
KEK-TH-2673, MITP-24-090

Radiative neutrino masses from dim-7 SMEFT:
a simplified multi-scale approach

Kåre Fridella,b Lukáš Gráfc,d,e,f Julia Harzg Chandan Hatih

aTheory Center, Institute of Particle and Nuclear Studies,
High Energy Accelerator Research Organization (KEK), Tsukuba 305-0801, Japan

bDepartment of Physics, Florida State University, Tallahassee, FL 32306, USA
cNikhef, Theory Group, Science Park 105, 1098 XG Amsterdam, The Netherlands
dInstitute of Particle and Nuclear Physics, Faculty of Mathematics and Physics, Charles University
in Prague, V Holešovičkách 2, 180 00 Praha 8, Czech Republic

eDepartment of Physics, University of California, Berkeley, CA 94720, USA
fDepartment of Physics, University of California, San Diego, CA 92093, USA
gPRISMA+ Cluster of Excellence & Mainz Institute for Theoretical Physics, FB 08 - Physics,
Mathematics and Computer Science, Johannes Gutenberg-Universität Mainz, 55099 Mainz, Ger-
many

hInstituto de Física Corpuscular (IFIC), Universitat de Valencia-CSIC, E-46980 Valencia, Spain

E-mail: karef@post.kek.jp, lukas.graf@nikhef.nl,
julia.harz@uni-mainz.de, chandan@ific.uv.es

Abstract: Lepton-number-violating interactions occur in the Standard Model Effective
Field Theory (SMEFT) at odd dimensions starting from the dimension-5 Weinberg opera-
tor. Although the operators at dimension-7 and higher are more suppressed by the heavy
new scale, they can be crucial when traditional seesaw mechanisms leading to tree-level
dimension-5 contributions are absent. We identify all minimal tree-level UV-completions
for dimension-7 ∆L = 2 SMEFT operators without covariant derivatives and propose a new
simplified approach for estimating the radiative neutrino masses arising from such opera-
tors. This dimensional-regularisation-based approach provides a more accurate estimate for
the loop neutrino masses when the new physics fields are hierarchical in mass, as compared
to the cut-off-regularisation-based approach often employed in the literature. This allows
us to identify viable regions of parameter space in the full list of relevant simplified models
close to the current limits set by neutrinoless double beta decay and the LHC that would
previously have been thought to be excluded by neutrino-mass constraints.
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1 Introduction

The observation of non-zero neutrino masses represents a key laboratory evidence for
beyond-the-Standard-Model (BSM) physics. Possible theoretical explanations can be used
as guidance in searches for new, UV degrees of freedom. If neutrinos are Majorana particles,
the corresponding New Physics (NP) model inevitably needs to include interactions that
do not preserve the lepton number. Therefore, observables testing this seemingly acciden-
tal global symmetry of the Standard Model (SM) provide a well-motivated probe of BSM
scenarios.

At low energies, the NP effects can be encoded in terms of the effective operators in-
variant under the SM gauge symmetry, forming the Standard Model Effective Field Theory
(SMEFT). Lepton number violation (LNV) occurs in this formalism at odd mass dimen-
sions [1]. Therefore, the leading contribution is expected to stem from dimension-5 SMEFT
consisting of the well-known Weinberg operator. The set of next-to-leading LNV interac-
tions appear at dimension 7, the basis of which has been established not so long ago [2–7].
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In Ref. [8] we have discussed the phenomenological limits on dimension-7 ∆L = 2

operators. These operators are constrained by a wide range of different searches, including
e.g. the LHC, 0νββ decay, and rare kaon decays [8]. However, as pointed out therein,
the effective approach is subject to a number of assumptions that may result in limited
validity and possibly less realistic constraints in comparison with specific UV-completions.
To counter these issues we continue our investigation of dimension-7 ∆L = 2 operators in
this work by analysing the complete set of simplified models with up to two new fields that
UV-complete these non-renormalisable interactions at tree-level (see also Ref. [9]).

Despite their stronger suppression compared to the dimension-5 (Weinberg) operator,
LNV at dimension 7 in SMEFT can also lead to sizable contributions for specific lepton-
number-violating processes. Clearly, if the usual three seesaw fields leading to type-I, type-
II, or type-III seesaw mechanisms are absent at high energies, the Weinberg operator is
not generated at tree-level at low energies. In such a scenario, the leading contribution to
LNV may stem from dimension-7 operators, which is a possibility previously proposed and
discussed in a variety of publications [9–22]. Observations suggesting a higher-dimensional
origin of LNV could hint at radiative neutrino Majorana mass models (see e.g. Refs. [23, 24]).

When determining the neutrino mass contributions within the EFT framework, typ-
ically the cut-off-regularisation-based estimates are often employed in literature, see e.g.
Ref. [25] for some relevant discussion on the methodology. It can be easily seen from a
direct comparison with neutrino mass expressions obtained in complete UV models, these
simple estimates suffer from a number of caveats stemming from the assumptions necessary
for application of the naive cut-off approximation. The most apparent discrepancy occurs in
case of a large hierarchy between the masses of the new fields. In this work we address these
drawbacks and study the loop neutrino masses from UV physics underlying the dimension-7
SMEFT. We propose a simplified approach based on dimensional regularisation and match-
ing simple UV-completions to an intermediate EFT. This helps in getting a much closer
approximation of the exact model-based results in contrast to the simple cut-off regularisa-
tion based estimates, when the heavy NP is hierarchical in mass. Allowing for the masses
of the UV fields to be independent parameters opens up new parts of parameter space to
be explored, which we use to derive neutrino-mass constraints in the simplified multi-scale
approach setup and confront them with bounds from other relevant observables.

The paper is organized as follows: we review the EFT framework and list all the
possible two-field UV-completions using the systematic approach of covariant derivative
expansion (see Appendix A for details of the calculation) in Section 2. Next, we cover the
neutrino mass generation mechanisms in all the listed UV-completions of the dimension-7
operators in Section 3, and provide an explicit comparison of neutrino masses obtained as a
single-scale cut-off estimate with a full in-depth analysis of the SM extension with two scalar
leptoquarks, R̃2 and S1 in Section 4.2. Following that we introduce and discuss a multiscale
EFT approach to radiative neutrino masses in Section 5. Eventually, we combine, compare,
and analyse the constraints imposed on the studied simplified models by neutrino masses
as well as other available observables in Section 6, before we conclude in Section 7.
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Type O Operator

Ψ2H4 Opr
LH ϵijϵmn

(
Lc
p
iLm

r

)
HjHn

(
H†H

)
Ψ2H3D Opr

LeHD ϵijϵmn

(
Lc
p
iγµer

)
Hj
(
HmiDµHn

)
Ψ2H2D2 Opr

LHD1 ϵijϵmn

(
Lc
p
iDµL

j
r

)(
HmDµHn

)
Opr

LHD2 ϵimϵjn
(
Lc
p
iDµL

j
r

)(
HmDµHn

)
Ψ2H2X

Opr
LHB gϵijϵmn

(
Lc
p
iσµνL

m
r

)
HjHnBµν

Opr
LHW g′ϵij

(
ϵτ I
)
mn

(
Lc
p
iσµνL

m
r

)
HjHnW Iµν

Ψ4D Oprst

d̄uLLD
ϵij
(
dpγµur

)(
Lc
s
iiDµLj

t

)

Ψ4H

Oprst
ēLLLH ϵijϵmn

(
epL

i
r

)(
Lc
s
jLm

t

)
Hn

Oprst

d̄LueH
ϵij
(
dpL

i
r

)(
ucset

)
Hj

Oprst

d̄LQLH1
ϵijϵmn

(
dpL

i
r

)(
Qc

s
jLm

t

)
Hn

Oprst

d̄LQLH2
ϵimϵjn

(
dpL

i
r

)(
Qc

s
jLm

t

)
Hn

Oprst
Q̄uLLH

ϵij
(
Qpur

)(
Lc
sL

i
t

)
Hj

Table 1: List of all independent ∆L = 2 operators at dimension-7 SMEFT extracted from
the basis of Ref. [26, 27]. Here, Dµx

n denotes (Dµx)
n for x ∈ {Li, H}.

2 ∆L = 2 dimension-7 SMEFT and tree-level UV-completions

With NP expected to be present at energy scales higher than that of electroweak symmetry
breaking, it has become customary to view and treat the SM as an effective description of
a UV-complete theory. In this picture the low-energy SM Lagrangian can be extended by
a corresponding effective part as

L = LSM + Leff , (2.1)

where
Leff =

∑
d

∑
a

C(d)
a O(d)

a , (2.2)

with C(d)
a denoting the Wilson coefficients of the respective effective operators O(d)

a of mass
dimension d. Operators that contribute to Majorana neutrinos masses must violate lepton
number L by two units, ∆L = 2, and they appear only at odd mass dimensions. Therefore,
the Lagrangian we consider in this work reads

Leff = C(5)O(5) +
∑
a

C(7)
a O(7)

a +
∑
a

C(9)
a O(9)

a + . . . . (2.3)

We focus specifically on dimension-7 operators, following the notation used in Ref. [8]. For
clarity, we show explicitly the definition of the whole ∆L = 2 dimension-7 SMEFT basis in
Tab. 1.

We can expand the operators in Tab. 1 following the procedure of Ref. [18], which we
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extend by including heavy vector fields. Using the covariant derivative expansion (CDE)
formalism [28], we identify the dimension-7 LNV operators in Tab. 1 with the terms found
by systematically integrating out heavy BSM fields from a renormalisable Lagrangian. This
lets us find all possible tree-level UV-completions of the dimension-7 LNV operators. In
Sec. 6 we use this method to expand upon the results of previous works [9–22] by systemati-
cally categorizing the UV-completions in terms of their corresponding operators, evaluating
the neutrino masses for each model, and comparing these results with a wide set of phe-
nomenological probes for a varying hierarchy in the internal degrees of freedom.

We start with a general Lagrangian LS describing a simplified model extension to the
SM,

LS =
∑
i

(
Lkin
πi

+ Lint
πi

+ Lkin
Πi

+ Lint
Πi

)
. (2.4)

Here πi is a light field, which in our case will correspond to the different fields of the SM, and
Πi is a heavy fieldmΠi ∼ ΛNP belonging to a NP extension, which can correspond to a scalar
Φi, fermion Ψi or vector Vi. The superscript kin denotes kinetic terms and int interaction
terms, where the last term in Eq. (2.4) also includes the interactions between heavy and
light fields. By assuming that we are only interested in observable phenomena below some
heavy scale ΛNP, we may rewrite the interaction Lagrangian involving heavy fields in terms
of effective operators Lint

Πj
→ Leff where Leff corresponds to the EFT Lagrangian given

in Eq. (2.3). This replacement can be done via covariant derivative expansion (CDE) (for
details see Appendix A), in which we take the derivative of a general interaction Lagrangian
with respect to a heavy field [18, 28]

∂Lint
Πi

∂Π†
i

=
∑
j,a,b,c

(
1 + cΠj

∂Lint
Πj

∂Π†
i

)
(cπ2πaπb + cπ3πaπbπc) , (2.5)

where cΠi has mass dimension d = 3, and cπ2 , cπ3 have the appropriate mass dimensions de-
pending on whether the light fields πi are fermions or bosons1. To end up with a Lagrangian
with only light fields, Eq. (2.5) can then be applied again onto itself by expanding the term
with the remaining derivative ∂Lint

Πj
/∂Π†

j in the same way, repeating this step until only
light fields remain. This fully light Lagrangian can then be implemented in the expansions
shown below in order to obtain a series of effective operators. For a scalar field we have the
effective Lagrangian [18, 28]

LΦ
eff =

∂Lint
Φ

∂Φ

(
1

m2
Φ

− D2

m4
Φ

+ . . .

)
∂Lint

Φ

∂Φ∗ . (2.6)

For Dirac fermions we have [18, 28]

LΨ
eff =

∂Lint
Ψ

∂Ψ̄

(
1

m2
Ψ

+
D2 + 1

2Xµνσ
µν

m4
Ψ

+ . . .

)(
i /D +mΨ

) ∂Lint
Ψ

∂Ψ
, (2.7)

1Note that the term with cπ3 is only meaningful if all of the fields πa, πb, and πc are bosons.
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where σµν ≡ i
2 [γ

µ, γν ] corresponds to a tensor current, and where Xµν is the field strength
of a gauge field corresponding to the covariant derivative D. The relation for Majorana
fermions can be obtained via the replacement mΨ → 1

2mΨ. Lastly, for vector fields we
have

LV
eff =

∂Lint
V

∂V µ

(
ηµν

m2
V

+
D2ηµν −DµDν

m4
V

+ . . .

)
∂Lint

V

∂V ν∗ . (2.8)

For each dimension-7 ∆L = 2 SMEFT operator, we systematically combine the SM
fields in pairs and read off the corresponding representation under the SM gauge group for
each combination. This then corresponds to the representation of a NP field that would
couple to this pair in a vertex belonging to a NP interaction Lagrangian. In turn, this NP
field can then be paired with the remaining SM fields until only renormalisable terms are
left, at which point we identify the sum of these terms with the interaction Lagrangian that
is our starting point in the CDE. By systematically repeating this procedure we obtain a
list of all possible tree-level UV-completions. This lets us match each operator to a finite
set of tree-level UV-completions, including operators with derivatives. We limit ourselves
to tree-level UV-completions in this work.

In Tab. 2 we list the different BSM fields that appear in the tree-level UV-completions
of the dimension-7 ∆L = 2 operators. Here the representation of each field is shown with
respect to the SM gauge group SU(3)c×SU(2)L×U(1)Y , and S, F , and V denote whether
the field is a scalar, fermion, or vector, respectively. The rightmost column shows the
different couplings to the SM fields, where H̃ = iσ2H

∗. Each UV-completion consists of
two fields, such that a field in the left gray column should be combined with a single field
from one of the cells in the corresponding row. Note that two or more BSM fields can also
couple to each other in a single vertex. Note also that F4 does not have any coupling to only
SM fields. It appears in a UV-completion of OLH together with Σ, which F4 can couple to
together with the Higgs. This UV-completion then involves two instances of Σ such that
the whole diagram resembles that of inverse seesaw.

In Tab. 3 we show the different combinations of BSM fields from Tab. 2 that lead to
tree-level UV-completions of the dimension-7 ∆L = 2 operators. Here the field shown in
the leftmost column can be combined with one of the other fields of the same row to realize
the operator shown at the top of the corresponding column.

In this work we only consider UV-completions for seven out of the original twelve
dimension-7 ∆L = 2 operators, namely those of types Ψ4H, Ψ2H4, and Ψ2H3D. As can
be seen from Tab. 1, operators that contain D2 or X can be understood as higher order
corrections to a lower-dimensional operator, which in our case would correspond to the
dimension-5 operator. Furthermore, as was noted in Ref. [18], since the Ψ4D-type operator
Od̄uLLD contains a single covariant derivative, it must originate from a UV-completion
containing a fermion mediator, c.f. Eq. (2.7). However, since it has four external fermion
legs, there is no such UV-completion at tree-level, and we conclude that no such tree-level
UV-completion is possible for this operator.

In what follows we still aim to focus on UV-completions that do not also lead to the
dimension-5 operator at tree-level, since if this operator is induced it would likely domi-
nate over any dimension-7 contribution. Note that even when it comes to the considered
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Field Rep Coupling to SM fields (+h.c.)

S S(1, 1, 0) 1
2κSSH†H + 1

2λSSSH†H

Ξ S(1, 3, 0) 1
2κΞH

†ΞaσaH + 1
2λΞ (ΞΞ)

(
H†H

)
h S(1, 1, 1) yhh

†L̄iσ2L
c + κhh

†H̃†H

∆ S(1, 3, 1) 1
4λ∆

(
∆†∆

) (
H†H

)
+ 1

4λ
′
∆fabc

(
∆a†∆b

) (
H†σcH

)
+y∆∆

a†L̄σaiσ2L
c + κ∆∆

a†(H̃†σaH
)

φ S(1, 2, 1/2) λφ
(
φ†H

) (
H†H

)
+ yeφφ

†ēL+ ydφφ
†d̄Q+ yuφφ

†iσ2Q̄
Tu

Θ1 S(1, 4, 1/2) λΘ1

(
H†σaH

)
CI
abH̃

bϵIJΘ
J
1

Θ3 S(1, 4, 3/2) λΘ3

(
H†σaH̃

)
CI
abH̃

bϵIJΘ
J
3

S1 S(3̄, 1, 1/3) yqlS1
S1Q̄

ciσ2L+ yqqS1
S1Q̄iσ2Q

c + yduS1
S1d̄u

c + yeuS1
S1ē

cu

R̃2 S(3, 2, 1/6) yR̃2
R̃†

2iσ2L̄
Td

S3 S(3̄, 3, 1/3) yqlS3
Sa
3 Q̄

ciσ2σ
aL+ yqqS3

Sa
3 Q̄σ

aiσ2Q
c

N F (1, 1, 0) λN N̄H̃
†L

Σ F (1, 3, 0) 1
2λΣΣ̄

aH̃†σaL

Σ1 F (1, 3,−1) 1
2λΣ1Σ̄

a
1H

†σaL

∆1 F (1, 2,−1/2) λ∆1∆̄1He

∆3 F (1, 2,−3/2) λ∆3∆̄3H̃e

F4 F (1, 4, 1/2) −
U F (3, 1, 2/3) λU ŪH̃

†Q

Q5 F (3, 2,−5/6) λQ5Q̄5H̃d

Q7 F (3, 2, 7/6) λQ7Q̄7Hu

T1 F (3, 3,−1/3) 1
2λT1 T̄

a
1H

†σaQb

T2 F (3, 3, 2/3) 1
2λT2 T̄

a
2 H̃

†σaQb

W ′
1 V (1, 1, 1) 1

2g
du
W ′

1
W ′

1
µ†d̄γµu+ gHW ′

1
W ′

1
µ†iDµH

T iσ2H

V3 V (1, 2, 3/2) V µ
3 ē

cγµL

U1 V (3, 1, 2/3) gedU1
Uµ†
1 ēγµd+ glqU1

Uµ†
1 L̄γµQ

V̄2 V (3̄, 2,−1/6) gul
V̄2
V̄ µ
2 ū

cγµL+ gdq
V̄2
V̄ µ
2 d̄γµiσ2Q

c

U3 V (3, 3, 2/3) gU3U
aµ†
3 L̄γµσ

aQ

Table 2: A full list of the heavy BSM fields that appear in UV-completions of dimension-7
∆L = 2 operators. The second column depicts the representation under the SM gauge
group, where S, F , and V denote a scalar, fermion, and vector field, respectively. The third
column shows the couplings to SM fields.

operators, the Weinberg operator can be generated at tree-level if either of the type-I or
type-III seesaw fields N or Σ are present in a given simplified model, or if the type-II seesaw
field ∆ is present with both couplings to a lepton doublet pair and a Higgs pair. While a
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OLH OLeHD OēLLLH Od̄LueH Od̄LQLH1 Od̄LQLH2 OQ̄uLLH

S ∆, N,Σ

Ξ ∆,Σ

h φ,N,∆†
3 φ,U,Q†

5

∆
S,Ξ,∆, φ,
Θ1,Θ3,Σ

Σ,∆†
1 φ,Σ,∆†

3 φ,Q†
5, T2 φ,Q7, T

†
1

φ ∆, N,Σ h,∆, N,Σ ∆, N,Σ h,Σ ∆, N,Σ

Θ1 ∆,Σ

Θ3 ∆,Σ†
1

S1 R̃2, N,Q
†
5 R̃2, N,Q

†
5

R̃2 S1,∆
†
1, Q7

S1, S3, N,
Σ, T2

S3,Σ, U

S3 R̃2,Σ, Q
†
5 R̃2, Σ, Q

†
5

N S, φ,∆†
1 ∆†

1 h, φ S1,W
′
1, U1 φ, S1, R̃2 φ,U1, V̄

†
2

Σ
S,Ξ,∆, φ,
Θ1,∆

†
1, F4

∆,∆†
1 ∆, φ φ, R̃2, S3 φ, R̃2, S3 φ, V̄ †

2 , U3

Σ†
1 Θ3

∆†
1 N,Σ ∆, N,Σ R̃2,W

′
1, V̄

†
2

∆†
3 h,∆

F4 Σ

U h, R̃2

Q†
5 S1, V3, V̄

†
2 ∆, S1, S3 h, S3

Q7 R̃2, V3, U1 ∆, U1, U3

T †
1 ∆, V̄ †

2

T2 ∆, R̃2

W ′
1 N,∆†

1, V3

V3 Q†
5, Q7,W

′
1

U1 N,Q7, V̄
†
2 N,Q7, V̄

†
2

V̄ †
2 ∆†

1, Q
†
5, U1

N,Σ, T †
1 ,

U1, U3

U3 Σ, Q7, V̄
†
2

Table 3: Combinations of BSM fields (c.f. Tab. 2) that realize the different dimension-7
∆L = 2 operators at tree-level. The fields to the left can be combined with either of the
fields in the same row to realize the operator shown at the top of the corresponding column.
Each field has its own row and appears also in the entries in other rows, such that each
combination leading to a distinct simplified model is listed exactly twice.
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να νβ να νβ

Figure 1: Radiative neutrino mass realised via topology I (left) and topology II (right).

UV-completion with either N or Σ does generate the Weinberg operator, it could be the
case that their coupling to the SM is suppressed and a higher dimensional operator would
dominate. However, this higher dimensional operator would be of dimension-9 and not 7.
The reason for this is that any ∆L = 2 dimension-7 operator containing at least one Higgs
field and two lepton doublets2 can be written as LH × LO(3), where O(3) denotes a three-
dimensional object. The factor LH can couple to one of the seesaw fermions F ∈ {N,Σ},
such that the two parts LH and LO(3) of the dimension-7 operator are connected via this
field. If the FLH coupling is large, it can be used twice to give a dimension-5 operator of
the form LHLH, which is exactly the Weinberg operator. We then expect this operator to
dominate over the dimension-7 operator. However, if the FLO(3) coupling is significantly
larger, we can instead use this coupling twice to get a dimension-9 operator of the form
LO(3)LO(3), which should dominate over the dimension-7 operator since it does not contain
the suppressed FLH coupling. In neither scenario do we have a dimension-7 operator pro-
viding the dominant contribution. As dimension-9 operators are beyond the scope of our
analysis, we do not further evaluate the UV-completions containing N or Σ in the following
sections, except simply to note down how and in which operators they appear. Note that
since the type-II seesaw field ∆ couples twice to the SM, via ∆HH and ∆LL, it does not
generate the dimension-5 operator if only one coupling constant is non-vanishing, and it
can therefore participate in dominant dimension-7 operators. However, the corresponding
neutrino mass diagrams are often topologically equivalent to radiative corrections of the
type-II seesaw diagram.

3 Neutrino masses without tree-level dim-5 Weinberg operator

In this section we discuss the different neutrino mass topologies that can be generated in
the tree-level UV-completions of the dimension-7 ∆L = 2 operators. The operators that
generate such tree-level UV-completions can be divided into three classes: Ψ2H4, Ψ2H3D,
and Ψ4H, where Ψ denotes a fermion, H the Higgs field, and D a covariant derivative.

Ψ4H

Operators of type Ψ4H lead to two topologies for 1-loop radiative neutrino masses, as
shown in Fig. 1. In topology I (Fig. 1 left), two new bosonic fields are introduced, which

2A similar argument can be made for the case where one of the lepton doublets is exchanged for a singlet.

– 8 –



να νβ να νβ να νβ

Figure 2: Tree-level neutrino mass realised via topology III (left), topology IV (centre)
and topology V (right).

subsequently mix via a dimensionful coupling to the Higgs field. In topology II (Fig. 1
right) there is one new boson and one (vector-like) fermion. For N or Σ mediators there
is a third topology with a Higgs vacuum expectation value (vev) insertion on a lepton leg
outside the loop. Neutrino mass diagrams generated from UV-completions of operators
of this type will contain at least one loop, since we need to close off two out of the four
external fermion legs in order to get a self-energy type diagram for the remaining two. The
bosonic mediators may be scalar or vector, depending on whether they contract a spinor
with an antispinor (vector), or if they contract two spinors or antispinors (scalar). If the
bosonic mediator in topology II is the type-II seesaw field ∆ there is an additional diagram
for operator OēLLLH where the fermion loop is disconnected from the neutrinos and the
two fermion lines are coupled via ∆. This can be seen as a vertex correction to the regular
type-II seesaw diagram.

Ψ2H3D

There is only a single dimension-7 ∆L = 2 operator of type Ψ2H3D, namely OLeHD.
Furthermore, this operator only has a single tree-level UV-completion which does not lead
to the Weinberg operator, namely the combination of ∆ and ∆†

1 leading to topology I.
Unlike the Ψ4H-type operators, OLeHD contains only one lepton doublet. In order to
generate a neutrino mass, the lepton singlet must be converted into a doublet via a Higgs
interaction, and this is done by closing a loop with one of the three external Higgs fields,
such that there are only two insertions of the Higgs vev, and topology I is generated.

Ψ2H4

For type Ψ2H4 there is again only a single operator, namely OLH Refs. [14, 15]. Such a
simple extension leads to a wide range of tree-level UV-completions containing either two
or three new fields. For consistency with the other operators, we will here only focus on
UV-completions with two fields.

– 9 –



OLH = ϵijϵmn

(
Lc
p
iLm

r

)
HjHn

(
H†H

)
OLeHD = ϵijϵmn

(
Lc
p
iγµer

)
Hj
(
HmiDµHn

)
S Ξ ∆ φ Θ1 Θ3 N Σ Σ†

1 ∆†
1 F4

S IV # #

Ξ IV #

∆ IV IV # V V V #

φ V # #

Θ1 V #

Θ3 V III

N # # #

Σ # # # # # # #

Σ†
1 III

∆†
1 # #

F4 #

∆ N Σ ∆†
1

∆ #  

N #

Σ # #

∆†
1  # #

OēLLLH = ϵijϵmn

(
epL

i
r

)(
Lc
s
jLm

t

)
Hn

h ∆ φ N Σ ∆†
3

h I # II

∆  # II

φ I  # #

N # #

Σ # #

∆†
3 II II

Od̄LueH = ϵij
(
dpL

i
r

)(
ucset

)
Hj Od̄LQLH1 = ϵijϵmn

(
dpL

i
r

)(
Qc

s
jLm

t

)
Hn

S1 R̃2 N ∆†
1 Q†

5 Q7 W ′
1 V3 U1 V̄ †

2

S1 I* # II*

R̃2 I* II* II*

N # # #

∆†
1 II* II* II*

Q†
5 II* II* II*

Q7 II* II* II*

W ′
1 # II* I*

V3 II* II* I*

U1 # II* I*

V̄ †
2 II* II* I*

∆ φ S1 R̃2 S3 N Σ Q†
5 T2

∆    

φ  # #

S1 I # II

R̃2 I I # # II

S3 I # II

N # # #

Σ # # #

Q†
5  II II

T2  II

Od̄LQLH2 = ϵimϵjn
(
dpL

i
r

)(
Qc

s
jLm

t

)
Hn OQ̄uLLH = ϵij

(
Qpur

)(
Lc
sL

i
t

)
Hj

h φ R̃2 S3 Σ U Q†
5

h I* II* II*

φ I* #

R̃2 I* # II*

S3 I* # II*

Σ # # #

U II* II*

Q†
5 II* II*

∆ φ N Σ Q7 T †
1 U1 V̄ †

2 U3

∆    

φ  # #

N # # #

Σ # # #

Q7  II II

T †
1  II

U1 # II I

V̄ †
2 # # II I I

U3 # II I

Table 4: Tree-level UV-completions of dimension-7 ∆L = 2 operators. A Roman number
denotes the topology, where an asterisk indicates a two-loop diagram obtained by an addi-
tional W -boson loop. An empty (filled) circle indicates the Weinberg operator (radiative
correction to the type-II seesaw diagram).
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In Tab. 4 the combinations of BSM fields that lead to tree-level UV-completions of the
∆L = 2 dimension-7 SMEFT operators are shown for one operator at a time, along with
the corresponding radiative neutrino mass topology. A Roman number in a given entry of
these tables indicate that the corresponding neutrino mass topology shown in Fig. 1 or 2 is
generated by the combination of the two fields at the left and top that have an overlapping
row and column at this entry. Entries with an asterisk indicate that a two-loop diagram
can be generated using the one-loop topology with the addition of an H-loop or a W -loop,
such that the neutrino mass is generated at 2-loop order. An empty circle denotes that
the dimension-5 operator is generated via the type-I or type-III seesaw, and a filled circle
indicates that the corresponding neutrino mass diagram is topologically equivalent to a loop
correction to the type-II seesaw diagram.

4 Loop neutrino masses: cut-off EFT estimates vs. exact UV results

4.1 Single-scale EFT estimate based on cutoff regularisation

In principle, any ∆L = 2 SMEFT operator can lead to Majorana neutrino masses. For
dimension-7 operators with four fermions to generate neutrino masses, two fermion legs
have to be closed into a loop, leading to an additional Yukawa coupling. For operators
with external lepton singlets, an additional charged Higgs interaction may be needed to
convert it into a lepton doublet, and external charged leptons belonging to a doublet can
be converted to neutrinos via additional W interactions. In Refs. [25, 29, 30] and related
literature, the contributions of higher-dimensional effective interactions to neutrinos mass
via such loop diagrams have been estimated using a cut-off approximation, in which the
theory is characterized by a single cut-off scale Λ. In this approach, momentum integrals
are then limited by this cut-off, with NP emerging above Λ to regularize the theory. Power
counting of momentum factors can determine these divergences, but loop integrals can
become complex, particularly due to momentum factors in Dirac propagators, which must
appear in pairs to contribute to UV divergences. As stated in Ref. [25], when adding loops to
induce power-law divergences proportional to Λ, the process should be limited to the point
where the suppression of the induced term is no worse than 1/Λ. Beyond this, additional
divergences only provide small finite corrections that renormalise lower-order terms.

As further stated in Ref. [25], each loop comes with a numerical suppression factor due
to the normalization of the loop four-momentum integrals, specifically a factor of 1/(16π2).
This suppression offsets enhancements from divergence factors. Quadratically divergent
loop diagrams are often proportional to the lowest-order contribution, multiplied by factors
depending on the number of loops and Λ/v, where v is the Higgs vev. For diagrams to
dominate over leading-order contributions, Λ must be generally greater than about 2 TeV
(for a discussion see Ref. [30]). However, many loop diagrams are logarithmically divergent
or even convergent, making the enhancement of LNV rates inefficient at the low scales
accessible to future experiments.
With all these considerations and caveats, the expressions for neutrino masses shown in
the third column of Tab. 5 can be obtained. Below we will present an alternative to this
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O Operator EFT Neutrino mass

Opr
LH ϵijϵmn

(
Lc
p
iLm

r

)
HjHn

(
H†H

) (
1

16π2 + v2

Λ2

)
v2

Λ

Opr
LeHD ϵijϵmn

(
Lc
p
iγµer

)
Hj
(
HmiDµHn

)
yrie

g′

(16π2)2
v2

Λ

Oprst
ēLLLH ϵijϵmn

(
epL

i
r

)(
Lc
s
jLm

t

)
Hn

(
ypre + ypse + ypte

)
1

16π2
v2

Λ

Oprst

d̄LueH
ϵij
(
dpL

i
r

)(
ucset

)
Hj

∑
ij y

sj
u y

jp
d y

ti
e

1
(16π2)2

v2

Λ

Oprst

d̄LQLH1
ϵijϵmn

(
dpL

i
r

)(
Qc

s
jLm

t

)
Hn ypsd

1
16π2

v2

Λ

Oprst

d̄LQLH2
ϵimϵjn

(
dpL

i
r

)(
Qc

s
jLm

t

)
Hn ypsd

g2

(16π2)2
v2

Λ

Oprst
Q̄uLLH

ϵij
(
Qpur

)(
Lc
sL

i
t

)
Hj ypru

1
16π2

v2

Λ

Table 5: List of the ∆L = 2 dimension-7 operators that appear in Tabs. 4, along with the
cut-off expression for the neutrino mass [25].

prescription that, as will be argued, better matches the results stemming from the UV-
complete scenarios.

4.2 An explicit UV model example and exact loop computation

In this section we provide a more in-depth analysis into one of the simplified models as an
example. This model consists of an extension to the SM with two scalar leptoquarks, R̃2

and S1. The Lagrangian is given by [31–33]

L = LSM − R̃†
2(2+m2

R̃2
)R̃2 − S∗

1(2+m2
S1
)S1 + µS1H

†R̃2

− gij1 L̄iiσ2R̃
∗
2d

c
j − gij2 QiϵLjS1 − gij3 ū

c
iejS1 + h.c. ,

(4.1)

where 2 = ηµν∂µ∂ν is the d’Alembert operator, i, j, k are flavour indices, and ϵ denotes
that the SU(2)L indices of the two doublets of this term should be contracted via the
antisymmetric Levi-Civita tensor. If both R̃2 and S1 are heavy with respect to the elec-
troweak symmetry breaking scale, Eq. (4.1) leads to the generation of operator Od̄LQLH1

and Od̄LueH at the low scale, with corresponding Wilson coefficients

Cijkn

d̄LQLH1
= − µgni1 g

kj
2

m2
R̃2
m2

S1

, Cijkn

d̄LueH
=

µgji1 g
kn
3

m2
R̃2
m2

S1

. (4.2)

In Fig. 3 (left column) we show how these operators are generated in this model. This
operator can then lead to 0νββ decay and LNV rare kaon decays [34–36].

This model also leads to radiative neutrino masses [24, 31–33, 35–40] as well as lepto-
genesis [40]. At lowest order we have a 1-loop neutrino mass shown in Fig. 3 (top right).
If the coupling g2 is suppressed, neutrino masses can still be generated at 2-loop order via
g3 as shown in Fig. 3 (bottom right), corresponding to the set of couplings that generate
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Qn

Lj

Od̄LQLH1

Li

d̄k

H

S1 R̃2

νjL νiL
S1 R̃2

dkL dkR

h0

un

ej

Od̄LueH

Li

d̄k

H

S1 R̃2

νiL νjL
R̃2

S1 e+j
R

dkL

unR

h0

W

Figure 3: Left column: Operators Od̄LQLH1 (top) and Od̄LueH (bottom) generated by the
model descibed in the text. Right column: Radiative neutrino mass diagrams generated
in the model described in the text, corresponding to the set of coupling constants that lead
to Od̄LQLH1 (top) and Od̄LueH (bottom).

Od̄LueH . The mass matrix for the leptoquark pair is given by

M2 =

m2
R̃2

µv

µv m2
S1

 . (4.3)

Diagonalising this matrix leads to two mass eigenstates mLQ1,2
given by

m2
LQ1,2

=
1

2

(
m2

R̃2
+m2

S1
∓
√
(m2

R̃2
−m2

S1
)2 + µ2v2

)
. (4.4)

Using these mass eigenstates we can express the 1-loop neutrino mass from Fig. 3 (top
right) as [24]

(mν)ij =
∑
k

3 sin (2θ) ydkkvg
ik
1 g

kj
2

32π2
log

m2
LQ2

m2
LQ1

, (4.5)

where yd is the SM down-type quark Yukawa coupling matrix. The mixing angle θ is given
by [31, 32, 41]

tan(2θ) =
2µv

m2
R̃2

−m2
S1

, (4.6)

where V is the CKM matrix. The 2-loop radiative neutrino mass shown in Fig. 3 (bottom
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right) can be expressed as [41]

(mν)ij =
3 sin(2θ)v3g2

(16π2)2m2
LQ1

(
gik1 y

d
kkV

T
kl y

u
ll(g2)

ljyejj + yeii(g
T
2 )

ilyullVlky
d
kk(g

T
1 )

kj
)

×Ijkl(m2
LQ1

,m2
LQ2

,m2
W ) , (4.7)

where for massless SM fermions, the function Ijkl(m2
LQ1

,m2
LQ2

,m2
W ) simplifies to [41]

I(m2
LQ1

,m2
LQ2

,m2
W ) ≈

(
1−

m2
LQ1

m2
LQ2

)
×

[
1 +

π2

3
+
m2

LQ1
log

m2
LQ2

m2
W

−m2
LQ2

log
m2

LQ1

m2
W

m2
LQ1

−m2
LQ2

+

1

2

m2
LQ1

log2
m2

LQ2

m2
W

−m2
LQ2

log2
m2

LQ1

m2
W

m2
LQ1

−m2
LQ2

]
.

(4.8)

Below we compare the 1- and 2-loop neutrino mass expressions in this model, given by
Eqs. (4.5) and (4.7), with the cut-off-regularisation-based estimates in Tab. 5. The cut-off-
regularisation-based one-loop neutrino mass estimate for Od̄LQLH1 in the EFT shown in
Tab. 5 can be expressed in the flavour basis as

(mν)ij =
ydnk
16π2

v2(
Ckinj

d̄LQLH1

)−1/3
, (4.9)

which should be compared against the exact model result Eq. (4.5). Similarly, the two-loop
neutrino mass estimate for Od̄LueH in the cut-off regularisation can be expressed as

(mν)ij = g2yuslVlry
d
rpy

e
jk

1

(16π2)2
v2(

Cpisk

d̄LueH

)−1/3
, (4.10)

which should be compared against the exact model result Eq. (4.7).

Comparing the exact loop results with the cut-off regularisation, we notice that the
exact results are sensitive to the hierarchy of scales between the two heavy fields. We can
vary the ratio between mR̃2

and mS1 to show the dependence of the neutrino mass on
the hierarchy of scales between the two heavy fields. To do this we define the hierarchy
parameter ξ as

ξ ≡ max (mΦ1 ,mΦ2)

min (mΦ1 ,mΦ2)
, (4.11)

where in this model we have Φ1 → R̃2 and Φ2 → S1. In Fig. 4 we compare the different
neutrino mass expressions for the benchmark points described above with mR̃2

> mS1 at
both 1- and 2-loop. We assume normal ordering and CP conservation in the neutrino sector,
and use the neutrino mixing angles given by NuFIT v6.0 [42], explicitly θ12 = 33.68◦,
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Figure 4: The sum of neutrino masses as a function of the degree of hierarchy between
mR̃2

and mS1 , assuming mR̃2
> mS1 , as quantified by the parameter ξ, at 1-loop (left) and

2-loop (right) using µ = 108 GeV. The green line shows the cut-off estimate from Eq. (4.9),
the blue line shows the full model-based expression from Eqs. (4.5) (1-loop) and (4.7) (2-
loop). The red line shows the expression obtained in the simplified model estimate.

θ23 = 44.3◦, and θ13 = 8.56◦.
For the 1-loop mass, we see that the expressions agree quite well for small ξ, i.e. when

there is a small mass difference between mR̃2
and mS1 . For larger ξ the neutrino mass

is smaller in the exact model-based expression, while remaining constant in the cut-off
estimate, leading to an over-estimation of the constraint on the Wilson coefficient coming
from neutrino masses. Comparing with the leptoquark model expressions we see that
capturing the effect of a sizable hierarchy in the internal degrees of freedom of an operator
is crucial for determining the available region of parameter space correctly.

Cut-off estimates of the neutrino mass, such as the expression given in the third column
of Tab. 5, have been commonly used in the literature to estimate the constraint of small
neutrino masses on higher-dimensional ∆L = 2 operators. In this section we have shown
that such estimates fail to capture the effect of a non-vanishing hierarchy in the internal
degrees of freedom. As can be seen in Fig. 4, such a hierarchy can relax the neutrino mass
constraint by many orders of magnitude.

5 A simplified multi-scale approach to loop neutrino masses

It is well known that a much more robust approach compared to that of based on cut-
off regularisation is provided by the renomalization group (RG) improved perturbation
theory [43]. However, the derivation and implementation of the full RG equations order by
order for an independent basis of higher dimensional operators is often quite cumbersome.
For instance, recently in Refs. [44, 45] the RG equations for dimension-7 LNV operators
at one-loop order has been derived. In Ref. [21] a leading-log approximation for light
neutrino masses arising from LNV operators up to dimension-7 was presented, keeping
only the largest SM Yukawa couplings. A detailed technical treatment of the full RG
equations is beyond the scope of this work. Instead, in what follows, we will discuss the
limitations of the cut-off based approach which leads to a poor approximation when the

– 15 –



heavy new physics degrees of freedom generating radiative neutrino masses are hierarchical
in mass. We will show that a simple dimensional regularisation based approach combined
with simple scaling arguments can approximate the loop neutrino masses arising from higher
dimensional operators much more accurately compared to the cut-off based approach. This
simplified multi-scale formalism gives a quick way to accurately estimate the loop neutrino
masses using simple momentum expansion arguments without a full implementation of the
full set of RGE equations, which can often be a very cumbersome exercise.

To highlight the limitation of the cut-off regularisation approach let us consider the
simple toy Lagrangian

Lfull =

∫
d4x

{
−1

2
∂µΦ ∂

µΦ− 1

2
M2Φ2 + ψ̄(iγµ∂µ −m)ψ + iY Φψ̄γ5ψ − 1

4!
λΦ4

}
, (5.1)

where Φ with mass M is a heavy pseudo-scalar and ψ is a light fermion with mass m, such
that M ≫ m. If the typical energy scale of an observable E is such that m ≤ E ≪M , then
a two-point one-loop fermionic tadpole correction in the EFT obtained after integrating out
the heavy scalar Φ is given by

GEFT
2 = − Y 2m

M2

∫
d4k

(2π)4
1

k2 +m2 − iϵ
= − m

Λ2

∫
d4k

(2π)4
1

k2 +m2 − iϵ
, (5.2)

where to write the last equality we have used the definition that the EFT scale Λ ≡M/Y .
According to the cut-off-regularisation-based approach mentioned above, one would cut off
the integral over k at the heavy scale Λ, since the EFT obtained by integrating out Φ is
expected to be valid at energies E < Λ [46]. This leads to a resulting factor of Λ2 in the
numerator which would cancel against the 1/Λ2 in the Wilson coefficient, giving a result
that is independent of the heavy UV scale Λ. This is of course not consistent with the
power counting rule suggesting a dependence E2/Λ2.

Using a dimensional regularisation approach instead, the integral is generalised to d =

4− ε dimensions, where ε denotes the deviation from d = 4. Then the integral in Eq. (5.2)
can be expressed in the form

GEFT
2,dim-reg = − µ̃εrm

Λ2

∫
d4−εk

(2π)4−ε

1

k2 +m2 − iϵ
=

i

16π2
m3

Λ2

[
2

ε
+ 1 + log

(
µ2r
m2

)
+O(ε)

]
,

(5.3)

where the renormalisation scale µ̃r replaces Y → Y µ̃
ε/2
r to ensure that Y is dimensionless,

and where µr is given by µr =
√
4πe−γµ̃r, with γ being the Euler constant. The UV-

divergent piece proportional to 1/ε drops out in the MS-scheme and we obtain a loop
integral result which is now consistent with the power-counting expectation.

While the EFT result in Eq. (5.3) can be recovered by evaluating the integral in the full
theory, c.f. Eq. (5.1), using dimensional regularisation and then expanding in the heavy mass
scale M , it is well known that the loop integral and the series expansion does not commute
in general [43]. This leads to a difference in the exact theory vs. the EFT estimation of
loops. This difference is analytic in the IR scale m and leads to a matching contribution,
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⇒ +

Figure 5: One-loop neutrino mass diagrams in the full and effective theories. The crosses
represent fermion mass insertions and the thick circle represents contact interactions.

which needs to be added to the EFT result to correctly reproduce the full theory result.
To be more concrete, the full theory computation differs from the result in Eq. (5.3) by
terms proportional to log(M2/µ2r) at one-loop order and by higher powers of the same log

for higher order loops [43].
A particularly interesting scenario is when two largely different heavy NP scales are

present in the full theory M ≫ m ≫ E, where E is the energy scale of the experimental
observable we are interested in. In the presence of a large hierarchy between different
scales M and m in the full theory, the relatively large logs appearing in the loop integrals
of the form log(m2/M2) can be split into two contribution of the form log(M2/m2) =

log(M2/µ2r)− log(m2/µ2r). The first part can be absorbed in the Wilson coefficient (upon
integrating out the large scale M) by choosing the renormalisation scale µr =M and doing
the matching procedure at µr = M . The second part, on the other hand, can be obtained
by calculating the one-loop corrections in the EFT at µr = m, which can be done using the
RG equations capturing the running of the Wilson coefficients from µr =M to µr = m. We
note that the EFT after integrating out M depends on either ratios of the from (m2/M2) or
log(M2/µ2r). If we evaluate the Wilson coefficient at µr = M then the terms proportional
to log(M2/µ2r) vanish and only terms proportional to powers of (m2/M2) survive.

5.1 Simplified multi-scale formalism for one-loop neutrino masses

With the above prescription in mind, let us now consider the one-loop neutrino mass in the
model example discussed in section 4.2, c.f. the top diagram in Fig. 3. We are interested in
the case where the heavy new physics is hierarchical in mass. Let us consider for example the
scenario where mR̃2

≫ mS1 . The one-loop neutrino mass diagram in the UV model and how
it matches into the EFT obtained after integrating out the heaviest degree of freedom R̃2

are shown in Fig. 5, where the last diagram to the right symbolizes any potential additional
effective contributions arising from integrating out the heaviest degree of freedom.

In the full theory the one-loop neutrino mass diagram in dimensional regularisation
gives the integral

I1 = cm µ
2ε
r

∫
ddk

(2π)d
1

k2
1

k2 −m2
S1

1

k2 −m2
R̃2

, (5.4)

where the dimensionful prefactor is given by cm = g1g2vµm
2
d and we neglect the light

down-type quark masses in the denominators for simplicity. Now the neutrino mass in the
intermediate EFT (I-EFT) obtained after integrating out the heaviest degree of freedom
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R̃2 can be obtained by expanding out the above integral in the heavy mass mR̃2

II-EFT
1 = cm µ

2ε
r

∫
ddk

(2π)d
1

k2
1

k2 −m2
S1

[
− 1

m2
R̃2

(
1 +

k2

m2
R̃2

+
k4

m4
R̃2

+ · · ·
)]

. (5.5)

In Fig. 5, this corresponds to the left diagram of the EFT case, while there is no tree-level
effective contribution in this case. Integrating term by term yields

II-EFT
1 = − cm

i

16π2
1

m2
R̃2

[(
1 + log

(
µ2r
m2

S1

))
+
m2

S1

m2
R̃2

(
1 + log

(
µ2r
m2

S1

))

+
m4

S1

m4
R̃2

(
1 + log

(
µ2r
m2

S1

))
+ · · ·

]

≈ − cm
i

16π2
1

(m2
R̃2

−m2
S1
)

[
1 + log

(
µ2r
m2

S1

)]
. (5.6)

Now the analytic contributions Iana
1 missed in the EFT expansion (containing terms

proportional to logmR̃2
) can be obtained by performing an expansion of I1 and II-EFT

1 in
mS1 and taking Iana

1 = I1exp − I1
I-EFT
exp where the subscript “exp" denotes an expansion in

the lighter scale mS1 . The expansions I1exp and I1EFT
exp are given by

I1exp = cm µ
2ε
r

∫
ddk

(2π)d
1

k2
1

k2 −m2
R̃2

[
1

k2

(
1 +

m2
S1

k2
+
m4

S1

k4
+ · · ·

)]
, (5.7)

and

I1
I-EFT
exp = cm µ

2ε
r

∫
ddk

(2π)d
1

k2

[
1

k2

(
1 +

mS1

k2
+
m2

S1

k4
+ · · ·

)][
− 1

m2
R̃2

(
1 +

k2

m2
R̃2

+ · · ·
)]

.

(5.8)
Upon integrating term by term I1

I-EFT
exp vanishes, while I1exp gives rise to a non-vanishing

contribution for I1ana

I1
ana = cm

i

16π2

[
1

m2
R̃2

(
1 + log

(
µ2r
m2

R̃2

))
+
m2

S1

m4
R̃2

(
1 + log

(
µ2r
m2

R̃2

))
+ · · ·

]

≈ cm
i

16π2
1

(m2
R̃2

−m2
S1
)

[
1 + log

(
µ2r
m2

R̃2

)]
. (5.9)

The whole contribution to the one-loop neutrino mass is then given by

I1
total
MS = I1

EFT + I1
ana

≈ cm
i

16π2
1

(m2
R̃2

−m2
S1
)
log

(
m2

S1

m2
R̃2

)
, (5.10)

where we use the subscript MS to denote that this is the result using the multi-scale
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Figure 6: One-loop neutrino masses based on the simplified interactions in Eq. 5.19 leading
to topology I (left) and Eq. 5.20 leading to topology II.

approach.
The exact expression for the loop diagram in the full model, c.f. Eq. (4.5), when ex-

panded in the heavy scale, yields the same expression. Therefore, the above prescription
represents a consistent approach to estimate the loop neutrino masses starting from an
EFT interaction and without the knowledge of the exact computation in the full theory.
In essence, we have have split the original one-loop computation involving two hierarchical
new physics scales into a two-scale EFT problem. In the particular case when mR̃2

→ mS1 ,
the above expression in the dimensional regularisation reduces to the standard single scale
EFT result using cut-off regularisation, leading to a 1/Λ dependence with Λ ∼ mR̃2

∼ mS1 ,
c.f. Tab. 5.

5.2 Simplified multi-scale formalism for two-loop neutrino masses

A similar prescription can also be applied to higher loop order. However, the evaluation
of the multi-loop integrals become quickly nontrivial and a number of simplifying physical
assumptions can help in getting relatively simpler analytic results. Let us consider the
two-loop neutrino mass diagram in the model example discussed in section 4.2, c.f. the
bottom diagram in Fig. 3. To estimate the contribution using our prescription it suffices to
approximate the W -boson propagator by a scalar propagator of similar mass. The complete
contribution involves additional terms which are suppressed by m2

W /m
2
R̃2

and m2
W /m

2
S1

,
which will provide subdominant corrections. Under the above approximations the two-loop
neutrino mass diagram can be approximated as

Mν ≃ c′m

∫
d4p

∫
d4q

1

p2
1

q2
1

q2 −m2
W

1

(p− q)2 −m2
u

1

p2 −m2
S1

1

p2 −m2
R̃2

≡ c′mI2 , (5.11)

where c′m ∼ Nc
(2π)8

mdmume(µv)g
2yS1yR̃2

, with the y’s denoting the relevant Yukawa interac-
tions of the leptoquarks with the SM fermions, Nc denoting the color factor, and µ denotes
the trilinear scalar coupling with mass dimension one. In the above we have ignored the
flavor structure of the light new physics, which can be straightforwardly included as nec-
essary. We have further assumed the limit of vanishing lepton- and down-type quark mass
inside the loop integral. However, we note that the overall neutrino mass contribution is
proportional to a prefactor containing these masses. Consequently, they cannot be taken to

– 19 –



be vanishing in the full expression of neutrino mass. The integral I can then be expressed
in terms of the rescaled dimensionless momenta as

I2 =
1

m4
u

∫
d4p

∫
d4q

1

p2q2
1

q2 − r

1

(p− q)2 − 1

1

p2 − t1

1

p2 − t2
, (5.12)

where r = m2
W /m

2
u, t1 = m2

S1
/m2

u and t2 = m2
R̃2
/m2

u. Now one can follow the same

prescription as in the one-loop case. Assuming again that R̃2 is much heavier than the
momentum and mS1 , we can expand the corresponding propagator to obtain in the I-EFT
limit

II-EFT
2 =

1

m4
u

∫
d4p

∫
d4q

1

p2q2
1

q2 − r

1

(p− q)2 − 1

1

p2 − t1

[
− 1

t2

(
1 +

p2

t2
+
p4

t22
+ · · ·

)]
.

(5.13)
Similarly, we can also use the same momentum expansion scheme as in the one-loop case
to obtain the analytic contributions using

I2exp =
1

m4
u

∫
d4p

∫
d4q

1

p2q2
1

q2 − r

1

(p− q)2 − 1

[
1

p2

(
1 +

t1
p4

+
t21
p4

+ · · ·
)]

1

p2 − t2
,

(5.14)
and

I2
I-EFT
exp =

1

m4
u

∫
d4p

∫
d4q

1

p2q2
1

q2 − r

1

(p− q)2 − 1

×
[
1

p2

(
1 +

t1
p2

+
t21
p4

+ · · ·
)][

− 1

t2

(
1 +

p2

t2
+
p4

t22
+ · · ·

)]
. (5.15)

Now combining the leading order terms in the expansions of Eqs.(5.13), (5.14) and (5.15),
we find

I2
leading
MS =

1

m2
um

2
R̃2

[−J(r, t1) + J(r, t2)] (5.16)

where
J(r, t) =

∫
d4p

∫
d4q

1

p2q2
1

q2 − r

1

(p− q)2 − 1

1

p2 − t
, (5.17)

is a standard two-loop integral, which can then be evaluated using dimensional regularisa-
tion, see for instance [47–50]. The closed form for I2

leading
MS is still fairly lengthy. However,

under the approximation that logarithms of the masses of the SM fields and order unity
factors can be ignored compared to the logarithms of heavy NP masses, we find the ap-
proximate form for I2

leading
MS given by

I2
leading
MS ≃ π4

m2
R̃2

−cn + log

(
m2

R̃2

m2
W

)
+ 1

2 log
2

(
m2

R̃2

m2
W

)
m2

R̃2

+

cn + log

(
m2

S1

m2
W

)
+ 1

2 log
2

(
m2

S1

m2
W

)
m2

S1

 ,
(5.18)

where cn ≡ 1 + π2/3 and we have taken the limit of vanishing mu after evaluating the
integrations in Eq. (5.16). The approximation for the neutrino mass above matches very

– 20 –



well with the full model exact loop computation of Eq. (4.7), in the limit of the hirarchical
new physics scales being much heavier than the SM masses in the loops. Note that while
the above approximation works well when mR̃2

≫ mS1 , it leads to a supression with respect
to the full model loop computation when mR̃2

∼ mS1 . This is due to the cancellation of
the symmetric structure in the square bracket in Eq. (5.18). This apparent mismatch can
be mitigated by making Eq. (5.18) symmetric by replacing m2

R̃2
by (m2

R̃2
− m2

S1
) in the

prefactor, which is the form that we will use hereafter.

5.3 Generalised simplified multi-scale results for radiative neutrino masses

Given the above discussion, showing the effectiveness of the dimensional regularisation based
approach, we can now generalise our results for any tree-level realisation of the dimension-
7 SMEFT operators leading to loop-level neutrino masses via diagrams shown in Fig. 6.
Depending on the actual realisation there can be additional color factors, symmetry factors,
and even swapping (between mass and momentum exchange) of some mass scales depending
on the projection operators in the diagram. To keep the results as general as possible, we
will denote the heavy new bosons in the left diagram of Fig. 6 by Φ1 and Φ2 . For topology
I, the relevant simplified interactions are then given by the Lagrangian

LI = LSM + Lkin
Φ1

+ Lkin
Φ2

− λΦ1fLΦ
∗
1 − λΦ2fLΦ

∗
2 − µΦ∗

1Φ
∗
2H , (5.19)

where µ is a dimensionful coupling, and Lkin
Φ1

and Lkin
Φ2

are the kinetic Lagrangians for Φ1

and Φ2, respectively. Similarly, for topology II we consider a simplified model that contains
one heavy new fermion Ψ and one heavy new scalar Φ interacting with the SM Higgs- and
lepton doublets, respectively. This scenario can be described by the simplified Lagrangian

LII = LSM + Lkin
Ψ + Lkin

Φ − λffLΦ
∗ − yΨfΨ̄H , (5.20)

where λf and yΨ are dimensionless coupling constants, and where f is a SM fermion.

The two new heavy BSM fields that are introduced in either case will be assumed to
have a large hierarchy. By neglecting the masses for the SM fermion in the loop and any
color or symmetry factors, we can approximate the radiative neutrino mass generated in
topology I by

(mν)
I
ij ≈

1

16π2
vµ

m2
Φ1

−m2
Φ2

log

(
m2

Φ1

m2
Φ2

)(
λΦ1Mfλ

T
Φ2

+ λΦ2M
T
f λ

T
Φ1

)
ij
, (5.21)

and topology II by

(mν)
II
ij ≈

1

16π2
v

m2
Ψ −m2

Φ

log

(
m2

Ψ

m2
Φ

)(
λfMfyΨM

T
Ψλ

T
Ψ + λΨMΨy

T
ΨM

T
f λ

T
f

)
ij
. (5.22)

Here mα for α ∈ {Φ,Ψ,Φ1,Φ2} is the mass of the corresponding heavy BSM field, and Mf

and MΨ are the diagonal 3 × 3 mass matrices for the SM fermion f and BSM fermion Ψ
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respectively, where we have assumed that Ψ has three generations. At two-loop we have

(mν)
I, two-loop
ij ≈ 1

(16π2)2
v3µ

m2
Φ1

−m2
Φ2

[fℓ(mΦ1 ,mW )− fℓ(mΦ2 ,mW )]

×
(
λΦ1Mfλ

T
Φ2

+ λΦ2M
T
f λ

T
Φ1

)
ij

(5.23)

in topology I and

(mν)
II, two-loop
ij ≈ 1

(16π2)2
v3

m2
Ψ −m2

Φ

[fℓ(mΨ,mW )− fℓ(mΦ,mW )]

×
(
λfMfyΨM

T
Ψλ

T
Ψ + λΨMΨy

T
ΨM

T
f λ

T
f

)
ij

(5.24)

in topology II, where the function fℓ(mχ,mW ) is defined as

fℓ(mχ,mW ) ≡

(
1 + π2

3

)
+ log

(
m2

χ

m2
W

)
+ 1

2 log
2
(

m2
χ

m2
W

)
m2

χ

. (5.25)

Besides generating radiative neutrino masses, the simplified models discussed here will
also lead to other phenomenological processes involving the ∆L = 2 dimension-7 operators
(cf. Ref. [8]). The corresponding Wilson coefficients can be written as

CI
ij =

µ (λΦ1λΦ2)ij
m2

Φ1
m2

Φ2

(5.26)

for topology I, and

CII
ij =

(λΨyΨλf )ij
m2

ΦmΨ
(5.27)

for topology II. The relevant phenomenology is briefly discussed in Sec. 6.
The results for the new simplified multi-scale approach as derived in the previous sub-

section and generalised in this section, applied to the model example discussed in Sec. 4.2,
are shown in Fig. 4 using red solid lines. Compared to the cut-off regularisation based esti-
mates shown in green solid lines, it is easy to see that our simplified multi-scale prescription
provides a much closer estimate of the exact model results. For one-loop radiative neutrino
masses the improvement is clearly visible when the ratio between the NP scales exceeds a
few. On the other hand, for the two-loop radiative neutrino mass diagram, the results are
even more striking. The disagreement obtained between the cut-off regularisation based
estimate and the model stems not only from the hierarchy between the new physics scales,
but also from an unphysical cancellation of the new physics scales due to cut-off regulari-
sation combined with a relatively poor approximation in the presence of an additional loop
of electroweak gauge bosons. The treatment of this type of radiative neutrino masses using
the simplified multi-scale approach leads to a very accurate approximation of the exact
results in spite of a number of approximations and simplifications with respect to the exact
full model computation, thereby demonstrating the simplicity and power of the simplified
multi-scale approach. In what follows, we now show that allowing for the masses of the
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heavy new physics fields realising higher dimensional LNV operators to be independent pa-
rameters opens up new parts of phenomenological parameter space which can be explored
and confronted with a number of LNV experimental observables.

6 Phenomenology of UV-completions at dimension-7

In this section we discuss the different constraints on the simplified models that appear as
UV-completions of the ∆L = 2 dimension-7 operators, including collider constraints as well
as low-energy observables such as neutrinoless double beta (0νββ) decay, and compare these
constraints to radiative neutrino mass generation using the different approaches discussed
above. In Figs. 7 and 8 we show the constraints in the parameter space spanned by the two
heavy scales, for tree-level UV-completions of the four-fermion ∆L = 2 dimension-7 effective
operators for both topologies I and II. We chose this plane since it best highlights the effects
of a varying hierarchy in the internal degrees of freedom. Here all dimensionless couplings
are set to unity, and the dimensionful coupling µ is parametrized as µ = max(mΦ1 ,mΦ2).
We focus on operators OQ̄uLLH , Od̄LueH , Od̄LQLH1, Od̄LQLH2, and OēLLLH in this section.

In Ref. [8], we presented the collider limits for dimension-7 operators when the relevant
interactions are taken as point-like, i.e. when the heavy NP degrees of freedom are not
produced on-shell as resonances. The purple regions in Figs. 7 and 8, corresponding to
constraints from searches for pp → ℓ+ℓ+jj at the LHC, are cut off at the lower ends
in both NP mass-variables due to the constraint M < 900 GeV as required in order to
ensure the validity of the EFT-approach (c.f. Ref. [8]). The resulting constrained areas
are comparatively small, and always fully excluded by the flavour-universal neutrino mass
constraint. For operators Od̄LQLH1 and Od̄LQLH2 the area vanishes completely, as seen in
Figs. 7 (center row) and Fig. 8 (top row), respectively, since the constraint is lower than
the EFT validity scale for all NP masses. However, the cross section for pp→ ℓ+ℓ+jj may
be enhanced by on-shell mediators, such as e.g. in the Keung-Senjanović process [51].

Under the assumption that the ∆L = 2 dimension-7 operators are generated at tree-
level, collider constraints on the individual heavy fields that generate a given operator will
translate into constraints on the Wilson coefficient of the operator itself. Collider searches
for new heavy fields are typically most sensitive when the field can be created on-shell as a
resonance. However, such resonant searches are typically dependent on model parameters.
Instead, constraints on the underlying new heavy particles in the different UV-completions
can also be derived from global fits of dimension-6 operators [52, 53]. The constraints
obtained from this method are typically within an order of magnitude of the constraints from
resonant searches. We use the 95% C.L. constraints on the masses of the different new fields
that appear in the UV-completions of ∆L = 2 dimension-7 operators from Refs. [52–54].
For these constraints we assume flavour universality and take the most stringent constraints
for the cases where several results are available in the literature. In the following analysis, in
order to reduce the number of parameters, we set all couplings to unity. The green regions
in Figs. 7 and 8 are excluded by global fits of dimension-6 operators for LHC searches,
translated into limits on the corresponding tree-level UV-completions [52, 53]. The lightest
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Cuts for pp→ µ±µ±jj at
√
s = 13 TeV

Object selection cuts

pµ
1(2)

T > 25 GeV pj
1(2)

T > 20 GeV

|ηµ1(2) | < 2.5 |ηj1(2) | < 2.5

Track-to-vertex association cuts

|z0 sin θ| < 5 mm |d0| < 1 µm

Signal region cuts

pµ
leading

T > 40 GeV pj
1(2)

T > 100 GeV

HT > 400 GeV ∆Rµµ < 3.9 GeV

mµ1µ2 > 400 GeV mj1j2 > 110 GeV

Table 6: Cuts used to calculate the number of pp→ ℓ±ℓ± events at ATLAS in the R̃2-S1
leptoquark model, following Ref. [55].

green area is excluded by the most stringent constraint, and the darker green area by the
least stringent.

The model example discussed in Sec. 4.2 is subject to constraints from leptoquark
searches at the LHC. The leptoquarks S1 and R̃2 both lead to distinct signatures at the
LHC, where they can be produced e.g. via pair production pp→ LQ LQ or single production
pp → ℓ LQ, see e.g. Refs. [56, 57]. Using these modes, the masses of R̃2 and S1 have been
constrained to mR̃2

< 3.4 TeV and mS1 < 4.6 TeV, respectively, at 95% C.L. [58]. However,
the above-mentioned processes are not LNV by two units ∆L = 2, and therefore they do not
directly correspond to Majorana neutrino masses. In order to probe the latter scenario, an
overall ∆L = 2 process such as pp→ ℓ±ℓ±jj would need to be searched for. Such an analysis
was performed for the dimension-7 LNV operators in Ref. [8] from a model-independent
perspective, leading to constraints ΛLNV > 1.1 TeV on both of the operators that are
generated in the R̃2-S1 model, where ΛLNV is the corresponding NP scale. However, these
operator-based constraints could be an underestimate of what the actual model-dependent
constraints would be, since a given model can lead to resonant enhancements. To find the
model-dependent constraints on the R̃2-S1 model coming from pp → ℓ±ℓ±jj searches at
the LHC, we implement the model using FeynRules [59] and calculate the cross section
with MadGraph5 [60], including Pythia8 [61] for hadronisation and using the PDF set
NNPDF30 provided by LHAPDF6 [62], after which we perform detector simulation using
Delphes3 [63] with the cuts shown in Tab. 6, and compare with the ATLAS results [55]
for LHC Run 2 at

√
s = 13 TeV. We perform this analysis for µ = max(mR̃2

,mS1) in two
scenarios: a) g1 = g2 = 1 and g3 = 0, corresponding to Od̄LQLH1, and b) g1 = g3 = 1 and
g2 = 0, corresponding to Od̄LueH . For a vanishing hierarchy, such that mR̃2

= mS1 ≡ ΛLNV,
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and at 95% C.L., we find ΛLNV > 3.1 TeV in both scenarios a) and b).
There is a variety of ways that LNV can be probed at low energies, as was discussed

in detail in Ref. [8]. The most stringent bounds generally stem from neutrinoless double
beta (0νββ) decay searches, which, however, can probe only the first-generation couplings.
Therefore, in NP models that dominantly couple the second- or third generation fermions,
0νββ decay searches might still not lead to any signals. In such models, it may be rare kaon
decays that provide the first hints of LNV [39, 64, 65]. Nonetheless, at leading order and
within dimension-7 SMEFT, these processes constrain only operator Od̄LQLH1. Further,
operator OēLLLH does not lead to 0νββ decay (at tree-level) and may instead be probed
in lepton-number-violating rare muon decays [66]. Other observables are not discussed in
this work due to them being generally sub-dominant, e.g. coherent elastic neutrino-nucleus
scattering (CEνNS), long-baseline neutrino oscillation, µ− to e+ conversion, and other LNV
meson decays such as K+ → π−ℓ+ℓ+ or B → Kνν (see Ref. [8]). The orange areas are
excluded by 0νββ decay, and blue shows the exclusion from rare kaon decays for Od̄LQLH1

(Fig. 7 center row), and magenta shows the exclusion from rare muon decays for OēLLLH

(Fig. 7 bottom row).
The red regions in Figs. 7 and 8 show the area of parameter space where the sum

of neutrino masses is larger than the limit obtained from the KATRIN experiment [67]3

following the simplified multi-scale approach described in Sec. 5. Note that the constraint
from KATRIN is set on mKATRIN

ν where (mKATRIN
ν )2 =

∑
i |Uei|2m2

i < (0.45 eV)2 [69],
where U is the PMNS matrix. We translate this into a limit on the sum of neutrino masses
Tr m̂ν by using the central values of the neutrino mixing angles as well as the mass splittings
∆m2

12 = 7.49×10−5 eV2 and ∆m2
31 = 2.513×10−3 eV2 given by NuFIT v6.0 [42], assuming

normal ordering, and solving for the free parameter m1 (the lightest neutrino mass), such
that

|Ue1|2m2
1 + |Ue2|2(m2

1 +∆m2
12) + |Ue3|2(m2

1 +∆m2
13) < (mKATRIN

ν )2 . (6.1)

A lower limit can be obtained by setting the lowest neutrino mass m1 to zero. The area
between these two limits is shown as a striped red region in Figs. 7 and 8. The black
striped region shows the corresponding neutrino mass constraints using the conventional
cut-off approximation. Note that the dip in the top-left part of the neutrino mass constraint
for topology I comes from our choice of µ = max(mΦ1 ,mΦ2).

In Figs. 7 and 8 we see that the constraint on 1-loop neutrino masses using the cut-off
estimate (black striped area) generally only agrees with our simplified model approach (red
striped area) for a vanishing hierarchy, i.e. at the point where the two masses are approxi-
mately equal (along the diagonal from bottom left to top right). For a larger hierarchy the
disagreement increases, which is also what was found in the comparison in Fig. 4. Fig. 8
corresponds to operators for which the neutrino mass is generated at 2-loop order. Here we
see that the cut-off estimate does not reproduce the results of our more accurate simplified-
model approach for most of the parameter space, as also seen in Fig. 4. One reason for this
mismatch is that the 2-loop mass generally depends on all mass scales involved, rather than

3Note that we do not use the corresponding PLANCK limits [68] due to their dependence on the
underlying cosmological model.
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Figure 7: Parameter space for operator OQ̄uLLH (top row), Od̄LQLH1 (center row), and
OēLLLH (bottom row) in topology I (left column) and topology II (right column). The red
and black areas correspond to two-scale and cut-off neutrino masses, where the striped area
leads to the observed neutrino mass and the solid area is excluded. We consider normal
ordering of neutrino masses. The orange, blue and magenta areas correspond to 0νββ
decay, rare kaon decay and rare muon decay, while green and purple correspond to dim-6
and LNV dim-7 operators at the LHC, respectively.
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Figure 8: Same as Fig. 7, but for operator Od̄LQLH2 (top row) and Od̄LueH (bottom row).

Figure 9: Same as Fig. 7, but for the R̃2 − S1 model described in Sec. 4.2.

just the highest scale as was our approximation in the 1-loop case. We further see that the
regions which lead to the observed neutrino mass are generally excluded by 0νββ decay.

For some operators, the single-particle limits from global fits of LHC results (green
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regions) roughly overlap with the 0νββ and neutrino mass constraints simultaneously, in
regions of parameter space where one field is significantly more massive than the other, i.e.
where there is a large hierarchy.

In Fig. 9 we show the different constraints in the leptoquark model presented in Sec. 4.2,
for the realisation of operators Od̄LQLH1 (left) and Od̄LueH (right). Note that for the latter
case, the neutrino mass is generated at 2-loop order, while at 1-loop as in the former. The
different colored areas correspond to experimental constraints similar to Figs. 7 and 8, i.e.
green, purple, orange, blue and red correspond to direct searches for R̃2 and S1, LNV at
the LHC, 0νββ decay, rare kaon decay, and neutrino masses, respectively, while the striped
red areas correspond to the observed neutrino masses. The two different operators are
generated by two different couplings of S1 to the SM. In both cases, the limits coming from
LNV searches at the LHC (purple) are subdominant compared to direct searches (green)
for the whole parameter space. For comparisons with our simplified model approach, the
corresponding figures are Fig. 7 (center left) for Fig. 9 (left) and Fig. 8 (bottom left) for
Fig. 9 (right).

The accuracy of the simplified multi-scale approach introduced in Sec. 5 can be, again,
verified by its comparison with the UV-complete scenario. Specifically, the neutrino-mass
constraints shown in red in the left-center panel of Fig. 7 and in the left-bottom panel of
Fig. 8 are in excellent agreement with the bounds obtained from the full model depicted in
Fig. 9, left and right panel, respectively. We also see in Figs. 7 and 8 that a hierarchy in the
internal degrees of freedom of a given UV-completion of a dimension-7 ∆L = 2 operator has
a significant effect on the size of the available parameter space. Unlike the naive single-scale
cut-off-regularisation-based limits, the more realistic neutrino mass bounds obtained by the
simplified multi-scale approach open up viable regions of parameter space within potential
reach of LHC searches and/or future 0νββ decay experiments.

7 Conclusions

In this work we have extended the phenomenological investigations of dimension-7 ∆L = 2

operators in the framework of SMEFT by analyzing their UV-completions, in particular, in
relation to the generation of the observed neutrino masses. Generally, dimension-7 lepton-
number-violating interactions are, following the usual EFT paradigm, expected to be more
suppressed than the well-known dimension-5 Weinberg operator. However, in UV scenarios
without the seesaw fields these operators can provide the leading contribution to LNV
processes and provide a valuable insight into radiative Majorana neutrino mass models.

After obtaining the full list of tree-level UV-completions of dimension-7 ∆L = 2 op-
erators, we identified the radiative neutrino Majorana mass topologies corresponding to
these UV-completions, and provided approximate expressions for the value of the neutrino
mass in both scenarios. When doing so we have used a dimensional-regularisation-based
approach to study neutrino mass contributions in a multiscale setup, ensuring a more robust
analysis and allowing for realistic description in presence of a hierarchy among new fields.
We then compared our results to a leptoquark model example, for which we find very good
agreement and a significant improvement over conventional approximations of the neutrino

– 28 –



mass corresponding to dimension-7 operators employing naive cut-off-based regularisation.
Most notably, we showed that a hierarchy in the internal degrees of freedom of an operator
will significantly affect the neutrino mass.

As part of the subsequent phenomenological analysis we compared our results to other
observables probing LNV, including 0νββ decay and the LHC. Among other things we found
that there are regions of parameter space for most operators that successfully generate the
observed neutrino mass while being close to the experimental reach of both the LHC and
0νββ decay. These regions generally involve a large internal hierarchy, and as such have
evaded the attention in previous studies assuming a common scale of NP. In this way, our
findings provide valuable guidance for future experimental efforts aimed at probing LNV
and searching for BSM physics.
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A Covariant derivative expansion

In order to relate the ∆L = 2 operators to the underlying tree-level UV-completions we
here employ the covariant derivative expansion formalism (CDE) [28] following Ref. [18].
In this Appendix we show the calculations corresponding to the results presented in Sec. 2,
for a scalar, fermion, and vector field, respectively.
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A.1 Scalar field

A general Lagrangian that contain both light fields πi and heavy complex scalar fields Φ

can be written as

LS ⊃ Lint
Φ + Lkin

Φ =

(
Φ
∂Lint

Φ

∂Φ
+ h.c.

)
+Φ∗ (−D2 −m2

Φ

)
Φ+O(Φ3) . (A.1)

Here D is a covariant derivative, and we have neglected terms quadratic in Φ. Evaluating
the linearised equations of motion (EOM) for Φ then leads to

(
−D2 −m2

Φ

)
Φ = −∂L

int
Φ

∂Φ∗ +O(Φ2) , (A.2)

which we can solve using the classical field

Φcl =
1

D2 +m2
Φ

∂Lint
Φ

∂Φ∗ . (A.3)

Expanding in D2/m2
Φ we have

Φcl =
1

m2
Φ

(
1 +

D2

m2
π

)−1
∂Lint

Φ

∂Φ∗ =

(
1

m2
Φ

− D2

m4
Φ

+ . . .

)
∂Lint

Φ

∂Φ∗ . (A.4)

Substituting the classical field into Eq. (A.1) gives us a series of interaction terms

Leff ⊃ LΦ
eff =

∂Lint
Φ

∂Φ

(
1

m2
Φ

− D2

m4
Φ

+ . . .

)
∂Lint

Φ

∂Φ∗ . (A.5)

This expression contains an effective Lagrangian that is independent of the heavy scalar
field Φ, but that does depend on the interactions of Φ with other fields, both light and
heavy, corresponding to the derivatives ∂Lint

Φ /∂Φ(∗).

A.2 Fermion field

For a heavy Dirac fermion field Ψ ≡
(
χα , η

†α̇ )T we have

LS ⊃ iΨ̄ /DΨ−mΨΨ̄Ψ +

(
Ψ
∂Lint

Ψ

∂Ψ
+ h.c.

)
= iχ†

α̇D
α̇βχβ + iηαDαβ̇η

†β̇ +

(
χα
∂Lint

Ψ

∂χα
+ ηα

∂Lint
Ψ

∂ηα
−mΨη

αχα + h.c.
)
.

(A.6)

Here we have used
Dα̇β ≡ Dµσ̄α̇βµ , Dαβ̇ ≡ Dµσµαβ̇ . (A.7)

The second term in Eq. (A.6) can be written in the form of the first using integration by
parts,

iηαDαβ̇η
†β̇ = −i(Dµηα)σµαβ̇η

†β̇ . (A.8)
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After applying a Fierz transformation

−i(Dµηα)σµαβ̇η
†β̇ = iη†

β̇
σ̄β̇αµ Dµηα = iη†

β̇
Dβ̇αηα , (A.9)

we can write the EOM as

iDα̇βχβ −mΨη
†α̇ +

∂Lint
Ψ

∂χ†
α̇

= 0 , (A.10)

iDα̇βηβ −mΨχ
†α̇ +

∂Lint
Ψ

∂η†α̇
= 0 , (A.11)

where in Eq. (A.10) we can be solve for η†
β̇
,

η†
β̇
=

1

mΨ
ϵβ̇α̇

(
iDα̇βχβ +

∂Lint
Ψ

∂χ†
α̇

)
= i

1

mΨ
ϵβ̇α̇D

α̇βχβ +
1

mΨ

∂Lint
Ψ

∂χ†β̇
. (A.12)

Taking the complex conjugate of Eq. (A.11) now leads to

1

mΨ
Dβ̇αϵβ̇α̇D

α̇βχβ + i
1

mΨ
Dβ̇α∂Lint

Ψ

∂χ†β̇
−mΨχ

α +
∂Lint

Ψ

∂ηα
= 0 . (A.13)

Expressing the first term in Eq. (A.13) using the field strength

Xα
β ≡ Xµνσναγ̇ σ̄

γ̇β
µ = −i [Dµ, Dν ]σναγ̇ σ̄

γ̇β
µ (A.14)

and the relation
Dβ̇αϵβ̇α̇D

α̇β = DµDν σ̄α̇βµ ϵβ̇α̇σ̄
β̇α
ν

= DµDνϵβγσµγβ̇σ̄
β̇α
ν

= DµDνϵβγ (ηµνδγ
α − 2i(σµν)γ

α)

= D2ϵβα +
i

2
ϵβγXγ

α ,

(A.15)

where

(σµν)α
β ≡ i

4

(
σµαγ̇ σ̄

γ̇β
ν − σναγ̇ σ̄

γ̇β
µ

)
, (σ̄µν)

α̇
β̇ ≡ i

4

(
σ̄α̇γµ σνγβ̇ − σ̄α̇γν σµγβ̇

)
. (A.16)

then leads to

m2
Ψ

(
−D2ϵαδ − i

2Xγ
αϵγδ

m2
Ψ

− ϵαδ

)
χδ + iDβ̇α∂Lint

Ψ

∂χ†β̇
+mΨ

∂Lint
Ψ

∂ηα
= 0 (A.17)
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which we can solve using the classical fermion field

(χcl)δ =
1

m2
Ψ

(
−D2ϵαδ − i

2Xγ
αϵγδ

m2
Ψ

− ϵαδ

)−1(
iDβ̇α∂Lint

Ψ

∂χ†β̇
+mΨ

∂Lint
Ψ

∂ηα

)

=

(
ϵαδ
m2

Ψ

+
D2ϵαδ +

i
2Xα

γϵγδ

m4
Ψ

+ . . .

)(
iDβ̇α∂Lint

Ψ

∂χ†β̇
+mΨ

∂Lint
Ψ

∂ηα

)
.

(A.18)

The classical field (ηcl)δ can be obtained in an analogous way. We now substitute the fields
in Eq. (A.6) to obtain a series of interaction terms

Leff ⊃ LΨ
eff =

∂Lint
Ψ

∂χδ

(
ϵαδ
m2

Ψ

+
D2ϵαδ +

i
2Xα

γϵγδ

m4
Ψ

+ . . .

)(
iDβ̇α∂Lint

Ψ

∂χ†β̇
+mΨ

∂Lint
Ψ

∂ηα

)

+
∂Lint

Ψ

∂ηδ

(
ϵαδ
m2

Ψ

+
D2ϵαδ +

i
2Xα

γϵγδ

m4
Ψ

+ . . .

)(
iDβ̇α∂Lint

Ψ

∂η†β̇
+mΨ

∂Lint
Ψ

∂χα

)
+ h.c.

=
∂Lint

Ψ

∂Ψ̄

(
1

m2
Ψ

+
D2 + 1

2Xµνσ
µν

m4
Ψ

+ . . .

)(
i /D +mΨ

) ∂Lint
Ψ

∂Ψ
,

(A.19)
where we have used

σµν ≡ i

2
[γµ, γν ] . (A.20)

For Majorana fields we can use the replacements ηα → χα and mΨ → 1
2mΨ .

A.3 Vector field

A heavy vector field Vµ leads to

LS ⊃ −1

4

(
DµV

∗
ν −DνV

∗
µ

)
(DµVν −DνVµ) +

1

2
m2

VV∗
µV

µ − ∂Lint
V

∂V∗
µ

V∗
µ , (A.21)

where we have used the field strength Xµν = −i [Dµ, Dν ]. The EOM can be obtained as

D2Vµ −DνDµV
ν +m2

VVµ − ∂Lint
V

∂V∗
µ

= 0 , (A.22)

which we solve with the classical vector field

(Vcl)ρ =
(
D2ηµρ −DνDµηνρ +m2

Vη
µρ
)−1 ∂Lint

V

∂V∗
µ

=
1

m2
V

(
ηµρ +

D2ηµρ −DνDµη
νρ

m2
V

+ . . .

)
∂Lint

V

∂V∗
µ

.

(A.23)

This solution then leads to a series of interaction terms without the heavy vector field

Leff ⊃ LV
eff =

∂Lint
V

∂Vν

(
ηµν
m2

V

+
D2ηµν −DνDµ

m4
V

+ . . .

)
∂Lint

V

∂V∗
µ

(A.24)
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