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New bound on the vectorial axion-down-strange coupling
from K+ → π+νν̄ data
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We analyze publicly available K+ → π+νν̄ data collected by NA62 from 2016 to 2022 to constrain
the vectorial axion-down-strange coupling or, equivalently, the Peccei-Quinn scale fa rescaled by this
coupling, obtaining |(FV )23| > 1.1 × 1012 GeV. Under the complementary assumption that axion
production is dominated by weak amplitudes, we derive a model-independent bound on fa, namely
fa > 1.0 × 105 GeV. We also discuss the potential of applying the same approach to K+ → π+π0νν̄
data, from which we estimate the bound |(FA)23| > 1.0 × 108 GeV. These constraints represent the
strongest existing bounds inferred from controlled experimental setups.

Introduction— Axions are hypothetical but highly
plausible particles, as they provide a uniquely elegant
resolution to the strong-CP problem, namely the unex-
plained suppression of a dimension-4 operator violating
CP symmetry in strong interactions. A dismissal of this
issue as a mere accident of nature is unsatisfactory, given
the amount of suppression, of O(10−10)—and anthropic
arguments do not seem viable either [1, 2]. Besides, from
a purely observational perspective, axions provide a com-
pelling framework for accounting for the fraction of the
universe’s total density attributed to Dark Matter [3–
5]. Finally, their generally small mass makes axions
amenable to being produced, potentially even copiously,
in controlled collider environments without the need to
push the energy frontier.

Research on axions bifurcates into two major streams.
The first focuses on the “invisible” [6–9] QCD axion [10–
13], whose mass ma and decay constant fa are intrin-
sically linked: the smaller ma, the weaker the axion’s
interactions with known matter, that are parametrically
suppressed as 1/fa. The second stream is a generaliza-
tion of the first to so-called axion-like particles (ALPs),
where ma and fa are treated as independent parameters
constrained by an expanding range of laboratory exper-
iments [14–16], astrophysical observations [17–19], cos-
mological probes [20], and theoretical considerations, see
e.g. [21–23].

Among the many experimental approaches to probing
the existence of axions, one of the most direct is their
potential production in decays recorded at high-intensity
facilities such as NA62. This approach is well motivated
for several reasons. First, this method has for decades
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been used to study decays to final-state neutrinos—now-
established feebly interacting, uncharged, near-massless
particles with properties largely analogous to those of
axions. Neutrinos were unambiguously identified in con-
trolled experimental setups thanks precisely to such de-
cay studies [24]. Second, from a theoretical point of view
light meson decays involving an axion admit a systematic,
effective-theory description, known as Chiral Perturba-
tion Theory (ChPT) [25, 26], which ensures reliable pre-
dictions with a controlled error. Axion interactions with
light mesons can be incorporated in this description by
a careful generalization [27] of the very same logic that
leads to the construction of ChPT. In this construction,
axion couplings to hadrons inherit from the Lagrangian
terms

La ⊃ ∂µa

2fa
(q̄ γµkV q + q̄ γµγ5kA q) + cGG

αs

4π

a

fa
GG̃ ,

(1)
with q = (u, d, s)T . Once the kV,A coupling matrices are
fixed, the ChPT couplings to hadrons are determined
accordingly [28]. Third, the fundamental axion-quark
couplings themselves are, like Yukawa couplings, free pa-
rameters from a theoretical standpoint. Therefore, pre-
dicted signals may well be within experimental reach
in appropriate channels. In particular, there is no fun-
damental reason why the (complex) axion-down-strange
couplings (kV,A)23—the only allowed off-diagonal entries
in Eq. (1)—should be small. The strongest probe of
|(kV )23| are K → πa decays, whereas |(kA)23|, as well
as the diagonal axial couplings (kA)ii (reals), are best
probed by Supernova cooling induced by axions radi-
ated from strange matter in the star core [29, 30] as
well as by Neutron Stars [31]. Here we prove that the
data used in the most recent measurement of the decay
K+ → π+νν̄ [32] can be recast to provide the strongest
existing bound on |(kV )23|. We also argue that the very
same approach, adapted to K → ππa data, would lead
to the strongest existing bound on the axial counterpart
|(kA)23|. Finally, we consider the alternative case where
|(kV,A)23| = 0, so that the above decays are generated by
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weak-amplitude contributions. In this case, our approach
leads to a model-independent bound on fa.

K+ → π+νν̄ is an ultrarare decay, and provides one of
the most exquisite precision tests of the Standard Model
(SM). The small branching fraction of the K+ into this
decay mode [33–35], which predicts that this process oc-
curs less than once in ten billion K+ decays, is domi-
nated by short-distance contributions, and the necessary
hadronic matrix element can be extracted from data us-
ing isospin. The decay is thus uniquely rare and uniquely
clean theoretically. The NA62 experiment at CERN was
designed with the measurement of B(K+ → π+νν̄) ≡
Bνν̄ as its primary goal. It relies on the technique of
decay-in-flight, and has delivered four measurements of
this decay thus far, namely [36–38], based on 2016-2018
data, plus [32], based on 2021-2022 data.

Using all these results, a bound can be placed on
decays to new particles with the same visible external
states: in our case we consider the decay K+ → π+a,
where a is an undetected axion. This would be seen as an
excess above the K+ → π+νν̄ process, which is a back-
ground to our signal. Intuitively, the uncertainty δBνν̄

on the measurement of the branching ratio (BR) quan-
tifies the available leeway for the presence of our signal
process, and thereby provides an estimate for the typi-
cal B(K+ → π+a) limit achievable with the dataset [39].
The combination of the above NA62 measurements gives
approximately δBνν̄ = 3 × 10−11, predominantly of sta-
tistical origin. In what follows, we present a procedure
based on a rigorous, likelihood-based analysis relying on
public data only. Nevertheless, this procedure is found
to corroborate the basic argument given above.
Reinterpretation Technique— To bound the K+ →
π+a decay through the K+ → π+νν̄ measurements at
NA62, we follow a variation of the procedure of Ref. [40].
We perform a fully frequentist hypothesis test using a
shape analysis on the invisible invariant mass, and an un-
binned profile likelihood ratio test statistic, based solely
on public data. The likelihood function is constructed as
the product of three contributions, i.e. L = L1L2L3.

The first term is a Poisson distribution for the total
number of events ntot with mean value equal to the total
number of observed events nobs. The variable ntot can
be decomposed as ntot = nb + na, with nb,a being the
number of background and axion events, respectively.

The number na is related to the BR as B(K+ →
π+a) = na × BSES, where BSES denotes the associated
single-event sensitivity (SES). BSES = BSES(ma) is pro-
vided in e.g. the rightmost panel of Figure 2 of Ref. [40],
which pertains to the 2017 data. Limits for any other
dataset may then be estimated using a simple rescaling
by a factor equal to the ratio of the K+ → π+νν̄ SESs.
Note that nb also includes the K+ → π+νν̄ events, as-
suming BSM

νν̄ = 8.4 × 10−11 as in Ref. [32][41].
Given ntot, its two components are distributed as a

function of the invisible invariant mass squared m2
inv ac-

cording to a multinomial likelihood, yielding L2 as

L2 =
nobs∏
j=1

[
nb

ntot
gb(m2

j ) + na

ntot
ga(m2

j )
]

, (2)

where gb(m2
inv) is a polynomial function. Its integral

over the signal regions is normalised to unity, and is re-
quired to reproduce the distribution of the background
events, taken from published data, i.e. from the right
panel of Fig. 10 in Ref. [32]. Conversely, ga(m2

inv) is
a normal distribution centered at the axion mass value
with uncertainty given by the invariant mass resolution
at fixed ma, σm2

a
, taken from the left panel of Figure

2 of Ref. [40]. Finally, the last likelihood factor, L3, is
a Poisson-distributed constraint term for the number of
background events

L3 = (τnb)noff

noff! e−τnb , (3)

with τ = µb/σ2
b and noff = (µb/σb)2 [42] obtained from

the estimated mean value µb and uncertainty σb of the
number of background events. We neglect the uncer-
tainty on the rest of the nuisance parameters considered
in Ref. [40], namely the SES uncertainty, as well as the
error on the parameters of the axion mass probability
density function. By inspection, these uncertainties are
subleading with respect to those discussed, and are ex-
pected to affect our results in a minor way.

Minimizing χ2(nb, na) ≡ −2 log L, and demanding
∆χ2 ≡ χ2 − χ2

min = χ2(90%, 2 dof) we obtain a limit on
B(K+ → π+a) as a function of ma. We tested this pro-
cedure by comparing our obtained limit with the NA62
results based on 2016-2018 [38] and 2017 data [40], re-
spectively, finding very good agreement. The details of
this validation, and plots quantifying the agreement, are
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FIG. 1: Upper limit on B(K+ → π+a) from the full
NA62 dataset (2016-2022) on the K+ → π+νν̄ decay.
The gray dashed line shows the corresponding value of

δBνν̄ for comparison.
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provided in the supplemental Sec. A. If we apply this pro-
cedure to the full NA62 dataset available, encompassing
data from 2016 to 2022, we obtain the limit shown in
Fig. 1. At ma = 0, it reads

B(K+ → π+a) < 2.8 × 10−11 at 90% C.L. (4)

Compared to the theoretical prediction, this limit sets
unprecedented bounds on the relevant axion coupling or,
alternatively, on the axion scale, as detailed following our
discussion of axion-meson interactions.
Theory Prediction— The axion, as the near-
Goldstone boson of a global U(1) Peccei-Quinn sym-

metry, can be incorporated into ChPT as elucidated in
Ref. [27]. A generalization of this procedure allows to
also include the effect of strangeness (S) changing weak
interactions, see Refs. [43, 44]. We accordingly use two
sets of interactions: the “strong” Lagrangian Ls, and
the |∆S| = 1 terms enhanced by the so-called ∆I = 1/2
rule, here collectively indicated as Lw. In the supple-
mental Sec. B we spell out our conventions and collect
explicit formulae for the Lagrangians. The amplitude M
for the K+ → π+a decay can thus be decomposed into
two pieces, M = Ms + Mw, induced by Ls and Lw,
respectively. We find

iMs = m2
K(kV )32

2fa

(
1 − xπK

)
, (5)

iMw = − N∗
8

4fa(4m2
K − m2

π − 3m2
a)

(
16cGG

(
m2

K − m2
a

) (
m2

K − m2
π

)
+m4

K CK + m2
Km2

π CKπ + m4
π Cπ + m2

am2
K CaK + m2

am2
π Caπ + m4

a Ca

)
(6)

= −N∗
8 m2

K

4fa

(
4cGG + 2(kA)11 + (kA)22 + (kA)33 + (kV )22 − (kV )33 + O (xaK , xπK)

)
,

with xij ≡ (mi/mj)2. The above amplitudes agree with
the results in Ref. [43]. The C coefficients appearing on
the second line of Eq. (6) are functions of the fundamental
axion-quark couplings, given by

CK = 4
(

2(kA)11 + (kA)22 + (kA)33 + (kV )22 − (kV )33

)
,

CKπ =
− 10(kA)11 − 5(kA)22 − 5(kA)33 + 3(kV )22 − 3(kV )33 ,

Cπ = 2(kA)11 + (kA)22 + (kA)33 − (kV )22 + (kV )33 ,

CaK =
− 8(kA)11 − (kA)22 − 3(kA)33 − 7(kV )22 + 7(kV )33 ,

Caπ = 2
(

4(kA)11 + 2(kA)22 − (kV )22 + (kV )33

)
,

Ca = −3
(

(kA)22 − (kA)33 − (kV )22 + (kV )33

)
.

(7)
If one does not commit to a flavour theory that predicts
the kV,A matrix entries, the different C couplings are
generally of similar sizes with respect to one another.
For this reason, the second line in Eq. (6) factors out the
different mass combinations, ordered according to their
expected numerical significance in the QCD-axion case
where xaπ ≡ m2

a/m2
π ≪ 1, and also bearing in mind that

xπK ≡ m2
π/m2

K ≪ 1. In turn, the last line is an explicit
expansion in these two small ratios [45].
Results— Equating the theory BR with the limit in
Eq. (4), we can infer a bound on various combinations of
the k couplings, normalized to fa. We note that Ms is
the only amplitude component proportional to a flavour-

violating axion coupling, namely (kV )23; instead, Mw

depends on flavour-conserving k entries only [46], but
has an overall parametric suppression of order |N8| ≈
1.6×10−7. Flavour-violating axion couplings are not con-
strained to be small or non-existent by any established
dynamical reason, thus in general the contribution of Ms

is dominant w.r.t. Mw. In terms of the useful “coupling-
rescaled fa”, defined as (FV,A)ij ≡ 2fa/(kV,A)ij [47],
Eq. (4) thus implies, for ma = 0,

|(FV )23| > 1.1 × 1012 GeV , (8)

namely about a factor-of-2 increase w.r.t. the latest data-
driven bound [47] on the effective scale of the underlying
interaction. The bound Eq. (8) can equivalently be ex-
pressed as |(kV )23|

fa/(1 TeV) < 1.8×10−9 (ma = 0) [48]. In Fig. 2
(left) we show a generalization of Eq. (8) for any ma in
the range of values probed by NA62.

A separate case of interest occurs if (FV )23 is sup-
pressed to be small enough by some dynamical rea-
son. A first instance is provided by the so-called min-
imal QCD-axion solution to the flavour problem [49–
54]. This implies a parametric suppression of order 0.1
for |(kV )23|, thus not sufficient for Ms to become sub-
dominant w.r.t. Mw. Another strategy may be to en-
force so-called Minimal Flavour Violation (MFV) [55–58]
within axion models [59, 60]. This implies a minimal
amount of flavour violation, induced solely by radiative
effects, with a left-handed off-diagonal coupling scaling as
(kL)23 ∼ 1

16π2 (VCKM)∗
31(VCKM)32 times flavour-universal

logs of ratios of ultraviolet scales—i.e., factors that do
not generally introduce further suppression. Moreover,
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FIG. 2: Left panel: Lower limit on the flavour-violating “coupling-rescaled fa” if the strong amplitude dominates.
Right panel: Lower limit on fa if the weak amplitude—and more specifically its cGG term (see text)—dominates.

since the right-handed counterpart is absent by definition
in MFV, the above scaling implies (kV,A)23 = O(10−6).
Again, this suppression does not appear sufficient to war-
rant the dominance of the Mw contribution over Ms.

It is, however, interesting to posit (kV,A)23 = 0, in
order to consider the implications of Eq. (4) on a BR
prediction dominated by Mw, Eq. (6). As mentioned,
this amplitude depends solely on flavour-diagonal k cou-
plings. The couplings (kA)11,22,33 can be identified with
the axion-quark couplings Cu,d,s of Refs. [61, 62]. At
a renormalization scale µ ≈ 1 GeV, these couplings are
generally predicted to be O(10−2) or O(10−1) within
KSVZ [6, 7] or DFSZ models [8, 9], respectively. Model-
independent bounds, inferred from Neutron-Star cool-
ing [31] or from the SN 1987A event [63–68] are generally
weaker, not below O(1) [29]. It is reasonable to assume
that the k-coupling combination appearing in the last
line of Eq. (6) will be of the same order, namely O(10−2)
in KSVZ, O(10−1) in DFSZ and O(1) in a data-driven
approach. Indeed, altering these orders of magnitude
would require specific cancellations, yet no such cancel-
lations are observed in the conceptually analogous case
of Yukawa couplings.

Thus, assuming the Ms contribution to be negligible,
the weak amplitude in Eq. (6) and the new bound in
Eq. (4) imply, for ma = 0,

fa (GeV) > {1.4, 1.2, 1.0} · 105 , (9)

under the data-driven, DFSZ, or KSVZ assumptions,
respectively. The similarity between these bounds fol-
lows from the dominance of the cGG-dependent term in
Eq. (6) under any of these assumptions. We recall that
cGG = 1/2 given our ChPT conventions (see Supple-
mental Sec. B). Therefore, the bound fa > 105 GeV is
a model-independent consequence of Eq. (4), which can
only be avoided if the parameters in the last parentheses
of Eq. (6) conspire to a small value. In Fig. 2 (right)
Eq. (9) is generalized for any ma in the NA62 range of
values. To produce the bound in this figure we have only
kept the cGG term.

The analysis we have described is only one example of a
number of alternative Kaon-decay channels to pions plus
an invisible, that can all be consistently pursued at NA62.
We outline here the two-pion-plus-invisible case, allow-
ing access to the (kA)23 coupling. In the K+ → π+π0a
channel, NA62 should be able to reach a BR as small
as 10−7 [69], or two o.o.m. below the strongest existing
limit [70]. This 10−7 figure can be corroborated with
various independent arguments. First, starting from the
limit obtained in the one-pion-plus-invisible case (Fig. 1),
the requirement of an additional π0 entails a decrease in
sensitivity due to: a smaller trigger bandwidth by about
1/400; a further factor of about 1/4, corresponding to the
geometric acceptance of having the two photons from the
π0 in the ECAL; a factor around 1/10 due to the back-
ground increase in 2-body vs. 3-body processes at NA62.
Meanwhile the reconstruction efficiencies for π+ and π0

are similar, which is a strength of the NA62 setup. This
leads to B(K+ → π+π0a) ≲ 5 × 10−7. In addition, for
the analogous KL decay, the E391a experiment has pro-
vided an upper limit on B(KL → π0π0a) at 90% CL of
7 × 10−7 [71] (although the smallest ma value probed is
50 MeV). In the future KOTO and the proposed KOTO-
II experiment [72] at J-PARC, could improve on this con-
straint. Therefore, the limit

B(K → ππa) ≲ 5 × 10−7 (10)
appears to provide an informed estimate. The limit in
Eq. (10), once also corroborated by a measurement from
the NA62 data, can then be compared with the theory
prediction in a similar way as done above for the single-
pion-plus-invisible channel. We refrain from discussing
explicitly the bound inferred from the weak-amplitude
contribution. In fact, the latter has a similar structure as
Eq. (6), which leads to a bound on 1/fa, that is however
weaker than the one quoted in Eq. (9). Similarly, we omit
the explicit discussion of the KL → π0π0a case.

We obtain the following Ls-induced contribution in
the K+ → π+π0a channel

iM(ππa)
s = (kA)32

4F0fa
(s − t) , (11)
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where ma = 0 and we defined s ≡ (pπ0 + pa)2 and t =
(pπ+ + pa)2. Equating the predicted BR with Eq. (10)
leads to the following (FA)23 bound

|(FA)23| > 1.0 × 108 GeV , (12)

which exceeds the latest bound, quoted in Ref. [47], by
one o.o.m. The result in Eq. (12), along with those in

Eq. (8) and (9), are of great interest, because of their
strength, and because, at variance with limits inferred
from astrophysical systems, they arise from a controlled
experimental setup.
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FIG. 3: Upper limit on B(K+ → π+a) from the 2017 [40] and 2016-18 [38] datasets. The solid red line is the
published result of NA62 collaboration. The gray dashed line shows the corresponding value of δBνν̄ for comparison.

Supplemental Material

A: Validations of our reinterpretation procedure

We tested the procedure described in the main text by applying it to 2017 [40] and 2016-2018 data [38], and verifying
that the obtained upper limits on B(K+ → π+a) reproduce the published counterparts in Refs. [38, 40].

In Fig. 3 we show our results obtained for the accessible values of axion masses compared to the published ones
from the collaboration. We find a very good agreement, to within a few percent, if we compare to the χ2 value with
90% probability and 2 dof, which we understand to be due to neglecting the uncertainty of the knowledge of the SES.

B: ChPT conventions

We collect the Lagrangians relevant to our calculations. The “strong” Lagrangian reads

Ls = F 2
0
4

(
Tr DµU(DµU)† + 2B0 Tr

(
M̂qU + U†M̂†

q

))
. (B1)

The pion field U ≡ exp
(

i ϕa

F0
λa

)
is normalized such that (ϕaλa)11 = π0 + η8/

√
3, with F0 = 93 MeV, and transforms

as U → RUL†; DµU = ∂µU − i
∂µa
fa

(
k̂R(a) U − U k̂L(a)

)
− ieAµ [Q, U ], with Q = diag(Qu, Qd, Qs). As elucidated

in Ref. [27], the above Lagrangian assumes that the aGG̃ coupling in Eq. (1), where we use the normalization
G̃µν

a ≡ 1
2 ϵµνρσGρσ,a, has been removed in favour of an axion-dependent phase in the quark mass matrix Mq =

diag(mu, md, ms). We define this quark redefinition as q → exp[−i(δ + κγ5)cGG a/fa]q, with Tr κ = 1 [27, 43]. The
hermitian matrices δ, κ can be chosen as diagonal, implying M̂q = exp

(
−2icGG

a
fa

κ
)

Mq [27, 43]. Note that the κ

and δ dependence cancels out in physical amplitudes such as Eqs. (5)-(6), as expected. The |∆S| = 1 Lagrangian is
given by

Lw = −4GF√
2

(VCKM)∗
11(VCKM)12 g8 (LµLµ)32 + h.c. , (B2)

with the Lµ current

Lji
µ = i

F 2
0
2 exp{ia/fa cGG ((δi − δj) − (κi − κj))}

[
(DµU)†U

]ji
. (B3)
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The Lw coupling is often expressed in terms of N8 = −
√

2F 2
0 g8GF (VCKM)∗

11(VCKM)12, where (VCKM)ij are Cabibbo-
Kobayashi-Maskawa matrix [73] entries, such that |N8| ≃ 1.6 × 10−7. Throughout, we mostly follow the conventions
in Refs. [43, 44], with the exception of the convention on the chiral transformation properties of the meson field, the
pion decay constant, and the g8 definition, for which we comply with classical ChPT papers such as Ref. [74].


	New bound on the vectorial axion-down-strange couplingfrom K+ +  data
	Abstract
	References
	Validations of our reinterpretation procedure
	ChPT conventions


