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Abstract

In this work, we use neutrino masses as a probe of the neutrino-light-quark effective scalar

interactions. It is found that neutrinos can acquire masses not only from the usual light quark loop

corrections but also from the light quark condensates. The latter contribution has been overlooked

in the literature. We show that both contributions are comparable for operators involving u

and d quarks, while quark loop corrections dominate for operators involving the s quark. Using

the low-energy effective field theory extended with light right-handed neutrinos and matching to

chiral perturbation theory, we systematically analyze these contributions, deriving constraints on

the corresponding Wilson coefficients from neutrino mass bounds, coherent elastic neutrino-nucleus

scattering, and light pseudoscalar meson invisible decays. Our analysis shows that electron neutrino

mass measurements provide the most stringent constraints on these scalar couplings, significantly

improving upon limits from other observables. The results highlight the importance of including

both perturbative and nonperturbative contributions in complete phenomenological analyses of

neutrino mass generation mechanisms.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the Standard Model (SM), neutrinos are massless due to the absence of right-handed

neutrinos or a Higgs triplet. However, the discovery of neutrino oscillations has demonstrated

that neutrinos possess small but nonzero masses [1–3]. Consequently, neutrino masses must

originate from new physics (NP) beyond the SM. Investigating the origin of the smallness

of neutrino masses provides a promising avenue for exploring the nature of NP.

Experimentally, the most recent terrestrial constraint on the neutrino mass from tri-

tium β-decay comes from KATRIN experiment, which sets an upper limit of mνe ≡√∑
i |Uei|2m2

i < 0.45 eV at 90% confidence level (CL) [4]. Additionally, stringent bounds

on the effective Majorana mass, mee < 28− 122 meV, are derived from the non-observation

of neutrinoless double beta decay by KamLAND-Zen [5]. Cosmological observations of the

cosmic microwave background (CMB) also provide a model-dependent upper bound on the

sum of neutrino masses,
∑

imνi < 0.12 eV (95% CL) [6]. In all cases, neutrino masses are

at least six orders of magnitude smaller than those of all other SM fermions, suggesting that

neutrinos acquire mass through a mechanism distinct from the Higgs mechanism [7, 8].

This paper focuses on constraining the effective couplings of neutrino-light-quark scalar

interactions using neutrino mass bounds. We assume that neutrinos acquire mass via scalar

four-fermion effective interactions involving neutrinos and light quarks (u, d, s). Within this

framework, we identify two distinct contributions to neutrino masses: (i) perturbative con-

tributions from light quark loop corrections, and (ii) nonperturbative contributions from

light quark condensates. While neutrinos could also gain mass from scalar interactions in-

volving heavy quarks or charged leptons via loop diagrams, we focus on light quarks due

to their unique property: below the chiral symmetry breaking scale (µχ ∼ 1 GeV), light

quarks not only contribute perturbatively but also develop a vacuum condensate, providing

an additional contribution to the neutrino mass [9, 10]. Moreover, the same scalar opera-

tors contributing to neutrino masses also contribute to low-energy processes such as coher-

ent elastic neutrino-nucleus scattering (CEνNS) and invisible decays of light pseudoscalar

mesons. Thus, constraints derived from neutrino masses have significant implications for

these processes.

It is noteworthy that previous studies have considered only the perturbative contribution,

overlooking the nonperturbative effect [11–13]. We demonstrate that both contributions are
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comparable for operators involving u and d quarks, whereas the perturbative contribu-

tion dominates for operators involving the s quark. We discuss both Dirac and Majorana

neutrino cases, as the nature of neutrinos remains unknown. The analysis is performed us-

ing the low-energy effective field theory (LEFT) extended with right-handed neutrinos NR

(LNEFT) [14–17], and we include renormalization group (RG) running effects. The nonper-

turbative contributions are obtained by matching LNEFT operators onto chiral perturbation

theory (χPT) operators.

The paper is organized as follows. Section II introduces the scalar interactions in the

effective field theories, including LNEFT, RG running effects, and the matching to χPT.

Section III presents the expressions for relevant observables: neutrino masses, CEνNS, and

light pseudoscalar meson invisible decays. Section IV provides a numerical analysis compar-

ing the perturbative and nonperturbative contributions to neutrino masses and constrains

the Wilson coefficients from various observables. Our conclusions are given in Section V.

II. SCALAR INTERACTIONS IN EFFECTIVE FIELD THEORIES

In this section we will first describe all the relevant scalar effective interactions in the

Lagrangian of LNEFT at scale µχ ∼ 1 GeV, from which one can calculate the perturbative

contribution to the neutrino masses. We subsequently match the LNEFT operators onto

the χPT operators to obtain the nonperturbative contribution to the neutrino masses.

A. Scalar interactions in LNEFT

LNEFT is an effective theory valid below the electroweak scale (µEW), invariant under

Lorentz transformation and SU(3)C × U(1)em gauge symmetries. Its degrees of freedom

include all SM fields except the heavyW , Z, h, and t, along with light right-handed neutrinos

NR [14–17]. We consider only the scalar four-fermion operators involving neutrinos and light

quarks.

Depending on lepton number conservation, these operators are categorized into two

classes: lepton-number-conserving (LNC) and lepton-number-violating (LNV). For Dirac

neutrinos, the relevant LNC Lagrangian is

LLNC
LNEFT ⊃LS,RR

νNu
prst

(ν̄LpNRr)(ūLsuRt) + LS,RL
νNu
prst

(ν̄LpNRr)(ūRsuLt)
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+ LS,RR
νNd
prst

(ν̄LpNRr)(d̄LsdRt) + LS,RL
νNd
prst

(ν̄LpNRr)(d̄RsdLt) + h.c. , (1)

where the coupling constant Li in front of each four-fermion operator is the Wilson coef-

ficient, which is suppressed by a factor of µ−2, L,R denote separately the left- and right-

chirality, and p, r, s, t the generation indices. Since both νL and NR carry a lepton number:

L(νL) = L(NR) = +1, interactions governed by Eq. (1) correspond to the LNC (|∆L| = 0)

processes. For Majorana neutrinos, the LNV Lagrangian is:

LLNV
LNEFT ⊃LS,LR

νu
prst

(ν̄cLpνLr)(ūLsuRt) + LS,LL
νu
prst

(ν̄cLpνLr)(ūRsuLt)

+ LS,LR
νd
prst

(ν̄cLpνLr)(d̄LsdRt) + LS,LL
νd
prst

(ν̄cLpνLr)(d̄RsdLt)

+ LS,RR
Nu
prst

(N̄ c
RpNRr)(ūLsuRt) + LS,RL

Nu
prst

(N̄ c
RpNRr)(ūRsuLt)

+ LS,RR
Nd
prst

(N̄ c
RpNRr)(d̄LsdRt) + LS,RL

Nd
prst

(N̄ c
RpNRr)(d̄RsdLt) + h.c. , (2)

where the charge conjugation of a left-handed field ψc
L = Cψ̄T

L (C = iγ2γ0) is actually a right-

handed field, and vice versa. Since the antiparticle of a Majorana neutrino is the particle

itself, operators in Eq. (2) violate the lepton number by two units (|∆L| = 2), interactions

governed by which correspond to the LNV processes.

B. RG running effects

Since there is a large mass gap between scales µχ and µ, one has to resume the large

logarithms produced by the ratio of the two scales in the perturbative expansion. This

can be obtained solving the relevant RG equations. Note that LNEFT is merely valid below

µEW, at the range between µEW and µ, however, the SM gauge symmetries are still unbroken,

physics at this range should be described by the SM effective field theory (SMEFT) [18–

21] extended with right-handed neutrinos, i.e., the SMNEFT [22, 23]. The Lagrangian of

SMNEFT is invariant under Lorentz transformation and SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y gauge

symmetries, and the degrees of freedom of which are all the SM fields and the extended

right-handed neutrinos NR. To connect the physics at µχ to the UV complete model at µ, a

standard procedure is: describing the low-energy physics in terms of LNEFT at µχ, evolving

the LNEFTWilson coefficients from µχ up to µEW, matching LNEFT onto SMNEFT at µEW,

running the SMNEFT Wilson coefficients from µEW up to µ and, matching SMNEFT to UV
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complete model at µ. Nevertheless, as we are only interested in the neutrino mass generation

mechanism and the neutrino low-energy physics, strictly executing such a procedure will be

rather tricky and is out of the scope of our research. For simplicity, we neglect the RG

evolutions for SMNEFT Wilson coefficients from µ down to µEW, and only consider the

one-loop RG running effects from µEW down to µχ for LNEFT Wilson coefficients in this

work. This treatment is reasonable, as the dominant running effect is mainly obtained from

solving the QCD one-loop RG equations between µEW and µχ, with a result by multiplying

the Wilson coefficients at µEW a factor of about two. By the way, we also neglect the

potential operator mixing that could appear in either LNEFT or SMNEFT, which is equal

to assume that the contribution produced only by scalar operators.

Working in the MS renormalization scheme, the one-loop QCD and QED RG equations

for the scalar LNEFT Wilson coefficients read

µ
d

dµ
LS,AB

iq′
prqq

= −
(
6CF

αs

4π
+ 6Q2

q

α

4π

)
LS,AB

iq′
prqq

, i = ν,N, νN , (3)

where A,B = L,R, q′ = u, d (when q′ = u, q = u, and when q′ = d, q = d or s), αs = g2s/4π

and α = e2/4π denote separately the coupling constants of strong and electromagnetic

interactions, Qq is the electric charge for quark with Qu = +2/3 and Qd = Qs = −1/3, and

CF = (N2
C − 1)/2NC = 4/3 with NC = 3 being the color number of QCD. The solution of

Eq. (3) is

LS,AB
iq′
prqq

(µ1) =

[
αs(µ2)

αs(µ1)

]− 6CF
2β0

[
α(µ2)

α(µ1)

]− 6Q2
q

2b0,e

LS,AB
iq′
prqq

(µ2) , (4)

where β0 = 11 − 2nf/3 with nf being the number of active quark between µ1 and µ2, and

b0,e = −4(3nℓ + 4nu + nd)/9 with nℓ, nu, and nd being respectively the numbers of active

charged lepton, up-type quark and down-type quark between µ1 and µ2. Numerically, by

quoting the input αs(mZ) = 0.1180(9) and α = 1/137.036 from PDG [24], one has

LS,AB
iq′
prqq

(1 GeV) ≈ 2.07LS,AB
iq′
prqq

(mZ) . (5)

Clearly, the scalar Wilson coefficients get enhanced when running from a high scale down to

a low scale. Note that the running effects of QED are negligible compared to that of QCD,

which has also been pointed out in Ref. [17].
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C. Matching LNEFT to χPT

For energy below µχ ∼ 4πFπ with Fπ = 92.3(1) MeV being the pion decay constant [25],

the observed degrees of freedom are no longer the light quarks, but the pseudoscalars

(π,K, η), which can be well described by the so called χPT. Therefore, to describe physics

below µχ with contributions from high energies, the LNEFT operators should be matched

onto the ones of χPT.

The χPT is a QCD low-energy effective field theory, in which the pseudoscalars are

the Goldstone bosons corresponding to the spontaneous global chiral symmetries breaking:

SU(3)L × SU(3)R → SU(3)V . There produces eight pseudoscalars, which can be written

into the theory in a nonlinear way,

U = exp

(
i
Φ

F0

)
, Φ = λaϕa =


π0 + 1√

3
η

√
2π+

√
2K+

√
2π− −π0 + 1√

3
η

√
2K0

√
2K−

√
2K̄0 − 2√

3
η

 , (6)

where F0 is the pion decay constant in the chiral limit, ϕa are the Goldstone bosons, and

λa (a = 1, · · · , 8) are the Gell-Mann matrices satisfying the trace relation Tr(λaλb) = 2δab.

Under SU(3)L × SU(3)R symmetries, the matrix U transforms as U → RUL†, with L(R)

being the representation of SU(3)L(R). The chiral symmetries are broken by the quark

vacuum expectation values, or equivalently, the quark condensates, ⟨0|q̄q|0⟩ (q = u, d, s),

whose values can be determined through the lattice QCD calculations [26, 27]. It is worth

pointing out that the quark masses softly break the SU(3)L × SU(3)R symmetries which

would result in nonzero masses pseudoscalars.

Beside the pure QCD, one is usually dealing with interactions between quark bilinears and

other fields, e.g., the neutrinos along with the accompanying Wilson coefficients in Eqs. (1)

and (2). These fields can be treated as the external sources (which are also referred as the

spurion fields [28]), which can be organized into the Lagrangian by employing the external

field method [29–31]:

L =L0
QCD + Lext

=L0
QCD + q̄Lγ

µlµqL + q̄Rγ
µrµqR + q̄LSqR + q̄RS

†qL + q̄Lσ
µνtµνqR + q̄Rσ

µνt†µνqL , (7)

where q = (u, d, s)T , lµ, rµ, S, and tµν are 3 × 3 Hermitian matrices in flavor space, which

stand for the left-handed, right-handed, scalar, and tensor external sources, respectively. In

6



writing down Eq. (7), we have endowed the external sources with the following chiral power

counting,

lµ ∼ O(p) , rµ ∼ O(p) , S ∼ O(p2) , tµν ∼ O(p2) . (8)

For convenience, the external sources can split into two components [28]:

lµ 7→ lµ + l̃µ , rµ 7→ rµ + r̃µ , S 7→ S + S̃ , tµν 7→ tµν + t̃µν , (9)

where S, lµ, rµ, and tµν in the right side of each arrow denote the quark mass matrix and

the couplings to electromagnetic field Aµ in the SM:

S 7→ −M † , lµ 7→ −eQAµ , rµ 7→ −eQAµ , tµν 7→ 0 , (10)

with M = diag(mu,md,ms) and Q = diag(2/3,−1/3,−1/3); whereas S̃, l̃µ, r̃µ, and t̃µν

encode the contributions from NP.

As we are only interested in the scalar interactions between quarks and neutrinos, we

merely focus on the term q̄LS̃qR (and its hermitian conjugate q̄RS̃
†qL) of Eq. (7). Concretely,

the S̃ matrix in the flavor space can be written as

S̃ =


S̃uu S̃ud S̃us

S̃du S̃dd S̃ds

S̃su S̃sd S̃ss

 . (11)

Therefore, by matching q̄LS̃qR to the LNC LNEFT operators in Eq. (1), one has

S̃uu =LS,RR
νNu
pruu

(ν̄LpNRr) + LS,RL∗
νNu
pruu

(N̄RrνLp) , (12)

S̃dd =L
S,RR
νNd
prdd

(ν̄LpNRr) + LS,RL∗
νNd
prdd

(N̄RrνLp) , (13)

S̃ss =L
S,RR
νNd
prss

(ν̄LpNRr) + LS,RL∗
νNd
prss

(N̄RrνLp) . (14)

Similarly, by matching q̄LS̃qR to the LNV LNEFT operators in Eq. (2), one obtains

S̃uu =LS,LR
νu

pruu
(ν̄cLpνLr) + LS,LL∗

νu
pruu

(ν̄Lrν
c
Lp) + LS,RR

Nu
pruu

(N̄ c
RpNRr) + LS,RL∗

Nu
pruu

(N̄RrN
c
Rp) , (15)

S̃dd =L
S,LR
νd

prdd

(ν̄cLpνLr) + LS,LL∗
νd

prdd

(ν̄Lrν
c
Lp) + LS,RR

Nd
prdd

(N̄ c
RpNRr) + LS,RL∗

Nd
prdd

(N̄RrN
c
Rp) , (16)
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S̃ss =L
S,LR
νd
prss

(ν̄cLpνLr) + LS,LL∗
νd
prss

(ν̄Lrν
c
Lp) + LS,RR

Nd
prss

(N̄ c
RpNRr) + LS,RL∗

Nd
prss

(N̄RrN
c
Rp) . (17)

On the other hand, the χPT counterparts of q̄LS̃qR at the lowest chiral power order

(O(p4)) read [28]

q̄LS̃qR → −2B0

[
1

4
F 2
0

〈
S̃U

〉
+ L4

〈
DµU

†DµU
〉〈
S̃U

〉
+ L5

〈
S̃UDµU

†DµU
〉

+ 2L6⟨U †χ+ χ†U⟩⟨S̃U⟩ − 2L7⟨U †χ− χ†U⟩⟨S̃U⟩+ 2L8⟨S̃Uχ†U⟩

+H2⟨S̃χ⟩
]
+O(p6) , (18)

where ⟨· · · ⟩ represents the trace in flavor space, χ = −2B0S
† with B0 = −⟨0|q̄q|0⟩/F 2

0 and,

Li (i = 4, 5, 6, 7, 8) and H2 the low-energy coupling constants of the corresponding terms.

It is clear from Eq. (18) that this term is proportional to a constant B0, which is actually

connected to the quark condensates, and is therefore a nonperturbative effect. Expanding the

first term on the right side of Eq. (18) at the lowest energy, we will obtain an effective mass

term for neutrinos, more details see Section IIIA. By the way, it is noteworthy that similar

procedure has also been applied to obtain the nonperturbative effects in other observables,

e.g., the charged lepton and neutrino electric or magnetic dipole moments [28, 32].

III. OBSERVABLES

In this section we will detailedly represent the formulas for the relevant observables, which

are expressed in terms of the LNEFT Wilson coefficients. These expressions will be used for

the numerical analysis in next section.

A. Neutrino masses

As introduced in Section I, the neutrinos acquire mass through two distinct ways: (i) the

perturbative contribution from light quark loop corrections and, (ii) the nonperturbative

contribution from light quark condensates. In the following we will separately display the

detailed formulas for these two sources.

The perturbative contribution is produced from the Feynman diagrams depicted in Fig-

ure. 1.1 These types of Feynman diagrams were first calculated in Refs. [11, 12], with an

1 Note that the scalar effective interactions should be produced at a scale above µEW, so that the heavy

degree of freedom Z can appear in the two-loop diagrams.
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effective neutrino mass at one- and two-loop levels given respectively by

δm(1)
νeff

≈1

2
NCL

S,AB
iq′
prqq

m3
q

(4π)2
log

µ2

m2
q

, (19)

δm(2)
νeff

≈1

2
g2NCL

S,AB
iq′
prqq

mqm
2
Z

(4π)4

(
log

µ2

m2
Z

)2

, (20)

where g is the SU(2)L gauge coupling constant. It is found that the ratio of the one-

loop result to the two-loop result is ∼ 50m2
q/m

2
Z , so the one-loop contribution is negligible

compared to the two-loop one, see more details about this aspect in Refs. [11, 12]. Note that

since NR is an SU(2)L ×U(1)Y singlet, only the first two diagrams have contribution to the

pure right-handed neutrino mass, yet for the sake of uniform we keep the same formalism

for all the neutrino mass terms. The relations between the Wilson coefficients of this work

and the ones in Ref. [11] are

LS,RR
νNq′
prqq

=2GF (a
qq
S;pr + aqqSP;pr) , LS,RL

νNq′
prqq

=2GF (a
qq
S;pr − aqqSP;pr) , (21)

LS,LR
νq′
prqq

=2GF (a
qq
S;pr − aqqSP;pr) , LS,LL

νq′
prqq

=2GF (a
qq
S;pr + aqqSP;pr) , (22)

where GF is the Fermi constant, and the subscripts S and SP refer to scalar and pseudoscalar,

respectively. In the numerical analysis, we only consider the predominant two-loop result,

and the total perturbative contribution is obtained by multiply Eq. (20) with the RG running

effect in Eq. (4).

q

ν ν

q

Z

NR νL

q
Z

NR νL

FIG. 1. One- and two-loop Feynman diagrams contributing to the Dirac neutrino masses, where

the blob denote the neutrino-light-quark scalar effective interactions. Similar Fynman diagrams

also apply to generate Majorana neutrino masses.

The nonperturbative contribution, on the other hand, can be obtained from the first term

of Eq. (18), which corresponds to the contribution from the quark condensate. To see this,

we substitute the matching relations in Eqs. (12)-(17) into their χPT counterparts (18), and

take only the vacuum state of the theory, i.e., the 3 × 3 identity matrix of the U matrix
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(U = 1+ iΦ/F0 + · · · ), to obtain the following effective mass term,

δmqc
νeff

= −1

2
B0F

2
0

∑
q

S̃qq =
1

2
⟨0|q̄q|0⟩

∑
q

LS,AB
iq′
prqq

. (23)

The numerical value of ⟨0|q̄q|0⟩ will be quoted from the results of lattice QCD [26, 27].

The total neutrino effective mass is the sum of both the perturbative and nonperturbative

contributions. We will numerically compare these two effects in Section IV.

B. CEνNS

In a CEνNS process, the low-energy (anti)neutrinos can coherently couple to protons

and neutrons of a given nucleus N , the cross section of which could significantly get en-

hanced, and therefore allows for much smaller detectors (see, e.g., the recent proceedings on

the CEνNS measurement in CONUS+ experiment [33]). For this, it has been theoretically

proposed long ago to use the CEνNS to probe the weak neutral current [34]. Experimen-

tally, the CEνNS process was observed by the COHERENT experiment first in caesium

iodide [35], and later confirmed in argon [36] and germanium [37], all are consistent with the

SM predictions. One therefore can estimate impact on the CEνNS with influence from var-

ious NP sources [17, 38, 39]. As the same LNEFT scalar operators contributing to neutrino

masses can also contribute to the CEνNS, we will use the results of the Wilson coefficients

constrained from the former to predict their impacts on the latter.

The incoming (anti)neutrinos in a CEνNS process can be definitely selected, but the

outgoing missing energies cannot be measured and might be either the left- or right-handed

neutrinos. This allows us to set up a limit on the NP parameters that could have contribution

to the process. In the presence of scalar interactions, the differential cross section for the

scattering
(−)
ν N → XN with X ∈ {

(−)
ν ,

(−)

N } can be written as [17, 38, 39]

dσ

dT
=
G2

FM

4π

[
ξ2S

Er

Emax
r

+ ξ2V

(
1− Er

Emax
r

)]
, (24)

where M is the mass of the given nucleus, Er denotes recoil nucleus kinetic energy with

maximal value Emax
r = 2E2

ν/(M + E2
ν) ≃ 2E2

ν/M with Eν being the energy of the incoming

(anti)neutrinos, and ξS and ξV define the effective parameters describing the neutrino-nucleus

interactions for scalar and vector currents, respectively. The SM only contributes to the
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vector parameter ξV , with

ξ2V,SM = [N− (1− 4 sin2 θW )Z]2F 2(q2) (25)

where Z and N label separately the proton and neutron numbers of nucleus N , and F (q2) =

Fp(q
2) = Fn(q

2) denotes the Helm form factor of the nucleus with the coherent limit

F (q2 → 0) ≃ 1 [40]. The parameter ξS encodes the contributions from the scalar effec-

tive interactions, according to different participating neutrinos, one has [17, 38, 39]

ξ2S =


∑
j;pr

∣∣∣ 1√
2GF

∑
q

(LS,RR
iq′
prqq

+ LS,RL
iq′
prqq

)
(
Zj

mp

mq
fp
Tq

+ Nj
mn

mq
fn
Tq

) ∣∣∣2F 2(q2) , for i = νN∑
j;pr

∣∣∣√2
GF

∑
q

(LS,LR
iq′
prqq

+ LS,LL
iq′
prqq

)
(
Zj

mp

mq
fp
Tq

+ Nj
mn

mq
fn
Tq

) ∣∣∣2F 2(q2) , for i = ν
, (26)

where the subscript j sums over the nucleus of a given molecule that participates the scat-

tering, mp and mn denote respectively for the mass of proton and neutron, and fp,n
Tq

are the

nucleon form factors for the scalar currents, with numeric values [41, 42]:

fp
Tu

=0.0153 , fp
Td

=0.0191 , fp
Ts

=0.0447 ,

fn
Tu

=0.0110 , fn
Td

=0.0273 , fn
Ts

=0.0447 .
(27)

C. Light pseudoscalar meson invisible decays

In the SM, the electric neutral light pseudoscalar (π0, η, and η′) which consist of light

quarks can decay into a neutrino pair via exchanging a Z gauge boson. The SM predictions

for these decay rates are highly suppressed, and only the upper limits were obtained from

experiments, which at 90% CL,

B(π0 → invible) <4.4× 10−9 [43] ,

B(η → invisible) <1.1× 10−4 [44] ,

B(η′ → invible) <2.1× 10−4 [44] ,

(28)

where the missing energy are supposed to be carried by the invisible neutrinos. As the

missing energy may be mimicked by other exotic light degrees of freedom, the aforementioned

light pseudoscalar meson invisible decays can be also used to set bounds on the potential

NP parameters.
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In the presence of scalar interactions, the decay rate of a pseudoscalar meson P (where

P ∈ {π0, η, η′}) invisible decay reads [17]

B(P → invible) =
τPmP

16π

∑
q;pr

[
2

∣∣∣∣ hqP4mq

(
LS,RR
νNq′
prqq

− LS,RL
νNq′
prqq

)∣∣∣∣2(1− m2
NR

m2
P

)2

+

∣∣∣∣ hqP2mq

(
LS,RL

Nq′
prqq

− LS,RR
Nq′
prqq

)∣∣∣∣2(1− 2
m2

NR

m2
P

)(
1− 4

m2
NR

m2
P

) 1
2

+

∣∣∣∣ hqP2mq

(
LS,LL

νq′
prqq

− LS,LR
νq′
prqq

)∣∣∣∣2
]
, (29)

wheremNR
, mq, andmP denote the mass of the right-handed neutrino NR, constituent quark

q, and pseudoscalar meson P , respectively, and hqP the decay constant which parametrized

the hadronization of P via a pseudoscalar current transition into vacuum:

⟨0|q̄γ5q|P ⟩ = −i h
q
P

2mq

. (30)

Specially,

huπ =m2
πf

u
π , hdπ =m2

πf
d
π , hsπ =0 ,

huη =
cϕ√
2
hq , hdη =

cϕ√
2
hq , hsη =− sϕhs ,

huη′ =
sϕ√
2
hq , hdη′ =

sϕ√
2
hq , hsη′ =cϕhs ,

(31)

where sϕ ≡ sinϕ and cϕ ≡ cosϕ with ϕ = 39.3◦ being the η − η′ mixing angle in the FKS

scheme [45–47], and

hq = fq
(
m2

ηc
2
ϕ +m2

η′s
2
ϕ

)
−
√
2fs

(
m2

η′ −m2
η

)
sϕcϕ,

hs = fs
(
m2

η′c
2
ϕ +m2

ηs
2
ϕ

)
− fq√

2

(
m2

η′ −m2
η

)
sϕcϕ

(32)

with fu
π = −fd

π = Fπ, fq = 1.51Fπ, and fs = 1.90Fπ. Note that in the SM, only vector

operators which arises from exchanging a Z gauge boson contribute to the light pseudoscalar

meson decays. However, due to that their contributions to the decay are helicity suppressed,

such contributions are negligible [17].

IV. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

In this section, we will first numerically compare the perturbative and nonperturbative

contributions to the neutrino mass, then constrain and compare the LNEFT Wilson coeffi-

cients from the neutrino masses, CEνNS, and (π0, η, η′) pseudoscalar meson invisible decays,

12



and finally use the results obtained from neutrino mass bounds as inputs to predict the light

pseudoscalar meson decay rates. For convenience, the numerical values for all inputs (and

the corresponding references) used throughout this work are collected in Table. I.

GF = 1.1663788× 10−5 GeV−2 [24] αs(mZ) = 0.1180(9) [24]

α = 1/137.035999084(21) [24] sin2 θW = 0.23129(4) [24]

mπ0 = 134.9768(5) MeV [24] τπ0 = 8.43(13)× 10−17 s [24]

mη = 547.862(17) MeV [24] Γη = 1.31(5) keV [24]

mη′ = 957.78(6) MeV [24] Γη′ = 0.188(6) MeV [24]

mu = 2.16(4) MeV [24] md = 4.70(4) MeV [24]

ms = 93.5(5) MeV [24] mc = 1.2730(28) GeV [24]

mb = 4.183(4) GeV [24] mZ = 91.1880(20) GeV [24]

⟨0|ūu|0⟩MS(2 GeV) = −(283(2) MeV)3 [26] ⟨0|d̄d|0⟩MS(2 GeV) = −(283(2) MeV)3 [26]

⟨0|s̄s|0⟩MS(2 GeV) = −(296(11) MeV)3 [27] Fπ = 92.3(1) MeV [25]

TABLE I. The numerical values for the relevant inputs used in our numerical analysis.

A. Perturbative contribution versus nonperturbative contribution

As demonstrated in Section IIIA, the LNEFT neutrino-light-quark scalar operators have

two contributions to the effective neutrino masses, one is the perturbative contribution

arising from loop corrections, another is the nonperturbative contribution originating from

the quark condensates. Using inputs from Table I, the total effective neutrino mass for a

single non-zero Wilson coefficient is:

δmeff
ν =



(0.022loop − 0.011qc)L
S,AB
iq′
prqq

·GeV3 , for q = u

(0.047loop − 0.011qc)L
S,AB
iq′
prqq

·GeV3 , for q = d

(0.944loop − 0.013qc)L
S,AB
iq′
prqq

·GeV3 , for q = s

, (33)

where ‘loop’ and ‘qc’ above indicate the contribution induced from loop corrections and quark

condensates, respectively. Obviously, we can conclude from Eq. (33) that both contributions

are comparable for u and d quarks, while the perturbative contribution dominates for s

quarks. Therefore, in the former case, both contributions should be taken into account,

13



while we only need to consider perturbative contribution in the latter case for that the

nonperturbative contribution is negligible. Note that only perturbative contribution has

been considered in Ref. [11], so their results should be refined. Besides, the updated bounds

on the neutrino masses also demand a renewed constraints on the scalar couplings.

B. Constraints on the Wilson coefficients

Since the same LNEFT Wilson coefficients simultaneously contribute to neutrino masses,

CEνNS, and pseudoscalar meson invisible decays, different upper limits on these Wilson

coefficients can be obtained from various observables. In this section we will detailedly

compare the constraint capacity of different observables.

Although our effective neutrino mass formulas apply to neutrinos of all flavors, we merely

focus on the electron neutrino νe, for that the constraints from the muon- (νµ) and tau- (ντ )

neutrinos masses are still very poor, and the most stringent upper bound to date is from the

νe mass. As the contributions from the scalar interactions of neutrinos and light quarks are

only part of the corrections to the total neutrino masses, we have the following constraint

δmeff
ν = δm(2)

νeff
+ δmqc

νeff
< meff

ν . (34)

For the effective Dirac νe mass, we will use the 90% CL upper bound from KATRIN collab-

oration [4]:

meff
νe < 0.45 eV . (35)

While for the effective Majorana electron neutrino mass, the strongest upper limit is taken

from the bound on the 0νββ decay lifetime came for Xenon from the KamLAND-Zen ex-

periment [5], which at 90% CL is given by

meff
ee < 28− 122 meV . (36)

There has no direct measurement on the light right-handed neutrino masses, so no available

neutrino mass data can be utilized to constrain the relevant Wilson coefficients. However,

the light pseudoscalar meson invisible decays can provide a indirect constraint on these

Wilson coefficients, which in turn can be translated into the upper limit of correction to

mass of the right-handed neutrino.

14



In the following we will compare the upper limits on the LNEFT Wilson coefficients ob-

tained respectively from neutrino masses, CEνNS, and light pseudoscalar meson invisible

decays. All the numerical values correspond to the LNEFT Wilson coefficients at the scale

µ = 1 GeV, and are obtained with the assumption that one coefficient is nonzero at a time.

The constraints from the latter two have been done in Ref. [17] in the limit of massless

right-handed neutrinos, we will quote their bounds from CEνNS based on the COHERENT

measurement with caesium iodide [35], but use the updated constraints from the light pseu-

doscalar meson invisible decays. The comparisons of upper limits on LNC and LNV scalar

LNEFT Wilson coefficients obtained from various observables are displayed detailedly in

Tables. II and III, respectively. From these two tables it is clear that neutrino mass bounds

provide the most stringent constraints on both the LNC and LNV scalar LNEFT Wilson

coefficients, surpassing those from CEνNS and light pseudoscalar meson invisible decays.

Li [GeV−2] meff
νe CEνNS π0 →inv. η →inv. η′ →inv.

L
S,RR(RL)
νNu
eeuu

4.3× 10−8 7.6× 10−7 4.8× 10−7 8.5× 10−4 1.5× 10−2

L
S,RR(RL)
νNd
eedd

1.2× 10−8 8.8× 10−7 1.1× 10−6 1.8× 10−3 3.2× 10−2

L
S,RR(RL)
νNd
eess

4.8× 10−10 9.4× 10−6 - 5.5× 10−4 5.6× 10−3

TABLE II. Constraints on the upper limits of LNC scalar LNEFT Wilson coefficients from meff
νe ,

CEνNS, and light pseudoscalar meson invisible decays, respectively.

From Table. III we see that among all of the light pseudoscalar meson invisible decays,

the π0 invisible decay provides the most stringent upper bound on the Wilson coefficients

L
S,RR(RL)
Nu
eeuu

and L
S,RR(RL)
Nd
eedd

, while the η invisible decay imposes the most strict upper limit on

L
S,RR(RL)
Nd
eess

. As discussed above, these upper limits can be translated into a correction to the

mass of the light right-handed neutrino, with

δmeff
NR

<


6.6 eV , from L

S,RR(RL)
Nu
eeuu

48.2 eV , from L
S,RR(RL)
Nd
eedd

0.7 MeV , from L
S,RR(RL)
Nd
eess

. (37)

The future more precision measurement on these light pseudoscalar meson invisible decays

will improve the current upper bounds on the the mass of the light right-handed neutrino.
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Li [GeV−2] meff
ee CEνNS π0 →inv. η →inv. η′ →inv.

L
S,LL(LR)
νu

eeuu
(1.3− 5.8)× 10−9 3.8× 10−7 3.0× 10−7 6.0× 10−4 1.1× 10−2

L
S,LL(LR)
νd
eedd

(3.9− 16.9)× 10−10 4.4× 10−7 6.7× 10−7 1.3× 10−3 2.3× 10−2

L
S,LL(LR)
νd
eess

(1.5− 6.6)× 10−11 4.7× 10−6 - 3.9× 10−4 4.0× 10−3

L
S,RR(RL)
Nu
eeuu

- - 3.0× 10−7 6.0× 10−4 9.2× 10−3

L
S,RR(RL)
Nd
eedd

- - 6.7× 10−7 1.3× 10−3 2.0× 10−2

L
S,RR(RL)
Nd
eess

- - - 3.9× 10−4 4.0× 10−3

TABLE III. Constraints on the upper limits of LNV scalar LNEFT Wilson coefficients from meff
ee ,

CEνNS, and light pseudoscalar meson invisible decays, respectively.

V. CONCLUSION

This work has systematically investigated the constraints on neutrino-light-quark scalar

couplings from neutrino mass measurements, considering both perturbative loop corrections

and nonperturbative quark condensate contributions. We have shown that for operators in-

volving u and d quarks, both contributions are comparable and must be included in complete

analyses, while for s quark operators, perturbative effects dominate.

By comparing constraints from various observables, we find that electron neutrino mass

measurements provide the most stringent limits on the relevant LNEFT Wilson coefficients,

significantly outperforming constraints from CEνNS and light pseudoscalar meson invisible

decays. For Dirac neutrinos, the effective electron neutrino mass bound of 0.45 eV constrains

the couplings to approximately 10−8–10−10 GeV−2, while for Majorana neutrinos, the more

stringent 28-122 meV bound from neutrinoless double beta decay provides constraints at

the 10−9–10−11 GeV−2 level.

Furthermore, we have translated the constraints from light pseudoscalar meson invisible

decays into limits on possible right-handed neutrino masses, obtaining bounds ranging from

eV to MeV scales depending on the specific operator. Our results update previous analy-

ses that considered only perturbative contributions and demonstrate the importance of a

comprehensive treatment including both perturbative and nonperturbative effects.
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The methodology developed in this work provides a framework for connecting UV-

complete models with low-energy observables through effective field theory techniques, with

potential applications to other beyond-Standard Model scenarios involving neutrino-mass

generation mechanisms.
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