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Chiral perturbative analysis for an almost massless neutrino
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In this paper, we perform chiral perturbative analysis of an approximate lepton number

symmetry associated with a sufficiently light neutrino in the type-I seesaw mechanism. For

the Dirac mass matrix mD = (A ,B ,C), linearly independent components of C from A

and B are treated as symmetry-breaking parameters. A deviation in the eigenvector of

the massless mode δu occurs in the first-order perturbation and the lightest mass m1 or 3 ∝
detm2

D
/M3 emerges in the second-order. By solving the perturbation theory, we obtained

specific expressions of δu and m1 or 3. As a result, two complex parameters in mD are

bounded to some extent from the eigenvector. These constraints are associated with the

chiral symmetry and are not susceptible to renormalization.

I. INTRODUCTION

The type-I seesaw mechanism [1–4] is one of the key subjects in the study of lepton mixing

and mass matrix of neutrinos mν . While flavor symmetries of mν have been actively discussed

[5, 6], there are many studies on textures that explore the structure of mass matrices themselves.

In particular, in the (constrained) sequential dominance [7–19], the smallness of the lightest

neutrino mass m1 or 3 is explained by the mass of the heaviest right-handed neutrino M3.

A U(1)L lepton number symmetry is restored in the limit of zero mass for the lightest

neutrino [20–22]. Relations between such a massless neutrino and flavor symmetries have also

been studied to some extent [23–25]. In particular, Ref. [26] discussed general constraints of this

symmetry.

In this paper, we explore slightly broken U(1)L symmetry by a very light neutrino in the

type-I seesaw mechanism. Chiral perturbative analysis for finite m1 or 3 shows that two complex

parameters of the Dirac mass matrix are bounded to some extent by the eigenvectors of the

lightest neutrino mass.

This paper is organized as follows. The next section gives a discussion of the U(1)L lepton
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number symmetry. In Sec. 3, we discuss a chiral perturbative analysis of mν in several methods.

The final section is devoted to a summary.

II. THE MASSLESS LIGHTEST NEUTRINO AND U(1)L LEPTON NUMBER

SYMMETRY

In this section, we consider general constraints by the U(1)L symmetry associated with only

one massless neutrino in the type-I seesaw mechanism. A similar analysis exists in Ref. [26].

The Dirac mass matrix mD and the symmetric Majorana mass matrix MR of the right-handed

neutrinos νRi are defined as

mD =











A1 B1 C1

A2 B2 C2

A3 B3 C3











≡ (A ,B ,C) , MR =











M11 M12 M13

M12 M22 M23

M13 M23 M33











. (1)

These matrix elements Ai, Bi, Ci and Mij are general complex parameters. In the type-I seesaw

mechanism, the mass matrix of light neutrinos mν is given by

mν = mDM
−1
R mT

D . (2)

To discuss the situation where the lightest neutrino mass m1 or 3 is very light, we first consider

the massless limit m1 or 3 = 0. The singular value decomposition (SVD) of mν is defined as

mν = Umdiag
ν UT ≡ (u ,v ,w)











m1 0 0

0 m2 0

0 0 m3











(u ,v ,w)T , (3)

where {u ,v ,w} is a three-dimensional orthonormal basis that constitutes the unitary matrix

U .

The massless lightest neutrino m1 or 3 = 0 leads to the normal hierarchy (NH) or the inverted

hierarchy (IH), respectively. For example, in the case of m1 = 0, the diagonalized mass matrix

mdiag
ν has the following U(1)L lepton number symmetry for the massless mode [22]

(mdiag
ν )′ = R1m

diag
ν R1 ≡











eiθ 0 0

0 1 0

0 0 1





















0 0 0

0 m2 0

0 0 m3





















eiθ 0 0

0 1 0

0 0 1











= mdiag
ν , (4)

where R1 is a phase matrix. Returning to the basis of original mν by U ,

UR1U
†mνU

∗R1U
T = mν . (5)
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This UR1U
† is a unitary matrix such that

UR1U
† = eiθu⊗ u

† + v ⊗ v
† +w ⊗w

† = 1− (1− eiθ)u⊗ u
† . (6)

Similarly, for m3 = 0, there is a U(1)L symmetry by UR3U
† = 1− (1− eiθ)w ⊗w†. Since this

chiral symmetry is not necessarily a symmetry of the entire theory, it is treated as a kind of

remnant symmetry.

The condition that mν is invariant under the symmetry can be rewritten as

(1− P + eiθP )mν (1− P + eiθP )T = mν , (7)

where P = u⊗ u† is a projection to the eigenvector of the massless mode u = uNH or uIH. In

order for this symmetry to hold for any θ, the following three equations must hold independently;

(1− P )mν(1− P )T = mν , (8)

eiθ(1− P )mνP
T + eiθPmν(1− P )T = 0 , (9)

e2iθPmνP
T = 0 . (10)

Since mν is a symmetric matrix, the condition eiθ(1 − P )mνP
T = 0 is sufficient for Eq. (9).

Adding and subtracting these three conditions lead to

(1− P )mν = mν(1− P )T = mν , Pmν = mνP
T = 0 . (11)

In other words, a massless mode associated with u appears if mν does not have a projective

component of this direction. In particular, since u is not the zero vector 0,

mνP
T = mνu

∗ ⊗ u
T = 0 ⇔ mνu

∗ = 0 . (12)

In the type-I seesaw mechanism, this condition becomes

P mDM
−1
R mT

D = mDM
−1
R mT

DP
T = 0 . (13)

The existence of M−1
R with detMR 6= 0 implies P mD = 0 and mT

Du
∗ = 0. That is, mD also

respects the chiral U(1) symmetry due to the left-handed lepton number1,

(1− P + eiθP )mD = mD , (14)

and mD has no projection in the eigenvector of zero mode. We will show later that the same

condition holds for detMR = 0.

1 The anti-symmetry (1− P + e
iθ
P )mD = −mD has only the trivial solution mD = 0.
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The necessary condition (Pmν = 0 ⇒ PmD = 0) also holds when detMR 6= 0 is satisfied.

By assuming m1 = 0 for simplicity, SVDs of two matrices (with rank two) mν = Umdiag
ν UT and

mD = UDm
diag
D V †

D lead to

U











0 0 0

0 m2 0

0 0 m3











UT = UD











0 0 0

0 mD2 0

0 0 mD3











V †
DM

−1
R V ∗

D











0 0 0

0 mD2 0

0 0 mD3











UT
D , (15)

where mD(2,3) are singular values of mD. Performing production of matrices between two mdiag
D ,

we obtain










0 0 0

0 m2 0

0 0 m3











= U †UD











0 0 0

0 ∗ ∗
0 ∗ ∗











UT
DU

∗ , (16)

where ∗ denotes any matrix element. Since this is also a SVD of mν , U
†UD must be a unitary

transformation of the 2-3 submatrix;

U †UD =











1 0 0

0 ∗ ∗
0 ∗ ∗











. (17)

Therefore the eigenvectors of zero modes must be identical, and Pmν = 0 ⇒ PmD = 0 holds.

From this, the existence of this chiral symmetry is a necessary and sufficient condition for mν

and mD.

This is due to the nature that the left-handed chiral symmetry gives constraints only for mD

and does not depend on MR [26]. It is easy to show as follows. Since R1 = diag(eiθ , 1 , 1)

is the generator of the chiral symmetry in the diagonal basis of mν , the matrices satisfying

R1mν,D = mν,D can be written as

mdiag
ν =











0 0 0

0 m2 0

0 0 m3











=











0 0 0

a b c

d e f





















M11 M12 M13

M12 M22 M23

M13 M23 M33











−1









0 a d

0 b e

0 c f











, (18)

with arbitrary parameters a ∼ f . Although a unitary transformation of MR changes magnitudes

of a ∼ f , the chiral symmetry is preserved.

The minimal seesaw model [7, 27–29] with detMR = 0 always has this chiral symmetry,

because the limit of M33 → ∞ removes Mi3 and c, f from the low energy. Specifically, by

substituting M3 → ∞ or Ci = 0 in the natural representation (23), a cross product A × B

represents the eigenvector of the massless mode and generates the chiral symmetry.
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For mD to satisfy the chiral symmetry (14), it is sufficient to have this subgroup of a chiral

Z2 symmetry with θ = π [30]. If vectors A and B are linearly independent,

SmD = +mD , S = 1− 2u⊗ u
† , u ≡ (A×B)∗

|A×B| . (19)

The anti-symmetric condition SmD = −mD is unsuitable because the rank of mD becomes

unity. Such relations between eigenvectors of mν and the residual Z2 symmetry have been well

discussed [31–34]. Since it is obvious that this chiral Z2 symmetry reduces the rank of mD by

one, this symmetry is a necessary and sufficient condition for the massless lightest neutrino2.

For exapmle, for approximate eigenvectors of massless modes uNH = 1√
6
(2 ,−1 ,−1)T and

uIH = 1√
2
(0, 1,−1)T , generators of the symmetry Si are

S1 ≡ 1− 2uNH ⊗ (uNH)† =
1

3











−1 2 2

2 2 −1

2 −1 2











, S3 ≡ 1− 2uIH ⊗ (uNH)† =











1 0 0

0 0 1

0 1 0











. (20)

Note that S3 generates a chiral µ − τ symmetry [35–38]. For each of these, matrices mD with

chiral Z2 symmetry are

m
(NH)
D =











A2+A3

2
B2+B3

2
C2+C3

2

A2 B2 C2

A3 B3 C3











, m
(IH)
D =











A1 B1 C1

A2 B2 C2

A2 B2 C2











, (21)

and the symmetry fix a row of mD.

Since m
(NH,IH)
D has no u(NH,IH) component, these textures can be realized by a linear combi-

nation of vacuum expectation values of the following flavons;

〈φ1〉 =
1√
6











2

−1

−1











, 〈φ2〉 =
1√
3











1

1

1











, 〈φ3〉 =
1√
2











0

−1

1











. (22)

From this fact, a massless neutrino and a simple unification with an up-type Yukawa matrices

Yu ∼ Yν seem incompatible because because mD with exact chiral Z2 symmetry have similar

sizes of two elements in a certain column.

2 One might suspect there exists another solution SmDS
†
R

= mD with a symmetry of MR, S
T

RMRSR = MR.
However, it does not satisfy the chiral symmetry because Smν = SmDM

−1
R

m
T

D = mDM
−1
R

S
∗
Rm

T

D 6= mν .
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III. CHIRAL PERTURBATION THEORY FOR THE LIGHTEST MASS m1 or 3

The finite lightest mass m1 or 3 makes Eq. (14) an approximate chiral lepton number symme-

try. Then, let us survey how the condition for mD such as (21) is relaxed by a perturbatively

light m1 or 3, i.e., “chiral perturbation theory”[39] for mν .

In the diagonal basis of MR, the natural representation [40] of the matrix mν is

mν = mDM
−1
R mT

D =
1

M1
A⊗A

T +
1

M2
B ⊗B

T +
1

M3
C ⊗C

T , (23)

where Mi are mass singular values of MR. In well-considered models, there are two possibilities

for the massless mode;

1. The limit of M3 → ∞.

2. C is linearly dependent on A and B.

To treat the linear independence of C from A and B as perturbative parameters, mD and mν

are devided as follows;

mD = mD0 + δmD ≡ (A ,B ,C0) + (0 ,0 , δC) , (24)

(A×B)TC0 = A
†δC = B

†δC = 0 , (25)

mν = (mD0 + δmD)M
−1
R (mD0 + δmD)

T ≡ mν0 + δmν + δ2mν

≡ mD0M
−1
R mT

D0 +
1

M3
(C0 ⊗ δCT + δC ⊗C

T
0 ) +

1

M3
δC ⊗ δCT . (26)

In Eq. (25), note that A ,B and (A × B)∗ form a basis under the Hermitian inner product.

Although other parameterizations of the breaking are possible, the expression is significant

because the inverse of the heaviest mass M−1
3 is associated with the parameters and we can use

the fact that C is hierarchical (|C3| ≫ |C1,2|) in many models.

The unitary matrix U that diagonalizes mν is divided as

U = U0 + δU ≡ (u0 , v0 , w0) + (δu , δv , δw) , (27)

where u0 ∝ (A × B)∗ and v0,w0 are linear combinations of A and B. The second-order

perturbation δ2U is not considered because it does not contribute to the lowest-order calculation.

By considering NH for simplicity, mν in the basis of diagonalizing mν0 is

U †
0mνU

∗
0 =











0 0 0

0 m2 0

0 0 m3











+
1

M3











C2
u CuCv CuCw

CuCv 0 0

CuCw 0 0











, (28)
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where Cu ≡ u
†
0C = u

†
0δC and Cv ≡ v

†
0C = v

†
0C0 by Eq. (25). A similar notation is used for w0.

The parameter Cu represents a magnitude of chiral perturbation because Cu ∝ (A ×B)TC =

detmD. Thus, the change of eigenvector δu is a first-order perturbation, and the lightest mass

value m1 arises from a second-order perturbation. The detailed calculation is found in the

appendix.

What needs to be investigated is how the constraints such as (21) are shifted by the chiral

symmetry breaking. For example, the deviation δu for the massless eigenvector u∗
0 ∝ A×B is

evaluated as follows. Performing a further diagonalization for Eq. (28), we obtain the deviation

from the non-perturbed unitary matrix U0 as

1 + U0δU
† ≃











1 − CuCv

m2M3
−CuCw

m3M3

CuCv

m2M3
1 0

CuCw

m3M3
0 1











= 1 +
(

u0 v0 w0

)











δu†

δv†

δw†











, (29)

v
†
0δu = − C∗

uC
∗
v

m2M3
, w

†
0δu = −C∗

uC
∗
w

m3M3
. (30)

This evaluation is also obtained by substituting j = 1 and the unperturbed lightest massm01 = 0

into the expression (A11) of the SVD.

We estimate approximate magnitudes of these parameters. Since the elements (mν0)22 and

(mν0)33 have terms C2
v/M3 and C2

w/M3, Cv and Cw have upper bound about
√
m2M3 and

√
m3M3 if there is no fine-tuning between the sums in mν0. Since we will see later Cu ∼

√
m1M3,

the perturbations in Eq. (29) are suppressed by at least
√

m1/m2 and
√

m1/m3 respectively.

The constraint for mD (21) is changed by the perturbed eigenvector of the lightest mode.

For simplicity, let U0 be the tri-bi-maximal mixing [41] and ignore the contribution of w†
0δu in

Eq. (30) by m3 ∼ 6m2. The eigenvector u actually observed is

u = u0 + δu ≃ 1√
6











2

−1

−1











− C∗
uC

∗
v

m2M3

1√
3











1

1

1











. (31)

Conversely this means that A and B have u components that are suppressed by at least

O(
√

m1/m2);

u
†
A ≃ − CuCv

m2M3
v
†
A , u

†
B ≃ − CuCv

m2M3
v
†
B . (32)

Next, the lightest mass m1 is found to be Eq. (A17) from the detailed calculation of the

second-order perturbation;

m1 =

∣

∣

∣

∣

C2
u

M3

(

1− C2
v

m2
− C2

w

m3

)∣

∣

∣

∣

. (33)
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Intuitively, Eq. (33) agrees with an approximate evaluation of the perturbative contribution like

the seesaw mechanism in Eq (28). A relation Cu ∼
√
m1M3 holds because Cv and Cw has an

upper bound around
√
m2M3 and

√
m3M3. In particular, m1 is proportional to detm2

D/M3

because of Cu = u
†
0C ∝ detmD.

Moreover, |C1,2| ≪ |C3| is expected in many unified theories. If mixings in U0 are as large

as the MNS matrix in this hierarchical basis, a rough expression C ∼ (0 , 0 , 1)T leads to |Cu| ∼
|Cv| ∼ |Cw| ∼

√
m1M3. Therefore, m1 in Eq. (33) is approximately equal to the first term

|C2
u/M3| and the order of δu in Eq. (30) is reduced to m1/m2,3 instead of

√

m1/m2,3. Conditions

that perturbations are sufficiently small in such a model is

mNH
1 . 1meV , mIH

3 . 5meV . (34)

In this case, corrections (32) to the constraints for the Dirac mass matrix (21) is about 10% or

less for the lighter (the first and second) generations.

In such models with large C3 = (mD)33, although the lepton number symmetry (7) and chiral

symmetry (14) are largely broken, there still remains a partial chiral (Z2) symmetry [42] such

that

SmDP3 = +mDP3 , P3 ≡ diag(1 , 1 , 0) . (35)

Equivalently, for uNH = 1√
6
(2 ,−1 ,−1)T and uIH = 1√

2
(0, 1,−1)T , the constraints are

m
(NH)
D ≃











A2+A3

2
B2+B3

2 C1

A2 B2 C2

A3 B3 C3











, m
(IH)
D ≃











A1 B1 C1

A2 B2 C2

A2 B2 C3











. (36)

Since A and B must be approximately orthogonal to the eigenvectors of the massless mode, two

complex parameters in the lighter generations are constrained.

Finally, such (partial) chiral symmetries are hardly renormalized and retained good symme-

tries [43]. This property holds as long as a renormalization group equation of a Yukawa matrix

Yν is proportional to the Yukawa itself dYν/dt ∝ Yν ≃ SYν .

IV. SUMMARY

In this paper, we perform chiral perturbative analysis of an approximate lepton number

symmetry associated with a sufficiently light neutrino in the type-I seesaw mechanism. For the

Dirac mass matrix mD = (A ,B ,C), linearly independent components of C from A and B are
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treated as symmetry-breaking parameters. A deviation in the eigenvector of the massless mode

δu occurs in the first-order perturbation and the lightest mass m1 or 3 ∝ detm2
D/M3 emerges

in the second-order. By solving the perturbation theory, we obtained specific expressions of δu

and m1 or 3.

If mD satisfies the hierarchy |(mD)13|, |(mD)23| ≪ |(mD)33| and the diagonalization of the

mass matrix of light neutrinos mν has large mixing in this hierarchical basis, the order of δu is

reduced to m1 or 3/m2. Thus the perturbative description works well for mNH
1 . 1meV , mIH

3 .

5meV. As a result, in the type-I seesaw mechanism with a hierarchical Dirac mass matrix,

flavor structures of the lighter generation are approximately orthogonal to the eigenvector of the

lightest neutrino, and two complex parameters for mD are constrained from the eigenvector.
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Appendix A: Detailed calculation of chiral perturbation theory

This section shows a detailed calculation of the chiral perturbation for the SVD of mν . If the

three neutrino masses mi are finite, A,B and C are linearly independent. To treat this linear

independence of mD as perturbations, mD and mν (23) can be divided as follows;

mD = mD0 + δmD ≡ (A ,B ,C0) + (0 ,0 , δC) , (A1)

(A×B)TC0 = A
†δC = B

†δC = 0 , (A2)

mν = (mD0 + δmD)M
−1
R (mD0 + δmD)

T ≡ mν0 + δmν + δ2mν

≡ mD0M
−1
R mT

D0 +
1

M3
(C0 ⊗ δCT + δC ⊗C

T
0 ) +

1

M3
δC ⊗ δCT . (A3)

It is reasonable to treat δC as symmetry-breaking parameters because detmD = (A×B)T δC

holds.

The unitary matrix U that diagonalizes mν is divided as

U = U0 + δU ≡ (u0 , v0 , w0) + (δu , δv , δw) , (A4)

where u0 ∝ (A ×B)∗ and v0,w0 are linear combinations of A and B. The second-order per-

turbation δ2U is not considered because it does not contribute to the lowest-order calculation3.

3 Even if we consider δ2U , terms like U0mν0δ
2
U do not contribute to (δ2mdiag

ν )11.
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The SVDs are given by

U †
0mν0U

∗
0 = mdiag

ν0 , U †mνU
∗ = mdiag

ν = mdiag
ν0 + δmdiag

ν + δ2mdiag
ν . (A5)

The diagonalization of the first-order perturbation to mνm
†
ν is

(U0 + δU)†(mν0 + δmν)(m
†
ν0 + δm†

ν)(U0 + δU) = (mdiag
ν0 )2 + 2mdiag

ν0 δmdiag
ν + (δmdiag

ν )2 . (A6)

By using the diagonalization (A5) and the orthogonality relation δU † U0 + U †
0δU = 0,

U †
0mν0m

†
ν0δU + δU †mν0m

†
ν0U0 + U †

0mν0δm
†
νU0 + U †

0δmνm
†
ν0U0 = 2mdiag

ν0 δmdiag
ν , (A7)

=− (mdiag
ν0 )2δU †U0 + δU †U0(m

diag
ν0 )2 +mdiag

ν0 UT
0 δm

†
νU0 + U †

0δmνU
∗
0m

diag
ν0 . (A8)

For the diagonal element of Eq. (A8),

(UT
0 δm

†
νU0 + U †

0δmνU
∗
0 )ii = 2(δmdiag

ν )ii . (A9)

In particular, (δmdiag
ν )11 = 0 holds, and the lightest mass occurs in the second-order perturba-

tion. For the off-diagonal elements of Eq. (A8) with i 6= j,

−m2
0i(δU

†U0)ij + (δU †U0)ijm
2
0j +m0i(U

T
0 δm†

νU0)ij + (U †
0δmνU

∗
0 )ijm0j = 0ij , (A10)

where m0i = (mdiag
ν0 )i. Thus, we obtain

(U †
0δU)ij = −m0i(U

T
0 δm

†
νU0)ij + (U †

0δmνU
∗
0 )ijm0j

m2
0i −m2

0j

. (A11)

From U †
0(U0 + δU) = 1 +U †

0δU , it represents a perturbative transformation in the diagonalized

basis of mdiag
ν0 .

Next, to estimate the lightest mass m1 or 3, the perturbation theory proceeds to the second

order. For simplicity, we directly consider a diagonalization of mν instead of mνm
†
ν ;

(U0 + δU)†(mν0 + δmν + δ2mν)(U0 + δU)∗ = mdiag
ν0 + δmdiag

ν + δ2mdiag
ν , (A12)

δU †mν0U
∗
0 + U †

0δmνU
∗
0 + U †

0mν0δU
∗ = δmdiag

ν , (A13)

U †
0δ

2mνU
∗
0 + U †

0δmνδU
∗ + δU †mν0δU

∗ + δU †δmνU
∗
0 = δ2mdiag

ν . (A14)

The sum of Eq. (A13) and its complex conjugate is equivalent to Eqs. (A9). By substituting

Eq. (A13) into Eq. (A14) and eliminating δmν ,

U †
0δ

2mνU
∗
0 + (δmdiag

ν −mdiag
ν0 UT

0 δU
∗)UT

0 δU
∗

− δU †U0m
diag
ν0 UT

0 δU
∗ + δU †U0(δm

diag
ν − δU †U0m

diag
ν0 ) = δ2mdiag

ν . (A15)
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Substituting (mdiag
ν0 )11 = (δmdiag

ν )11 = 0 to the 1-1 element, we obtain

m1 = (U †
0δ

2mνU
∗
0 − δU †U0m

diag
ν0 UT

0 δU
∗)11

= (U †
0δ

2mνU
∗
0 )11 −

∑

i

(U †
0δmνU

∗
0 )1i

m0i
m0i

(U †
0δmνU

∗
0 )1i

m0i
. (A16)

Finally, δmν and δ2mν in Eq. (A3) yields (U †
0δmνU

∗
0 )1i =

1
M3

(u†
0δC) · (CT

0 (u
∗
0 ,v

∗
0 ,w

∗
0))i and

the lightest mass is found to be

m1 =
C2
u

M3

(

1− C2
v

m02
− C2

w

m03

)

. (A17)

The subscript 1 is due to the fact that u0 was specified as the first column, and it is also valid

for IH by a rearrangement to the third column. The lightest singular value will be the absolute

value of this expression because the phase can be eliminated by redefining the basis (Eq. (A9) is

the form of conjugate addition because it is a correction to finite singular values. The absolute

value should be taken for m1 since this is the leading term).
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