirmed these behaviors numerically. From this, the minimum value |mIH
11 |min exists

around α = π,

|mIH
11 |min ≃ m1(|cθc12c13 − sθ(c23s12 + c12s13s23)|2 − |cθs12c13 + sθ(c12c23 − s12s13s23)|2) . (37)

By ignoring the second-order perturbations for sθ and s13,

|mIH
11 |min ≃ m1(c

2
13c

2
θ(c

2
12 − s212)− 4sθcθs12c13c12c23) ≃ 19(1 − 3sθ)meV . (38)

The numerical values are approximately

|mIH
11 |min

θ=0 ≃ 18.6meV , |mIH
11 |min

θ=0.1 = 12.2meV , |mIH
11 |min

θ=0.2 = 5.53meV . (39)

These expressions coincide with the upper and lower bounds of |mee| in the limit of θ → 0.

Therefore, in grand unified theories where the chiral perturbative expansion is valid, the

range of M IH
1 = m2

D1/|mIH
11 | in IH with m3 → 0 is

5TeV
( mD1

0.5 MeV

)2
. M IH

1 . 50TeV
( mD1

0.5 MeV

)2
. (40)

Around these upper and lower bounds, all CP phases are almost trivial and some CP symmetry

is expected in the lepton sector. In addition, the latest limit of double beta decay by the

KamLAND-Zen collaboration |mee| . 36 − 156meV [49] is roughly corresponds to about 7 −
1.6TeV & M IH

1 .

The parameter m11 also dominates M2. From Eq. (5) and the behavior (14) of (m−1)33 in

SD,

M IH
2 ≃ m2

D2

∣

∣

∣

∣

m11

Detm(m−1)33

∣

∣

∣

∣

≃ m2
D2

m1m2

∣

∣

∣

∣

m11

(W ∗
33)

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

≃ m2
D2

m1m2

∣

∣

∣

∣

m11

U2
τ3

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (41)
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The fermion masses of the second generation at the GUT scale are roughly [46]

mc ≃ 200MeV, ms ≃ 20MeV, mµ ≃ 100MeV. (42)

By normalizing for mD2 ∼ 100MeV,

M IH
2 ≃

( mD2

100 MeV

)2
∣

∣

∣

∣

m11

m1

∣

∣

∣

∣

(

10 meV

m2 |U2
τ3|

)

109 GeV . (43)

Then the allowed region of M IH
2 of IH is determined as

0.4× 109 GeV
( mD2

100 MeV

)2
. M IH

2 . 4.0× 109 GeV
( mD2

100 MeV

)2
. (44)

B. Normal hierarchy

We proceed to the analysis of NH. As in the case of IH, there exists the triangular inequality,

m2|W12|2 −m3|W13|2 ≦ |mNH
11 | ≦ m2|W12|2 +m3|W13|2 . (45)

For the upper limit,

|W12|2m2 + |W13|2m3 (46)

≃ m2

∣

∣

∣
cθs12c13 − sθe

iβ(c12c23 − s12s13s23e
iδ)

∣

∣

∣

2
+m3

∣

∣

∣
cθs13e

−iδ − sθe
iβc13s23

∣

∣

∣

2
(47)

= c2θ(m2c
2
13s

2
12 +m3s

2
13)− 2sθ[c13cθ{m2c12c23s12 cos β + (m3 −m2s

2
12)s13s23 cos(β + δ)}]

+ s2θ[m2(c
2
12c

2
23 + s212s

2
13s

2
23) +m3s

2
23c

2
13 − 2m2c12c23s12s13s23 cos δ] . (48)

Due to phase-dependent terms of the first-order in sθ, it reaches the maximum near β = π, δ = 0

and α = 0 . The maximum value |mNH
11 |max is expressed as

|mNH
11 |max ≃ m2[cθs12c13 + sθ(c12c23 − s12s13s23)]

2 +m3(cθs13 + sθc13s23)
2 (49)

≃ (m2s
2
12 +m3s

2
13) + 2sθ(s13s23(m3 −m2s

2
12) +m2c12c23s12) , (50)

where the second order terms of sθ are ignored in the second equality. Numerically, it is approx-

imately evaluated as

|mNH
11 |max

θ=0 = 3.67meV , |mNH
11 |max

θ=0.1 = 5.50meV , |mNH
11 |max

θ=0.2 = 7.81meV . (51)
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For MNH
1 , the same equation as IH holds. For MNH

2 , we obtain

M2 ≃ m2
D2

∣

∣

∣

∣

m11

Detm(m−1)33

∣

∣

∣

∣

≃ m2
D2

m2m3

∣

∣

∣

∣

m11

U2
τ1

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (52)

By a proper normalization,

M2 ≃
( mD2

100MeV

)2
(

100meV2

m2m3|Uτ1|2
)( |m11|

1meV

)

108 GeV . (53)

Therefore, the minimum value of MNH
1 and the maximum value of MNH

2 are given by the

maxmum value of |m11| with θ = 0.2,

Mmin
1 ≃ 30TeV

( mD1

0.5 MeV

)2
, Mmax

2 ≃ 3× 108 GeV
( mD2

100 MeV

)2
. (54)

On the other hand, the minimum of mNH
11 is

|W12|2m2 − |W13|2m3 (55)

≃ m2

∣

∣

∣
cθs12c13 − sθe

iβ(c12c23 − s12s13s23e
iδ)

∣

∣

∣

2
−m3

∣

∣

∣
cθs13e

−iδ − sθe
iβc13s23

∣

∣

∣

2
(56)

= m2s
2
12c

2
13c

2
θ −m3(c

2
13s

2
23s

2
θ + s213c

2
θ) + 2c13cθsθ

(

s13s23
(

m2s
2
12 +m3

)

cos(β + δ) − c12c23m2s12 cos β
)

+m2s
2
θ(c

2
12c

2
23 + s212s

2
13s

2
23 − 2c12c23s12s13s23 cos δ) . (57)

This is minimized near β = 0 and δ = π. Thus the minimum value (mNH
11 )min of mNH

11 exists

near α ≃ π, and a rough evaluation of the first order of sθ is

(mNH
11 )min ≃ m2(cθs12c13 − sθ(c12c23 + s12s13s23))

2 −m3(cθs13 + sθc13s23)
2 (58)

≃ (m2s
2
12 −m3s

2
13)− 2sθ(s13s23(m3 +m2s

2
12) +m2c12c23s12) . (59)

The numerical values are

(mNH
11 )min

θ=0 ≃ 1.44meV , (mNH
11 )min

θ=0.1 = −0.50meV , (mNH
11 )min

θ=0.2 = −2.92meV . (60)

For a finite sθ, mNH
11 can have a negative value. This corresponds to the region where

|mNH
11 |min = 0 is possible for appropriate complex phases. The condition for such a cancellation

to occur is
√
m2W12 ≃ ±i

√
m3W13, and the minimum θ that satisfies the condition is

√
m2(cθs12c13 − sθ(c12c23 + s12s13s23)) = ±√

m3(cθs13 + sθc13s23) . (61)
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By choosing the solution with the smaller θ,

sθ =
c13s12 −

√

m3

m2
s13

c13
√

m3

m2
s23 + c12c23 + s12s13s23

≃ 0.077 . (62)

For a larger θ than this value, there is a canceling region where (mNH
11 )min ≃ 0. The phase

dependence of the minimum is shown in Fig. 1. We can see that such cancellation is likely to

occur in the region δ + β ∼ π.

0

0.5

1

1.5

1.5

1.5

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

δ

β

sθ = 0.1

1

0

0

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

δ

β

sθ = 0.2

FIG. 1: Plots of |W12|2m2 − |W13|2m3 (48) for δ and β in NH. The left and right ones represent the

case of sθ = 0.1, 0.2 respectively.

C. M1,2 in the level crossing point (mNH
11

)min ≃ 0

The chiral perturbative expansion breaks down in the limit of m11 → 0. This is clear from

Eq. (4) because the diagonalization of the mass matrix MR0 for the lighter generations has a

large mixing. In this level crossing point [29], the masses M1 and M2 are of equal magnitude,

and the relation M−1
1 ∝ m11 ∝ M2 no longer holds. Let us examine how the mass matrices m

and MR0 behave in the region where m11 is small. From Eq. (14), the minor determinant is

evaluated as

|m11m22 −m2
12| = |Detm(m−1)33| ≃ m2m3|(W ∗

31)
2| ≃ m2m3|Uτ1|2 . (63)
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Thus in the limit of m11 → 0, |m12| ≃
√
m2m3|Uτ1| ≃ 15meV holds. Since the value |m22| ≃

|mµµ| ≃ m3/2 ≃ 25meV is a roughly constant under θ, the behaviors of m and MR0 (4) in the

limit of m11 → 0 are

MR0 =
1

m11m22 −m2
12





mD1 0

0 mD2









m22 −m12

−m12 m11









mD1 0

0 mD2



 , (64)

|MR0| ≃
1

m2m3|Uτ1|2





m2
D1m3/2 mD1mD2

√
m2m3|Uτ1|

mD1mD2
√
m2m3|Uτ1| 0



 . (65)

From |m12| ∼ |m22|, the off-diagonal element is dominant in unified theories withmD2 & 20mD1,

and the two mass singular values are almost same M1 ≃ M2.

Such a condition is also evaluated from the relation of determinants and Eq. (15);

M1M2M3 =
m2

D1m
2
D2m

2
D3

m1m2m3
, M1M2 =

m2
D1m

2
D2

m2m3|Uτ1|2
. (66)

When M1 and M2 are approximately equal,

M1 ≃ M2 ≃
mD1mD2√
m2m3|Uτ1|

. (67)

It gives an upper bound on MNH
1 and a lower bound on MNH

2 simultaneously,

Mmax
1 ≃ Mmin

2 ≃
( mD1

1MeV

)( mD2

100MeV

)

(

10meV

|Uτ1|
√
m2m3

)

107 GeV . (68)

Therefore, the bounds will be about 10PeV. Unlike with the case of IH, these upper and lower

bounds are proportional to mD1mD2. To summarize these results,

3× 104 GeV
( mD1

0.5 MeV

)2
. MNH

1 . 3× 106 GeV

(

mD1mD2

50 MeV2

)

, (69)

3× 106 GeV

(

mD1mD2

50 MeV2

)

. MNH
2 . 3× 108 GeV

( mD2

100 MeV

)2
. (70)

Since M1M2 is approximately constant under θ, the widths of these allowed regions are compa-

rable.

IV. SUMMARY

In this paper, we perform a chiral perturbative evaluation of the (second) lightest mass M1,2

of right-handed neutrino νR1,2 in the type-I seesaw mechanism with SO(10)-inspired relations
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and an almost massless neutrino m1 or 3 ∼ 0. By chiral perturbative treatment, the masses M1,2

are expressed as M1 = m2
D1/m11, M2 = m2

D2m11/(m11m22 − m2
12) with the mass matrix of

left-handed neutrinos m in the diagonal basis of the Dirac mass matrix mD. Assuming mDi and

the unitary matrix V in the singular value decomposition (mD)ij =
∑

k VikmDkU
†
kj are close to

observed fermion masses and the CKM matrix, we obtained expressions for M1,2 by parameters

in the low energy and unknown phases.

As a result, the upper and lower bounds of M1,2 are obtained as

3× 104 GeV
( mD1

0.5 MeV

)2
. MNH

1 . 3× 106 GeV

(

mD1mD2

50 MeV2

)

, (71)

3× 106 GeV

(

mD1mD2

50 MeV2

)

. MNH
2 . 3× 108 GeV

( mD2

100 MeV

)2
. (72)

for the NH, and

5× 103 GeV
( mD1

0.5 MeV

)2
. M IH

1 . 5× 104 GeV
( mD1

0.5 MeV

)2
, (73)

4× 108 GeV
( mD2

100 MeV

)2
. M IH

2 . 4× 109 GeV
( mD2

100 MeV

)2
, (74)

for the IH. The difference in the dependence of mDi is due to a cancellation of m11 in NH. This

result would be valid for discussions of cosmology, such as leptogenesis, because it is encompassed

by the results of some grand unified theories with seesaw mechanisms.
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