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Abstract

For well over half a century, precision studies of neutron and nuclear
[ decays have been at the forefront of searches for exotic electroweak
physics. Recent advances in nuclear ab initio theory and the widespread
use of effective field theories means that its modern understanding is
going through a transitional phase. This has been propelled by cur-
rent tensions in the global data set leading to renewed scrutiny of its
theoretical ingredients. In parallel, a host of novel techniques and meth-
ods are being investigated that are able to sidestep many traditional
systematic uncertainties and require a diverse palette of skills and col-
laboration with material science and condensed matter physics. We
highlight the current opportunities and open questions with the aim of
facilitating the transition to a more modern understanding of 8 decay.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This year marks the 90th anniversary of Fermi’s description of 8 decay (1), the experimen-
tal observation of 87 decays (2)), and the prediction of the electron capture process (3).
Throughout its history, it has been at the foundation of the discovery of the neutrino, the
violation of parity in the weak interaction, and the inception of the Standard Model as we
know it today. Reflecting in 1959, C.S. Wu wrote (4)

As is well known, beta decay is full of surprises and subtleties. Its apparent perversities have
threatened us not once but twice with the abandonment of some of our cherished conservation

laws.

It set the stage for chiral symmetry breaking in the decay of the pion, propelling the ideas
of spontaneous symmetry breaking and culminating in their manifestation in gauge theories
in the Brout-Englert-Higgs (BEH) mechanism. In parallel, early studies of radiative cor-
rections strengthened the idea of universality in which leptonic and hadronic weak decays
are precipitated by the same underlying interaction. Subsequent calculations were suffi-
ciently precise to estimate the mass of the BEH boson within a narrow range even before
its experimental detection in 2012 ({).

Despite its tremendous success, the Standard Model of particle physics is known to be
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incomplete and falls short on a number of fundamental questions. Examples include the
mass mechanism of neutrino’s, the nature of dark matter, baryogenesis and, famously, the
inclusion of gravity. Even so, as a renormalizable gauge theory built on a combination of
relatively simple Lie groups, SU(3). x SU(2)r x U(1)y, it yields impressive agreement up
to extremely high energy scales (tens to hundreds of TeV) and precision (a part in 103
for the magnetic moment of the electron). In the absence of strong indicators for specific
extensions of the Standard Model, the current situation appears in some ways similar to
that of over half a century ago, in which one leaves open the existence of effective operators
constrained by Lorentz symmetry and searches for deviations from unitarity. The former
may be recovered from the work for which Lee and Yang received the 1957 Nobel Prize (),

Hg= Y, pOmeO;(C; — Ciys)v.

i=V,A,S,T,P

Even though the Standard Model is inherently wvector minus axial—vecto{l (8), other in-
teractions (Scalar, Tensor, and Pseudoscalar) are expected to show up in generic exten-
sions. In this description, C; are generic couplings and necessarily of dimension [mass] >
pointing to the relevant energy scale. Standard Model interactions, for example, contain
V2Cy =~ 1x107° GeV~2 so that VAara/2Cy ~ 100 GeV ~ Mw, while Wilson coefficients

of exotic interactions are

ABsm
< 0.01% means Apsm > 10 TeV

n>2
Cx x ( Mw ) so that

appearing at some Beyond Standard Model scale Agsy. This immediately identifies the
relevant scale for 8 decays to be directly competitive with direct searches at colliders, as
constraints (or discoveries) of Cx at the 0.01% level probe physics at the O(10) TeV scale.
The study of the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa matrix, on the other hand, which relates
weak and mass eigenstates by a 3 X 3 unitary matrix

d Vud Vus Vub d
s = Vea Ves Ve s
b Via Vis Vib b

probes exotic physics at the TeV scale by testing the unitarity requirement of the top row
at the 0.01% level. More specifically, we may write

Mw \*
ACKlevud‘2+|Vus|2_1O( (A )
BSM

where we neglected |Vi5|> ~ 107°. Beta decay provides the largest matrix element of the
top row, V,q4, and therefore provides the largest weight in terms of the total uncertainty in
the unitarity sum. Current determinations of Ackm are inconsistent with unitarity at a
few standard deviations, with different determinations showing also internal inconsistencies
known as the ‘Cabibbo Angle Anomaly’, with a selection of the data shown in Fig.

1This was audaciously proposed by Sudarshan and Marshak in the face of contradicting experi-
mental findings at a conference in Padua in 1957 (7)), noting experiments ’should be redone’.
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Lattice QCD: A
non-perturbative
method of
calculation of
low-energy QCD
effects in discretized,
Euclidian
space-time.
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Figure 1: Selection of current results in the top row CKM unitarity test. The most precise
determination of V4, obtained through 07 — 0T nuclear decays, is not simultaneously
compatible with either KI2 or KI3 determinations of V,s and the unitarity circle. Addi-
tionally, the latter two disagree substantially, leading to the 'Cabibbo Angle Anomaly’. For
the neutron the combination of the most precise individual measurements is compatible
with KI2 and unitarity. The same appears, somewhat surprisingly, for the combination of
the ‘beam’ neutron lifetime and determination and the aSPECT experiment, while both
individually disagree with others at several standard deviations.

In recent years, a resurgence in theoretical activity has substantially changed the land-
scape even when compared to just five years ago. For single nucleons the last years have
seen significant process in a number of parallel avenues, spurred on by conceptual and com-
putational advances as well as tensions in the current global data set. Much of this work has
focused on non-perturbative QCD corrections in some form. More specifically, lattice QCD
(LQCD) calculations of nuclear charges have progressed significantly in precision, while
non-perturbative QCD elements within O(«) radiative corrections have benefited from us-
ing dispersion relations and exploratory connections to LQCD. More recently, significant
attention has been given to elements of the calculation that have not been changed in
decades, such as the traditional Fermi function arising from soft final state interactions and
the correct matching between the various scales using renormalization group methods. As
such, we will attempt to be more explicit than is usual to emphasize the running coupling
when discussing the different formalisms.

In parallel, several experimental efforts have provided vastly improved results in both
neutron and nuclear systems. Increasingly precise experimental results for the neutron
lifetime and axial vector coupling result in a V4 extraction with a precision approaching
that of superallowed Fermi decays without nuclear structure corrections. New technologies,
such as Cyclotron Radiation Emission Spectroscopy (CRES) and the use of Superconducting
Tunnel Junctions (STJ), show great promise from initial results and provide alternative
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measurement schemes, typically with drastically different sources of systematic uncertainty.
We attempt to report on the current status of the following questions:

. What systems and observables are most sensitive to current unknowns?
. How does (strong) isospin breaking affect gv,a at u = m.?
. How should one consistently include final state interactions to 0.01%-level precision?

=W N =

. What inputs are needed for understanding nuclear structure effects on O(«) radiative
corrections?

The paper is organized as follows: In Sec. [2]we introduce the different formalisms at each
scale and describe the matching procedure. Section [3]treats available experimental systems
and observables and summarizes the current experimental status. Theoretical corrections
to the nucleon and nuclear systems are described in Secs. E| and |5} respectively. Current
constraints on exotic physics are briefly summarized in Sec. @ followed by a conclusion
in Sec. [7] Finally, Appendix [A] attempts to provide a brief pedagogical introduction to
renormalization group-improved perturbation theory while Appendix [B] discusses recoil-
order corrections.

2. FORMALISM

Since the appearance of the Lee-Yang Hamiltonian in the 1950’s, the description of 5 decay
has gone through several iterations with the development of the Standard Model and more
recently using effective field theories. A decade ago, the introduction of the quark-level
effective Lagrangian below the weak scale allowed one to directly compare constraints from
collider searches to those of weak decays in a model-independent way for new UV physics
(©). In parallel, increases in computational power have made ab initio nuclear structure
studies feasible for large portion of the nuclear chart, with effective interactions that are
derived from Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD). In doing so, variables calculated through
an expansion in a small parameter inherent to the separation of scales of effective field
theories allow for quantifiable theoretical uncertainties, a process which is both difficult
and fundamentally incomplete in traditional approaches.

One may construct a so-called EFT tower, which connects interaction terms in the
Lagrangians of different effective theories at their respective energy scale and degrees of
freedom through a matching procedure. Short-distance phenomena in the high energy
theory are ‘integrated out’ order-by-order and are contained in the Wilson coefficients of
effective operators using only the light degrees of freedom of the underlying theory, without
inherent loss of information. Exotic interactions occurring at high scales may therefore
be probed at each energy scale and results may be inter-compared following appropriate
running and matching procedures.

2.1. Quark-level Lagrangian

Constructing an EFT using Standard Model fields applicable above the weak scale re-
sults in the SMEFT, which due to its particle content contains a staggering number of
operators. Restricting to only dimension-six four-fermion operators most interesting for 3
decay searches leaves 2499 terms to be determined and enter when comparing to collider
searches. Here, we will focus on the Low-energy EFT (LEFT), applicable below the weak
scale (O(Mw)), obtained after integrating out the W and Z bosons, and all quarks except
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MS: Modified
minimal subtraction

6

for the up, down, and strange flavours. At a scale of u ~ 2 GeV, the effective Lagrangian
then consists of the SU(2)z X U(1)em gauge symmetries and effective four-fermion operators
(10),

L=LY + Lopp + Locp 1.

udev

We focus on the first term, which we may write as

e GrVa o i
ﬁu{iﬁy _ _YUFVud [(1+5L)C,3(,U)e’y#(1—ry5)ye 'UW“(1—75)d

S

+ ELeyu(l+ys)ve -y (1 — v5)d + eréyu(l — ¥s)ve - uy" (1 4 75)d
+ Ereyu(1+ vs5)ve - uy* (1 + v5)d + eréo (1 — v5)ve - Got” (1 — v5)d
+ éréou (1 +vs5)ve - o (1 + v5)d + esé(l — s )ve - ud + €ésé(l + vs)ve - ud

— epé(l — v5)ve - Uysd — €pe(l + y5)ve - Uysd + .. .] + h.c. 2.

where p is the MS renormalization scale, the tildes refer to right-handed neutrino fields
and dots refer to subleading operatorﬁ The Fermi coupling constant is scale-independent
and extracted from precise measurements of the muon lifetime (1),

_ _ ma(u)g(p)
O = M, ()5 ) >

12 [1927°
_7'“ s

1/2
wes)
i
expressed in terms of Standard Model parameters (s3 = 1 — M3 /M2; g(u) ~ 1 is the
running SU(2)r coupling at tree level), and 6, are SM corrections. The ¢, € are complex-
valued coupling constants sensitive to new physics at some characteristic scale A > Mw,
such that on dimensional grounds one has
~ mw n>2

is€i — 4.

e ( A )
which are connected to SMEFT operators after appropriate running of the couplings using
renormalization group methods. Similarly, C;(y) is the MS Wilson coefficient which results
from the matching of the SM and LEFT amplitudes and reads

iy 1y @ Mz aas . Mw 2
Cﬁ(u)fl—kﬂln p p In m + O(aas) + O(a”) 5.

where « is the fine-structure constant and «as is the strong interaction coupling. The
renormalization group equation describing running of Cj(p) was recently determined at
the full two-loop level, discussed below.

As the interference between terms with right-handed neutrino’s and the Standard Model
tree-level amplitude is mitigated by the smallness of the neutrino mass (assuming L} =
myUrvL + h.c.), it is common (I0) to neglect terms with € to arrived at the ’linearized’
low-energy effective Lagrangian

GrVad §rp oo _ _ _
Loy = — f/ﬁ L{CH()EV(1 = y5)ve - iy (1 — (1 — 2€R)75)d + esé(1 — y5)ve - ud
+ ertou (1 —y5)ve - wo™ (1 — v5)d — epe(l — vs)ve - Uysd} + h.c. 6.

2We use 7% = inOy1y243, otV = %[’y“,’y”] and set h =c = 1.
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leaving 9 couplings to be determined by experiment. The prime on €5 is to denote the
different running of the right-handed quark current compared to the left-handed one that
goes like Cj. Differences are of order aln Mz/p (I2), and become relevant in case of
experimental observation of non-zero right-handed currents.

Finally, one introduces V4 to take into additionally account potential changes affecting
the muon lifetime but not neutron and nuclear 8 decay,

~ 0G

Vud :Vud(1+6L+€,}%) (1+ Gi‘uF) ) 7.
F

after dividing out common factors to directly show how CKM unitarity tests are sensitive

to €r,r in this simplified scenario. Specifically, experimental tests of Ackm at low energy

probe V.4 and are sensitive to e(L'?R and 0GF.

2.2. Nucleon-level Lagrangian

2.2.1. Lee-Yang Lagrangian. The nucleon-level Lagrangian was at its inception not thought
of as an effective theory of some more UV-complete theory, but rather a linear combination
of four-fermion operators obeying Lorentz invariance known as the Lee-Yang Lagrangian
©)

Hp = Z PpO;ne0;(C; — Cirys)v 8.

i=V,A,S,T,P

where we may now interpret C; as Wilson coefficients evaluated at p ~ me. Using these
equations, we may recover the nowadays well-known relationships between the Lee-Yang
couplings and those of the LEFT, reproduced here for clarity:

Cv+Cy =29v/1+A%L(L+eL +€R) Cv — Cf = 2gv+/1+ AL (EL +Er)
Ca+Clh = —29a/1+ A1+ €L — €R) Ca —C% = 2ga\/1+ AL(éL — ér)

Cs + CNS = 2gses Cs — Cé« = 2gs€s 9.
Cp+Cp = 2gpep Cp —Cp = —2gpép

C_’T + C_’éﬂ = 8gT€T C_’T — C_'éﬂ = SngT

where we have extracted a common factor by defining C; = (GrVua/v2)Ci. At zero
momentum transfer, the isovector charges gx are defined by the matrix element gg?> =
(plal'xd|n) which may be calculated on the lattice discussed in Sec. The ‘inner’
radiative correction, A% is then the result of running the vector coupling down to the low

energy scale (I3)), i.e.

At = lgvatol (14 2580) -1 10

where p is either equal to my or m. depending on the approach, and the term in brackets
results from agreement with the leading renormalization group evolution of §%.

2.2.2. xPT and pion-less effective field theory. In the previous discussion, the charges gx
may be determined from lattice QCD and comparisons made against experimental results
as a way of constraining new physics. Currently, however, lattice calculations are done
assuming isospin symmetry, i.e. m, = mg and similarly, m_o = m_+. In the absence of
QED calculations with baryons on the lattice, an appropriate comparison with experiment

www. annualreviews.org © Modern [ decay



requires the determination of all individual corrections as follows

_ o o A () a o A(m) my —ma "V~ ()
gv/a = 9gya |1+ Z Ayiayt o Z Aviaem T (T) Z Ayiasm| 1L
n=2 n=0

n=0

where correction terms correspond to chiral corrections (x), electromagnetic and strong
isospin symmetry breaking. The latter, due to m, # mg, is known to be small, whereas
the other two are subjects of current study.

The use of effective field theory and matching provides a systematic way in which to
disentangle these various effects, and using only nucleons as degrees of freedom we may
similarly introduce the pion-less EFT (#EFT) Lagrangian as follows (14)

_ GFVud
SR

{é’YM(l —Y5)Ve [N(ng” — 29AS“)7'+N

b G N = ¢~ 20005 - D) |
2mN
4 1CTMe N(S“Uu _ S”U“)T+N(éauy(l _ ’Ys)l/)
mn
iﬂweak Tron v+ —
+ ki, 5 NDL @1 - )| 12.
N

T is an isospin ladder operator while v*

with N7 = (p,n) an isospin doublet of nucleons, 7
and S* represent the velocity and spin of the nucleon, respectively. By matching to an EFT
in which pions are dynamical degrees of freedom (such as chiral perturbation theory, xPT),

we may determine the effects of, e.g., the pion mass splitting as discussed in Sec. [£:4]

2.3. Nuclear-level EFT

In the spirit of the effective field theory one may add another story to the tower if there
is an additional separation of scales for the process that one is interested in. Substantial
amounts of effort have been focused on chiral EFT (xyEFT), in which nucleons and pions
are explicit degrees of freedom. Using the yEFT machinery, many-body currents may be
constructed in an ab initio fashion and used as inputs in many-body solution schemes. The
last decades have seen tremendous progress in a variety of nuclear many body methods,
such as the No Core Shell Model, Quantum Monte Carlo, Green’s Function Monte Carlo,
Coupled Cluster, In-Medium Similarity Group Renormalization, among others (15, [16} [17]).
One of the recent successes was the demonstration of the solution of the g4 quenching
problem ({18]), showing that by properly taking into account nucleon-nucleon correlations in
the wave function and including many-body currents constructed using yEFT there is no
need to a posteriori rescale the Gamow-Teller strength to match experiment.

Historically, however, one made use of nuclear EFT formulations avant la lettre through
the form factor decomposition of the nuclear beta decay Hamiltonian. This has been per-
formed either in a manifestly covariant fashion for allowed decays by Holstein (19), or
multipole decompositions by a variety of authors, notably Behrens and Biihring (20), and
Donnelly and Walecka (21}, 22). The latter does not distinguish between the type of transi-
tion, but pays the price in breaking manifest Lorentz covariance by being able to perform a
clean multipole decomposition only in the Breit frame. Nevertheless, both approaches are
heavily used in experimental analyses and the calculation of total decay rates. Specifically,
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for a nuclear beta decay interaction term of the following form

GF
Hp(0) = —=VuaH, (0)L" (0 13.
5(0) 3w 1 (0)L"(0)
with L* = @(pe)y* (1 — v*)v(p,) one may, for example, perform a multipole decomposition
of the time component of Hy as follows

, JidL R
(fev|HoL°|i) = Zcmiﬁflf;MYIf\/l(Q)ﬁFL(qQ)7 14.

LM

where C contains a Wigner-3j symbol, ¢ = py — ps, Y is a spherical harmonic and R is
the nuclear radius so that ¢gR < 1. Recently, new work has been performed to extend
the multipole decomposition for scalar, pseudoscalar and tensor-type interactions (23)) and,
separately, a systematic expansion of the multipoles into yEFT currents (24). For all g
decays other than that of the neutron, the calculation the vast majority of theoretical
input is calculated in this type of formalism. Following results regarding potential double-
counting or improper introduction of UV regulators in the Fermi function (Sec. , calls
for a consistent EFT analysis ring louder in the face of the tension of the current global
data set.

3. AVAILABLE EXPERIMENTAL OBSERVABLES

Despite being sensitive only to the up-down quark sector in the electroweak Standard Model,
the variety of probes and observables make (nuclear) 8 decay a continuously compelling
system to probe Beyond the Standard Model physics with a precision equal to or exceeding
that or collider searches.

3.1. Available experimental systems

The choice of system is typically determined via the simplicity of its theoretical description
(meaning the lowest degree of theoretical uncertainty due to, e.g., nuclear structure) and
potential enhancements it provides in any of its observables. In the past, these have tradi-
tionally focused on allowed Fermi or Gamow-Teller decays such as the neutron, superallowed
(SA) 07 — 0" Fermi transitions, mirror transitions within an isospin 7= 1/2 doublet, and
pure Gamow-Teller transitions within an 7" = 1 triplet. Much success has been garnered
from integrated quantities such as the total decay rate and angular correlations where one
can construct (super-)ratios of numbers of counts in a detector array to compensate several
systematic effects to first order leading to improved precision.

In the last decade, substantial focus has been diverted again to direct spectroscopy
measurements due to linear rather than quadratic sensitivity to small exotic couplings in
the Fierz interference term showing up as a 1/FE. distortion to the 8 spectrum. On the
other hand, following the success of ion and atom traps, precision recoil spectroscopy is once
more becoming an interesting experimental system with the advent of novel technologies.
In summary, searches have traditionally focused on

e Neutron decay: As the simplest baryonic system, the neutron does not suffer from
nuclear structure uncertainties and, following recent progress in lattice QCD, has
its theoretical inputs determined to high precision. Experimentally, neutrons are
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trappable only when ultracold (i.e. kinetic energies on the order of tens of neV)
which face challenging production cross sections, beam transport, and can only be
produced at a limited number of facilities worldwide.

e Superallowed 07 — 0" decays: The Wigner-Eckart theorem severely restricts the
number of contributing matrix elements, while isospin symmetry largely determines
those remaining. The consistency of a large global data set represents a significant
multi-decade effort of the community, but its theoretical corrections are currently in
flux which limit its precision on V,q. Resolving these is a high priority and requires
significant investment from nuclear ab initio theory.

e Mirror nuclei: Mixed Fermi and Gamow-Teller decays allow for cancellations in
angular correlations, thereby providing substantial (up to an order of magnitude
for ®Ne) sensitivity gains on determining the mixing ratio, itself an ingredient in
their V,q4 extraction. Isospin symmetry largely determines theoretical corrections to
a satisfactory level, and its mixed decay allows for studies of CP-violation through,
e.g., D-correlation measurements, and sensitivity to right-handed exotic currents.

e 7' =1 Gamow-Teller decays: Pure Gamow-Teller decays within an isospin triplet
share favourable traits of the categories above, with isospin symmetry resulting in
a large Gamow-Teller matrix element and determining some recoil-order matrix ele-
ments, leading to a small theoretical uncertainty. It is sensitive only to exotic tensor
currents, however.

All of these categories describe allowed decays, i.e. the lepton fields do not carry orbital
angular momentum and leading-order matrix elements are large, with only sporadic efforts
into, e.g., pseudoscalar (AJ™ = 07) (25) or unique forbidden decays. Many of the latter are
of current interest in the prediction of reactor antineutrino fluxes, which form an essential
ingredient in the analysis of the reactor antineutrino anomaly (26} [27] 28] 29) and predictions
for low-threshold coherent elastic neutrino scattering (30). Total absorption spectrometers
(31), offer interesting possibilities of sidestepping typical systematic effects in precision
[ spectroscopy methods, such as bremsstrahlung and scattering losses. Recently, unique
forbidden S decays were also put forward as an interesting system for BSM searches (32])
as its B spectrum shape is sensitive also to right-handed currents.

3.2. B spectrum shapes

Following integration over all but the 8 particle energy, the differential decay rate may be

written as follows (33)),
dr GVl
aw — 2m3

F(Z,W)C(Z,W)K(Z, W )pW (Wo — W)2 X (1 +br %) 15.

where W = E./(mec?) (p = VW2 — 1) is the electron energy (momentum) in dimensionless
units, F(Z,W) is the traditional Fermi function (see Sec. [I.5), C(Z, W) the shape factor
containing most nuclear structure corrections, and K (Z, W) higher-order corrections. Spec-
trum shape measurements typically do not control the overall normalization of the source
activity and system efficiencies to a level where one is sensitive to V,q. Instead, sensitivity
to BSM occurs through the determination of the Fierz interference term,

1 gses 2 dgrer }
bp = £2 Re , 16.
i Ty 2 {gv(1+6L+e’R) P a0 e — )
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where 7 = /1 — (aZ)2. Its linearity in exotic couplings and simple kinematic signature
means it typically forms the backbone of most spectroscopy-related 5 BSM searches. In
fact, a single direct measurement of the spectrum shape could suffice to obtain competitive
precision, which has reinvigorated direct spectrum shape measurements in the last decade
(34L 35).

The theoretical corrections entering Eq. were recently reevaluated and extended to
include analytical descriptions reaching a precision of down to a part in 10* (33} [36). Further
efforts were performed in determining and contextualizing the magnitude of recoil-order
and radiative corrections (37) and nuclear ab initio calculations for *He were performed
using Quantum Monte Carlo (24) and No Core Shell Model (38) methods. The multipole
decomposition methods used for the vector and axial currents were extended to include
scalar and tensor interactions (23)).

The dominant recoil-order matrix element to contribute for allowed decays is the so-
called weak magnetism contribution (see App. , which has recently been discussed in
the largest compilation to date (39). Its evaluation is of paramount importance for spectral
shape and correlation measurements of both 7' = 1/2 mirror and 7' = 1 pure Gamow-Teller
transitions, but also contributes significantly to the reactor antineutrino anomaly analysis
is the 80 < A < 140 mass range. For the latter, some recent efforts have made inroads (40]).

The statistical sensitivity to a Fierz-like term in a spectrum shape measurement was
investigated a number of years ago (41), where one found an optimal endpoint on the
order of 2 MeV. This can intuitively be understood by the strong correlation between the
overall spectrum normalization and Fierz term for low endpoints (where m./E. ~ 1) and
a diluted effect of the 1/FE. term at high energies and endpoints. Spectral measurements
are extremely sensitive to calibration non-linearities, however, (42]), which often turn out
to be the dominant uncertainty in scenarios where backscattering can be mitigated. Lower-
endpoint decays can then, for example, benefit from more calibration points to constrain
non-linearities and compensate in statistics through longer running times or higher count
rates.

3.2.1. Experimental status. A comprehensive overview of 8 spectrum shape efforts was
provided in Ref. (10). Measurements of the 3 spectrum shapes of superallowed decays have
been few in the past (43) due to the limited sensitivity one may hope to attain compared
to integrated decay rates (see below). With the appearance of additional energy-dependent
radiative corrections, discussed in Sec. such a measurement could be highly valuable.

Instead, experiments have focused on mirror and pure Gamow-Teller transitions. At
NSCL, measurements of the 8 spectrum shape of He were performed and is currently under
analysis (44}, [45). Similar efforts are underway at GANIL with the b-STILED experiment
(@6).

Following the importance of forbidden S decays (26l 28] 29) in the prediction of the
reactor antineutrino flux and its implications for the reactor anomaly and spectral dis-
agreement (27)), several measurements campaigns have started for transitions within the
fission fragment region (47) using total absorption spectroscopy techniques (311 [48]).

A novel technique, called Cyclotron Radiation Emission Spectroscopy (49), was used for
the first time in the broadband measurements of a continuous 8 decay (50). Here, a ratio
between spectra of ®He and *°Ne was taken, showing a proof of principle in which several
systematic uncertainties cancel to first order and receive an enhanced sensitivity to a Fierz
term due to its sign change for 8% decays.
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Finally, using the energy dependence of the angular correlations measured in neutron
decay, several experiments were able to place limits on a Fierz term (51, 52| [53]), where
both aSPECT and PERKEO III reach a precision on the order of 2%.

3.3. Integrated decay rates

We may schematically write the decay rate for a semi-leptonic weak decay as follows
I =G% |Vis)®> (1 +RC) |[(Onaar)|® x (phase space) 17.

where V;s it the {r, s} element of the CKM matrix, RC are radiative corrections and Onadr
represents the hadronic matrix element(s). Besides Gr, a determination of V,, is then
possible using a 8 decay after the measurement of such quantities: (¢) the @ value, as input
to the phase space; (i) the half-life; (ii7) the branching ratio; (iv) the hadronic matrix
element, if it is not given by underling symmetries. For allowed decays we may write Eq.
in the conventional fashion

fA 2:| / K
t11+ == 14+0Rr)(1—0c+96 = _ 18.
fv{ fo ORI e oNs) = G AT P

where fy, 4 is the integral over the [ spectrum of Eq. , p is the Gamow-Teller to
Fermi mixing ratio, discussed further in Sec. dr,c,ns are radiative, isospin-breaking,
and nuclear-structure corrections, respectively, and K/(hic)® = 8120.276236(12) x 10~'°
GeV~%s. For superallowed Fermi decays p = 0 while M2 = /2, whereas mirror decays
imply My = 1 and p may be determined from a measurement of an angular correlation (see
Sec. . While an equivalent expression may be written for pure Gamow-Teller decays,
the leading matrix element is not determined by underlying symmetries and nuclear theory
is currently unable to calculate it with sufficient precision (compare the ~ 1% precision
from recent efforts on He (38| [24)) to the few parts in 10* from the SA and neutron data
set). For all 8 decays except the neutron, the bulk of Eq. is calculated exclusively
using the traditional, multipole-decomposition methods discussed in Sec. [2.3] and forms
the backbone of the V,,q extraction discussed above through the calculation of fv 4. Figure
|2| shows a current overview of the precision on V,4 from superallowed and mixed decays.

Substantial progress has been made on the theoretical front, with a dispersive approach
allowing a substantially reduced uncertainty on AY% and connections to lattice QCD. Apply-
ing similar methods to nuclei unearthed an additional correction to dxg, the evaluation of
which is still in flux. Finally, efforts are underway for alternative determination of . The
uncertainties on these theoretical corrections determine the current uncertainty estimate on
the global V,q determination, and will be discussed in Sec. [5]

The integral decay rate retains a sensitivity to the Fierz term through the average value
of (me/E.), which ranges from 0.619 for '°C to 0.125 for “*Rb, as the endpoint increases
for increasing mass (10).

3.3.1. Experimental status. The nuclear data set used for the V4 extraction of superallowed
Fermi decays comprises more than 200 individual measurements, and has been reviewed last
by Towner and Hardy (54). Generally, branching ratio measurements of 7' = 1 superallowed
decays are the limiting factor and are a significant priority for the community. In terms of
physics reach, the current determination of scalar current limits is influenced most by the
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branching ratio uncertainty in the superallowed branch of °C. A recent determination was
performed at ISOLDE (55]), with a number of experiments still in the planning stage.

For mirror decays, a large number of measurements in the past decade has brought
significant improvements in the precision of almost all relevant transitions. These were
recently reviewed by (389), and show several isotopes with ft values with a relative precision
of a few parts in 10*. Low mass isotopes are additionally promising to make contact with
nuclear ab initio theory efforts, with '*C boasting a relative precision of 0.05% on its ft
value.

The most precise determination of the neutron lifetime was obtained by the UCNT
collaboration (56, [57). Besides tests of the weak interaction (58]), recent results using
ultracold neutrons were additionally used to search for axion-like particles (59), mirror-
neutrons (60, [61), and dark matter candidates (62, [63) (see Sec. [f)).

Finally, new measurements of the °He (64) and 2°F (65) lifetimes were performed,
resolving previous discrepancies.
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Figure 2: Summary of the V,q sensitivity and current status for mixed decays. (Left)
Relative uncertainties of Ft versus those of By = 1+ (fa/ fv),o2 together with curves of
constant AV, 4. For the neutron we show both PDG averages for ga and 7, together with
the most precise individual measurements (UCNT for 7,, (56) and PERKEO3 for g4 (60)).
Shown also is the most precise mirror determination for p (67), and Ft values below 0.1%
and A < 20 (39). (Right) Values for ag, for the lowest mass mirror nuclei, together with
the enhancement factor between ag, and V,q. The latter is to be interpreted as follows: a
relative determination of dag, /ag, = 1% for '?Ne results in an uncertainty 18 times smaller,
i.e. Vg = 0.055% with the uncertainty solely from dag, .
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3.4. Angular correlations and recoil spectroscopy

At leading order, angular correlation measurements are sensitive to quadratic exotic cou-
plings, although they receive sensitivity to left-handed new physics through an averaged
Fierz interference term. Higher-order corrections terms were recently evaluated (42), and
one may write the differential cross section after summing over final state helicities as

273

G2 v oe
dr' = ZEFyLoK(We, Wo)peWe(Wo — We)? | fo + > f¢" Pi(cos0,) + Gk(Ji){fk “Pi(cos 0c)

k>1
+ f2¥ Pi(cos,) + f Pi(cos GX)} + higher orders }dWedQedQl,,

where G, is a polarization tensor of rank k of the initial state, Px(cos#) a Legendre poly-
nomial of degree k, fo is the isotropic shape factor of the previous section and K (We, W)
common corrections (33)). The ‘higher orders’ in Eq. stands for correlations involving
more exotic combinations of momenta and higher powers (see, e.g., Ref. (68|69, [70)), which
we neglect here. The angles are defined as follows

5. ., Jj-7 J- 7 J- (7. %7
p_,e 1_7‘1,’ cos@e:fpe cos@l,:i, COSQX:M
|Pe [PV | | |Pe [PV |

) — 20.
‘p6| |pu

cosfg, =

with J the initial nuclear polarization and neglecting final-state interactions (reduced by a
factor aZ), all fi¥ with & > 1 depend only quadratically on exotic couplings. This implies
that, contrary to allowed spectrum shape measurements, angular correlations are sensitive
also to right-handed currents. Tensions in the global neutron data set, for example, show a
preference for right-handed tensor currents as discussed in Sec. [6]

For mixed Fermi and Gamow-Teller decays, opposite contributions to various angular
correlations leads to significant sensitivity enhancements to p, the Gamow-Teller to Fermi
mixing ratio. The latter is a crucial input for V.4 extractions (see Eq. ), and enhance-
ments of over to an order of magnitude are possible in cases such as °Ne. These have
recently been reviewed (42, 37), and following significant community efforts in providing
additional experimental inputs (34} [39)), several isotopes can contribute significantly to the
global V4 extraction following an improved determination of p.

3.4.1. Experimental status. Angular correlation studies have focused on constructing ex-
perimental asymmetries using mirror (including the neutron), and pure Gamow-Teller tran-
sitions. Most of these focus on measurements of the 8-v angular correlation, ag,, and the
B-asymmetry, Ag. A number of experiments have published their final results in the last few
years, including the UNCA (71} [72), PERKEO III (66), aSPECT (73| 52) and aCORN (74))
experiments. Currently, the Nab experiment at Oak Ridge National Laboratory (75} [76) is
on line and performing commissioning measurements. In the mean time, the preparation
for the PERC facility (77)) is in progress and will enable more high-precision measurements
of free neutron decay.

Significant efforts have been reported in pure Gamow-Teller T = 1 decays, with a
substantial improvement of the Beta Paul Trap result in the A = 8 system (78] [79) enabled
by dedicated theoretical efforts (80). Similarly, new results were reported for the decay
of ®He (81) using a magneto-optical trap. A proof of principle for the 32 Ar decay in the
WISArD setup was shown to have good sensitivity (82]) with promises to reach sub-percent
precision.

Hayen

19.



In mirror systems, a new analysis of the S-asymmetry measurement of °Ne was reported
(67) resulting in the most precise V,q determination of a mirror isotope. In parallel with
multiple theoretical efforts describing sensitivities and corrections (42 37), the St. Benedict
Facility at the University of Notre Dame aims to measure the mixing ratio of several mirror
isotopes in the coming years (83, [84] [85]).

Finally, the recoil energy spectrum alone is sensitive also to the S- angular correlation,
agy, without needing to detect multiple final states. Because of the strong imbalance in
masses, changes in ag, cause O(1) distortions to the energy spectrum. This is the objective
of the SALER experiment at FRIB using novel Superconducting Tunnel Junction detectors,
which boast excellent linearity and full energy deposition after implantation. This will build
upon the results obtained using "Be electron capture studies with the BeEST experiment
(86, [87).

4. NUCLEON-LEVEL CORRECTIONS

Following tensions in the global data set and the onset of new methods in the calculation of
radiative and nuclear structure corrections, many of the theoretical inputs to the V.4 deter-
mination are being reviewed. While alternative calculations of isospin breaking corrections
in nuclei have been investigated in parallel for several decades, the dispersive approach to an
element of the radiative corrections in 2018 (88] [89)), the so-called ‘inner’ radiative correc-
tion A}, have accelerated the pace. Since the signs of CKM top-row non-unitarity caused
by the 2.50 shift of the latter, progress has been made on isospin breaking corrections to
the vector charge, first calculations of corrections to the axial charge, and EFT methods
for its overall running and O(«a) behaviour. Finally, lattice QCD has reached percent-level
determinations of the axial charge inviting comparison to experiment as a constraint on
new physics. In this section, we will review and reinterpret a number of the results in the
literature.

4.1. Lattice QCD and bare isovector charges

In making the connection between the quark-level Lagrangian of Eq. @ and the Lee-Yang
Lagrangian of Eqgs. & @, one introduced the nucleon isovector charges for the different
types of fermion bilinear operators, gx = (p|al'xd|n). Scalar and tensor couplings are
zero at leading order in the Standard Model, meaning determinations of gsr need to be
determined only at the 10% level for constraints on new physics to reach the multi-TeV level.
The axial charge, on the other hand, is determined experimentally at the 0.1% level (see also
Sec. 7 and comparisons with ab initio determinations at a similar precision level allow for
stringent constraints on right-handed exotic interactions (see Secs. and E[) The vector
and pseudoscalar charges can be determined from underlying Standard Model symmetries,
using the Conserved Vector Current (CVC) and Partially Conserved Axial Current (PCAC),
respectively. The vector charge, gy, receives corrections only at second order in isospin
symmetry breaking effects (see below), and is not calculated directly in isospin symmetric
lattice QCD calculations. The pseudoscalar charge, gp, while substantially greater than
unity, does not significantly contribute to the cross section due to the small momentum
transfer in beta decay compared to initial and final state masses (90).

The remaining three charges (gs,7,4) may be calculated on the lattice through direct
calculation of two- and three-point correlators and appropriate current insertions. Unlike
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perturbative calculations where one renormalizes the loop-level results by introducing a UV
renormalization scale u in, e.g., the MS scheme (see App. , the inverse lattice spacing
1/a acts as a UV regulatorﬂ Its total uncertainty is determined by statistical effects from
calculating the path integral using Monte Carlo methods, as well as systematic uncertainties
following extrapolation to the continuum (i.e. vanishing lattice spacing), infinite volume,
and setting the pion at its physical mass. The latter is of relevance as for sources and sinks
separated by a time 7, the signal-to-noise ratio decreases like exp[—(my — 3mx/2)7], with
My () the nucleon (pion) mass. Typically, calculations do not exceed 7 ~ 1.5 fm, and
many older calculations were performed at much heavier pion masses due to exponentially
suppressed computational requirements. While extrapolations to the physical pion mass
can be made using chiral perturbation theory, their convergence properties are unclear and
modern FLAG summaries consider only calculations with at least one point at the physical
pion mass for their global averages (91J).

In 2005, the first LQCD calculations of g4 with relatively light dynamical quarks was
performed (92), in agreement with the experimental data after extrapolation to the physical
pion mass with a 7% relative uncertainty. Progress was therefore expected to be forthcom-
ing, but instead the community was faced with confounding results for the next decade.
Excited state contaminations (ESC) were found to be a major culprit and remain the pre-
dominant concern to this day (91} 93] [94] [95] [96]). This can be understood from a spectral
decomposition of the three-point function (94)),

Cr(T;tsep) = Z<Q|N(tsep7y)jF(Tyw)NT(Ov()NQ) 21
Y,
_ _ Apm tse
= 2 lenlnne ™ 42 ) znzmgupe” 5T cosh [Anm(v—f”)}
n n<m

where tsep is the separation between the source and sink, 7 denotes the current insertion
time, z, = (QN|n) for the creation (N') or annihilation (N) of states with quantum
numbers of the nucleon from the vacuum (|Q)), Ay = En — En and gnm = (n|jr|m) are
the individual matrix elements. Excited states are plentiful, consisting of (radial excitations
of) N(p)m(—p), N(0)w(0)m(0), ... towers which become more problematic for lower pion
masses. The calculation of the axial charge, in particular, contains large corrections due to
ESC because of the large coupling of the axial current to the pion field (z,). A number
of methods have been proposed to improve the precision, with two calculations published
with a sub-percent precision (97, [98). Efforts have been proposed to reach an 0.5% precision
with current computer architecture and down to 0.2% in the exascale computing era.

4.2. Isospin symmetry breaking on gy

Traditionally, calculations of isospin symmetry breaking effects (due to quark mass differ-
ences and the electromagnetic interaction) have focused on the nuclear system where effects
are expected to be sizeable (see Sec. . For the individual nucleon, corrections to gy to
due isospin symmetry breaking only show up at second order in the ISB interaction due to
Behrens-Sirlin (99) and Ademolo-Gatto (I00) (BSAG) theorem, i.e. gy = 1+ O(V3) for

3Note that no momenta, greater than 27 /a may exist in discretized space-time. While procedures
exist to transform results in an equivalent MS scheme, neither vector nor axial vector charges run
in pure QCD (see Eq. (9)).
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Table 1: Overview of the current Flavour Lattice Averaging Group results for the various
nucleon isovector charges.

Method gv ga gs gr gp
FLAG 21 (Np =2+1) - 1.248(23) | 1.13(14) | 0.965(61) -
FLAG 21 (Np =2+ 1+1) - 1.246(28) | 1.02(10) | 0.989(34) -
CVC/PCAC 1 - 1.02(10) - -349(9)

isospin-breaking component of the Hamiltonian, V. Strong interaction isospin breaking
effects arise from quark mass differences, so that corrections to gy were initially estimated
to be of order (m. — md)Q/A?QCD ~ 1075, i.e. beyond the current experimental precision.
Recent work, however, has cast some doubt upon this claim as some authors find corrections
on the order several parts in 10™*, depending on their model of choice (I0I). Such an effect
would directly translate into shifts of the V4 value for all extractions on the order of its
current uncertainty estimate, and be of significant importance. Its calculation is typically
extremely difficult, however, as one usually looks for small perturbations in the Fermi ma-
trix element due to the quark mass differences. Instead, the authors of Ref. (102]) propose
a method to calculate the ISB contribution directly, thereby reducing the required relative
precision. They do so by appealing to a spectral decomposition of the nucleon excited
state spectrum. The isospin ladder operator turning neutrons into protons and vice versa
is isovector, so that one may perform a summation over all possible T'=1/2 and T = 3/2
states with the same quantum numbers and find for gv =1+ d¢

so = (Bma)’ > | a;@/?”Ol”N -y | aimnowuv( )P 9

N a1/2 N_Ea,3/2)

where Amg = my —ma, O' is a rank-one tensor operator in isospin space, N (s) is a nucleon
state with spin s with mass m%; when isospin is conserved. Enhancements such as those
found in Ref. (I0I) can then be understood as a coherent sum of individual excited states,
thereby exceeding the simple power counting result. These may be calculated on the lattice
directly, so that a large theory uncertainty on the non-perturbative calculation should result
in a theory uncertainty below 1074

4.3. Non-perturbative radiative corrections to gy

All charges are renormalized at the nucleon and electron mass scale due to their interaction
with other Standard Model fields. The dominant corrections arise from soft photon final
state (i.e. Coulomb) interactions encoded primarily in the Fermi function, and logarithmic
terms of order alog Mz /i of Eq. . Despite this, the majority of the current theoretical
uncertainty to RC of gy comes from the so-called YW box diagram, which arises from an
interference with the axial weak current and is sensitive to non-perturbative excitations of
the nucleon. As such, it has been the central object of research for an accurate determination
of V4. The total energy-independent radiative correction may be written in the traditional
description as (L103])

v o« Mz Mz ED VA
AR = oo 31nm—N+lnM—W+ag + 0580 4+ 20Y%. 23.
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where a, = —0.083 the O(as) corrections to one-loop diagrams except for the axial yW
box, and 63513 = 0.00109(10) contributions from leading-log higher-order QED corrections.

Without a clear means by which to calculate the non-perturbative parts of the diagram,
the authors of Ref. (I04) proposed an interpolation between the Born amplitude and
perturbative QCD at high Q? with a 100% relative uncertainty in 2006. In 2018, work
by Seng, Gorchtein, Ramsey-Musolf and Patel (88) showed that one can make progress
using dispersion relations to connect problematic parts of the calculation to experimentally
measured cross sections. As a first step, they showed how yW box diagram contribution to
AY may be written as

2 4 2 2 2

d*q M 1 v"4+Q 2

Ovs = & / LA T 2.
W Mgy | @m)iMEL +Q2QF v 3(» @)

where v = p- ¢/M, Q*> = —¢* and T3(v, Q?) is the spin-independent parity-violating struc-
ture function of the generalized Compton tensor, Ty, i.e.
uy o _ 4 iq-x w v asy Z'C‘WDLBQDLPB 2
Ty = | dz "™ (p|T[Jem (2) Jw (0)]|n) = —WTs(MQ ) 25.
The initial work by Seng et al. (88, [89) used dispersion relations to attempt a translation
of the isoscala TFEO) component of the generalized Compton tensor into the analogous
structure function of the full hadronic tensor, Féo), where

v 1 v as iEHV&B o
Wi = g D020 (0 g = px) 0l o X) (X i ) 2 S PR RO 96,
X

for all intermediate states X. Their central result was to write the YW box diagram in
terms of the first Nachtmann moment of F3(0), noted Méo)(l, QR%),

3a [ dQ*M3E

VA _ (0) 2 .
Ow = o o QPIME + Q7 +Q2]M3 (1,Q7) with 27.
_ oy N+1 ['dxg? N¢ _
M;(N,Q%) = N+2/0 |2 11 F; 28.

with € = 22/(1 4+ /1 + 4M222/Q?) for z = Q*/(2Mv). As Q> — oo the one has &€ — z
and the Nachtmann moment reduces to the regular Mellin moment. One benefit of the
Nachtmann moment is the automatic inclusion of target mass corrections at low Q2.
Experimental data was obtained from parity-violating neutrino-nucleus scattering data,
from which one can obtain F}'W ie. both currents in Eq. are Jij,. The resonance
structure of FPEO) and FY¥W are different, however, such that the latter needed a decon-
struction into its different components which could then individually be translated. The
latter implies some model-dependence on their final result. The non-perturbative parts
were described using Regge theory, and it was argued using vector meson dominance that
both processes could be directly related. The resultant increase of the non-perturbative
contribution compared to the 2006 work resulted in an 2.3 o increase (decrease) in A}

(Vua)-

4This refers to the isoscalar component of the electromagnetic interaction, shown by Sirlin (T05)
to be the sole contributor.
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Another approach has been to rely on QCD sum rules and parametrizations of the non-
perturbative parts using, e.g., holographic QCD. This was performed by the reanalysis of
their 2006 result in a paper by Czarnecki, Marciano and Sirlin, confirming the substantial
increase found by Seng et al (I06]). A remaining discrepancy between their result and that
using dispersion relations was found to be due to target-mass corrections in a work by Hayen
(I07). Finally, a similar analysis by Shiells et al. (108]) confirmed the initial calculations of
Seng et al. and the field has reached a reasonable degree of consensus. Several compilations
have recently been published to put these results of equal footing and arrive as an average
that should serve at the community standard. We take here the summary by Cirigliano et
al. (109) and write down

AY, = 0.02467(27) 29.

In recent years, lattice QCD results have progressed through successively more difficult
calculations to arrive at a first lattice determination of the box diagram for the pion (110,
which were successively applied to the nucleon using yEFT (I1I). The first calculations
using baryons on the lattice were performed only recently, and find results consistent if
somewhat lower than the dispersive analyses (I12). In this latest result, A% = 0.02439(19),
the remaining uncertainty arises predominantly from the continuum extrapolation for Q2 <
2 GeV? and higher-loop truncation effects for Q2 > 2 GeV?. The total uncertainty is
now smaller than the experimental one for superallowed decays, even though the latter’s
uncertainty estimate is currently dominated by nuclear structure effects (see Sec. . Figure
[B]shows a summary of the current total radiative corrections for the neutron, including that
following a reanalysis of the Fermi function and higher-order radiative corrections discussed
in Sec. with AECT defined as

Va7 (14 32%) (1 + AROT) = 5283.321(5) s, 30.

as in Ref. (13) and includes the effect of the Fermi function.

4.4. Non-perturbative radiative corrections to g4

Like the vector case, the axial charge is renormalized by strong and electroweak interactions.
Changes due to the former are not anticipated to be small, however, as the non-conservation
of the axial current does not require the cancellation of diagrams as in the vector case. Other
than the dominant leading-log terms of Eq. , work on A% was limited as its precise value
was not necessary for extractions of V4. In fact, one defined an effective ga through the
neutron lifetime by writing (103])

Vaa|*(1 + 33%) 7 = 4908(4) s 91,

where
- 1
ga = 9§CD 1+ §(A§ - AK) +0Bsm 32.

where dpsa are potential Beyond Standard Model signatures. Using the LEFT prescription
of Eq. @, we have dpsy = —2Re €, meaning that sufficiently precise LQCD calculations
of g4 are able to probe right-handed currents directly. On the other hand, the definition of
ga as in Eq. is useful only if the same ga can be extracted from experiment, and the
difference A% — A¥% can be calculated.

The study of Ag has only recently been undertaken, with initial works by Hayen using
holographic QCD methods (107) and Gorchtein & Seng using dispersion relations (II5]).
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Figure 3: Summary of recent calculations of radiative corrections to the neutron decay
rate. Following the original result by Marciano and Sirlin (MS06) (104), in which non-
perturbative effects were incorrectly estimated, progress has been made using different
techniques: Holographic QCD with a reanalysis by Czarnecki et al. (CMS19) (II3]) and
Hayen (Hay21) (I07) including target mass corrections (TMC); Dispersion relations using
experimental neutrino-nucleon scattering by Seng et al. (SGRM19) (I14) and Shiells et
al. (SKM21) (108); using xEFT to use LQCD pion results (SFGJ20) (I1I) and a LQCD
nucleon calculation by Ma et al. (Ma+23) (112); and an EFT approach in in which all final
state corrections were discussed by Cirigliano et al. (CDMT23) (109).

Since then, a number of different works have appeared and while the contributions from
the vyW box are reasonably well understood, unexpectedly large changes were found due
to enhanced isospin breaking effects within the O(a) calculation. This remains an open
problem, and likely needs dedicated lattice QCD calculations, discussed below.

4.4.1. Contributions from YW box. Like the vector case above, the contribution to A%
from the yW box may be written as follows

vy _ € / d'q My 1 [v'—20 S, — Q—ng 33
W Mga (2m)* M + Q2 Q* 3v v ’

where now the vector component of the weak interaction can give rise to a contribution to
the axial current. Because of the spin-dependence of the axial current, the result depends
on the spin-dependent structure functions,
; in 1€MP S -
T = / d'z T (p|T|JL, (x) T (0)]n) “2" 1T {5651 + (sB - —q) 52] 34.
p-q p-q

where Sg is the nucleon spin normalized using S?> = —m3%. The work by Hayen (I07)
evaluated the non-perturbative elements of the integral using a combination of holographic
QCD and the experimental measurements of polarized Bjorken sum rule, and adding target

mass corrections a posteriori together with higher-twist effects, finding A4 —A} = 0.60(5) x
1073, Later, Gorchtein and Seng (I15), used a dispersion relation to transform the integral
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of Eq. (33) into Nachtmann moments of polarized nucleon structure functions, gi,2. The
g1 contribution, for example, depends on

SN 4(5 + 4r)
ry (Q )7/0 dem

with x5 = Q*/(2p - q) the Bjorken-z and r = /1 + 4m2,2%/Q?. For Q*> — oo the Nacht-
mann moments reduce to the Mellin moments measured in deep inelastic scattering (DIS),

x

(9} (z5,Q°) — ¢} (z5,Q%)) 35.

T

Q3 = / dopaly g (@, Q%) 36.
0

so that Eq. may be obtained through a linear combination of Mellin moments
constrained by data (II5). The benefit of this approach is the automatic inclusion of
target mass corrections and the direct connection to data thanks to isospin symmetry.
Additionally, they provided an estimate for the contribution of g» and find a result of
A% — AY = 0.13(13) x 1072, This result was recently confirmed using an explicit lattice
QCD calculation which reported Aft — AY, = 0.07(11) - 1073 (I12).

4.4.2. Enhanced isospin breaking corrections. Contrary to the vector coupling, the ax-
ial vector current is not conserved and receives additional corrections due to the non-
conservation of the axial weak current in a three-point function

d'k ke em
D= [ G [ae™ [ e s (0. ()o@ KT O )5

In Ref. (107) this contribution was evaluated in the asymptotic limit and the Born contribu-
tion using the partially conserved vector current and the Goldberger-Treiman relationship
to show that both contributions vanished in the isospin limit.

A new analysis using chiral perturbation theory (14), however, showed that isospin
breaking corrections are strongly enhanced. In particular, the electromagnetic mass splitting
of the pion was shown to give large, percent-level corrections to the renormalized value of
ga obtained in experiments. This effect was found through a matching procedure between
different types of effective field theories. In particular, by matching heavy baryon chiral
perturbation theory (HBxPT) and pion-less EFT (# EFT) one could isolate effects these
particular effects in a consistent expansion using Eq. . Surprisingly, both at leading and
next-to leading order one obtained percent-level corrections proportional to the pion-mass
splitting encoded in Z. = 0.81

(0)2 2
1+3 )
AD oz | 2E2A (log £ _95;»2) +Calp) 38.
’ 2 m2
3 9
AV = 4Zama [ —es+ o + g’ :
Asem B 8my + 16my 74 39

where p is a renormalization scale, ¢34 are low energy constants which can be obtained
from pion-nucleon scattering and gv,.a = C3[1 + (a/ 21)Cy,a]. The influence of the leading
order was only estimated as the p dependence in C4 is not yet known, and as a first
approximation one set C4—Cv = 0 and varied u between 0.5 and 1 GeV. As this shows up
in the leading order result, this translates into a sizeable uncertainty in the electromagnetic
renormalization of A = ga/gv, which is renormalization-scale independent

A = Aqgep [140.020(6)3p 4 0.0001(1)w — 2Re €5] 40.
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This result has no direct effect on the neutron or mirror V,4 extraction as experiment
determines a similarly renormalized A value. It does, however, have an immense effect on
the comparison between lattice QCD and experimental determinations of g4 to search for
exotic right-handed currents.

4.4.3. Lattice QCD + QED)s calculations. In order to resolve the uncertainty in Eq.
one may calculate its effect directly on the lattice. The latter is technically extremely
difficult if one were to calculate the three-point function (Eq. (37))) as on the lattice this
becomes a five-point function through the nucleon source and sink operators as discussed
in Sec. Instead, one may attempt to calculate (ps|J¥, |p;) with photons on the lattice.
While this is typically difficult due to the infinite range of the photon compared to the
finite volume of numerical calculations, an approach known as QEDys is able to overcome
these difficulties by introducing a finite photon mass as an IR regulator (I16). Such a
theory is renormalizable, local, and can be implemented in existing codes with minimal
modification (I17). In order to perform the calculation for, e.g., A‘,‘%, one must know the
individual corrections on the lattice to pick apart from the total n — p+ e~ + 7 amplitude.
This requires a number of non-trivial calculations, such as the finite volume corrections, the
modification of the electron propagator in the QED background, and the non-perturbative
renormalization of the calculation (II8). In order to reach the required precision for a
determination of Eq. , substantial computing power is likely required.

4.5. Higher-order QED corrections

Up to now, the total integrated decay rate for neutrons and nuclei, as in Eq. (18)), consist
of pieces that have typically been calculated using different theoretical frameworks. In the
traditional method, the decay rate is written as follows, (see Eq. )

Wo
I / AWpW (Wo — W) F(Z,W)Clyya(Z, W, Wo)K(Z, W, Wo)[1 + 6rc]. 41
1

The calculation of the Fermi function is typically performed by considering the long wave-
length limit of virtual photon exchange and instead replacing the electron wave function
from a plane wave to the solution of the Dirac equation in a static Coulomb potential. This
has the advantage of being analytically tractable and resumming many of the dominant
(aZ)™ corrections, with other radiative corrections calculated explicitly using diagrammatic
methods. Additional terms arising from other photon-exchange diagrams are contained in
drc to make the product F(1+ drc) agree with the perturbative results up to the order of
the calculation. Recently, however, this methodology is under scrutiny, as approaches using
effective field theory find different results and stress the need for proper matching between
scales in consistent renormalization schemes. Specifically, the differences appear in the
large-log summation and the treatment of the Fermi function, which we discuss separately.

4.5.1. RGE and large-logarithm resumming. The vector coupling constant was recently
discussed within an EFT framework going from the Standard Model to Low-Energy Effective
Field Theory below the weak scale (LEFT) to heavy baryon chiral perturbation theory at
the nucleon scale including pions and finally finally pion-less EFT at the electron mass (13).
We largely base on discussion on their results and (119, [120), and focus here on the RGE
evolution to resum the large logarithms (see App. . Their schematic result for gy is the
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following
a(px)

gv(me) = U(me, i) |1+ Ofaa + — | Ulpx, hw) G (uw) 42.
where both U’s originate from solving the renormalization group equations to next-to-
leading order to connect relevant scales, and (0%, is proportional to the yW box contribu-
tions discussed above. Differences with the literature appear at second order in the RGE’s
of both the LEFT to HBChPT resumming and the HBChPT to the electron mass scale.
Specfically, in the RGE for the Wilson coefficient Cg Ref. (13) finds a difference in 1, the
O{(a/7)*} running coefficient, which is 5.5 times smaller than that of Ref. (103). The
origin of the difference is not identified, and the change in resummed o In(Mw /m.) terms
reduces Agr by 0.011%.

Additional important differences in the RGE resumming, however, originate at
O(a®In(my/mg)), i.e. running gy from g = py ~ my to g = me. Differences with
respect to the literature appear in the two-loop anomalous dimension. Traditionally, these
have been calculated using relativistic nucleons by Jaus (121, and Jaus and Rasche (122)
and remained untouched since the late 1980’s (123, [124). The calculations were performed
to order @(a?Z) including finite parts, but approximated one of the photons as a Coulomb
interaction. The work of Ref. (I3) calculated only the contributions to the two-loop RGE
(i.e. the divergent parts) enhanced by factors of 72, but were unable to obtain agree-
ment with traditional calculations (119). An identical observation was made in Ref. (125)),
discussed in more detail below. This difference resulted in a positive shift of A% of 0.010%.

For finite Z, the results by Hill and Plestid (125l [126) provide new results for the Z-
dependent RGE up to three-loop order. If confirmed, these substantially improve upon the
heuristic estimates of order O(a®Z?) (I27) and the simple approximations at higher orders
(128).

4.5.2. Fermi function. As mentioned above, the Fermi function is typically calculated using
a solution of the Dirac equation in a central Coulomb potential up to all orders in aZ, and
additional terms from a full perturbation theory calculation put into drc to find (33)

2(-1) gy [TV + i)

43.

where R = \/5/;30'2)&,@ represents the nuclear radius and y = aZ/f8 for § = p/E the
electron velocity. To first order in aZ one finds F' ~ 1+ y.

Besides the EFT construction discussed above by Ref. (13)), recent efforts to consistently
calculate the enhanced Coulomb corrections were reported in Refs. (125] [126]). The argu-
ment used in the latter works is the appearance of an unphysical UV regulator in the form of
the nuclear radius, R ~ 1/, in F(Z,W). This is introduced in the traditional calculation
as a cut-off for the divergent solution of the Dirac equation of a point charge at the origin,
the argument being that the electron wave function changes little inside the nuclear volume.
One then introduces ‘correction terms’ denoted as Lo for a finite-size charge distribution
derived either analytically or numerically and additionally includes atomic screening cor-
rections (S), shape-dependent terms (U), ... (20, 129, [33]), by constructing more elaborate
potentials.

In keeping with a consistent renormalization scheme, however, Refs. (13} [125] [126])
construct an EFT approach to capture the resummed (ma/B)" effects. Matching #EFT
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onto existing non-relativistic QED calculations, Ref. (I3)) argues for the use of the non-
relativistic Fermi function at p = me.,
2T 1
F N R(B ) = ~ 2na
ﬁ 1—e B

up to finite pieces of O(a?) (see above). The work by Refs. (125} [126), on the other hand,
uses all-order factorization theorems to reconstruct an object very close to the relativistic

44.

Fermi function with an explicit renormalization scale dependence, pw, as

F(Z.5)un) = F(Z.B.ri) o s .

with r;,l = pue’® a radius. We may connect this to the result of Eq. (44) by writing an
expansion of the relativistic Fermi function as (I3])

Fy(B) = Fxr(B)[1 — a*(ve — 3+ In(2E.RB)) + O(a)]. 46.
Setting g = m. corresponds to R = (m.e"®)~! and
F'(me) = Fnr(8)[1 — &* (=3 + In(2WB)) + O(a™))] 47.

It is now interesting to note that the finite (i.e. not logarithmically enhanced) O(a?Z) terms
as calculated numerically by Jaus and Rasche (121 [122]) were approximated analytically
by Sirlin and Zucchini (124 [103)) as

fin  ERA 2, |5 43
o5, =" a’Z {3 In(2W) 18] 48.
2
NEA 2 g E In(2W) — % - % +61n 2} 49.

in the extreme relativistic approximation (ERA, 8 — 1) and non-relativistic approximation
(NRA), are very similar to that obtained with Eq. 4 While it was noted in Ref.
(I3) that numerically these largely cancelled the effect of using the non-relativistic Fermi
function in their calculation, we may provide a deeper understanding using the results of

Refs. (125 [126).

4.5.3. Summary. We may therefore attempt to summarize the current status as follows:
differences at the two-loop anomalous dimensions remain for both LEFT to HBChPT and
HBChPT to me RGE’s, but introduce 0(0.01%) corrections to A which almost completely
cancel. Up to finite pieces of O(a?), the AEFT calculations of Ref. (I3) agree with those of
Refs. (125l 126). Using a consistent renormalization scheme, the EFT results of the latter
largely reproduce the finite pieces of the traditional calculations using a relativistic Fermi
function for a physical radius R and O(a?Z) corrections, questioning the discrepancy found
in Ref. (I3]). The exact correspondence for the neutron as well as for finite Z needs to be
further investigated.

5. NUCLEAR STRUCTURE CORRECTIONS

For the past decades, both the most precise determination of V,4 and the strongest con-
straint on exotic scalar currents came from superallowed 07 to 07 decays, through a com-
bination of an impressive experimental data set and significant efforts to address a myriad
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of nuclear structure corrections. Recently, however, changes to nuclear-structure correc-
tions to the YW box (dns) have significantly altered the numerical input to Eq. (18) and
dominate the V,q uncertainty budget (109)

Vit 0 = 0.97367(11)exp (13) oY, (27) x5 32 oral 50.

Besides this, renewed attention is going towards an evaluation of isospin breaking corrections
and the calculation of the phase space factors. The former has a long history, with a
wide variety of models of different levels of sophistication. In the works by Towner and
Hardy (130, 54), the equality of all Ft values with a good x?/v was used as a prerequisite.
Recently, a new method was proposed to use electroweak charge radii to constrain isospin
breaking effects (I31}, [132) which motivated a new measurement of the 26 Al charge radius
(I33). Simultaneously, data-driven methods are used to reevaluate the calculated phase-
space calculations and their uncertaintyﬂ (134} [135])).

5.1. Nuclear structure effects in the vW box

Towner and Hardy introduced the nuclear-structure radiative correction as the difference
between the free-nucleon value and that modified by the nuclear medium. The approach
was divided into two: (i) corrections where the same nucleon was involved in both the
weak contact interaction and the photon exchange with the final lepton, denoted 51‘35;
and (4i) with photon and W boson contact interactions on different nucleons, 0B . In their
original approach, the former was approximated by quenching the Born response in the same
way that one phenomenologically quenched the value of g4 for Gamow-Teller transitions
between low-lying states, while the latter was estimated using free nucleons propagating
inside a spectator nucleus with non-relativistic shell model codes.

The dispersion approach used first in the nucleon case allowed for two significant im-
provements in its description: (i) reasoning from the structure function picture, the quasi-
elastic response was found to have the largest contribution to dnxs rather than phenomeno-
logical quenching (114); and (4¢) the low scales of nuclear excitations relative to nucleon
excitations meant that energy-dependent terms contributed non-negligibly for nuclear tran-
sitions (136)).

Recently, a more complete work covering additional corrections in a dispersion relation
framework was published (I37). We may briefly summarize their work by highlighting one
of their central results,

nuc n 3a o d 2 nuc. n
RS — Ty ~ 5/0 %{[Ms,fl(l,Qz)*Ms,f(l,Q2)]

SEEM nuc nuc 3 nuc
ok [M3,+1(2,Q2)an{,+1(2,Q2)fgan,J(l,QQ)H 5L

where the additional sign subscript denotes the even or odd component under v — —v

and n = %1 for B* decays. Keeping in mind the results for the single nucleon in terms of
Nachtmann moments (Eqs. 27 & [28), the first line trivially shows the difference in nuclear
and nucleon Nachtmann moments of F5. The second line is more interesting, however, as

5We note that the use of weak charge radii rather than proton charge radii in the calculation of
the phase space factors is well-known, and discussed for example as isovector corrections in Refs.
(129, [33).
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as additional 8 energy-dependent terms appears with sensitivity only to the nuclear Nacht-
mann moments. This is to be understood intuitively as the breakdown of the separation
of scales in the original approach by Sirlin (I05]), with corrections separated into inner and
outer components, as now excitation energies inside the nuclear blob can be comparable to
the outgoing energies (I36) and terms of O(a/7(Ee/Anuc1)) cannot be ignored.

It would be highly desirable to perform an experimental measurement of the energy
dependence in parallel with theoretical estimates, but the smallness of the slope (on the
order of a few parts in 10* per MeV) makes this extremely challenging.

5.1.1. Structure function differences: quasi-elastic knockout and shadowing. The energy-
independent term in Eq. depends on the difference in the structure functions (through
the Nachtmann moment) of a nucleus versus that of a single nucleon. For relatively low
momenta and energies, the nucleus has a much richer structure than that of the nucleon
through the appearance of individual levels at the MeV-scale and collective excitations such
as the Giant Dipole Resonance at tens of MeV. While these can be probed using traditional
nuclear physics experiments, their behaviour inside the YW box cannot be easily translated
and instead a dedicated nuclear ab initio study must be performed. This is currently
available only for the lowest mass nuclei such as °C, where one attempts to calculate the
full nuclear Green’s function up to medium Q?* (I38).

At medium @Q? the nuclear response function shows a strong quasi-elastic component,
broadened by the Fermi function of the nucleons inside the nucleus. Contrary to the work by
Towner and Hardy, it was shown that the quasi-elastic response is the dominant contributor
at low to medium Q? (I14). The latter was calculated using a simple free fermion gas with
Pauli blocking, and using average removal energies. Because of the simplified approach, the
current estimate carried a large relative uncertainty but nonetheless changed dns by about 3
standard deviations. The resultant Ft values changed by about 1.5 s, while the uncertainty
on the quasi-elastic contribution was taken to be fully correlated over all isotopes.

For the nucleon, the majority of the YW box contribution comes from the Deep Inelastic
Scattering regime. In previous analyses, it was assumed that the nuclear and nucleon
structure functions would coincide in this regime and therefore do not contribute do dns.
It is well-known, however, that the DIS nuclear structure functions typically show shadowing
and EMC effects (139, [140). Experimentally, this has been studied predominantly for the
parity-conserving structure function F» (141) [142] [143)) rather than the parity-violating
function F3 entering A%. Despite a long history, the precise origin of the EMC effect is
still not understood even though a number of different models are able to reproduce (parts
of) the experimental data. Initial studies on F3 showed strong effects on the structure
function but found large cancellations in the Gross-Llewellyn-Smith sum rule (144). To
leading twist the latter informs the DIS contribution to A}, but it is not clear whether the
same conclusion is reached in other models. Motivated by the physics program of DUNE,
however, studies are gaining renewed attention (145} [146] [147).

5.2. Mirror transitions and nuclear structure effects

Despite the potential for mirror decays in extracting competitive determinations of Vi,
the evaluation of nuclear structure and isospin breaking corrections to the Gamow-Teller
to Fermi mixing ratio has not been studied in detail. Specifically, the traditional analysis
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for extracting V,q with Eq. makes the following approximation for p,

_ g9alMar|(1+ (655 —68)/2) _ galMar]|

= ~ 52.
gvIMp|(1+ (6%s —05)/2) — gv|MF|

where p is assumed to be the same as that obtained from measurements of angular correla-
tion coefficients (see Sec. . As the Gamow-Teller matrix element can not be determined
from first principles to a sufficient precision, this approximation is typically not given much
attention. While the current mirror V,4 determination (after removing double counting
effects, see below) is consistent with that obtained from the neutron and the superallowed
data set, it is by no means guaranteed that this should be the case.

5.2.1. Structure function differences and enhanced isospin breaking. Following the discus-
sion on A% in Sec. and 8% g above, the approximation in Eq. is unlikely to be
correct. In particular, while the quasi-elastic contributions may be expected to be similar
for 61‘\/,’; , effects from discrete states are likely to differ. Similarly, nuclear (anti)shadowing
effects play an important role in the DIS regime which dominates the yW contribution. For
the axial current, its effect depends on the (anti)shadowing of the spin-dependent structure
functions, g1,2 (148)). While these have received less attention than their spin-independent
partners, initial studies (149} [I50) have shown a stronger EMC effect for spin-polarized
structure functions (151} [152) [153] [154). The effects on the polarized Bjorken sum rule have
not been explicitly researched, however, and require further study.

As was the case for the neutron (Sec. , isospin breaking corrections due to the
weak magnetism contribution are expected to contribute to nuclear decays and give non-
negligible contributions to final-state correlations (I4)). In cases where a large cancellation
of the leading order results occurs (such as for **Ne where both as, and Ag are close to 4%),
such corrections might be sizeable. It is unclear whether the isospin breaking corrections
sum coherently over all nucleons, and needs further research.

5.2.2. Formalism mix-up and energy-dependent terms. In parallel, care must be taken to
correctly combine an experimental determination of p with resulting calculations of the total
decay rate and therefore V,,4. The importance of this was highlighted in Ref. (107), where
it was shown how recoil contributions in O(«) calculations can appear through soft photon
exchange between final states but cancel completely in the full calculation. Additionally, the
calculation of such terms differs depending meant double-counting errors occurred (107]).
This was due to a mismatch in the effective p derived from experiment combined with
calculations of fa/fy. Correcting this shifted the resultant V4 value by 2.20 standard
deviations to bring it into agreement with neutron and superallowed determinations.

A related question now arises with the likely appearance of energy-dependent corrections
originating from the vW box diagram (30). Thus far, similar calculations have not been
performed for the various angular correlations of the differential decay rate. If additional
energy-dependent correlations were to modify these angular correlations in a way that is
different from the B spectrum, it would result in a similar mismatch in an effective p
extracted from experiment and that assumed when calculating V,q. On the other hand,
if the effect would be sizeable, this might enable a direct experimental test of the effect
similar to spectral shape studies discussed in the preceding section.
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6. BEYOND STANDARD MODEL CONSTRAINTS
6.1. Cabibbo angle anomaly and exotic currents

Together with a determination of the up-strange quark mixing matrix element one may
perform a unitarity test of the top row of the CKM matrix,

Ackm = [Vaal® — [Vus)® — 1 53.

where contributions from V,,; may be neglected at the current level of precision. As discussed
in Sec. deviations from zero in Ackm are sensitive to left- and right-handed currents via
Eq. (E) Following the reanalysis of the YW box contribution to the radiative corrections
of AY, in 2018 (Sec. [4.3)), deviations at the level of 2-3 standard deviations in Eq. (53)
resulted in heightened scrutiny of theoretical inputs. At the same time, different ways of
obtaining Vs (from K2, K13 and 7 decays) are internally inconsistent (155, [I56) despite
careful examination of radiative corrections (157, [114). This situation is collectively known
as the Cabibbo Angle Anomaly (CAA) (158, [159). Figure[d]shows the current status of the
uncertainty budget of various channels to determine V4, as well as a summary of current
constraints in the V,,4-Vus plane.

0t-0"* Neutron Mirror Pion
0.251 1 1 1
$0.20 1 1 1
e
£0.151 . . .
%]
© 0.10 - 1 1 1
[T
PDG
0.05 - 1 1 1
Besti
0.00 | I e i i i

Il Experiment M Radiative Nuclear

Figure 4: Fractional uncertainty in the most precise channels for a V4 extraction. The
experimental uncertainty for the neutron is shown for the Particle Data Group average,
dominated by its average for ga and a global scale factor of 2.7. Taking the most precise
individual measurements leads to a total uncertainty at the 0.05% level, to be compared to
0.03% for 07 — 0T decays due to nuclear structure uncertainties.

More generally, several global analyses using the neutron and nuclear 8 decay data set
have been investigated (160} 155 16T} 156 162, [T0), with results generally consistent with
Standard Model predictions, such as those shown in Fig. Notable exceptions include the
determination of g4 from the aSPECT experiment from the neutron S-v angular correlation
(73, 52), and the neutron lifetime discrepancy between beam and bottle methods (163] 58).
Using a global fit (I55)), the former hints at an exotic right-handed tensor component with
a significance of 3.2 0. With the other most precise determinations of ga coming from
B-asymmetry measurements (66, [7T], [72), it is of great interest to see the completion of the
Nab experiment at Oak Ridge National Laboratory, which aims for a determination of ga
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Figure 5: (Left) Summary of channels to determine V,,s, showing the internal inconsistency.
Reproduced from Ref. (156). (Right) Current constraints on exotic scalar and tensor
interactions with limits from 8 decays and the Large Hadron Collider. Reproduced from

Ref. (155).

from a measurement of ag, at the O(3-107*) level (75} [76). This provides further impetus
for work at novel installations, like PERC (164)).

Following reports of the anomalous W boson mass measurement by the CDF collab-
oration (I65), it was additionally shown that 8 decays and CKM unitarity tests play a
substantial role in excluding parts of the proposed parameter space. More generally, the
argument now rings very clear for a holistic analysis of all experimental measurements.
Very recently, such a global analysis using collider, electroweak precision observables and
low energy constraints were performed in the SMEFT (166), showing complementarity over
a wide range of Wilson coefficients.

7. CONCLUSIONS

The study of neutron and nuclear 8 decay is going through a transformation, a process
which started only a number of years ago through a confluence of novel techniques and
ideas, increased computational power, and tensions in the global data set. Much progress
has been obtained from the theoretical side, and while substantial improvements have been
obtained in, e.g., the calculation of nucleon radiative corrections and the use of lattice
QCD, it will be several years before nuclear ab initio theory will converge on calculations
such as isospin symmetry breaking effects and nuclear structure effects in higher-order elec-
troweak calculations. Nevertheless, this process is of paramount importance for the field
as it promises to bring controllable theoretical uncertainties which can be systematically
improved. In light of the current signs for non-unitarity of the CKM top row, its impor-
tance cannot be understated. At the same time, we have attempted to highlight several
open questions resulting both from discrepancies with the traditional literature as well as
unexplored contributions to several theoretical corrections.

Experimentally, a similar influx of new ideas is propelling the field forwards. Mea-
surements using traditional scintillator or semiconductor technology have carried progress
over many decades but face hard-to-avoid systematic uncertainties such as detector non-
linearities, backscattering effects and bremsstrahlung losses. When these have been min-
imized as much as possible through clever instrumentation and set-up design, simulation
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Regularization: A
way to make
divergent integrals
convergent by
introducing a
regulator, typically a
mass or length scale.
Simplest examples
include enforcing
integration limits,
such as a non-zero
photon mass at low
momenta or an
artificial high energy
limit of applicability.

Renormalization:
Following
regularization, a
redefinition of a
finite number of free
parameters in the
Lagrangian such
that measurable
quantities are
independent of the
renormalization
scale.
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approximations and their validation often dominate the systematic uncertainty budget.
Nevertheless, use of proven technology allows for a quicker turnaround and will continue to
provide competitive results in the foreseeable future. Novel techniques such as Cyclotron
Resonance Emission Spectroscopy, however, sidestep many of these systematic uncertainty
and promise to bring significant gains in precision. Similarly, the use of quantum sensors
for high precision recoil spectroscopy provide yet another way of determining angular cor-
relations to high precision. The use of Superconducting Tunnel Junctions, for example, has
the benefit of fast counting rates thereby allowing on-line measurements, while the matu-
ration of the technology was done in the synchrotron community for X-ray studies. In the
future, a combination of these technologies with high efficiency atom and ion traps hold
great potential to further strengthen and diversify the exotic physics reach.
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A. RENORMALIZATION, RUNNING AND MATCHING

The use of EFT’s is widespread and forms a cornerstone in many branches of physics (167)).
The last decade, in particular, have allowed the direct comparison of constraints from low
energy up to collider searches. Following advances in electroweak EFT calculations and
discrepancies in the global data set, many elements of the theoretical inputs to nuclear 3
decay are being investigated using EFT methods which sometimes find conflicting answers
compared to traditional calculations. There are many excellent introductions to renormal-
ization theory, such as Refs. (168 [169] [I70), and we will briefly summarize the procedures
and introduce the jargon for experimentalists and non-experts. Specifically, we will outline
the idea of renormalization group-improved perturbation theory and matching of EFTs at
a common scale inspired by Refs. (171, [172]).

Even the most basic quantum field theories contain infinities starting at low number of
loops, running into divergences at low (infrared, IR) and high (ultraviolet, UV) momentum
scales. Unsurprisingly, the Standard Model contains divergences beyond tree-level in d = 4
space-time dimensions, which can be regularized using various renormalization schemes.
The latter corresponds to the introduction of a UV cutoff scale to separate finite from
divergent parts of the integral, and since physical observables must be independent of this
scale, the separation is necessarily arbitrary. The most popular device in perturbative
calculations is dimensional regularization, where the number of space-time dimensions d is
taken to be continuous such that the integral converges (decreasing d for UV divergences
and increasing for IR divergences). The result is afterwards analytically continued to d = 4
picking up poles in divergent quantities. Similarly to the introduction of an integration cut-
off, a mass scale y occurs, e.g., through a redefinition of a bare (unrenormalized) coupling

Hayen



constant, go, such that it remains dimensionless, i.e. go = gu‘ for d = 4 — 2e. We may then
write integrals that would, e.g., diverge logarithmically for d = 4,

d 2
*igglfe/ (gﬂid (¢ —1m2)2 - 12;;2 {% — e +Indmr — ln(m2/u2)} 54.

as f d4q/q4 — 00. The technical steps to reach the result of Eq. include performing a
Wick rotation and using properties of the Beta Euler function, but are not our main interest
here. The d = 4 divergence is contained in the 1/¢ term, but the final result also includes
surviving finite terms, some depending on p. Many - an infinite number, in fact - diagrams in
the same theory will give rise to similarly diverging integrals. In renormalizable theories, one
is able to ¢ subtract’ the poles by adding to the Lagrangian a finite number of ‘counterterms’
such that the full theory is independent of ¢ and p to infinite order in the perturbation
expansiorﬂ This procedure is performed through what is called a renormalization scheme,
of which the final result for measurable quantities (cross sections, decay rates, etc.) is
necessarily independent. In the (modified) minimal subtraction scheme, MS (MS), one
subtracts only the 1/e (1/e — vg + In4m) pole terms leaving the characteristic logarithmic
dependence on the ratio of mass, m, and renormalization scale, ums, as the surviving finite
piece. This implies that masses, couplings, etc., depend on the renormalization scale by
construction.

Calculations to higher-order calculations in the perturbation expansion will contain
powers of In™ (m2/p2) so that its convergence depends on these contributions being small.
One may choose p ~ O(m) rendering logarithmic corrections small, at the price of defining
the parameter (coupling, mass, ...) at that mass scale which often does not correspond
to what is measured experimentally. A way out between these conflicting situations (poor
convergence in the perturbation expansion, on the one hand, and parameters not defined at
the scale experiments probe it, on the other), is offered by the renormalization group which
specifies how parameters change as we change the renormalization scale. This will allow us
to smoothly connect different scales, an essential ingredient in matching different effective
field theories.

Constructing the Lagrangian of an effective field theory as a low-energy limit (at a scale
m) of a UV theory (at a scale M) consists of choosing the relevant degrees of freedom and
writing down all possible terms consistent with the UV gauge symmetries, i.e.

LY =L+ Ll and LUy =L+ > CiOs 55.

where Lj,ce is the free-field Lagrangian, £;,: contains interactions terms and C; are Wilson
coefficients for operators O; constructed from the EFT fields at scale m. If the UV theory
is known, one may try to determine the Wilson coefficients through a matching procedure,
i.e. calculating all possible diagrams to the required order in both theories with light
external fields and comparing terms. This typically results in Wilson coefficients with
’large logarithms’, i.e. terms that contain In M2/u2. Since the operators O; (and their
Wilson coefficients C;) are calculated at a scale u ~ m < M, these large logarithms cause
the perturbation theory to have poor convergence as matching results in terms containing

6With the advent of effective field theories, the philosophy on renormalizability as a criterion for
a useful theory has shifted, requiring instead a finite number of a counterterms order-by-order in
the theory.
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log™(M?/m?). A way to remedy this situation is using the renormalization group, which
specifies how renormalized couplings, masses, etc., change under a renormalization scale
change such that the final result remains independent of p. This information is encoded in
a renormalization group equation (RGE), a differential equation for each parameter of the
theory. A common example is the 8 function, which describes the change in the effective
coupling as a function of the renormalization scale

d
d ln,ug

(n) = B(g(p))- 56.

Equation determines the ‘running of the coupling’, and 8 can be obtained, order-
by-order, by doing loop diagram calculationsﬂ Similarly, one may construct an RGE for
each Wilson coefficient, C';, where the terms are known as anomalous dimensions, v, which
typically depend on the running couplings in the theory. Schematically, we may write

d 2 d

_ o5 sy _d oo T T
Tlap® = 2oy +00) Gl [4”]01(#) 57.

where o = g? /4. This system of equations may be solved to give

a(M)]Wﬂ0 Ci(M), 58.

Celw) = { o)

where it is now clear how the anomalous dimension non-trivially affects the scaling due to
quantum effects.

Putting everything together, the use of the RGE allows one to improve the naive pertur-
bation theory result, as one may then consider the renormalization scale change from the UV
theory at p ~ M to the EFT at p ~ m through a series of infinitesimal changes connected
via the RGE. If ~ is known to leading order, we are including the large-logarithm terms
to all orders in perturbation theory automatically, i.e. [aln(M?/u?)]™ while including v at
next-to-leading-order sums terms of order afaIn(M?/u?)]™. In conclusion, whereas naively
connecting theories defined at two different scales inherently introduces what is known col-
loquially as ’'large-logarithms’, using renormalization groups is a way to ‘softly’ connect two
different energy regimes by smoothly going from one mass scale to the other, integrating
incremental changes along the way while also retaining good convergence properties.

B. RECOIL-ORDER MATRIX ELEMENTS

When the energy release in a decay is much smaller than the mass of the initial and final
states small recoil corrections appear, i.e. contributions of O(¢/M) < 1, where ¢ is the
momentum transfer during the decay and M in the mass of the decaying particle. For 3
decay this energy release almost never exceeds 10 MeV, meaning ¢/M ~ 1073. At the
current level of experimental precision, however, these terms are relevant. This fact is
exacerbated when significant cancellations occur in the main matrix elements, so that these
recoil-order effects are significantly boosted in relative precision (42]). Following Holstein
(I73), it is useful to categorize recoil-order terms following their origin

"Theories where 8 > 0, such as QED, are perturbative at low energies, whereas for 8 < 0, such
as in QCD, effects become perturbative at high energies and imply asymptotic freedom.
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e Kinematic, O(1) x ¢/M
e Dynamic, O(A) x q/M
e Coulombic, O(aZMR) x q/M

where A is the mass number of the decaying nucleus and R is the charge radius. Points two
and three are contained in the proper description of the transition matrix element.

When discussing recoil-order matrix elements one is typically concerned with the second
category. This can be understood simply from the nucleon system, where the Lorentz
invariant decomposition into form factors of the bilinear quark operators in Sec. [2] may be
written as follows

~ 2 ~ 2
(pluy"dln) = a, {gv(q"’)v” + 7912”;5‘1 ) o g, + —g;(f )q“} Un 59.

N n

~ 2 ~ 2
(plar"y*dln) = ap {QA(‘f)’Y” + 79;53) oy + 7957(5 )q“] 7 un 60.
(pladln) = gs(0)tupun + O(¢*/m}) 61.
(plur’dln) = gp(0)ipy un + O(g*/m?,) 62.
(pluc™ dn) = gr(0)upo™ un + O(q” /m:.) 63.

where ¢ = pn — pp and my is the nucleon mass in the isospin limit, and where we ne-
glected additional momentum dependence of the exotic (non-(V — A)) interactions. Here,
gm,s,T,p are known as the weak magnetism, induced scalar, induced tensor, and induced
pseudoscalar, respectively. Of all of these, the weak magnetism contribution gives rise to
percent-level corrections to the 3 spectrum (with gas = 4.706), whereas others are zero by
symmetry (gs,r) or give only very small contributions (gp). This form factor decomposition
generalizes to nuclear systems with higher spins as discussed in Sec. and is discussed
in more detail in Refs. (19, 33).
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