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Abstract: Baryon and lepton number are excellent low-energy symmetries of the Stan-
dard Model (SM) that tightly constrain the form of its extensions. In this paper we inves-
tigate the possibility that these accidental symmetries are violated in the deep UV, in such
a way that one multiplet necessary for their violation lives at an intermediate energy scale
M above the electroweak scale. We write down the simplest effective operators containing
each multiplet that may couple linearly to the SM at the renormalisable level and estimate
the dominant contribution of the underlying UV model to the pertinent operators in the
SMEFT: the dimension-5 Weinberg operator and the baryon-number-violating operators up
to dimension 7. Our results are upper bounds on the scale M for each multiplet–operator
pair, derived from neutrino-oscillation data as well as prospective nucleon-decay searches.
We also analyse the possibility that both processes are simultaneously explained within a
natural UV model. In addition, we advocate that our framework provides a convenient and
digestible way of organising the space of UV models that violate these symmetries.
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1 Introduction

The Standard Model (SM) of particle physics is one of the most accurate theories de-
scribing the interaction of subatomic particles. However, despite its remarkable accuracy,
it falls short of providing an adequate explanation of the phenomena of neutrino oscilla-
tions and the excess of matter over anti-matter, among others. The measured neutrino
oscillations [1–3] point towards the requirement of massive neutrinos, and for the matter-
antimatter asymmetry to be dynamically generated in the Universe the Sakharov conditions
need to be fulfilled [4]. Assuming that neutrinos are Majorana particles,1 the explanation of
these phenomena necessarily implies the violation of two accidental symmetries of the SM:
Baryon Number (B) and Lepton Number (L). More precisely, Baryon Number Violation
(BNV) and Lepton Number Violation (LNV) must be incorporated into any theory meant

1Whether neutrinos are Dirac or Majorana remains still unknown. Future experiments such as neutri-
noless double beta decay (0νββ) may shed light on this question [5] (see Ref. [6] for a review). From an
Effective Field Theory (EFT) point of view, we believe Majorana neutrinos are better motivated and this
will be our hypothesis.
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to account for these shortcomings of the SM. Lepton number is violated in well-motivated
neutrino mass models like the so-called seesaw models [7–15] (see also Refs. [16–21]), while
both baryon and lepton numbers are violated in Grand Unified Theories (GUTs) [22, 23],
whose main prediction at low energies is BNV nucleon decay.

A suitable way to study whatever new physics (NP) might mediate violations of these
symmetries is through the use of Effective Field Theory (EFT). This approach has become
popular in recent years, as evidenced by the rise of the so-called SM Effective Field Theory
(SMEFT) [24–27] as a paradigm for interpreting deviations from the SM and for bottom-up
model building. In the SMEFT, non-zero neutrino masses are predicted as a leading sign
of physics beyond the SM, with L violated in two units at dimension 5 by the Weinberg
operator [19]. Similarly, B is first violated in one unit at dimension 6 [19, 28–30], and
the implied BNV nucleon decays are both the most striking prediction of the dimension-6
Lagrangian as well as their most sensitive probe.

In this context, the smallness of the neutrino masses can be explained by imagining that
the dimension-5 operator is suppressed by a very large scale. The simplest, concrete models
that realise this possibility are the seesaw models, which generate the Weinberg operator at
tree level. Despite their economy, such models push the scale of LNV beyond any currently
available experimental probe. Another more testable possibility to explain neutrino masses
is to imagine generating the Weinberg operator through loops. Such radiative models
have a long history [31–33], and the theory-space has been systematically mapped through
complementary computational approaches. The first is based on loop-level completions
of operators giving rise to neutrino masses at tree level [34–38], which we refer to as the
loop-level-matching paradigm; and the second is based on tree-level completions of high-
dimensional LNV operators that lead to neutrino masses at loop level [39–43], an approach
we dub the tree-level matching paradigm. The same methods have quite recently also been
applied to the study of nucleon decays [44, 45], with the aim of exploring low-scale models
of BNV, and some efforts have been made to explore possible connections between both
phenomena within a single UV model [46–53].

A powerful way to parametrise patterns of tree-level deviation from the SM is to study
the exotic multiplets that couple linearly to the SM at the renormalisable level. These Linear
SM Extensions (LSMEs) were introduced systematically in Ref. [54] as the collection of
exotics fields that couple linearly to the SM via renormalisable operators. They have many
practical uses; for example, in making complex fits of SMEFT coefficients to experimental
data more tractable [55–57], and in classifying the space of neutrino-mass models in the
tradition of the tree-level matching paradigm [58].

In this paper we aim to constrain the LSMEs by analysing their contributions to LNV
and BNV phenomena using EFT. The analysis applies to the simplest and most minimal UV
models in which the LSME appears. To achieve this, we write down effective operators that
include such exotic multiplets. We identify the pertinent ∆L = 2 and ∆B = 1 operators
in each case and estimate the dominant contribution to both neutrino masses and BNV
nucleon decay in the underlying UV models implied by these operators. Upper bounds on
the mass of each LSME can also be set by demanding that the atmospheric bound on the
mass of the heaviest neutrino derived from the atmospheric mass squared difference ∆m2

atm
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is reproduced, assuming that the combination of couplings we identify for each LSME is the
dominant source of LNV. Similarly, we can set an upper bound by imagining that a positive
signal is seen at the next generation of nucleon-decay experiments, mediated by the LSME
being studied and assuming that it couples in the way we identify (see also Ref. [59]).2

This analysis is motivated by the increased sensitivity expected at the next generation of
neutrino-oscillation and nucleon-decay experiments, such as Hyper-Kamiokande (Hyper-
K) [60], Deep Underground Neutrino Experiment (DUNE) [61], Jiangmen Underground
Neutrino Observatory (JUNO) [62], and THEIA [63].

As a by-product of our analysis, we advocate that our framework can also be seen as a
classification system for the UV models derived in the aforementioned tree-level-matching
paradigm. Since each tree-level completion of a SMEFT operator must contain at least one
LSME, the EFTs we describe can stand in for families of UV models in which the lightest
LSME is partially resolved. Viewed in this way, it is a useful half-way point between the
full UV models, whose number in the case of neutrino masses is potentially in the tens of
thousands [43], and the SMEFT, where no model-specific information is present.

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. In Sec. 2 we introduce the list of 48
LSMEs following the convention of Ref. [54]3 and the procedure we follow to find bounds
on the masses of the UV particles coming from neutrino masses and nucleon decay. In Sec. 3
we show the operator that gives the dominant contribution to such processes for each field
as well as the derived bounds on the masses of the multiplets. In Sec. 4 we summarise the
main conclusions of our work and comment on possible follow-up ideas. The appendices
contain additional technical details.

2 Methodology

Below we outline the methods we use to estimate the dominant contributions to the neutrino
masses and BNV nucleon decays. This includes a description of the EFT framework we
work in, our approach to the setting of upper bounds on the masses of each exotic particle,
and the key assumptions that underlie these limits.

2.1 Theoretical framework

Our goal is to explore how each of the LSMEs might be responsible for the (potentially
simultaneous) generation of neutrino masses and nucleon decays. We do this by working
in an EFT framework in which one of these multiplets extends the SMEFT. There are 48
multiplets that couple linearly to the SM at the renormalisable level: 19 scalars, 13 fermions
and 16 vectors. These multiplets generate dimension-5 and dimension-6 operators in the
SMEFT at tree level, and for this reason the most adopted convention for their nomen-
clature comes from the dimension-6 tree-level UV/IR dictionary, the so-called Granada
dictionary [54], whose notation we also adopt here. We work with the Lorentz vectors as

2Similarly, lower bounds can be easily obtained, for a given set of couplings, by rescaling the upper
limits provided with current null-results for nucleon decay searches and with the upper limit on the sum of
neutrino masses from cosmology.

3A different convention was used in Ref. [58]. For instance, we identify ∆ ∼ Ξ1, h ∼ S1, L2 ∼ ∆3, etc.
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Proca fields and do not specify further how they obtain their mass. Scalars associated with
the mass mechanism are chosen to be heavier than the corresponding Lorentz vector. In
addition, we work with spinors as vector-like Dirac fermions or Majorana fermions.

Energy

𝑋SMEFT

SMEFT

𝑣

𝑀

Λ

Deep UV

Scalars Vectors Fermions

Ξ1 ∼ (1, 3, 1)S U2 ∼ (3, 1, 2/3)V N ∼ (1, 1, 0)F

S ∼ (1, 1, 0)S X ∼ (3, 3, 2/3)V Σ ∼ (1, 3, 0)F

ϕ ∼ (1, 2, 1/2)S Q1 ∼ (3, 2, 1/6)V Σ1 ∼ (1, 3,−1)F

Ξ ∼ (1, 3, 0)S L1 ∼ (1, 2, 1/2)V Q7 ∼ (3, 2, 7/6)F

Θ1 ∼ (1, 4, 1/2)S Y1 ∼ (6̄, 2, 1/6)V T1 ∼ (3, 3,−1/3)F

Θ3 ∼ (1, 4, 3/2)S Y5 ∼ (6̄, 2,−5/6)V Q1 ∼ (3, 2, 1/6)F

ω1 ∼ (3, 1,−1/3)S G1 ∼ (8, 1, 1)V Q5 ∼ (3, 2,−5/6)F

ζ ∼ (3, 3,−1/3)S H ∼ (8, 3, 0)V T2 ∼ (3, 3, 2/3)F

Π1 ∼ (3, 2, 1/6)S B ∼ (1, 1, 0)V ∆1 ∼ (1, 2,−1/2)F

S1 ∼ (1, 1, 1)S W ∼ (1, 3, 0)V ∆3 ∼ (1, 2,−3/2)F

Ω4 ∼ (6, 1, 4/3)S G ∼ (8, 1, 0)V E ∼ (1, 1,−1)F

Υ ∼ (6, 3, 1/3)S Q5 ∼ (3, 2,−5/6)V D ∼ (3, 1,−1/3)F

Φ ∼ (8, 2, 1/2)S U5 ∼ (3, 1, 5/3)V U ∼ (3, 1, 2/3)F

Ω2 ∼ (6, 1,−2/3)S B1 ∼ (1, 1, 1)V

ω4 ∼ (3, 1,−4/3)S W1 ∼ (1, 3, 1)V

Π7 ∼ (3, 2, 7/6)S L3 ∼ (1, 2,−3/2)V

S2 ∼ (1, 1, 2)S

ω2 ∼ (3, 1, 2/3)S

Ω1 ∼ (6, 1, 1/3)S

Figure 1. (Left) An illustration of the tower of EFTs we use in our analysis. The full theory
describing the violation of baryon and lepton number lives above the scale Λ, while the interme-
diate scale M characterises one of the LSMEs participating in the neutrino-mass or nucleon-decay
mechanism. (Right) Quantum numbers of the 48 LSMEs analysed in this work under the Lorentz
and gauge group GSM = (SU(3)C, SU(2)L,U(1)Y). Each particle X is assumed to exist within the
XSMEFT regime, while the unknown UV theory lives above Λ.

We imagine that a UV-complete Majorana neutrino-mass model or nucleon-decay mech-
anism involving at least one LSME operates above the scale Λ, a regime we call the deep
UV. Further, we assume that one of the LSMEs participating in this mechanism carries
a mass M , potentially much smaller than Λ but larger than the electroweak scale. We
extend SMEFT with this exotic multiplet and call each such EFT the XSMEFT,4 where X
generically represents one of the 48 multiplets constituting the linear extensions of the SM,
i.e. NSMEFT, ω1SMEFT, etc. When matching the underlying UV model to the XSMEFT
at the scale Λ, BNV and LNV operators without the field X are also generated. Their
Wilson coefficients can be estimated from the XSMEFT operator through naive dimen-

4Such EFTs have been called BSMEFTs in Refs. [64, 65]. Our use of XSMEFT here differs from the
general concept of BSMEFT since we specifically focus on single-multiplet additions to the SM field content
by one of the LSMEs. They are often denoted by the additional LSME prefixing the ‘SMEFT’ label, as in
νSMEFT [66, 67], for instance.
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sional analysis following arguments similar to those of Refs. [40, 43, 45]. The SMEFT
coefficients are then used to estimate the contribution to neutrino masses and the rates of
BNV nucleon decays, from which we can derive approximate bounds on combinations of
XSMEFT parameters, including the scale M . These energy regimes and the two different
EFTs we consider are depicted pictorially in Fig. 1, along with the definition of the 48
LSMEs analysed in this work.

Our aim is to estimate the dominant contributions from the unknown UV mechanism
living above Λ to the appropriate SMEFT operators. In the case of neutrino masses this is
the dimension-5 Weinberg operator [19]

[O5]pq = (Li
pL

j
q)H

kH lϵikϵjl , (2.1)

while the largest contributions to two-body nucleon decays come from ∆B = 1 operators
entering at either dimension 6 or dimension 7, based on symmetry grounds: dimension 6
for those that conserve B − L, and dimension 7 for those that violate B − L in two units.

The ∆B = ∆L = 1 SMEFT operators of dimension 6 are defined as [19, 25]5

[Oqqql]pqrs = (Qi
pQ

j
q)(Q

l
rL

k
s)ϵikϵjl , [Oqque]pqrs = (Qi

pQ
j
q)(ū

†
rē

†
s)ϵij ,

[Oduue]pqrs = (d̄†pū
†
q)(ū

†
rē

†
s) , [Oduql]pqrs = (d̄†pū

†
q)(Q

i
rL

j
s)ϵij .

(2.2)

where i, j, k, l are SU(2)L indices. Colour indices are suppressed here and in the following
and it is understood that the colour indices of the three quarks in each bilinear are contracted
using a Levi-Civita tensor with indices in the order of the quarks in the operators. The
∆B = −∆L = 1 SMEFT operators of dimension 7 are defined as [69]

[Ol̄dddH ]pqrs = (L†
pd̄

†
q)(d̄

†
rd̄

†
s)H ,

[
Ol̄dqqH̃

]
pqrs

= (L†
pd̄

†
q)(QrQ

i
s)H̃

jϵij ,
[
OēqddH̃

]
pqrs

= (ēpQ
i
q)(d̄

†
rd̄

†
s)H̃

jϵij ,
[
Ol̄dudH̃

]
pqrs

= (L†
pd̄

†
q)(ū

†
rd̄

†
s)H̃ ,

[
Ol̄qdDd

]
pqrs

= (L†
pσ̄

µQq)(d̄
†
ri
←→
Dµd̄

†
s) , [OēdddD]pqrs = (ēpσ

µd̄†q)(d̄
†
ri
←→
Dµd̄

†
s) .

(2.3)

Importantly, our estimates assume that the essential elements of the full-theory de-
scription of nucleon decays or neutrino masses are captured by the XSMEFT operator
chosen and the renormalisable couplings of X to the SM. We use OX for the XSMEFT
operator and c for its dimensionless Wilson coefficient. Additionally, we label y the cou-
pling constant of the renormalisable interaction of X to the SM appearing in the dominant
contribution to nucleon decays or neutrino masses in the presence of OX . An equivalent
phrasing of the aforementioned condition is then that the largest contribution to nucleon
decays or neutrino masses is directly proportional to the product c y. The choice of the
renormalisable operator is generally fixed by the quantum numbers of the LSME,6 and we

5Here and throughout this work we employ two-component Weyl spinor notation. We follow the con-
ventions of Ref. [68], including those for the SM fermions defined in App. J.

6In some cases, more than one renormalisable operator is allowed, such as for B, W, G, φ, ω1, ω4, ζ, Q1,
Q5, N , Σ, and Ξ1. For such cases, we choose the one that leads to the largest contribution to either the
Weinberg operator or the ∆B = 1 operators at d ≤ 7.
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choose to study XSMEFT operators of the lowest mass dimension whose combined action
violates the appropriate symmetries, i.e. ∆L = 2 or ∆B = 1. In case there are multiple
effective operators entering at the same mass dimension, we choose the one that provides
the largest contribution to either the Weinberg operator or the ∆B = 1 operators at d ≤ 7.
For more details on this choice see Sec. 2.2.

We distinguish two ways in which the Weinberg operator or the d ≤ 7 baryon-number-
violating operators may arise at the low scale:

1. Renormalisation group mixing of low-dimensional lepton- and baryon-number-violating
operators in the XSMEFT featuring the exotic field X into the appropriate SMEFT
operators between the scales Λ and M ;

2. Loop-level matching at the scale Λ onto the relevant SMEFT operators.

The dominant mechanism depends on the new field X and the dimension of the new lepton-
and baryon-number-violating operators. For this reason it is useful to define ∆d ≡ dX − d,
where d stands for the mass dimension of the SMEFT operator, and dX that of the
XSMEFT operator. In the following, neutrino masses (BNV nucleon decays) are char-
acterised by d = 5 (d = 6, 7) contributions.

For XSMEFT operators of the same dimension as the Weinberg or baryon-number-
violating operators driving the nucleon decay, i.e. in cases where ∆d = 0, renormalisation
group mixing generally dominates, since it is enhanced by factors of logarithms of Λ/M .
These contributions can be calculated directly in the XSMEFT:

CSMEFT ∼
(
log
(
Λ
M

)

16π2

)ℓ
c y

Λd−4

∏

i

gi , (2.4)

where gi are the SM gauge and Yukawa couplings, the index i depends on the multiplet-pair
operator considered, and ℓ is the number of loops.

The ∆d = 1 operators in the XSMEFT may still generate the dominant contribution
to the SMEFT operator for fermions X if the contribution is proportional to the fermion
mass M ,

CSMEFT ∼
(
log
(
Λ
M

)

16π2

)ℓ
M

Λ

c y

Λd−5

∏

i

gi , (2.5)

or for scalars X with a trilinear interaction µ

CSMEFT ∼
(
log
(
Λ
M

)

16π2

)ℓ
µ

Λ

c

Λd−5

∏

i

gi , (2.6)

where we have explicitly included the case of ℓ-loop mixing into the pertinent SMEFT
operator. Here, we highlight the suppression coming from the explicit factor of M/Λ or
µ/Λ.

For ∆d > 1 XSMEFT operators, we expect that loop-level matching at the scale Λ

dominates. The power counting implied by the mass-dimension of the XSMEFT operator

– 6 –



is illusory in this case, because the calculation is carried out in the full theory and not
in XSMEFT.7 Taking for concreteness the example of neutrino masses, all of the implied
neutrino masses scale as v2/Λ, since they generate the dimension-5 Weinberg operator at
the scale Λ. There is, however, a general tendency for models generating operators of large
mass dimension at tree level to generate smaller matching estimates [43]. Additionally,
in cases where models generating high-dimensional operators at tree level dominate the
neutrino masses, this dominance is abruptly undermined by even a small departure of
the UV couplings below unity. Further, the models that generate such operators become
increasingly baroque as the mass dimension of the XSMEFT operator increases. In these
cases we proceed by using the known results of Refs. [40, 43, 45] to provide a rough estimate
of the matching contribution from the full theory to set conservative bounds on M and Λ.
Loop-level matching at the scale M is subdominant, because it is suppressed by (M/Λ)∆d

and thus is neglected in our study.
We point the reader to App. A for more details related to our estimates of these

matching and running contributions, including symmetry-based arguments for the scalings
presented in Eqs. (2.4) – (2.6). Additionally, in App. B we provide examples in the context
of full UV models for each case. Below we present our procedure for the setting of bounds
in this framework.

Derivation of the limits

In order to place an upper bound on the scale characterising any new physics, it is necessary
to have a positive experimental signature for departure from the SM. In the case of neutrino
masses, we already have a plethora of such measurements. In the case of BNV, we assume
that a positive signal is observed at Hyper-K, and derive limits based on this assumption.
The procedure for deriving the upper bounds presented in this work is described in detail
below. We begin with general comments, and then discuss the individual cases of neutrino
masses and BNV nucleon decays.

All of the upper bounds we present are estimated on the basis of the central assumption
we introduced above: that the dominant contribution to either neutrino masses or nucleon
decay involves the operator OX along with one of the renormalisable interactions of X
to the SM. Since we are setting an upper limit, for simplicity we choose to saturate the
inequality M < Λ; that is, we take M ∼ Λ and set a conservative bound on Λ from the
matching estimate derived assuming the limiting case of one UV scale. This procedure is
described in more detail below. To set a numerical upper limit, we saturate the perturba-
tivity bounds at unity for the dimensionless couplings (c and y in our notation) and the
dimensionless combination µ/M (the ratio of a trilinear coupling to the intermediate mass
scale).8 We highlight that our choices for the free, exotic parameters are flavour blind.
Such a democratic assignment in each model implies that expressions for the entries of

7As an example, a particular X may allow a (B−L)-violating effective operator at lower mass-dimension
to one that conserves B−L. However, the B−L conserving mechanism of nucleon decay should dominate
the (B − L)-violating one, since the former comes about from a dimension-6 ∆B = 1 operator in the
SMEFT.

8The choice to take µ/M ≲ 1 can be motivated in number of ways. See Ref. [70] for a discussion.
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the neutrino-mass matrix will inherit the dominance of the third-generation SM Yukawa
couplings, where such Yukawa matrices appear in the expressions.

The matching and running estimates are computed by naive dimensional analysis; for
each of the combinations of operators that violate L or B, we close off the XSMEFT
operator OX with an insertion of the renormalisable interaction identified to provide the
dominant mechanism for neutrino masses or nucleon decay in order to form either the
Weinberg operator or one of the dimension-6/7 ∆B = ±∆L = 1 nucleon-decay-inducing
operators, respectively. To emphasise that these are estimates, we round the numerical
values appearing in the limits to either 1 · 10n or 5 · 10n, where n is an integer representing
the order of magnitude.

For the upper bounds derived from neutrino masses we follow the methods of Refs. [40,
43, 58] closely. Our central assumption enforces that the atmospheric bound on the mass
of the heaviest neutrino mν >

√
∆m2

atm ≃ 0.05 eV is explained by the interactions chosen
for each multiplet X. We apply this bound directly on each expression for mν we estimate
in order to derive an approximate upper bound on M .

As discussed briefly above, for the case of nucleon decay we assume that a positive BNV
nucleon decay signal is observed at Hyper-K. Specifically, we follow Ref. [45] and work from
the results presented there. We assume that the dominant signature at Hyper-K identi-
fied by Ref. [45] is observed for each combination of renormalisable and non-renormalisable
operator involving X, such that a BNV nucleon decay rate is measured within some ex-
perimental error, which we ignore. In this case, an upper bound on M can be placed by
imposing the aforementioned perturbativity bound on the unknown exotic couplings in the
decay rate.

2.2 Genuineness procedure

In this work, we quote upper bounds from estimating the tree- or loop-matching of the
XSMEFT operators of the tables of App. C onto SMEFT operators. It is essential to verify
that these operators consistently provide the dominant contribution to Majorana neutrino
masses or nucleon decay. This is a non-trivial consistency check, as the models that UV
complete the XSMEFT operators may include a subset of particles that gives rise to the
same phenomenon more dominantly. In such cases, the upper bounds we quote would no
longer be meaningful, as they rely on the assumption of being the dominant contribution
to the phenomena under study, and thus we must discard the corresponding operator in
favour of a different one.

This occurs frequently in our analysis, and if not properly accounted for, one may
mistakenly identify the lowest-dimensional operator, typically expected to be the dominant
contribution to the phenomena of interest, as the leading effect. Consider, for instance, the
active role of Θ1 ∼ (1, 4, 1/2)S in the generation of Majorana neutrino masses radiatively
through ∆L = 2 operators. A naive approach would suggest that the dominant contribution
is given by the dimension-5 Θ1SMEFT operator Θ1 ijkL

iLjHk. However, any tree-level UV
completion of this operator necessarily involves the type-II or type-III seesaw mediators,
Ξ1 ∼ (1, 3, 1)S or Σ ∼ (1, 3, 0)F , which inherently generate Majorana neutrino masses at tree
level, making their contribution more dominant than the loop-induced process. Therefore,
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Q

Q L

d̄

H Ξ H Ξ

𝒳

Θ1

𝒳 ∼ (3, 3, 2/3)V

Θ†
1 ∼ (1, 4, − 1/2)S

Ξ(L†d̄†)(QQ)H† XF + X̄†
F ∼ (3̄, 4, 5/6)F

d̄†𝒳QΘ†
1

Q

d̄

L
Q

H Ξ

𝒳

Θ1

Q

d̄

L
Q

XF

Figure 2. Tree-level completion of operator Ξ(L†d̄†)(QQ)H†. See the main text for details.

this operator must be disregarded in favour of a higher-dimensional one in the Θ1SMEFT,
specifically at dimension 7, leading to a more suppressed contribution to neutrino mass and
thus a more stringent bound on the scale Λ∆L=2.

A similar situation arises for S ∼ (1,1, 0)S , where the lowest-dimensional ∆L = 2 and
∆B = 1 SSMEFT operators are obtained by appending this singlet scalar to the corre-
sponding lowest-dimensional ∆L = 2 and ∆B = 1 SMEFT operators. In such cases, it is
evident that any UV completion of the SSMEFT operator will involve the same exotic mul-
tiplets that generate the SMEFT operator, but with a more dominant contribution. This
argument holds for any ∆L = 1 and ∆B = 1 SSMEFT operator, leading to the conclusion
that such a multiplet is effectively excluded from our analysis.9 We note that this argument
only partially extends to the lowest-dimensional ∆B = 1 ΞSMEFT operators Ξ(QQ)(QL),
Ξ(QQ)(ū†ē†), and Ξ(d̄†ū†)(QL). In this case, none of these three dimension-7 ΞSMEFT op-
erators provide the dominant contribution to nucleon decay in our setup, as their tree-level
completions always include the linear SM extensions that generate dimension-6 ∆B = 1 op-
erators in the SMEFT at tree-level, namely the leptoquarks ω1, ω4, ζ, Q1, andQ5. However,
when proceeding to the next order in mass dimension, genuinely dominant UV mechanisms
for nucleon decay can be found in the tree-level completions of dimension-8 ΞSMEFT oper-
ators by selecting specific SU(2)L structures. Consider the operator Ξij(L

†
kd̄

†)(QiQj)H†
l ϵ

kl,
with a definite SU(2)L contraction. This operator admits a tree-level UV completion involv-
ing the BSM multiplets X , Θ1, and the non-LSME vector-like fermion XF ∼ (3̄,4, 5/6)F ,
as illustrated in Fig. 2, and this model does not necessarily entail another, more dominant
contribution to nucleon decay. In fact, this represents the only such UV completion in this
case, as it necessarily requires the SU(2)L structure to be fixed.

The technical criterion described above is commonly referred to in the literature as
genuineness, and the procedure for identifying genuine operators has been dubbed filter-
ing [34–37]. While this programme has been extensively applied to ∆L = 2 SMEFT
operators [43], the analogous one for ∆B = 1 SMEFT operators is still lacking. In this
work, we do not aim to provide a comprehensive filtering analysis for the BNV SMEFT
operators. Instead, we focus on ensuring that the operators that we identify as implying

9An alternative approach, not explored in this study, is to assume that the VEV of S breaks a linear
combination of B and L. In such a scenario, SSMEFT operators could provide the dominant contribution
to these phenomena due to selection rules and symmetry-protected mechanisms [71–76]. However, this
approach relies entirely on assumptions about the UV completion, which lies beyond the scope of this work.
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loop-level nucleon-decay mechanisms do not necessarily imply the presence of tree-level
proton or neutron decay. This is done by removing the operators whose tree-level comple-
tions involve at least one of the five leptoquarks ω1, ω4, ζ, Q1, and Q5, which generate
dimension-6 BNV SMEFT operators at tree level, or the pairs of multiplets identified in
recent studies to generate dimension-7 BNV SMEFT operators at tree level [77, 78].10 In
this manner, we implement a simplified genuineness programme for the ∆B = 1 operators
relevant to this study.

We are aware of the limitations and caveats of this simplified implementation, and
we therefore emphasise a word of caution: in principle, the dimension-6 and -7 SMEFT
∆B = 1 operators may be generated by loops involving a subset of the particles that UV
complete a given XSMEFT operator, potentially leading to a larger contribution to the
loop-level matching onto the aforementioned dimension-6 and -7 BNV SMEFT operators.
Unlike for the ∆L = 2 database [43], a complete database for ∆B = 1 is not yet available
in the literature, rendering our analysis insensitive to the possibility described above.11

Fortunately, since we focus on simple models, specifically those involving a small number
of exotic multiplets, corresponding to tree-level completions of low-dimensional XSMEFT
operators, we note that such cases are rare. These contributions can only arise at higher
dimensions in the XSMEFT, requiring at least two additional BSM multiplets besides the
LSME X under study. Such scenarios can only occur for XSMEFT operators of dimension
d ≥ 7, so special attention must be paid to these cases.

In addition to extending the filtering procedure described above to the ∆B = 1 oper-
ators, we also use an improved version of the original code from Ref. [43] for the ∆L = 2

case, as this work also includes vector completions, which were absent in the original study.
Finally, it is important to note that the main result of implementing the genuineness pro-
gramme is the derivation of bounds on the UV scale that are equal or more stringent
than those previously established without the genuineness programme in the limiting case
M → Λ.

2.3 Antisymmetry in flavour space

The bounds we supply on BNV-operator coefficients are derived from the database of match-
ing estimates published with Ref. [45]. That database presents limits on each operator with
as few assumptions as possible made on its flavour, gauge and Lorentz structure, with
essentially only the field content fixed.

In the present work, we identify several multiplets for which flavour-index permu-
tation symmetries can be reliably inferred from the non-renormalisable operator, as the
renormalisable interaction term imposes additional constraints on its structure. We denote
these symmetries using curly (square) brackets to indicate pairs of flavour indices that are

10For instance, ω2 on its own does not induce nucleon decay, but when the same model also includes the
vector-like fermion Q1 both dimension-7 operators Ol̄dudH̃ and Ol̄dddH are generated [79].

11We refer the interested reader to Ref. [43], which provides a detailed analysis of genuineness for ∆L = 2

operators. The main principles outlined there directly apply to the study of ∆B = 1 operators considered in
this work. The reference also includes a comprehensive discussion of cases involving multiplets transforming
with the same quantum numbers as SM fields, such as φ, E, U , D, Q1, and ∆1.

– 10 –



(anti)symmetric under permutation. This can impact the strongest constraints on the op-
erator, as the previously most stringent bound may become irrelevant if the corresponding
operator vanishes identically. In certain cases involving three identical SM particles or pairs
of identical SM particles, the corresponding flavour-index permutation symmetry becomes
more intricate, as checked with the Mathematica package Sym2Int [80, 81]. In particular,
such couplings appear in the ∆L = 2 operators of the LSMEs Q5, U5, ∆3, ω4, Ω4, Ω2, Ω1,
S2 and ω2, as well as in the ∆B = 1 operators of the LSMEs S2, G1 and B1, so that the
reader is aware of these intricacies when analysing their phenomenology.

For example, the multiplet Ξ1 ∼ (1, 3, 1)S couples toH†H† through a trilinear coupling,
and the lowest-dimensional genuine (see Sec. 2.2) ∆B = 1 operator constructed from Ξ1

is Ξ1(LQ)(d̄†d̄†). Both the gauge and Lorentz structure of this operator are uniquely fixed
and this results in a specific antisymmetry on the flavour indices of the (d̄†d̄†) bilinear. The
flavour component of O16 that will be most constrained at Hyper-K from the sensitivity
information that we have is 1133 [45]. This operator vanishes identically in our case, and
instead, the best limit is set by the 1132, for which the resulting limit is further suppressed
by a factor of

√
|V ∗

ts|, where V is the CKM matrix.
A qualitatively different example is provided by ω4, which at tree level generates the

operator (ū[pūq])(d̄rēs), antisymmetric in the up-type flavour indices. Here, the flavour
structure that would realise tree-level nucleon decay vanishes identically, and instead the
leading-order contribution comes from the loop-level generation of the operator Oqque, lead-
ing to p→ π0e+ as a leading signature [82, 83]. The expression for the matching estimate
in this case is

Cpqrs
qque =

1

16π2
[yd]p′ [yu]qV

∗
p′pC

s[rq]p′

3 log
( v
M

)
. (2.7)

According to our computations, the best limit for ω4 comes from C1311
3 , in agreement with

the numerical result presented in Refs. [83, 84] up to O(1) factors.
Similarly, the diquark scalar ω2 and the singly-charged dilepton scalar S1, couple an-

tisymmetrically to pairs of fermions at the renormalisable level.12 As a consequence, the
freedom to choose Yukawa matrix elements to obtain the most conservative limit is lost.
This constraint does not alter the results in the case of S1, but it does for ω2 where the
antisymmetry in flavour space forces us to involve the strange quark Yukawa coupling in the
matching estimate. As a result, the upper bound derived from neutrino mass constraints
is reduced by two orders of magnitude compared to the case without the flavour antisym-
metry. Alternatively, nucleon decay limits remain unaffected by this antisymmetry, as the
strange-violating decay channel p→ K+ν exhibits comparable future sensitivity compared
to the strange-conserving mode p→ π0e+.

2.4 Scalars with neutral components

When deriving limits on the UV scales Λ∆L=2 and Λ∆B=1, we also examine the possibility
that the electrically neutral component of certain scalar multiplets acquires a vacuum ex-

12The colour sextet Ω1 also couples antisymmetrically to the (QQ) bilinear. However, it additionally
allows a flavour-unconstrained renormalisable coupling to (d̄ū). For each phenomenon of study, we employ
a different renormalisable operator, and in neither case does the flavour antisymmetry impact the limit
quoted.
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pectation value (VEV). Specifically, we consider the scalar colour singlets Ξ, Ξ1, Θ1, and
Θ3.13 However, we do not consider this scenario for the 2HDM field φ, as for any φSMEFT
operators to be genuine the antisymmetric contraction ϵijH iφj in SU(2)L is required to be
present in the operator. This explicit contraction involves a charged component of either
H or φ, preventing the phenomena from occurring at tree level when both scalars acquire
a VEV. While these effects could in principle arise at loop level [31], we dismiss the study
of such a case and restrict ourselves to the tree level.

For the rest of the colour singlet scalars, we consider two distinct scenarios: (i) imposing
a VEV by hand, which is constrained by electroweak precision tests (EWPTs) to obey
⟨X0⟩ < 1 GeV or (ii) a VEV generated after Electroweak Spontaneous Symmetry Breaking
(EWSSB), induced by the SM Higgs doublet VEV through the scalar potential via linear
terms in the new fields. We focus on the latter case, as it offers greater flexibility in tuning
the parameters of the theory while accommodating a viable range of upper bounds on the
UV scales Λ.

Take for instance the scalar Ξ, whose renormalisable (trilinear) coupling is given by
µ ΞH†H. After EWSSB, this coupling along with the mass term for Ξ will induce a VEV
for Ξ of the kind ⟨Ξ0⟩ ∼ µ v2/M2,14 for which EWPTs demand ⟨Ξ0⟩ ≲ O(1) GeV. In this
setting, the same VEV enters in both ∆L = 2 and ∆B = 1 operators, so when compared
to the experimental constraints on the absolute scale mν and assuming a future signal at
Hyper-K, the question of how feasible it is to keep O(1) WCs c is interesting to address.
In this particular case, building on the premises of this paper, where we assume that the
main contribution to mν is given by the operators listed in the tables of App. C, we can
write the expressions for Λ∆L=2 and Λ∆B=1 in terms of the parameters µ and M , which
are linked through the constraint from EWPTs, such that Λ is bounded from above as:

1. Λ∆L=2 ≲ 5 · 104 c1/2∆L=2

( ⟨Ξ0⟩
1 GeV

)1/2
(

0.05 eV√
∆m2

atm

)1/2

TeV,

2. Λ∆B=1 ≲ 105 c
1/4
∆B=1

( ⟨Ξ0⟩
1 GeV

)1/4(
τp

1035 years

)1/8

TeV,

where we have used the nuclear matrix element α ∼ 0.01 GeV3 [87] and defined ⟨Ξ0⟩ =
µ v2/M2. In this scenario, it would require a tuning of the order of c∆B=1/c∆L=2 ∼ 10−2

for O(1) c∆L=2 in order to obtain Λ∆B=1 ∼ Λ∆L=2. We may also go to the limiting case
where M ∼ µ ∼ Λ and EWPTs are saturated, giving

1. Λ∆L=2 ∼ 5 · 103 c1/2∆L=2 TeV,

2. Λ∆B=1 ∼ 105 c
1/4
∆B=1 TeV .

Note that, as expected since it is a general relation, the previous tuning for c∆B=1/c∆L=2

still applies, and we can check that for O(1) c∆L=2 EWPTs are satisfied.
13For a recent analysis of Majorana neutrino masses induced by the electroweak quadruplets see Refs. [85,

86].
14For the SU(2)L quadruplets Θ1,3, the induced VEV had the analytical expression ⟨Θ0

1,3⟩ ∼ λ v3/M2,
but analogous conclusions apply.
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The same line of reasoning applies to the rest of the multiplets, modulo the analytic
expressions for the induced VEV as mentioned in footnote 14. In general, when we are in
the limiting case, we can also set an absolute lower bound on the scales Λ from EWPTs
saturations for c ∼ O(1). For triplets (quadruplets) under SU(2)L, this absolute bound
corresponds to Λ ≳ 30 (2) TeV. If we are not in the limiting case, we can always keep
µ≪M in agreement with EWPTs.

Therefore, in the tables of App. C we present only the limiting case where we set
µ ∼ M ∼ Λ, consistent with our approach for all other results. Additionally, for this case,
we also provide the value of the EWSSB induced VEV. For completeness, we quote here
the upper bounds on Λ∆L=2 (Λ∆B=1) from EWPTs, which are 5 · 1012 (107), 5 · 104 (105),
5 · 109 (107), and 5 · 102 (107) TeV for the scalars Ξ1, Ξ, Θ3, and Θ1, respectively.

3 Results

Below we present the main results of our study and their analysis. We adopt a compact
notation for the nature of the mechanisms of B and L violation throughout the section: Ti

and Li stand for the process i ∈ {∆L = 2,∆(B −L) = 0,∆(B −L) = 2} generated at tree
level or loop level, respectively. The tables of App. C contain many of the details of our
results and we refer to them throughout the section where necessary.

3.1 Upper bounds

Table 1 summarises the possible mechanisms by which each LSME generates Majorana
neutrino masses and induces nucleon decay. When a given multiplet mediates a ∆L = 2 or
∆(B − L) = 0 process at tree level, M can be directly associated with the scale at which
BNV or LNV occurs in the UV. However, if the multiplet induces ∆(B − L) = 2 nucleon
decay, an additional UV scale, Λ∆B=1, is required. Consequently, we distinguish between
∆(B − L) = 0, 2. Notably, for the category (T∆L=2, T∆(B−L)=2) only two particles, the
type-I and type-III seesaw mediators N, Σ, might mediate ∆(B − L) = 2 nucleon decay
at tree-level [77, 78]. Importantly, no single particle can simultaneously mediate two-body
nucleon decay via dimension-6 SMEFT operators while also generating Majorana neutrino
masses at tree level. One easily notices that while only three seesaw particles N , Σ, and
Ξ1 generate neutrino masses at tree level, a significantly larger number contribute to tree-
level nucleon decay. Specifically, 4 (13) particles induce BNV nucleon decay at tree level
via dimension-6 (dimension-7) operators, as found in Refs. [54, 77, 78] and summarised in
Tab. 1. Among these, nine fall into the (L∆L=2, L∆(B−L)=0) category, while the remainder
belong to (L∆L=2, L∆(B−L)=2).

In Fig. 3 we present the upper bounds on the masses of the 47 LSMEs under study,
organised into three subfigures according to their transformations under the Lorentz group.
As explained in Sec. 2.2, we exclude the singlet S from our analysis. For each LSME, we
display the limits from nucleon decay (orange) and Majorana neutrino masses (blue). Ad-
ditionally, for scalar LSMEs that may acquire a VEV, we indicate the corresponding upper
bound with a bubble region, assuming this occurs. The details of the bound computation,
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T∆L=2 L∆L=2

T∆(B−L)=0 None ω1, ζ, Q1, Q5

T∆(B−L)=2 N, Σ
Π1, Π7, ω2, U2, X

T1, Q1, Q5, D, E, ∆1

L∆(B−L)=0 Ξ1

ω4 , φ ,Ω4, U, Q7

∆3, T2 ,Σ1, L1

L∆(B−L)=2 None

Υ, Φ, Ω2, Ω1, S1, S2
Ξ, Θ3, Θ1, Y1, Y5, G1, G
B, B1, H, W , W1, L3, U5

Table 1. General classification of the particles based on their role in generating both Majorana
neutrino masses and nucleon decay: Ti and Li stands for the process i generated at tree level or
loop level, respectively.

including the loop order at which the process is generated for each LSME and the explicit
suppression factors, are provided in App. C.

In Fig. 4 we present the limits for each particle in the two-dimensional plane (M∆L=2,

M∆B=1). Different colours are used to classify LSMEs according to the categories of Tab. 1.
We observe that the LSMEs in the upper (rightmost) region in green (black and purple),
correspond to the LSMEs that generate nucleon decay (Majorana neutrino masses) at tree
level via dimension-6 (dimension-5) SMEFT operators, and any other LSME has a lower
mass limit, as shown in the Fig. 3.

As summarised in Tab. 1, out of the 47 LSMEs, the majority induce nucleon decay at
most at the loop level, with nearly all doing so at just one loop. Only six scalar LSMEs, i.e.
Ω4, Ξ1, φ, Ξ, Θ1, and Θ3, generate nucleon decay at a minimum of two loops, leading to a
more suppressed limit on their masses. However, these conclusions do not directly extend
to the generation of Majorana neutrino masses, as many particles contribute to them at
two loops or even three loops [58]. Of particular interest are the four LSMEs Ω1, B, B1,
and G, that generate this phenomenon at least at three loops.

In Fig. 4 one may observe a general pattern in the generation of both Majorana neutrino
masses and nucleon decay. The LSMEs are typically ordered from right to left based on
the loop order at which they generate Majorana neutrino masses, with the leftmost region
corresponding to LSMEs that generate them at three loops, followed by those that do so at
two loops, and so forth. However, this ordering (which would now be from top to bottom)
does not hold for nucleon decay, as each LSME matches onto BNV operators of different
mass dimension in the SMEFT, namely, dimension-6 and dimension-7, each suppressed by
either two or three powers of Λ. As a result, two distinct regions emerge: one around
1012 TeV for LSMEs matching onto dimension-6 operators and another around 107 TeV
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Figure 3. Upper limits on the mass of new scalars (top), vectors (middle) and fermions (bottom)
that couple linearly to the SM, obtained from reproducing neutrino masses (in blue) and a hypo-
thetical signal from nucleon decay (in orange).
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Figure 4. Two-dimensional plane (M∆L=2, M∆B=1) obtained under the assumption M ∼ Λ. We
use different colours to denote each LSME according to their category in Tab. 1, and we use different
markers to denote their Lorentz transformation. Note that several LSMEs share common points in
the plot. See the main text for further details.

for those matching onto dimension-7 operators. Nonetheless, a pattern can be identified
for particles belonging to the L∆(B−L)=0 category, which, due to the suppression factors,
always appear between T∆(B−L)=0 (in green) and T∆(B−L)=2 (in red) LSMEs. This follows
from selecting the XSMEFT operator with the leading contribution at a given dimension,
i.e. the least suppressed by loop, Yukawa, CKM, and W boson exchanges factors. A
particularly notable case is Ξ1, which exhibits significant suppression due to two down-type
quark Yukawa insertions, the associated CKM matrix elements, and the antisymmetric
structure in flavour space for right-handed down-type quarks in the non-renormalisable
operator. Interestingly, a higher-dimensional Ξ1SMEFT operator could yield a slightly
stronger limit. However, since our primary focus is on simple UV models, we restrict our
analysis to the lowest-dimensional operator.
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3.2 Combining nucleon decay and neutrino masses

In this section, we examine the special case in which all relevant scales align. In this ap-
proximation, one can assess the degree of fine-tuning required for the dimensionless Wilson
coefficients associated with either ∆L = 2 and ∆B = 1 operators to account for all observed
phenomena within the same UV framework. This provides insight into the viability of em-
bedding both mechanisms within a unified UV theory, such as a GUT. This information can
be read from the dashed diagonal line in Fig. 4, which may be useful for identifying those
LSMEs where the limits from both phenomena are comparable. LSMEs lying close to the
diagonal line could potentially allow for simple UV completions that explain both Majorana
neutrino masses and nucleon decay with O(1) dimensionless couplings in the limiting case
M ∼ Λ. A detailed exploration of this scenario is beyond the scope of this work.

In Fig. 5, we illustrate this limiting case comparing the limit obtained for Λ∆B=1 and
Λ∆L=2 for each LSME. In particular, those for which the ratio of these two UV scales is closer
to unity are more naturally accommodated within a single UV theory capable of explaining
both Majorana neutrino masses and baryon-number-violating processes while keeping O(1)
couplings. We can use Π1 to exemplify this result. This BSM multiplet falls into the
category (L∆L=2, T∆(B−L)=2), leading to the presence of three distinct UV scales in our
analysis: M, Λ∆B=1, and Λ∆L=2. Assuming this particle dominantly contributes to nucleon
decay and neutrino masses through the operators listed in Tabs. 2–9 and imposing both the
atmospheric neutrino mass scale and a potential future signal at Hyper-K, it is possible to
account for both phenomena by setting a single UV scale M ≃ Λ∆B=1 ≃ Λ∆L=2 ≃ 108 TeV
while keeping O(1) dimensionless WCs c and y. If instead, we keep M ≤ Λ∆B=1 = Λ∆L=2,
both BSM effects can still be explained, provided that

c∆B=1

c∆L=2
≲

(
M

108 TeV

)2

. (3.1)

The same conclusions apply to all particles close to the horizontal line in Fig. 5. For
those particles in the left (right) region, namely Λ∆L=2 ≫ Λ∆B=1 (Λ∆L=2 ≪ Λ∆B=1), we
require a large suppression in c∆L=2 (c∆B=1) compared to c∆B=1 (c∆L=2). Consequently,
particles for which the ratio of UV scales is close to unity can naturally accommodate both
phenomena for a unique UV scale.15 Analysing all particles in detail would go against
the logic of this work, where simplicity and (relatively) model independence are used as
premises. Therefore, we encourage the reader to interpret Fig. 5 with caution.

A similar line of reasoning applies to particles that generate one of the processes at tree-
level on their own, namely those three in the T∆L=2 category and the four in T∆(B−L)=0.
For the three (seesaw) particles in T∆L=2 category, if we assumeO(1) WCs, the atmospheric
neutrino mass scale imposes a (conservative) upper bound on the scale M ≲ 1012 TeV.
Consequently, for these particles to be responsible for a potential future signal of nucleon
decay in Hyper-K, we would require c∆B=1 ≫ c∆L=2, which would break perturbativity, as

15This statement relies on the choice of the operators in Tabs. 2–9. However, if we use our assumptions
and list the simplest XSMEFT operator, this conclusion holds. Note that XSMEFT operators of the
same mass dimension could mediate both phenomena, but less dominantly, since we list the dominant
contribution, relaxing the conclusions stated above.

– 17 –



Ξ1 Θ3 Ξ Σ N Θ1W1L3 Π7 E ∆1Q1 T1 D U2 X S1 Υ Φ Q5 Π1L1 U5 W H Y5 G1 Y1 ϕ Q7 Σ1 S2 Ω4 Ω2Q1 T2 B G Ω1 ∆3 ζ ω4 ω1 B1 ω2 U Q5

10−6

10−3

1

103

106

Λ
∆
L

=
2
/Λ

∆
B

=
1

(
Tmν ,T∆(B−L)=2

)
(
Tmν ,L∆(B−L)=0

)
(
Lmν ,T∆(B−L)=0

)

(
Lmν ,T∆(B−L)=2

)
(
Lmν ,L∆(B−L)=0

)
(
Lmν ,L∆(B−L)=2

)

Scalar Vector Fermion Scalar with induced VEV

Figure 5. Ratio of Λ∆L=2 and Λ∆B=1 for each LSME. For readiness, we highlight different ratios
of UV scales with green bands. See main text for details.

c∆L=2 is assumed to be O(1). Similarly, for the four particles in the T∆(B−L)=0 category, if
we assume O(1) WCs and a positive future signal in Hyper-K, we obtain a mass bound of
approximately 1013 TeV for the (leptoquark) particle. Therefore, for these particles to be
the dominant source of Majorana neutrino mass generation, we would need c∆L=2 ≫ c∆B=1,
which would again break perturbativity in the same way as before. Thus, we conclude that
for these particles to be able to generate both phenomena, their mass should be below
the lowest upper bound of the two (i.e. for instance that corresponding to mν), with a
suppression in the WC of the other (i.e. the proton decay one in this case).

A different scenario arises for particles that generate one or both of these processes
at loop level. In such cases, the presence of three distinct energy scales allows for the ac-
commodation of both phenomena within the perturbative regime. In general, the interplay
between these effects leads to a relation between the UV scales Λ∆B=1 and Λ∆L=2 anal-
ogous to Eq. (3.1). Consider, for example, ω2 in the (L∆L=2,T∆(B−L)=2) category. This
particle alone does not induce nucleon decay, as its renormalisable interaction with the
SM content is not sufficient, and a dimension-5 ω2SMEFT operator is needed to trigger
∆B = 1 processes, as displayed in Tab. 8. Thus, generating nucleon decay at tree level
via the dimension-7 SMEFT operator Ol̄dudH̃ requires an additional particle, such as Π7,
Q1 or N [77, 78], which are assumed to be heavier than ω2 by hypothesis. Assuming O(1)
WCs and imposing future sensitivities for the dominant nucleon decay channel p → K+ν

generated at tree-level from this particle, we find a relation of the kind

M2
ω2
· Λ∆B=1

(108 TeV)3
·
(
1035 years

τp

)1/2

≲ 1, (3.2)

where we have used the nuclear matrix element α ∼ 0.01 GeV3 [87]. Similarly, assuming

– 18 –



O(1) WCs and imposing the atmospheric neutrino mass scale we find16

√
∆m2

atm

0.05 eV
· Λ∆L=2

500 TeV
≲ 1 (3.3)

By requiring Mω2 ≤ Λ∆L=2, this translates into an upper bound of the kind Mω2 ≤ 100

TeV. This bound on Mω2 , when saturated, satisfies Eq. (3.2).
We emphasise once again the highly conservative nature of the upper limits shown in

Fig. 3, which arise from several factors, including:

1. The dimensionless WCs y, and c are universally set to unity and assumed to be flavour-
independent. However, most of these coefficients, particularly those appearing on the
right side of the third column in Tabs. 2–9, originate from the product of multiple
Yukawa-like couplings to SM fermions. In the SM, such couplings are typically much
smaller than unity, except for yt. Smaller values for these dimensionless couplings
would result in stronger bounds on the UV scale, as expected. This effect may be
especially relevant for ∆B = 1 processes, where all involved quarks are light.

2. To derive bounds, we set M ∼ Λ, which further pushes our limits into the UV regime,
specifically toward the saturation bound under our assumption that M ≤ Λ. A
clear example of the impact of this assumption arises in the case of particles in the
category (L∆L=2, T∆(B−L)=2). Notably, in any UV-complete model that generates
∆(B − L) = 2 proton decay at tree level, at least two LSMEs are required: either
two scalars, a vector-like fermion and a scalar, or a vector-like fermion and a vector.
In such scenarios, nucleon decay experiments constrain the product of masses, such
as MF ·M2

S,V or M2
S1
·M2

S2
/µ. As a result, the lightest LSME, which we consider

throughout this work, can have a mass of a few TeV without conflicting with other
observables, particularly those related to flavour physics, while the heavier multiplet
can live at a much higher UV scale, approaching 1012 TeV.

Under the previous assumptions, it is possible to list the combination of operators that lead
to the dominant contribution to such phenomena, but if, for any reason any of the dimen-
sionless WCs is suppressed, or there are large scale separations between new UV physics,
the dominant contribution could arise from other combinations of operators. However, in
such cases, the upper bound would be smaller than the one quoted in this work.

For completeness, let us also comment on the qualitative different behaviour arising
from the distinct nucleon decay phenomenology, i.e. ∆(B − L) = 0, 2. The low-energy
operators leading to those phenomena are either dimension 6 or 7, thus suppressed by two
or three powers of a UV energy scale, respectively. As illustrated in Fig. 4, regardless of
the mass dimension of the XSMEFT operator, the corresponding limits cluster into two
regions: one around 107 TeV (corresponding to those LSMEs that induce ∆(B − L) = 2

nucleon decay) and another around 1012 TeV (corresponding to those LSMEs that induce
16Notice how, in this case, the antisymmetry in the flavour of the renormalizable term for ω2 translates

into different down-type Yukawas appearing in the loop-matching contribution, as shown in Tab. 3, leading
to a more stringent upper bound, as detailed in Sec. 2.3.
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∆(B − L) = 0 nucleon decay). Therefore, those LSMEs leading to ∆(B − L) = 2 nucleon
decay are further suppressed compared to those of ∆(B − L) = 0. It might be the case
that a UV theory contains one of the LSMEs that generates ∆(B − L) = 2 nucleon decay
(either at tree or loop level), but does not contain the rest of particles necessary to induce
it. In such a case, in order for this LSME to be responsible for proton decay, one would
need to go to a higher dimension in XSMEFT, effectively leading to a combination of
XSMEFT operators matching at loop-level onto a dimension-6 ∆B = 1 SMEFT operator.
In this case, it might be the case that the bounds on Λ∆B=1 quoted in this work for
such LSMsE are not the most conservative ones, but let us remind that we keep ourselves
to the lowest-dimensional XSMEFT operators, motivated by simplicity, and going into
higher dimension will in general imply more intricate UV theories. An example of such
a case is T1, which induces ∆(B − L) = 2 nucleon decay through the combination of
ypT̄1QpH

† + cqrs(T1Qq)(L
†
rd̄

†
s). From this, we obtain an upper bound on its mass of 108

TeV. However, if the UV theory does not include the LSMEs X or Π1,17 one must consider
higher-dimensional operators, matching at the loop level onto a ∆(B−L) = 0 dimension-6
operator. Consequently, this leads to a more conservative upper bound on the mass of T1,
given by 5 · 1011 TeV.

Finally, we note that all LSMEs analysed in this work can be embedded within minimal
GUTs and supersymmetric scenarios, such as SU(5) where ω1, ϕ are contained in the 5H

representation, Q5 in the 24V representation, and Φ,Ω1, ζ,Π7, ω4 in the 45H representation,
to name a few examples.18 Similarly, certain particles appear in well-established radiative
neutrino mass generation frameworks, such as S1 and S2 in the Zee–Babu model [31, 32]. We
expect that the combined bounds derived in this work will serve as a guide for constraining
UV-complete models incorporating these new multiplets.

4 Conclusions

Particles beyond the SM often violate its accidental symmetries, particularly baryon and/or
lepton number. In this work, we explored scenarios where these low-energy symmetries are
broken at a high scale Λ, involving at least one multiplet with a mass M that satisfies
v < M < Λ. The particles considered in this study couple linearly to the SM field content
at the renormalisable level. In addition to these couplings, we also consider effective oper-
ators that, in combination with renormalisable interactions, give rise to Majorana neutrino
masses and BNV nucleon decay. Out of all the possible effective operators of such kind,
we are interested in the simplest and genuine operators linear in such multiplets. These
operators represent the most minimal classes of models that generate neutrino masses (via
the dimension-5 Weinberg operator) and induce nucleon decay (through baryon-number-
violating operators up to dimension 7).

17Note that Q5 also UV completes the non-renormalisable operator but would lead to nucleon decay
through a dimension-6 SMEFT operator at tree level.

18We refer the reader to Ref. [88] and Tab. 1 of Ref. [56] for particular GUT embeddings and known
models containing LSMEs considered here.
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Under the assumption of a proton decay signal in one of the upcoming experiments, we
derived an upper bound on the intermediate scale M for each field using this framework,
and under the assumption that these multiplets provide the dominant contributions to
neutrino masses and hypothetical nucleon decay signals. Our results show that, whereas
the particles may have ∆L = 2 scales that span all possible energy scales, from hundreds of
TeVs to GUT scales, the BNV energy scales typically cluster around either 107 TeV or 1012

TeV. This can be traced back to the symmetry properties of the UV theory. UV theories
with ∆(B − L) = 0 generate the ∆(B − L) = 0 dimension-6 SMEFT operators, which
result in upper limits of order 1012 TeV, while UV theories with ∆(B − L) = 2 generate
the ∆(B − L) = 2 dimension-7 SMEFT operators, which result in upper limits of order
107 TeV. Using the framework described in this work, we classify these multiplets based on
the derived upper bounds on their masses. This classification highlights heavy multiplets
that, if responsible for BNV nucleon decay and/or neutrino masses through the mechanisms
studied here, could be probed in complementary searches. In particular, the conservative
upper bounds of B1, ω2, Ω1, B, and G derived from their generation of radiative neutrino
masses are in the few-hundreds of TeV range, and therefore may be tested at future colliders.

Our approach also allows us to determine the relative strengths of ∆L = 2 and ∆B = 1

processes in the UV, by assessing the ratio Λ∆L=2/Λ∆B=1, offering a systematic method to
organise the landscape of UV models that violate these symmetries. Moreover, our results
can serve as a valuable tool for model builders aiming to design UV theories that can explain
both phenomena. Similarly, our analysis may also be used to classify possible new particles
that couple to SM fields linearly and generate gauge coupling unification, in the line of
Ref. [51].

Should a proton decay signal be observed in a specific channel at Hyper-K or DUNE,
our study could play a pivotal role in guiding the development of simplified models capable
of reproducing the signal, some of which may also generate neutrino masses.
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A Matching and running estimates

In this appendix, we aim to give the reader a more solid intuition for the ways in which
the Weinberg operator or the d ≤ 7 B-violating operators may arise at the low scale, as
discussed in Sec. 2.1. This includes a justification for why matching (and not running)
dominates when the mass-dimension of the operator in the XSMEFT differs from that of
the corresponding SMEFT operator by more than one unit, i.e. when ∆d > 1. Additionally,
we motivate the forms of Eqs. (2.4) – (2.6) which distinguish different ways in which the
running contribution can dominate at low scales. Here we specialise to the case of ∆L = 2

operators matching onto and running into the Weinberg operator for the sake of simplicity.
We note that similar conclusions apply equally well, mutatis mutandis, to the d ≤ 7 B-
violating operators considered in our study.

First, we highlight that the running contributions to the dimension-5 Weinberg operator
defined in Eq. (2.1) C5 are fixed by dimensional analysis to be19

C5,EFT ∼
1

Λ

(
M

Λ

)d−5

. (A.1)

The matching contributions that might compete with this can also have a similar form,
which we write schematically as

C5,Match ∼
1

Λ

(
M

Λ

)δ

, (A.2)

where δ = 1 if we can conclude that the neutrino mass must contain a massive parameter in
the numerator, and otherwise δ = 0. We distinguish two possible cases where the matching
contribution to the Weinberg operator might take this form in our framework:

1. The non-renormalisable coupling of the X field is a trilinear interaction
with a massive coefficient µ. Recall that our central assumption is that the
dominant source of L-violation enters through the terms we consider in the tables of
App. C. If this term is such a trilinear interaction, then the neutrino masses must be
proportional to µ.

2. In the cases where X is a VLF, the operators providing the L-violation
feature opposite Dirac-partners of X, i.e. different chiralities. In this case,
the matching contribution to C5 should be directly proportional to M , the X mass,
since it is necessary for the chirality flip.

The cases in which the running could contribute sizeably are then those in which the
dimension d of Eq. (A.1) is chosen to match powers of M in Eq. (A.2). We consider the
two possibilities: (1) δ = 0 and d = 5, and (2) δ = 1 and d = 6, which are dominant in the
absence of any tuning. These two cases correspond respectively to Eqs. (2.4) – (2.6). In
Appendix B we go on to illustrate these cases in some example UV models.

19Recall that in dimensional regularisation, only infrared scales can appear in the numerator.
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B Ultraviolet examples: dominant contributions

In Appendix A we discussed the situations in which matching or running dominated the
coefficient of either the Weinberg operator or the d ≤ 7 B-violating operators in the SMEFT
at low energies. In the following we give concrete UV models that exemplify the three
cases highlighted in our work: (1) where the running dominates according to Eqs. (2.5)
and (2.6), (2) where the running dominates according to Eq. (2.4), and (3) where the
matching dominates. Again, our results here apply equally well to both the neutrino-mass
and proton-decay cases, but each of the examples provided are relevant for neutrino masses.

B.1 Running proportional to M (∆d = 1)

The UV model we use here to illustrate Weinberg-operator contributions scaling like Eqs. (2.5)
and (2.6) was first presented and studied in section 4 of Ref. [42]. In our notation, it aug-
ments the SM by the scalar leptoquark ω1 and the vector-like fermion Q5. We point the
reader to Ref. [42] for a full description of the model; here we are only concerned with the
form of the loop integral and the scaling of the operator coefficient with M and Λ. To make
a connection to the framework of our paper, we identify mω1 = Λ and mQ5 = M , i.e. we
consider the region of parameter space in which ω1 is heavier than the Dirac fermion Q5.
We perform the matching onto the Weinberg operator in the unbroken phase, so there are
no complications introduced by the fact that a component of Q5 mixes with the bottom
quark.

For simplicity we leave off dimensionless couplings and fix all infrared mass-scales to be
equal to M . The neutrino-mass diagram is shown in the left panel of Fig. 6 for the choice
of Q on the first internal fermion line. The structure of the Weinberg-operator coefficient
C5 in this case is

C5 ∝ ybM
∫

d4q

(2π)4
1

q2
1

q2 − Λ2

1

q2 −M2
(B.1)

∝ yb
16π2

M

M2 − Λ2
log

(
M

Λ

)
, (B.2)

where yb is the bottom Yukawa. Taking the limit M → Λ recovers the matching estimate
given in Refs. [40, 43] for O3b, while the expression we provide in Table 2 is recovered when
expanding in M/Λ:

C5 ∝
yb

16π2
M

Λ2
log

(
M

Λ

)
+O(M3/Λ3) , (B.3)

and this matches the form of Eq. (2.6). As argued in App. A, the dominance of the running
and the proportionality to M/Λ is fixed at the level of the XSMEFT by chirality.

B.2 Mixing between operators of the same dimension (∆d = 0)

As an example UV model providing a running contribution to the Weinberg-operator coef-
ficient like Eq. (2.4), we use the so-called leptoquark model of neutrino masses [42, 90, 91].
We note here that the arguments presented below apply equally well to any of the min-
imal tree-level completions of the dimension-7 ∆L = 2 effective operators, as outlined in
Ref. [42], including the Zee model [31].
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Figure 6. (Left) The neutrino mass diagram for the model presented in Ref. [42] for the choice of
Q on the first internal fermion line. This is the example model presented in the ∆d = 1 scenario of
Sec. B.1. The choice of Q1 is relevant for the ∆d > 1 example model, presented in Sec. B.3. (Right)
The neutrino-mass diagram for the leptoquark model of neutrino masses, as presented in Sec. B.2.

The model extends the SM by two additional leptoquark scalars. In our notation, these
are the isosinglet ω1 and isodoublet Π1. The pertinent parts of the Lagrangian of the model
are

Lω1Π1 ⊃ −yprLi
pQ

j
rω

†
1ϵij − gqsLi

qd̄sΠ
j
1ϵij − κΠ†

1Hω1 + h.c. , (B.4)

and we present the neutrino-mass diagram in the right panel of Fig. 6. We consider the state
of affairs in which mω1 is identified with M and Π1 is taken to be heavy: mΠ1 ∼ Λ, with
κ ∼ Λ as it is also a UV parameter. As before, the neutrino-mass matrix is proportional to

C5 ∝ iybΛ
∫

d4q

(2π)4
1

q2
1

q2 − Λ2

1

q2 −M2
(B.5)

∝ yb
16π2

Λ

M2 − Λ2
log

(
M

Λ

)
, (B.6)

where again yb is the bottom Yukawa. Taking the limit M → Λ recovers the matching
estimate given in Refs. [40, 43] for O3b, and expanding in M/Λ provides the expression seen
in Table 3 for ω1,

C5 ∝
yb

16π2
1

Λ
log

(
M

Λ

)
+O(M2/Λ2) , (B.7)

which matches the form of Eq. (2.4).

B.3 Matching (∆d > 1)

Here we provide an example model for which matching at the scale Λ dominates the ex-
pression for the neutrino masses. The arguments presented in App. A suggest that this
will happen whenever ∆d > 1. We take as an example a model that extends the SM by
the VLF Q1, which we take to have mass M , and some additional heavy particle content
sufficient to generate the XSMEFT operator listed in the corresponding row of Table 2.
This additional heavy particle content can be taken to be the scalars ω1 and Π1, that alone
are sufficient to generate the one-loop leptoquark model contribution discussed above. We

– 24 –



will see that the contribution to C5 in the model extended by Q1 is not proportional to a
SM Yukawa coupling, and thus can dominate the expression given in Eq. (B.6).

The terms relevant for neutrino masses in this mechanism are an extension of those of
Eq. (B.4):

Lω1Π1Q1 ⊃ (−fpLi
pQ

j
1ω

†
1 + h.c.) + Lω1Π1 . (B.8)

The neutrino-mass diagram is shown in the left panel of Fig. 6 for the choice of Q1

on the first internal fermion line. We highlight that the fermion Q1 enters with an arrow-
preserving propagator, providing a σ · q in the numerator of the loop integral:

I ∝ Λ

∫
d4q

(2π)4
σ̄ · q

q2 −M2

σ · q
q2

(
1

q2 − Λ2

)2

(B.9)

∝ Λ

16π2

[
1

M2 − Λ2
− M2

(M2 − Λ2)2
log

M2

Λ2

]
(B.10)

∝ 1

16π2Λ
+O(M2/Λ2) , (B.11)

whose leading-order piece provides the Weinberg operator coefficient C5 ∝ 1/(16π2Λ).

C Computation of neutrino mass and nucleon decays

In this appendix, we provide details of the analysis and results performed for the ∆L = 2

and ∆B = 1 processes induced by each LSME. In Tabs. 2–5, we consider the contribution of
scalar, vectorial and fermionic LSMEs in the (radiative) generation of mν , and in Tabs. 6–9
we provide the analogous analysis regarding (radiative) nucleon decays. In the case of scalar
LSMEs, we consider both cases where they may or may not develop a VEV, as explained
in Sec. 2.4.

The structure of the tables of the ∆L = 2 processes is the following: in the first
two columns, we provide the label of each LSME and its quantum numbers under GSM

and Lorentz group. In the third column, we write the combination of operators that will
induce Majorana neutrino masses.20 Note that we only write the lowest-dimensional genuine
operators from which we obtain the dominant contribution when performing the matching
onto the Weinberg operator, as explained in Sec. 2.1. We explicitly write down the SU(2)L
contractions whenever they are uniquely fixed either by genuineness or because they lead
to the largest contribution to neutrino masses. The fourth and fifth columns indicate both
∆d for each LSME and the SMEFT field string onto which these fields match, following the
convention of Refs. [40, 43]. In the sixth column, we write the (loop-) matching estimate
to [mν ]pq, where the given expressions should be symmetrised by adding the exchange
+(p ↔ q). We also obtain the limits from 1-particle irreducible loop diagrams. Finally,
in the last column, we quote the upper bound on the mass M (in TeV), obtained in the
limiting case Λ → M . This is done through naive dimensional analysis, assuming a single
scale Λ.

20We do not assign B and L to the LSMEs, as only specific combinations of operators lead to the respective
violations.
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Special attention should be paid to the sixth column, where the suppressions in the
generation of mν can be read off. Specifically, one can identify the loop suppressions,
ϵ = 1/(16π2), L = 1/(16π2) log( Λ

M ), and L′ = 1/(16π2) log( v
M ), the insertions of SM

Yukawa couplings (which apart from yt ≃ 1, generally suppress the process21), the W -
boson exchanges (where we take g ≃ 0.6), and the structure of the diagram (loop) as
determined by the explicit contractions between the beyond-the-SM (BSM) couplings y, c,
and the SM ones.

On the other hand, the structure of the tables of ∆B = 1 processes is the following:
in the first two columns, we provide the label of each LSME and its quantum numbers
under GSM and Lorentz group. In the third column, we write the combination of operators
that will induce ∆B = 1 nucleon decay. As for the ∆L = 2 tables, we only write the
lowest-dimensional genuine operators from which we obtain the dominant contribution when
performing the matching onto the BNV SMEFT operators. The fourth and fifth columns
indicate the ∆d of the process and the resulting ∆B = 1 SMEFT field string using the
notation of Ref. [45], respectively. In the sixth column, unlike the ∆L = 2 case where the
(loop-)matching is performed uniquely to the dimension-5 Weinberg operator, for nucleon
decay we have four (six) dimension-6 (7) BNV SMEFT operators, leading to a more complex
algorithm to find the leading contribution, where we also provide the flavour indices of
such operators as they play a significant role in determining the dominant nucleon decay
channel [45]. Finally, in the seventh column, again, unlike for neutrino masses, we explicitly
indicate the nucleon decay channel induced by the interplay of the operators displayed in
the third column from which we derive the quoted bound on M in TeV provided in the last
column in the limiting case Λ→M .22

In Tabs. 5 and 6 we show the possibility in which the neutral components of the LSME
scalars acquire a VEV. For nucleon decay (Tab. 6), we perform the tree-level matching
directly onto the dimension-6 ∆B = 1 LEFT WC LS,XY

q1q2q3 , displayed in the fourth column,
following the notation of Refs. [79, 92]. We explicitly denote flavour symmetries using curly
(square) brackets to indicate pairs of flavour indices that are symmetric (antisymmetric)
under permutation whenever multiple copies of a field appear in an operator. A word
of caution is in order for non-renormalisable operators that involve either more than two
fermionic fields of the same type or two pairs of identical fermions, as the resulting flavour
structure can be highly non-trivial, as mentioned in Sec. 2.3.

Let us also mention some O(1) factors that we have neglected in our analysis. First, we
do not take into account the colour factors arising from LSMEs charged under SU(3)C cir-

21The notation for the SM Yukawa interactions used throughout our tables is as follows: [Yu]pqQ
pūqH +

H.c., [Yd]pqQ
pd̄qH† + H.c., and [Ye]pqL

pēqH† + H.c.. Our results are presented on the up-quark mass
basis, where the CKM matrix appears in the down-quark sector, Yd = V † · Y D

d . In this basis, we identify
[Yu]pq = [yu]p δpq, [Ye] = [ye]pδpq, and [Yd]pq = [yd]q V

∗
qp, with [yu,d,e] ∈ R denoting the diagonal entries

of the SM Yukawa matrices, and there is no sum over the indices p, q. We note that we work with the
neutrinos as flavour eigenstates.

22It is important to note that the displayed nucleon decay channel does not imply exclusivity; rather, it is
the channel used to extract the bound based on projected sensitivities from Hyper-K. Crucially, if nucleon
decay is observed, irrespective of the detected channel, it could originate from any of the LSMEs under
study.
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culating within a loop, nor do we consider the effect of renormalisation group running from
the scale M down to the nuclear scale where the ∆B = 1 observables are computed [79].23

Furthermore, we also neglect the factors arising from both Schouten and Fierz identities,
even for those LSMEs that generate nucleon decay and Majorana neutrino masses at tree
level. We refer the reader to Refs. [54, 77] for a detailed analysis of the particles that
fall into the category T∆(B−L)=0, 2. For the generation of Majorana neutrino masses, we
assume an approximately diagonal CKM matrix V ≈ 1 and therefore do not display it in
Tabs. 2–5. However, a CKM matrix element (or its complex conjugate) is implicitly present
whenever a [yd] contribution appears in the sixth column, see Footnote 21. This contrasts
with ∆B = 1 processes, where CKM elements are explicitly included in Tabs. 6–9, given
their crucial role, as discussed in Sec. 2.3. The reason is simply that, for Majorana neutrino
masses, pairs of quark fields are usually annihilated via SM Yukawa couplings as they are
not present in the dimension-5 Weinberg operator, whereas for nucleon decay they must
appear explicitly in the final SMEFT operator to which our operator is matched. Since
nucleon decay is mediated by light-family quarks, there is a fundamental trade-off between
inserting large Yukawa couplings and the correct external light-family quark flavours, which
is parametrised by the CKM matrix V . Alternatively, one could set all the SM Yukawa
couplings in the loop matching expressions to the first family and take the diagonal elements
of V . However, typically this does not yield the leading contribution to nucleon decay.

Finally, let us briefly comment on the presence of SMEFT field strings involving a
covariant derivative in the case of the vector-like fermions E, D, Q1, and ∆1 for ∆L = 2

operators, and the scalar S2 and the vector U5 for ∆B = 1 operators. Such covariant
derivatives arise from the closure of identical SM fermions, which carries a factor of mo-
mentum from the propagator ψ† /Dψ. For a detailed analysis of such operators closure, see
Sec. 3.2 of Ref. [43]. For the analysis of nucleon decay, except for Ω4 and φ, all LSMEs
are matched onto a dimension-d BNV SMEFT field string with d ≤ 9. Consequently, the
algorithm presented in Ref. [45] can be directly applied to derive a bound, incorporating
updated sensitivities from Hyper-K; for definiteness, we use τp = 1035 years. The fields
mentioned above necessarily involve SMEFT field strings of dimension-10, which then we
match onto dimension-6 SMEFT operators. For those we use an updated version of the
algorithm in Ref. [45]. Out of the many field strings arising at this mass dimension, we
select the field strings ē†QQQ†ū†ū†H†, and LQQd̄†d̄†d̄H, which we refer as OΩ4 and Oφ

in Tab. 8, as they provide the leading contribution. For completeness, the UV model that
generates these operators at the tree level requires three additional exotic BSM particles
beyond φ or Ω, which is in conflict with the goal of focusing on simple UV completions with
minimal BSM content. In the case of φ, the lowest-dimensional genuine φSMEFT opera-
tors leading dominantly to nucleon decay and neutrino masses contain an explicit SU(2)L
antisymmetric contraction between both Higgs doublets, namely ϵijφ

iHj ∼ S1. Finally,
let us mention the special case of B1 in ∆L = 2 processes, where we refer the reader to
Ref. [43]. For such LSME, an additional W boson exchange is needed to avoid a non-trivial
cancellation, leading to a further suppressed loop matching contribution.

23We also neglect the RG effects for the Weinberg operator [93, 94].
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ū
† u
)

2
O

1
2
a

y s
r
c {

p
q
}{

r
s}
[y

u
] r
[y

u
] s

v
2 Λ
ϵ2

5
·1
07

Φ
(8
,2
,1
/
2
) S

y r
s
Φ
† (
Q

† r
ū
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ū
† p
L

q
+

c r
s
Q

1
L

r
Q

† s
H

0
O

4
a

y
r
q
c p

r
[y

u
] r

v
2 Λ
L

5
·1

0
9

L 1
(1
,2
,1
/
2
) V

µ
L† 1

D
H

+
c p

q
L 1

L
p
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ē† p
L

q
+

cL
3
D
H
H
H

0
O

D
3

y
p
q
c[
y
e
] q

v
2 Λ
L

5
·1

0
9

Y 1
(6̄
,2
,1
/
6
) V

y
p
q
Y† 1

Q
† p
d̄
q

+
c r

s
tu
Yi 1

ū
† r
Q

j s
L

k t
L

l u
ϵ i

k
ϵ j

l
2

O
1
4
b

y
r
s
c r

s
p
q
[y

u
] r
[y

d
] s

v
2 Λ
ϵ2

1
0
6

Y 5
(6̄
,2
,−

5
/
6
) V

y
p
q
Y 5

Q
p
ū
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ū
† s
)

0
O

1
1
2
3

3
7

C
p
q
r
s

l̄d
q
q
H̃

=
y
c [
r
s]
p
w
[y

u
] w
[y

d
] w
V
w
q

1 Λ
3
L
2

p
→
K

+
ν

5
·1
04

Θ
1

(1
,4
,1
/
2
) S

y
Θ

1
H

† H
H

†
+
c p

q
[r
s]
Θ

† 1
(L

† p
d̄
† q
)(
Q

r
Q

s
)

0
O

1
2
1
3

4
5

C
p
q
r
s

l̄d
q
q
H̃

=
y
c p

w
[v
r
][
y d
] v
[y

d
] w
V

∗ w
s
V
v
q

1 Λ
3
L
2

p
→
K

+
ν

1
04

Ω
1

(6
,1
,1
/
3
) S

y [
p
q
]
Ω
† 1
(Q

p
Q

q
)

+
c r

st
u
Ω
1
(L

† r
d̄
† s
)(
Q

tū
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