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We consider the Standard Model extended by right-handed neutrinos to explain massive neutrinos 
through the seesaw mechanism. The new fermion can be observed when it has a sufficiently small 
mass and large mixings to left-handed neutrinos. If such a particle is the lightest right-handed neutrino, 
its contribution to the mass matrix of active neutrinos needs to be canceled by that of a heavier one. 
Yukawa couplings of the heavier one are then larger than those of the lightest one. We show that the 
perturbativity condition gives a severe upper bound on the mixing of the lightest right-handed neutrino, 
depending on the masses of heavier ones. Models of high energy phenomena, such as leptogenesis, can 
be constrained by low energy experiments.

© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). Funded by SCOAP3.
1. Introduction

The masses of active neutrinos are the most prominent evi-
dence for physics beyond the Standard Model. The simplest and 
sufficient extension is to introduce right-handed neutrinos (the 
seesaw mechanism [1]). They can also explain the baryon asymme-
try of the universe [2]. Right-handed neutrinos have been searched 
for a long time at various experiments and observations (for com-
pilations, see Refs. [3–5]). Their detectability is determined by two 
parameters: masses and mixings.

In this letter, we derive upper and lower bounds on the mixing 
of the lightest right-handed neutrino. The lower bound comes from 
the seesaw relation, and the upper one is from the perturbativity. 
To obtain the upper bound, we take into account the cancella-
tion between the contributions of right-handed neutrinos to the 
mass matrix of active neutrinos. We also consider the renormal-
ization group evolution (RGE) of Yukawa couplings. The new upper 
bound is stronger than the existing bounds by orders of magnitude 
for many cases. This bound is crucial for future collider searches 
[6–12].

The perturbativity of the neutrino Yukawa couplings without 
RGE was discussed in Ref. [13]. The RGE effect was partially studied 
in the context of grand unification [14]. Note that stronger bounds 
may be derived by the vacuum stability condition [15,16], but it 
largely depends on the top Yukawa coupling and the details of 

* Corresponding author.
E-mail addresses: asaka@muse.sc.niigata-u.ac.jp (T. Asaka), 

tsuyuki@muse.sc.niigata-u.ac.jp (T. Tsuyuki).
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2015.12.013
0370-2693/© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article
SCOAP3.
the scalar sector. Here we focus on the perturbativity to be con-
servative. Our results do not change much even if we assume the 
stability.

2. Seesaw mechanism

We consider the Standard Model extended by right-handed 
neutrinos νR . The neutrino masses are induced by the Lagrangian

Lmass = −Fα I Lα�νR I − MI

2
νR Iν

c
R I + h.c. (1)

Fα I (α = e, μ, τ ; I = 1, . . . , N ) are Yukawa couplings of neutri-
nos and Higgs doublet �. We assume |Fα I |〈�〉/MI � 1 (〈�〉 =
174 GeV) to realize the seesaw mechanism. The mass eigenstates 
of neutrinos are three active neutrinos ν j ( j = 1, 2, 3) with masses 
m j and N heavy neutral leptons (HNLs) NI with masses MI . The 
labeling of HNLs is defined as M1 ≤ M2 ≤ · · · ≤ MN . The masses 
and mixings are related by the seesaw relation

U DνU T = −�D N�T , (2)

where U denotes the active neutrino mixing matrix, �α I =
Fα I 〈�〉/MI is the mixing element of HNL NI , Dν ≡
diag(m1, m2, m3) and D N ≡ diag(M1, . . . , MN ). The relation (2) is 
modified by radiative corrections [17,18]. These corrections do not 
change our final results since they give subleading contributions.

The Yukawa couplings which satisfy Eq. (2) are convenient to 
be parametrized as [19]

F = i

〈�〉 U D1/2
ν �D1/2

N , (3)
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where � is a 3 × N complex matrix which is not determined by 
neutrino oscillation experiments. It satisfies ��T = 1 for N ≥ 3
and ��T = diag(0, 1, 1) or diag(1, 1, 0) for N = 2 with the nor-
mal hierarchy (NH) or inverted hierarchy (IH). The mixing of the 
lightest HNL is expressed as

|�1|2 ≡
∑
α

|�α1|2 = 1

M1

3∑
j=1

m j|� j1|2. (4)

We derive a lower bound on the mixing for N = 2, 3 cases,

M1|�1|2 = ml

⎛
⎝1 −

3∑
j=1

(�r2
j1 − �i2

j1)

⎞
⎠ +

3∑
j=1

m j(�
r2
j1 + �i2

j1)

= ml +
3∑

j=1

{
(m j − ml)�

r2
j1 + (m j + ml)�

i2
j1

}

≥ ml, (5)

where �r and �i are real and imaginary parts of �. ml is m2 (m1)

for N = 2 with the NH (IH) and the lightest neutrino mass for 
N = 3. In the first equality, we have used (�T �)11 = 1, which 
holds for N = 2, 3. The last equality holds when � j1 = δ jl . For 
N ≥ 4, there is no lower bound since we can choose � j1 = 0, 
which means that N1 decouples from the seesaw mechanism. If 
the lightest neutrino is massless, N1 can also decouple for N = 3.

3. Perturbativity

From Eq. (4), we can see that the mixing |�1|2 can be much 
larger than m j/M1 if |� j1| is much larger than 1. Actually, such 
� is needed to discover the HNL by collider experiments. For ex-
ample, the bound from Z boson decay is |�1|2 � 10−5 for M1 =
10 GeV [20], and then M1|�1|2 ∼ 100 keV 
 m j for |�1|2 ∼ 10−5. 
In this case, the contribution of N1 in the right-hand side of Eq. (2)
need to be mostly canceled by those of heavier HNLs (� cannot be 
diagonal).

The mixing, however, cannot be arbitrarily large, since Yukawa 
couplings are constrained by perturbativity as discussed below. The 
diagonal components of the seesaw relation (2) are∑

j

m j U
2
α j = −

∑
I

MI�
2
α I . (6)

In this section, we assume that N1 is detectable at colliders, or 
M1|�α1|2 
 m j for at least one of α = e, μ, τ . The seesaw rela-
tion (6) and the triangle inequality give

|�α1|2 =
∣∣∣∣∣
N∑

I=2

MI

M1
�2

α I

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
N∑

I=2

MI

M1
|�α I |2 ≤ 〈�〉2

M1M2

N∑
I=2

|Fα I |2.

(7)

The third equality holds when M2 = · · · = MN . The perturbativity 
bound can be estimated as

|�α1|2 ≤ 4π(N − 1)〈�〉2

M1M2
, (8)

if we apply |Fα I | ≤
√

4π as the perturbativity conditions. Note that 
the bound gets more severe when the mass hierarchy is stronger 
M2 
 M1. In such a case, the perturbativity conditions on Fα I
(I ≥ 2) give the stronger bound on �α1 than the perturbativity of 
Fα1. We can use Eq. (8) to obtain an upper bound on the mass 
of the second lightest HNL when M1 and |�α1| are measured by 
future experiments. If Ns HNLs decouples from the seesaw mech-
anism (like a dark-matter-candidate HNL), Eq. (8) can be slightly 
modified by N →N −Ns .
Fig. 1. Renormalization group evolution of top and neutrino Yukawa couplings yt

and |yν
i I | in the case with M1 = M2, |yν

32(M P )| = √
4π and the NH.

Fig. 2. Constraints on the mixing of the lightest HNL. Shaded regions are excluded. 
The upper bounds from the perturbativity are shown by red solid lines. The bound 
Eq. (8) with N = 2, M2 = M1 is shown by the red dot-dashed line labeled “no 
RGE”. Blue dashed lines are the bounds Eq. (5) for the NH and IH. Dotted lines 
show experimental and cosmological bounds and future sensitivities [5,9,12].

We have to take into account the RGE of Yukawa couplings to 
keep perturbativity at high energy scale. We consider two right-
handed neutrinos (N = 2) for the calculation of RGE below. For 
N ≥ 3, some structure of � has to be assumed, but the bound 
would change only by an O(1) factor [see Eq. (8)]. It is useful to 
calculate the RGE of neutrino Yukawa couplings in the basis that 
the active neutrino mass matrix is diagonal, or yν ≡ −iU † F . In this 
basis, our result do not depend on the unknown Dirac and Majo-
rana phases in U because contributions of charged leptons to the 
RGE are negligible. The mixings |�I |2 do not depend on the choice 
of the basis.

A typical example of Yukawa coupling RGE is shown in Fig. 1. 
We have used one-loop renormalization group equations [21]. The 
input parameters are taken to the central values in Refs. [22–24]. 
In our basis of Eq. (3), yν

1I = 0 for the NH. The absolute values of 
the other neutrino Yukawa couplings are monotonically increasing, 
so we define the perturbativity condition here as

|yν
j I (μ = M P )| < √

4π (9)

where μ is a renormalization scale and M P = 2.4 × 1018 GeV (the 
difference of the results from those applying |Fα I (μ = M P )| <√

4π is negligible). The perturbativity of the top Yukawa coupling 
is satisfied since it is smaller than the maximal component of |yν |
at high energy scales.

Constraints on the mixing |�1|2 is shown in Fig. 2. We have 
drawn the perturbativity bound with M2 = M1 for both the NH 
and IH cases, but the difference is negligible. The perturbativity 
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Fig. 3. Low mass region of Fig. 2. The labels of dotted lines indicate names of exper-
iments or methods [5,9,12].

bound falls as ∝ M−2
1 when M2 = M1 and ∝ M−1

1 when M2 is 
fixed [see Eq. (8)]. We can see that two HNLs cannot be heavier 
than O(1015) GeV. It should be noted that the seesaw lower bound 
Eq. (5) can be weaker or stronger for N = 3 depending on the 
lightest neutrino mass.

The low mass region is depicted in Fig. 3 with the constraints 
from various experiments (see Refs. [5,12] and references therein). 
The constraints are mostly dominated by those on �τ1. The per-
turbativity bound can be much stronger than those of past exper-
iments, and also comparable to the sensitivities of future experi-
ments.

Note that Fig. 3 says that low energy experiments can constrain 
HNLs much heavier than the electroweak scale, as indicated by 
Eq. (8). The constraint is not much changed by N [see Eq. (8)]. If 
M2 > 109 GeV, the mixing |�1|2 have to be smaller than the line 
labeled “M2 = 109 GeV”. For example, if a HNL with M1 ∼ 10 GeV
and |�1|2 ∼ 10−5 is found, the second lightest HNL must be lighter 
than ∼ 109 GeV by the perturbativity and the seesaw relation. 
It means that thermal leptogenesis [2], which requires two HNLs 
heavier than 109 GeV to explain the baryon asymmetry of the uni-
verse [25–27], is disfavored for N = 3. In this case, the baryon 
asymmetry have to be generated by another mechanism, such as 
resonant leptogenesis [28] or baryogenesis via neutrino oscillations 
[29,30].

4. Conclusion

We have explicitly shown two constraints on right-handed neu-
trinos. The lower bound comes from the seesaw relation, and the 
upper one comes from perturbativity. The mixing of the lightest 
HNL is related to those of heavier HNLs via the seesaw mechanism. 
If the lightest HNL is found by experiments, the second lightest 
HNL have to be sufficiently light. This fact can be used to probe 
high energy phenomena such as leptogenesis.
Acknowledgements

T.A. was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grants No. 25400249, No. 
26105508, and No. 15H01031.

References

[1] P. Minkowski, Phys. Lett. B 67 (1977) 421;
T. Yanagida, in: O. Sawada, A. Sugamoto (Eds.), Proceedings of the Workshop 
on Unified Theory and Baryon Number of the Universe, KEK, Tsukuba, 1979;
M. Gell-Mann, P. Ramond, R. Slansky, in: P. van Niewenhuizen, D. Freedman 
(Eds.), Supergravity, North Holland, Amsterdam, 1979, arXiv:1306.4669 [hep-
th];
S.L. Glashow, NATO Sci. Ser. B 61 (1980) 687;
R.N. Mohapatra, G. Senjanovic, Phys. Rev. Lett. 44 (1980) 912.

[2] M. Fukugita, T. Yanagida, Phys. Lett. B 174 (1986) 45.
[3] A.Y. Smirnov, R. Zukanovich Funchal, Phys. Rev. D 74 (2006) 013001, arXiv:hep-

ph/0603009.
[4] A. Atre, T. Han, S. Pascoli, B. Zhang, J. High Energy Phys. 0905 (2009) 030, 

arXiv:0901.3589 [hep-ph].
[5] F.F. Deppisch, P.S. Bhupal Dev, A. Pilaftsis, New J. Phys. 17 (7) (2015) 075019, 

arXiv:1502.06541 [hep-ph].
[6] C. Adams, et al., LBNE Collaboration, arXiv:1307.7335 [hep-ex].
[7] A. Blondel, et al., FCC-ee study Team Collaboration, arXiv:1411.5230 [hep-ex].
[8] A. Kobach, S. Dobbs, Phys. Rev. D 91 (5) (2015) 053006, arXiv:1412.4785 [hep-

ph].
[9] S. Antusch, O. Fischer, J. High Energy Phys. 1505 (2015) 053, arXiv:1502.05915 

[hep-ph].
[10] S. Banerjee, P.S. Bhupal Dev, A. Ibarra, T. Mandal, M. Mitra, Phys. 

Rev. D 92 (2015) 075002, http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.075002, 
arXiv:1503.05491 [hep-ph].

[11] S. Alekhin, et al., arXiv:1504.04855 [hep-ph].
[12] T. Asaka, T. Tsuyuki, Phys. Rev. D 92 (9) (2015) 094012, http://dx.doi.org/

10.1103/PhysRevD.92.094012, arXiv:1508.04937 [hep-ph].
[13] J.A. Casas, J.M. Moreno, N. Rius, R. Ruiz de Austri, B. Zaldivar, J. High Energy 

Phys. 1103 (2011) 034, arXiv:1010.5751 [hep-ph].
[14] T. Tsuyuki, PTEP 2015 (2015) 011B01, arXiv:1411.2769 [hep-ph].
[15] J. Elias-Miro, J.R. Espinosa, G.F. Giudice, G. Isidori, A. Riotto, A. Strumia, Phys. 

Lett. B 709 (2012) 222, arXiv:1112.3022 [hep-ph].
[16] W. Rodejohann, H. Zhang, J. High Energy Phys. 1206 (2012) 022, arXiv:

1203.3825 [hep-ph].
[17] W. Grimus, L. Lavoura, Phys. Lett. B 546 (2002) 86, arXiv:hep-ph/0207229.
[18] D. Aristizabal Sierra, C.E. Yaguna, J. High Energy Phys. 1108 (2011) 013, arXiv:

1106.3587 [hep-ph].
[19] J.A. Casas, A. Ibarra, Nucl. Phys. B 618 (2001) 171, arXiv:hep-ph/0103065.
[20] P. Abreu, et al., DELPHI Collaboration, Z. Phys. C 74 (1997) 57, Z. Phys. C 75 

(1997) 580.
[21] B. Grzadkowski, M. Lindner, Phys. Lett. B 193 (1987) 71.
[22] K.A. Olive, et al., Particle Data Group Collaboration, Chin. Phys. C 38 (2014) 

090001.
[23] Z.z. Xing, H. Zhang, S. Zhou, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 013013, arXiv:1112.3112 

[hep-ph].
[24] M.C. Gonzalez-Garcia, M. Maltoni, T. Schwetz, J. High Energy Phys. 1411 (2014) 

052, arXiv:1409.5439 [hep-ph].
[25] K. Hamaguchi, H. Murayama, T. Yanagida, Phys. Rev. D 65 (2002) 043512, 

arXiv:hep-ph/0109030.
[26] S. Davidson, A. Ibarra, Phys. Lett. B 535 (2002) 25, arXiv:hep-ph/0202239.
[27] See, for example, reviews; G.F. Giudice, A. Notari, M. Raidal, A. Riotto, A. Stru-

mia, Nucl. Phys. B 685 (2004) 89, arXiv:hep-ph/0310123;
W. Buchmuller, R.D. Peccei, T. Yanagida, Annu. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 55 (2005) 
311, arXiv:hep-ph/0502169.

[28] A. Pilaftsis, Phys. Rev. D 56 (1997) 5431, arXiv:hep-ph/9707235.
[29] E.K. Akhmedov, V.A. Rubakov, A.Y. Smirnov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81 (1998) 1359, 

arXiv:hep-ph/9803255.
[30] T. Asaka, M. Shaposhnikov, Phys. Lett. B 620 (2005) 17, arXiv:hep-ph/0505013.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4D696E6B6F77736B693A313937377363s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4D696E6B6F77736B693A313937377363s2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4D696E6B6F77736B693A313937377363s2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4D696E6B6F77736B693A313937377363s3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4D696E6B6F77736B693A313937377363s3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4D696E6B6F77736B693A313937377363s3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4D696E6B6F77736B693A313937377363s4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4D696E6B6F77736B693A313937377363s5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib46756B75676974613A313938366872s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib536D69726E6F763A323030366275s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib536D69726E6F763A323030366275s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib417472653A323030397267s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib417472653A323030397267s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib44657070697363683A32303135717761s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib44657070697363683A32303135717761s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4164616D733A32303133716B71s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib426C6F6E64656C3A32303134627261s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4B6F626163683A32303134686561s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4B6F626163683A32303134686561s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib416E74757363683A323031356D6961s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib416E74757363683A323031356D6961s1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.075002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib416C656B68696E3A32303135627968s1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.094012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib43617361733A32303130776Ds1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib43617361733A32303130776Ds1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib54737579756B693A32303134786A61s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib456C6961734D69726F3A323031316161s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib456C6961734D69726F3A323031316161s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib526F64656A6F68616E6E3A323031327078s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib526F64656A6F68616E6E3A323031327078s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4772696D75733A323030326E6Bs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4172697374697A6162616C5369657272613A323031316D6Es1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4172697374697A6162616C5369657272613A323031316D6Es1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib43617361733A323030317372s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib41627265753A313939367061s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib41627265753A313939367061s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib47727A61646B6F77736B693A313938377466s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4167617368653A323031346B6461s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4167617368653A323031346B6461s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib58696E673A323031316161s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib58696E673A323031316161s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib476F6E7A616C657A2D4761726369613A32303134626661s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib476F6E7A616C657A2D4761726369613A32303134626661s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib48616D6167756368693A323030316777s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib48616D6167756368693A323030316777s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4461766964736F6E3A323030327176s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib476975646963653A323030336A68s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib476975646963653A323030336A68s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib476975646963653A323030336A68s2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib476975646963653A323030336A68s2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib50696C6166747369733A313939376A66s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib416B686D65646F763A313939387178s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib416B686D65646F763A313939387178s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0370-2693(15)00958-2/bib4173616B613A32303035706Es1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.094012

	Perturbativity in the seesaw mechanism
	1 Introduction
	2 Seesaw mechanism
	3 Perturbativity
	4 Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


