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W e analyze the consequences of violation of Lorentz and CP T invariance in the m assless neutrino
sector by deform ing the canonical anticom m utation relations for the elds. W e show that, for
particular choices of the defom ation, oscillation between m assless neutrino species takes place
when only Lorentz Invariance is violated. O n the other hand, ifboth Lorentz and CP T invariances
are violated, we show that there is no oscillation between m assless neutrino species. Com paring
w ith the existing experim ental data on neutrino oscillations, we obtain bounds on the param eter

for Lorentz invariance violation.

I. NTRODUCTION

T here has been an increased interest in the possibil-
ity that Lorentz and CP T symm etries m ay be violated
at very high energies. For exam ple, recent developm ents
In quantum gravity suggest that Lorentz nvariance m ay
not be an exact symm etry at high energies [l]and CP T
Invariance has also been questioned w ithin such contexts
[2]. Spontaneous violation of CP T and Lorentz symm e—
tries can arise In string theories [3] and the violation of
Lorentz Invariance In non-comm utative eld theories is
wellknown []. On the experim ental side, the UHE UL
tra high energy) cosm ic ray events seen at AGASA [5]
and presently under study by AUGER [@] further sup-
port the possbility that Lorentz and CP T invariances
m ay not hold at such energies. O f course, there already
exist very stringent bounds on Lorentz and CP T viola—
tion from laboratory experim ents in the Kaon and the
Jepton sectors and any violation of these sym m etries has
to be com patble wih these lim its. Nonetheless, it is
possble that even a tiny violation of CP T and Lorentz
Invariance can lead to Interesting m echanism s for physi-
calphenom ena. In a recent paper, for exam ple, we have
shown [/] how such a violation can lead to baryogene-
sis in them alequilbriim (evading one of the criteria of
Sakharov). In this note, we analyze the consequences of
Lorentz and CP T violation in the neutrino sector. W e
would ke to em phasize that severalpapers have already
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dealk w ith the e ectsofLorentz [§,/9]and CP T violation
In the neutrino sector, particularly In connection w ith a
qualitative discussion of neutrino oscillation In this sce—
nario [L0] (in another related context see [1L1]). In this
paper, we carry out a quantitative study of such phe-
nom ena w ithin the context ofa sin ple m odel and derive
bounds on such symm etry violating param eters from the
existing experim ental results on neutrino oscillation.

N eutrino oscillation is an interesting phenom enon pro—
posed about fiy years ago by Pontecorvo (in a di er-
ent context) which is used to explain the de cit of solar
and atm ospheric neutrinos iIn  uxes m easured on earth
[12, 113, 114] (for other recent analyses see [L3]). This
m echanisn which isresponsble forthe resolition ofthese
puzzles is closely related to the K °K © oscillation [L€]. Tn
its sim plest form , the probability for oscillation betw een
two species of particles i;j with a m ixing angle i; and
energy levelsE j;E 5 In a tim e Intervalt is given by

2 B gt
2

Py 5 () = sh® 2 i) sh

where
E ij = Ei Ej: (2)

If the oscillation is between two neutrino species ;; 5
with smallmassesm j;m 5 respectively, then in the con-
ventional scenario one expands (this assum es Lorentz in—
variance and c= 1)

q — 2 2
m ¢ m ¢
E;= 2+ m? +—2L=p+ — 3)
i p i P 20 p 2E,
so that we have
2 2 2
m<$ ms m 2.
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w here we have assum ed that for neutrinos of an allm ass,
E; E; = E . In this case, the probability for oscillation
between the two neutrino soecies In traversing a path
length L can be written as (see (1) and [@))

|

!
m <.L
P ., . = sin® 2 i) s® =
a5 @) @ i3) e
|
127 m 2L
= s’ 2 i) sbh® ——— ; ()
E
where m 2 = m? m? istaken In €V )?, the neutrno

1 1
energy E Jrjl M ev andjthe length of path traversed in
M’ (meters) (In the last line of the above formula, we
have restored allthe nontrivialconstantsaswellastraded
the tin e Interval for the path length assum ing that the
neutrino travels aln ost at the speed of light.)

Tt follow s from eq.E) that neutrino oscillation doesnot
take place In free space ifneutrinos arem asslessor (when
m assive) are degenerate in m ass. W ith three fam ilies of
neutrinos, there can only be two independent com bina—
tionsof squared m assdi erences,say m 7,; m %; which
are su cient to nd a solution for the solar neutrino as
well as the atm ospheric neutrino puzzles. W ithin the
standard m odel, this can be achieved w ith the bounds
[L7]
102ev?: (6)

m 2, 10%ev?; 10°ev? m 3,

G iven these, thebound on m 2, = m 2, + m %, is
determm ined. T here is no further freedom w ithin a m odel
w ith three fam ilies of neutrinos.

Several experim ents by now have looked for neutrino
oscillations. O ne such experim ent, nam ely, the LSND
(Liguid Scintillator N eutrino D etector at Los A lam 0s)
18] has used muon sources from thedecay * ! * +

. The experin ent Iooks for neutrino oscillation in the
subsequent decay ofthemuon through *+ ! &'+ .+
A fter a path length of L = 30m , the experin ent nds
the oscillation channel ' ¢ With 20M eV E
582M &V ) wih a probability of 026% . T he experin ent
also reports the existence of the oscillation ' cwih
the sam e probability. Furthem ore, the analysis of the
results ofthis experin ent, ©llow ing [3), leads to a bound
on the di erence of the relevant squared m ass di erence
to be

m?2< lev?: (7)

However, the M IniBoone experiem ent, which was ex—
pected to verify the results of LSND, has recently re—
ported their rst result [19] and excludes the m ass region
in [@). Asa resul, the sin ple explanation of the LSND
results, based on the two avor neutrino oscillation is
ruled out.

A 11 of the above discussion has been within the con—
text ofthe standard m odelw ith a m assive neutrino w here
both Lorentz nvariance and CP T are assum ed to hold.
O n the otherhand, if Lorentz mvariance orCP T orboth

are violated in the neutrino sector, it hasbeen suggested
that neutrino oscillation can take place In free space even
for m asskess neutrinos (in contrast to eq. [§) where
Lorentz invariance is assum ed). This was pointed out
by Colm an and G lashow [R0] and developed m ore ex—
tensively by K ostelecky and collaborators 21,122]. This
is particularly clear from eq. [I) where we see that
the probability of oscillation really depends on the dif-
ference In the energy of the two neutrino species and
if E 53 = E; E; 6 0 even when the m asses vanish,
the probability of oscillation w illbe nontrivial. T his can
happen, forexam ple, ifthe tw o neutrino species have dif-
ferent (energy) dispersion relations. T his possbility has
been discussed extensively in the last few years by var-
jous groups 21,123]. In particular, ref R1] analyzes the
structure of the m ost general Lagrangian w ith violations
of Lorentz invariance and CP T in an attempt to un-
derstand the discrepancy between solar and atm ospheric
neutrinos and the LSND anom aly [18].

T he goalofthis note is to analyze the consequences of
violations of Lorentz and CP T invariances in the m ass—
less neutrino sector from the point of view of a non-—
comm utative eld theory where such violations arem ore
natural. In such a m odel, the violation of Lorentz and
CP T invariances is in plem ented through a deform ation
of the canonical anticom m utation relations for the neu—
trino elds. Such am odelcan be thought ofasa subclass
ofthe generalm odelproposed in R1], but since, depend-
ng on the deform ation, we have fewer arbitrary param —
eters, we naturally have m ore predictive power. The re—
sult of our analysis can be summ arized as follows. If
there is violation of only Lorentz invariance, then oscilk-
lations between m assless neutrino species can take place
and com paring w ith the existing experin ental data, we
can determ ine bounds on the param eter characterizing
Lorentz invariance violation. O n the other hand, ifboth
Lorentz and CP T invariances are violated, there is no
oscillation between m assless neutrino species.

II. THE MODEL AND THE
PHENOM ENOLOGY OF NEUTRINO
OSCILLATION

T he m odel that we w ill describe below is nspired by
the quantum theory of non-comm utative elds devel-
oped In R4]. The quantum theory of ferm ionic non-
comm utative elds (eutrinos) isocbtained from the stan—
dard fermm ionic quantum eld theory by deform ing the
anticom m utation relations whilk retaining the usual
Ham iltonian. In order to explain in som e detail the con—
struction, let us consider the conventional Lagrangian
density for two avors of m assless ferm ions (neutrinos)
given by

=1t @ ®)

where the superscript 1 = £1;2g runs over the avor
quantum number (sum over repeated indices is under—



stood).

T he H am iltonian density has the form

H= i ¥~ & ©)

where ~ = O~ . W ith the conventional canonical anti-
com m utation relations for the ferm ion elds, one would
obtain the standard relativistic equations for the m ass-
less neutrinos using the H am itonian follow ing from [9).
H ow ever, the non-com m utative theory is obtained by de—
form ing the canonical anti-com m utation relations while
m aintaining the form of the H am iltonian densiy [@).

We postulate the defbrmed equaltine anti-
comm utation relations to have the form With all
others vanishing)

£ &)y Yy)ig=aT Px o y); 10)
where ; ;::= 1;2;3;4 aJ:espjnorJ'ndjcesandA'lj isa
constant m atrix. In this paper we consider the follow ing
two special choices for the structure of the deform ation
matrix A .

1. A hasanontrivialstructureonly in the avorspace.

2. A dependson both the avorand the spinor indices
nontrivially through a constant background vector.

As we will see, the rst choice leads to a violation of
Lorentz invariance whereas both Lorentz and CP T in—
variances are violated w ith the second choice.

1. Deform ation depending only on avor indices

In thiscase,A isa2 2 constantm atrix with com plex
elem ents in general, which, for sin plicity, can be chosen
to have the fom

1] _ .

AV = 1 1)
so that the com plex param eters can be thought of as
the param eters of deform ation. C larly, the deformm ed
anticom m utation relations reduce to the conventional
ones w hen the param eters of deform ation vanish.

G iven the defom ed anticomm utation relations [I0)
and the H am iltonian density [@), the dynam icalequation
takes the fom

“= A~z 0 12)
which In m om entum space takes the form
E =28 ~ pJ: 13)

In order to determm ine the energy eigenvalues for this sys—
tem , Jet us consider the unitary m atrix D
|

— l 1 -
D_p_z ﬂl ’
DY=Dl=1el:ﬁ i3 14)
2 1 1

Tt is straightforward to check that D diagonalizesA and
as a resul, the energy spectrum for the ferm ions follow s
tobe c= 1)

T+ 3IJ) P73
E’ ¢ 39 PF @s)

Here E '? are the energies of the two species of the neu—
trinos considered. W e, therefore, conclude that w ith this
choice of the deform ation, this system exhibits violation
of Lorentz invariance, as can be seen from the dispersion
relations [19). However, CP T symm etry rem ains intact
In this case which can be easily seen as follow s.

As we have eamphasized, our deform ation can be
thought of as a subclass of the standard m odel exten—
sion (SM E) [Z]. Indeed, if we restrict to the part of the
Lagrangian in [] given by

L=it @ *+iic® @ 3 @e)
w ith the constant background eld ¢ 3 diagonalin the
space-tin e indices, then we cbtain = i( P+ L0y v,
T his leads to the canonical anti-com m utation relations
(Y4 POy 1

fr'®); Y)g = ® y);

AY ® oy @7

which is In agreem ent w ith our deform ation for the non—
comm utative elds. In this case, since the background
eld is a constant second rank tensor, the extra tem
icij e 3;

violates Lorentz nvariance but not CP T symmetry as
was also pointed out In reference [2].

T he energy eigenstates corresponding to the eigenval-
ues [[9) can now be detem ined directly through the ap-
plication of the diagonalizing m atrix

1 ~1

D 2 T 18)

~1 2

where ! and ~? are eigenstates w ith energy valies E !
and E ? respectively.

T he tim e evolution forthe energy eigenstates, is deter—
m Ined to be

e Tttip x ~1 0); 19)

e Zttip ® A2 0); ©0)

s
2o =

whereE [ are the energy eigenvalues determ ined in [15).
T he diagonal wavefiinctions can be seen from [14) and
[18) to have the explicit form s

331,

~1 JJa, ;

Ja

~2 JJa,

2 @1)



Thus, we see that if 2 <, then the diagonalwavefunc—
tions can be thought of as resulting from a rotation by

=4 in the avor space. This is, in fact, consistent w ith
the hypothesis of large m ixing angle @OM A) [R2€] and,
therefore, for sin plicity lt us choose to be real. In
this case, we can param etrize [21)) as

~1

cos 12 '+ sh o1, % 22)
= sin 12 '+ cos 12 % @3)
w ith the m ixing angle 1, = 45 .

Relations [22) and [23) can now be inverted to give

1 2

= COS 12 sm 12 H

2 = sn 5™+ cos 1, 2 (24)

T hus, a neutrino nitially in the state ! would evolve in
tin e as

') = cos 12 ) s A

2
t 2 iE 2t 1(0)

1
of ety sin? ,e

iE It iE 2t 2 ) e %

+

—sin2 e
> 12

T herefore, at a Jater tin e t, the probability of nding the
state 2 in the beam is given by

iE It iE 2t

— sin2 12 e e

1 - 2 2
= sin® 2 12) s® G PP ; @5)

and since w e are considering particlesw ith velocities close
to ¢, we can replace

t! L;

where L denotes the path length traversed by the neu-
trino. Let us note here that in our theory, the velocity
of the neutrino can in principle be di erent from ¢, but
any firther correction is suppressed by tem s ofthe order
O ( ?) which is extrem ely sm all. Thus, the probability
for oscillation [25) becom es

P, ,=sh’® @) sh®(§IE L); ©6)

where we have used the fact that or j j 1;E I

T here are several things to note from the expression
[28). First, the defom ation param eter Jeads to rota—
tions In the avor space and thereby determ ines them ix—
ing angles. However, di erences from the conventional
description ofm assive neutrinos arise because these de—
formm ation param eters also determ ine the nontrivial dis-
persion relations for the energy eigenvalues and lead to a
nontrivialenergy di erence even in the absence ofm asses.
Consequently, oscillation takes place even for m assless
neutrinos. T he di erence from the conventional descrip—
tion of neutrino oscillation showsup in [26) in the fact
that the energy dependence is linear as opposed to the
inverse dependence in [F).

2. Vectordependent deform ations

In oxder to de ne them Inim alm atrix A which breaks
both CP T and Lorentz symm etries and which connects
di erent avors {that isA 2 6 0 ortwo avor indices {
we need to Include a constant background (real) vector
e . W ith this, them nin alA has the om

1’ =

Ifwe assum e rotational nvariance, we can set the space
com ponents of e to zero. The sin plest case m ixing a-—

i) €9 @7

vors would then correspond to choosing e}? = e = &2t
and the equations of m otion in this case would have the
form s

1

Il
2
Y
[

e~

2 1 @8)

Il
2
Y
[

e~

T hese can be diagonalized and lead to the dispersion re—
lations

1

E* = 1+ & PF

, p
E? = 1+ & pF ©9)

This is identical to the conventional dispersion relation
for m assless neutrinos, expect for a scale factor, and
show s in particular that m assless neutrinos and anti-
neutrinos of di erent species are degenerate In eneryy.
As a consequence, oscillations between m assless neu-—
trino species cannot take place (see eq. [2)) if Lorentz
and CP T symm etries are sin ultaneously violated in this
m odel.

Equations [28) can be also obtained from the Ham il
tonian density

H= i¥ ¢ & i ¥o ¢ 3 (30)

w ith canonicalanti-conm utation relations instead of [L0).
O ur deform ation can also be understood as a subclass of
the standard m odel extension of [Z] as follows. Let us
consider the part of the extended m odel 2] of the form

L=i* @ *"+1ifeye 7 (31)
w ith ourm inin alchoice forthe constant background vec—
toretd. In this case, the derivation of the canonical anti-
com m utation relation leads to the defom ation discussed
above up to a eld rescaling. Since the constant back—
ground eld isa vector, the extra term in the Lagrangian
violatesC P T invariance and the Lorentz violation ofthis
term ism anifest as well. T hus, the second choice of the
deform ation violatesboth Lorentz and CP T invariances.
The CPT violation can also be seen from the analysis
of the energy eigenstates. T he diagonalized ferm ions in-—
volve a com bination of left and right handed elds and,
as a consequence, do not have wellde ned CP T trans—
formm ation properties.



3. Bounds for (Lorentz invariance violation)

A swe have shown, oscillation betw een m assless neutri-
noscan take place in ourm odelifonly Lorentz invariance
isviolated. T herefore, ket us use the existing experin en—
taldata on neutrino oscillations to derive bounds on the
param eter of Lorentz invariance violation LIV).W e
note that our earlier analysis for two neutrino avorscan
be extended to incorporate m ore avors easily. For ex—
am ple, to accom m odate three neutrino avors, we need
to generalize the deform ation param eter (as well as the
m ixing angles) as

Voogr 12 b s (32)

where i;3= 1;2;3. In this case, the probability for oscil-
lation between neutrino avors can be w ritten as

P, ,@L)=sh®@ y)sh® (G 3EL): 33)

T he sam e form ula also holds for anti-neutrino oscillations
since CP T isnot violated in this case.

T herefore, com paring w ith the conventional analysis
of oscillation for m assive neutrinos given in [@), we can
dentify = 1)

2

e (34)

m

3 33=

W e note here that there are three deform ation param e-
ters iy; without any further constraint unlke the con-—
straint on the di erence of the squared m asses in the
conventional scenario.

Let us next note that from the solar neutrino experi-
m ents, we know that this ilnvolves oscillations of the a-—
vorsl! 2wih

2

mi,<8 10°e«v’ E IMevV: (35)

From [34), this translates into a deform ation param eter
9§ 129< 10 17 : (36)

T he atm ospheric neutrino results, on the other hand, In—
volve an oscillation ofthe type 2 ! 3 wih

m2,<26 10°ev?; E 1Gev: 37)
From [34)), we see that this would translate into a defor-

m ation param eter
9 233< 10 2% : (38)

F inally, we note that although the sin ple interpreta-—
tion ofthe LSND resultshasbeen disproved by theM ini-
B ooN e experin ent, it is nonetheless interesting to recog—
nize that here the oscillations involve avors of the type
1! 2 (oth in the neutrino as well as the antineutrino
channels) w ith

m2,< 1ev?; E  50MevV: 39)

In this case, the analog of [34) frthe antineutrinos leads
to

J 123< 10 6 (40)

Tt is clear now that wihin this scenario, all the exper—
In ental results can be naturally explained without any
particular puzzle. W e would like to note here that our
analysis for solar neutrinos are not in contradiction w ith
the data from the Kam LAND experim ent R7].

In this discussion, we have assum ed the neutrinos to
be com plktely m assless In which case, the conventional
oscillation does not take place. It is possible that the
neutrinos have a sm allm ass and that both m echanisn s
do contrdbute to the phenom ena of neutrino oscillation.
In this case, a carefil analysis of the atm ospheric neu—
trino oscillation resuls can lead to even a m ore stringent
bound on the param eter 5,3 [L1].

III. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we have carried out a quantitative anal-
ysis of the consequences of CP T and Lorentz invariance
violation In them assless neutrino sector. W hile t hasal
ready been suggested that in such a case, neutrino oscil-
Jation can takeplace even form asslkessneutrinos, we have
presented a sin ple m odel ofa theory ofnoncom m utative
ferm ions to study this phenom enon quantitatively. T he
m odelocontains a m inim alnum ber of sym m etry violating
param eters that are Introduced as deform ation param e-
ters in the equaltin e anticom m utation relations for the
ferm ion  elds. Real values of these deform ation param —
eters naturally lead to the large m ixing angle scenario.
W hilethe deform ation param etersdirectly lead tom ixing
between di erent neutrino avors, they also lead to non—
standard (energy) dispersion relations (through Lorentz
and CP T violation), which leads to oscillations betw een
m assless neutrino species if only Lorentz invariance is vi-
olated.

In the case that there is violation of only Lorentz in—
variance, we have determ ined bounds on the param eters
ofdeform ation (param eterscharacterizing Lorentz invari-
ance violation) from the existing experin entaldata on so—
lar and atm ospheric neutrinos aswellas from the LSND
data. T he bounds on the deform ation param etersw ithin
thism inin alm odel are obtained to have the values

J233< 10 %25 3 123< 10 @1
W e note that bounds for were obtained from the LM A
scenario by using =4 . For the solarand atm ospheric
neutrinos, this is Indeed consistent w ith the experin ental
determ nation.

O n the otherhand, ifLorentzand CP T Invariancesare
violated sin ultaneously, then oscillation between m ass-
Jess neutrinos disappears In ourm odel, although oscilla-
tions can take place form assive neutrinos in the standard
scenario. This fact could indicate that at very high en-—
ergy where m asses can be neglected, neutrino oscillation



would signala violation of Lorentz Invariance and not of
CPT symm etry.
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