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Abstract

As well known, the cross sections of the resonance and Quasi-Elastic (QE) scattering off nu-

cleons depend on quantities known as form factors that describe the nucleon structure. There

are alternative approaches to determine the values of these non-perturbative quantities, some of

them relying on the Neutral Current (NC) scattering of neutrinos off nucleons. In the presence of

NC Non-Standard Interactions (NSI), such derivations must be revisited. The aim of the present

paper is to discuss how information on NSI can be extracted by combining alternative approaches

for deriving the form factors. We discuss how the KamLAND atmospheric neutrino data with

Eν < GeV (used to determine the axial strange form factor gsA) can already constrain the axial

NSI of ντ with nucleons. We also argue that if the precision measurement of νµ NC QE scatter-

ing establishes unexpectedly large vector strange form factor (e.g., F s
1 (Q

2) ∼ 0.01), it will be an

indication for nonzero NSI coupling with u and d quarks (ϵ
Au/d
µµ ∼ 0.01). We study the QE and

resonance scattering cross sections of ντ and νe off Argon and show that if their axial NSI is of the

order of (but of course below) the present bounds, the deviation of QE cross sections from the SM

prediction will be sizable and distinct from the uncertainties induced by the form factors.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Studying the interaction of neutrinos with matter fields has been pivotal in building the

Standard Model (SM) of particle physics. Indeed the establishment of the SU(2)×U(1) gauge

symmetry as the basis of electroweak interaction was made possible by the discovery of NC

interaction between neutrino and matter fields at the Gargamelle experiment at CERN [1].

In 1977, Wolfenstein suggested non-standard lepton flavor violating NC interaction between

neutrinos and matter fields as a solution to the solar neutrino anomaly [2]. As is well-known

this suggestion was eventually ruled out and replaced by a neutrino mixing scheme. However,

in recent years NSI has gained renewed interest as a subdominant effect to be discovered in

current and upcoming precision neutrino experiments. The effective Lagrangian of the NC

NSI between neutrinos and matter fields can be written as

LNC
NSI =

∑
α,β=e,µ,τ
q=u,d,s

GF√
2

[
ναγ

µ
(
1− γ5

)
νβ
] [
qγµ

(
ϵV q
αβ + ϵAq

αβγ
5
)
q
]
, (1)

where GF is the Fermi constant. The dimensionless parameters ϵV q
αβ and ϵAq

αβ respectively

quantify the vector and axial NSI couplings. In the limit ϵV q
αβ , ϵ

Aq
αβ → 0, we recover the SM.

The vector part of the Lagrangian can affect the pattern of neutrino oscillation in mat-

ter [3] as well as the Coherent Elastic ν Nucleus Scattering (CEνNS) [4]. As a result, it has

received wide interest in the literature both from model-building and experimental points of

view. The present data already severely constrains the values of ϵV q
αβ [5]. By comparison, the

axial couplings ϵAq
αβ are less constrained because these couplings cannot affect the neutrino

oscillation pattern or CEνNS which are the main sources of information on ϵV q
αβ . The ϵAq

αe

and ϵAq
αµ have been probed by Deep Inelastic Scattering (DIS) of the νe and νµ beams at

the CHARM and NuTeV experiments, respectively Refs. [6, 7]. The combination ϵAu
αβ − ϵAd

αβ

is constrained by SNO [8, 9]. However, the bounds on ϵAq
ττ and ϵAq

τe are still very weak. In

Ref. [9], we discussed how studying NC DIS at DUNE can improve the bounds on ϵAq
αβ. In

particular, we demonstrated that ϵAq
ττ can be probed for values well below the present bounds

by the far detector of DUNE. In Ref. [10], we proposed a toy model leading to ϵAu
ττ = ϵAd

ττ ∼ 1

with a dark matter candidate as a bonus to be tested by the spin-dependent direct dark

matter search experiments. It is thrilling that new physics, involving the great mystery of

dark matter, can show up in the measurements of NC interactions of neutrinos with matter

fields, ushering in the “next” SM of particles.
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NSI can also affect the resonance and QE interaction of neutrinos with matter. The

impact of vector NC NSI on the QE neutrino-nucleus has been discussed in Ref. [11] (see

also Refs. [12–14]) with special attention to a degeneracy induced by the strangeness form

factor. Recent paper [15] discusses the impact of the µµ component of NSI on the QE cross

section with special attention to the polarization of the outgoing nucleons. Ref. [16] uses

the NOνA data to constrain NSI.

In this work, we shall focus on the impact of axial NSI on QE and resonance interactions.

Considering that ϵAq
αβ is less constrained, the impact can be sizable and of relevance to a

broadband experiment such as DUNE as well as medium and low energy on-going and future

experiments such as NOνA, T2K, and T2HK. We shall discuss in detail how uncertainties

on the relevant form factors can affect the derivation of information on ϵAq
αβ. Moreover,

we discuss how by combining different observation modes, we can solve degeneracies. This

analysis, which focuses on the uncertainties induced by various form factors, can identify the

bottlenecks and illuminate the way to improve the theoretical uncertainties in form factor to

uncover the new physics. Such an insight can hardly be achieved in the complicated analysis

of real or mock data plagued with experimental uncertainties and errors.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sect. II, we present the hadronic current in the

presence of NSI. In Sect. III, we review the present bounds in the literature on the NSI

couplings. We point out an unsolvable degeneracy for which NSI leads to Jµ
had → −Jµ

had.

In Sect. IV, we review the methods for deriving the form factors of the QE and resonance

scatterings and discuss how NSI shows up in these methods. We suggest combining the

different methods to unravel the effects of NSI. In Sect. V, we demonstrate the impact of

NSI on the cross sections of scattering of neutrinos and antineutrinos off the Argon nucleus,

taking into account the nuclear effects on scattering. In Sect. VI, we review our results.

Appendices A and B review the definition of the form factors for respectively QE and

resonance scatterings.

II. THE HADRONIC CURRENTS IN THE PRESENCE OF NSI

Similarly to the standard NC interaction, the effective interaction in Eq. (1) can be

written as the product of the leptonic and hadronic currents. Let us parametrize the total
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(SM+NSI) four-Fermi neutrino quark NC interactions as

GF√
2
[ναγ

µ(1− γ5)νβ] (J
µ
had)αβ. (2)

In the absence of NSI, the leptonic current is flavor universal and the hadronic current

will be proportional to δαβ. However, in the presence of NSI, Jhad can depend on the lepton

flavor indices α and β. The hadronic NC can be decomposed as vector and axial components:

(Jµ
had)αβ = (V µ

NC)αβ + (Aµ
NC)αβ . (3)

Let us rewrite each of these currents as the sum of SM and NSI contributions

V µ
NC = V µ

SM + V µ
NSI and Aµ

NC = Aµ
SM + Aµ

NSI

where

(V µ
SM)αβ =

[
(1− 2 sin2 θW )Qγµ

τ 3

2
Q− sin2 θW

3
QγµQ+ (

2

3
sin2 θW − 1

2
)sγµs

]
δαβ (4)

and

(Aµ
SM)αβ =

[
−Qγµγ5 τ

3

2
Q+

1

2
sγµγ5s

]
δαβ (5)

in which Q = (u d)T and τ 3 = diag(1,−1) is a Pauli matrix. Since we are interested only in

resonance and QE interaction with nuclei, we have not written the contribution from heavier

quarks to the SM current. The NSI currents can be written as

(V µ
NSI)αβ =

ϵV u
αβ + ϵV d

αβ

2
QγµQ+

ϵV u
αβ − ϵV d

αβ

2
Qγµτ 3Q+ ϵV s

αβsγ
µs (6)

and

(Aµ
NSI)αβ =

ϵAu
αβ + ϵAd

αβ

2
Qγµγ5Q+

ϵAu
αβ − ϵAd

αβ

2
Qγµγ5τ 3Q+ ϵAs

αβsγ
µγ5s. (7)

Notice that while QγµQ, Qγµγ5Q, sγµs and sγµγ5s are all isospin scalar (isoscalar), the

operators Qγµτ 3Q and Qγµγ5τ 3Q are isospin vector (isovector). All these operators can

contribute to the amplitudes of QE scatterings as well as to that of resonant isospin 1/2

particle production. In the model proposed in Ref. [10], ϵAu
ττ = ϵAd

ττ ∼ 1.
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III. UNCHARTED TERRITORY IN THE PARAMETER SPACE OF NSI

There are four main classes of observations and experiments that can probe the NSIs

of the neutrinos with the nuclei. In the following, we enumerate them, pointing out which

combination of NSI each experiment is sensitive to.

• Neutrino oscillation experiments: Neutrino oscillation pattern in matter is sensitive to

ϵV q
αβ

∣∣∣
α ̸=β

and to ϵV q
αα − ϵV q

ββ . As a result, solar, atmospheric, and long baseline neutrino

oscillation experiments can probe these combinations of NSI [8].

• High energy neutrino beam scattering experiments: The DIS of neutrinos is sensitive

to the following chiral couplings:

ϵRq =
ϵV q + ϵAq

2
and ϵLq =

ϵV q − ϵAq

2
.

The CHARM experiment with the νe and νe beams was a DIS experiment and was

therefore sensitive to the combinations [6]

(guL + ϵLuee )
2 +

∑
α ̸=e

|ϵLuαe |2 + (gdL + ϵLdee )
2 +

∑
α ̸=e

|ϵLdαe |2, (8)

and

(guR + ϵRu
ee )

2 +
∑
α̸=e

|ϵRu
αe |2 + (gdR + ϵRd

ee )
2 +

∑
α ̸=e

|ϵRd
αe |2, (9)

in which

guL =
1

2
− 2

3
sin2 θW, g

d
L = −1

2
+

1

3
sin2 θW, g

u
R = −2

3
sin2 θW and gdR =

1

3
sin2 θW.

(10)

Similarly, the DIS scattering at NuTeV experiment with the νµ and νµ beams was

sensitive to the combinations [6]

(guL + ϵLuµµ)
2 +

∑
α ̸=µ

|ϵLuαµ|2 + (gdL + ϵLdµµ)
2 +

∑
α ̸=µ

|ϵLdαµ|2, (11)

and

(guR + ϵRu
µµ )

2 +
∑
α̸=µ

|ϵRu
αµ |2 + (gdR + ϵRd

µµ)
2 +

∑
α ̸=µ

|ϵRd
αµ|2. (12)
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• The CEνNS experiment: The coherent elastic scattering of να off a nucleus with Z

protons and A− Z neutrons is sensitive to

[ZgVp +NgVn + (Z + A)ϵV u
αα + (2A− Z)ϵV d

αα]
2 +

∑
α ̸=β

[(Z + A)ϵV u
αβ + (2A− Z)ϵV d

αβ ]
2 (13)

in which gVn = −1/2 and gVp = 1/2− 2 sin2 θW.

• The SNO experiment: The Deuteron dissociation at SNO was sensitive to ϵAu
αβ −ϵAd

αβ . It

is noteworthy that SNO NC measurement, along with the solution ϵAu
αβ ≃ ϵAd

αβ , has non-

trivial solutions such as ϵAu
ee − ϵAd

ee ≃ +2 and/or ϵAu
µµ − ϵAd

µµ = +2 and/or ϵAu
ττ − ϵAd

ττ = +2

[8].[17] There are also solutions for the SNO data with nonzero off-diagonal ϵAq
αβ but

these solutions are already ruled out by other considerations such as the bounds from

the CHARM experiment [8].

Let us now discuss possible degeneracies and then review the existing bounds. As is well-

known, the oscillation data alone finds a solution with large ϵV q
µµ − ϵV q

ee = ϵV q
ττ − ϵV q

ee known as

LMA-Dark solution. However, with a mediator heavier than ∼ 50 MeV, this solution is ruled

out at a high confidence level with scattering experiments. Thus, we shall not consider the

LMA-Dark solution in our analysis. From Eqs. (8, 9), we observe a 24 = 16 fold degeneracy

between the SM solution ϵLuee = ϵRu
ee = ϵLdee = ϵRd

ee = 0 and the non-trivial cases where one or

several of the following relations are satisfied:

ϵLuee = −1 +
4

3
sin2 θW , ϵ

Ru
ee =

4

3
sin2 θW , ϵ

Ld
ee = 1− 2

3
sin2 θW , and ϵ

Rd
ee = −2

3
sin2 θW . (14)

From Eqs. (11, 12), we obtain another 24 fold degeneracy replacing ee → µµ. In order to

avoid the constraints from the neutrino oscillation experiments, we can take ϵV q
ee = ϵV q

µµ = ϵV q
ττ .

On the other hand, from Eq. (13), we find that the CEνNS results for arbitrary A and

Z is degenerate with the SM provided that

ϵV d
αα = 1− 4

3
sin2 θW and ϵV u

αα = −1 +
8

3
sin2 θW . (15)

Indeed for A ≃ 2Z, as long as ϵV u
αα+ϵ

V d
αα = 4

3
sin2 θW the degeneracy holds valid. This explains

the solution presented in the second column of Tab. 3 of Ref. [8]. Taking ϵ
A/V q
αβ ∝ δαβ (or

equivalently ϵ
L/Rq
αβ ∝ δαβ), we find that satisfying all the relations in Eq. (14) automatically

guarantees the relations in Eq. (15). In other words, there is a non-trivial solution for NSI

that avoids bounds from oscillation data, from CEνNS as well as from DIS experiments,
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NuTeV and CHARM. Moreover, relations in Eq. (14) imply ϵAu
αα − ϵAd

αα = +2 which is one of

the non-trivial solutions of SNO NC measurement presented in Tab. 4 of Ref. [8].

It is straightforward to confirm that going from the ϵαβ = 0 solution to ϵee = ϵµµ = ϵττ

with relations in Eq. (14), Jµ
had transforms to its opposite, up to the contribution from the

strange currents sγµs and sγµγ5s. Notice however that if , in addition to satisfying relations

in Eq. (14), we take ϵ
A/V s
αβ = ϵ

A/V d
αβ , then Jµ

had → −Jµ
had so with measuring the scattering

cross sections, the two solutions cannot be distinguished.

Apart from this degenerate solution which seems to be difficult to disentangle, the only

surviving solution for ϵV q is the solution around zero (the SM limit) with ϵV u, ϵV d <∼ 0.02

(for more details see the second column of Tab. 3 of [8]). From NuTeV Ref. [6], there are

strong bounds[18] on ϵ
Au/d
µµ(τ):

ϵAu/d
µµ < 0.01 and ϵAu/d

µτ < 0.005. (16)

Comparing Eqs. (7, 6) with Eqs. (5, 4), we observe that for the contributions from ϵAu
µµ − ϵAd

µµ

and from ϵV u
αα − ϵV d

αα to the cross sections of the relevant processes will be negligible and

less than respectively (ϵAu
µµ − ϵAd

µµ)/(1/2) = 4% and (ϵV u
αα − ϵV d

αα)/[(1− 2 sin2 θW )/2] = 16% of

the SM contributions. Any contribution from lepton flavor violating components ϵαβ will

be proportional to the square of these NSI couplings so the contribution from ϵAu
µτ − ϵAd

µτ

and (ϵV u
αβ − ϵV d

αβ )|α ̸=β will be further suppressed by respectively factors of (ϵAu
µτ − ϵAd

µτ )
2 and

(ϵV u
αβ − ϵV d

αβ )
2/(1 − 2 sin2 θW )2 and will be therefore negligible. The bounds on ϵAu

ττ + ϵAd
ττ ,

ϵAu
τe + ϵAd

τe , ϵ
Au
ee + ϵAd

ee as well as on ϵV s
αβ and on ϵAs

αβ are weak. Indeed, they can be of the order

of 1 so we will discuss their impact on QE and resonance interaction. Recent paper [16]

uses the NOνA data to constrain ϵAn = ϵAp with the result −0.41 < ϵAn
ττ = ϵAp

ττ < 0.41 and

−0.40 < ϵAn
eτ = ϵAp

eτ < 0.40. Using the formulas in [9, 19, 20], ϵAn = ϵAp = 0.41ϵAu = 0.41ϵAd

which means the bounds are not stronger than O(1). The bounds from SNO on ϵAu
αβ − ϵAd

αβ

are as follows [8]

−0.13 < ϵAu
ee − ϵAd

ee < 0.19 and − 0.15 < ϵAu
ττ − ϵAd

ττ < 0.2, (17)

and

−0.12 < ϵAu
eµ − ϵAd

eµ < 0.16 and − 0.1 < ϵAu
eτ − ϵAd

eτ < 0.13. (18)

The contribution from the off-diagonal elements will be suppressed by their square and
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will be therefore negligible. However, we shall discuss the possible effects of ϵAu
ee − ϵAd

ee and

ϵAu
ττ − ϵAd

ττ .

IV. DEGENERACIES BETWEEN FORM FACTORS AND NSI COUPLINGS

To compute the amplitude of QE or resonance scattering (i.e., M(ν+N(p) → ν+N(p′))

or M(ν+N(p) → ν+R(p′)) where R ∈ {N ′,∆, ...}), we should sandwich the quark current

between the initial and final hadron states:

⟨N(p′)|Jµ
had|N(p)⟩ and ⟨R(p′)|Jµ

had|N(p)⟩. (19)

The matrix elements are given by the relevant form factors which are functions of Q2 =

−(p − p′)2. The form factors cannot be perturbatively computed but through techniques

such as lattice QCD [21–23] or sum rules [24], their values can be predicted with a limited

precision. On the other hand, various scattering experiments are sensitive to certain different

combinations of form factors. As we shall see in this section, in the presence of NSI, the

extraction of the values of the form factors from the neutrino scattering experiments can be

subject to new degeneracies. In this section, we discuss the uncertainties and degeneracies

and suggest approaches that can in principle solve them. In Sect. IVA, we focus on the QE

interactions. In Sect. IVB, we discuss the resonant scatterings.

A. Quasi-Elastic scatterings

As is well-known the cross section of the QE scattering is given by

dσQE
NC

((−)
ν α +N →

(−)
ν β +N

)
dQ2

=

G2
FQ

2

2πE2
ν

[
AN(Q2)±BN(Q2)

(
4Eν

MN

− Q2

M2
N

)
+ CN(Q2)

(
4Eν

MN

− Q2

M2
N

)2
]
, (20)

where the plus (minus) sign is for the neutrino (antineutrino) scattering. The functions

A(Q2), B(Q2), and C(Q2) are defined as follows:

AN(Q2) =

1

4

[(
F̃N
A

)2(
1 +

Q2

4M2
N

)
−
((

F̃N
1

)2
− Q2

4M2
N

(
F̃N
2

)2)(
1− Q2

4M2
N

)
+

(
Q2

M2
N

)
F̃N
1 F̃

N
2

]
,

(21)
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BN(Q2) = −1

4
F̃N
A

(
F̃N
1 + F̃N

2

)
, (22)

CN(Q2) =
M2

N

16Q2

[(
F̃N
A

)2
+
(
F̃N
1

)2
+

(
Q2

4M2
N

)(
F̃N
2

)2]
. (23)

In the appendix A, we review the definitions of F̃ within the SM and discuss their

energy dependence. From Eq. (20), we observe that the difference between neutrino and

antineutrino cross sections yields BN or equivalently, F̃N
A (F̃N

1 + F̃N
2 ). Moreover, the Eν

dependence can determine AN , BN and CN which are combinations of F̃N
A , F̃N

1 and F̃N
2 .

Thus, by studying the scattering of neutrino and antineutrino beams off the nucleons, F̃N
1 ,

F̃N
A and F̃N

2 can in principle be extracted.

From Eqs. (3-7), we observe that the effects of NSI can be accounted for by redefining F̃

as

(F̃ p
i )αβ =

(
δαβ
2

− 2δαβ sin
2 θW + 2ϵV u

αβ + ϵV d
αβ

)
F p
i +

(
−δαβ

2
+ ϵV u

αβ + 2ϵV d
αβ

)
F n
i

+

(
−δαβ

2
+ ϵV u

αβ + ϵV d
αβ + ϵV s

αβ

)
F s
i , (24)

(F̃ n
i )αβ =

(
δαβ
2

− 2δαβ sin
2 θW + 2ϵV u

αβ + ϵV d
αβ

)
F n
i +

(
−δαβ

2
+ ϵV u

αβ + 2ϵV d
αβ

)
F p
i

+

(
−δαβ

2
+ ϵV u

αβ + ϵV d
αβ + ϵV s

αβ

)
F s
i , (25)

(F̃ p
A)αβ =

(
−δαβ

2
+
ϵAu
αβ − ϵAd

αβ

2

)
FA +

3

2
(ϵAu

αβ + ϵAd
αβ)F

(8)
A +

(
δαβ
2

+ ϵAu
αβ + ϵAd

αβ + ϵAs
αβ

)
F s
A,

(26)

(F̃ n
A)αβ =

(
δαβ
2

−
ϵAu
αβ − ϵAd

αβ

2

)
FA +

3

2
(ϵAu

αβ + ϵAd
αβ)F

(8)
A +

(
δαβ
2

+ ϵAu
αβ + ϵAd

αβ + ϵAs
αβ

)
F s
A. (27)

The definitions of F p
i , F

n
i , FA and F s

A can be found in appendix A. Notice, however, that

in the presence of axial NSI a new form factor enters the cross section formula defined as

⟨N(p′)|qγµγ5 λ8√
3
q|N(p)⟩ = F

(8)
A (Q2)uN(p

′)γµγ5uN(p) +
F

(8)
P (Q2)

MN

uN(p
′)qµγ5uN(p), (28)

where λ8 is the 8th Gell-Mann matrix: diag(1/
√
3, 1/

√
3,−2/

√
3). In the following, we first

discuss F̃N
i and vector NSI. We then focus on F̃N

A and axial NSI.
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F̃N
i and vector NSI: As explained in appendix A, the form factors FN

1 and FN
2 are directly

related to the electric charge and magnetic dipole of the nucleon, N . Not surprisingly, F p
1

and F p
2 have been extracted as a function of Q2 with a remarkable precision from the electron

proton scattering experiments [25, 26]. As long as NSI does not involve the electron, these

derivations are free from neutrino NSI (ϵ
V/Aq
αβ ) contamination. As discussed above, F̃N

i can

also be derived from studying the scattering of neutrino and antineutrino beams. Within

the SM, the knowledge of F̃N
i and FN

i can yield F s
i . Indeed the νµ scattering data from

MiniBooNE has been used to constrain F s
i [27], showing that −0.09 < F s

1 (Q
2) < 0.1 for

Q2 < 1 GeV2 and tighter bounds for smaller Q2. On the other hand, F s
i (Q

2) are predicted by

lattice QCD [28] with the result F s
1 (0) = 0, F s

1 (Q
2) < 0.004 and F s

2 (0) = −0.017. Moreover,

the global analysis of parity violating electron-proton scattering experiments yields F s
i with

a value consistent with the lattice QCD results [29]. While the computation of lattice QCD,

as well as the derivation from the parity violating electron-proton scattering experiments,

are not affected by NSI, according to Eq. (26) the derivation of F s
i from the νµ scattering off

protons in the presence of NSI should be interpreted as (2ϵV u
µµ + ϵV d

µµ )F
p
i + (ϵV u

µµ + 2ϵV d
µµ )F

n
i +

(−1/2+ϵV s
µµ)F

s
i where we have used ϵV u

µµ , ϵ
V d
µµ ≪ 1/2. Despite the strong bounds on ϵV q

µµ , F
p
i ϵ

V u
µµ

or F p
i ϵ

V d
µµ can still be larger than F s

i /2. If, contrary to the expectations, future measurements

establish F s
1 (Q

2) ∼ 0.01, it should be interpreted as nonzero ϵV u
µµ and/or ϵV d

µµ . Notice that

F̃ p
1 (0) and F̃

n
1 (0) respectively give 2ϵV u

µµ + ϵV d
µµ and ϵV u

µµ +2ϵV d
µµ (see Eqs. (26, 27). Hence, their

combination gives ϵV u
µµ and ϵV d

µµ . Then, F̃ p
2 would give F s

2 (−1/2 + ϵV s
µµ). Inserting the value

of F s
2 from lattice QCD prediction, ϵV s

µµ can be extracted. In theory, the knowledge of F̃ n
2 as

well as that of the Q2-dependence of F̃N
i can over-constrain the unknowns. In realty, since

various experimental errors induce sizable error bars in the derivation of F̃N
1 (0) and F̃ p

2 (0),

the alternative information from F̃ n
2 can reduce the error bars.

Notice that in the above discussion, we did not include the off-diagonal NSI. Since the

determination of the flavor of the final neutrino is not feasible, in the presence of off-diagonal

ϵV q
αβ , we should sum over the cross sections of all final flavors of νµ + N → να + N . For

the flavor violating case, the contribution from NSI to the cross section is suppressed by

quadratic terms in ϵV q
αβ and F s

i ϵ
V s
αβ . Thus, the contribution can be neglected.

F̃N
A and axial NSI: We first review the alternative methods for the FA and F s

A derivation

within the SM. We then discuss how F
(8)
A can be obtained. In the end, we discuss how NSI

can show up.
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Let us start the discussion with FA. As discussed in appendix A, FA is related to

⟨N |Qγµγ5τ 3Q|N⟩. The isospin symmetry implies

⟨N(p′)|Qγµγ5τ 3Q|N(p)⟩ = ⟨N(p′)|Qγµγ5τ 1Q|N(p)⟩ = ⟨N(p′)|Qγµγ5τ 2Q|N(p)⟩.

Since the CC interaction of nucleons is given by the latter two matrix elements, the value

of FA can therefore be derived by studying the CC interaction of leptons with nucleons.

The value at Q2 = 0, FA(0) = gA, which is called weak axial vector coupling constant,

can be derived from the β-decay experiments. Various collaborations report the value of gA

with high precision. For example, according to Ref. [30], |gA|= 1.27641(55). However, while

different derivations agree on the first two digits, there is a discrepancy of ∼ 0.01 between

them. Anyway, to relate gA extracted from β-decay to gA appearing in the NC interaction

of nucleons, we should use isospin symmetry which is accurate only up to 1%. Thus, the

mentioned discrepancy is irrelevant to our discussion. At low Q2 (i.e., Q2 < 0.6 GeV2)

FA(Q
2) is usually parametrized as a dipole:

FA(Q
2) =

gA
(1 +Q2/M2

A)
2
. (29)

The extraction of the value of MA, dubbed as axial mass, is subject to uncertainties and

its central fit depends on the assumptions on the Q2 dependence of vector form factors.

According to Ref. [31], MA = 0.999± 0.011. The derivation of FA(Q
2) from CC interactions

is free from degeneracies induced by the NC NSI.

Similarly to the case of FA(Q
2), for low Q2, F s

A(Q
2) can be parameterized as a dipole

form:

F s
A =

gsA
[1 +Q2/(M s

A)
2]2

. (30)

In principle,M s
A can be different fromMA but within the present experimental uncertainties,

we can set M s
A = MA. For Q2 > 0.5 GeV2, more elaborate parametrization should be

adopted both for FA and F s
A (see Refs. [32], [27]).

There are four approaches to determine gsA:

• Lattice QCD : This determination is independent of NSI and yields a value of gsA =

−0.044± 0.008 [22, 23, 33].

• Measuring parity violating asymmetries in scattering of polarized charge lepton beam

off nuclei [34–37]: The interference between the NC and electromagnetic contributions
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leads to parity violation in the scattering of polarized electrons off hadrons. This

asymmetry can be used to extract information on the strangeness form factors [27,

29, 38]. If NSI only involves neutrinos of certain flavors and the electrons have no

NSI this determination will not be sensitive to NSI. The values of gsA determined with

this method are in good agreement with the values determined by the lattice QCD

methods.

• Determining gsA from QE scattering of neutrinos off nuclei : Setting all NSI parameters

equal to zero, Ref. [39] uses the measurement of QE NC interaction of atmospheric

neutrinos in KamLAND to determine gsA = −0.14+0.25
−0.25. As we shall discuss, in the

presence of NSI, this derivation should be revisited.

• Determining gsA from hyperon beta decay : The global SU(3) flavor symmetry of T =

(u d s) implies a relation between the matrix elements of Tγµγ5λ4,5T and Tγµγ5λ8T

where λi are 3 × 3 Gell-Mann matrices associated to the adjoint representation of

SU(3). The former operators with λ4,5 convert the s-quark to the u-quark which

can lead to hyperon decay. As a result, the relevant form factor can be extracted

by hyperon beta decay. Then, the SU(3) symmetry gives F
(8)
A = (F

(0)
A − 2F s

A)/
√
3.

We shall not however rely on this approach because the SU(3) symmetry is severely

broken. Ref. [40] uses this method to extract the form factors.

Let us now discuss F
(8)
A (Q2). This form factor is not relevant for the NC interaction

within the SM; however, for ϵAu
αβ + ϵ

Ad
αβ ̸= 0, the NC cross section depends on this form factor.

As mentioned above, the global SU(3) symmetry of (u d s) relates this form factor to the

beta decay of hyperon but this SU(3) symmetry is broken. Fortunately, F
(8)
A is computed

by the lattice QCD [22]. We shall use the lattice QCD prediction for F
(8)
A which is again

free from the degeneracies with the NSI parameters. Like the previous axial form factor, for

low Q2, we can write [22]

F
(8)
A (Q2) =

g
(8)
A[

1 +Q2/(M
(8)
A )2

]2 , (31)

where the lattice QCD predicts g
(8)
A = 0.53± 0.022 and M

(8)
A = 1.154(101) [22].

As discussed above by studying the energy dependence of the neutrino current scattering

cross section, F̃N
A can be derived. Within SM, this measurement combined with FA from
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beta decay can determine F s
A. The basis of the F s

A determination from the atmospheric

neutrinos at KamLAND [39] is this concept. In the presence of NSI, such a derivation

should be revisited. Even (ϵAu
µµ − ϵAd

µµ)/2 as small as 0.02 (within the present bounds) can

have a contribution to F̃N
A comparable to that from F s

A. More importantly, (ϵAu
ττ + ϵAd

ττ )/2

which can be O(1) can dramatically change the cross section of ντ +N → ντ +N . Thus, in

the far detectors of long baseline experiments where the ντ component of the beam is large,

the cross section can significantly deviate from the SM prediction.

If the Q2 dependence of FA, FA(8) and F
s
A significantly deviated from each other, the Q2

dependence could yield their coefficients and hence ϵAu, ϵAd and ϵAs, separately. But as we

saw above, the axial mass parameters associated to all of them are very close to each other

(if not equal). Another tool to investigate NSI is flavor. While F s
A is a property of nucleon

and is independent of the flavor of neutrinos that scatter off the nucleon, ϵAq
αβ depends on

the flavor. Thus, by comparing the derivation of F̃ n
A at the far and near detectors of long

baseline experiments, one can obtain information on ϵAq
αβ and its flavor structure. Another

approach to utilize different flavors is studying the energy dependence of the NC event rates

at the far detector as P (να → νβ) depends on the energy of the neutrino.

For Eν < 1 GeV, the oscillation length of νµ → ντ is shorter than 350 km, corresponding

to a chord with a zenith angle of 91.5◦. As a result, for the KamLAND atmospheric neutrino

sample with Eν <GeV which is used in [39] to extract the value of F s
A, the majority of the

neutrino flux coming from below were a mixture of νµ and ντ plus a νe component at lower

energy. Considering that about half of the neutrinos came from the directions with zenith

angle larger than 92◦ for which ⟨P (νµ → ντ )⟩/⟨P (νµ → νµ)⟩ ≃ 2s223c
2
23/(c

4
23 + s423) ≃ 1, we

expect about 1/4 of the atmospheric neutrinos studied in Ref. [39] to be ντ . In the absence

of NSI, Ref. [39] derives F s
A with an accuracy of ±0.25. Assuming that all the uncertainty

was of statistical origin, with 1/4 of the data the uncertainty would be ±0.5. From Eqs. (26,

27), we observe that an uncertainty of 0.5 in the determination of F s
A is roughly equivalent

to a bound of about 0.3 on |ϵV u
ττ + ϵV d

ττ | which is already stronger than the present bound.

This estimation of the bound is of course an over-simplification. We expect that with a

thorough analysis of the KamLAND atmospheric data, a more stringent bound can be set

because most likely a good fraction of the uncertainty is due to systematic errors. That is,

by dividing the number of events by four, the deterioration of the sensitivity will be less

severe. A complete analysis of the KamLAND atmospheric data is beyond the scope of the
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present paper. The upcoming more accurate experiments such as JUNO combined with the

prediction of F s
A from lattice QCD can help to set significant bounds on ϵV u

ττ + ϵV d
ττ .

B. Resonances

For energy range 1 GeV < Eν < 4 GeV, the resonance cross section dominates both

over QE and DIS. Within the SM, the dominant and therefore best-studied NC resonance

is ν + N → ν + ∆, where ∆ has a mass of 1232 MeV, isospin of 3/2, and spin of 3/2. As

shown in Refs. [41, 42], the cross section of ν +N → ν +∆ is described by a special set of

form factors denoted by C̃A
i and C̃N

i .

The resonances with isospin different from 1/2 cannot receive any contribution from the

isospin invariant operators so the ∆ resonance will not be sensitive to ϵAu+ϵAd, ϵV u+ϵV d, ϵV s

or ϵAs. The effects of ϵAu−ϵAd and ϵV u−ϵV d on the cross section of the process ν+N → ν+∆

can be treated by the following replacements

C̃A
i δαβ → C̃A

i (δαβ − ϵAu
αβ + ϵAd

αβ) (32)

and

C̃V
i δαβ = −(1− 2 sin2 θW )CN

i δαβ → −
[
(1− 2 sin2 θW )δαβ + ϵV u

αβ − ϵV d
αβ

]
CN

i . (33)

The definitions of C̃A
i and CN

i are shown in Refs. [41–43] (see also appendix B). As discussed

before, ϵV u
αβ − ϵV d

αβ are already strongly constrained so the effect will be negligible.

After the ∆ resonance the next three important resonances have isospin 1/2 so they can

receive contributions from ϵAu+ ϵAd and ϵV u+ ϵV d, too. However, the cross sections of these

resonances are small. We therefore do not discuss them further.

V. CROSS SECTIONS IN THE PRESENCE OF AXIAL NSI

In the previous sections, we saw that for certain NSI, we expect a sizable impact on the

cross sections of (anti)neutrino nucleus NC QE and resonance scatterings. In this section, we

study the cross sections in the presence of NSI and compare their effect with the uncertainties

induced by less known form factors. To compute the cross sections, we use GiBBU 2023

as an event generator that accounts for nuclear effects [44], implementing the necessary
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changes to take into account the NC NSI effects. For the illustrative purposes, we omit the

contribution from two particles-two holes (2p-2h) excitations [45–47]. Using GiBUU, these

excitation can be readily included [48]. With the off-diagonal NSI, the scattering can be

lepton flavor violating:
(−)
ν α +N →

(−)
ν β +N and

(−)
ν α +N →

(−)
ν β +∆ with α ̸= β. Since the

detectors do not determine the flavor of the final neutrino at NC scattering, we sum over

the flavor of the final neutrino when computing the NC scattering cross section. Because of

the neutrino oscillation, the incoming beam at the far detector of long baseline experiments

will be a coherent combination of all three flavors rather than a pure flavor state. As shown

in Ref. [9], the cross section can be easily computed for such mixed flux using a suitable

change of flavor basis. For demonstrative reasons, we carry out our computation for a pure

flavor state. For the target, we consider the Argon nucleus. Tab. I shows the input values of

the form factor parameters and their uncertainties, along with their determination methods

and references for the
(−)
ν -N NC QE scattering. The uncertainties of FN

i are negligible. For

the dependence Q2 on these form factors, we use the BBBA2007 parametrization method

[49] which is the default of the GiBUU event generator. The effects of F s
i (0) are negligible

and can be set to zero as GiBUU does by default [41].

TABLE I. The form factor parameters for
(−)
ν −N NC QE scattering

Parameter Value Method Reference

MV 0.843 GeV ν −N CC QE scattering [50]

M
(8)
A 1.154± 0.101 GeV lattice QCD [22]

MA 0.999± 0.011 GeV ν −N CC QE scattering [31]

gA 1.2695 β-decay [51]

g
(8)
A 0.530± 0.022 lattice QCD [22]

gsA −0.15± 0.09 νµ − p NC QE scattering [52]

The precision of the computation by the GiBUU event generator depends on the input

value for the “number of ensembles”. The higher this number, the better is the precision but

of course, increasing the number of the ensembles, the time required for running the code

also increases. We take the number of the ensembles equal to 100. An example is shown

in Fig 1 for neutrino beam of 1 GeV. The vertical axis is the partial cross section of the

neutrino scattering on the nucleons of Argon averaged over protons and neutrons. The blue
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dots show the results obtained by the GiBUU event generator. The black curve shows the

best fit to the blue dots. The red curve shows the cross section for free nucleons computed

using Eq. (20) and averaged over 18 protons and 22 neutrons composing the Argon nucleus.

The significant difference between the GiBUU results and the red curve is of course due

to the nuclear effects. As explained in [42, 53], the change in the form factors due to the

nuclear medium effect is neglected. The tree main nuclear medium effects, implemented by

GiBUU, are the following:

• Due to the binding energy of the nucleus, the masses of the initial and final nucleons

receive a correction of 5% to 9 % for nucleon energy below 1 GeV. This effect alone

cannot account for the large difference shown in Fig 1.

• Fermi blocking of the final nucleon can be significant for momenta below 200 MeV.

The significant suppression for Q2 < 0.1 GeV2 can be partially attributed to the Fermi

blocking but at higher Q2, this effect is negligible.

• The dominant nuclear effect originates from the collision of the ejected nucleon off

the rest of nucleons in the nucleus before exiting the nucleus. The intuitive reason

why this leads to the suppression of cross section is the following. In general, the

cross section of A + B → C + D in the center of mass frame is the proportional to

[1/(EAEBvr)][pC/(EA + EB)] times the square of the matrix element. The multiple

collisions of the final states off other nucleons resemble carrying them along. We

therefore expect an increase in mC and EC which will in turn decrease the cross

section.

The cross section computed by GiBUU can be in general written as

dσ

dQ2

∣∣∣∣
GiBUU

= α(Q2, Eν , F̃
N
i , F̃

N
A )

dσ(Q2, Eν , F̃
N
i , F̃

N
A )

dQ2

∣∣∣∣∣
free

(34)

where σ|free is the cross section given in Eq. (20) without nuclear effects. α accounts for the

nuclear effects. In the limit that we neglect the effect of the binding energy on the effective

mass of nucleons, α becomes independent of F̃N
A and F̃N

i . Indeed, varying F̃N
A of order 1,

we found that the variation of α is less than 10 %. As a result, for small variations of F̃N
A

and F̃N
i (caused by e.g., gsA or uncertainties in other form factor parameters), we can safely

assume that α is independent of F̃N
A . Taking α independent of F̃N

A , we can extract α for
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the central value of F̃N
A at a given ϵAu and ϵAd and evaluate the effect of each uncertainty

on the cross section using Eqs. (20, 34). For the purpose of determining the uncertainty in

the cross section prediction induced by the form factors, this method has two advantages

over using GiBUU to compute the cross section at the lower and upper limits of F̃N
A : (1)

Computing σ|free is much faster than computing σ|GiBUU. (2) Due to the limited number of

ensembles, GiBUU itself induces an uncertainty that can be mistaken for the uncertainty

induced by the uncertainties of form factors. The method invoking Eq (34) circumvents the

spurious uncertainty.

ν differential QE at Eν = 1GeV
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FIG. 1. Differential cross sections per nucleon for the neutrino QE NC scattering off Argon at

Eν = 1 GeV. We have taken the SM limit with all NSI parameters set to zero. The blue dots show

the GiBUU prediction for the cross section averaged over the nucleons of the Argon, taking the

number of ensemble equal to 100. The input form factor parameters are the central values in Tab

I. While the black cure is a fit to the blue dots, the red curve shows the prediction for the free

nucleons averaged over 18 protons and 22 neutrons (i.e., the Argon composition) using Eq. (20).

The impact of vector NSI on the QE NC interaction has already been studied in Ref. [11].

Our focus in this section is on the axial NSI. We first start with the isospin violating case,

which is very constrained. Fig. 2 shows
(−)
ν -N NC QE scattering cross section with ϵAu

αα =

−ϵAd
αα = ±0.1. The cross section of scattering off Argon is divided by 40 (its mass number)

to give the cross section per nucleon. The left and right panels are respectively for neutrino

and antineutrino scatterings. While the lower panels show the differential cross section

(dσ/dQ2) at Eν = 1 GeV, the upper panels display the cross section (σ) versus the incoming
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neutrino energy, Eν . The black, blue and red bands respectively correspond to the SM,

ϵAu
αα = −ϵAd

αα = −0.1 and ϵAu
αα = −ϵAd

αα = 0.1. Neither the SM prediction nor the isovector

NSI prediction is sensitive to g
(8)
A or M

(8)
A . The tiny widths of the bands are due to varying

mA and gsA as shown in Tab. I. It is not surprising that for Q2 < 1 GeV2, the variation

due to mA is very tiny. As seen from the upper panels, the width of the bands increases

at higher energies. This is due to the fact that for larger Eν , Q
2 can have larger values so

the factor Q2/M2
A in Eq. (29) can be significant. The variation due to the gsA uncertainty is

surprisingly low for both the SM prediction and the isovector NSI prediction. This is due

to the fact that the variations in the contributions of protons and neutrons partially cancel

each other. From Eqs. (26, 27), it is manifest that for the SM as well as for the isovector

axial NSI, the central values of F̃ p
A and F̃ n

A are opposite to each other so the variation of

F s
A (or equivalently of gsA) cannot lead to a significant change in the scattering cross section

off Argon. We therefore conclude that when extracting information on isovector axial NSI

from the scattering of neutrinos or antineutrinos off an (almost) isospin singlet nucleus

(i.e., a nucleus with Z ≃ A/2), the uncertainties in the form factors will not be a source

of degeneracy even for −0.1 < ϵAu = −ϵAd < 0.1 as long as their magnitudes are larger

than about 0.01 which is the limit of reliability of using CC interactions to derive gA (i.e.,

validity of the isospin symmetry). Notice that this conclusion also applies for the lepton

flavor violating case (ϵAu
αβ = −ϵAu

αβ |α ̸=β) for which according to Eqs. (26, 27), the dependence

on F s
A and therefore on gsA disappears altogether. We observe that depending on the sign

of ϵAu
αα = −ϵAd

αα, we can have a deficit or an excess so the sign of the NSI coupling can

also be derived for the isovector axial NSI. This is due to the interference between the SM

contribution and the lepton flavor conserving NSI contribution. For lepton flavor violating

case (ϵAq
αβ with α ̸= β), we expect excess in NC cross section (when summed over the flavor

of the final neutrinos) regardless of the sign of the NSI coupling. From Fig. 2, we see that

neutrinos and antineutrinos are both sensitive to NSI but the sensitivity of neutrinos is

slightly higher.

Let us now discuss the isospin invariant case which is less constrained as discussed in

Sect. III. Fig. 3 is similar to Fig. 2 except that we have set ϵAu
αα = ϵAd

αα = ±0.5. The two

NSI bands with opposite signs ϵAu
αα = ϵAd

αα = ±0.5 overlap with each other which means that

the scattering cross section cannot determine the sign of the NSI coupling. Unlike the case

of the isovector axial NSI, here the widths of NSI are large which means the form factor
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FIG. 2. QE scattering cross section for SM and isovector axial NSI. The blue and red bands

respectively correspond to ϵAu
αα = −ϵAd

αα = −0.1 and ϵAu
αα = −ϵAd

αα = 0.1 which saturate the present

bounds. The rest of the NSI parameters are fixed to zero. The black bands show the SM prediction.

The input form factors are shown in Tab. I. We have varied mA and gsA within the ranges shown

in Tab. I. The vertical axis shows the cross section per nucleon for scattering off Argon. The left

(right) panels are for neutrinos (antineutrinos). The lower panels show the differential cross section

at Eν = 1 GeV.

parameters induce large uncertainties in the cross section. Remember that the cross section

for the isoscalar axial NSI depends on g
(8)
A and m

(8)
A , too. To obtain these bands, we have

simultaneously varied all g
(8)
A , m

(8)
A , gsA and mA within the ranges in Tab I. To disentangle

the uncertainty induced by each form factor parameter, we have included Fig 4 in which

each pair of curves show the uncertainty induced by a single form factor parameter, setting

the rest of the parameters equal to their central values. Unlike the case of the isovector

NSI, the uncertainty induced by gsA is significant. This is because at ϵAu
αα = ϵAd

αα = ±0.5, the
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ν QE cross section ν QE cross section

ν differential QE at Eν = 1 GeV ν differential QE at Eν = 1 GeV

FIG. 3. The same as Fig 2 except that we have taken isoscalar NSI with ϵAu
αα = ϵAd

αα = ±0.5. To

obtain the bands, in addition to mA and gsA, the m
(8)
A and g

(8)
A parameters are also varied within

the range shown in Tab. I.

central values of F̃ p
A and F̃ n

A are not opposite to each other and cancellations between the

variations of the proton and neutron contribution do not take place.

If the excess relative to the SM is larger than 30%, comparing Figs. (2, 3), we can

conclude thatit is induced by isoscalar axial NSI because the bounds on the isovector NSI

cannot allow such a large deviation. However, because of the large uncertainties in the cross

section prediction induced by gsA for the case of isoscalar NSI, the derivation of the value

of ϵAu + ϵAd will suffer from large uncertainty. If such an excess is observed it would be

imperative to improve the determination of gsA. For isoscalar NSI, we only expect excess.

For the isovector NSI with 0 < ϵAu
αα = −ϵAd

αα < 0.1, we expect a deficit up to 30 %. If the

deficit turns out to be larger, we should find a beyond SM solution other than NSI because

the bounds on ϵAu−ϵAd cannot allow a deficit larger than 30 %. However, a deficit of ∼ 30%

20



ν differential QE at Eν = 1GeV

ΔMA

ΔgA
s

ΔMA
8

ΔgA
8

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

Q2 [GeV2]

d
σ
/d
Q
2
×
10

-
38

[c
m
2
/G
eV

2
]

FIG. 4. Differential cross sections per nucleon for QE NC scattering off Argon at an energy of

Eν = 1 GeV. The blue, magneta, black and red curves respectively show the uncertainty induced

by MA, M
(8)
A , g

(8)
A and gsA as they vary within the ranges shown in Tab. I.

or less can be considered as a hint for 0 < ϵAu
αα = −ϵAd

αα < 0.1.

Fig. 5 shows the impact of ϵAs
αα = ±1 on the cross section. As seen from the figure, the

sensitivity to ϵAs
αα is too small to be resolvable. There are two reasons for the suppressed

sensitivity: (1) The effect is suppressed by the coefficient F s
A ≃ −0.15; (2) The variations

due to ϵAs in the cross sections of neutron and proton are in opposite directions so they

cancel each other. Scattering off free protons will therefore be more sensitive to ϵAs than

scattering off an (almost) isosinglet nucleus.

VI. SUMMARY

We have started with reviewing the present bounds on the NSI couplings from vari-

ous experiments with special attention to the possible degeneracies. We have pointed out

that there is an approximate degeneracy between the SM solution with ϵ
A/V q
αβ = 0 and a

non-trivial solution with ϵ
A/V q
αβ = ϵ

A/V q
ee δαβ and with values shown in Eq. (14). If we add

ϵ
A/V s
αβ = ϵ

A/V s
ee δαβ to the previous relations, the hadronic current Jµ

had (see Eqs. (3-5) for the

definition of Jµ
had) transforms to −Jµ

had. As a result, neither the scattering experiments nor

the neutrino oscillation experiments can distinguish this non-trivial solution from the SM.

We then focused on the values of NSI coupling around the SM solution and enumerated the
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ν QE cross section ν QE cross section

ν differential QE at Eν = 1 GeV ν differential QE at Eν = 1 GeV

FIG. 5. The same as Fig 2 except that we have taken isoscalar NSI ϵAs
αα = ±1.

bounds on the couplings presented in the literature. Despite stringent bounds on vector NSI

(ϵV q
αβ < 0.05, q = u, d), the axial NSI couplings ϵAu

ττ + ϵAd
ττ , ϵ

Au
eτ + ϵAd

eτ and ϵAu
ee + ϵAd

ee as well as

ϵAs
αβ can be as large as O(1). Moreover, ϵAu

ττ − ϵAd
ττ and ϵAu

ee − ϵAd
ee can be as large as 0.2.

We have then discussed degeneracies in extracting the values of the form factors and

NSI couplings from QE and resonance neutrino scattering off nuclei. We have discussed

how these degeneracies can be solved by employing extra information on the value of the

form factors from the lattice QCD prediction or from the scattering of charged leptons

off nuclei. In particular, we have highlighted two new avenues to derive information on

NSI: (1) While the lattice QCD computation shows F s
1 (Q

2) < 0.01, nonzero ϵV u or ϵV d can

fake F s
1 ∼ 0.01. The νµ scattering in MiniBooNE already constraints |F s

1 (Q
2)| for Q2 <

1 GeV2 to be smaller than 0.1. If future neutrino scattering experiments, να +N → να +N

yield F s
1 (Q

2) to be O(0.01), it should be interpreted as a nonzero 2ϵV u
αα + ϵV d

αα ∼ 0.01, close

to the bound from neutrino oscillation and CEνNS data [8]. (2) Low energy (50 MeV<
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Eν <1 GeV) atmospheric neutrino data collected by the KamLAND experiment, which is

used to constrain F s
A, can already set a bound on |ϵAu

ττ +ϵ
Ad
ττ | stronger than the present limits.

More accurate measurement of low energy atmospheric neutrino data by future detectors

such as JUNO can yield valuable information on ϵAu
ττ + ϵAd

ττ and/or ϵAu
ττ(e) + ϵAd

ττ(e).

We have used the GiBUU event generator to compute the differential and total cross

sections of QE NC interaction of neutrinos and antineutrinos off nucleons in Argon, taking

into account the nuclear effects. We have found that while an isoscalar axial NSI, ϵAu = ϵAd

leads to only an excess in the cross section relative to SM, the lepton flavor conserving

isovector axial NSI, ϵAu
αα = −ϵAa

αα can lead to both excess or deficit depending on its sign.

Considering the bounds on ϵAu − ϵAd, the deviation for the isovector case cannot be larger

than 30 %. Thus, an excess more than 30 % can be interpreted as axial isoscalar NSI (but

not isovector NSI). A deficit more than 30 % should find another beyond standard model

explanation. We have found that in the presence of isoscalar axial NSI, the uncertainties

of the form factors (mainly that of F s
A) induce large uncertainty in the prediction of the

cross section. However, for the isovector NSI, the uncertainties induced by form factors on

the cross sections of (anti)neutrinos off neutron and proton cancel each other. Observing a

deficit of < 30% in the cross section will allow us to determine a positive value of ϵAu
αα = −ϵAd

αα

free from the form factor uncertainties. With an excess less than ∼ 30% in the cross section

of the QE (anti)neutrino scattering, we cannot determine if ϵAu = ϵAd or not. Considering

that the isoscalar NSI cannot affect the ∆ resonance cross section, the measurement of its

cross section can be used as a discriminant between isovector and isoscalar NSI.

Finally, we have studied the impact of ϵAs on the cross sections. Even with O(1) values,

its effects on the cross section of neutrinos or antineutrinos off Argon will be buried in the

form factor uncertainties because (1) its effects are suppressed by F s
A; (2) Effects on neutron

and protons cancel each other. Because of the second reason, it seems the scattering off free

proton has a better chance of determining ϵAs than scattering off heavy nuclei with A ≃ 2Z.

Appendix A: Form factors for standard NC QE scattering

To compute the amplitude of the QE scattering of neutrinos, we need to sandwich the

hadron current appearing in Eq. (2) between the initial and final nucleon states. Decom-
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posing the hadronic current of the SM as V µ
SM + Aµ

SM (see Eqs. (3, 4, 5)), we can write

⟨N(p′)|V µ
SM|N(p)⟩ = uN(p

′)

[(
γµ −

̸ qqµ
q2

)
F̃N
1 (Q2) +

i

2MN

σµνq
νF̃N

2 (Q2)

]
uN(p) (A1)

⟨N(p′)|Aµ
SM|N(p)⟩ = uN(p

′)

[
γµγ5F̃

N
A (Q2) +

qµ
MN

γ5F̃
N
P (Q2)]

]
uN(p) (A2)

with qµ = p′µ − pµ and N = p, n. Here MN and uN denote the nucleon mass and the spinor

describing N . F̃N
1 (Q2) and F̃N

2 (Q2) are the vector form factors. F̃N
A (Q2) and F̃N

P (Q2) are

respectively known as the axial and pseudoscalar form factors. The operators in V µ
SM (i.e.,

Qγµτ 3Q, QγµQ and sγµs appearing in Eq. (4)) are the same operators that the electromag-

netic current is composed of:

Jµ
EM =

2

3
uγµu− 1

3
uγµd− 1

3
sγµs =

1

6
QγµQ+

1

2
Qγµτ 3Q− 1

3
sγµs (A3)

The matrix elements, ⟨N(p′)|Jµ
EM|N(p)⟩, can also be parametrized as in Eq. (A1), replacing

F̃N
i (Q2) → FN

i (Q2) where FN
i are the famous Dirac and Pauli form factors. The values

of FN
i are well measured from the scattering of charged leptons off nuclei. It is therefore

convenient to write F̃N
i in terms of FN

i . To do so, we will also need the form factors

associated to ⟨N(p′)|sγµs|N(p)⟩ which can again be parameterized as in Eq. (A1) with

F̃N
i → F s

i . Notice that we have implicitly used the isospin symmetry:

⟨p(p′)|sγµs|p(p)⟩ = ⟨n(p′)|sγµs|n(p)⟩.

Moreover, the isospin symmetry implies

⟨p(p′)|QγµQ|p(p)⟩ = ⟨n(p′)|QγµQ|n(p)⟩ and ⟨p(p′)|Qγµτ 3Q|p(p)⟩ = −⟨n(p′)|Qγµτ 3Q|n(p)⟩

Using these relations and Eq. (4), we obtain

F̃ p
i (Q

2) =

(
1

2
− 2 sin2 θW

)
F p
i (Q

2)− 1

2
F n
i (Q

2)− 1

2
F s
i (Q

2), i = 1, 2 (A4)

F̃ n
i (Q

2) =

(
1

2
− 2 sin2 θW

)
F n
i (Q

2)− 1

2
F p
i (Q

2)− 1

2
F s
i (Q

2), i = 1, 2 (A5)

The Dirac and Pauli form factors, FN
i are related to the famous electric (GN

E ) and mag-
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netic (GN
M) as

FN
1 (Q2) =

1

1 + Q2

4M2
N

[( Q2

4M2
N

)
GN

M(Q2) +GN
E (Q

2)

]
, (A6)

FN
2 (Q2) =

1

1 + Q2

4M2
N

[
GN

M(Q2)−GN
E (Q

2)
]
, (A7)

F s
i (Q

2) =
F s
i (0)Q

2

(1 + Q2

4M2
N
)(1 + Q2

M2
V
)
. (A8)

As is well-known, GN
E (0) is the electric charge of nucleon (Gp

E(0) = 1 and Gn
E(0) = 0).

GN
M(0) is its magnetic moment in terms of the nuclear magneton, e/(2MN) (G

p
M(0) = 2.79

and Gn
M(0) = −1.91 [54]). These quantities are measured with a mind-blowing accuracy

[54]. However, the determination of the Q2 dependence of the form factor is subject to larger

uncertainties. Among the various Q2 parametrizations of these Sachs form factors, we use

the BBBA2007 form factors provided in Ref. [49], which is also the default parametrization

in the GiBUU project.

From Eq. (5), we observe that while the contributions from the u and d quarks to the

proton and the neutron are opposite, the contributions from the strangeness are the same.

Thus, [42]

F̃ p,n
A (Q2) = ∓1

2
FA(Q

2) +
1

2
F s
A(Q

2), (A9)

where the minus sign corresponds to protons and the plus sign corresponds to neutrons. FA

and F s
A are respectively the contributions from Q = (u d) and s.

Appendix B: Isospin 3/2 resonance form factors

In this appendix, we review the form factors required to compute the cross section of

ν +N → ν +∆. For this, we need the matrix elements of the hadronic current [41]:

⟨∆+|Jµ
had(0)|p⟩ = ⟨∆0|Jµ

had(0)|n⟩ = ψδ(p
′)Γδµ

3/2+uN(p). (B1)

Here ψδ(p
′) is the Rarita-Schwinger spinor for the ∆, Γδµ

3/2+ is the vertex and uN(p) is the

Dirac spinor for the nucleon [41–43]. The transition vertex Γδµ
3/2+ is described in terms of

the vector Vδµ
3/2 and axial transition vertices Aδµ

3/2 [42, 43][55]

Γδµ
3/2+ =

[
Vδµ
3/2 +Aδµ

3/2

]
γ5. (B2)
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The vector and axial components, Vδµ
3/2 and Aδµ

3/2, are described in terms of the vector and

axial vector form factors as follows [42, 43]:

Vδµ
3/2 =

C̃V
3 (Q

2)

MN

(gδµ/q − qδγµ) +
C̃V

4 (Q
2)

M2
N

(gδµq · p′ − qδp′
µ
) +

C̃V
5 (Q

2)

M2
N

(gδµq · p− qδpµ) + gδµC̃V
6 (Q

2),

(B3)

Aδµ
3/2 =

[
CA

3 (Q
2)

MN

(gδµ/q − qδγµ) +
C̃A

4 (Q
2)

M2
N

(gδµq · p′ − qδp′
µ
) + C̃A

5 (Q
2)gδµ +

C̃A
6 (Q

2)

M2
N

qδqµ

]
γ5,

(B4)

where MN is the nucleon mass. In the ν +N → ν +∆ process, the isospin of the baryon is

changed by one unit so it cannot receive any contribution from the isospin invariant operators

QγµQ, Qγµγ5Q, sγµs and sγµγ5s. This transition is only sensitive to the isovector part of

Jµ
had which is shown below [41, 42]

(
1− 2 sin2 θW

) 1
2
Qγµτ 3Q− 1

2
Qγµγ5τ 3Q. (B5)

Similarly, the amplitude of e + N → e + ∆ or of µ + N → µ + ∆ receives only a contri-

bution from the isovector part of the electromagnetic current shown in Eq. (A3): Qγµτ 3Q.

It is therefore straightforward to relate C̃V
i to CN

i which are obtained from the resonant

interaction of the charged leptons with nucleons [41, 42]:

C̃V
i (Q

2) = −(1− 2 sin2 θW )CN
i (Q2), N = p, n. (B6)

The isospin symmetry relates the matrix elements of axial isovector operator Qγµγ5τ 3Q to

those of Qγµγ5(τ 1 ± iτ 2)Q which appear in the CC interaction. As a result, the values of

C̃A
i (Q

2) = CA
i (Q

2) can be derived from studying the CC resonant interaction [43].
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