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Composite-fermion models predict excited quarks and leptons with mass scales which can po-
tentially be observed at high-energy colliders like the LHC; the most recent exclusion limits from
the CMS and ATLAS Collaborations corner excited-fermion masses and the compositeness scale to
the multi-TeV range. At the same time, hypothetical composite Majorana neutrinos would lead to
observable effects in neutrinoless double beta decay (0νββ) experiments. In this work, we show that
the current composite-neutrino exclusion limit MN > 4.6 TeV, as extracted from direct searches at
the LHC, can indeed be further improved to MN > 8.8 TeV by including the bound on the nuclear
transition 136Xe → 136Ba + 2 e– . Looking ahead, the forthcoming HL-LHC will allow probing a
larger portion of the parameter-space, nevertheless, it will still benefit from the complementary
limit provided by 0νββ future detectors to explore composite-neutrino masses up to 12.6 TeV.

Composite-fermions scenarios offer a possible solu-
tion to the hierarchy pattern of fermion masses [1–6].
The main phenomenological consequences of this class
of models are the existence of heavy excitations of the
Standard Model (SM) fermions, i. e. of excited quarks
and leptons – a hypothesis that is indeed tested in high-
energy experiments – and of gauge and contact interac-
tions between SM fermions and excited fermions [7–12].
The excited states are expected to have masses ranging
from the electroweak [7, 9, 13] up to the compositeness
scale and can be embedded in weak-isospin multiplets,
thus coupling to the ordinary fermions via gauge inter-
actions with magnetic-type transition [9, 13].

In this work, we probe a class of composite-fermion
models by exploiting the complementarity between the
direct searches at high-energy colliders and phenomeno-
logical manifestations at a much lower energy scale, in
particular in neutrinoless double beta decay reactions.

Neutrinoless double beta decay (0νββ) is a rare nu-
clear process forbidden by SM that violates the lepton
number by two units; its observation would demonstrate
that the lepton number is not a symmetry of nature.
The theoretical framework preferred by the community
sees the 0νββ transition mediated by the exchange of
ordinary, light neutrinos. As a matter of fact, we have
proven the existence of a non-zero neutrino mass, while
at the same time the structure of the SM would be min-
imally extended by including a Majorana mass term for
the neutrino [14]. Nevertheless, alternative mechanisms
can be invoked to explain the 0νββ process, such as the
exchange of composite heavy Majorana neutrinos.

The investigation of composite-fermion scenarios has
recently been the object of phenomenological studies
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and experimental analyses at the Large Hadron Collider
(LHC) searching for excited quarks [15–17], charged lep-
tons [18–25] and, indeed, Majorana neutrinos [26–29]. At
the same time, the cosmological implication of the neu-
tral composite leptons has been explored in the context
of baryogenesis via leptogenesis [30, 31]. These studies
were based on the following assumptions [32]:

(a) the charged current that involves SM gauge bosons
and the excited Majorana neutrino ν∗ ≡ N is of magnetic
type, i. e. it is described by a dimension-5 operator:

LGI =
gf√
2Λ

N̄ σµν `L ∂
νWµ + h. c , (1)

where g is the SU(2) SM gauge coupling, Λ is the com-
positeness scale, f is a free parameter of the model and
σµν = i [γµ, γν ] /2;

(b) contact interactions between ordinary fermions
may arise by the exchange of more fundamental con-
stituents, if these are commons to fermions, and/or by
the exchange of the binding quanta of the new unknown
interaction [12, 33]. The dominant effect is expected to
be given by a dimension-6 operator, namely four-fermion
interactions scaling with the inverse square of the com-
positeness scale:

LCI =
g2∗

2Λ2
jµjµ . (2)

The effective strong coupling g∗ is analogous to the ρ-
meson effective coupling g2ρ/(4π) ≈ 2.1 arising from the
new “meta-color” force exchanged between preon sub-
constituents; it is normalised, according to standard im-
plementations, by setting g2∗ = 4π [12, 34]. The current
jµ is actually the sum of various vector/axial-vector cur-
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rents:

jµ = ηLf̄LγµfL + η′Lf̄∗Lγµf∗L
+ η′′Lf̄∗LγµfL + h. c.+ (L→ R). (3)

In this work, right-handed currents are neglected for
simplicity, as commonly adopted by the collider commu-
nity. Flavour conserving but non-diagonal terms, in par-
ticular those with currents like the third term in Eq. (3),
can couple excited states with ordinary fermions, so that
Eq. (2) contains a term of the form:

LCI =
ηL g

2
∗

Λ2

∑
q,q′

q̄Lγ
µq′L

 N̄Lγµ`L + h. c. , (4)

when selecting charged SM leptons accompanying the
heavy exited neutrino. We shall not distinguish between
the model parameters η’s in Eq. (3), and simply indicate
them all with a generic ηL. These interactions can ac-
count for the production of excited neutrinos at hadron
colliders via the 2 → 2 process qq̄′ → N`, as recently
shown in phenomenological studies [26, 35].

As we will show, the contact interactions induce 0νββ,
and actually provide the dominant contribution when
compared to the gauge interactions for this model. The
relevant diagrams for 0νββ, that involve a composite Ma-
jorana neutrino with gauge and contact interactions, are
illustrated in Fig. 1. In particular, the contribution by
Eq. (1) (Fig. 1a) had already been calculated in Refs. [36–
38]. Here, we calculate the additional contribution due
to contact interactions, as expressed in Eq. (4) (Fig. 1b)
and estimate the effect from the mixed terms (Figs. 1c
and 1d).

We can rewrite the Lagrangian of Eq. (4), which de-
scribes the four-fermion contact interactions, as follows:

LCI =
g2∗

2Λ2
JµJ

µ
h , (5)

where Jµ = Ψ̄eγµηLPLΨN , with PL ≡ (1 − γ5)/2, while
Jhµ =

∑
q,q′ q̄γµ(1 − γ5)q′ is the hadronic weak charged

current induced by the quark-level current. For the latter
current, we factor out 1/2 from the chiral projector PL in
Eq. (5), in order to conform with the common expressions
of the hadronic current and nuclear matrix elements [39–
42]. The corresponding S-matrix element is

SCI =

(
g2∗
Λ2

)2
1

8

∫
d4q

(2π)4
d4xd4y e−iq·(x−y)

× η2L√
2

(1− P12)Ψ̄(p2)γµ PL
q/+MN

q2 −M2
N

PL γνΨc(p1)

× ei(p1·x+p2·y)〈F |T [Jµh (x)Jνh (y)]|I〉 , (6)

where (1 − P12)/
√

2 is the antisymmetric operator due
to the production of two identical fermions, (two elec-
trons in our case) and Ψc = CΨ̄T , where C is the charge
conjugation matrix.

We make the ansatz that the hadronic current is given
by the corresponding sum of the nucleonic charged cur-

rent [43–45], namely Jhµ (x) =
∑
i J

(i)
µ (x), where the sum

runs over the nucleons of the isotope which undergoes
0νββ. Therefore, we can rewrite

〈F |T [Jµh (x)Jνh (y)]|I〉 = exp [i(pF − pI) · y]

×〈F |T [Jµh (x− y)Jνh (0)]|I〉 , (7)

where pF (I) refers to the outgoing (incoming) hadron
momentum. We change the integration variables as
x = z + u/2 and y = z − u/2 in Eq. (6), so to obtain

SCI =

(
g2∗
Λ2

)2
1− P12

8
√

2

∫
d4q

(2π)4
d4zd4u e−iq·u

× eiz·(p1+p2+pF−pI) η2LMN Ψ̄(p2)γµγν PRΨc(p1)

× ei(u/2)·(p1−p2−pF+pI)
〈F |T [Jµh (u)Jνh (0)]|I〉

(q2 −M2
N )

. (8)

The integration over z guarantees the energy-momentum
conservation, and we recast the matrix element in the
form SCI = (2π)4δ4(pI − pF − p1 − p2)TCI, where:

TCI = η2L

(
g2∗
Λ2

)2
(1− P12)

8
√

2

∫
d4q

(2π)4
d4u e−i(q−p1)·u

×MN Ψ̄(p2)γµγνPR Ψc(p1)
〈F |T [Jµh (u)Jνh (0)]|I〉

(q2 −M2
N )

. (9)

The leptonic current can be simplified with standard
Dirac algebra, and by defining

Wµν(q) ≡
∫
d4x e−iq·x〈F |T [Jµh (x)Jνh (0)]|I〉 , (10)

we can write Eq. (9) as follows:

TCI =

(
g2∗
Λ2

)2
η2LMN

4
√

2
Ψ̄(p2)PR Ψc(p1)

×
∫

d3q

(2π)3

∫
dq0
2π

Wµ
µ(q − p1)

(q20 − ω2
N + iε)

, (11)

where ωN =
√
q2 +M2

N . Following Ref. [37], we expand
Wµν in Eq. (10) by using a complete set of intermediate
states and notice that the energy of a state |X〉 can be
written as EX = Ec.m.(P ) + εX , where Ec.m.(P ) is the
energy of the center of mass motion and εn is the exci-
tation energy. As commonly performed in 0νββ calcula-
tions, we use the closure approximation, i. e. we replace
the energy of the intermediate state EX with an average
value 〈EX〉 = Ec.m. (〈PX〉) + ε̄X , where ε̄X is the average
excitation energy of the intermediate states [40, 46–48]
and is typically of the order of 10 MeV. The virtual neu-
trino momentum |q| (equal to the momentum transfer
in the process) is of the order of |q| ≈ 1/rNN where
rNN ≈ 2 fm is the average inter-nucleon distance in the
nuclei so that |q| ≈ 100 MeV � MN . This means that
the energy of the center-of-mass motion of the nuclei is
negligible relative to the typical excitation energies (10
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FIG. 1. Feynman diagrams for 0νββ, i. e. the transition of two neutrons n into two protons p, mediated by the exchange of
heavy composite neutrinos N within a composite-fermion model. The two vertices involve (from left to right), magnetic-type
interactions from Eq. (1), contact interaction vertices from Eq. (4) and one gauge and one contact interaction vertex (two
permutations). In the text, we refer to them as pure gauge (a), pure contact (b) and mixed contributions (c) and (d).

MeV) and also to the initial and final nuclei energies
(EI , EF ), so that EI ≈ MI and EF ≈ MF . By inte-
grating over the center-of-mass momentum of the inter-
mediate state, and by introducing the so called closure
energy [40, 49, 50]

∆ ≈ Ec.m. (〈PX〉) + ε̄X −
1

2
(MI +MF ) ≈ 10 MeV , (12)

we obtain the tensor Wµν(q − p1) as:

Wµν(q0, q) = i
2∆

q20 −∆2 + iε
(13)

× 〈〈F |
∑
nn′

exp (iq · rnn′) Jµn (−q)Jνn(q)|I〉〉 ,

where rnn′ = rn − r′n is the nucleons’ relative position
vector, Jµ(q) is the nucleon current in momentum space
and 〈〈F | · · · |I〉〉 denotes the matrix element over the A−1
relative coordinates once the center of mass motion has
been integrated out. Notice that the dependence from p1
in Eq. (13) is marginal, and we drop it in the following,
because: (i) the momentum of the final electron p1 ≈ 1
MeV can always be neglected relative to the virtual neu-
trino momentum q ≈ 100 MeV; (ii) the energy of the two
final electrons E1 +E2 in 0νββ is fixed to approximately
2 MeV, and the energy of the final electrons E1,2 / 2
MeV is fairly smaller than the average excitation energy
∆.

Out of the various available formulations for the non-
relativistic nucleon currents and corresponding normal-
izations, we consider the ones given in Refs. [51, 52]:

J
(n)
0 (q) = gV (q2)τ+n , (14)

J
(n)
i (q) =

[
gA(q2)(σn)i − gP (q2)

σn · q
2mp

qi

+igM (q2)
(σn × q)i

2mp

]
τ+n , (15)

where σk is the spin matrix of the k-th nucleon,
labelled with n, and τ+n is the ladder operator of
the nuclear isospin. The values of the form factors
gV (q2), gA(q2), gP (q2) and gM (q2), and relevant param-
eters in Eqs. (14) and (15) are fixed as in Ref. [52], and
we specify here the two form factors that act as building
blocks for the remaining ones

gA(q2) =
gA

(1 + q2/M2
A)2

, gV (q2) =
gV

(1 + q2/M2
V )2

,

(16)
where gV = 1 (under the hypothesis of conserved vector
current), M2

V = 0.71 (GeV/c2)2 [53], gA ' 1.269 [54] and
MA = 1.09 (GeV/c2)2 [55].

Finally, the quantity Wµ
µ(q−p1) appearing in Eq. (11)

(within the closure approximation) is given by

Wµ
µ(q0, q) = −i 2∆

q20 −∆2 + iε
(17)

× 〈〈F |
∑
nn′

exp (iq · rnn′) Ωnn′(q)|I〉〉,

with the two body effective transition operator in mo-
mentum space of the form [51]:

Ωnn′(q) = τ+n τ
+
n′ [−hF(q) + hGT(q)σn · σn′

−hT(q)Snn′ ] , (18)

with Snn′ = 3 [(q̂ · σn)(q̂ · σn′)] − σn · σn′ , and the
functions hF(q), hGT(q) and hT(q) can be found in
e.g. Refs.[51, 52]. Performing the integration upon the
temporal component of the momentum transfer (q0) in
Eq. (11) we define, and calculate, the integral:

I(q2) ≡
∫

dq0
2πi

[
∆

q20 −∆2 + iε

]
1

(q20 − ω2
N + iε)

= − 1

2ωN (ωN + ∆)
. (19)
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According to the assumed heavy-neutrino mass and kine-
matic of interest, we take ωN ≈ MN and we can safely
drop powers of ∆/MN in Eq. (19). Then, we obtain the
following expression for TCI

TCI =

(
g2∗
Λ2

)2
η2L

4
√

2
Ψ̄(p2)PRΨc(p1)∫

d3q

(2π)3
〈〈F |

∑
nn′

exp (iq · rnn′) Ωnn′(q)|I〉〉 . (20)

Next we can express the result in terms of standard nu-
clear matrix elements (NMEs), for a heavy Majorana
neutrino exchange, as follows [51, 52]

TCI =

(
g2∗
Λ2

)2
η2L

4
√

2
Ψ̄(p2)PRΨc(p1)

mpme

MN

g2A
4πR0

M0N ,

(21)
where R0 = r0A

1/3 is the mean nuclear radius, with
r0 = 1.1 fm, me and mp are the electron an proton mass
respectively, and the NME reads

M0N =M0N
GT −

(
gV
gA

)2

M0N
F +M0N

T . (22)

Eq. (21) enters the definition of the 0νββ half-life, which
is the actual observable from the experimental searches,
as:

[T1/2]−1CI =
1

log 2

∫
d3p1

(2π)32E1

d3p2
(2π)32E2

|TCI|2 2πδ(EI − EF − E1 − E2) , (23)

where the amplitude squared, and summed over the elec-
tron spin polarization, is

|TCI|2 =

(
g2∗
Λ2

)4
η4L g

4
A(memp)

2

512 π2R2
0M

2
N

|M0N |2∑
spin e1e2

|Ψ̄(p2)PR Ψc(p1)|2. (24)

In particular, the electron wave function Ψ can be fac-
torized in the following way, Ψ(p) =

√
F0(Z + 2, E)u(p),

where F0 is the Fermi function describing the distor-
tion of the electron wave in the Coulomb field of the
nucleus [39, 56]. The spinor algebra simplifies then to:∑

spin e1e2

|Ψ̄(p2)PRΨc(p1)|2 =

= F0(Z + 2, E1)F0(Z + 2, E2)2p1 · p2 . (25)

We adopt the standard notation [56] to express the
phase-space integration and define

A0ν =
(GF cos θc)

4m9
e

64π5
, (26)

G01 =
A0ν

ln 2(meR0)2

∫
2p1E1p2E2

m5
e

δ(EI − EF − E1 − E2)

× F0(Z + 2, E1)F0(Z + 2, E2)dE1dE2 , (27)

where G01 is the integral Phase Space Factor. Therefore,
we can rewrite Eq. (23) as:

[
TCI
1/2

]−1
=

(
g2∗
Λ2

)4 η4L g
4
Am

2
p

64M2
N

|M0N |2 G01

(GF cos θc)4
.

(28)
Eq. (28) represents the main analytical result of the

paper. It complements the former finding from Ref. [37],
where the half-life from the sole gauge interactions had
been derived. Notice that the new expression conforms
with the general structure for the 0νββ half-life as in-
duced by a heavy-neutrino exchange [39].

Finally, a few considerations on the mixed diagrams are
in order. The amplitude of the contributions in Figs. 1c
and 1d can be recast in terms of the CI amplitude TCI

and of the ratios of the relevant scales, namely those
appearing in the model and those typical of the nuclear
dynamics. The overall term then takes the form

TMix ' i
cos(θc)√

2

g

g2∗

Λ

MN

∆

MW
TCI

≈ i 6× 10−6
Λ

MN
TCI , (29)

where we neglected the factor |q2|/M2
W appearing in the

non-relativistic nuclear currents, which are further sup-
pressed with respect to ∆/MW .

The contribution from Eq. (29) could be potentially
comparable in size with that from pure contact interac-
tions, if one explored compositeness scales much larger
than the composite-neutrino mass MN . However, for
values of Λ not larger than 200–300 MN , we can safely
neglect the mixed diagrams at the amplitude level (refer
to the plots in Fig. 2); this holds even more when con-
sidering 0νββ half-lives, because the relevant quantity in
this case becomes the square of the amplitude. At the
same time, since Eq. (29) contains an unbalanced imag-
inary unit, whose presence is due to the odd number of
σµν entering the mixed diagrams, there is no contribu-
tion from the interference terms with the pure gauge and
pure contact diagrams in Fig. 1a and Fig. 1b respectively.

It is worth mentioning that the pure gauge contribu-
tion [37] is much smaller than the pure contact one. The
suppression is induced by the ratio of the coupling combi-
nation (g/g∗)

4, as well as memp/M
2
W . Similarly to what

happens for the mixed diagrams, there is an enhancing
factor, here (Λ/MW )2, that may compensate for the sup-
pression factors only for Λ ≈ 106 GeV, which is far be-
yond the parameter range of interest in our work. For the
same reason, the interference between the pure gauge and
contact diagrams is also negligible; we actually performed
a numeric verification of the above-mentioned considera-
tion. Therefore, we will focus the following discussion on
the pure-contact contribution.

Up to date, the most stringent experimental bounds
on 0νββ come from the searches

76Ge→ 76Se + 2 e− and 136Xe→ 136Ba + 2 e− , (30)



5

0 2 4 6 8 10
0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

Unphysical Region

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
0

4

8

12

16

20

24

28

32

36

40

Unphysical Region

FIG. 2. Lower bounds on the compositeness scale Λ as function of the heavy Majorana neutrino mass MN . (Left panel) The
red semitransparent band is the bound from the 0νββ as given by the CI induced half-life Eq. (32), with the experimental
value T1/2 > 1.07 × 1026 yr [57]. The red lines correspond to the minimum and maximum values for the NMEs [58? ] The

solid-dotted blue line is the bound from the analysis of 2.3 fb−1 of data collected at the LHC during Run-2 at
√
s = 13 TeV, by

the CMS Collaboration [27]. The dashed-gray line, as corresponding to Λ = MN , delimits the unphysical region for the model.
(Right panel) Projection of the 0νββ bound with a half-life T1/2 > 1028, the solid blue line stands for the CMS Collaboration
projection study of the heavy composite neutrino at the HL-LHC [28, 29]. The green and yellow bands correspond to the
expected one and two standard deviation(s), respectively.

where the limit on the decay half-life are

T1/2 (90% C. L.) >

{
1.8× 1026yr (76Ge, [57])

1.07× 1026yr (136Xe, [60])
. (31)

By inserting the appropriate values for the NMEs, phase
space factors and for the other quantities, it is possible to
obtain a lower bound on the compositeness scale Λ as a
function of the heavy composite Majorana neutrino mass
MN from the inequality

Λ ≥ g∗
23/4

√
ηL gA

GF cos θc

(
mp

MN

) 1
4 (
G01 |M0N |2 T exp.

1/2

) 1
8

,

(32)

upon requiring TCI
1/2 ≥ T

exp.
1/2 . We set ηL to unity, as com-

monly performed in the phenomenological and experi-
mental collider-based analyses. The resulting bound for
the 136Xe case is shown in Fig. 2 in the model parameter-
plane (MN ,Λ). The (red semi-transparent) band is ob-
tained by varying the NME in the range (72.6, 186),
which correspond to minimum (IBM model, [58]) and
maximum (QRPA model, [59]) values for M0N ; other
calculations lead to intermediate values [42, 61] (NSM
model). The uncertainty on the phase space factor
G01 is practically negligible [56]. The half-life limit of

76Ge is tighter, but the corresponding 0νββ bound in
the (MN ,Λ) plane is less constraining, mainly due to a
smaller value of the phase space factor.

In the left panel of Fig. 2 we compare the 0νββ bound
with the exclusion limits provided by the LHC analysis
(Run 2) searching for the composite neutrino within the
same Lagrangian model [27]; the excluded regions have
to be understood below the curves. One can see that
the 0νββ is rejecting portions of the parameter space
(MN ,Λ) still allowed by the CMS data (blue dots). In
particular, for Λ = MN the LHC search [27] excludes
masses MN < 4.6 TeV, while the 0νββ search masses
MN < (7.3 − 8.8) TeV depending on the selected value
for the NME. It is worth noticing that the 0νββ bound
performs better also in the low-mass region, where the
Run-2 analysis loses sensitivity due to less energetic par-
ticles in the final state.

In a similar way, it is possible to foresee the sensi-
tivity on the compositeness scale coming from the fu-
ture searches for 0νββ and the projection study for the
High-Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC), that will operate with
a centre-of-mass energy of 14 TeV and an integrated lu-
minosity of 3 ab−1. The next generation of 0νββ exper-
iments aims at sensitivities for the half-life of more than
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1027 yr, up to 1028 yr. We adopt

T1/2 > 1028yr (136Xe projection, [62]) , (33)

when extracting the 0νββ bound with Eq. (32). On the
collider side, we use the projection study for the search
of the composite neutrino included in the recent Yellow
Report CERN publication [28, 29].

The future exclusions limits are given in the right panel
of Fig. 2. Here, the situation is rather different with re-
spect to the current exclusion limits: the HL-LHC al-
lows to discard a larger portion of the parameter space
than the 0νββ both in the low-mass region and up to
MN ' 6.5 TeV. Nevertheless, the bound from the 136Xe
decay still gives the strongest exclusion limit in the high-
mass region, improving the collider-driven bound on the
composite-neutrino mass at Λ = MN from MN = 8.0
TeV to MN = (11.5− 12.6) TeV.

Let us summarize our findings. Excited fermions are
actively searched for at collider facilities, and the most
recent bounds on their masses and the compositness scale
have been pushed to the multi-TeV range by the ATLAS
and CMS Collaborations. In this work, we complemented
the collider-driven exclusion limits on the composite-

excited neutrino by considering the low-energy nuclear
decay 136Xe → 136Ba + 2 e−. Here, upon assuming that
the 0νββ process is mediated by the very same compos-
ite neutral lepton, which interacts via contact interac-
tions with SM quarks and leptons, we can extract strin-
gent bounds on the model parameter space (MN ,Λ), as
shown in Fig. 2. We find that 0νββ-driven bound is
highly competitive with the current CMS search, and it
remains fairly competitive even with the HL setting of
the LHC, especially in the high mass region. Despite
the 0νββ bound genuinely applies to composite Majo-
rana neutrino only, the indication on the excited fermion
mass and compositeness scale can be anyhow taken as
orientation for other excited states, namely quarks and
charged leptons.
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